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HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

THURSDAY, MARCH 10, 1966

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D. C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 2261,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edith Green (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Green, Brademas, Hathaway, and Quie.
Also present: William F. Gaul, counsel, and Charles W. Radcliffe,

minority counsel for education.
(Text of H.R. 13174 follows:)

[H.R. 13174, 89th Cong., 2d seas.]

A BILL To strengthen and improve public and private programs of assistance for institutions of higher
education and students attending them

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the "Higher Educa-
tion Amendments of 1966".

TITLE I---EXTENSION OF ASSISTANCE TO HIGHER EDUCATION

PART A—EXTENSION OF AND AMENDMENTS TO THE HIGHER EDUCATION
FACILITIES ACT OF 1963

EXTENSION OF GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF UNDER-GRADUATE ACADEMIC
FACILITIES

SEC. 101. (a) Section 101 of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 is

amended to read as follows:
"SEC. 101. (a) For the purpose of enabling the Commissioner of Education

(hereinafter in this Act referred to as the 'Commissioner') to make grants to
institutions of higher education for the construction of academic facilities in

accordance with the provisions of this title there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated the sum of $230,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964,
and for the succeeding fiscal year, $460,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,

1966, $453,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and such sums as may
be necessary for each of the four succeeding fiscal years. In addition to the sums

authorized to be appropriated under the preceding sentence for each fiscal year,
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for that fiscal year for making such
grants the difference (if any) between any specific sums authorized to be appro-
priated under the preceding sentence for the preceding fiscal year and the sums
which were appropriated for such preceding year under such sentence.
"(b) Sums appropriated pursuant to subsection (a) of this section shall remain

available for reservation as provided in section 109 until the close of the fiscal
year next succeeding the fiscal year for which they were appropriated."

1



2 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

PAYMENTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND FOR PLANNING

SEC. 102. Subsection (b) of section 105 of the Higher Education Facilities Act
of 1963 is amended to read as follows:
"(b) The Commissioner is authorized to expend not exceeding $3,000,000 during

the fiscal years ending June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966, and not exceeding
$7,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and each of the four succeeding
fiscal years, in such amounts as he may consider necessary (1) for the proper and
efficient administration of the State plans approved under this title and under
part A of title VI of the Higher Education Act of 1965, including expenses which
he determines were necessary for the preparation of such plans, and (2) for grants,
upon such terms and conditions as the Commissioner determines will best further
the purposes of this Act, to State commissions for conducting either directly or
through other appropriate agencies and institutions, comprehensive planning to
determine the construction needs of institutions (and particularly combinations
and regional groupings of institutions) of higher education. Not more than
$3,000,000 may be expended in any fiscal year for the purposes set forth in clause
(1)."

EXTENSION OF GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF GRADUATE ACADEMIC FACILITIES;
EXTENDING AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 203. (a) Section 201 of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 is
amended to read as follows:
"SEc. 201. In order to increase the supply of highly qualified personnel critically

needed by the community, industry, government, research, and teaching, the
Commissioner shall, during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and each of the
seven succeeding fiscal years, make construction grants to assist institutions of
higher education to improve existing graduate schools and cooperative graduate
centers, and to assist in the establishment of graduate schools and cooperative
graduate centers of excellence. For the purpose of making grants under this title,
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $25,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, the sum of $60,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1965, the sum of $120,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966,
the sum of $60,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and such sums as
may be necessary for each of the four succeeding fiscal years. In addition to the
sums authorized to be appropriated under the preceding sentence for each fiscal
year, there ,is hereby authorized to be appropriated for that fiscal year for making
such grants the difference (if any) between any specific sums authorized to be
appropriated under the preceding sentence for the preceding fiscal year and the
sums which were appropriated for such preceding year under such sentence.
Sums appropriated pursuant to this title for any fiscal year shall remain available
for grants under this title until expended."

EXTENSION OF LOANS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF ACADEMIC FACILITIES

SEC. 104. Section 303(c) of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 is
amended—

(1) by striking out "four" in the first sentence and inserting "seven";
(2) by striking out in the second sentence all that follows "the two succeed-

ing fiscal years' and inserting in lieu thereof ", $200,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and such sums as may be necessary for each of the
four succeeding fiscal years."; and
(3) by amending the third and fourth sentences to read as follows: "In

addition to the sums authorized to be appropriated under the preceding
sentence for each fiscal year, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated
for that fiscal year, for making such loans, the difference (if any) between
any specific sums authorized to be appropriated under the preceding sentence
for the preceding fiscal year and the sums which were appropriated for such
preceding year under such sentence. Sums appropriated pursuant to this
subsection for any fiscal year shall be available without fiscal-year limitation
for loans under this title.

CLARIFYING AMENDMENT OF DEFINITION OF DEVELOPMENT COST

SEC. 105. Subsection (c) of section 401 of the Higher Education Facilities Act
of 1963 is amended (1) by inserting "(1)" immediately after "(c)", (2) by redesig-
nating clauses (1) and (2) as clauses (A) and (B), respectively, (3) by redesignating
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subclauses (A) and (B) as subclauses (i) and (ii), and (4) by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:
"(2) In determining the development cost with respect to an academic facility,

the Commissioner may include expenditures for works of art for the facility of not
to exceed 1 per centum of the total cost (including such expenditures) to the appli-
cant of construction of, and land acquisition and site improvements for, such
facility."

REPEAL OF AUTHORITY TO PRESCRIBE A SCHEDULE OF FEES FOR CERTAIN
INSPECTIONS AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

SEC. 106. The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 is amended by striking
out subsection (b) of section 304 and by redesignating subsection (c) and references
thereto as subsection (b).

PART B—EXTENSION OF ASSISTANCE TO DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS

SEC. 111. Paragraph (1) of section 301(b) of the Higher Education Act of 1965
is amended by inserting "the sum of $30,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1967, and such sums as may be necessary for each of the three succeeding fiscal
years" after "1966,".

TITLE II—STUDENT LOAN PROGRAMS

LOAN REIMBURSEMENT PAYMENTS FOR TEACHERS

SEC. 201. Title II of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 is amended by
redesignating subsection (c) of section 205 as subsection (d), and by inserting
after subsection (b) the following new subsection:
"(c) In order to encourage students who have obtained a loan under this title to

refinance such loan through the student loan program carried out under part B of
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965, and likewise to encourage students to
obtain new loans under such part B program in lieu of obtaining such loans under
this title, a student who does so with the approval of the educational institution
involved shall, with respect to so much of the loan under such part B as—

"(1) is a refinancing of a student loan made by the institution under this
title, or,
"(2) in the case of a loan under such part B obtained in lieu of a loan from

the institution
' 

does not exceed the amount which he was eligible to borrow
from the institution,

be entitled, in accordance with regulations of the Commissioner, to have the
following loan reimbursement payments made to him by the Commissioner: An
amount equal to 10 per centum of the applicable total principal amount of any
such loan shall be paid for each complete academic year or its equivalent (as
determined under regulations of the Commissioner) of service as a full-time
teacher in a public or other nonprofit elementary or secondary school in a State,
in an institution of higher education, or in an elementary or secondary school
overseas of the Armed Forces of the United States, until an amount equal to 50
percentum of such total has been paid. The annual amount shall be 15 per
centum (rather than 10 per centum) for each complete academic year or its
equivalent (as so determined) of service as a full-time teacher in a public or other
nonprofit elementary or secondary school which is in the school district of a local
educational agency which is eligible in that year for assistance pursuant to title
II of the Act of September 30, 1950, Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress, as
amended, and which for purposes of this paragraph and for that year has been
determined by the Commissioner, pursuant to regulations and after consultation
with the appropriate State educational agency, to be a school in which there is a
high concentration of students from low-income families, except that the Com-
missioner shall not make such determination with respect to more than 25 per
centum of the total of the public and other nonprofit elementary and secondary
schools in any one State for any one year; and for the purpose of payments
pursuant to this sentence, an aggregate amount equal to an additional 50 per
centum of the applicable total principal amount of any such loan may be so paid.
No payment shall be made under this subsection for service performed more
than fifteen years from the execution of the note or written agreement
evidencing it.'

(
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ENCOURAGING PRIVATE CAPITAL FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE STUDENT LOANS

SEC. 202. Section 203 of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 is amended
by designating the present text as subsection (a) and by inserting at the end thereof
the following new subsection:
"(b) (1) For the purpose of substituting for direct Federal support to the maxi-

mum extent practicable private and other non-Federal funds for student loans,
the Commissioner is authorized to provide the following forms of assistance, upon
such terms and conditions as he may deem appropriate, for the benefit of students
attending institutions of higher education:

"(A) If an institution of higher education borrows non-Federal funds
(or otherwise receives or makes available repayable non-Federal funds) for
use as capital contributions to a student loan fund established under this title,
the Commissioner may (i) guarantee timely repayment of all or part of such
funds (plus interest thereon), (ii) agree to reimburse the institution for up
to 90 per centum of the loss to it from defaults on student loans made from
such funds, (iii) agree to pay to the institution the amount of the interest
differential (as defined in paragraph (3) of this subsection) with respect to
such funds, and (iv) agree to pay the institution the amount of administrative
expenses authorized by clause (3) of section 204 to be paid out of a student
loan fund with respect to such funds.
"(B) If an institution of higher education arranges for a student assist-

ance organization (as defined in paragraph (3) of this subsection) to make
loans to students attending the institution, the Commissioner may enter into
an agreement with the organization upon the terms set forth in section 204
and may (i) guarantee timely repayment of funds (plus interest thereon)
borrowed by the organization for use as capital contributions to a student
loan fund established under this title, (ii) agree to reimburse the organization
for up to 90 per centum of the loss to it from defaults on student loans made
from such borrowed funds, (iii) agree to pay to the organization the amount
of the interest differential with respect to such borrowed funds, and (iv) agree
to pay to the organization the amount of administrative expenses authorized
by clause (3) of section 204 to be paid out of a student loan fund with respect
to such funds. A student assistance organization with which the Commis-
sioner makes an agreement pursuant to this subparagraph shall be deemed
to be an institution of higher education for purpose of applying the other
provisions of this title.
"(C) If an institution of higher education enters into arrangement with

one or more lenders pursuant to which the lender makes loans (upon terms
and conditions set forth in section 205(b)) in such amounts and to such
students as the institution may determine on the basis of the criteria set
forth in section 205, the Commissioner may (i) guarantee to the lender timely
repayment of the loans (including amounts thereof which are canceled),
(ii) agree to pay to the lender such amount as the Commissioner determines
will give the lender, considering the interest on the loan, a reasonable rate of
return on such loans, and (iii) agree to pay to the institution, with respect
to the aggregate amount of outstanding principal on such loans, an amount
equal to the amount of administrative expenses authorized by clause (3) of
section 204 to be paid from a student loan fund. The Commissioner shall
condition any such assistance upon agreement by the institution to pay the
Commissioner promptly an amount equal to 10 per centum of the amount
paid by him to the lender on account of defaults on such student loans.

"(2) The assistance provided by the Commissioner pursuant to paragraph (1)
shall be subject to the following limitations:

"(A) If the interest on an obligation is exempt from income taxation by
reason of section 103(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, the Com-
missioner shall not guarantee timely payment of that obligation except
during such time or times as it is held beneficially by a holder which is ex-
empt from income tax because it is a State or an instrumentality of a State
or because of section 501(c) of such Code.
"(B) No payment shall be made under this subsection with respect to a

loan if the rate of interest on that loan exceeds such per centum per annum
on the principal obligation outstanding as the Secretary (after consultation
with the Secretary of the Treasury) determines to be reasonable, taking into
account the range of interest rates prevailing in the private market for similar
loans and the rate of interest the borrower pays or would have to pay with
respect to other loans of a similar duration.
"(3) For purposes of this subsection—
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"(A) the term 'interest differential' means the excess of (i) the amount
of interest paid by an institution or organization with respect to sums de-
posited by it as capital contributions to a student loan fund established under
this title, over (ii) the amount of interest received by it on student loans
made from such funds.
"(B) The term 'student assistance organization' means a nonprofit organi-

zation authorized to make loans to students in one or more institutions of
higher education.

REVOLVING FUND; APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

SEC. 203. (a) Section 203 of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 is
further amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsections:

"(c) There is hereby created in the Treasury a separate fund (hereinafter in
this section called 'the fund') which shall be available to the Commissioner with-
out fiscal year limitation as a revolving fund for making Federal capital contribu-
tions to institutions which have agreements with the Commissioner under this
title but which for legal or other reasons are unable (as determined by the Com-
missioner) to take adequate advantage of assistance under subsection (b). Fed-
eral capital contributions made from the fund shall be made upon such terms
and conditions as the Commissioner may deem appropriate, and they may be
made without regard to the allocation provisions of sections 202 and 203(a).
There shall be deposited in the fund all amounts appropriated pursuant to sub-
section (d) of this section, all sums appropriated pursuant to section 201 and
not obligated prior to the date of enactment of this subsection, all amounts
received by the Commissioner as repayments of capital contributions, and any
other moneys, property, or assets derived by him from his operations in connec-
tion with the fund, including any money derived directly or indirectly from the
sale of assets, or beneficial interests or participations in assets, of the fund. There
shall be paid from the fund all payments to institutions of higher education
required by section 208 with respect to student loans financed from capital con-
tributions from the fund and all expenses and payments of the Commissioner
in connection with the sale (through the Federal National Mortgage Association
or otherwise) of participations in obligations acquired under this title. If at
any time the Commissioner determines that moneys in the fund exceed the
requirements of the fund, such excess shall be transferred to the general fund
of the Treasury.

"(d)(1) There are authorized to be appropriated $150,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and such sums for the succeeding fiscal year as may be
necessary for making payments into the fund established under subsection (c).
"(2) In order to receive Federal capital contributions from the fund (and

notwithstanding section 205(b) (8)), an institution must agree to require each
student who receives a loan financed from such capital contributions to authorize
in writing assignment to the Commissioner of the note or other agreement evidenc-
ing that loan, and the note or other agreement evidencing each prior loan made by
the institution to the student under this title, and the institution must agree to
assign to the Commissioner so much of these notes and agreements as he may
determine. The institution shall continue to collect, as agent of the Commis-
sioner and for so long as he may determine, payments of principal and interest
with respect to any such notes and agreements which may be assigned, and while
the institution is so collecting the provisions of clause (3) of section 204 (regarding
administrative expenses and collection costs) shall continue to apply to the loans
evidenced by such notes and agreements. Ten per centum of such payments
with respect to notes and agreements which have been assigned shall be retained
by the institution and 90 per centum of such payments shall be paid to the
Commissioner.
"(e) (1) For any fiscal year, the aggregate of (A) the amount of loans which

may be guaranteed under clause (i) of subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of subsection
(b), (B) the amount of any other loans with respect to which the Commissioner
agrees to pay the interest differential authorized by subsection (b), (C) the amount
of Federal capital contributions made from the fund established under subsection
(d), and (D) the amount of student loans with respect to which the Commissioner
may become liable, by virtue of section 205(c), to make loan reimbursement
payments may not exceed such maximum amount as may be authorized by an
appropriation Act, except that this amount in turn may not exceed the amount
authorized to be appropriated for that year by section 201. Whenever a specified
maximum amount is so authorized by an appropriation Act, there shall be estab-
lished on the books of the Treasury as indefinite appropriations such sums as may
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be necessary from time to time to enable the Commissioner to make payments
required by a contract of guaranty or by any other undertaking made by him
pursuant to subsection (b) with respect to such maximum amount.
"(2) For any fiscal year, the share of the maximum amount determined under

paragraph (1) which shall be available for students attending any institution shall
be determined by the Commissioner by allocating such maximum amount among
institutions and organizations with which he has agreements under this title in a
manner which he deems to be consistent, considering the availability of student
loan assistance under title IV—B of the Higher Education Act of 1965, with the
provisions of sections 202 and 203."
(b) Section 206(b) of such Act is amended to read as follows:
c(b) After September 30, 1966, each institution with which the Commissioner

has made an agreement under this title shall pay to the Commissioner, not less
often than quarterly, 90 per centum (or such lesser proportion as the Commis-
sioner may deem to be equitable in light of the relative Federal and non-Federal
contributions to the loan fund) of the amounts received by the institution after
that date in payment of principal or interest on student loans made from the
student loan fund established pursuant to such agreement (which amount shall be
determined after deduction of any administrative costs or collection costs author-
ized by clause (3) of section 204 to be paid from the student loan fund and not
already reimbursed), and the remainder of such amounts shall be retained by the
institution."

AUTHORIZING LOAN INSURANCE FOR LOANS TO REFINANCE LOANS MADE FROM
FEDERALLY ASSISTED STUDENT LOAN FUNDS

• SEC. 204. (a) Title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is amended by
redesignating subsections (b) and (c) of section 427, and references thereto, as
subsections (c) and (d), respectively, and by inserting after subsection (a) the
following new subsection:
"(b) A loan by an eligible lender shall also be insurable by the Commissioner under

the provisions of this part if it is made for the purpose of enabling the borrower to
repay one or more loans obtained by him from a loan fund established under title
II of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. The Commissioner shall
promulgate such regulations as he may deem appropriate to assure that loans
which are insurable by virtue of this subsection shall be used for the purpose for
which they are made. A loan shall be insurable by virtue of this subsection only
if it is evidenced by a note or other written agreement which meets the require-
ments of clause (2) of subsection (a), except that if the repayment period has begun
for any loan which is to be repaid, the new loan may not be insured under this
part unless its repayment period begins when the loan is paid to the borrower.
The amount of any loan which is made insurable by virtue of this subsection shall
not be included in determining whether a student has exceeded the annual or ag-
gregate limits set forth in section 425(a) (1)."
(b) Section 428(c) (1) (A) (as redesignated by section 101(b) of this Act) is

attended by inserting at the end thereof and before the semicolon: ", except that
there shall not be included in determining such amount the amount of any loan
made pursuant to regulations of the Commissioner for the purpose of enabling the
borrower to repay one or more loans obtained by him from a loan fund established
under title II of the National Defense Education Act of 1958".

Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee will come to order.
Mr. Secretary, we are delighted to have you here. I know you.

have had a busy week. In fact all of us have with three subcom-
mittees holding hearings simultaneously. The hearings on the
higher education amendments were scheduled at this time primarily
because of the urgent need to act on the student loan provision, as
evidenced in pleas made in innumerable letters received from the
various colleges and universities around the country.
May I say, and I think I can speak for all of the members of the

subcommittee, that the satisfaction we feel with regard to the legis-
lation record that has been made in the field of education in the last
two sessions of the Congress is only equaled by that felt when we

Ar
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learned of your appointment as Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. This subcommittee looks forward to our
work with you and Commissioner Howe as we strive to improve
American education at all levels.
During the last few years, there has been much public attention

given to the unrest on college and university campuses, and within
the last 2 months much of this unrest and uncertainty—if the letters
I receive are indicative—has centered on two questions: one, the
drafting of college students, and two, the proposal to phase out the
student loan program carried on under NDEA.
As you know, this subcommittee has already started the hearings

on the first of these questions: the present and the projected pro-
fessional manpower needs and the effect the drafting of college stu-
dents may have on the Nation's ability to meet these needs.

It is my hope, Mr. Secretary, as our session continues this morning
we will have an opportunity also to discuss some of these questions,
as the subcommittee is most interested to learn your views on the
manpower picture and whether, indeed, we will have sufficient quali-
fied manpower to staff and to implement our expanding domestic
programs and our military commitments.
Equally important and equally deserving of our immediate attention

is the bill before the subcommittee today, H.R. 13174 and the pro-
posal to phase out the NDEA student loan program. I am certain
that everyone here is well aware of the uncertainty and the anxiety
of the education community with regard to this proposal, and at this
point, without any objection, I would like to make, as a part of the
record, letters I have received and letters referred to me by other
members from college and university presidents, deans and student
aid officers, expressing deep concern over the proposed revisions.
(The letters referred to follow:)

OFFICE OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AIDS,
UNIVERSITY OF DETROIT,
Detroit, Mich., March 8, 1966.

Hon. MRS. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MRS. GREEN: We, here at the University of Detroit, are perplexed and
greatly disturbed by the proposed elimination of the National Defense Student
Loan Program.

This program is the mainstay of our Financial Aid Programs, as it is in many
private institutions whose students face tuition rates such as we have.

If the National Defense Loan Program is eliminated or greatly reduced, inesti-
mable damage will be done to Higher Education. Here, at least 600 students will
be seriously effected; in fact, a substantial percent of these students will be forced
to withdraw from the University.
It seems possible and pertinent that the Federal guaranteed loan program could

replace the National Defense Loan Program. However, it also appears clear
that the initiation and operation of this replacement program will require several
years. If the National Defense Loan Program is eliminated or seriously con-
tracted, what is the needy student to do, particularly in view of the rising costs
of tuition, and secondary costs of attendance.
We hope that you and your committee will give serious, objective, and weighted

consideration to the proposed elimination of the National Defense Student Loan
Program. We urge that the National Defense Student Loan Program be funded,
if only on a limited basis, to allow able and worthy students to complete their
education.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT M. PETERS, Director.
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ASSOCIATION OF STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1966.

HOD.. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: The Association of State Colleges and Universities, at its

annual meeting in Chicago on February 16, 1966, adopted a resolution calling for
the extension and adequate funding of the NDEA Student Loan program. (The
Association of State Colleges and Universities is comprised of 194 institutions
enrolling approximately one million students.)

Presidents of member institutions attending the meeting expressed grave con-
cern over the proposed termination of the NDEA Student Loan Program and the
substitution for it of a new guaranteed loan program. They felt the existing
program should be continued pending an adequate trial of the guaranteed pro-
gram to see if it, in effect, is capable of meeting the need of students who must
borrow money in order to attend college.
In any event, early action by Congress is imperative because the colleges need

to know what kinds of program or programs will be in effect so they can properly
advise students and their parents without further delay.
I know that both the colleges and the students will be most appreciative of

your efforts to resolve this situation at the earliest possible date.
Please let me know if our Association can be of assistance to you.

Cordially,
ALLAN W. OSTAR, Executive Director.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION

The Association of State Colleges and Universities' Committee on Legislation
moves that the Association take the following actions:

1. Endorse the current NASUL GC position statement, "National Action
Affecting Higher Education," with the provision that the following words be
included as the conclusion of the first sentence of II, 3., (2), (3): "including de-
grees in education which qualify recipients to teach in the above fields."

2. Recommend to the directors of the Association of State Colleges and Uni-
versities that they work toward the issuance by ASCU and NASULGC of a joint
position statement on National Action Affecting Higher Education.

3. Endorse the recommendations presented to the 89th Congress by the Presi-
dent of the United States for the strengthening of international education pro-
grams, and recommend to the Congress that the legislation implementing these
programs make provision for the participation of the ASCU member institutions.

4. Recommend to the 89th Congress of the United States the extension and
adequate funding of the NDEA Loan program.

5. Recommend to the 89th Congress of the United States the full funding of
the College Housing Loan program.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

CASE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY,
Cleveland, Ohio, March 1, 1966.

DEAR MRS. GREEN: A number of people at Case Institute of Technology have
been concerned recently when we learned that there is congressional discussion
concerning substantially reducing the funds available for the 1966-67 school
year under Title II of the NDEA Loan Program. I understand your Committee
has been asked to review certain aspects of this matter.
We are confident that a new Federal Guaranty Program, properly designed and

fully operating, could provide the loan resources which the National Defense
Student Loan Program has been providing and would provide private sources of
funding to replace federal government funding sources. All of these ideas are
commendable.

Despite our optimism about the eventual ability of the Guaranty Program to
replace the NDSL Program, we are concerned about the immediacy of such a
move and feel that a phasing out of the NDSL, and a phasing in of the Guaranty
Program should take place over a several year period.
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Will you please send me current information about this situation? We want
to understand this matter fully then make our views known officially to you.

Sincerely,
T. KEITH GLENNAN, President.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: I should like to impose upon your time for a moment to

request that you note the point of view I have sought to express to the American
Council on Education regarding the failure of appropriation for the National
Defense Student Loan Program. I believe the matter is serious enough for a
large number of economically deprived young people to justify calling it to your
attention. The point of view that the national interest is best served by all
all levels of American youth being educated to the extent of their capability
seems to be overlooked by withdrawing these loans from such a large number of
them who cannot obtain such assistance elsewhere.

With deep appreciation of your many services, I am
Yours very truly,

Enclosure

Dr. LOGAN WILSON,
President, American Council on Education,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR LOGAN: It is difficult for me to express both my extreme disappointment

and consternation over the failure of the President's budget request to the
Congress to include an appropriation request for the National Defense Student
Loan Program. There is a demonstrable need for this Program and Mercer
University students, along with many students from nearly all the institutions of
higher education, had come to depend heavily on this. It is a shock for the
Program to be discontinued abruptly rather than phased out without any notice.
This is especially true since many colleges, in large part, have obligated already
their student aid funds for the fiscal year 1966-67.

It would seem that the discontinuation of the National Defense Student Loans
is in severe opposition to the recently indicated interest of the national govern-
ment to assist all qualified young people in this country to continue their educa-
tion beyond high school. Such students simply cannot obtain bank secured loans
in many places. The loss of the Student Defense Loan casts a shadow over the
national concern for extended and fuller educational opportunity.
I have shared the widely expressed enthusiasm for the significant support by

President Johnson of excellent international educational programs in foreign
fields. I am afraid however that if such extension appears to come at the expense
of deeply needed educational assistance programs in continental United States
the splendid conception of the President and others will suffer, and lose much of
the enthusiasm and support needed for it.
May I urge the American Council on Education to use every resource at its

command to seek means to secure the authorization of money needed for the
1966-67 continuation of this Loan Program. Without it thousands of young
people may effectively be denied the opportunity of higher education. This I
believe would reflect serious national consequences.

Yours very truly,

MERCER UNIVERSITY,
Macon, Ga., February 22, 1966.

RUFUS C. HARRIS.

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: It has come to my attention that there is

some effort in Congress to "phase out" the National Defense Student Loan
Program. This letter is to express my objections to this proposal.

66-902-66 2

MERCER UNIVERSITY,
Macon, Ga., February 22, 1966.

RUFUS C. HARRIS.

BETHANY COLLEGE,
Bethany, W. Va., February 16, 1966.
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The National Defense Student Loan Program has worked beautifully at this
College. Hundreds of needy students have been able to complete their education
because of the availability of these funds.
This College is proud of its collection record and low rate of default. We do

not find the administration of the program cumbersome.
During recent years—largely in accordance with government guidelines—we

have reorganized and centralized our financial aid program to such an extent that
one application, one evaluation of need, and one ̀ `packaged offer" (including
scholarship, loan, and employment) does the job. To "phase out" the institu-
tionally controlled loan program is to regress and to promote inefficient use of
available funds.

Furthermore, if our past experience with state and private loan programs is any
guide, we do not expect that the "phasing out" of the NDSL program will in any
way save the institution from endless paper work. All such programs in the past
have required much support in terms of applications and reports from the colleges.
I do hope that the National Defense Student Loan Program is continued and

expanded.
Sincerely,

ROBERT A. SANDERCOX,
Dean of Students.

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON,
Seattle, Wash., February 24, 1966.

1-1011. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: The purpose of this letter is two-fold: one, to

inquire whether a copy of your comments to the 24th NRECA Annual Meeting,
held in Las Vegas earlier this month, and entitled "The Rural American" would
be available. I would very much appreciate receiving a copy if possible.
The second is to urge your favorable consideration to the continuation of

ND EA loan activity. While I have not made a special study of this matter I
have the firm conviction that the loan program has worked well in the past,
created opportunities for advancement of many who would otherwise have dropped
by the way, and finally, that the alternative program, as I understand it, will not
reach the same number of people.
There seems to have been an extreme reaction among the students on this

campus to the threat of the end to NDEA general purpose loans. I understand
that the students have organized an extensive petition campaign, the results of
which will reach the capitol presently. I hope that on other campuses similar
concern is being registered and will also come to your attention.
From my own personal experience, the NDEA was of great help in allowing

me to get to finish graduate school. In some ways I am a walking advertisement
of the value of a government assisted educational investment: I have my doc-
torate, have contributed to scholarship, have my second book nearly done, am
teaching at the university full time at a good salary. The NDEA assistance
came at a crucial time and I do not know what would have happened, had this
not been available.
From my impression of the new program, set in the context of the effort against

poverty, I do not believe it would now be possible for me to repeat this experience.
Hence, my concern that there will be several thousand students like me, who will
be caught in the box we all know too well.
I know your contribution to higher education has been of the greatest impor-

tance in recent years. Your knowledge of the area is very thorough and I hesitate
to do more than bring to your attention my concern and my own personal experi-
ence.

Yours truly,

Hon. JOHN C. CULVER,
Representative from Iowa,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CULVER: We have recently heard that President Johnson

is proposing legislation which would "phase out" direct National Defense Educa-

JOHN E. CROW, Assistant Professor.

LUTHER COLLEGE,
Decorah, Iowa, February 18, 1966.
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tion Act loans to college students and replace this program with some kind of
guaranteed loan program in which the student would negotiate his loan from a
commercial lending agency and perhaps from institutional lending programs.
We believe that any precipitate action in the proposal direction would create

havoc in many colleges. Specifically we feel that students currently enrolled in
colleges with NDEA loan assistance should have their interests protected with
continued allocation of funds to allow them to complete their education programs.

Colleges have to plan ahead in setting budgets and making contractual arrange-
ments with faculty. Most colleges have already completed these plans for next
year and have done so on projected enrollment figures based on the expectation of
continued availability of federal funds for student loans. Most colleges have
already made tentative commitments of anticipated federal funds to students
currently attending secondary schools for enrollment in the colleges next Sep-
tember. Any appreciable reduction in funds for loan by colleges during the
1966-67 college year will very probably result in reduced enrollments and severe
budget deficiencies in colleges who have already made contracts with faculty
members for next year.
We fear that there will be a major problem for the young student in his first or

second year of college in seeking loans from commercial sources to extend over a
period of four years or longer. It seems that bankers will hesitate to loan under
such circumstances even with interest payments guaranteed. Before the pro-

posed legislation is enacted we believe that steps must be taken to:
1. continue direct loan support to students currently financing their college

costs partly with NDEA loans.
2. insure that funds are available to colleges for the 1966-67 college year to

allow them to fulfill commitments to students planning to enroll in college for
the first time in September, 1966.

3. insure the availability of some form of loan support in future years to
first and second year college students who may find it very difficult to find
a commercial source of funds even with guaranteed interest.

4. give careful consideration to the retention of currently available benefits
in the form of partial debt forgiveness to those students who enter the
teaching profession. This policy has served admirably to help attract able
young people into elementary, secondary and college and university teaching
where our nation's needs have been great and show every evidence of contin-
uing.

At a meeting of college admissions officers which I attended in Chicago this week
it was evident that almost all of the midwestern colleges represented there would
be very badly handicapped unless the proposed legislation provides for ample time
for shifting from the current program to the proposed one. Ample time is prob-
ably at least twelve months forewarning.

Yours very truly,
C. G. KLOSTER,

Vice President for Student Personnel Services.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Education Subcommittee,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

CENTRE COLLEGE OF KENTUCKY,
Danville, Ky., March 4, 1966.

DEAR MRS. GREEN: You will find attached a copy of a resolution brought
forth from a recent regional meeting of college and university financial aid ad-
ministrators. It relates to the proposed shift of the NDEA and health pro-
fessions student loan programs to the new program of Federally guaranteed
private loans. I am writing my personal support of the resolution, and request
your earnest attention to the matter.
I cannot believe that Congress will allow any necessary tightening of the purse

strings to be borne by our college students. The NDEA and the Guaranty loan
programs have different purposes; the first for the needy student with little or no
family support, and the latter for the middle-income family who can support
their children but may need help obtaining the funds at the exact time of college
attendance. The two programs can and should be mutually supportive. Elimi-
nation of the NDEA plan will ax the needy student. This would be a direct
reversal from what Congress has been building in the last several years.
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If some higher education funds must be trimmed, would it not be wiser to holdback on building and research programs which can be picked up again later ratherthan to close out the prospect of college attendance to many eligible students.A sufficient appropriation to support the continuance of the N DEA loan pro-gram is as important now as it ever was or shall be. Can Congress forget thatthe origin and purpose of the National Defense Student Loan Program was "toidentify and educate more of the talent of our Nation," and "to insure trainedmanpower of sufficient quality and quantity to meet the national defense needsof the United States?"
Yours very truly,

W. BARRY DIXON,
Financial Aid Officer.

Whereas the National Defense Student Loan Program and thelliealth Profes-sions Loan Program have proved to be both an inspiration and an invaluablesource of aid for needy students aspiring to receive college training; and
Whereas students currently borrowing have expectations of being able to con-tinue to borrow as needed until their degree programs are completed ; and
Whereas the College Work-Study Program and the Educational OpportunityGrant Program were predicated upon the continuation of the loan programs; andWhereas it seems clear that no comparable program providing long-term, low-interest loans to college students can be implemented in every state by the 1966-67academic year; and
Whereas Congress encouraged educational institutions to search out and bringto campus many students who would not be able to attend college without finan-cial aid, failure to continue the loan programs would appear to be a breach of trustbetween Congress and the students and their families: Be it therefore
Resolved, That the Southern Association of Student Financial Aid Administra-tors respectfully urges the Congress to continue the above mentioned loan pro-grams.

Representative RONCALIO,
Washington, D.C.
It is my understanding that President Johnson in his budget message to Con-gress, has proposed drastic reductions in the federal support now going to theNation's 97 land-grant colleges and universities. I feel that this would seriouslyaffect the program at the University of Wyoming.
If our land-grant college and our extension service are going to meet the needsof the Wyoming people, it is important that we have this continued support forteaching, research and extension.
The future of our state is depending on what our sons and daughters are trainedto do. As a mother of four children, I feel it is important thatiwe have a stronguniversity to teach these boys and girls properly. As a homemaker and farmer'swife, I consider it extremely important that we maintain the fine research, andextension programs in agriculture and home economics and youth, that we havebeen privileged to have in the past.
I surely am not in favor of this reduction in federal support to our college, andurge you as our representative in Congress to oppose it in our behalf.
Sincerely yours,

MTS. OTTO A. GERNANT.

EMBLEM, WYO., March 7, 1966.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: When I had the privilege of introducing youlast year to the meeting of the National Association of Student Personnel Admin-istrators you suggested to the membership that it communicate with you aboutpending legislation affecting student aid programs.
Recently, in connection with coordination of certain activities in the State ofMichigan, I had occasion to mention to 56 post-secondary institutions whichparticipate in the NDSL Program that there was a proposal before the Congressto reduce drastically or to eliminate appropriations for National Defense Student

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY,
Detroit, Mich., February 25, 1966.
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loans. I have collated for your information the comments which have been re-
ceived by me in the past week about this proposed action.
I hope that these comments will be of some use to you in the deliberations of

your Special Sub-Committee.
Sincerely yours,

W. IL KNAPP, Associate Director.

COMMENTS BY STUDENTS ON PROPOSAL To REDUCE OR ELIMINATE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE STUDENT LOANS

Four-year church related co-ed.
"If the Federal budget is approved as is, as it was presented to Congress,

relative to the National Defense Loan Program it certainly will handicap our loan
program for another year. The NDSL Program represents about 80 per cent of
our current loan program."
"I am in complete agreement with those who are dismayed at the prospect that

NDSL loans will be 'phased out.' Unless the Federal Guaranteed Loan Program
is more successful than that sponsored by MHEAA we are in real trouble."
"In common with other institutions, we have encountered serious resistance from

participating banks in the approval of loans. If this situation does not change
under the Federal proposal, it may become impossible for many students to finance
their education."
"I would surely express our dismay at the proposed cut in National Defense

Student Loan Program. It is our sincere hope that the Federal Government will
take a second look and decide to maintain their present rate of appropriations."

Four-year church related women
"This offers a great deal of aid for students on our campus since our scholarship

and grant monies are so very limited. However, if the banks could cooperate in
the operation of insured loans, this would be a valid substitute providing they
didn't tack on all those restrictions—grade point average, family income, etc.
There must be some degree of risk involved in financing higher education, and we
must be willing to take it. I don't think the banks are."

Four-year public co-ed
"We feel very strongly that a sharp reduction in the NDSL Program at this

time would be a serious error and would, to a large extent, undermine the variety
of efforts aimed at providing financial assistance for economically disadvantaged
students. If the new Federally insured loan program established by the Higher
Education Act of 1965 does function well, then certainly I think a good argument
can be made for an eventual phasing out of the NDSL Program, but I am sure it
will be at least a couple of years before we will be in a position to make such a
decision. In the meantime, continuation of the NDSL Program is essential not
only to small private institutions with limited aid funds, but also to large institu-
tions such as we."
"We know there's a high risk but if we have to rely on the state program we

won't be able to package. If there's a tie-up anywhere in the process the kid won't
know whether he can come as he plans because the timing will fall down. We
can't sell the banks any better than you can in Detroit."

Four-year private co-ed
"I am definitely opposed to cutting the National Defense Student Loan Program

at this time and have asked our president to write letters to our senators and
representatives stating our feeling on this."

Two-year church related co-ed
"In reference to your memo of February 14, 1966, please be advised that we

would not be in favor of the Government cutting the NDSL Program.
While we exhaust all possible areas in obtaining scholarships, we still would

feel better if there were funds available to pass on to students in order that they
can further their education."
"I attended the Conference on Financial Aid Opportunities for College Students

in Lansing on February 9 and 10. Although Dr. Porter indicated that legislation
necessary to carry on the loan program in Michigan would be forthcoming, I
believe there would be more red tape in the entire loan program as well as difficulty
obtaining loans for the average student and those from low-income families.
It seems to me that the cost of processing the program on the state level with

national support will only increase overhead, thus costing the taxpayers more for
the student loan program."

A
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Two-year public co-ed
"We feel that a reduction or phasing out of the NDSL Program could seriously

affect our ability to package financial assistance especially in regard to the
Economic Opportunity Grants."
"In response to your request as to reaction to the decrease of NDSL funds

and the transfer of this fund to the insured loan program, let me say that I approve.
This approval stems from the fact that we are not involved in the NDSL Program
and removal of the program would relieve us of the necessity of setting up the
loan department as we grew larger and student needs would force such a program
upon us. Also, in line with this the banks in our community have accepted the
MHE Guaranteed loans and would definitely accept the new loans under the
Federal Plan with 100 per cent guarantee.
One of the areas I would like explored would be the use of Work-Study funds

as matching for Federal Grants. I don't think it is feasible now where the
government provides 90 per cent of the funds, but when the government share
goes down to 75 per cent then I feel we have a brief for some recognition given
to the college funds being used when matching the grants."
"My President has already called Senator Hart. The Vice-Presidents of our

local banks will not lend to freshmen and 90 per cent of them will not lend to
sophomores, so the state program will be useless even with the addition of Federal
funds. They told me that even a 100 per cent guarantee would not sway them
because the program is just poor banking practice."
"We had planned to get into NDSL in 1967. If it's taken away we aren't

going to be able to meet the financial need of the students coming in the next
couple of years. We have the same problem of no loans to freshmen or
sophomores."

Two-year private technological
"A state program of student loans would detract from the personalized campus

life. It has been our experience that students are more reluctant to make loans
through banks and other lending agencies than they are from the institution itself.
We further believe that it is unfair to have institutions establish programs

with the systems and procedures necessary to participate in Federal aid and then
have the rug pulled out for lack of funds. We experienced this problem with
MDTA."

Hon. WILLIAM E. MINSHALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

OTTERBEIN COLLEGE,
Westerville, Ohio, February 25, 1966.

DEAR MR. MINSHALL: May I share with you my deep concern for the many
thousands of Ohio youngsters who will be clamoring to enter college this fall but
who may not be able to do so because of the serious problem immediately facing
all colleges in their financial aid programs. The problem stems from the apparent
•and abrupt phasing out of the NDEA student loan program, established in 1958.

The NDEA program administered through the colleges has been a tremendous
frontline financial assist to millions of students. It has provided the desperately
needed loan funds to supplement student marginal resources and the scholarships
that colleges have been able to provide. At Otterbein, over 40% of our students
participate in the NDEA program for a yearly total of well over $100,000. As you
know, these funds come largely from the federal government with the institution
contributing 10% of the total amount.
The situation at the moment is that the proposed federal budget for the next

fiscal year shows a drastic reduction in the annual appropriation for this activity,
even though Congress has already authorized its continuation until 1968. The
budget makers may have suggested this paring in NDEA funds with the thought
that the new loan program contained in the Higher Education Act of 1965 would
be operating and adequate. The newer loan program, however, is not yet operat-
ing and in all probability will not be operative in Ohio in time to solve the acute
financial problems of students for the coming school year. I cite the following
reasons for your information.

1) The newer loan program is to be channeled through Ohio's OHEAC, whose
lending provisions are not yet sufficiently attractive to encourage private banks to
supply the very large sums needed for this loan program.
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2) OHEAC rules and regulations, as they are presently constituted, guarantee
80% of the loan, have lower loan limits, and have a slightly less favorable rate of
interest than the newer federal loan program. Action to change these provisions
by the Ohio Legislature will be necessary to make this type of loan more attractive
to banking institutions. You know, of course, that the Ohio Legislature does not
meet until 1967.
3) "Needy" upperclassmen already obligated to repay NDEA loans, who may

be successful in obtaining the newer type of loan from a bank, will face the prospect
of paying off two types of loans not many months following graduation.

With no NDEA funds in our portfolio to help these youngsters, especially the
ones who will have great difficulty obtaining a new federal loan through banks, we
face the prospect of denying financial assistance to over 25% of our students.
Heroic efforts are being made at all colleges to increase gift funds to needy students
along with increased campus employment opportunities. But I know our efforts
will not be fruitful in time to meet the present crisis.
I specifically urge your consideration in the halls of Congress for the retention of

the NDEA program for at least another fiscal year to enable the educational,
legislative, and banking communities to work out the problems posed in the new
loan program.

Very sincerely yours,

Hon. WILLIAM E. MINSHALL,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN MINSHALL: At a regional meeting this week of the College

Entrance Examination Board, we have learned that the National Defense Stu-
dent Loan Program may be discontinued abruptly and that colleges may not
receive allocations of Federal loan funds for next fall for which they applied
recently.
We understand that the Guaranteed Student Loan Program is intended to

replace the NDSL program and to incorporate attractive NDSL features, such as
the forgiveness clause for teachers. Most colleges, however, have woven NDSL
funds into the fabric of their financial aid programs and depend on NDSL for
over 50 percent of their student aid. At this late date in the admissions calendar
for September 1966, it would create severe problems for students and colleges if
NDSL were to be discontinued for the fall, 1966. At least a year's notice is re-
quired to effect the change-over properly. We therefore urge a continuation of
NDSL until at least June 30, 1967.
The Guaranteed Student Loan Program requires the cooperation of banks or

State Higher Education Assistance agencies before it can be put into operation.
Such arrangements will take time to complete. Meanwhile freshmen expect and
need to be informed in March or April as to financial aid for next fall.

Furthermore colleges have been able to administer NDSL funds as part of their
aid program and offer loans directly to students. The Guaranteed Loan Program
will probably not operate in this way according to descriptions of it available so
far. The student himself must initiate the process of obtaining the loan from the
bank. Even though the college gives the student encouragement and approval,
he will have to display a great deal more initiative and motivation to get an educa-
tional loan than was necessary under the NDSL program.
The NDSL program has been an outstandingly successful Federal aid to higher

education for both students and colleges. We hope the Guaranteed Loan Pro-
gram will enjoy equal success, although it will be difficult indeed to improve on
NDSL features. If the Guaranteed Loan Program is to get off to a good start,
the ground work must be laid thoroughly. Retaining NDSL until June 30, 1967
will permit a smooth transition from one program to another to take place. May
we therefore urge you to take every step possible to include sufficient funds in the
appropriation bill for the continuation of the NDSL program until June 30, 1967.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ENARSON.

LYNN W. TURNER, President.

THE CLEVELAND STATE UNIVERSITY,
Cleveland, Ohio, February 18, 1966.
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Hon. STUART SYMINGTON
Hon. EDWARD V. LONG
Hon. PAUL C. JONES

SOUTHEAST MISSOURI STATE COLLEGE,
Cape Girardeau, Mo., February 2, 1966.

GENTLEMEN: As you will recall, for a number of years I have worked in trying
to bring about a change in the lending of Government money under the National
Defense Education Act of 1958, hoping that the home town banks of the students
involved in the matter would make the loans on the basis of the recommendation
of the College. The above referenced act is a step in this direction, but in some
ways it has made the situation a great deal worse than it has been. There is
time to correct this matter now. I understand that it will not be financed until
the school year 1968 and that the President hopes to phase out NDEA about
1967. I have kept in close touch with the Secretary of the Missouri Commission
on Higher Education and he shares my concern over the fact that the law ap-
parently does not consider any factor of need whatever and that the rules and
regulations which we expect to come from the U.S. Office of Education governing
the administration of this law take the colleges and universities entirely out of
the picture except for a simple certification that the student is enrolled. We are
about to begin the greatest boondoggle of all time. The factor of need must be
-considered and general guide lines need to be laid down by the U.S. Office of
Education to be supplemented and implemented by the colleges which these young
people will attend.
I well remember that when NDEA was first passed and announced of several

instances in which students came to the college demanding to be loaned the maxi-
mum of $1000 and wanting it all in one check. In certain instances their parents
came with them, and it became obvious that it was the parent who wanted the
loan rather than the student. We quickly set up our own rules and we have taken
care of every student who was qualified scholastically and in need. There is no
student who has any possibility of success in college who cannot attend this college
under the rules and regulations as we have followed them, and yet the average loan this
past year at our school was $341. In some schools it probably should be more.
I am old-fashioned enough to think that along with need as a factor in making a
loan that there should be a concomitant work program for most students. I think
that we ought not destroy this facet of American character, but I don't think we
should oppress any one here and we haven't. Governor Hearnes has designated
United Student Aid Funds of Indianapolis as the administrating agency for our
state. We have worked with United Student Aid Funds since its very inception.
We bought the credit that we have owned there and we have had a few students
who have borrowed from that organization. In such instances, the student
would go to his home town bank seeking a loan and we would guarantee it from
our credit, but in every instance we passed on the student's budget and on his
loan request and would refuse to guarantee an unwise or unneeded amount. I
feel that the present loan program ought to be governed in the same way. I am
sure that the Missouri Commission on Higher Education will take views very
similar to mine.

With every good wish, I am,
Very sincerely yours,

MARK SCULLY, President.

MEMORANDUM OF UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA, PHILADELPHIA, PA.,
JANUARY 27, 1966

•To: Ivy and M.I.T. Financial Aid Officers.
Subject: NDEA Loan appropriations.
From: D. R. Dickson, Group Secretary, Office of Student Financial Aid.

President Johnson's budget message raises some alarming questions for our
financial aid programs. The information I have received indicates that his
askings for NDEA loans are $30,000,000 as compared to $149,000,000 for the
current academic year. I don't know what effect an 80% cut will have on the
programs of your institutions, but for mine the effect will be crippling. The



HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966 17

intention seems to be to retain NDEA loans for prospective teachers. For us,
this is ludicrous. Health Professions, Nursing, and our own funds have been
utilized in those areas least likely to enroll prospective teachers; consequently
a very high proportion of our NDEA funds have gone to those who either will
or may go into teaching. 20% of last year's allocation would not cover loans to
a third of our students in preparation for teaching.
The effect on our recruitment programs is particularly disturbing to me at this

time. I presume all of us are at a stage of evaluating applications for admission
and aid, at least on a preliminary basis. Most of us have promoted a reasonable
inclusion of loan assistance in packages of aid to incoming students, and I assume
that most if not all of us are dependent upon continued NDEA loan appropria-
tions to make good on our commitments to students. My own situation is that
I cannot make good on commitments to enrolled students if there is an 80% cut
in NDEA allocations, and therefore can scarcely make new commitments to
prospective freshmen. May I ask if the rest of you are in the same distressing
situation?
I believe this represents a crisis for all of us. At the very least we must arrive

at some agreement regarding candidates for the class of 1970. My personal view
is that my own institution can offer no loan assistance to entering freshmen and
that we must therefore package aid with a calculated shortage to be filled by loans
from state and federal guaranteed loan programs. Obviously, for the University
of Pennsylvania to do this if competing institutions do not would be seriously
disadvantageous to us. Therefore, I hope we can arrive at some consensus
before actions involving the incoming class are firm.
May I also say that my experience with state and so-called non-profit loan

programs has been exceedingly poor, and I consequently hope that the projected
cut in NDEA funds will be restored so that well packaged aid can be made avail-
able to prospective students again this year.

ASSOCIATED STUDENTS, UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON,
Seattle, Wash., March 7, 1966.

Hon. EDITH GREEN: Upon receiving notice of President Johnson's intention of
terminating the National Defense Education Act Loan Program, a petition was
circulated in the University of Washington community.
The petition strongly urging that means be found to continue the loan services

of the N.D.E.A. has been sent to the office of the Honorable Warren G. Magnuson.
Endorsement of this petition has been expressed in the signatures of several
thousand students, administration and faculty members of the University of
Washington.
We support your efforts to achieve continuance of the essential and widely

functioning N.D.E.A. Loan services.
Yours truely,

N.D.E.A. LOAN PETITION COMMITTEE
JOCK HEVERLING,

N.D.E.A. Loan Petition Coordinator,
JUDD KIRK,

Member of ASUW Board of Control,
AL PICK

ASUW First Vice President.

SAINT MICHAEL'S COLLEGE,
Winooski, Vt., March 1, 1966.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Representative in Congress,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: We in small colleges are deeply concerned over the present

proposal to phase out the NDEA Loan Program at this late date. I suspect
that the Congress and the U.S. Office of Education are likewise concerned, since
it would not appear to have been their idea. It may be that the Federal Guaran-
teed Loan Program will be able to pick up the slack, but with the $15,000 adjusted
income provision, it does not seem probable, even if private funds should be
available.
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But there is a more serious side to the coin. One of the main provisions of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 is that for Economic Opportunity Grants. For the
small colleges, particularly the younger colleges in rural areas, such as Saint
Michael's—and there must be many such throughout the country—this offered a
real opportunity not only to keep excellent students of low income in college,
but to demonstrate that those of similar background at last had an opportunity
to enter college and stay there. This angle was widely publicized, and much work
has already been done to identify these prospective students.
Now the catch is, where are the required matching funds to come from? Orig-

inally 25% of the NDEA loan funds could be utilized for this purpose. For any
state institution or private institution old enough to have amassed sufficient
endowment to back a grant or loan program of their own, all well and good.
The University of Vermont, just across the river from us has $350,000 of such
funds available. We have none, since such aid as we can render comes out of
current operating income, and will continue to do so for some time to come.
Frankly, our effective alumni are too young to have funded such an endowment.
In essence then, the intent of the bill will be defeated in part, in so far as colleges
in our class are concerned, while the older and larger institutions will be in clover.
To go back to the NDEA Loan Program as such. For the past three years in

Vermont we have graduated an average of 5,000 college qualified students per
annum. This may be expected to incraese. Our Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation, of which I am a director, has a state guaranteed loan program of
$250,000 per year, presently for freshmen. Our allotment of Federal funds
for the new program provides 'seed money" of $25,000. Since this sum represents
an 8% reserve, we can only loan against it $312,500. This gives us a state total
of $562,500. But about 95% of Vermont families would come under the $15,000
adjusted proviso. Therefore we will be hard pressed to meet the demonstrated
need. In fact, on the freshman program, our current funds are exhausted. This
situation will of course be multiplied by the needs of 49 other states.
My conclusion is obvious. Unless the NDEA Loan Program is reinstituted to

run alongside of the new Federal Guaranteed Loan Program, the intent of the
congress will be defeated, so that to the interested public it would appear to be a
breach of trust between congress and the students and their families.
Time is a factor. Students and parents want to start planning their financial

programs for 1966-67 now. We should like to help them, but are hopelessly
enmeshed by the indecisive statements coming out of Washington, the lack of
guidelines covering what is left of PL-329, and finally by the phasing out of
the NDEA Loan Program at this late date. Is any real progress being made
toward a decision?

Sincerely,
RICHARD MCDOWELL,

Director, Financial Aid.

RESOLUTION BY GEORGIA A. ROBINSON, UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON

Whereas the National Defense Student Loan Program and the Health Profes-
sions Loan Program have proved to be both an inspiration and an invaluable
source of aid for needy students aspiring to receive college training; and whereas
students currently borrowing have expectations of being able to continue to
borrow as needed until their degree programs are completed; and whereas the
College Work-Study Program and the Educational Opportunity Grant Program
were predicated upon the continuation of the loan programs; and whereas it
seems clear that no comparable program providing long-term, low-interest loans
to 'college students can be implemented in every state by the 1966-67 academic
year; and whereas many institutions have, in good faith, already made National
Defense Education Act loan commitments to freshman and other new student
candidates for the 1966-67 academic year; and whereas Congress encouraged
educational institutions to search out and bring to campus many students who
would not be able to attend college without financial aid, failure to continue the
loan programs would appear to be a breach of trust between Congress and the
financial aid administrators and the students and their families: Be it therefore
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Resolved, That as a member of the South West Association of Student Financial
Aid Administrators, I respectfuly urge the Congress to continue the above men-
tioned loan programs.
FEBRUARY 25, 1966.

Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS
'U.S. House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. BRADEMAS: Would you please inform me of your position on the

1966-1967 funding of the National Defense Student Loan Program. I am aware
that it is not funded at an operational level in the President's budget message.
Will Congress follow his lead or could it be funded again?
, The Guaranteed Loan Program may be an excellent replacement to the NDSL
in time; however, to expect it to carry the load for this year seems impossible.

Concordia College has been a substantial user of the USA Loan Program as a.
supplement to the NDSL Program. This year for example some 200 of our stu-
dents will borrow from their local banks through this program. On December 1,
1965, we had used $390,000 since the USA beginning. Many banks are still not
USA participants, and even with the repayment guarantee our eligible students
are often refused USA loans by bankers. We still have problems with this several
year old program. How can we expect all guarantee loan amendments, opera-
tional machinery, and publicity to be completed in time for the coming school
year?
When the guarantee loan does function imagine this problem. A poor boy, the

type Educational grants and the Work Study Programs are designed to put into
college, being told to go to his banker for a college loan. From my experience
the bankers are willing, not anxious, to make the low interest loan to the children
of substantial families; however, the poor boy will in most instances have trouble.
He will also be hesitant to go to the banker in the first place. Since the loan is
necessary to match the Educational Opportunity Grant this program may also
be ruined.

Please do what you can to continue the NDSL Program at its full level for
1966-1967. If it is to be phased out in favor of the Guaranteed Loan do it over
the three year period as planned in the 1958 Education Act.

Yours very truly,

Hon. ALBERT H. QTJIE,
United States Representative,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SIR: I note with great concern indications that the National Defense

Loan Program for the 1966-67 fiscal year may not be fully funded or may be only
partially funded. It is my understanding that plans for merging the National
Defense Loan Program into the Guaranteed Loan Program are being made. If
this is to be the direction of Federal support for needy students, we can accom-
modate our students' needs provided adequate transitional time is given.
Our fear now is that abandonment of the National Defense Loan Program or

even restriction of the program, at this time will work a real hardship on the large
number of students who now have National Defense Loans and others who have
planned their 1966-67 college attendance around the National Defense Loan
Program. I do not see how we can be in a position in the Minnesota State Col-
leges to participate as fully and as rapidly in the Guaranteed Loan Program as will
be needed by our students. We need time to obtain state legislation so that our
participation in the Guaranteed Loan Program can be adequate to the needs of
our students.
In my opinion, the National Defense Loan Program has been one of the most

effective programs in higher education. Some seven thousand students in Min-
nesota State Colleges had received aid from this source by June 30, 1965. A copy

CONCORDIA COLLEGE,
Moorhead, Minn., March 3, 1966.

EDWARD N. ELLENSON,
Financial Aids Officer.

MINNESOTA STATE COLLEGE BOARD,
St. Paul, Minn., March 4, 1966.
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of our report on Activity in the Program through June 30, 1965, is enclosed for
your information.
I would urge that careful consideration be given to this matter and I solicit

your support for full funding of the National Defense Loan Program for the fiscal
year 1966-67.

Respectfully,
BEVINGTON REED, Chancellor.

SUMMARY OF ACTIVITY IN THE NATIONAL DEFENSE STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM,
MINNESOTA STATE COLLEGES, FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1963

The following information has been taken from the Annual Report of the
National Defense Student Loan Account (Form SCB10) for the year ending
June 30, 1965. Information is divided into two parts. The first part relates
only to the activity during the 1964-65 fiscal year. The second part relates to
the whole National Defense Student Loan Program from its start in the 1958-59
fiscal year to June 30, 1965.

Prepared by The Board Office October, 1965.
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24 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee today is beginning consideration
of amendments to two of our most important domestic programs,
and each, I think, has proven itself. Under the Higher Education
Facilities Act, colleges and universities have received funds for the
construction of academic facilities. The bill proposes to extend this
program.
Frankly, I must say that I am disappointed that the administration

is suggesting a cutback in the authorization for title II of the act
providing grants for the construction of graduate facilities, and I am
sure that the other members of the subcommittee would be interested
as I would in knowing why this recommendation is being made, and
on what it is based. Are the matching provisions of the bill difficult
for the colleges or universities? Does this have an effect on the num-
ber of applications being sent in?
In the light of the amendments last year to remove the categorical

limitation from title I of the act, thus making it far more attractive
to the colleges and universities, I am concerned whether the adminis-
tration's request for funds at the same level as last year is realistic
and sufficient.
Not in the particular bill that is before us this morning, but closely

related to this whole subject, is the recommendation that I understand
the administration is making to cut back funds for the land grant
colleges. Because it is so closely related, we would also like to have
your views on this.
Though the bill that is before us might be considered as a very

minor piece of legislation in comparison to bills in higher-education
in recent years, nevertheless it does contain provisions that, if en-
acted, will have a profound impact on higher education. There-
fore, Mr. Secretary, we are especially anxious to hear your comments
and views and your recommendations to this committee. So if you
would proceed.
Mr. QUIE. Could I make a comment before the Secretary proceeds?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. I would join with you, Madam Chairman, in everything

you have said but want to add anotker concern I have in the proposal
the administration is making on student loans, and that is the provi-
sion of the forgiveness feature in the insured loans.
Now, I have been strongly opposed for a number of years now to

the forgiveness feature for teachers in the NDEA loan program. I
feel that it has not been proven and that if you have proved it I would
like to see if this has actually brought an increase to teachers; and
secondly, I can't see it has brought an increase in quality of teachers
because of that forgiveness feature.

If we maintained the forgiveness feature I felt there would be an
escalation for other professions and occupations as well without going
into the health profession.
Now, you have responsibility in your department for not only

education but the health and welfare side of it, too, the social workers
as well coming under this. I think this would greatly weaken the
insured loan program and would like if we are going to switch entirely
to the insured loan program to get away from the forgiveness feature.
I wish you could address yourself at some length to that in your
comments now.
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As I mentioned to you last night I am sorry I have to be away

because I have to go up and question Mr. Shriver, being the ranking

Republican on that subcommittee as well, so I wish I could be here
with you but if you would address yourself to it, I will read your
comments in the transcript and perhaps get a hold of you on the phone.
Mr. BRADEMAS. If the gentleman will yield, I can assure I am

asking questions of the Secretary that will probably be along the lines

of your interests, so your interests will be protected.
Mr. QUIE. Thank you. I am sure the chairman will also have

questions along that line.
Mrs. GREEN. Then, would you proceed, Mr. Secretary, if you wish.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. GARDNER, SECRETARY, U.S. DE-

PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; ACCOM-

PANIED BY HON. HAROLD HOWE II, COMMISSIONER OF EDU-

CATION; RALPH K. HUITT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HEALTH,

EDUCATION, AND WELFARE FOR LEGISLATION; PETER P.

MUIRHEAD, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER FOR HIGHER EDUCA-

TION, U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION; SAMUEL HALPERIN, DEPUTY

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-

FARE FOR LEGISLATION; AND ALBERT L. ALFORD, ASSISTANT

COMMISSIONER FOR LEGISLATION, U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Secretary GARDNER. I have a prepared statement. May I read
that?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Secretary GARDNER. I am happy to have this first opportunity to

meet with this distinguished subcommittee which has played such a

prominent role in expanding educational opportunities for the college

students of our Nation. The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,

numerous amendments to the National Defense Education Act of

1958, and the Higher Education Act of 1965 stand as tributes to your

foresight and dedication.
Today, I bring to your committee the President's proposals em-

bodied in the "Higher Education Amendments of 1966," H.R. 13174

and H.R. 13237.
Less than 4 months ago the President signed into law the latest

product of this subcommittee's deliberations, the Higher Education

Act of 1965. I know that you share with me the concern that, in our

programs of support for education, the Federal Government's re-

sources be used with maximum effectiveness. The Office of Educa-

tion is making substantial progress in initiating the new programs, as

well as improving the administration of the programs authorized by

earlier legislation.
Before turning attention to the bill under consideration, I should

like, if I may, to put it in perspective by reminding you of the remark-

able growth of Federal aid to education in a very short time, an

achievement which reflects credit upon the executive and Congress

alike.
In the first 3 years of the 88th and 89th Congresses, 19 landmark

pieces of education legislation were enacted. Any one of these would

66-902-66-3
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have been considered by itself a genuine accomplishment in an ordi-
nary session of the Congress.
In 1961, the budget of the Office of Education was $539 million.

For fiscal 1967, the Office is budgeting $3.478 billion, an increase of
545 percent. These figures suggest the dimensions of the revolution ;
which has occurred in our mutual commitment to education.
We are not going to lessen our effort. The war in Vietnam has.

forced cruel decisions on the administration. We believe that someprograms should not be funded for the full amounts which would
have been in order were there no military effort to sustain. Neverthe-
less, the proposed increase in funds for higher education in fiscal 1967
is impressive: $326 million more than in fiscal year 1966.

Financial assistance offered to college students furnishes a goodexample of the way our investment in education has grown. Until1964, as you know, the National Defense Education Act of 1958 wasthe only general Federal program for the support of undergraduate
students needing financial assistance. Since then you have authorized
the college work-study program, for which the 1967 budget provides.
$134 million. You have established an "opportunity grant" program
for able but exceptionally needy students. The budget figure for
1967 is $120 million. You have also provided a loan guarantee
program with Federal interest subsidies for students at almost all
income levels.

These programs will be larger in 1967 than ever before. We expect
775,000 students to borrow money under the two programs, 210,000
to hold work-study grants, and 220,000 to receive opportunity grants.
Not only will there be more aid for more students, the forms of aid '

will be more adaptable to student needs than was true when a single
kind of loan was the only help available. The following table shows.
the number of students reached by these programs:

Number of students assisted

[In thousands]

ND EA student loans
Subsidized guarantee
Work-study grants_
Opportunity grants_

1964 1965 1966 1967

247 317 400 775I loans 300  
110 150 210

115 220

These figures give impressive evidence, I think, of President
Johnson's and this administration's deep commitment to expanded
educational opportunity.
The proposed Etigher Education Amendments of 1966 would renew

and strengthen two programs essential to the advancement of educa-
tional opportunities in the Nation: (1) the construction of higher',
education facilities and (2) the improvement of smaller, developing-
colleges.
This bill would also adapt present student loan programs in order

to tap a larger measure of the financial resources of our commercial,'
credit industry.
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This is a significant legislative proposal. It is responsive to the
need for a partnership between the Federal Government and our
colleges and universities. These institutions must be helped to
expand and attain higher academic standards as well as to accom-
modate the unprecedented growth of our college enrollments.

EXHIBIT 1

Estimated total opening fall degree-credit enrollment in institutions of higher educa-
tion, by level: United States, 1954 to 1974 1 2

Fall

(1)

Total

(2)

Under-
graduate
and 1st-

professional

(3)

Graduate

(4)

1954 2,452, 000 2, 235, 000 218, 000
1955 2, 660, 000 2,418, 000 242, 000
1956 2,927, 000 2, 656, 000 271, 000
1957 3, 047, 000 2, 760, 000 288, 000'
1958 3,236, 000 2, 924, 000 312, 000'
1959 3, 377, 000 3, 046, 000 331,000
1960 3, 583, 000 3, 227, 000 356, 000'
1961 3, 861, 000 3, 474, 000 387, 009
1962 4, 175, 000 3, 753, 000 422, 000
1963 4, 495, 000 4, 031, 000 464, 000
1964 4, 950, 000 4, 433, 000 517, 000

PROJECTED

1965 5, 435, 000 4,857, 000 577, 000
1966 5, 924, 000 5, 284, 000 640, 000
1967 6,410, 000 5,706, 000 705, 000
1968 6, 820, 000 6, 058, 000 762, 000
1969 6,966, 000 6, 175, 000 790, 000
1970 7, 225, 000 6, 391, 000 834,000
1971 7, 574, 000 6, 686, 000 888, 000
1972 7, 963, 000 7, 015, 000 948, 000
1973 8,359, 000 7,349, 000 1, 010,000
1974 8, 689, 000 7, 623, 000 1, 066, 000

1 sources and method: Enrollment data from U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education publications: (1) "Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education" (1954 through
1964); and (2) "Comprehensive Survey of Education" (1954, 1955, 1957, 1959, 1961).
The projection of total fall degree-credit enrollment by level is based on the assumption that the propor-

tion of total enrollment at the graduate level will continue the 1954-61 trend to 1974.
For methodology details, see appendix table A.
2 Total opening fall degree-credit enrollment by level is estimated from enrollment by level reported in

the Comprehensive Report on Enrollment (annually 1553-55, biennially 1957-61) and in the Migration of
College Student Survey (1963). Estimates of undergraduate and 1st-professional level include students
studying for degrees such as M.D., D.D.S., D. V.M., LL.B., B .D., and other degrees classified as 1st-
professional. Graduate enrollment is about 8 percent higher than enrollment for advanced degrees (478,011
in 1964) because graduate enrollment includes students taking work at the graduate level but not enrolled
for advanced degrees.
NOTE.-Data include 50 States and District of Columbia for all years. Because of rounding, detail may

not add to totals.

Exhibit 1 sets forth the most recent projections by the Office of
Education of college enrollments through 1974. These projections
are conservative estimates. It is difficult to exclude the possibility
that in 1974 American institutions of higher education will have to
provide for almost 4 million more students than they did in 1964.
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EXHIBIT 2

Estimated costs for tuition and required fees and total cost of attending college, per
student, 1930-31 through 1980-81, by control

Year

Tuition and required fees Total costs of attending
college

Public Private Public Private

1980-81 $760 $1, 815 $2, 400 $3, 6401978-79 653 1,647 2, 270 3,4501976-77 560 1,494 2, 160 3, 2801974-75 480 1, 355 2, 040 3, 1001972-73 411 1, 229 1,940 2,9401970-71 353 1,115 1,840 2,7801968-69 303 1,011 1,740 2,6401966-67 260 917 1,640 2,5701964-65 222 831 1,560 2, 3701962-63 191 753 1,480 2,2401960-61 179 676 1,400 2,0901958-59 164 584 1,330 1, 9501956-57 142 495 1,260 1,8201954-55 139 438 1,190 1,7001952-53 137 420 1, 130 1,5901950-51 138 414 1,070 1,4801948-49 140 396 1,010 1,3801946-47 125 330 960 1,2901944-45 95 280 910 1,2001942-43 88 276 860 1, 1201940-41 82 270 830 1,0801938-39 79 256 810 1,0501936-37 78 253 790 1,0201934-35 75 252 770 1,0001932-33 71 251 750 9801930-31 71 252 730 960

The cost of attending college increases unabated, as the data in
exhibit 2 clearly indicate. In public institutions, for example, college
costs will jump from an average of $730 in 1930 to a predicted $2,400
in 1980. In the school year 1964-65, the average direct cost of at-
tending college was approximately $1,560 in public institutions and
$2,370 in private institutions. When we compare these costs with
today's annual median family income of $6,000, it is evident that 4
years of college education represents a substantial outlay for American
families. This consideration underlines the need for student financial
aid programs. If costs of higher education should increase in propor-
tion to increases in student financial aid, needless to say there could
be no extension of educational opportunity in our country, a goal to
which you and the administration are both committed.

All of these factors point to the need for the extensions of programs
which the administration is proposing.

EXTENSION OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES ACT OF 1963

Title I, part A of the Higher Education Amendments of 1966 would
amend the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 to extend the
authority to fund its programs through fiscal year 1971.
The bill provides that the following sums be authorized to be appro-

priated for fiscal year 1967 for this act: $453 million for grants for the
construction of undergraduate academic facilities under title I; $60
million for grants for the construction of graduate academic facilities
under title II; and $200 million for loans for the construction of higher
education facilities under title III. We are also proposing to make
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these programs more administratively economical and effective by
requesting the authorization of $4 million to finance long-term planning
by the State commissions and institutions, and of $3 million for their
administrative expenses.
I need not dwell upon the importance of this statute which President

Johnson hailed, upon its enactment, as "the most significant educa-
tion bill passed by the Congress in the history of the Republic."

Despite the brief life of this program—appropriations were approved
the first time in the fall of 1964—a great deal has been accomplished.
Under title I State commissions were established and State plans

approved for all of the States. A total of 516 construction grants to
475 different institutions were approved within the year, and grants
awarded for these projects amounted to $224.4 million.

Grants went to 98 community college campuses which plan to
educate 110,776 additional undergraduate students by the fall of 1968
(5.9 percent of the total expected nationally).

Grants also went to 377 institutions or branch campuses other than
public community colleges. These institutions started 1964 with an
average of 53.7 square feet of instructional and library space per
full-time student. They plan to educate 535,329 additional under-
graduate students by the fall of 1968 (28.6 percent of the total expected
nationally). If the same ratio of space per full-time student is
maintained, the facilities assisted by the title I grants would provide
for 401,163 additional students—that figure doesn't seem to me quite
accurate, but I will check that (only about half of the anticipated
increase). Thus, these colleges will have to finance on their own an
amount of construction equal to that provided by the federally
assisted projects merely in order to "hold their own."
Your attention is invited to exhibit 3 which lists by State all of the

institutions which received funds under the act during fiscal year 1965
and, in each case, the type of facility for which assistance was given,
the amount of assistance given, and an estimate of the total develop-
ment costs involved. The total of assistance given during the year is
making possible construction of almost $1.4 billion in value.

EXHIBIT 3

HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION

Attached is an itemized list of college construction projects by States and
Institutions for which loans and/or grants were made through the Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act of 1963 (Public Law 88-204) during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1965.

Government funds were allotted as follows:
Title I; grants for the construction of undergraduate

facilities  $224,362,675
Title II; grants for the construction of graduate academic

facilities 60,000,000
Title III; loans to institutions of higher learning 107,706,000

Total grants and loans 392,068,675
Approximate total development cost of the listed projects  1,373,914,000
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State, institution, and type of facility

ALABAMA

Alabama State College: Science 
Auburn University: Modern foreign language 
Birmingham-Jefferson State Junior College: Academic
complex 

Birmingham Southern College: Science 
Florence State College: Science and library 
Gadsen Technical Junior College: Academic complex_ _
Jacksonville State College: Academic building 
Tuskgee Institute:

Engineering 
Math and language 
Library 

University of Alabama: Multidiscipline 
University of South Alabama: Multidiscipline_ 

ALASKA
University of Alaska:

Foreign language lab 
Science 

ARIZONA

Arizona State College: Library 
Arizona State University:

Mathematics 
Library _  

Arizona Western College: Technology building 
Glendale Community College: Business education 
University of Arizona: Multidiscipline 

ARKANSAS

Arkansas Agricultural and Mechanical College: Library_
Arkansas College: Language 
Arkansas Polytechnic College: Library _ 
Arkansas State Teachers College: Science 
Crowley's Ridge Junior College: Library 
Harding College: Science 
Little Rock University:

Classrooms 
Science 

Southern Baptist College: Library 

CALIFORNIA

California College of Arts and Crafts: Library 
California State Polytechnic College: Science 
California Western University: Science 
Chapman College: Library  
College of the Holy Names: Foreign language and math_
Claremont Graduate School and University: Class-
rooms and library 

De Anza College: New campus 
Golden Gate College: Library 
Humphreys College: Science, math, and library 
Monterey Institute of Foreign Studies: Academic
building  

Pacific College of Fresno: Science 
Pitzer College: Academic building 
San Francisco College for Women: Library 
San Francisco State College: Science 
San Jose State College: Science 
Scripps College: Library 
Southern California College: Science and math 
Stanford University:

Library _ 
Business 

St. Mary's College: Library 
St. Patrick's College: Library 
University of California:

Davis campus:
Library 
Science 
Engineering 

Irvine campus:
Science 
Library_ 
Physical science 

Los Angeles campus:
Math 
Psychology 

Title I
grant
amount

$359, 913
173, 057

856, 656
72,921

115, 421
304,578
573, 750

574, 992
67, 585
54, 532

430, 100

17, 396
116, 651

183, 811

649, 302
241,424
200, 014
800, 761

50,288
224, 573
150, 000
400,000
79,438

344, 352

166,654
134,852
79,429

205, 158
578, 169
272, 000
250, 000
221, 193

3,770, 269
81,941
125, 355

126, 503
56,984
176, 779
201, 089

1, 000, 000
1, 000, 000
112,333
51, 000

1, 000,000

332, 845
536, 815

974,333
1, 000, 000
646, 883

1, 000, 000
488, 890

1, 000, 000

Title II
grant
amount

$420, 900

178, 285

Title III
loan

amount

Approxi-
mate total
develop-
ment cost

$537, 000

777, 000

464, 000

397,800

275, 000

200,000

158,000

221,000

51,000

1, 330, 293

1,514,300

1, 110,000

429, 000

$1, 079,742
3, 668, 362

2, 234, 443
223, 764
346, 263

1, 744, 668
2, 194, 365

1, 724, 975
563, 287
163, 597

1, 262, 700
3, 065, 341

61, 165
3, 555, 604

1, 289, 503

1, 337, 144
4,011, 577

627, 611
500, 035

2, 726, 248

360,000
673, 719
450. 000

1, 200, 000
238,314

1, 033, 056

1, 133,961
404, 556
238, 288

1, 121,037
1, 734, 510
816,000
750,000
663, 580

1, 193, 500
11, 102,465

464,491
476, 134

416,976
170,952
535, 132
603, 267

6, 508, 000
6,829, 761
337,000
156, 730

4, 903, 720
4, 988, 600
1, 016, 481
1, 610, 446

3, 073, 000
4, 195, 291
4, 965, 000

4, 609, 000
2, 171, 500
9, 006, 000

5, 054, 000
9, 006, 000
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State, institution, and type of facility
Title I
grant
amount

Title II
grant
amount

Title III
loan

amount

Approxi-
mate total
develop-
ment cost

CALIFORNIA-continued

University of California-Continued
Riverside campus: Academic building  $1, 000,000   $3, 800,400
San Diego campus: Academic building 1, 000, 000  4,415, 844
Santa Barbara campus:

Chemistry _ 905, 808  4, 101, 324
Library.. 1, 000, 000  4,349, 638

Do 1, 000, 000  3, 914, 693
Santa Cruz campus: Library 1,000, 000  3, 087, 000

University of Pacific: Library 172, 759  $964, 000 1, 517, 196
University of Santa Clara: Science 452,424  1, 357, 274
University of Southern California:

Library _ 700,000 $154, 207  2, 100, 000
Social sciences 1, 216, 583  3, 649, 750

Westmont College: Library 340,000  407,000 1, 083, 000
Whittier College: Science 867. 943  2, 603, 830

COLORADO

Fort Lewis College: Library and classrooms  333,333  1, 040, 000
Mesa College: Library 346,300  865, 750
Regis College: Science 731,933  2, 195, 799
Southern Colorado State College: Science 994,398  3, 376, 500
Trinidad State Junior College: Library 142, 684  633,510
University of Colorado: Engineering and science 41,493  3, 744, 010
University of Denver: International studies 264, 166  792, 500

CONNECTICUT

Albertus Magnus College: Library 1,133, 000 1, 577, 868
Annhurst College: Library 277,913  833,738
Danbury Stale College: Library 466, 667  1, 400, 000
New Haven College: Engineering and science 1, 007, 000 1, 343, 245
Quinnipiac College: Multidiscipline 468,204  1,858, 000 2, 478, 275
University of Connecticut:

Academic building 520,836   2, 033, 427
Social sciences 375, 000  1, 125, 000
Physics 340, 521  3, 444, 853

University of Hartford: Science 500, 000  1 000, 000 3, 034, 500
Willimantic State College: Science and math  350, 000  1, 050, 000
Yale University: Law library annex 298,682  1, 196, 048

DELAWARE

University of Delaware:
Science 136,214  408, 641
Science and metallurgy 281,347  2, 210, 451

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

American University: Science 333, 666  1, 001, 000
Catholic Univeristy of America: Classrooms and labs _ _ 42,026  959,048
Dunbarton College of the Holy Cross: Library 253, 208  758, 625
aeorgetown University: Library 585,302 1, 253, 000  5,990, 500
3 eorge Washington University: Law library 529,100  1, 587,300
lmmaculata College of Washington: Library 9, 194  27,582

FLORIDA

Bethune-Cookman College: Laboratories 142,979  428, 937
Brevard Engineering College: Library 45, 618  136,854
Florida Atlantic University: Academic building 478,426  1, 687, 780
Florida Presbyterian College: Music and library 284, 000 378, 902
Florida State University:

Library 523, 513  2,013, 513
Social science 880,000  3, 380, 000

Wiami-Dade Junior College: Learning resources 977, 710  2,444, 274
STew College:

Renovation of estate 125, 000  375,000
Science 15, 667  78, 337

Rollins College: Science  600,437  1, 603, 000 3, 143,417
3tetson University: Library  1, 100,000 1,467, 800
it. Petersburg Junior College: New campus 393, 738  1,305, 296
University of Florida:

Library 582, 131 2, 238, 965
International studies 

, 
 400,000  1, 200, 000

Engineering 357, 145 4, 824, 116
Do 314, 940 1, 518,484
Do 458,227  1,374, 682

University of Miami: Science 1, 183, 965  2, 500, 000 5, 334,594
University of South Florida: Science 638. 584  2. 844.737
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State, institution, and type of facility
Title I
grant
amount

Title II
grant
amount

Title III
loan

amount

Approxi-
mate total
develop-
ment cost

GEORGIA

Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College: Gym $121,359  $553, 989
Atlanta University: Education $200, 000  600,000
Berry College: Math, science 183,892  732,923
Emory University: Library  1, 747,481  .5,401, 318
Georgia Institute of Technology:

Lecture room and auditorium 279,560  838,680
Chemistry 672, 000  3, 600, 000
Library  1, 000, 000  3, 250, 000
Space science and technology 492,717  1, 589, 411

Gordon Military College: Multidiscipline 151,497  $189, 000 454, 492
Marietta-Cobb City Junior College: New campus 993,911  2,484, 777
Middle Georgia College: Science 125, 878  314, 696
Morehouse College: Multidiscipline 200,000  600,000
Morris Brown College: Multidiscipline 483, 079  466, 000 1,449, 239
University of Georgia:

Math  998,993  2, 996, 980
Graduate studies 740,903  5, 561, 944

West Georgia College: Multidiscipline 698, 192  2, 094, 577
Young Harris College: Library  81,215  243,645

S
HAWAII

Maui Community College: Academic building _ 238,400  598,000
University of Hawaii:

Modern language 649,095  1, 997, 000
Library 1, 088, MO  3, 451, 000

IDAHO
Boise Junior College:

Science 142, 519  356,298
Classrooms 130, 934  925,603

Idaho State University: Library 54,956  164,887
Northwest Nazarene College:

Science 71,667  89, 000 215,000
Library 132,000  165, 000 396,000

ILLINOIS

Augustana College: Science 130, 004  390,012
Barat College of the Sacred Heart: Science 234,033  708, 098
Bradley University: Business 78,569  235,766
Chicago City Junior College: Academic building 2, 099, 039  7,006, 134
College of St. Francis: Library 929,000 1,240, 189
De Paul University: Library and language 755,100  2, 680, 000 4, 587, 086
Elmhurst College: Science  1,600, 000 2, 320, 000
Eureka College: Library 235,093  705,381
Illinois Institute of Technology: Science and language__ 460, 517  1,381, 552
Illinois Wesleyan University: Library and classrooms__ 442,702  553, 000 1, 328, 106
Judson College: Library  225, 000 301,226
Lewis College: Science 200,527  601,582
Loyola University: Academic building  731,984  2, 746, 000 5, 814, 824
McKendree College:

Science and math 210,822  632,582
Library improvement 5, 573  16, 719

Mundelein College: Library 1, 000, 000  1, 000, 000 3, 956, 014
National College of Education: Library 337,984  1,524, 000 2, 959, 548
North Park College: Science 512,903  900,000 2,367, 180
Northwestern University: Library 294,330 2, 164, 136  9, 738, 615
Olivet Nazarene College: Science and math 475, 723  1,498, 113
Southern Illinois University: Carbondale campus:
Science  1, 000,000  7, 190,212

Edwardsville campus: Science 202,465  607,394
Springfield Junior College: Library 133, 005  339,017
University of Chicago: Chemistry  346,210  4, 995, 091
University of Illinois:

Chicago elide: Library 1,000, 000  4,990, 000
Urbana campus: Library  1, 000, 000  3, 666, 725

INDIANA

Ball State University:
Science and math 784,422  3,918, 000
Physical science 446, 129  3, 918, 000
Library 108, 676  978, 085

Indiana Institute of Technology: Renovation 208, 160  624,307
Indiana State University:

Academic building 197, 305  591,915
Science 766, 400 564, 600  2, 299, 250

Indiana University: Classrooms 128, 573  426, 130
Marion College: Classrooms_ 140, 000  205, 000 573,270
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State, institution, and type of facility
Title I
grant
amount

Title II
grant
amount

Title III
loan

amount

Approxi-
mate total
develop-
ment cost

INDIANA-continued

Purdue University:
Main campus: Math, science  $427, 235   $1,281, 704

North-central regional campus: New campus 1, 120, 000  2, 800, 000

Purdue University: Engineering 251, 000  753, 300

Rose Polytechnic Institute:
Chemistry 51, 000  150, 000

Chemistry and physics 97, 510  154, 575

St. Francis College: Science and math 400,000  3, 207, 324

Taylor University: Science_  410, 371  $521, 000 1, 242, 141

Tri State College: Science building 400, 000  1, 301, 637

University of Indiana: Library_   $2, 656, 000  ._ 14, 412, 000

University of Notre Dame Du Lac: Engineering 132, 000  396, 000

Valparaiso University: Science 433, 333  1, 300, 000

Vincennes University:
Academic facilities 16,444  41, 110

Science 38, 625  96, 564

Library addition 25,422  63,232

IOWA

Buena Vista College: Library 140,450  440,000

Clarinda Community College: Academic 57,876  144, 689

Clarke College: Science and classrooms 496, 392  1, 143, 000 2, 344, 261

Clinton Community College: Academic 315, 707  789, 268

Dordt College: Library 117, 120  146,000 849, 373

Drake University: Library 444, 318  1, 621, 591

Dubuque University: Science 
465,000 621,000

Eagle Grove Junior College: Classrooms and Library_ _ 140,000  350, 000

Ellsworth Junior College: Classrooms and lab 21, 958  54, 894

Estherville Junior College: Academic 152, 000  380, 000

Grac,eland College: Science 283, 124  849,373

Marshalltown Community College: New campus 210,989  527,473

Northwestern College: Science 
392, 000 523, 560

Parsons College: Modern language 301, 722  908, 613

State College of Iowa: Science and library 510, 000  1, 760, 012

State University of Iowa: Engineering 366, 514  2, 062, 000

University of Iowa: Library 321,700  1,039, 500

Upper Iowa University: Library 270, 000 647,808

Waldorf College: Science 29, 519  433, 894

Wartburg College: Labs and classrooms 250, 771  1,349, 778

KANSAS

Butler County Junior College: Academic 525,446  1, 352, 660

Fort Hays Kansas State College: Library 500,000  1, 500, 000

Hutchinson Junior College: Library and science 220,000  605, 000

Kansas State Teachers College: Science 476,500  1, 429, 500

Kansas State University:
Chemistry 422, 240  1,226, 720

Engineering 103, 192  309, 575

Biological sciences 482, 632  1, 900, 389

Sacred Heart College: Science 218, 375  655, 124

Washburn University: Math and modern language 182, 626  547,879

KENTUCKY

Centre College of Kentucky: Academic 
1, 039, 000 1,455, 000

Eastern Kentucky State College: Library 1, 092, 243  3, 276, 730

Elopkinsville Community College: Academic 477, 750  1, 194,374

Vlorehead State College: Academic 287, 313  862, 028

%%nay State College: Library 275, 241  825, 724

3omerset Community College: Academic 379,379  948,448

University of Kentucky: Academic 508, 755  2,675, 621

Vestem Kentucky State College: Library 439, 566  1, 318, 699

LOUISIANA

Francis T. Nicholls State College: Academic 500,000  1, 585, 344

ouisiana Polytechnic Institute: Engineering 
liouisiana State University:

260,000  780, 000

Eunice branch: Science and classrooms 347, 179  1, 159, 241

Shreveport branch: Science and classrooms 765, 374  1, 913,435

:Joyola University:
Chemistry 500, 000  767, 000 1,689, 755

Academic 907, 000 1,876, 270

Cortheast Louisiana State College: Academic 500, 000  1, 500, 000

>t. Mary's Dominican College: Library 211,852  718, 145

Culane University:
Library 500, 000  4, 731, 860

Do 1, 327, 833  5, 793, 500

Jniversity of Southwestern Louisiana: Library 500.000  2. 099. 002
1
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State, institution, and type of facility
Title I
grant
amount

Title II
grant
amount

Title III
loan

amount

Approxi-
mate total
develop-
ment cost

MAINE

Bates College: Chemistry $76, 438  $772, 206Bowdoin College: Library 388,476  1, 968, 092Nasson College: Science 212,694  $326, 000 722, 064University of Maine: Modern language and science 175, 000  1,175, 000
MARYLAND

College of Notre Dame of Maryland: Science and math__ 764,667  2, 294, 000Coppin State College: Science and modern foreign
language  369,306  1, 280, 357John Hopkins University: Humanities and social
sciences $225, 267  1,225, 504Montgomery Junior College: New campus_  761, 870  4, 942, 709Salisbury State College: Academic 507, 403  1, 522, 363St. Joseph College: Science 248, 474  1, 985, 650University of Maryland:
Chemistry and math 1, 000, 000  3, 552, 300Animal science 441, 000  1, 674, 686

MASSACHUSETTS

Bentley College of Accounting and Finance: Library_ _ 513, 173  1, 539, 518Boston Architectural Center: Academic 750, 000 1, 203, 993Boston College: Science 750, 000 501, 585  4,929, 195Boston University: Library 750, 000  6,335, 545Brandeis University: Humanities 355, 716  1, 108, 213Cape Code Community College: New campus 1, 202, 327  5, 837,240Dean Academy and Junior College: Science 282, 256  854,322Lowell Technological Institute: Nuclear physics 532, 250  3, 363, 420Merrimack College: Library 604, 241  700, 000 1, 857, 452Massachusetts Institute of Technology:
Engineering 987, 000  2,961, 000Library 348,333  1, 045, 000Newton College of the Sacred Heart: Academic 1, 137, 000 1, 516, 452Northeastern University:
Chemistry 666, 888  2, 000, 665Do 223,641  2, 671, 590Southeastern Massachusetts Technological Institute:

Science and engineering 750, 000  5, 404, 848Tufts University:
Library 547, 582  2, 795, 500International relations 160, 966  482, 900University of Massachusetts:
Academic 402, 711  4, 115, 203Physical science 2, 404, 653  11, 722, 032Wentworth Institute: Academic  550, 761  1,652, 283

MICHIGAN

Detroit Institute of Technology: Academic 98, 159  311, 744Eastern Michigan University: Library 750, 000  2, 880, 000Grand Valley State College: Science 477, 800  1, 433,400Kalamazoo College: Library 586, 516  1, 759, 549Lansing Community College: Academic 501, 628  5, 295, 319Macomb County Community College: Academic 1, 761, 370  4, 403, 424Madonna College: Academic 483, 973  4,488, 771Michigan State University: Forestry conservation 750, 000  3, 663, 225Michigan Technological Institute: Library 693, 822  2, 201, 647Northern Michigan University: Science 750, 000  3, 000, 000Olivet College: Science and math 750, 000  2, 330, 600Saginaw Valley College: Academic 750, 000  940, 000 3, 914,895Suomi College: Library 133, 333  166, 000 401, 300University of Detroit: Science 226, 915  1, 405, 000 1,910, 500Wayne State University:
Science 750, 000  2, 778, 800Library 488,818  2, 296, 000Language and speech 435, 000  4, 500, 000University of Michigan: Library  1, 458, 333  4, 375, 000Western Michigan University: Engineering 750, 000  4, 250, 000

MINNESOTA

Austin Junior College: Academic _  440, 000  1, 117, 186Bemidji State College: Library 464, 967  1, 394, 901Concordia College: Physical science 306, 072  1, 787, 092Hibbing Junior College: New campus 398, 015  1, 000, 00CMankato State College: Library 850, 000  3, 400, 000St. John's University:
Library  1, 202, 000 1,829, 631Science 2. 136. 000 2.883. 687
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MINNESOTA-continued

University of Minnesota:
Minneapolis: Library $1,000, 000 $2,066, 666  $5, 046, 885

Duluth: Library 466, 329  1,398, 988

Morris: Science 315, 333  946, 00C

Winona State College: Library 422, 450  1, 269, 9911

Worthington Junior College: Academic 356, 000  951, 8711

MISSISSIPPI

Delta State College: Science and library  333,333  1, 000, 00(

Itwamba Junior College: Classrooms and science 40, 636  114, 24(

Jackson County Junior College: Classrooms and library_ 150, 000  1, 292,981

Jefferson Davis Junior College: Classrooms and science_ 150,000  1, 868, 031

Jones County Junior College: Science and teaching 121,896  384,441

Meridian Junior College: Classrooms and science 150,000  1, 481, 74:

Mississippi State College for Women: Science and ad-
administration.

160, 463  687, 091

Mississippi State University:
Engineering 125, 000  375, 001

Library and classrooms _ 287, 500  862. 501

Science and classrooms 212, 500  637, 501

Science  12,500  37, 501

Mississippi Valley State College: Science and class-
rooms 197, 856  731, 19:

Pearl River Junior College: Classrooms 133,334  333, 33,

University of Mississippi:
Academic 115, 761  969, 571

Mathematics 153, 785  645, 501

University of Southern Mississippi:
Library 300,000 - 900, 001

Academic building 87, 669  263, 001

MISSOURI

Central Missouri State College: Library 250, 000  750,001

Fontbonne College: Library  $808, 000 1, 077, 621

Forrest Park Community College: Library and class-
rooms 951, 681  4, 973, 93,

Jasper County Junior College: Teaching 236,036  590, 091

Lindenwood College: Labs and classrooms 283, 789  1, 625, 82,

Missouri Valley College: Science and classrooms__ ______ 235, 000  710,001

Northeast Missouri State Teachers College: Library _ _ _ 250,000  750, 001

Rockhurst University: Library 675,000 900, 001

Southeast Missouri State College:
Science and classrooms 51, 556  1, 563, 14!

Library and laboratory  166, 667  666, 66'

St.Louis University: Classrooms 537, 465  1, 810, 69

Tarkio College: Library and classrooms 200, 000  250, 000 600, 001

University of Missouri:
Columbia:

Science 306, 506  2, 130, 001

General classrooms 411,995  2, 449, 2.3

Rolla:
Library 750, 000  2, 250, 001

Ceramic and metallurgical engineering 342, 000  1, 092, 001

Washington University: Social sciences 534, 600  1, 604 101

Webst.r College: Labs and classrooms 400, 000  1, 200. 001

Westminster College: Labs and classrooms 333, 000  1, 000, 001

William Woods College: Labs and classrooms 136, 003  170, 000 408, 051

MONTANA

Carroll College: Labs and classrooms 129, 620  700, 001

Dawson County Junior College: Classrooms 160, 000  400, 001

NEBRASKA

Chadron State College: Library and teaching facilities__ 315. 000  945, 001

College of St. Mary: Science and math  329. 779  991, 33

Fairbury Junior College: Labs and library 120. 000  300, 001

Kearney State College: Science  699, 893  2,623, 831

Midland Lutheran College: Classrooms and labs 144, 000  600, 000 1, 079, 07£

North Platte Junior College: Academic 106, 082  303, 08:

NEVADA

University of Nevada: Social science 116, 011  1, 665, 401
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

New England College: Library $22, 381  $386, 000 $545, 452New Hampshire Technical Institute: Academic 176,297  1, 290, 975University of New Hampshire:
Chemistry  491, 948  1, 533, 897Physics 111, 392  483, 300

NEW JERSEY

Bloomfield College and Seminary: Labs and classrooms_ 525,935  500, 000 1, 602, 453Drew University: Laboratory 833, 325  1, 040, 000 2, 500, 000Fairleigh Dickinson University:
Hackensack campus: Labs and classrooms 239, 623  299, 000 718, 869Madison campus: Library and teaching 258,083  322, 000 774, 250Rutherford campus: classrooms and teaching 428, 399  535, 000 1, 285, 197Library, teaching 68, 484  114,000 244, 835Middlesex County College: Teaching  1, 330, 510  3, 626, 000Princeton University: Mathematics, physics, and

library  $2, 259, 935  14, 242, 450Rider College: Labs and classrooms 292, 793  1,300, 000 2, 178, 423Rutgers University: Library 367, 916  1, 103, 750Seton Hall University: Classrooms, and faculty offices__ 367, 991  1, 969, 374Stevens Institute of Technology: Library _ 600,000 900,000 2,430, 000St. Peter's College: Library and classrooms 550, 194  1, 678, 808Union Junior College: Labs and classrooms 307, 330  922, 000Upsala College: Labs and classrooms 734, 839  849, 000 2, 228, 085

NEW MEXICO

New Mexico State University: Library 160, 378  1, 061, 247University of New Mexico: Library 802, 134  2, 529, 247

NEW YORK

Briarcliff College: Classrooms and labs 260, 006  3, 578, 450City College of the City University of New York:
Science 1, 500, 000   21, 032, 480Columbia University: International affairs 2, 500, 000  12, 250, 000D'Youville College: Science and classrooms 761, 159  3,405, 599Fordham University: Library and classrooms 985, 030  14, 929, 018Hartwick College: Library and classrooms  521, 555  1, 564, 665Hofstra University: Library  1, 458, 656  4, 597, 790Ithaca College: Library 644, 953  1, 934, 858Long Island University:
Classrooms 2,402, 000 3, 405, 599C. W. Post College: Labs and library 1, 500, 000  2,099, 000 4, 798, 790Lecture hall 555, 000 740, 800Main campus: Humanities 2,994, 000 4, 449, 600Marymount College: Library and classrooms 407,000  500,000 1, 228, 000Monroe Community College: Science 988, 894  17,200, 634New York City Community College: Library and

classrooms  1, 074, 352   11, 870, 485New York University: Library  1, 500, 000 3, 303, 940  19, 455, 775Queen of the Apostles College: Science 852, 000 1, 352, 811Queensborough Community College: Science 1, 230, 273   12,722, 644Rochester Institute of Technology: Science 1, 500, 000  4,813, 180State University of New York:
Albany: Library 1,500, 000  8,479, 000Stony Brook: Engineering  1, 229, 774  5, 240, 000St. Francis College:
Classrooms and labs 1, 115, 916  1,394, 000 3, 347, 749Library 1, 016, 000 1,355, 428Teachers College, Columbia University: Education 126, 286  539, 725Wagner College: Science 906,835  1, 133, 000 2, 720, 507Yeshiva University:
Library 1, 448, 565  1, 117, 000 4, 345, 695
Social work 840, 000  2, 640, 000

NORTH CAROLINA

Agricultural and Technical College of North Carolina:
Science 266, 630  1, 151, 630

Belmont Abbey College: Labs and classrooms 212, 233  636, 699
Bennett College: Labs and classrooms 138,325  1, 119, 316
Charlotte College: Labs and classrooms 536, 666  1, 610, 000
Duke University: Library  1, 372, 170  4, 116, 512
East Carolina College: Library 259, 500  823, 452
Elizabeth City State College: Library  199, 953  617,870
Fayetteville State College: Library 200, 000  600, 000
Gaston College: Library 387,902  1, 131, 297
High Point College: Labs and classrooms 322, 884  403, 000 968, 652
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NORTH CAROLINA-continued

Johnson C. Smith University:
Library $272, 160  $816, 480
Science 413, 658  1, 309, 824

Livingstone College: Labs 167, 051  501, 154
Louisburg College: Library and classrooms 117, 066  351, 200
Mount Olive Junior College: Labs and classrooms 113,437  470,300
Pembroke State College: Library and classrooms 463, 000  1,390, 000
Pfeiffer College: Library and research 261, 666  $323, 000 785, 000
Queens College: Labs and classrooms 223,300  279, 000 670, 000
Rockingham Community College: New campus 337, 730  2, 876, 105
Sand hills Community College: Labs and classrooms_ __ 568, 013  2, 727, 105
Southeastern Community College: Multidiscipline_ _ __ 337, 730  1,845, 003
Winston-Salem State College: Library and offices 185, 000  555, 000

NORTH DAKOTA

Lake Region Junior College: General purpose 270, 000  675, 000
Mayville State College: Library 55, 000  165, 000
Minot State College: Science 75, 000  225, 000
North Dakota State University of Agriculture and
Applied Science: Lecture hall 32, 410  340,311

University of North Dakota: Math and physics 416, 667  1, 250, 000

OHIO

Bowling Green State University: Library 1, 133, 833  4, 535,333
Kent State University: Labs and classrooms 614,322  2,900, 000
Lorain County Community College: Multidiscipline__ 1,343, 162  2, 940,852
Mary Manse College: Library 235, 000  705, 000
Miami University (Middletown): Library and class-
rooms 1,200, 000  3, 010, 000

Ohio State University:
Engineering 619,074 2, 109, 000
Chemistry $427, 933  1, 310, 000

Ohio University:
Labs and offices 896, 000  4, 863, 354
Library__ 536, 304  3, 707, 171

Ohio Wesleyan University: Library 582, 715  2, 208, 600
Rio Grande College: Library 140, 141  420,425
University of Akron: Labs and classrooms 2, 142,336  8, 488,921
University of Toledo: Labs and classrooms 981, 017  4, 336, 278
Ursuline College: Labs and library 530, 779  2, 965, 910
Youngstown University: Laboratories 561, 985  1,685, 956
Xavier University: Library 572, 608  1, 717, 823

OKLAHOMA

Altos Junior College: Labs and classrooms 44, 044  110, 10
Bethany Nazarene College:

Science 315, 184  743,000 1, 621, 300
Library 155, 553  466, 660

Northeast Oklahoma A. & M. College:
Labs and classrooms 175, 950  439,875
Library 348, 999  872, 498

Oklahoma Christian College:
Library  300, 110  1, 609, 864
Classrooms 67, 692  516, 267

Oklahoma State University:
Labs and library_ 275, 000  900, 000
Business and education 357, 885  1, 582, 000
Laboratories 99, 050  297, 150
Labs and research 80,894  2, 281,315
Library and air conditioning 27, 251  310, 969

Oral Roberts University: Labs and library 573, 280  2,933, 000 4,675, 209
3 outhwestern College: Library and classrooms 46, 466  140,807
it. Gregory's College: Labs and classrooms 290, 621  909,419
University of Tulsa: Classrooms and offices 96, 714  289, 570

OREGON

:;entral Oregon College:
Library and classrooms 142, 734  372,242
Labs and classrooms 88,236  228,509

Eastern Oregon College: Science 233,497  965,834
Lewis and Clark College: Library 278, 500  1,285, 000
Oregon College of Education: Labs and classrooms 62, 788.  701, 804
Oregon State University: Multidiscipline _ 214, 970  836, 886
Portland State College:

Library 439, 485  2, 988, 975
Labs and research 341.400   3.068, 597
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OREGON-continued

Pacific University: Library $200, 000   $1, 396, 076
Reed Institute: Biology and physics 27, 515  $787, 000 1, 050, 000
Southwestern Oregon College: Labs and classrooms__ _ 267,300  668, 250
Treasure Valley Community College: Labs and class-
rooms 83,896  4,40, 310

University of Oregon: Library 351,223  2, 142, 626
Willamette University: Library 450, 000 625, 629
University of Oregon:

Graduate center $25, 000  75, 000
Social sciences 523, 529  1,748; 000

PENNSYLVANIA

Allentown College of St. Francis de Sales: Academic_ __ 529, 160  1, 009, 000 2,320, 315
Alliance College: Labs and classrooms  336, 033  1, 337, 957
Bloomsburg State College: Library 372,350  1, 175, 842
Delaware Valley College: Science 293,812  695, 000 927,726
Eastern Baptist College: Library 23,423  90, 196
Elizabethtown College: Academic and library 387, 750  1, 292,498
Franklin and Marshall College: Laboratories 788,128  2, 955, 485
Elarrisburg Area Community College: Library and
classrooms  1,534, 342  3, 835, 855

indiana State College: Science 1, 026,000  4, 104, 000
funiata College: Academic 1,710, 093 3, 023, 825
Lycoming College: Academic complex 894,988  3, 970, 273
Marywood College: Library 527,662  1,834, 168
Mercyhurst College: Labs and classrooms 370, 244  890,000 1, 706, 082
Mount Mercy College: Library  1, 429, 000 1,906, 428
Pennsylvania Military College: Labs and classrooms _ _ 679; 737  2, 693, 556
Pennsylvania State University:

Social sciences 1,.212,499  3, 688, 583
Library 669,910  2, 430, 192
Library and study 257,096   1, 043,178
Labs and library 473,967  1, 184,917
Classrooms 225, 100  765, 100
Labs and classrooms 168, 460  420, 150
Labs and study 275, 947  704,668
Academic 211, 685  1, 480, 565

Philadelphia College of Textiles: Library.  243,667  892, 520
Point Park Junior College: Academic 1,070, 000 1, 427, 000
it. Francis College: Academic and library 
remple University:

653,732  1, 000, 000 2,350, 129

Business 518,068  3, 090, 422
Science 631,895  6,987, 418

rhiel College: Physical education 243, 000 325, 000
University of Pennsylvania: Fine arts 858, 022  2, 872, 840
University of Pittsburgh: Labs and classrooms 883,809  2, 250, 000 4, 178,950
Villanova University: Library 346, 815  2, 478,890
Wilkes College: Instructional 605, 891  2, 138, 438

RHODE ISLAND

Rhode Island College: Multidiscipline 167,033  917, 033

Rhode Island Junior College: Multidiscipline 218,112  660,837

Roger Williams Junior College: Library 372, 552  1, 117, 660

Salve Regina College: Science 320,122  1, 364, 456
University of Rhode Island: Library 125, 000  375,000

SOUTH CAROLINA

Benedict College: Science 211, 551  750, 186
Central Wesleyan College: Multidiscipline 108,783  224, 000 458, 611
Clemson University: Library 509,170  3, 115, 023
Columbia College: Library  332,100  415, 000 996,299

Furman University: Labs and instructional 611,898  1, 899, 300
Greenville Technical Education Center: Science 399,044  997,612

Lander College: Science 135,087  414, 873

Morris College: Labs and classrooms 113,512  361, 605
Piedmont Technical Education Center: Labs and
classrooms  289,335  723,338

Presbyterian College: Science 326, 522  979, 568
University of South Carolina:

Labs and classrooms 118,249  717, 231
Academic 52, 553  179, 405
Physical science 702,850  5, 132,790

Voorhees College: Science 130, 540  216, 000 462,852

SOUTH DAKOTA

Black Hills State College: Library 50, 000  150, 000

Sioux Falls College: Library 169, 682  616, 421

University of South Dakota: Instructional and library 500, 000  1, 500,000
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TENNESSEE

Peay State College: Library $323, 920   $1, 119, 601
College: Library $255, 000 609, 753
nooga State Technical Institute: Academic 787, 199  2, 015, 499
in Brothers College: Science 237, 500  325, 000 755, 000
Lipscomb College: Science 407,296  1, 536, 478
onnessee State University: Library 499,861  1,999, 303
lie College: Library 194, 368  611, 987
is State University: Chemistry and math_ 532, 417  2, 162, 083
]entral Community Junior College: Academic_ _
see Technological University:

428,808  2, 722, 706

;nee 244,817  779,267
;nce 
see Wesleyan College: Science 
sity of Tennessee:,
rary 

235, 470,  
160, 482,  

403,234  730,000

741,882
700, 000

1,516, 168
;nce 2, 602, 000 3, 469, 607

TEXAS

on State College: Library 700, 000  2, 100,000
College: Library and science 634, 472  1, 903, 418
oxas State College: Science 311,000  933, 000
n County Junior College: Multidiscipline 465, 707  2, 434, 428
lior College: Library _ 133,000 178, 393
State College of Technology: Library 297,000  891,000
'neau College: Science and math 485,000 647, 604
ry College: Science 786, 000 1,048, 440
l'exas State University: Library and science_  697,863  2, 093, 588
dy of the. Lake College: Science $117, 123  351, 370
Junior College: Library  220,000 629, 988
nun College: Science and math 120,000 160,311
niversity: Humanities 985, 333  2, 956, 000
tonio College: Library 1, 750, 794  4, 376, 985
into College: Library 501, 202  1, 253, 006
'est Texas State College: Science 260,000  780, 000
y's University: Library and science_ 1, 500, 000  2, 040, 000 4, 721, 279
ana Junior College: Science 75, 000 167,062
L. & M. University: Biological sciences 394, 579  2, 437, 705
iouthern University: Library 140,219  904,210
iouthmost College: Academic 330,000 499,090
Technological College: Foreign language and

450, 000  1, 350, 000
Vestern College: Science 666, 667  2, 000, 000
'University: Science 449, 000 1,466, 651
sity of Dallas: Science 
sity of Houston:

147,995  184, 000 443,985

wary 1, 106, 620  3, 319,860
gineering 1, 188, 515 346,472  3, 565, 546
th and modern language 753,566  2, 260, 698
emistry 111, 397  334, 193
;tory and political science 208,558  4, 957, 760
sity of St. Thomas: Science 545, 000 727,804
sity of Texas: Humanities 439, 365  1,400, 000
exas State University: Library 109,029  327, 089
)ollege: Library 1, 302, 000 1, 736,862

UTAH

of Eastern Utah: Science 206, 152  515,381
unior College: Library 
sity of Utah:

149, 693  374,233

once 159,985  2, 199,972
once  811,666  3, 355,000
gineering 588,944  2, 539,650
'Rate College: Library 434,885  1, 304, 656
nster College: Library 61,885  185, 656

VERMONT

on State College: Library 134,575  403, 726
-I State College: Library_  130,699  392, 098
1 State College: Library 113, 010  393,444
bury College: Library 300, 000 889, 418
h University: Science 750, 000 1, 062, 534
hael's College: Science 895, 000 1, 194, 000
it Technical College: Classrooms 138,043  447, 049
un College: Library 100.024  199.000 400.000
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VIRGINIA

College of William and Mary: Library $647, 495   $3, 562,606
George Mason College: Library 373, 333  933,333
Hollins College: Science  459, 929  2, 164, 558
Marion College: Library 82, 287  246, 774
Mary Baldwin College: Library 326,676  $639, 000 1, 288,359
Marymount Junior College: Library and classrooms_ _ _ 286, 260  429,000 2, 235, 268
Did Dominion College: Chemistry 268, 625  913, 000
Randolph-Macon Women's College: Library  300,828  1, 098, 679
It. Paul's College: Science 47, 394  142, 183
Sullins College: Science 98,376  120, 000 295, 129
University of Virginia:

Classrooms 34,640  86,601
Library 333,493  1, 866, 305

Virginia Union University: Science and language 436,061  1, 092, 000 2, 028, 598

WASHINGTON

Eastern Washington State College: Library 750, 000  2, 250, 000
Green River Community College: Classrooms 172, 039  2, 900, 000
Seattle University: Library 820,433  850, 000 2, 514, 001
Tacoma Community College: Multipurpose 705,469  1, 771, 760
University of Puget Sound: Science 604, 288  1, 027, 000 2,688, 267
University of Washington:

Engineering 455, 639  2,819, 657
Social work $182, 076  546, 229

University of Washington: Science 685,281  3,863, 737

WEST VIRGINIA

Alderson-Broaddus College:
Labs and classrooms 333,000  333,000 1, 000, 070
Science_  115, 000 345,470

Fairmont State College: Science 221,000  1, 821, 000
Glenville State College: Library 72, 777  750, 000
Marshall University: Library 500,000  1, 796, 000
()hio Valley College: Science 180,000 241, 070
Potomac State College of West Virginia University:
Classrooms  533, 332  1,333, 330

West Liberty State College: Classrooms 109,544  273,860
West Virginia Institute of Technology: Engineering_ _ __ 550, 000  1, 650, 000

WISCONSIN

Marquette University: Chemistry 704, 077  1, 634, 000 3, 241, 775
Milwaukee Institute of Technology: Labs and class-
rooms 539, 169  1, 347, 922

Mount Senario College: Academic 197,944  582,000 1, 148, 312
Northland College: Science 400,000 647, 049
St. Norbert Colleve: Science 61,338   2,796, 458
University of Wisconsin:

Academic  610,677  1, 865, 954
Classrooms 219,330   1,604, 561

Do 1, 014, 821 363,000  3, 850, 000
Library 475,766  3,857, 563
Statistics and computer 68,500  1, 521, 440
History 331,660  9, 851, 300
Chemistry 269,016  6, 760, 000

Wisconsin State University:
Science 796, 658  2,389, 975
Labs 898,300   2, 695, 000

WYOMING

Casper Community College: Classrooms 101,338  590, 088
University of Wyoming:

Multidiscipline 342, 632  4,891, 000
Biological sciences 413, 000  3, 307, 000

PUERTO RICO

Puerto Rico Junior College: Library 75,900  135,000 967,900
University of Puerto Rico:

Academic 616,857  929, 000 2,061, 322
Library 1, 058, 000  1, 346, 000 3, 206, ooc
Multidiscipline 386, 687  1, 749,000 3,210, 000
Classrooms 901,000 1, 202, 000

VIRGIN ISLANDS

College of the Virgin Islands: Instructional and library_ 8, 724  720,000
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Under title II of the act, concerning graduate facilities, an Advisory
Committee was formed, and six panels were appointed to evaluate

applications prior to final action upon them by the Advisory Com-

mittee. During fiscal year 1965, the Office of Education received

and processed 125 applications in a period of 4 months. Eighty-five
grants were approved with a value of $60 million, the full amount of

the funds appropriated.
These grants, in keeping with the law, represent no more than one-

third of the development cost of any of the projects assisted. The

listing of institutions in exhibit 3 is suggestive of the influence of this
program in promotmg a wider geographic distribution of quality
graduate education.
Under title III of the act almost $108 million in loans to help build

higher education facilities were obligated during fiscal year 1965.
Over 140 applications for loans were received and 133 approved.
During the current fiscal year, the demand for assistance under this

program is even greater. The number of applications already re-
ceived for grants for undergraduate facilities exceeds the total number
of applications for the last fiscal year. Under title II, the value of
applications for grants during the current fiscal year also exceeds the
value of funds appropriated for the year.
By the end of January 1966, 31 grants had been made on the

recommendation of the Advisory Committee. These grants total
$18.3 million, and the demand for loans to help build higher education
facilities is particularly strong this year, owing partly to the interest
rate of 3 percent authorized by the Higher Education Act of 1965.
Even before the end of the first half of the fiscal year, 100 loan appli-

cations had been received with a total value exceeding the total of

$110 million appropriated for fiscal year 1966.
The strength of this demand for assistance and the need which lies

behind it convince us that it is essential to continue thip program

for at least another 5 years. In exhibit 4 you will see a projection of

unmet cumulative needs in facilities construction. In the light of
the reasonable assumptions on which the estimate's are based, we
believe that there may still be an unmet need of over $2 billion at the

end of fiscal year 1971, even if Federal assistance should be available

each year in the amounts we are proposing for fiscal year 1967.
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EXTENSION OF TITLE III OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT O
F 1965

(DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS)

Under section 211 of the amendments of 1966, we would authorize
the appropriation of $30 million for fiscal year 1967, and such sums as
may be necessary for each of the 3 succeeding fiscal years, for assist-
ance to developing institutions.
You will recall the purpose of this program stated in the law: It

is to assist in raising the academic quality of colleges which have the
desire and potential to make a substantial contribution to the higher
education resources of our Nation, but which, for financial and other
reasons, are struggling for survival and are isolated from the main
currents of academic life, and to do so by enabling the Commissioner
to establish a national teaching fellow program, and to encourage and
assist in the establishment of cooperative arrangements under which
these colleges may draw on the talent and experience of our finest
colleges and universities, and on the educational resources of business
and industry, in their effort to improve their academic quality.
Our legislative recommendation reaffirms the validity of this

purpose.
We are on schedule on getting this program underway. Dr. Willa

B. Player, president of Bennett College, has been named head of the
Division of College Support under which the program will be ad-
ministered. Dr. Player is here this morning, Madam Chairman.

EXHIBIT 5

THE WHITE HOUSE
JANUARY 29, 1966.

President Johnson today announced the appointment of eight public members

to the Advisory Council on Developing Institutions. The Council will assist the

U.S. Office of Education in its efforts to strengthen small colleges.
The Council was established under Title III of the Higher Education Act of

1965 to assist the Commissioner of Education in identifying eligible institutions
and to advise on administrative matters.

Under the Higher Education Act, a "developing" institution is described as
an accredited two or four year college "making a reasonable effort to improve

the quality of its teaching and administrative staffs and of its student services."
Congress appropriated $5 million for the program during fiscal 1966 which

ends June 30, 1966. Grants may be used for faculty and student exchanges,
to provide for visiting scholars, and for faculty and administrative improvement
programs. Title III also establishes a national teaching fellowship program to
encourage qualified graduate students and junior faculty members of major
colleges and universities to teach at developing institutions.
The Commissioner of Education, Harold Howe II, will serve as Chairman of

the Council which also includes representatives from -the Departments of Com-
merce, Labor, and State the Office of Economic Opportunity, the National
Science Foundation, and the Agency for International Development.

Public members whose appointments were announed by the President are:
Thomas W. Braden, President, Board of Trustees, California State College,

Oceanside, California.
Thomas W. Cole, Sr., President, Wiley College, Marshall, Texas.
Bernice Frieder (Mrs. Philip), President, National Association of State

Boards of Education Denver, Colorado.
Alfred T. Hill, Executive Secretary, Council for the Advancement of

Small Colleges Washington, D.C.
William R. 

Colleges,
President, Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan.

John P. Leary, S. J, President, Gonzaga University, Spokane, Washington.
Frederick D. Patterson, President, United Negro College Fund, New York

City.
Henry K, Stanford, President, University of Miami, Coral Gables,

Florida.
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The Advisory Committee, the members of which are listed inexhibit 5, has been announced and will meet on March 24 and 25.The announcement of the program has been distributed, togetherwith applications and instructions. These have been reproducedas part of the exhibits for my statement. The deadline for receiptof applications is April 15, 1966. Grants to be made under the programin this first year of operation are scheduled to be announced in June.The strong interest in the program persuades us that the $5 millionappropriation for fiscal year 1966 will soon be spent, and that somehard decisions will be involved in deciding which applicants shouldreceive funds this year. When the advisory council meets laterthis month one of its primary concerns will be to consider criteria togovern selections of those insitutions to be assisted under this program.In our testimony of last year we outlined the characteristics of thedeveloping institutions. These include chronic lack of capital, alimited program of studies deficient in new learning, inordinatelyheavy teaching loads, inadequate instructional facilities, and difficultyin competing for capable faculty and administration.
These characteristics are generally a function of the smallness ofinstitutions rather than their newness. The small college which isnot at least in some degree struggling for survival and isolated fromthe main currents of academic life is exceptional. It is extraordinarilydifficult for small colleges to make ends meet and preserve the balancebetween original research and good teaching, which is indispensableto academic excellence.
This program is, therefore, not merely responsive to the needs of a

handful of institutions recently established. The program is a limitedresponse to a very large problem which will be with us for a long time.
It is a program to help only the most grievously afflicted minority ofa very large and important category of institutions.
I should like to emphasize that the problems to which this program

is directed are not ones which student financial aid, help in the construc-tion of facilities, or other programs for higher education can suffi-ciently resolve—essential as these programs are to the small colleges.Smallness and isolation are the heart of the problem, and the establish-ment of strong connections among institutions are essential to itssolution. The problems of the small colleges are qualitative problemswhich demand a broad and flexible concept of assistance taking specialaccount of the need for cooperative relationships.
This program offers such assistance, and we strongly advocate itscontinuation with the larger appropriation for which we have asked.

STUDENT LOAN PROGRAMS

Turning to the proposals the administration is recommending forthe improvement of the student loan program, let me first emphasizethe President's assurance stated in his message on education that everystudent needing a loan will be able to obtain the funds necessary forhis education.
I would also like to emphasize that the administration's proposalsare designed to increase the availability of student loans, and not todiminish this important form of student assistance.
The administration proposes to meet the needs of college students

by shifting to a fuller utilization of private channels of credit. We
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are not proposing to suddenly close down the familiar NDEA loan
program. What we are requesting is that our colleges and univer-
sities no longer depend upon direct Federal appropriations as the sole
source of funds for student loans. This is a phased conversion from
a mechanism whereby contributions of capital are made from the
Federal Treasury to college loin funds to a guarantee and subsidy
program consisting of two parts: Under the first part, the program
enacted last year, students obtain loans insured by State and private
programs. Under the second part, the proposal tliis year, colleges—
if they wish to continue college loan funds—can borrow from banks,
savings and loan associations, retirement funds, or other investors
with the strength of a Federal guarantee and a Federal subsidy of the
interest.
We are confident that the insured loan program enacted by the

Congress last year will be in operation in time to make student loans
in every State Iv next fall. As you know, last year's program pro-
vides for a subsidy of the interest, making these loans comparable to
NDEA loans. Under the insured loan program enacted last year,
students may borrow from commercial lending institutions.

While we believe there are many advantages for colleges in encourag-
ing students to go to the banks, this legislation does not require the
.college to send the student to the bank. The college may wish to
continue its loan fund in order to assure the availability of loans for its
students.

This proposal is designed to phase out the present Federal Treasury
financing of NDEA loan funds, but we are not trying to force college
loan funds out of operation. Instead, Federal financing would be
largely replaced by guarantees and subsidies which, as far as the stu-
{lent borrower is concerned, would make the loan as beneficial as one
under NDEA.
My personal view is that there are several fundamental aims toward

which our student assistance programs should be directed:
We must maintain the availability of an adequate program of low-

interest student loans with repayment provisions designed to meet the
particular needs of college students. All of our loan proposals
embody this principle.
We must increase the total amount of student loans to provide for

students who have not qualified under the strict need limitations of the
NDEA loan program. This we are doing as we implement the sub-
sidized insured loan program enacted last year.
We must fully utilize private sources, rather than the Federal

Treasury, as the source of funds for student loans.
We must enlist the fullest cooperation of commercial lending

agencies in augmenting the funds they can make available for student
loans.

Colleges and universities must be permitted to relieve themselves of
the responsibility for detailed administration of loan programs.
Colleges are in the business of education, not commercial lending.
The servicing of loans is an administrative burden which they cannot,
generally, carry out as efficiently as commercial lenders.
We believe that a substantial number of students who would

otherwise be requesting loans from the NDEA college loan funds will
be securing private loans under the federally subsidized program enacted
last year. The revised program recommended by the administration
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would sustain a level of loans comparable to the present NDEA loan
program. The teacher forgiveness provisions which are applicable to
NDEA loans would be retained for loans under the proposed revisions.
In order to assure that, during the period of change from the

present NDEA program to a guaranteed and subsidized private
program, no student is deprived of the opportunity to obtain a student
loan, we are requesting an authorization of $150 million for fiscal year
1967. This appropriation would be deposited in a revolving fund from
which capital contributions may be made to colleges and universities
which cannot secure loan capital from non-Federal sources. In addi-
tion, the legislation provides that the Federal share of repayments by
former students into institutional loan funds would be deposited in
this revolving fund.
But let me emphasize that we regard this as a standby appropria-

tion. We expect that many institutions will not request Federal
capital contributions, because they will be able to secure funds from
federally guaranteed subsidized loans proposed in this legislation. In
some cases, a college may secure funds for the first semester from the
revolving fund, but by the second semester will have been able to
make the necessary private arrangements.
Under our proposal, the Commissioner of Education would be

authorized to guarantee loans borrowed by an institution for its
NDEA loan fund or by a nonprofit student assistance corporation
especially established by a college. In addition, the Government
would subsidize the difference between the interest received on
student loans by the fund and the interest it pays to the bank. Stu-
dent loans will, as under the existing NDEA program, bear no interest
while the student is in college, and only 3 percent when the repayment
period starts.
Mr. Muirhead will be able to describe these proposed transitional

arrangements in much greater detail, if you so desire.
In keeping with the policy of periodic review and examination,

the administration has made a careful study of these programs as
they have operated. The proposed amendments and extensions
reflect several months of careful consideration. The rapid expansion
of the Federal commitment in education has caused us all to pause and
reexamine our goals and the means through which we may attain
these goals. We are confident that this subcommittee will study our
recommendations, work with them, and improve them.
I am grateful, Madam Chairman, for this opportunity to meet with

you. My colleagues and I are now available for your questions.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Secretary.
Let me turn now, if I may 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Madam Chairman, may I ask one question?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. We are pleased to have with us in our committee

a group of distinguished visitors, members of the French National
Assembly, who sit on our counterpart committee, and I should like
to ask unanimous consent that the names of our guests be read into
the record at this point. They sit on the committee that deals with
the legislation affecting education, culture, and family affairs.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Congressman Brademas, may

I also welcome you to this session of the committee and to hear the
Secretary's views.
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(The names referred to follow:)

47

BIOGRAPHIC DATA-DELEGATION FROM COMMISSION ON CULTURAL, FAMILY
AND SOCIAL AFFAIRS, NATIONAL ASSEMBLY, REPUBLIC OF FRANCE

Leader
Gasparini, Jean-Louis. Deputy of Moselle since 1962 (UNR). Vice President

of National Assembly's Committee on Cultural, Family and Social Affairs.
President of Association of Free French in his department. Chevalier of the
Legion of Honor; Croix de Guerre (1939-56). Pharmacist. Born Aix-les-
Bains, Savoie, June 9, 1915.

Members
Bordage, Augustin Marc. Deputy, Deux-Sevres since 1962 (UNR). Merch-

ant in grain and fertilizers, born Valses (Deux-Sevres), France, November 23,
1900.

Flornoy, Bertrand. Deputy, Seine et Marne since 1962 (UNR). Explorer
of Amazon and Andes, man of letters, documentary films. Hobby: Television,
Born Paris, March 27, 1910.

Gorce-Franklin, Henri. Deputy, Rhone since 1962 (UN R—UDT). Business-
man born, Lyon, December 7, 1906.

Moulin, Jean. Deputy, Ardeche since 1962 (MRP). Veterinary doctor, born
Thueyts (Ardeche), July 17, 1924.
Poujade, Daniel. Administrator of Services of the National Assembly. Born

Paris, November 23, 1926.

Mrs. GREEN. Let me turn first to your statement, if I may, Mr.
Secretary. On page 6 you state that the total number of applications.
for the undergraduate facilities exceeds the total number for the
last fiscal year. Are the funds that you are recommending sufficient
to cover these? I know it is at the same level which the committee
set, or which the Congress set, last year.

Secretary GARDNER. I would like to ask Peter Muirhead to answer
that question.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I presume this is under title I.
Mrs. GREEN. Yes. Title I.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Undergraduate facilities. This year though all

of the applications are not in as yet, Madam Chairman, we predict
that the applications will be in excess of the amount of money avail-
able. As you know the program operates through the• State commis-
sions which determine which applications will be approved and
which applications will be forwarded to us, but we can report to you
that the State commissions, in almost every instance, receive more
applications than they have money to support.
Mrs. GREEN. Do you have a figure on how much could be used

efficiently and wisely if we were to respond to all of the applications.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I am quite sure, Madam Chairman, we could pro-

vide you with such a figure upon the advice of the State commissions.
I think we would certainly want to get their advice in terms of the
applications they received and those that meet their standards.
Mrs. GREEN. Why are you recommending a cutback for the grad-

uate facilities program?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Under title II of the graduate facilities?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
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Mr. MUIRHEAD. Interestingly enough the applications that we have
received for this program which I consider to be as you do, Madam
Chairman, a very promsising one, the applications have not been far
in excess of the amount of money available. I think probably there
have been a number of reasons. One reason I think you referred
to in your opening statement, the matching provision in title II which
provides for up to one-third Federal support. There are comparable
programs for graduate schools that provide for up to 50 percent Fed-
eral support. I would speculate that in a number of instances insti-
tutions have been reluctant to seek support under this program if
an opportunity were available under another Federal program at 50
percent matching.
Mrs. GREEN. Does this, then, pose a problem to which the Office

and the Congress should give their attention? Should there be similar
matching requirements in all of the construction programs?

Is there any justification for 50 percent matching for graduate
facilities in one program and a 33% percent matching in another?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. If there is such a justification it would seem it

would have to be measured against what would appear to be in the
national interest.

If a construction program is more directed to a sharp need in the
national interest then I think a case possibly could be made.
Mrs. GREEN. Can you think of one?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Possibly I am not the person to ask, Madam

Chairman, because I feel that the program that we are supporting
has as sharp a need as any.

Secretary GARDNER. Madam Chairman, may I just strike a blow
in favor of flexibility in matching requirements?
I can't comment on the justifications back of these various differ-

ences, but I would hope that we would keep a flexibility in the various
matching requirements so we could throw priorities toward one or the
other as the occasion may seem to warrant. You may want to alter
those priorities from year to year.
Mrs. GREEN. Flexibility between programs or within a program?
Secretary GARDNER. Between programs.
Mrs. GREEN. How could we change it from year to year as you sug-

gest and have a 5-year authorization?
Secretary GARDNER. I was not thinking of any particular span of

years. I was just suggesting that we not try to be too consistent in
matching provisions in our construction programs.
I think that we should take it program by program and determine

the national priorities and set it in those terms.
Mrs. GREEN. Does the National Science Foundation have 50 per-

cent matching?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, ma'am.
Mrs. GREEN. What is the justification for this? I note a great

many of the applications that were approved under the facilities act
are for science buildings.
Where is the justification for having one program for the construc-

tion of science buildings with 50 percent Federal matching funds and
another program for the construction of science buildings with 33
percent matching funds?

Secretary GARDNER. I don't see any particular justification.
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Mr. HOWE. I believe some programs such as the Atomic Energy
Commission's give an even larger content of Federal support for a
very special purpose.

Secretary GARDNER. I think in the case of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission they are often dealing in terms of facilities which really are
a national resource rather than strictly a local service of some kind.
Mrs. GREEN. Don't they finance science buildings, too, for a college

campus?
Mr. HOWE. Research facilities.
Mrs. GREEN. This committee hopes to turn its attention to a study of

all the programs in the Office of Education. Isn't this one area to which
our attention should be directed? Why should we really have three
Federal programs involving three different agencies for the con-
struction of science buildings?

Secretary GARDNER. I think that is well worth examination.
Mrs. GREEN. Is one of the reasons you are recommending a cut-

back in the graduate facilities because the number of people applying
for graduate study is not as high as was anticipated?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Madam Chairman, that is not the reason. The

number of people who are applying for graduate study is increasing.
The number of candidates for fellowships continues to be at a high
level.
Our reason for suggesting that we keep the title II program at the

same level that it was last year is that the number of requests that
we have received for support doesn't warrant 
Mrs. GREEN. They are not expanding their facilities then?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. They are not expanding their facilities under this

particular program, under title II, in rather sharp contrast, to the
demand under title I, the undergraduate program, supporting both
junior colleges and 4-year institutions.
Mrs. GREEN. I suppose it is an oversimplification, but is one of

the reasons that they are not expanding their facilities because they
don't have the applications?

If the students were there they would have to expand.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Perhaps one of the reasons they are not expanding

is the fact that they are not able to find the two-thirds money that
they need to put up the facility.
Mrs. GREEN. You think that is the overriding factor?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, I think so, and also, Madam Chairman, I

think in many public institutions, because of the cycle of their budget-
ary procedure and their legislative action, that they may have to
wait until an opportune time to get contributions from the legisla-
ture to make their matching.
Mrs. GREEN. Is it the experience of the Department that it is easier

for an institution to raise the matching funds for the undergraduate
construction as far as alumni grants and others are concerned, easier
at that level than at the graduate level?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, I think so. There is a much broader basis

of support for that and certainly our experience with the Higher
Education Facilities Act would bear that out.
Mrs. GREEN. Would this be reason for this committee to consider

a different matching provision for graduate facilities than for under-
graduate facilities, and sufficient justification for it?
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Mr. MUIRHEAD. It could very well be one of several reasons, I amsure, that you would want to consider as you address yourself to thatproblem.
Mrs. GREEN. On page 7, Mr. Secretary, you referred to the advi-sory committee that is going to meet under title III and I note by,your exhibit that there are eight members on that committee.How many applications would they be considering during a 2-dayperiod?
Mr. HOWE. The advisory committee under title III when it firstmeets will really give its energy to the development of guidelines andpolicies rather than to detailed examination of applications.
We have an extensive job to do with that committee on settingforth regulations under which the whole program will operate. Wehave a draft of suggested regulations, but the committee really hasto help us define in more detail than the act does the kinds of insti-tutions for example, which ought to receive priority, whereas the act•,does define broadly the nature of a developing institution.
There is a real problem of priorities here. I think the award processwill involve staff work and perhaps consultants after the advisorygroup has laid out the broad policies under which this shall operate.Mrs. GREEN. Two other questions.
Do you have all of the rules and regulations for all of the legislationthat has been passed, completed, and sent out?
Mr. HOWE. No. We are working on at least two major sections ofthe rules and regulations. The advisory committee on title I of theHigher Education Act met just the first part of this week and wepresented draft rules and regulations to that group.
They made many suggestions for changes. They will be distributedwithin the next 10 days probably. This item that you just referredto has not been worked on by the committee yet and will be outprobably within 10 days after the meeting of that committee.
Mrs. GREEN. Is there a deadline for applications under that?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, we have a deadline. It comes in April—April 15, Madam Chairman.
Mrs. GREEN. How can they get their applications in if you don'thave your regulations out?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. They do have the applications now and we haveput into their hands draft regulations which for all practical purposeswill be the final regulations.
Mrs. GREEN. What do you mean by "all practical purposes will bethe final regulations"?
Does this advisory committee just look at your regulations and theysay OK?

• Mr. MUIRHEAD. No.
Mr. HOWE. I doubt that very much from my experience with otheradvisory committees.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. No, but the action of the advisory committee will,of course, as the Commissioner has just indicated, be directed towarddeveloping policy and criteria for reviewing the applications.
That won't stand in the way of institutions submitting applicationsand they already are hard at work in preparing the applications now.Mrs. GREEN. I don't understand how one  can submit applicationsif they have not been issued regulations. Why do you have theregulations?
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Mr. MUIRHEAD. We have the regulations to set up the definitions,
of course, that flow from the act and to determine the eligible institu-
tions.
The regulations that have been sent out are quite general in nature.

The actions of the advisory committee will be largely directed toward
endorsing guidelines that flow from these regulations and procedures.
We decided, Madam Chairman, in the interest of getting this program
underway to move as quickly as we could to develop regulations and to
call upon the advisory committee to help us in interpreting the regula-
tions and determining what the actual guidelines and the modus
operandi would be for the program.

Mrs. GREEN. You are not suggesting that it doesn't create a prob-
lem for an individual college or university not to have the regulations
in hand and yet to have to meet an April 15 deadline?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I think I am suggesting, Madam Chairman, that

to have the draft regulations in their hands and the other material
that we have prepared does present the college with an opportunity
to fill out, and to fill out reasonably well, an application by April 15.
Our decision, in this case, was that—in order to get this program

underway, and it was, I am sure, your will and the will of Congress
that it should get underway this year—we should get information to
the colleges as quickly as possible. We have done just that.
Mrs. GREEN. I am not being any more critical of you than I am of

the Congress. I am trying to determine whether we really have
asked the impossible.
Mr. HOWE. Madam Chairman, I think there is a problem of tim-

ing. The act was passed in November. Is that correct, Peter?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is right.
Mr. HOWE. The process that we must go through in getting an

advisory committee operating and carefully using an advisory com-
mittee takes time. It is also true that the act is funded for this year
at a relatively low level, only $5 million, whereas it moves in fiscal
1967, or this title moves, to $30 million, I believe, so that we will not
be able to do a large volume of business under the act.
We are having to create the machinery to make the title work in a

rush and this involves us in the kind of situation you have identified.
We must give some guidance to the colleges to help them get started,
some of which may change in process of working with the advisory
committee, but at least we will have information from institutions,
which are interested in this particular title, about the kind of requests
they would want to make under it.
They have, of course, the act and some interpretation from us, but

there is certainly a time problem.
Mrs. GREEN. I am not concerned just about title III. I believe

you just7paidiyou doinot have the rules and regulations out on title I.
Mr. HOWE. There is not a similar deadline. You are referring to

the title which provides extension services?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes. Those rules and regulations are not out?
Mr. FIowE. They 'are not out. They will be out very shortly,

however. As I said, we presented a draft of them to the committee
just at the beginning of this week. We are working hard on them.
Mrs. GREEN. Is that deadline April 15 for applications?
Mr. HOWE. I have forgotten the deadline of applications, but I will

get it for you if someonehereidoesn't know it.
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Mr. ALFORD. It is not April 15, I don't think.
Mrs. GREEN. And the rules and regulations are not out for title III?Mr. HOWE. Of the Higher Education Act.
Mrs. GREEN. What about your new proposals on student loans?Are the regulations out for this?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. May I respond to that?
Mr. HOWE. Yes.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We are working, and working rather diligently, ingetting the regulations out.
Mrs. GREEN. Well, are they out?
Mr. MUIRHEAD.  They are not all out.
Mrs. GREEN. What is the deadline there?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The deadline is just as soon as we get them out,we will execute agreements with the State agencies that will be carry-ing on guaranteed loan programs and we will execute agreements with

nonprofit private agencies, of which the best example is the United
Student Aid Fund.
We expect, Madam Chairman, to sign agreements with 10 States

and with the United Student Aid Fund on or before March 21.
Mrs. GREEN. How many vacancies are there now in the Office of

Education, Mr. Commissioner?
Mr. HOWE. Just under 500.
Mrs. GREEN. Out of a total of 
Mr. HOWE. Approximately 2,600.
Mrs. GREEN. About 20 I ercent?
Mr. Secretary, do you know how many vacancies there are in

HEW?
Secretary GARDNER. NO; I do not.
Mrs. GREEN. Would it be about the same percentage do you think?
Secretary GARDN R. I cannot honestly say. I would say that per-

haps the only constituent agency that would be in the same ball park
would be the Social Security Administration, which has also been
faced with very heavy expansion of its programs.

Mrs. GREEN. Have we really gone too fast to do the job well?
Have we placed upon you the burden that we could not reasonably
expect you to assume in the way of filling positions for all of these
myriads of programs, and by asking you to get the rules and regula-
tions out and to get them into operation '

Secretary GARDNER. Let me say that it is hard to know whether
you have asked too much of us. Sometimes you don't know what
you can do until someone places a burden on you, but I will say when
Peter Muirhead said that they had been working rather diligently he
was speaking very modestly.
The Office of Education has literally been straining every nerve

to get one after another of these programs mounted and on the way,
and of all the bottlenecks certainly the problem of staffing, is the most
difficult.
It is difficult because it is more or less irreversible. You either go

carefully and get the right people or you find yourself with people
that you wish you had not gotten.
Mr. HOWE. May I say that we have a net gain each month in this

staffing problem, slow but steady, in the sense that we are taking on
more people than we are losing.
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In the total process of turnover we are making a gain on our total
staffing problem each month. We could provide you with figures on
this if you would like to have them.
(The information follows:)

Office of Education staffing

Authorized
positions

Filled
positions

July 31, 1965 1,498 1,417
Public Law 156 approved Aug. 31, 1965 +107  

Aug. 31, 1965 1,605 1,564
Public Law 199 approved Sept. 23, 1965 +330  

Sept. 30, 1965 1,935 1,641
Oct. 31, 1965 1,935 1,721
Public Law 329 approved Nov. 8, 1965 including transfer of 60 positions from
0E0 for work-study +257  

Nov. 30, 1965_ 2,192 1,787
Dec. 31, 1965 2,192 1,784
Jan. 31, 1966_ 2,192 1,803
Feb. 28, 1966 2,192 1,840

Mrs. GREEN. I wish you would because one person from your office
advised me that the people were leaving faster than they were coming
in, and I am glad to hear that that is not the case.
Mr. How. No, that is not true. I just examined this yesterday.

I was happy to find that out myself.
Secretary GARDNER. It is true that in this circumstance the people

who are there are carrying a very, very heavy burden.
Mrs. GREEN. We did last year when we worked to 1 o'clock on a

few nights, too, to be sure to get the program out in time.
I am not sure whether in either case it is educationally sound.
On page 10 on the student loans, Mr. Secretary, your recommenda-

tion on phasing out the NDEA loans would be predicated on the full
participation and cooperation of the banks, would it not?

Secretary GARDNER. That is correct.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me read from a letter of February 16 from the

American Bankers Association.
This was a letter addressed to Senator Javits and sent to other

Members of Congress.
Despite our gratification with the philosophy underlying the Administration's

recommendation, it is our considered judgment that implementation of that
proposal—at this time might not be in the best interests of either the NDEA pro-
gram or the new guaranteed loan program.

It is estimated that the guaranteed loan program may well generate student
loan demand in the order of $500 million for the first academic year of operation.

Meeting such an initial demand, with credit resources already under heavy
pressure, is going to require a major effort on our part.

If, additionally, the $200 million in anticipated loan demand from the NDEA
program is shifted to the private credit sector, a situation could possibly develop
which might jeopardize the inception of the guaranteed loan program and at the
same time not fully serve the important needs of the NDEA.
In short, it would seem that the better course would be for the private sector to

concentrate its energies and attention on a successful launching of the guaranteed
loan program and to withhold a decision on the proposed change in the NDEA
loan program until the guaranteed private loan program has gained some experi-
ence and maturity.
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I believe that this letter was written at the time when the adminis-
tration was recommending a much smaller amount of money.

Nevertheless, do these comments still place in serious question the
recommendation of transferring from the NDEA loan to a private
loan, guaranteed loan, even though you add some of these others, the
savings and loan association and retirement fund?

Secretary GARDNER. May I say that the letter certainly raised very
serious reservations concerning the plan which we had at the time
and in fact was a major factor in leading us to a revision of that plan.
We have had conversations since with the bankers which lead us to
believe that we have met their concerns.
Would you care to comment?
Mr. HOWE. Really, I would say the same thing, perhaps in a little

more detail: That we had extensive meetings with the officials of
the American Bankers Association and they pointed out to us that
the impact on commercial banks from the guaranteed loan program
was going to be a considerable one, and that if the NDEA conversion
process were focused on the same commercial banks they foresaw
trouble in the credit supply.
It was partly for this reason that the revised plan which has been

recommended—allowing a number of different sources of private
credit beyond, commercial banks, retirement funds, pension plans,
and so forth, to invest in this program—was devised. It was specifi-
cally the officials of the American Bankers Association who suggested
that sort of expansion into different sources of private credit. We
have been very closely in communication with them on this.
Peter Muirhead I think might be able to-provide more detail on it.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I think it has been covered very well.
I think the point to underscore, Madam Chairman, is that Mr.

Walker, who has worked with us in the development of this program
right along, was responding to a concept of having all of the NDEA
funds supported from private sources with a Federal guarantee and
the payment of interest by the Federal Government, and his point
was, as he pointed out in the letter, that they felt that getting the
guaranteed loan program underway was probably as much as the
banks could do this year.
The proposal that is now before this committee, instead of providing

for only one option for the support of NDEA next year, provides for
a number of options, including those that have just been enumerated
by the Commissioner, plus the $150 million appropriation, so that the
NDEA next year will not be resting as heavily upon the private
sector as was originally proposed.

Mrs. GREEN. We will have the bankers in so we can get their
views on the new proposal.
What interest rate do you think you are going to pay on this?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The interest rate on the loan that would be made

by the institution from the 
Mrs. GREEN. The guaranteed loan program through the private

sector. What interest rate? How much will you have to subsidize?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We expect to pay 6-percent interest on the guar-

anteed loan program, that is, the State operated, and the United
Student Aid Fund operated, and there is in the law an opportunity
to go to 7 percent on the Federal insurance program.
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Mrs. GREEN. I was thinking that there was a change in your recom-
mendations and you did not set an interest rate.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We believe, and we have this type of assurance

from the banks, that the interest rate for the State program and the
United Student Aid Fund program will be no higher than 6 percent,
and as the law now prescribes there will be an opportunity under
certain circumstances for the direct Federal program to pay 7 percent.
I think in all honesty I must, of course, report to you, Madam

Chairman, that we may have to reexamine that situation. When this
law was enacted, as you know of course, the credit situation was not
the same as it is today.

Mrs. GREEN. Well, the bankers were very reluctant to accept that
last year before the increase in the interest rate. Have you figured
the cost of this kind of a program by the Federal Government, that
any student who comes from a family with an adjusted income of
$15,000 or less can make a loan up to the $1,000 a year and then the
cumulative amount, how much that will cost just in interest rates?
And then also you are recommending the forgiveness be extended

to everybody who goes into teaching, not just'' the needy students
who have gone into teaching.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. May I first respond to the latter part of your

question?
Our recommendation applies only to the NDEA eligible student

insofar as teacher forgiveness is concerned. In order to carry
teacher forgiveness to the guaranteed loan program the student must
be eligible for an NDEA loan. We have not extended teaching
forgiveness to all students under the guaranteed loan program.

Mrs. GREEN. I don't understand what you mean by that. You
are suggesting a phaseout in NDEA. Is that not right?
MT. MUIRHEAD. That is right.
Mrs. GREEN. Then you won't have it. Then the forgiveness is

going to go to whom? The ones who would have been under the old
NDEA?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Well, Madam Chairman, our recommendation is

for next year and our recommendation for next ' year includes the
extension of teacher forgiveness to all NDEA students, whether they
get the NDEA loan from a college or whether they get a loan from a
bank, and meet the NDEA standards and the forgiveness at that
juncture is limited to the NDEA eligibles. 

-

Mrs. GREEN. Have you figured the cost now?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We have made some estimates as to the cost.
Mrs. GREEN. Do you have those with you today?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We can put them into the record. In general we

expect that this program will extend to about 85 percent of the college
population; that is, that will be the group that is eligible, and we
expect that next year guaranteed loans approaching $700 million, will
be supported under this program, and we are asking an appropriation
next year of $33 million to pay the interest charges and $10 million to
support the guaranteed funds in the participating States.
Mr. QUIE. Would the gentle lady yield for one question?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes. I would like to have those supplied in some

detail.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Oh, by all means.
(The information follows:)
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Mrs. GREEN. I have talked to others and they told me this is going
to go to astronomical sums, that no real estimate has ever been made.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I would be glad to provide you the figures that

we do have and the precise figures we have for next year.
Mr. QUIE. You say that the students who would have qualified

for an NDEA loan would qualify for a forgiveness under the insured
loan program. Is that right?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is right.
Mr. QUIE. The qualification for an NDEA loan differs from insti-

tution to institution. Some institutions give a loan where there is
what might be considered a pretty high income for some families.

If I recall correctly, some of them went over $10,000, $11,000 in-
come, if I recall correctly, and these undoubtedly were families with
more than one child.
In others the regulations are quite restrictive. What does this

mean? That all of the institutions will begin using the liberal
determination because it will be nothing out of their pocket?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I hope that it means, Mr. Quie, that the institu-

tions will behave the same way under this program as they have
behaved previously under the NDEA. Under the NDEA, standards
vary from institution to institution in terms of their financial need
assessments.
We would expect that there would be the same variation under this

program.
Mr. QUIE. What reasons have you? Under the NDEA they had

to finance the $1 for every $9 and they also had to collect the money,
which was a substantial cost to them. Now they have neither
of those expenses.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. What we are saying as a rationale for this is that

any student who would qualify for an NDEA loan next year should
have such an opportunity and he should have the benefits that go
with the NDEA.
Mr. QUIE. You said they keep their same qualifications in each of

the institutions.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is right.
Mr. QUIE. I don't see what reason they would have. I can under-

stand now why an institution would be restrictive, some of them,
because it is difficult for them to match the dollar for every nine and
they are reluctant to get into a large college program, but others feel
more willing to do it and therefore have their standards much more
liberal.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The same restrictions or the same sense of obliga-

tion would rest upon the college under this program as has always
rested upon the college.
The recommendation which is before you sets a limit on the amount

of NDEA loans that can be supported. It asks for an appropriation
of up to $150 million. It sets a ceiling of $190 million. The law
itself has authorized a ceiling of $190 million, so that a college or uni-
versity that has funds allocated to it under the NDEA, whether they
come from Federal sources or whether they borrow it from the bank,
has the same obligation and the same restriction that it has always had
under the NDEA.
It cannot go beyond the allocation which it has made and which

has been determined to be reasonable.
66-902-66----5
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Mr. HOWE. Perhaps it should be said here that the very large pro-
portion of colleges now maintain very responsible operations offices
for the assessment of student needs, for both their scholarship and
grant programs, as well as loan programs and work programs, that the
colleges administer for needy students, and these offices in colleges are
set up to take a look at the relative needs of students applying for
NDEA-type loans from the college or applying for the privilege of
teacher forgiveness, if they were eligible under an NDEA-type loan
even though the loan may come from a commercial banking institu-
tion under the new program.
Mr. QUIE. You aren't getting through to me, but I will wait to ask

more questions.
Mrs. GREEN. I will ask just one more question.
Under the guaranteed loan program, does the law require that the

student get the loan from a bank in his own community?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. It would require that he get the loan from a bank,

not necessarily in his own community. I think when the program is
in full operation, Mrs. Green, we would look to an ideal situation
where there would be 50 State programs in operation and where young
people would go to their hometown banks and obtain a loan to study
at the colleges of their choice.
Mrs. GREEN. The banks last year were most reluctant to do it and

they said that they just did not wish to allocate too much of their
money for this purpose because they weren't making any money on it.

If this recommendation is carried out we are going to ask the
banks to make available a great deal more of their money, and the
interest rate has gone up. If there are limited funds—and there
certainly will be—what will the reaction be of the banks if they have
100 applications and 50 of them are from students who come from
fairly well-to-do families with a lot of collateral, a lot of resources,
and a real ability to repay, and 50 of the applications are from very
needy students who come from families that have no resources, who
would not be in a position to help the student.

It just seems to me that we are really defeating the purpose for
which the NDEA was set up. The NDEA was to help the most,
needy student who could not get the money, and if we have a guar-
anteed loan I would think it would help the student who comes from
the wealthier families, and I think this in large case will be the white
students with resources and to whom the bank looks to as a good
security risk.
Am I wrong?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Mrs. Green, you are just as right as can be that

it must be the posture of this committee and the posture of the admin-
istration to see to it that loans are available on a first-priority basis,
if you will, to young people from disadvantaged homes and who are
in financial need.
I think that I should like to underscore, if I may, that the proposal

that is now before you is addressed to that very objective.
That is why the administration has introduced this legislation as an

amendment to what they had previously introduced.
This legislation before you puts at the top of the list in terms of

loan support by the Federal Government the NDEA student 
Mrs. GREEN. This is for 1 year only?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes; this is for 1 year only.
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MrsYGREEN. You would phase it out?
Mr. MUIRHEA D. Let me say again, however—and I can say this

with complete confidence—that this will continue to be the No. 1
priority of this administration. If we find at the end of this year
that the guaranteed loan program is not serving adequately the NDEA
student from the disadvantaged home or the poor family, the admin-
istration will again recommend a first priority for that student.

There are a variety of ways to do it, but this it seems to me will
always be the first priority of this administration.
Mrs. GREEN. All three of you gentlemen are eloquent spokesmen

in defending the administration recommendation, and for that I
admire you, and you stand firmly together and strong.
Let me say that I think your words are in contradiction to what the

recommendation is and I, just as one member of the subcommittee,
am just as opposed to this plan as I can possibly be because I think
it would destroy the purpose of the NDEA loan program and it would
make it impossible for the most needy students to attend the college
of their choice. I just haven't been persuaded that the other is true.
There are other questions I would like to ask on land-grant colleges,

but let me turn to Congressman Brademas.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Let me reiterate what I said before and what Mrs. Green has

already said, how pleased we are to have you, Mr. Secretary, and Mr.
Howe, and Mr. Muirhead, and your distinguished colleagues.
I want to make a few observations about the loan program in

particular, and in part I suppose I will echo what Mrs. Green has
said.
I want to be very candid. I am not really sure if you expect the

members of this committee to take this proposal seriously or not and
I want to give you some of the reasons why I have a very profound
skepticism about whether we should. I hope you understand that my
remarks are not in any way meant personally.
In the first place, the President of the United States has Vietnam

on his mind and has serious budget problems. I can understand and
sympathize with the President, and your allusion to his dilemma in
your statement, Mr. Secretary.
A second reason for my skepticism is that you have already made one

retreat on this particular matter. After having come up with an
initial suggestion the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
goes into hiding and comes out shortly after with a new, modified
proposal.
In the third place the logic of your statement, Mr. Secretary, belies

you proposal. On page 10 of your statement you say:
We are not trying to force college loan funds out of operation.

On page 11 of your statement you reinforce that observation by
pointing out that—

Colleges and universities must be permitted to relieve themselves of the re-
sponsibility for detailed administration of loan programs—

and you discourage colleges and universities from being in the busi-
ness of lending. Yet on page 12 of your statement you come up with
a new device which is aimed precisely at enabling colleges and uni-
versities to stay in the business of lending, so the overall logic of your
proposal escapes me.
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Now let me give you several direct, specific reasons why I am very
skeptical about this whole proposal, and I know that I am echoing
some of the criticisms that Mrs. Green has already raised.

First of all, I have seen no evidence that the bankers are going to
participate in an insured loan program to the extent that would be
required to make possible an adequate amount of loans to under-
graduates in this country. You say on page 10 of your statement:
We are confident that the insured loan program enacted by the Congress last

year will be in operation in time to make student loans in every State by next fall.

But that really doesn't mean anything. If you have only 1 bank
in the State of Indiana willing to make loans, if you have 1 bank in
every one of the 50 States, that justifies your making that kind of a
statement, but it certainly doesn't make available loans to the students
of this country.
I know that in my own district I have been trying to figure out a

good way in which I can encourage the bankers of my district to
participate in the 1965 program, let alone the new program that you
are proposing.
One of the problems I found with all of these new education pro-

grams which, as you know, I have strongly supported, is that we must
educate the electorate in the details of these programs. I am sure
there are many bankers who don't even know beyond a newspaper
story that we have the October 1965 program on the books, so we
have a selling job to do just on 1965.

Second, and you have heard me express my skepticism about this
before, it may well be, and I have seen responsible observers suggest,
that to reduce the budget the President tried to get as much out of
the public sector and into the private sector as he could. This pro-
posal is the example par excellence of that approach, and it is the
Congress and not the President which will have to take the heat for
the results.
I propose in my own district to make that observation whenever I

get an opportunity, and I am a strong supporter of President Johnson.
Third, as Mrs. Green pointed out, is the question of tight money.

Why should bankers be making 6 percent loans when they have to
perhaps pay 5 percent for the money and perhaps can loan it at more
than 6?

Fourth, and this is again a point that Mrs. Green touched on, but
I would like to push even further, I think we need a very careful cost
analysis to make clear that your proposed new program is going to
cost less money to the taxpayers than the present NDEA loan program.
For instance, what will be the cost of subsidies of the interest rate

under this proposed expansion of the loan program from the 1965 act?
In addition, I don't think we have yet had a clear enough explana-

tion of the impact of the teacher forgiveness proposal on the cost of
your new program because, as my memory tells me, and I am pre-
pared to be told I am mistaken, when the President made his recom-
mendation a few days ago on education he suggested that the teacher
forgiveness feature presently in the NDEA loan program was going
to be extended to your proposed new insured loan program.
The NDEA loan has been aimed at the needy student, while the

insured loan program of last year was primarily a middle-income
student appropriation. If we expand coverage from the narrower
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group to a larger group you are going to have a lot more cost to the
taxpayer, it seems to me, all in the name of fiscal responsibility.
I would like to see a very careful cost analysis of this appropriation.

Moreover, the Federal Government under the NDEA loan program
is going to get the money back. The people are to repay their loans,
and I think it is important that we get these cost analyses not over a
1-year period, but over a 5-year period, let us say.
We will then have an honest and accurate picture of the real impact

of the difference between your proposed new loan program and the
present NDEA loan program. I know that it may not make our
administration look so good in 1 year, but if we are trying to be fair
with the taxpayer's dollar we ought to look at the picture over a period
of time.
I am wondering also about the welcome the Negro student in Biloxi,

Miss., will find if he goes into the First National Bank in that State
and wants a loan to go to college.
I am not persuaded that your new program is going to be very

helpful to him. I have already had a number of letters and telegrams
in opposition to the administration's new proposed insured loan pro-
gram from such distinguished people as Father Hesburgh, the presi-
dent of the University of Notre Dame, and from the director of student
financial assistance at Radcliffe.
I think Mrs. Green has had similar letters. These then are some

of the reasons why I must reiterate that I am not quite sure if you
really expect us to take your proposal seriously. You have your
problems and I quite understand that, but I don't propose to be a
rubber stamp for the administration on any proposal, especially on one
that on the face of it seems to me so difficult to defend rationally.

Mrs. GREEN. Would you yield just for a minute?
Mr. BRADEMAS. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you do some arithmetic with me?
You said 85 percent of the students will be eligible. If we have

7 million by 1970, that would be about 6 million students that would
be eligible for loans.

If my figures are right, if you just have $1,000 for the 85 percent
that you say are eligible, in the interest subsidy- alone we would be
paying $180 million a year. And then if you multiply that by the 4
years that the students are in the college, it looks to me like it is going
to be a costlier program by far, and this doen't take in forgiveness or
anything else.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. It seems to me, Madam Chairman, that we prob-

ably have to look at this in the context of what the purpose of the
guaranteed loan program is.
Mrs. GREEN. What is the purpose? Is it to make the budget look

good for next year, or to make kids able to go to college?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. In my opinion the purpose is to extend the concept

of credit to a large group of young people whose families are finding it
increasingly burdensome to pay the cost of higher education.
We have shown, and with the tremendous support of this commit-

tee, that this type of support for higher education for needy students is
worth while and NDEA has been a glorious program up to this time.
The guaranteed loan program it seems to me then is extending this

concept to a much larger social purpose. It is saying in effect that
the costs of higher education are difficult for middle and upper middle
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income families and that it is in the best interests of the Nation and
the families, and the young people that some way should be found for
them to pay for higher education costs, and to extend those payments
over a long period of time and to have some support from the Federal
Government in the way of interest subsidy.
I think, Madam Chairman, that part of our difficulty at this time,

it seems to me, is we are attempting to compare the NDEA purpose
with the purpose of the guaranteed loan program, which is a much
broader purpose.
Mrs. GREEN. Mr. Muirhead, last year, you admitted to the com-

mittee—you or someone else did—that the main purpose of the guaran-
teed loan program was to block the Ribicoff amendment.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. If I did, Madam Chairman, it is quite possible

that 
Mrs. GREEN. I know that one of the top people in Treasury told

me that in the cloakroom.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Not a bad reason.
Mr. QUIE. I overheard that a couple of times, too.
Mrs. GREEN. I think this is noble, but I really think that the

guaranteed loan program was born out of necessity to block the Ribi-
coff proposal.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Just to follow Mrs. Green's question and Mr.

Muirhead's response, it had seemed to me that what we have been
trying to do in this committee is put together a series of financial
assistance programs from the Federal Government designed to assist
students across the full spectrum of economic need. At the bottom
of the scale we now have the educational opportunity grant, the work
study program, and the NDEA undergraduate loan program for needy
students. Because there was a big need in the middle income family
student area we wrote in the insured loan program in the Higher
Education Act of 1965, the idea being that a student who has the ability
to go to college would be financially able, no matter what his need, to
put together from this arsenal of weapons a package designed either
through Federal sources or private college sources to permit him to
make his way.

If that is true, and you have just said, Mr. Muirhead, that the
insured loan program is primarily a middle and upper income program,
why do we want to do away with the needy student program, the
NDEA loan program?

Isn't that the point? Can you answer that question, Mr. Secretary,
and then maybe make any comment on my own barrage?

Secretary GARDNER. I would like to ask both of my colleagues to
comment, but first let me make a general comment, just make a
couple of points.

First, Madam Chairman, much as I appreciate your compliment on
our loyalty to the administration, we really are convinced that
through this program, perhaps with some modifications, we can serve
every needy student. There isn't the slightest question in our minds
that we would want to stand on that ground and modify the program
if it must be modified to reach that objective. If we haven't communi-
cated it we have to find other words or be convinced otherwise, but
the three of us really do believe that this is possible.
Second, I don't think that the distinguished Congressman from

Indiana really meant to indict us for being flexible in the face of a
perfectly sound question raised by Mr. Walker.
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We felt that his point was legitimate and we were perfectly prepared
to revise our plans in the light of that.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I hope you will continue to be susceptible to

revisionism.
Secretary GARDNER. I hope that all of us share that flexibility, sir.
May I call on the Commissioner?
Mr. HOWE. Going back to Mr. Brademas' remarks, I am not

sure that I got notes on all of them because they came rather rapidly,
but, first of all, I don't think that there is any inconsistency in the
Secretary's testimony here. We are really attempting to keep these
features in the institutions as long as they are needed for the benefit
of needy students.
I would point out that the guaranteed loan program will provide

all the advantages to needy students that the program within the
institution provides to these students, but we are not a hundred
percent sure that they can be made available to all students imme-
diately. Because of this we have a transitional time in which we wish
to preserve the right of needy students to get funds from their insti-
tutions, and we are providing $150 million backup appropriation
for that purpose. I think we are reflecting here the kind of experience
which States have had.
As States have developed insurance schemes with guarantees in

them they have found that it takes a year or two to get them started.
I think that the administration is going to have to look at the ex-

perience in the first year of this program after students have entered
college next September to see how the guaranteed loan program is
working, what the relative need is for the kind of backup that will
be provided for in NDEA loans, and what the program will be for
the subsequent year so that nobody gets left out in that year.

This, I would assume, is one of the reasons for taking a 1-year step.
We need experience in that 1-year step to assess what the subsequent
year's need will be. We certainly stand behind the idea that in the
subsequent years no needy student should be denied access to the
loans he requires by the arrangements we devised.
As far as the bankers are concerned, there was strong support for

the guaranteed loan program from the bankers when it was enacted
in the 1965 act.
They believed in it and still do. They have some concerns about

the possibility of making it as large a volume enterprise as it might
have been when the credit arrangements are as tight as they are now,
but they intend to support it.
What is more, they have told us that they are planning to work

with the membership of the American Bankers Association to help
focus the loans provided by banks on needy students and they have
faced the issue in conversations with us about the particular problems
which Negro students have.
Mr. BRADEMAS. You are saying that the ABA as an organization

does endorse the administration proposal?
Mr. HOWE. It has endorsed the guaranteed loan program and has

certainly suggested to us that the arrangements we have now devised
for NDEA are arrangements which provide a kind of flexibility which
is viable.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I am not sure that I understand what you just

said. I know that they supported the 1965 act, but I was just asking
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the question, and you may not be in a position to answer this, does
the ABA presently endorse your new proposal?
Mr. HOWE. In terms of formal endorsement I just can't answer

this, but I think that you will find that the ABA believes that the new
proposal is a good arrangement as a transitional device.
On the cost analysis problem, on which we will try to give you fur-

ther information, I think Mrs. Green is 100 percent correct; this is a
very large program and I don't think that any of us have really
visualized what the size of it can be.
The program recognizes something that is happening among the

entire group of students going to college. This group is growing in
its proportion of the population and growing very rapidly. As it
does so, it is pulling into it large numbers of people who require
financial assistance to go to college. These people recognize the
fact that within a college education it is quite legitimate to ask a person
to invest in himself through a loan program. Creating a device
through the guaranteed loan setup will do that.
I think it will be a very large program and will open up oppor-

tunities in the first year or two which would be extremely difficult for
the Federal Government to fund in the same manner as the NDEA
program.
It also recognizes the need of lower middle income people or middle

income people, which is a very real need as college costs mount.
On the teacher forgiveness aspect of the thing, I want to point out

that about 50 percent of current NDEA loan participants are par-
ticipating in the teacher forgiveness as they repay. Is this correct?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Fifty percent of the young people borrow, who

say that they plan to be teachers, and then, in their repayment
process, about 25 percent of the repayments are forgiven.
Mr. HOWE. This gives us a rough base for figuring what the propor-

tion of teacher forgiveness will continue to be because the teacher
forgiveness feature will not extend to the $15,000 family. It is not
so provided in the suggested legislation.
The teacher forgiveness feature continues to apply only to the

needy student. This doesn't get into a discussion of whether or not
teacher forgiveness is a good device, and you may want to go into
that discussion further.
As far as Negro youngsters are concerned, I think the main guarantee

provided in the program is that funding of the NDEA type of loan
will be available in the institutions and that $150 million is being
directed to that purpose. It seems to me that we have devised for
next year a composite package to meet the needs of students which
will begin to draw, as the Secretary suggested in his testimony, on the
resources of the banks to get into this act on an increasing basis, and
that as those resources become more available over the years they
will present an opportunity for a very large proportion of people,
something we have not done before at all.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I just have one final quick question on another

subject.
Mr. Secretary, on page 8 of your statement you spoke of the title

III developing institutions program and you said:
It is a program to help only the most grievously afflicted minority of a very

large and important category of institutions.
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I happen to share your point of view on that, but this was a subject
of contention in the conference committee last year and I don't know
that the junior colleges would regard themselves as fitting within your
definition here except with respect to money, and I wonder if you can
tell me what percentage of the funds you have granted so far have
gone to junior colleges?

Secretary GARDNER. This hasn't begun yet, but wasn't this fixed?
Mr. BRADEMAS. Twenty-two percent?
Secretary GARDNER. Twenty-two percent, yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Quie.
Mr. QUIE. I just want to say at the outset, Mr. Secretary, Com-

missioner, and Peter, that I did not approve of the insured loan
program last year. I was very much opposed to it. The only reason
why I finally went along with it was the bankers decided they were
going to buy it.
I thought well, we can't even get support from them in opposition,

because they had been in opposition before, so that shot any support
we had out from under us.
I also support the tax credit proposal and have introduced such a

bill myself, and my main purpose in that is that the parents will
realize the tax benefit there will be if their child goes to college, and
this will, in my belief, have a motivating effect on the family for
children going to college, because I think it is awfully important that
children are motivated early, and this is written into the tax law, too,
a recognition of the Federal Government's feeling that everybody who
possibly can, should go into higher education. I went back to my
district last fall and talked to all of the colleges in my district, and
people at the University of Minnesota, and other people in higher
education and I warned all of them that is the end of the NDEA loan
as you have known it for years, but I was shocked to realize that it
was going to come as soon as I got back to Congress.
They looked at me as a Republican, you know, trying to frighten

them out of their lethargy, to become concerned about it, and now
these are the ones who write and say, "Well, why didn't somebody say
something about about this." I just point out some of the things I had
in the press releases I put out, and I am surprised, because I can't
understand how it is possible that we can depend on a banker to
recognize the ability of a child whose whole family relationship isn't
one where he would go to a bank for a loan to go to college, because
there are people in the institutions of higher learning who have that
understanding of a child.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Maybe we should authorize some guidance and

counseling institutes.
Mr. QUIE. To poor bankers to recognize intellectual ability of

children from poorer families. As far as the educational opportunity
grants are concerned, I not only supported them, but I said on the
floor this was the best scholarship program I had ever seen devised.
I even supported nonreimbursable loans before that, as you recall,
but not some scholarship programs that have been devised.
Mrs. GREEN. This is as hard to defend as theirs.
Mr. QUIE. That was difficult to defend. But I am really concerned

with what you are doing and what really compounds it to me is adding
the forgiveness feature, because I still haven't seen anybody demon-
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strate to me that this program has recruited one teacher and especially
recruited a teacher of high quality.
Nobody has presented any testimony to us that this has done that

and we had admission officers say to us that if the program has been
successful we ought to end it because it has done its job; if it hasn't
been we ought to end it because it didn't do its job.
I think we are making a terrible mistake if you are going to further

compound it and expand to other occupations or professions the
forgiveness, and it would have to be expanded.
You just can't stand still on where it is now, and you have a beauti-

ful opportunity, if you can prove to us that you ought to be shifting
from NDEA loans to insured loans only, and we have insured loans
at less for the middle income now, to get rid of what I think is a bad
feature, the forgiveness of a loan.
Mr. Howe in his testimony spends just one paragraph on page 18

mentioning the forgiveness of loans. I can't find anything in yours,
Secretary Gardner, or even talk about it, and this indicates to me the
importance you must think that has if you can't give it any more
substantiation than that.
When you go through your whole testimony here, reading here again

Mr. Howe, and you talk about a loan and they ought to recognize it
as that, now we find the colleges having their difficulty with the stu-
dents feeling they don't have to repay it, and when you add another
group, people in law enforcement and social workers have been
suggested before, as we have in the health profession, each one makes
it more difficult to collect the money on the part of the institution,
and that is one of the reasons why perhaps you are saying now that
we have to relieve the college of this burden.

If we had left NDEA loans for the needy students, got rid of the
forgiveness feature, I think we would have a program that could last
for years and years and be well accepted in the higher education
community and well accepted by the taxpayers of the country.
I have found no objection, only support for this, and I just am

disturbed to see you now causing a disruption of what has been ac-
cepted in the higher education community and the people support
them as an excellent program on the part of the Federal Government.
I think what you have touched upon disturbs me, and of course

I can get into other things like the land-grant colleges, too. I am
worked up about that.

Secretary GARDNER. Certainly the NDEA program was a valuable
program, as you say, could go on for years as a highly reputable
program, but would not reach the range of people that we are talking
about today, and this is the thrust of our argument.

If I may say a word about forgiveness, I am quite aware of the
range of points of view that one can have on forgiveness and I see the
cogency of arguments on both sides, but I do not believe this has
spread nearly as rapidly as one might have supposed.
Back in 1957 and 1958 when I first looked at it I had the same

apprehension that you do now. I said the only problem here is that
it will spread to all fields.

Well, it just hasn't spread to all fields. It seems to me that there
is plenty of room. After all, a loan with forgiveness is just a fellow-
ship with a condition.
Having forgiven it you have retroactively given the individual a

fellowship. Is that correct?
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Mr. QUIE. That is right.
Secretary GARDNER. It seems to me there is plenty of room in the

repertory of things, of devices by which you provide assistance to
students, for something other than a straight fellowship or a straight
loan.

This is one in which you say the conditions of national need and
national urgency are such that we will give you a fellowship provided
that, and you set a condition of entering a field for a period of years.

This seems to me fairly straightforward. It doesn't bother me.
Mr. QUIE. As far as the escalation is concerned I look at it like a

hole in the dike. When the first few trickles come out you figure well,
this isn't bad. We can ignore that, but then when it starts gushing,
when various groups find that they can get through, and when the
law enforcement officers get their forgiveness, I imagine the dike is
going to expand quite speedily.
I question whether the Federal Government ought to direct people

to pick their occupations. To me our responsibility and your re-
sponsibility in the Office of Education ought to be in helping students
to secure higher education.
What they do with that education ought to be their judgment and

the forces of society ought to influence them, but for the Federal Gov-
ernment to say that the teachers are more important than another
group or that the nurses are more important than another group is
hard for me to accept because the person who has certain talents
should go where his talents lie, not by an inducement from the Federal
Government.
To him the most important job is where his talents lie to society,

to our country. The most important job to him and service to them
is where his talents lie. If the person has the ability to be a teacher,
of course, that is the most important place for that person to serve.
That is the highest, noblest occupation for that individual. But

how we can say that here is a program and for those who are fortunate
enough to get an NDEA-type loan, we are going to induce all these
people into an occupation.
For one, I don't think it has done the job, and secondly, I don't see

that this is a responsibility of the Federal Government.
Secretary GARDNER. May I comment, Madam Chairman? Two

points.
First, the Federal Government, and in fact anybody who is acting

vigorously and constructively to meet the needs of society, is in the
business of luring good people into some line of work.
You can't pour out money into the health fields without creating a

situation where you are in fact deciding that people should be attracted
into these fields. That is where a great deal of the money goes, so it
is very hard to act and decide in terms of social priorities without also
in effect saying that you want certain people to move in certain
directions.
You set up the reward system in such terms that more people will

go to be health professionals than would have after last year's legisla-
tion.

Second, let me strike a blow for the teaching profession as the heart
of everything else. I mean you can take the whole array of professions
and say, "Why should we pick teaching?"
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But teaching is the channel through which we all move. I mean
the teacher gets all of us on the way to some other field, and if this field
isn't sound nothing is sound. If we can't get first-class people into
this field then the police enforcement officials, and the health profes-
sionals, and all the others will fall behind, so that if there is a justifica-
tion anywhere it is in teaching.
Mr. QUIE. I feel that it isn't a question of a greater number of

teachers, but the highest quality of teachers.
What bothers me is that some people who have acted in a guidance

and counseling capacity in the college have advised people not to go
into teaching, but because of the substantial loan forgiveness they
have gone into teaching instead, and I don't see that that is a help to
anybody.
I agree with you that teaching is the most important, but I think of

the individual where he has the talents, and I look at this as a program
that is completely unwise.
Are you going to recommend for the health profession the same kind

of a shift to insured loans away from the grants?
Secretary GARDNER. Yes, sir.
Mr. QUIE. The same thing is going to happen to them?
Secretary GARDNER. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. And the same forgiveness feature is going to be carried

through?
Secretary GARDNER. Yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Will you yield?
Mr. QUIE. Yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Can we contemplate also, if you can answer this

question, that you propose to move increasingly in the construction
field away from Federal grants to private loans?

Secretary GARDNER. I think very likely; yes.
Just one parenthetical comment. The very size of the program as

you see it ahead is one of the reasons for taking this off the back of the
colleges, and it also involves any cost analysis which we do.
As you can see, a great deal of the present cost of the program is

borne in administration by the colleges themselves, and in the pro-
posal these administrative services will be purchased.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you yield, there, just for a question?
Mr. QUIE. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. To clarify our procedure, you say that under the new

guaranteed loan only the NDEA qualified student would be eligible
for the forgiveness feature. What is the procedure? Does the
student go to the college, and the college looks into all of the financial
records, and signs a statement that says that this student is eligible
for an NDEA loan?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, ma'am. The student goes to the college and

makes application for an NDEA loan. The college may not have
sufficient funds to provide that NDEA loan, and may encourage this
student to go to the bank, but carry with him an NDEA certification.

Mrs. GREEN. And that would have to be done every year .the stu-
dent is in college. Then you really just take part of the administrative
burden off the colleges, don't you?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. They will have to not only now look at the records

of the people who would come to apply for this NDEA, but they
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will also have to look at the applications of 85 percent of all of the
students that are in all of the colleges, because they will be eligible
for a loan?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The only ones that they presumably would be

asked to look at would be those who would ordinarily qualify for an
NDEA loan.
As the record has shown, over 80 percent of those students come

from families earning less than $7,000.
Mrs. GREEN. Wouldn't the inclination be for all the students to

see if they would qualify, and wouldn't they have to look at them?
I think you might run the risk of increasing the burden in this

manner considerably.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I think what we would like to record, Madam

Chairman, is the point that the NDEA program would operate about
the same way that it has always operated under the procedure we have
had before.
Mr. QUIE. Have you substantiated this with colleges who have

pretty low income standards now, that they would not raise them?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We have substantiated this whole idea that is now

before you with the colleges. We have discussed it with them.
I should first of all report to you that I think there is a consensus

in the higher education community that in the long run the type of
loan program that we are seeking to establish through the guaranteed
loan program, which may be as large as Mrs. Green has just indicated,
is the type of responsibility that might more properly rest with banks,
rather than with the colleges. There is a consensus in the higher
education community that that is the thing to do.

There is also a consensus in the higher education community, as
there is in this committee and as there is in the administration, that we
must always see to it that the financially needy student gets a loan,
whether or not he can get it at the bank.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you yield there?
Mr. QUIE. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. You say there is a consensus in higher education that

it is the job of the banks? Is that what you said?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. There is a consensus in the institutions of higher

education as the guaranteed loan program takes form and grows, as it
undoubtedly will under the provisions of the legislation, that that
type of operation might more properly rest with the banks than with
the colleges.
Mrs. GREEN. I haven't received a single letter from a single college

or university in the country in favor of this proposal, and I have
received innumerable letters in opposition to it.
Mr. QUIE. I found the same thing, too. Nobody has asked me to

take NDEA loans away from them.
Secretary GARDNER. I think you have to distinguish between the

first reaction of the colleges to the first announcement of this when it
appeared that there would be a very abrupt and unworkable cutoff of
the NDEA and substitution of a program, the consequences of which
they couldn't evaluate.
As we discussed this with them, it became clear that their real

concern was this problem of the transition, and the more we have
discussed this with them, carrying on into the new provisions of our
new plan, the more it is clear that in effect they do feel that ultimately

this does make great sense.



70 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

This I think you will find if you talk with them.
Mr. QUIE. Between that time when we got the letters in opposition

to it until the present time, where you have this consensus, how did
you go about getting that consensus from those people?

Secretary GARDNER. Well, "consensus" is a loose word. We have
talked with a good many college people.
Do you want to relate those conversations?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
We did call a meeting of the representatives of the colleges and the

universities and the State guarantee agencies to discuss with them the
proposal that was at that time before the Congress, which, as you
know, would have provided actually no appropriation for the NDEA
next year, and would have suggested that participating colleges obtain
the funds from the private sector, with a Federal guarantee, and a
Federal subsidy.
That proposal just met with almost complete opposition—I must

say so—from the group.
We then came forward with this proposal that is now before you,

and since that time we hay e met with representative groups from
the college and university world, and what is emerging, and I think
this is a fair report to you, is just the thing that is causing you concern,
that there should be assurance that the needy student will not fall by
the wayside in any transitional period, but there is also an acceptance
and a consensus in the higher education community that a program
that is moving to the level of the guaranteed loan program, which
may very well reach several billion dollars in terms of loans that are
being supported with Federal resources that that type of operation
can be more efficiently carried out by the bank, and that this is not a
burden which should rest upon the colleges.

Colleges accept, and accept willingly, the burden to use their re-
sources to help needy students.
Mr. QUIE. Let me ask this question. What if you had offered the

college the subsidy that you are giving the bank? How would they
feel about continuing the program then?

Because you are going to subsidize all the banks now above 3
percent interest for everybody who comes from a family with an in-
come of less than $15,000 a year, and the only criticism I have had
from the colleges is that it costs them about 3 percent to process these
loans and collect them.
What if we gave them the subsidy, instead of the banks? If you

had the choice, they would really have been in favor of continuing and
expanding their own loan program; wouldn't they?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Of course I don't know the answer to your ques-

tion, but I would assume that many colleges would still say that they
are not in the commercial loan business; that that is not a top-level
priority with them; that they do carry on student loan programs be-
cause it is educationally sound; that they use their limited resources
to help young people get a higher education; but that they are not
willing to accept the responsibility that may be as high as 85 percent
of the students on the campus.
Mr. Quie, of course, as you know, under the NDEA, due to the

excellent action of this committee last year, the colleges are now
being helped with their NDEA administrative costs.
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Mr. BRADEMAS. I think it is useful that you make the distinction
that the Secretary and you have made, Mr. Muirhead, between the
second reaction and the initial reaction.
The only point I would make, and I probably share this experience

with members of the subcommittee, is we have not had any signs of

the conversion yet, if it has really taken place as you suggest.
Secretary GARDNER. May I just make one modification in our

earlier comments?
I think instead of speaking of a consensus, it would be more accurate

for us to say simply that we have consulted very, very carefully with

representatives of the college and university world, and it is from
these conversations that we get this.
Mr. HUITT. Mr. Quie, you speak of subsidy to the banks. Let

me say this: It is not a subsidy to the banks, but to the student
himself.

If the Federal Government agreed to pick up half the interest on

my mortgage, this would be a subsidy to me, not to the mortgage
holder.
The banks normally get 6 percent interest. If the Federal Govern-

ment pays half of that, it means that the student is helped by his not
having to pay that 3 percent.
Mr. QUIE. It depends on how you look at it. If the NDEA loans

have an interest rate of 6 percent, and we say we require the colleges

to pay for whatever is the cost of processing this, and if we said this

to the bank, and they wouldn't lend any money, so in order to get

them to do it, we subsidize them, sure it is the student that receives

it, but it is the student that gets the benefit of the NDEA loan, too,

but this comes from the college rather than from the Federal Gov-

ernment.
My last question would be, Madam Chairman, if you can point

out to me teachers who have been recruited into the teaching profession

by the forgiveness feature over these years.
Mr. HOWE. This is a hard thing to do, because you really are in an

examination of individuals' motives, and whether you can get reliable

information I am not sure.
The fact that, as Peter stated a moment ago, some 25 percent of the

NDEA-type loans seemed to be operating on this forgiveness basis

would be an indicator to me that this has some pulling power.
I think that we have to recognize as a reality that any grant or loan

or fellowship program which opens the door will have more people

flowing through that door than if the door had not been opened, and

I think this is the only kind of general statement I could make about

this.
Maybe we could get some information on this, which we now don't

have, but it is difficult to get.
Mr. QUIE. The percent of students going into the teaching profes-

sion now, as compared to 1956, 1957, over a period of time?
Mr. HOWE. But there might be other factors operating.
Secretary GARDNER. It would be very, very difficult to get this

data; very difficult.
Mr. QUIE. If the same percentage of students went into the teach-

ing profession, say, from 1953 to 1958, as have gone subsequently, one

wonders, then, if it did induce anybody to go into the teaching

profession.
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I also understand that if the same percentage of students went into
the teaching profession who finished college from 1965 through 1970,
we would not know where to place them all.
Mr. HOWE. The percentage we need in the elementary and second-

ary schools of those coming out of college in those years, you are quite
correct, will decline some.
Mr. QUIE. And so we have a forgiveness feature to induce them

to go into it.
Mr. HOWE. The numbers will go up appreciably.
Mr. QUIE. There is going to be a larger number of students in higher

education, so the total numbers you don't have to worry about, but
we should be talking about percentages of people who will go into the
teaching profession.

It seems to me you are spending Federal money to accomplish
something you don't need.

If you want to save money, then you save money on the forgiveness
feature, and use it on something to help young people, who couldn't
otherwise go to college, go to college.
Mr. HOWE. I still maintain that an opportunity created to go into

a particular profession through Federal financing does indeed attract
a proportion of the people who take that opportunity, but you simply
can't give an estimate; I can't prove it.
We are all financially motivated to a certain extent.
Mrs. GREEN. Mr. Secretary, I have read your books over the years,

and have such tremendous admiration for you and your views.
Where is it the most important, in your judgment, to have good

teachers?
Secretary GARDNER. You mean at what level in the education

system?
Mrs. GREEN. Whereabouts in our total program, or all of the

programs that we have at the present time?
Secretary GARDNER. I would find that very difficult to answer. I

have always felt that the elementary and secondary schools represented
the most important thrust of social effort, as far as recruitment of
teachers.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me refine the question. Which would you

think would be the most important as a matter of good, sound national
education policy? To concentrate on having our best teachers in the
elementary and secondary schools, or in some of the periphery pro-
grams such as the war on poverty and so on?

Secretary GARDNER. I find it very hard to answer that question.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me be more specific. We have a forgiveness

feature for teachers. Let us take the case of a person teaching in
the Job Corps—they would be teaching disadvantaged children,
would they not?

Secretary GARDNER. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. So they would get the 15 percent forgiveness feature?
Secretary GARDNER. I don't know.
Mrs. GREEN. They would?
Mr. HALPERIN. They would not, Mrs. Green. The 15 percent

annual forgiveness, up to 100 percent, applies to local public and
private educational agencies.
Mrs. GREEN. And a public agency is running the Job Corps?
Mr. HALPERIN. If the public school teacher taught there, yes.
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Mrs. GREEN. In Oregon—and I talked to the National Association
of Guidance & Counseling Personnel the other day—I was told that
we are paying for 100 percent of the salaries of teachers and guidance
and counseling personnel in a Job Corps center, for example, and I was
advised by the national association that the beginning guidance and
counselors might start out at $6,000 or $7,000 in a public school system,
but if they will go to a Job Corps center, they are sometimes being
paid $10,000.
Is this educationally. sound?
The same thing would be true where you have teachers who have

left the local public school system and have gone to work at a much
higher salary financed entirely with Federal funds in a Job Corps center,
where they have 2 kids in their class instead of 35, and where they
have to teach fewer hours.
Is there something that can be done to prevent the siphoning off of

personnel and the competition between Federal programs?
Secretary GARDNER. If I understand your question correctly, it

doesn't seem to me at all justified, and yet I don't know how you
prevent this kind of disparity between one program and another.

It seems to me that if they are moving to comparable jobs, certainly
the jobs in the school system are as important.
Mr. HOWE. May I make one comment on this? It does seem to

me that in some of the major Federal legislation we have expressed
the principle of compensatory education, something extra for those
who have been short changed, because of family, or environment, or
other factors, and that to the degree that there is some reshuffle of
capable personnel so that the opportunities of those people may be
expanded, a good social purpose is served in that.
Now, to the degree that this creates imbalance and too much com-

petition for these able people who are in too short supply, there are
certainly problems in any such compensatory arrangement, but I
think that we need to look at your question through this kind of a
mirror, rather than just in terms of the differential of pay.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you look at it, though, and see if there is some

congressional provision that should be written in?
You talk about compensatory education. In Portland schools

we have some model school programs. Some deal with compensatory
education for the disadvantaged. There might be a conselor who,
would go to that school who would engage in exactly the same work
through the public school system as he would if he were doing com-
pensatory education in the Job Corps, but in one he would be paid
with the local funds, much less, and in the other with Federal funds_
It just really doesn't seem right.
Mr. HOWE. I certainly see the problem of the funds, and I think of

the relative salary levels, and I think this ought to be looked at very
carefully. But I do maintain that the youngsters on whom these
services are being focused have been short changed by the educational
system, and they need more than their share of the able teachers.
Mrs. GREEN. But that is the justification for Headstart, and the

compensatory programs that are operating through the public school
system, too. They have been short changed, but in one we just pay
the teacher $6,000, and in another program the teacher may get
$12,000.

66-902-66-----6
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Well, maybe you will want to give that some more thought.
One other suggestion to you, Mr. Howe. Tomorrow I would like

to go into the criteria that you set up for approving applications for
construction under the Higher Education Facilities Act.
I am quite disturbed, and I plead guilty to some biases, but when

Oral Roberts gets a grant for a college that is not opened, and has
never been accredited, I get a little bit upset, I must say.
Mr. HOWE. We will try to have information for you on this.
I would say that these arrangements are administered to a high

degree by State authorities, and that there may be some differences in
policy of those authorities, although we certainly have set the overall
arrangements.
Mrs. GREEN. One last question, Mr. Secretary, because we are

not going to have you here again. And with all of the responsibilities
that you have, I am sure that you are grateful for that. I understand
too, that you are leaving for Vietnam on Saturday.
But would you want to comment on the draft? Have you been

consulted on the proposed changes in the draft? Are there educational
implications? Do you, as a person distinguished in this field, believe
that it is educationally sound to take students if they are in the lower
quarter of their class and place the responsibility on them to take an
examination?
Are examinations fair criteria?
Secretary GARDNER. Madam Chairman, I am ashamed to confess

for the past 6 months the problem didn't have HEW in front of it.
I have paid very little attention to it, and I should have studied this
question, but it wasn't in the direct line of my administrative re-
sponsibilities, and I have not followed it closely.
Mrs. GREEN. You have not been consulted?
Secretary GARDNER. No, I have not been consulted, and I have

not followed it closely. It is possible that the Commissioner would
have a view on that.
Mrs. GREEN. We will ask him, then, tomorrow, but it seems to me

there are educational implications beyond 
Secretary GARDNER. I am sure you are right.
Mr. QUIE. Madam Chairman, the thought came to me as I followed

your latest questioning, have you any policy determination now as to
how far you will go with Federal programs where you are paying the
local teachers' salaries?
You are going to do it if you ever get the money for the National

Teachers Corps. You are going to pay 100 percent of the salary, and
still recognizing the limitations that come in, the attitude that the
administration had last year in that confidential memorandum, that
you don't want to pay 100 percent of the salaries to 2 million local
employees, have you reached any policy decision as to how far you
are going to go?

Secretary GARDNER. We have not arrived at any policy on it, no.
Mr. QUIE. Is there any chance that you will?
Secretary GARDNER. I suppose eventually we will have to.
Mrs. GREEN. Some of the questions which were directed to today's

witnesses will also be directed to the Commissioner, who will testify
tomorrow at 10 o'clock in room 2257. On Monday we will hear the
views of the American Council on Education; on Tuesday the Asso-
ciation for Higher Education and the Association for Land Grant
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Colleges. On Wednesday, the American Personnel and Guidance
Association and the American Association of Junior Colleges; and on
Thursday the American Banking Association and the U.S. Student
Aid Fund.
May I express on behalf of the committee our real appreciation.

I know this is at least the third appearance for you this week, Mr.
Secretary, on three different matters, and I regret that they were
scheduled so tightly.
We are delighted to have our very, very good friend, Peter Muir-

head, for whom we have all had such a high regard over a long period
of time, and we also welcome you, Commissioner Howe, for your first
appearance, and I hope that today's lack of agreement on matters
will not indicate that this will always be the case. I am sure that
many times we will agree.
We also are very, very glad to have you, Mr. Huitt, with the group,

and we look forward to working with you, as I said earlier.
The meeting is adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene at 10 a.m., Friday, March 11, 1966, in room 2257.)
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FRIDAY, MARCH 11, 1966

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 2257,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edith Green (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Green, Brademas, Gibbons, Hathaway,

and Quie.
Also present: Representative Meeds.
Staff members present: William F. Gaul, counsel, and Charles W.

Radcliffe, minority counsel for education.
Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee will come to order to further

consider H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237, the Higher Education Act of 1966.
Commissioner Howe, we are glad to welcome you and Mr. Muirhead

back to the committee this morning. Do you want to proceed with

your statement and then we will turn to the questions?

STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD HOWE II, COMMISSIONER OF

EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY PETER P. MUIRHEAD, ASSO-

CIATE COMMISSIONER FOR HIGHER EDUCATION, U.S. OFFICE

OF EDUCATION; AND SAMUEL HALPERIN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE FOR

LEGISLATION; DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND

WELFARE

Mr. HOWE. Madam Chairman and members of the Special Sub-
committee on Education, I am very happy to meet with this subcom-

mittee this morning to discuss the proposed Higher Education
Amendments of 1966, H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237.

This subcommittee has recognized that the vital role of higher

education in national affairs has created a need for a national effort

to assist both institutions of higher education and students.
The National Defense Education Act of 1958, the Higher Education

Facilities Act of 1963, the Higher Education Act of 1965—all of these
products of this committee have had a substantial impact on the
course and quality of American higher education. All reflect this
subcommittee's recognition that, if the goals of our Nation's higher
educational system are to be met, every college must be developed
to its full potential.
The job has not yet been done. The increased complexity of

modern-day life, a thirst for knowledge on the part of young people,
77
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and a growing demand on the part of all employers for college grad-uates have had a profound effect upon the higher education system.College enrollments have doubled in the past decade; there are todaynearly 6 million students in our Nation's colleges and universities.By 1975 enrollments are expected to reach 8.6 million. Freshmanenrollments for 1965 are 18 percent above those of the previous year.Our institutions are valiantly trying to rise to the challenge pre-sented by burgeoning enrollments. The number of colleges hasalmost tripled since the end of World War II—from 866 to 2,200 in1966. There is every indication that this spectacular growth willcontinue.
Such rapid growth has not been limited to undergraduate enroll-ments and institutions. Students with bachelor's degrees are seekingto go to graduate school in ever-increasing numbers. Increasingly,colleges, vocational and technical schools, business, and industry arerequiring their professional employees to have some postgraduateeducation. Ten years ago, there were about 240,000 students enrolledin graduate school; last September, there were 570,000. By 1971, itis expected that there will be almost 1.1 million students in graduateschools across the country.
Although increasing numbers of students are seeking undergraduateand graduate educations, rising costs of such education are makingit increasingly difficult.
Costs to the undergraduate student in public institutions averaged$850 in 1940; last year that cost had almost doubled—$1,560. By1980, the cost of an undergraduate education in a public institutionwill be even higher—an estimated $2,400.
In private institutions, the costs have risen from $1,100 in 1940 to$2,370 in 1965; by 1980 it is estimated that the average annual costwill be $3,640.
Mrs. GREEN. May I interrupt just for a second there?
Is that the actual cost, or is that the cost the student pays with theinstitutional subsidy?
Mr. HOWE. This is the cost to the student.
Mrs. GREEN. The actual cost would be higher?
Mr. HOWE. Yes. The actual cost would range in the realm of 30to 60 percent higher, depending on the institution and the level ofeducation.
The proposed Higher Education Amendments of 1966 wouldstrengthen three basic elements of our overall program of Federalassistance to higher education:
(1) Construction of higher education facilities;
(2) The strengthening of developing colleges; and
(3) Our student loan programs.
Amendments to the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963:When the Higher Education Facilities Act was enacted in 1963,President Johnson hailed it as "the most significant education billpassed by the Congress in the history of the Republic." It is thecornerstone of Federal legislation for higher education and has asignificance that goes far beyond bricks and mortar.
The capacity of our colleges and universities must be enlarged toaccommodate the surging enrollments of students, both graduate and

undergraduate. Without Federal assistance colleges and universities
would be under tremendous pressure to impose upon the student
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population, in the form of increased tuition, the added expense of
financing the expansion of American higher education. It is clear,
then, that the construction of higher education facilities, as well as
programs specifically concerned with student financial aid, have a
direct bearing upon the welfare of the student and upon educational
opportunity.
During the first year of operation, fiscal year 1965, the three pro-

grams authorized by the act got off to a good start, even though funds
were not appropriated until several months after the beginning of
the fiscal year.

Title I of the Higher Education Act establishes grants to public
and private nonprofit colleges and universities for undergraduate
classroom, laboratory, and library construction. These grants are
used to pay up to 40 percent of construction or improvement costs of
public community colleges and up to one-third of these costs for all
other institutions of higher education.
In all 50 States, State commissions have been designated and plans

have been submitted and approved. During fiscal year 1965, a total
of 516 projects for construction of undergraduate facilities in 451
institutions has been approved.

Enrollment at the institutions receiving title I grants is expected to
increase by nearly 650,000 students by 1968. This increase represents
35 percent of the projected national increase in undergraduate enroll-
ment during the same period. Of the 516 projects funded, 103 were
grants for public community colleges and technical institutes. Fed-
eral grants totaled almost $225 million; they will make possible the
construction of facilities valued at $900 million.

This massive infusion of funds did not meet the construction needs
of our colleges and universities. At this point, I should like to insert
for the record tables showing the "excess demand" for title I funds
These tables have also been made available.
(The tables follow:)
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HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES ACT OF 1963, FISCAL YEAR 1965
Sec. 103, junior colleges and technical institutes

Fiscal year
1965

Total Federal
share

requested

Excess
demand

Total $50, 600, 000 $131, 901, 450 $84, 454, 131

10. Alabama 1, 161,234 5, 815, 9'21 4, 654, 68711. Alaska 34,640  
12. Arizona  441,438 451,118 9,68013. Arkansas 675, 760  
14. California 3, 770, 269 36,774, 884 33,004, 61515. Colorado 488,984 976,408 487, 42416. Connecticut 520, 836 2, 656, 702 2, 135, 86617. Delawar. 83, 580  --18. District of Columbia 89,620  
19. Florida  1, 371, 448 1, 499, 828 128,38020. Georgia 1, 241, 148 2, 355, 170 1, 114, 02221. Hawaii 238,400 239,200 80022. Idaho  273, 453 516,360 242,90723. Illinois 2,099, 039 3, 118, 860 1, 019, 82124. Indiana 1, 329, 064 1, 372, 491 43,42725. Iowa 948,338 935,766  26. Kansas 755, 571 745, 446  27. Kentucky 910,444 1, 439, 356 528,91228. Louisiana 1, 112, 553 2, 307,558 1, 195, 00529. Maine 327,504  
30. Maryland 761,870 6, 569, 922 5,808, 05231. Massachusetts 1, 202,327 2, 344, 896 1, 142, 56932. Michigan 2, 262, 998 10, 417, 891 8, 154,89333. Minnesota 1, 194, 015 1, 227, 622 33, 60734. Mississippi 745, 866 750, 926 5, 06035. Missouri 1, 187, 717 3, 260,684 2, 072,96736. Montana 232,825 160, 000  37. Nebraska 457, 648 226, 082  38. Nevada 53, 792  
39. New Hampshire 176, 297 374, 082 197, 78540. New Jersey 1, 330, 510 4, 861, 755 3, 531, 24541. New Mexieo 306,493  
42. New York 3, 293, 519 8, 639, 209 5,345, 69043. North Carolina 1, 631,375 3, 475, 743 1, 844, 36844. North Dakota 273, 453 270, 000  45. Ohio 2, 543, 162 5, 425, 979 2, 882,81746. Oklahoma 820, 205 573,953  47. Oregon 582, 166 596, 672 14, 50648. Pennsylvania 3, 146, 597 4, 691, 343 1, 544, 74649. Rhode Island 218, 112 264,335 46, 22350. South Carolina  859, 181 1, 089, 415 230, 23451. South Dakota 262, 767  .52. Tennessee 1, 216, 007 1, 897,682 681,675. Texas 2, 717, 703 6, 833, 737 4, 116, 03454. Utah  355, 845 355,845  55. Vermont 138, 043 178, 820 40, 77756. Virginia 1, 116, 941 407,973  57. Washington 877, 508 1, 865, 738 988, 23058. West Virginia 642, 876 642, 876  59. Wisconsin 1, 369, 176 2, 051, 295 682, 11960. Wyoming  101,338 139,107 37,76161. American Samoa 3,665  
63. Guam 19, 049  
64. Puerto Rico 616, 857 824,800 207, 94266. Virgin Islands 8, 724 288, 000 279, 270
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Sec. 104, colleges other than public community colleges and technical institutes

81

Fiscal year
1965

allotment

;i of develop-
ment cost of

project

Excess
demand

Total $179, 400, 000 $343, 413, 568 $165, 749,989

10. Alabama 2,631, 032 2, 422, 271  
11. Alaska 138,404 137, 039  
12. Arizona 1, 633, 874 2,675, 776 1, 041, 902
13. Arkansas 1, 629, 586 1, 699, 298 69, 712
14. California 19, 877, 204 41, 009, 019 21, 131,815
15. Colorado 2, 101, 157 3, 815, 389 1, 714, 232
16. Connecticut _  2, 403, 305 5, 826, 566 3, 423, 261
17. Delaware  417, 561 898, 768 481, 207
18. District of Columbia 1, 223, 396 1, 276, 153 52, 757
19. Florida 4, 342, 320 7, 008, 683 2,666, 363
20. Georgia 3, 269, 144 5, 035, 339 1, 766, 195
21. Hawaii 649, 095 665, 667 16, 572
22. Idaho_ 708, 279 258, 629  
23. Illinois 9, 362, 765 14, 790, 789 5, 428, 024
24. Indiana 4, 697, 836 5, 954, 710 1, 256, 874
25. Iowa 2, 895, 116 6, 809, 677 3, 914, 561
26. Kansas  2,38,5, 565 3, 177, 992 792, 427
27. Kentucky 2, 603, 118 5, 325,687 2, 722, 569
28. Louisiana 3, 008, 753 9, 226, 897 6, 218, 144
29. Maine 852, 608 1, 494,438 641, 830
30. Maryland 2, 889, 850 3, 841, 247 951, 397
31. Massachusetts 5, 802, 280 19, 344, 207 13, 541,927
32. Michigan 7, 950, 518 15, 944, 216 7, 993, 698
33. Minnesota 3, 825, 151 7,434, 145 3,608, 994
34. Mississippi 1, 986, 367 2, 330, 266 343,899
35. Missouri 4, 005,475 4, 645, 030 639, 555
36. Montana 713, 536 129, 620  
37. Nebraska _ 1,488, 672 1, 542,330 53,658
38. Nevada 268,820  
39. New Hampshire 625,721 1, 016,660 390,939
40. New Jersey 4, 733, 069 6, 508, 251 1, 775, 182
41. New M exico 962,512 1, 993, 025 1, 030, 513
42. New York 16, 009, 675 48, 727, 817 32,718, 142
43. North Carolina 4, 352, 529 4, 877, 476 524, 947
44. North Dakota 727, 201 579, 076  
45. Ohio 9, 009,810 18, 532, 711 9, 522,901
46. Oklahoma 2,631, 362 3, 129, 777 498, 415
47. Oregon 2, 149, 378 6, 374, 086 4, 224, 708
48. Pennsylvania 10, 260, 005 24, 738, 463 14, 478, 458
49. Rhode Island 860, 085 1, 244, 566 384, 481
50. South Carolina 1, 969, 993 1, 977, 701 7, 708
51. South Dakota 719, 682 755, 473 35, 791
52. Tennessee_  3, 239, 365 5, 368, 508 2, 129, 143
53. Texas _ 9, 074, 343 15, 881, 552 6, 807, 209
54. Utah 1, 468, 421 2,300, 428 832, 007
55. Vermont 478, 308 2, 061, 596 1, 583, 288
56. Virginia 3, 287, 424 4, 618, 076 1,330, 652
57. Washington 3, 315, 646 4, 910, 720 1, 595, 074
58. West Virginia 1, 676, 777 3, 236, 946 1, 560, 169
59. Wisconsin 4, 148, 904 6, 924, 997 2, 776, 093
60. Wyoming 342, 632 991, 000 648,368
61. U.S. service schools 
62. American Samoa 10, 900  
63. Guam 50,215  
64. Puerto Rico 1, 520, 587 1, 944, 815 424, 228
66. Virgin Islands 14, 669  

The tables reflect reports from State commissions showing a demand
for some $250 million in excess of the funds appropriated under this
title during the fiscal year.
This figure, I should point out, does not reflect the full extent of

the excess demand, since some of the State commissions discouraged
the filing of applications as their respective allocations became
exhausted.

Further, the need for financial assistance to overcome the facility
backlog must increase to meet rising college enrollments.
During the current fiscal year, the demand is no less strong. The

number of applications already received exceeds the number processed
by the end of the last fiscal year, and State commissions forward only

•



82 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

those applications for which sufficient Federal funds are available in
the State allotment.
To date, 542 applications have requested a total of $217 million

of title I funds; 127 projects have already been approved at a cost of
$47 million.

Title II of the law establishes grants to public and nonprofit private
colleges and universities for graduate classroom

' 
laboratory, and

library construction. These grants are also used to pay up to one-
third of construction or improvement costs.
Under title II, an Advisory Committee was formed, along with six

panels to evaluate applications prior to final action by the Advisory
Committee. During fiscal year 1965, 125 applications were received.
and 85 approved, at a total cost of $60 million, the full appropriation.
Demand for assistance in construction of graduate facilities remains
strong.
The value of applications for assistance to date already exceeds

the amount of funds appropriated for the year. By the end of
January 1966, 31 grants had already been made, upon recommenda-
tion of the Advisory Committee. The total amount committed
was $18.3 million. If demand continues at its present rate, the total
amount requested by graduate schools across the country will exceed
$100 million by the end of this fiscal year.

Federal loans are available for undergraduate and graduate school
construction under title III of the act. This program complements
the grants programs embodied in titles I and II. Under a combina-
tion of these programs, the Federal share may not exceed three-
fourths of the total cost of construction.

Almost $108 million in loans to build graduate and undergraduate
facilities were obligated in fiscal year 1965. Of the over 140 applica-
tions received, 133 were approved. This fiscal year, due in part to
the lowering of interest rates to 3 percent, the demand for loans is
even higher. Public institutions now find the interest rate attractive.
Although the fiscal year is far from over, applications for loans
received exceed by $20 million the $110 million appropriated for the
title.
The strong demand which we have experienced under all three

higher education facilities programs is an expression of what President
Kennedy called "the long predicted crisis in higher education facili-
ties." The essence of the crisis is a gap between the resources needed
to build facilities and the resources available for this purpose. Even
with the expenditure of an estimated $1 billion in non-Federal con-
struction of undergraduate facilities, plus $600 million in Federal
grants and loans, the gap between needs and resources is estimated to
exceed $4 billion.

It is for these reasons that we propose the extension of the Higher
Education Facilities Act for 5 years, through fiscal 1971. The authori-
zation level for fiscal year 1967 would be $453 million for grants for
construction of undergraduate facilities, $60 million for grants for
construction of graduate facilities, and $200 million for loans for
graduate and undergraduate construction.
An additional $7 million is requested to cover the costs of adminis-

tration of State plans and for comprehensive planning of construction
needs of institutions of higher education.
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Although funds have been made available in past years for the ex-
penses of State administration, no money has been available to allow
States or institutions to project their construction needs over an
extended period of time.
Under the proposed amendment, grants for this latter purpose

would be made to State commissions on application to the Office of
Education. Planning to be supported might be conducted by insti-
tutions of higher education or by State commissions, in cooperation
with colleges and universities, or by independent agencies, under
contract.
The planning supported would be comprehensive in scope and

directed toward the preparation of master plans in terms of what are
generally called program requirements, rather than of actual speci-
fications for construction. In view of the limited funds available
they would only in exceptional cases be available to cover architec-
tural and engineering fees.
There is an acute need for comprehensive forward planning under

this program. It is a program which involves massive amounts of
money and hundreds of institutions throughout the country. The
State plans which have been prepared are essentially administrative
documents for the purpose of arbitrating competition in application.
Only in a few States are these plans based upon systematic projections
of enrollments, careful definitions of optimum size, detailed assess-
ments of financial resources and local needs, or intensive space
utilization studies.
When such studies have been well conducted at the campus level

and are reflected in State plans, resources have been more wisely
allocated. Provision of funds for such planning can result in dramatic
improvement of planning efforts, leading to more efficient and effective
utilization of Federal construction funds.
The need for interstate and regional planning is also dramatic.

The necessity for this has been particularly conspicuous under the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965. There are in being
in various regions of the country institutions established by the States
which concern themselves with higher education over entire regions—
the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, for example;
the New England Board of Higher Education; and the Southern
Regional Education Board. State commissions might wish to engage
the cooperation of institutions like these.

Colleges and universities are not islands unto themselves and their
planning should take account of their locale; their importance to other
levels of education; community service; and potentialities of cooper-
ative development which could lead to a more economic use of develop-
ment funds.
We consider that this amendment could materially strengthen our

assessment of needs under this program, sharpen our evaluation of
our efforts, and generally contribute to more effective administration
of the program.
Another amendment which we propose would delete a provision in

the original act which gives the Commissioner of Education the
discretion to prescribe a schedule of fees, payable by borrowers under
the loan program to cover the expenses of audits and inspections of
construction. This authority has not been used and is not needed.
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A third amendment would permit inclusion of the cost of works of
art for placement in facilities constructed under the act in develop-
mental costs for which the institutions may receive assistance. Ex-
penditures for such purpose could not exceed 1 percent of the total
cost of construction.
The purpose of this amendment is to acknowledge the importance

of esthetics in our college facilities. There is precedent for this
change in Federal programs for the construction of college dormitories.
The expense for art works is a normal concomitant of much of the

construction which this program helps to finance; the allowance of
1 percent of the cost of construction is suggested by our experience
to date.

Finally, the amendments would provide that sums appropriated
to assist in the construction of graduate academic facilities under-
title II would remain available for grants until they are expended,.
rather than merely for the 2 succeeding fiscal years.
The authority requested by this amendment would bring the pro-

gram into line with other Federal programs to help in the construction
of graduate academic facilities. In addition, it is a distinct advantage
to an institution in raising matching funds for a large project to have
continuing assurance of Federal support.
The bidding for construction contracts and the letting of contracts.

often take place in a fiscal year subsequent to that in which a grant
is obligated. If contract costs are less than the estimate on which
a grant was based, there is reason for reducing the grant. As the-
law is now written, funds thus diverted may not be reallocated to
another project, but instead are lost to the program. Amendment
would allow such funds to remain available for reallocation without
fiscal year limitation.

Extension of title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965 ("De-
veloping Institutions") : Shortly after taking up my duties as Com-
missioner, it became my task to approve the draft regulations for
title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965. Faced with this
responsibility, I found it necessary to study the background and
legislative history of the program.

After this study, I could not but gain a large measure of enthusiasm
for the legislation as a well-designed instrument for strengthening
one of our most valuable resources—developing colleges.

Surely, if we are to offer the opportunity for high quality education
to all American young people, we must assure them that quality is
available in our colleges, regardless of size. I, for one, firmly believe
that the small college now plays and will continue to play a vital role
in higher education.
Many very able students would prefer studying at a college which

is small enough to offer close teacher-student relationships, often
so important to a full understanding of the meaning of education.
However, while expressing a desire to go to a small college, many
students and parents express reservations about the quality of educa-
tion offered. Today, many small colleges offer quality equal to that
offered in the Ivy League. Unfortunately, many of them offer no
more advanced information than is taught in some of our high schools.
With the implementation of title III, we hope that many more small

colleges will be able to offer topnotch education. This year, almost
half of our college students are studying in institutions having an
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enrollment of less than 2,500 students. More than 1,700 of the 2,100
institutions of higher education fall into the category of small colleges.
Although many of these schools offer courses of study which any edu-
cator must admire, there are many which simply cannot fulfill all of
the demands that quality makes.

One-fourth of our institutions of higher education are unaccredited.
Most of the unaccredited colleges fall in the category of small colleges.

Generally, they fail to be accredited because they lack the funds
to maintain a large enough faculty to offer curriculums varied and
,deep enough to challenge a student's capacity to learn.

Even more serious, because salaries are necessarily uncompetitive,
small colleges all too often must depend upon a faculty drawn from
three groups of teachers:
(1) Able teachers who, from sheer dedication to the school, have

declined to move on to "greener pastures" in universities and in
business;
(2) Graduate students and recent degree recipients who are teaching

in the small college on a short-term basis; and
(3) Personnel from other professions who are teaching because the

college needs someone to fill a gap in the staff.
Federal research contracts, which have done much to improve the

quality research competence in many institutions, have done little to
help the developing institution.

Millions of dollars have been appropriated for contract research in
defense, health, agriculture, and forestry, the space program, and
education.

Ninety percent of the Federal research money has gone to fewer
than 100 institutions--40 percent to the 10 largest universities. Very
little has gone to small colleges. The Congress has rightly demanded
top-quality research and competition for the contracts. This has
prevented smaller institutions from participating in federally financed
research, for these schools simply cannot maintain a research staff
which can compete with the "giants" in the field.
The President has taken measures to spread contracts among

colleges by ordering that consideration be given to schools which offer
high-quality research capabilities but which have not received sub-
stantial research contracts in the past. However, the Federal Gov-
ernment cannot support research where there are no research facil-
ities. Research programs are primarily designed to obtain results,
not to assist the institution.
There are other factors which compound the problems of the

developing college. Even if they have the funds necessary to hire
the professional staff they need, they are often not able to find enough
qualified candidates.
Today, American universities supply only about half the number

of Ph. D.'s demanded. Business and industry are absorbing more
than half of them each year. The larger universities producing
Ph. D.'s generally can offer positions in research or teaching to many
of their own graduates. Smaller institutions, on the other hand,
frequently do not have the resources to hold the Ph. D.'s they are able
to attract.
The title III program is a limited response to a very large problem.

Because of limited funds, it is a program which of necessity can focus
on only a few members of a large and important category of institu-
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tions—institutions in which the majority of our elementary and
secondary schoolteachers are educated and in which the pressures of
soaring enrollments are most deeply felt.
We have already begun to develop listings of those colleges through-

out the country which are in greatest need. The development of criteria
with the advisory committee and a review of the applications received
by the U.S. Office of Education will help us to develop standards con-
cerning the size of the projects which we can support, in relation to the
number of institutions participating.
Smallness and isolation are the heart of the problem. The establish-

ment of strong connections among institutions is essential to its
solution. The needs of the small colleges require a broad and flexible
concept of assistance which cooperative relationships seem best
adapted to meet.

Cooperative arrangements will present opportunities for dealing
with the difficult personnel problems of smaller institutions. Such
arrangements will help relieve these problems by supporting faculty
self-improvement programs, by encouraging highly qualified graduate
students and junior faculty members in strong institutions to under-
take 1- to 2-year appointments in small colleges as national teaching
fellows, and by making senior scholars and administrative advisers
available to the developing colleges on a visiting basis.
The variety of cooperative arrangements which have already been

worked out at private initiative persuade us that the cooperative
approach is a practical one.

Secretary Gardner's testimony contains a listing of cooperative
relationships which already exist and are bearing fruit. This list is
merely illustrative of various kinds of cooperation among institutions
and has been prepared without consideration of whether the coopera-
tive arrangements distinguished or the small institutions included may
be eligible for support under the program for strengthening developing
institutions authorized by the Higher Education Act of 1965.

It should not be construed to be an approved or exemplary list.
However, the list will give you an idea of what has already been done.
These arrangements are varied in kind, including bilateral cooperative
relationships; consortia among institutions; the Woodrow Wilson
teaching internship program, under which Woodrow Wilson fellows
teach for a year or more at predominantly Negro institutions.
Under a cooperative arrangement, two or more institutions submit a

joint application under the direction of a coordinating institution
which will be the recipient of Federal funds. Although the law per-
mits 100 percent Federal financing, we are requiring the participant to
demonstrate that it is and has been making a reasonable effort to
update its curriculum, improve facilities, and increase faculty caliber.
The national teaching fellowships offer another method to develop

curriculum offerings. There are many highly qualified graduate stu-
dents and junior faculty members in our large universities who can
offer a wealth of education and experience to the students in developing
colleges.
I might add that the educational benefits to be offered are not one-

sided. After several years in a large university graduate students and
junior faculty members may well find themselves learning from, as
well as teaching, students who, in social, economic, and geographic
background, probably vary a great deal from students in the larger
schools.
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The administration is requesting that the program be extended for
4 years with a fiscal year 1967 authorization of $30 million.
I would be less than candid with this committee if I were not to

admit that I am excited about the future of this program.
Madam Chairman, I might add that we had some discussion about

this yesterday, and about the regulations and tentative guidelines,
and the advisory committee connected with it, and I have brought
for each member of the committee today a notebook Miss Willa
Player has prepared giving more detailed information on these
matters if you would like to have these.
Student loan programs: Title II of the proposed legislation would

add several new provisions to the national defense student loan
program designed to facilitate a smooth but expeditious transition
toward the substitution of private financing for the Federal appropria-
tions which have for the past 7 years supplied colleges with funds for
loans to students.
I would not for one minute deprecate the value of the loan program

enacted in 1958 as title II of the National Defense Education Act.
It has shown us all—students, educators, and bankers—that we

can view education as a sound investment in hard financial terms.
Most of all, college students have learned to view the pursuit of their
own education as an investment in themselves.
As a result, the colleges have been met with demands for loans from

students which are so great that the Congress last year recognized
the necessity of asking the Nation's financial community to join our
colleges in increasing the proportion of their portfolios which they
devote to this form of human investment.
Let me state at the outset that there is an undisputed need for

student assistance for which no repayment is required. Students
who through no fault of their own are poor credit risks by commercial
standards should not be induced to undertake financial obligations
too great for them to bear.

It was for this reason that the Congress last year enacted the pro-
gram of educational opportunity grants in title TV—A of the Higher
Education Act of 1965. The members of this committee were impor-
tant architects of that legislation. As one still fresh from the exciting
experience of working with disadvantaged youth, let me commend you
for your handiwork.
A loan to a student is still a loan, however. It is a financial obliga-

tion which must be redeemed. If we encouraged student borrowers
to view loans differently, we would surely not be doing them a favor.
Many colleges and universities, particularly those which are well

established and have strong administrative capacity, have been able
to administer loans under the national defense student loan program
quite efficiently. Others have not done as well, however.
We could undertake to develop greater competence in those which

do not have the necessary administrative capacity in their financial
aid offices. In fact, last year's amendments to the National Defense
Education Act are providing help by authorizing Federal assistance
in the form of administrative expenses for the college loan fnnds.
In the longer view, however, it seems to us far sounder to permit

colleges to turn their burdens over to the private financial community.
Educators are, as they should be, more interested in the welfare of
their students than in getting out from under a burden.
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Until colleges are assured that private lenders will be taking care
of the credit needs of their students, we would not expect colleges to
liquidate their loan funds. Financial conditions may differ from
community to community and may be especially acute for institutions
with large numbers of low-income students. We are, therefore,
proposing a variety of transitional measures to assist college loan
funds to obtain funds from commercial lending institutions directly.

This legislation would provide authority to guarantee loans made
by private lending institutions to student loan funds. In addition,
the loan fund itself would be reimbursed for 90 percent of the loss
which it sustains because of defaults in repayments on student loans.
Since student loans would—under the new arrangement—continue

to bear no interest while the student is in college and 3 percent during
the repayment period, the Federal Government would subsidize the
difference between the rate of interest paid by the student and the
rate paid by the loan fund to the private lender.
We recognize that in some cases institutions of higher education

may need time to make the necessary legal and other arrangements
to secure guaranteed loans from private sources for their college loan
funds. The proposed legislation, therefore, would establish as an
interim measure a revolving fund for making capital contributions
to colleges which cannot derive loan capital from non-Federal sources.

Appropriations of $150 million would be authorized for this purpose
in fiscal year 1967. The Federal share of repayments by former stu-
dents into these institutional funds would be returned to the Federal
Government for deposit in the revolving fund. There is authority
also to appropriate for fiscal year 1968 such sums as may be needed
for the revolving fund.

Colleges and universities may avail themselves of capital from the
revolving fund only if they are found unable to secure capital for
student loans from non-Federal sources. The allocation would not
be restricted to the present National Defense Education Act formula.
This is intended to insure that all colleges will make a genuine effort
to find capital from private sources. At the same time, the procedure
will guard against hardship for those institutions unable to raise
capital in this manner.
Student loans made by institutions receiving capital contributions

from the revolving fund will be assignable, and proceeds from sales
based on these student loan notes will replenish the revolving fund.
Students who qualify now for a National Defense Education Act

loan would be eligible for loan forgiveness under the new arrangements
proposed in this legislation. We would simply carry over the existing
terms of forgiveness for student borrowers who serve as teachers and
authorize loan reimbursement payments comparable to the benefits
in present law.
Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to appear before

you today. My colleagues and I will be delighted to answer any
questions you may have on these programs.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very, very much, Commissioner Howe.
I have quite a few questions, but I am going to vary the procedure

today and turn first to Congressman Brademas for the questions he
may have.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. I

have just a few questions.
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First, with respect to the proposal of the administration for modify-
ing the NDEA loan program and phasing it into an expansion of our
1965 insured loan program, can you give us some general comment
on the operation to date of title IV-B, the insured loan program?
I have in mind such questions as these: How many banks and other

private lending institutions are presently participating in the program?
How many loans have they made? What States, what size cities,
what kinds of colleges and universities are participating?
You indicated in your testimony that the financial and credit

situations vary from community to community. Have you any
experience on the pattern of lending in differing size communities in
the country?
In other words, how are we doing so far with the program which you

propose that we expand? That might give us some guidance for
considering your new proposal.
Mr. HOWE. I think Mr. Muirhead can give some testimony on this

point.
MT. MUIRHEAD. Yes, Mr. Brademas.
The guaranteed loan program offers at the present time the possi-

bility of widespread support, but no actual Federal programs are in
operation. We are about to execute agreements, if you will, with 20
States—States which now have State guaranteed loan programs of
their own.
When we sign those State agreements

' 
which we have tentatively

set for the 24th of this month, they will then be able to receive the
Federal interest subsidy for the loans which they are making this
college year and the Federal interest subsidy for any loans which they
made after the enactment of the Higher Education Act on November
8, 1965.
We are also about to complete an agreement with the United

Student Aid Fund, which is eligible, as you know, under the act.
Upon the completion of that agreement, the United Student Aid Fund
will be able to use the Federal resources to subsidize the interest on
loans that they make between now and the end of the college year.
As to the 20 States with whom we are about to make agreements,

their experience during the past year would indicate that they were
supporting loans in the neighborhood of about $100 million.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Muirhead, what do you mean when you say

20 States? Do you mean banks in 20 States or what?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Mr. Brademas, I am referring to States as student

loan program agencies.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I see.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The act, as you of course know, says that we

should operate through State loan program agencies if they are
available.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Yes.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Or through nonprofit agencies if they are avail-

able, and at this moment in time there are 20 State agencies available
and the United Student Aid Fund is eligible. So to answer your
question in the most direct manner, Mr. Brademas, we have not as
yet made a loan under the guaranteed loan program, but we expect
between now and the end of this college year to have agreements with
20 States and the United Student Aid Fund, and our present projec-

69-902 0-66---7
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tion is that we probably will be supporting about $160 million in loans
before the end of this college year.
Mr. BRADEMAS. That is helpful to me, but what I am trying to get

at is a somewhat different problem, namely, are the bankers making
loans or aren't they? What kind of evidence can you give us beyond
what you have just suggested to indicate that:
(a) The bankers of the United States know of the existence of the

program;
(b) Understand it, which is not the same thing;
(c) Are sympathetic to it; and
(d) Are willing to put some money up and make some loans.
I think those are all relevant questions, because if we can't get

some positive answers to these questions, I should think you would
run into even further skepticism with respect to the possibility of
expanding the program.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, sir.
Well, let me first of all respond to whether or not the banks are

sympathetic. The best evidence we can present to you is the evidence
that has been presented to us by the spokesmen for the banking
industry. They have reported to us that the banking community
will support this program, and through the American Bankers Associa-
tion and through the State chapters of the American Bankers Asso-
ciation a very vigorous program of information has been going on and
a very vigorous program of seeking the cooperation of the banks.
Now, as to what the banks have done up to this point in programs

of this kind, I must refer again to the experience of the 20 States that
have been in operation for varying amounts of time. In each instance,
in each State, they have found that the banks have participated and
have participated generously in their State programs.
(The list follows:)



USA United
Student Aid
Funds
Incorporated

Lending
Institutions

Directory

P.O. Box 444
Indianapolis, Indiana 46206
October 15, 1965

Includes lending institutions which were participating on or before September 30, 1965.

Additional lending institutions are enlisting regularly in the USA Funds program.

Thus, in the intervals between quarterly publication, many new

participants may not appear in the Directory.
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ALBERTVILLE
ALRERTVILLE
ALEXANDER CITY
ALICEVILLE
ANDALUSIA
ANNISTON
ANNISTON
ASHFORD
ATHENS
ATM ORE
AUBURN
AUBURN
BAY mtNETTE
BAYOU LA BATRE
BESSEMER
BESSEmER
BESSEmER
BIRMINGRAm
BIRMINGHAm
BREWTON
BUTLER
CAMDEN
CHEROKEE
CRILDERSBURG
CLIO
COLLINSVILLE
COLUMBIANA
CULL IAN
DECATUR
DEMOPOLIS
DOTHAN
DOTHAN
EAST TALLASSEE
ELBA
ENTERPRISE
EUFAULA
EUFAULA
FALKVILLE
FLORENCE
FLORENCE
FORT PAYNE
GADSDEN
GADSDEN
GADSDEN
GENEVA
GREENVILLE
HALEYVILLE
HUNTSVILLE
HUNTSVILLE
JAcKSON
JASPER
LANETT
LEEDS
LUvERNE
MARION
MOBILE
MOBILE
MONTEVALLO
MONTGOMERY
MONTGOMERY
MONTGOMERY
MUSCLE SHOALS
ROME SHOALS
NORTHPORT
ONEONTA
OPELIKA
OPp
OXFORD
PR! CHARD
ROANOKE
SCOTTSBORO
SELMA
SHEFFIELD
SHEFFIELD
SYLACAUGA
THONASTON
TH0MASVILLE
TROY
TROY
TUSCALOOSA
TUSCALOOSA
TUSCUMBIA
TUSCUMBIA
UNION SPRINGS
WARRIOR
WEDOWEE
WETUMPKA
WILSONVILLE
YORK
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ALABAMA

ALBERTvILLE NATIONAL WANK
STATE NAIL BANK OF ALABAMA
ALEXANDER CITY BANK
ALICEVILLE MK AND TM CO
THE COMMERCIAL BANK
COMMERCIAL NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE FARmERS AND MERCHANTS BK
STATE NAIL RANK OF ALABAMA
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
AUBURN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL BANK OF AUBURN
BALDWIN COUNTY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BIRMINGHAM TRUST NATL BANK
EXCHANGE SECURITY BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BIRMINGHAM TRUST NATL BANK
EXCHANGE sEcuRifr BANE
CITIZENS FARMERS • MERCHANTS
CHOCTAW BANK
CAMDEN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL PK IN TUSCUMBIA
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE PEOPLES BANK
STATE NATL RANK OF ALABAMA
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE NATL BANK OF ALABAMA
STATE NATL RANK OF ALABAMA
ROBERTSON BANKING COMPANY
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
DOTHAN BANK AND TRUST CO
PEOPLES BANK OF CARRVILLE
THE PEOPLES BANK
TEE CITIZENS BANK
FIRST NAIL BANK OF EUFAULA
THE CITIZENS BANK
STATE NATL RANK OF ALABAMA
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE NATL BANK OF ALABAMA
STATE NAIL RANK OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA CITY RANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE AMERICAN RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE NATL RANK OF ALABAMA
PEOPLES NAIL BANK
STATE NATL BANK OF ALABAMA
MERCHANTS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS BANK
LUVERNE BANK AND TRUST CO
MARION BANK • TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK
MERCHANTS AND PLANTERS BANK
THE ALABAMA NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES BK AND TM COMPANY
UNION BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NAIL BK IN TUSCUMBIA
STARE NATL BANK OF ALABAMA
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE NAIL BANK OF ALABAMA
OPELIKA NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK
CITY BANK AND TRUST CO
STATE NATL BANK OF ALABAMA
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATL BK IN TUSCUMBIA
STATE NATL BANK OF ALABAMA
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PLANTERS BK • TM CO
BANK OF THOmASVILLE
FIRST FARMERS + REM NAIL BK
TROY BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
CITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL PK IN TUSCUMBIA
STATE NATL BANK OF ALABAMA
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
WARRIOR SAVINGS BANK
BANK OF WEDOWEE
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF YORK

AJO
APACHE JUNCTION
BAGDAD
BENSON
BISBEE
BISBEE
BUCKEYE
CASA GRANDE
CASA GRANDE
CHANDLER
CHANDLER
CLARKDALE
CLIFTON
COOLIDGE
CorroNwooD
DOUGLAS
DouGLAS
DuNCAN
ELOY
FLAGSTAFF
FLAGSTAFF
FLAGSTAFF
FLORENCE
FORT HUACHUCA
GILA REND
GILBERT
GLEND ALE
GLENDALE
GLENDALE
GLOBE
GLOBE
GOODYEAR
HAYDEN
KEARNY
KINGmAN
LITCHFIELD PARK
LITCHFIELD PARK
LOWELL
mc NARY
MESA
MESA
MESA
mfAmI
mORENCI
NOGALES
PAGE
PARKER
PAY SUN
PEORIA
PROENIX
PHOENIX
PHOENIX
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
SAFFORD
SAFFORD
SAN MANUEL
SCOTTSDALE
SCOTTSDALE
SCOTTSDALE
SEDONA
SHOW LOW
SIERRA VISTA
SnmERTON
SOUTH TUCSON
SPRINGERVILLE
ST JOHNS
SUN CITY
SUPERIOR
TEMPE
TEmPE
TEmPE
TOLLESON
TOMBSTONE
TUCSON
TUCSON
TUCSON
TUCSON
TUCSON
WARREN
HELLION
wICKENBURG
WILL COO
WILLIAMS
WILLIAMS AFB
WINSLOW
YOuNGTOWN S C
YUmA
TUBA
TUNA
YUmA

ARIZONA

VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
ISO NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
1ST NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
151 NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
ISO NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
ISO NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
150 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
SOT NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
1ST NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
1ST NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
THE ARIZONA BANK
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
THE ARIZONA BANK
BANK OF TUCSON
/ET NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
UNION BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
1ST NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
151 NATIONAL RANK OF ARIZONA
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF YUMA
1ST NATIONAL BANK OF ARIZONA
THE ARIZONA BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
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ARKANSAS

ARKADELPHIA CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

BATESVILLE CITIZENS BANK
BATESVILLE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

BLyTHEVILLE FARMERS BANK AND TRUST CO
CAMDEN FIRST NATL RANK OF CAMDEN

CHERRY VALLEY BANK OF CHERRY VALLEY
CROSSETT FIRST NATL RANK OF CROSSETT
UE w1TT DE wITT NANK • TRUST CO

OE WITT FIRST NATIONAL BANK
EL DORADU EXCHANGE BANK AND TRUST CO

EL DORADO FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ELKINS BANK OF ELKINS
EuDORA THE EUDORA RANK
rAyETTEVILLE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FAyETTEVILLE MCILROY BANK
FoRREST CITY 1ST NATL BANK OF E ARKANSAS

FORT SMITH CITY NATIONAL BANK
FORT SMITH FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FORT SMITH MERCHANTS NATIONAL RANK
HARRISBURG BANK OF HARRISBURG
HARRISON SECURITY BANK
HELENA PHIELIPS NATIONAL BANK
HICKORY RIDGE CROSS COUNTY RANK
HOT SPRINGS ARKANSAS BK AND TB CO
HOT SPRINGS ARKANSAS FIRST NATL BANK

JACKSONVILLE FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

JACKSONVILLE JACKSONVILLE STATE BANK

JONESBORO CITIZENS BANK OF JONESBORO

JONESRORO MERCANTILE BANK

LAKE VILLAGE BANK OF LAKE VILLAGE
LITTLE ROCK FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LITTLE ROCK THE COMMERCIAL NATIONAL BANK

LITTLE ROCK UNION NATIONAL RANK
LITTLE ROCK WORTHEN BANK ANT TRUST CO
MAGNOLIA FIRST NATL RANK OF MAGNOLIA
MARKED TREE MARKED TREE BANK
SEAPORT MERCHANTS AND PLANTERS BANK
N LITTLE ROCK AMERICAN NATL BANK
OscEOLA FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PARAGOULD FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PARAGOULD NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE
PARAGOULD THE SECURITY RANK • TRUST CO

RECTOR BANK OF RECTOR
ROGERS FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RusSELLVILLE PEOPLES BANK • TRUST CO
SEARCy SEARCY RANK
SILOAM SPRINGS BRATT wASSON RANK
SPRINGDALE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STUTTGART TkE PEOPLES NATIONAL RANK
TEKARKANA COMMERCIAL NATL BK OF TEX
TEKARKANA STATE NATIONAL RANK
TYRONZA TYRONZA BANK
WALNUT RIDGE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

WARREN WARREN RANK

WEST MEMPHIS BANK OF WEST MEMPHIS
WYNNE CROSS COUNTY RANK
wYNNE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
YELLVILLE BANK OF YELLVILLE

AIAmEDA
ALAMEDA
ALAMO
ALBANY
ALHAMBRA
ALTADENA
ALTURAS
ANAHEIM
ANDERSON
ANGELS CAMP
ANTIOCH
ANTI 0TH
ARBUCKLE
ARcADIA
ARCADIA
ARcATA
ARLINGTON
ARROYA GRANDE
ARvIN
ATASCADERO
ATwATER
AUBURN
AUBURN
AvENAL
AZUSA
BAKERSFIELD
BALBOA
BALDWIN PARK
BANNING
BARSTOW
BELL
BELLFLOWER
BELmONT

CALIFORNIA

BANK OF AMERICA
HELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
RANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA

BELMONT WELLS FARGO BANK

BENICIA BANK OF AMERICA

BERKELEY BANK OF AMERICA
BERKELEY THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

BERKELEY WELLS FARGO BANK

BEvERLY HILLS BANK OF AMERICA
BIG BEAR LAKE THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

BIGGS BANK OF AMERICA
BIJOU BANK OF AMERICA
BISHOP BANK OF AMERICA
BLOOMINGTON BANK OF AMERICA
BRAWLEY BANK OF AMERICA
BREW BANK OF AMERICA
BRENTHOOD BANK OF AMERICA
BRIDGEPORT BANK OF AMERICA
BUENA PARK BANK OF AMERICA
BUENA PARK U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO

BURBANK BANK OF AMERICA
BURLINGAmE BANK OF AMERICA
BURLINGAME THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BURLINGAmE WELLS FARGO BANK
cALExico BANK OF AMERICA
CALIPATRIA BANK OF AMERICA
CALISTOGA BANK OF AMERICA
CAMARILLO BANK OF AMERICA
CAMBRIA BANK OF AMERICA
CAm8RIAN PARK BANK OF AMERICA
CAmPHELL BANK OF AMERICA
CAMPBELL HELLS FARGO BANK
CAMP PENDLETON BANK OF AMERICA
CANOGA PARK BANK OF AMERICA
cApmEL BANK OF AMERICA
CARMEL WELLS FARGO BANK

CARREL VALLEY BANK OF AMERICA
CaRmICHAEL
CASTLE AF8
CASTRO VALLEY
CASTROVILLE
CEDARVILLE
CHATSWORTH
CHESTER
CHICO
CHINA LAKE
CHINO
CHOWCRILLA
CHULA VISTA BANK OF AMERICA
CHULA VISTA 1ST NATL BANK OF SAN
CHULA VISTA U S NATL BANK OF SAN
CITRUS HEIGHTS BANK OF AMERICA
CITY OF INDUSTR BANK OF AMERICA
CLAREmONT BANK OF AMERICA
CLEARLAKE HIGHLABANK OF AMERICA
CLOVERDALE BANK OF AMERICA

BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
1ST NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
EXCHANGE BANK
BANK OF AERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
1ST NATL BK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA

CLOVIS
COAL NSA
cOLFAx
COLMA
COL TON
COL TON
COLUSA
COMPTON
CONCORD
CONCORD
CORNING
CORONA
CORONA DELMAR

CORONADO
coGGNAGG
CORTE MADERA
COSTA MESA
COSTA MESA
COTATI
COvINA
CRESCENT CITY
CRESTLINE
CUCAMONGA
CULVER CITY
DALY CITY
DANVILLE
DANVILLE
DAVIS
DAVIS
DEL MAR
DEL REV

BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA

DIEGO
DIEGO

DELANO BANK OF AMERICA
DESERT HOT SPGS BANK OF AMERICA
DINUBA BANK OF AMERICA
DIxON BANK OF AMERICA
DOS MALTS BANK OF AMERICA
DOwNEY BANK OF AMERICA
DUARTE BANK OF AMERICA
DUNSMUIR BANK OF AMERICA
EDwARDS WEB BANK OF AMERICA
EL CAJON BANK OF AMERICA
EL CAJON 1E0 NATL RANK OF SAN DIEGO

EL CENTRO BANK OF AMERICA
EL CERRITO BANK OF AMERICA
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EL mONTE
EL mONTE
EL SEGUNDO
EL SOBRANTE
ELK GROVE
EmERYVILLE
EmERYVILLE
ENCINITAS
ENcINITAS
ENCINO
EScONDIDO
EScONDIDO
EUREKA
ExETER
FA/RFAx
FAIRFIELD
FAIRFIELD
FAIR OAKS
FALL RIVER MILL
FALLBROOK
FALLBROOK
FERNDALE
FILLMORE
FIREBAuGH
FOLSOM
FONTANA
FORT BRAGG
FORT ORD
FORTUNA
FOUNTAIN VALLEY
FOWLER
FREMONT
FREMONT
FREmONT
FRESNO
FULLERToN
FULLERToN
GARBERVILLE
GARDEN GROVE
GARDENA
GEySERVILLE
GILROY
GILROY
GLENDALE
GLENDORA
GOLETA
GONZALES
GONZALES
GRANADA HILLS
GRASS VALLEY
GREENFIELD
GRIDLEY
GRIDLEY
GuSTINE
HALF MOON MAY
HAMILTON AFB
HANFORD
HAWAIIAN GARDEN
HAwTHORNE
HAyWARD
MAyWARD
HAY WARD
HEALDSBURG
HERLONG
MERHOSA BEACH
HEsPERIA
HIGHLAND
NIL MAR
HOLLISTER
HOLLYWOOD
HOLTVILLE
HUNTERS POINT
HUNTINGTON RCA
HuNTINGTON PARK
IMPERIAL BEACH
INDIO
INGLEwOOD
IONE
ISLETON
JACKSON
KELSEYVILLE
KERMAN
KERN CITY
KING CITY
KING CITY
KINGSBURG
KNIGHTS LANDING
LA CANADA
LA CRESCENTA
LA HABRA
LA JOLLA
LA JOLLA
LA JOLLA
LA MESA
LA MESA
LA MESA
LA MIRADA
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BANK OF AMERICA
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
RANK of AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
1ST NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
151 NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF FALLBROOK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF ANERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
FIRST NATL RANK OF HOLTVILLE
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
1ST NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
1ST NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA

LA PUENTE
LAFAYETTE
LAGUNA BEACH
LAKE ARROWHEAD
LAKEPORT
LAKEwOOD
LANCASTER
LARKSPUR
LEMON GROVE
LEMON GROVE
LEMON GROVE
LEMOORE
LINCOLN
LINDSAY
LIVE OAK
LIVERMORE
LIVERMORE
LIVINGSTON
LODI
LOmITA
LOmPOC
LONE PINE
LONG BEACH
LONG REACH
LONG REACH
LOOMIS
LOS ALAmITOS
LOS ALTOS
LOS ANGELES
LOS ANGELES
LOS BANDS
LOS BANGS
LOS GATOS
LOS GATOS
LONER LAKE
LOyALTON
LYNWOOD
MADERA
MALI RU
MANHATTAN BEACH
MANHATTAN BEACH
MANTECA
MARE ISLAND
MARIPOSA
MARKLEEVILLE
MARTINEZ
MARTINEZ
MARTINEZ
MARYSVILLE
mARYSVILLE
MATHER AFB
MC CLOUD
MC KINLEYVILLE
MCLELLAN APR
MENDOCINO
MENLO PARK
MENLO PARK
MENLO PARK
MERCED
mERCED
MILL VALLEY
MILL VALLEY
MILLBRAE
mILPITAS
mODESTO
mODESTO
MODESTO
mOFFETT FIELD
MOJAVE
MONROVIA
MONROVIA
MONTERELLO
MONTEREY
MONTEREY
MONTEREY
MONTEREY PARK
mnNTROSE
MORGAN HILL
mORGAN HILL
MORRO BAY
MOUNTAIN VIEW.
MOUNTAIN VIEW
NAPA
NAPA
NATIONAL CITY
NATIONAL CITY
NATIONAL CIT.,.
NEEDLES
NEVADA CITY
NEw CASTLE
NEANALL
NEWPORT BEACH
NORTH HIGHLANDS
NORTH HOLLYWOOD
NORTHRIDGE
N SACRAMENTO
N SACRAMENTO
NORWALK

BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AmERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
1ST NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
U S NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
HELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
S'JIM BAY BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
HELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
HELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
U S NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
151 NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
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OAKDALE
OAKLAND
OAKLAND
OAKLAND
OCEAN BEACH
OCEAN PARK
OCEANSIDE
OCEANSIDE
OILDALE
OJAI
OLIVE
ONTARIO
ORANGEOR
OR
ORANGEVALE
ORINDA
ORLAND
OROVILLE BANK OF AMERICA
oENARn BANK OF AMERICA
PACIFIC GROVE BANK OF AMERICA
PACIFIC PAL/SAD BANK OF AMERICA
PAcIFICA BANK OF AMERICA
PALM OESERT BANK OF AMERICA
PALM SPRINGS BANK OF AMERICA
PALMDALE BANK OF AMERICA
PALO ALTO BANK OF AMERICA
PALO ALTO THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

PALO ALTO wELLS FARGO BANK
PANORAMA CITY BANK OF AMERICA
PARADISE BANK OF AMERICA
PARAMOUNT BANK OF AMERICA
PASADENA
PASADENA SAN DIEGO
PASO RORLES
PATTERSON
PEARBLOSSOM
PESCADERO
PETALUMA
PETALUMA
RIRU
PISMO BEACH
PITTSRURG
PITTSRURG
PLACENT/A BANK OF AMERICA
piACERVILLE BANK OF AMERICA
PLAYA DEL BEY BANK OF AMERICA
PLEASANT HILL BANK OF AMERICA
PLEASANT HILL MOUNT DIABLO FIRST NATL BANK

PLEASANT HILL THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
pLEASANTON SANK OF AMERICA
POINT ARENA BANK OF AMERICA
POINT MUGu BANK OF AMERICA
POINT METES STA BANK OF AMERICA
POLON* BANK OF AMERICA
PORT HUENFmE BANK OF AMERICA

BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK IF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
IRE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
HELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
HELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
RANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
HELLO FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA

BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
THE BAN"( OF CALIFORNIA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA1ST NATL BANK OF SAN TIER()
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK SF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
HANK OF AMERICA
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
U S NATL. BANK OF SAN DIEGO
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA

PoRTERV1LLE
PORTOLA
ouINCY
RAHONA
RANCHO CORDOVA
RFD mLoFF
REDOING
RFDLANDs
RFDLANO
.FnoNno HEAcH
REDWOOD CITY
RFnw000 CITY
RFEDLEY
RESEDA
RIALTO
RIALTO
RtcHmoND
RICHMOND
RIDGECREST
RIO LINDA
RIO VISTA
RIPON
RIvERRANK
R1vERSIDE
ROsEvILLE
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTOST HELENA
SALINAS BANK OF AMERICA

SAi.INAS WELLS FARGO BANK

SAN ANSELHO BANK OF AMERICA
SAN ANSELm0 wFLLS FARGO BANK

SAN BERNARDINO BANK OF AMERICA
SAN BERNARDINO THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

SAN RHUNG BANK OF AMERICA
SAN BRUNO wELLS FAkG0 BANK

SAN CARLOS BANK OF AMERICA
SAN CARLOS THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

SAN CARLOS WELLS FARGO BANK
SAN CLEmENTE HANK OF AMERICA
SAN DIEGO BANK OF AMERICA

BANK OF AMERICA
U S NAIL BANK OF
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BELLS FARGO BANK

SAN DIEGO CITY RANK OF SAN DIEGO

SAN DIEGO 1ST NATL. BANK OF SAN DIEGO
SAN DIEGO HOME FEDERAL SAL ASSOC

SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO TR • SAVINGS BANK

SAN DIEGO UNITED STATES NATL BANK

SAN DIMAS BANK OF AMERICA
SAN FERNANDO BANK OF AMERICA

SAN FRANCISCO BANK OF AMERICA

SAN FRANCISCO THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

SAN 
SAE 

FRANCISCO,  WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA

SAN JOSE BANK OF AMERICA
SAN JOSE THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

SAN JOSE WELLS FARGO BANK

SAN JUAN PAUTI BANK OF AMERICA
SAN LEANDRO BANK OF AMERICA
SAN LEANDRO THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

SAN LEANDRO WELLS FARGO BANK

SAN LUIS OBISP BANK OF AMERICA
SAN mem) BANK OF AMERICA
SAN MATES THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

WELLS FARGO BANK
SANEDRO BANK OF AMERICAPSAN

NN 

METRO WELLS

BANK OF AMERICA
SAN RAFAEL WELLS FARGO BANK
SANGER BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA ANA BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA ANA U S NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO
SANTA BARRA.* BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA CLARA BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA CLARA WELLS FARGO BANK
SANTA CRUZ BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA CRUZ WELLS FARGO BANK
SANTA FE SPITS BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA MARIA BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA MONICA BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA PAULA BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA PAULA CITIZENS STATE BANK
SANTA ROSA BANK OF AMERICA
SANTA ROSA EXCHANGE BANK
SANTA ROSA THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

SANTA ROSA WELLS FARGO BANK
SARATOGA BANK OF AMERICA
SAuSALITO BANK OF AMERICA
SAuSALITO WELLS FARGO BANK

SEAL BEACH BANK OF AMERICA

SEASIDE BANK OF AMERICA

SEBASTOPOL BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA

UVLVEnA BANK OF AMERICA
SHAFTER BANK OF AMERICA
SmERmAN OAKS BANK OF AMERICA
SOLANA REACH BANK OF AMERICA
soLEDA0 HANK OF AMERICA
soNomA BANK OF AMERICA
SoNORA WELLS FARGO BANK
SONORA BANK OF AMERICASOUTH GATE BANK OF AMERICA
SOUTH PASADENA BANK OF AMERICAS SAN FRANCISCO BANK OF AMERICAS SAN FRANCISCO WELLS FARGO BANKSO SAN GAPRIEL BANK OF AMERICA
SPRING VALLEY BANK OF AMERICA
STANFORD BANK OF AMERICA
STANTON BANK OF AMERICA
STOCKTON BANK OF AMERICA
STOCKTON WELLS FARGO BANK
STUDIO CITY BANK OF AMERICASuISUN CITY BANK OF AMERICA
SUN VALLEY BANK OF AMERICA
SUNLAND BANK OF AMERICA
SUNNYVALE BANK OF AMERICA
SuNNYVALE WELLS FARGO BANK
SUNSET REACH BANK OF AMERICA
sosANvILLF MANE SF AMERICA
SuTTER CREEK BANK OF AMERICA

BANK OF AMERICA
;YAIA=7" BANK OF AMERICA
TAHOE CITY BANK OF AMERICA
TAHOE CITY THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

TARZANA BANK OF AMERICA
TEMPLE CITY BANK OF AMERICA
THOUSAND OAKS BANK OF AMERICA

I 
BANK OF AMERICAT BANK OF AMERICATA'Lft S 

TORRANCE BANK OF AMERICA
TRACY BANK OF AMERICA

WELLS FARGO BANK
TT:AA BANK OF AMERICAVIS AFB 
TREASURE ISLAND BANK OF AMERICA
TRUCKER BANK OF AMERICA
TUJUNGA BANK OF AMERICA

BANK OF AMERICA
ZL_trAKE BANK OF AMERICA
TURLOCK BANK OF AMERICA
TUSTIN BANK OF AMERICA
UKIAH BANK OF AMERICA
UNIVERSAL CITY BANK OF AMERICA



96

UPLAND
UPLAND
VACAVILLE
VALLEJO
VALLEY FORD
VAN NUTS
VENICE
VENTURA
VERNON
VIcTORVILLE
VISALIA
WALNUT CREEK
WALNUT CREEK
mAsCO
WATSONVILLE
mATRONVILLE
mEAVERVILLE
WEST COVINA
W LOS ANGELES
WESTMINSTER
M SACRAMENTO
MESTwOOD VILLAG
WHEATLAND
WHITTIER
WILLIAMS
WILLITS
WILLOWS
WILMINGTON
WINTERS
WOoDLAKE
WOODLAND
WOODLAND
WOODLAND HILLS
YORRA LINDA
YREKA
VORA CITY
TURA CITY
YucAIPA

AKRON
ALAMOSA
ARvADA
BERTHOUD
CANON CITY
CEDAREDGE
COLORADO SPGS
CORTEZ
CORTEZ
CRAIG
DELTA
DENVER
DENVER
DENVER
DENVER
DURANGO
DURANGO
EVERGREEN
FLEMING
FORT COLLINS
FORT COLLINS
FORT mORSAN
GLENwOOn SPRING
GOLDEN
GRAND JUNCTION
GRAND JUNCTION
GREELEY
GREELEY
GREELEY
GuNNISON
GUNNISON
HEREFORD
HOTCHKISS
IDAHO SPRINGS
LA JUNTA
LAKEWOOD
LAKEWOOD
LITTLETON
LOVELANn
MEEKER
MONT ROSE
RAI:041A
PUEBLO
PuEBLO
RIFLE
ROCKY FORD
SPRINGFIELD
STERLING
STERLING
STRATTON
yumA
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BANK OF AMERICA
THE FIRST NATI. BE OF UPLAND
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARED BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
RANK OF AMERICA
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
BANK OF AMERICA
RANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
RANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA
RANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
BANK OF AMERICA
WELLS FARGO BANK
BANK OF AMERICA

COLORADO

CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
ALAMOSA NATIONAL BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BERTHOUD NATIONAL RANK
THE FREmONT COUNTY NAIL BK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE COLORADO SPRINGS NATL BK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
mOFFAT COUNTY STATE BANK
THE COLORADO RK AND TR CO
BANK OF DENvER
BOULEVARD NATIONAL BANK
THE CENTRAL BK AND OR CO
COLORADO FEDERAL S4L ASSOC
BURNS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
EvERGREEN STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE POUDRE VALLEY NATL DANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BK IN GOLDEN
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
UNITED STATES BANK
CACHE NATIONAL RANK
THE GREELEY NATIONAL RANK
WELD CITY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE GUNNISON 4K AND TR CO
HEREFORD STATE RANK
THE FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
THE COLORADO 8K AND TR co
FIRST WESTLAND NATL BANK
JEFFERSON COUNTY RANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NAIL RANK IN LOVELAND
FIRST NATL BANK OF MEEKER
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
ARKANSAS VALLEY BANK
1ST NATIONAL RANK OF PUEBLO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ROCKY FORD NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
COMMERCIAL SAVINGS RANK
THE SECURITY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK OF yUmA

CONNECTICUT

ANsoNIA
ANSONIA
AVON
BERLIN
BETHEL
BETHEL
eLpoHEIELD
BRIDGEPORT
BRIDGEPORT
BRISTOL
BROAD BROOK
BROOKFIELD
CANAAN
CHESHIRE
CHESHIRE
COLCHESTER
DANBURY
DANBURY
DANBURY
DANIELSON
DARIEN
DERBY
DEVON
EAST HADDAM
EAST HAMPTON
EAST HARTFORD
EAST HARTFORD
EAST RAVEN
ELmWOOD
ESsEx
ESSEX
FAIRFIELD
FAIRFIELD
FALLS VILLAGE
FARMINGTON
FORESTVILLE
GEORGETOwN
GLASTONRURY
GIENVILLE
GRANBY
GREENWICH
GROTON
GROTON
HAmDEN
HAMDEN
HAROEoRn
HARTFORO
HARTFORD
KENSINGTON
LAKEVILLE
LITCHFIELD
MANCHESTER
MANCHESTER
MERIDEN
MERIDEN
MERIDEN
MIDDLEBURY
mtDoLEyowN
MIDDLETOwN
mItFORD
MILFORD
MONROE
mOoSUP
MYSTIC
NAuGATUcK
NEW RRITAIN
NEW BRITAIN
NEW CANAAN
NEW FAIRFIELD
NEW HARTFORD
NEW HAVEN
NEW RAVEN
NSA t4AVEN
NEW HAVEN
NEW LONDON
NEwINGTON
NEATOwN
NEwTOwN FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
NT ANTIC HARTFORD NATL BK AND OR CO
NOROTON HEIGHTS FAIRFIELD COUNT,/ TRUST CO
N GROSvNR DALE HARTFORD NATL BK ANT TR co
NORTH HAVEN SECOND NATL BK OF NEW HAVEN
NORTH HAVEN UNION • NEW HAVEN TRUST CO
NORWALK CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
NORWALK
NORWICH
NORWICH
NORMICHTOwN
OLD GREENWICH
OLD LYAIE
OLD SAYBROOK
ORANGE
PLANTSVILLE
PORTLAND
PuTNAH

CONNECTICUT NATIONAL BANK
OLIN AND NEW HAVEN TRUST CO
SIMSBURY BK AND TR CONPANY
NEW BRITAIN TRUST COMPANY
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL BANK
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
CITY TRUST COMPANY
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL BANK
UNITED BANK AND TRUST CO
UNITED BANK AND TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
THE CANAAN NATIONAL BANK
HOME NATL OK AND TR CO
WATERBURY NATL RANK
HARTFORD NATL BR AND TR CO
CITY TRUST COMPANY
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
BIRMINGHAM NATL BANK
FIRST NEW HAVEN NATL 4K
NATL ER OF NEW ENGLAND
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO
FIRST NEW HAVEN NATL BK
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND OR CO
UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
CITY TRUST COMPANY
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL IRON BANK
HARTFORD NATL BK AND OR CO
UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
GLASTONBURY BK AND TR CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
SINSBully BANK AND TRUST CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND OR CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO
FIRST NEW HAVEN NATL BK
UNION AND NEM HAVEN TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND OR CO
UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
NEW BRITAIN NATIONAL RANK
SALISBURY BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CONNECTICUT BK AND OR CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND OR CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
HOME NATL BANK AND TRUST CO
PURITAN UK AND TRUST CO
wATERRURY NATIONAL BANK
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NEW HAVEN NATL RANK
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
HARTFORD NATL BE AND TR CO
COLONIAL BANK AND TRUST CO
NEW BRITAIN NATL RANK
NEW BRITAIN TRUST CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NEW HAVEN NATL RANK
SECOND NATL BK OF NEW HAVEN
TRADESmENS NATIONAL BANK
UNION AND NEW HAVEN TRUST CO
HARTFORD NATL DK AND TN CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK

FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CD
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
SOUTHINGTON BK AND TR CO
UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
CITIZENS NATL BANK OF puTNAm
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PUTNAM
RIDGEFIELD
RIVERSIDE
ROcKVILLE
SHELTON
SNSBURY
STEERS
SOUTH NORWALK
SOUTH NORWALK
SOuTHINGION
SPRINGDALE
STAFFORD sins
STAMFORD
STANFORD
STONINGTON
STRATFORD
suFFteLn
TRARYviLLF
NoMASTON
THOMPSONVILLE
TnRRINGTON
TnIXRINGTON
TRUMBULL
WALLINGFORD
WALLINGFORD
wATERBuRY
wATERBURY
WATERBURY
WATERTOWN
WEST HARTFORD
WEST HARTFORD
HEST HARTFORD
WEsT HAVEN
WEST HAVEN
WEST NORWALK
WESTON
WESTPORT
WESTPORT
WETHERSFIELD
wETHERSFIELD
HILLIMANTIC
WILLIMANTIC
WILTON •
WINDSOR
WINDSOR LOCKS
A! NOTED
WOLCOTT
wOoDBURY

WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON
wAsHINGTON

GREENWOOD

BARTOw
BOCA EATON
BRANFORD
RRANDON
CAPE CANAVERAL
CLEARWATER
CLEARWATER
CLEARWATER
CORAL GABLES
CRESCENT CITY
CRESTVIEW GULF FEDERAL S • L ASSN

DELRAy REACH FIRST NATIONAL RANK

DUNEDIN CALADESI NATIONAL BANK

DUNEDIN FIRST NATIONAL RANK

EUSTIS FIRST NATL BANK • TRUST CO

FORT LAUDERDALE AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK • TR

FORT MYERS
FORT HALTON
GAINESVILLE
GAINESVILLE
HAINES CITY

HOLLYROOD
JACKSONVILLE
JACKSONVILLE
JACKSONVILLE
JACKSONVILLE
JACKSONVILLE
JACKSnNVILLE
KEY WEST
LAKE CITY
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UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
slAssuRy OK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT BK • TR CO
CITY TRUST COMPANY
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
SOWNINGTON UK AND TRUST

STANFORD FIDELITY BK AND TR
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO

FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
STANFORD FIDELITY BK AND TR
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK
1ST NATL BANK OF SUFFIELD
TERRYVILLE TRUST COMPANY

COLONIAL BANK AND TRUST CO

CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
BROOKS RANK AND TRUST CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO

CONNECTICUT NATIONAL BANK

CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
UNION AND NEW HAVEN TRUST CO

COLONIAL BANK AND TRUST CO

CONNECTICUT NATIONAL BANK
HATERRURY NATIONAL BANK
COLONIAL BANK AND TRUST CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO

UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO

FIRST NEW HAVEN NATL BANK

SECOND NATIONAL BANK
CONNECTICUT NATIONAL RANK

WESTPORT BK AND TR COMPANY

CONNECT/CUT NATIONAL RANK

WESTPORT BK AND TR CO
CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO

HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO

CONNECTICUT BK AND TR CO

WILLIMANTIC TRUST COMPANY

FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO
HARTFORD NATL BK AND TR CO

1ST NATL BK OF WINDSOR LOCKS

CONNECTICUT BR AND TR CO

COLONIAL BANK AND TRUST CO

COLONIAL BANK AND TRUST CO

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

DISTRICT OF coLumelA NATL AK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

UNION TRUST COMPANY

DELAWARE

GREENWOOD TRUST CO

FLORIDA

CITRUS AND CHEMICAL BANK

1ST BK • TR CO OF BOCA RAYON

BRANFORD STATE BANK
BRANDON STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

BANK OF CLEARWATER

CITY NATIONAL BANK

1ST NATL BK OF CLEARWATER

UNIVERSITY NATInNAL BANK

PEOPLES WANK

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

BANK OF FORT WALTON
CITIZENS BANK
UNIVERSITY CITY BANK
STATE BANK OF HAINES CITY
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK

ATLANTIC NATIONAL BANK
FLORIDA NATIONAL BANK

SOUNSIDE ATLANTIC BANK
STATE BANK

THE BARNETT NATIONAL BANK
FLORIDA FIRST NATIONAL BANK

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

LAKEL AND

LAKE PLACID
LARGO
LEHIGH ACRES
LUTZ
MAR IANNA
mELBOURNE
MIAMI
MIAMI
MIAMI
HIAMI

PEOPLES BANK
FIRST NATL RK OF LAKE PLACID

BANK OF SEMINOLE
CITIZENS BANK OF LEHIGH ACRE

FIRST STATE BANK OF LUTZ

CITIZENS STATE BANK
NATIONAL BANK OF MELBOURNE

BOUkEVARD NATIONAL BANK

CITIZENS NATL BK OF MIAMI

CITY NATIONAL BANK
FLORIDA NAIL BK • TR CO
RIVERSIDE BANK

MULBERRY BANK OF MULBERRY

NEW PORT RICHEY FIRST NATIONAL RANK

NEw SMYRNA BANK OF NEW SMYRNA

NIcEVILLE OKALOOSA NATIONAL BANK

OCA04 COMMERCIAL BANK AND TRUST CO

OTTER BANK OF HEST ORANGE

OKEECHOBEE OKEECHOREE COUNTY BANK

ORLANDO COLONIAL BANK OF ORLANDO

ORLANDO THE FIRST NATIONAt RANK

PAHOKEE BANK OF PAH0KEE

PALATKA PALATKA ATLANTIC NATL BANK

PALMETTO BANK OF PALMETTO

PENSACOLA FIRST BANK AND TRUST CO

PERRINE PERRINE-CUTLER RIDGE BANK
PfNELLAS PARK FIRST PARK RANK

PLANT CITY FIRST NATL PK IN PLANT CITY

PLANT CITY THE HILLSBORO HANK

PONTA GORDA FIRST NATIONAL BANK
QUINCY CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO

QUINCY 1ST FED ASSOC OF GADSDEN

RIVIERA BEACH FIRST MARINE BANK

ST AUGUSTINE EXCHANGE BANK

ST AUGUSTINE ST AUGUSTINE NATIONAL BANK

ST PETERSPURG FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK

ST PETERSRuRG FLORIDA NATIONAL RANK

ST PETERSBURG NAIL HK OF SAINT PETERSBURG

SANFORD FLORIDA STATE BANK

SANFORD UNITED STATE RANK

SARASOTA CITIZENS BANK • TRUST CO

SARASOTA SARASOTA BANK AND TRUST CO

SATELLITE BEACH FIRST NATIONAL BANK

SEBRING TROPICAL STATE RANK

STUART PEOPLES BANK OF STUART

TALLAHASSEE PEOPLES BANK

TALLAHASSEE TALLAHASSEE BANK AND TR CO

TALLAHASSEE THE LEWIS STATE BANK

TAMPA CAPITAL NAIL RANK OF TAMPA

TAMPA ExCHANGE NATIONAL BANK

TAMPA MARINE RANK • TRUST CO

TAMPA NORNSIDE BANK OF TAMPA

TAMPA PENINSULA STATE BANK

TAMPA THE BROADWAY NATIONAL BANK

TAMPA THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

TAMPA THE NAIL BANK OF TAMPA

TITUSVILLE CITIZENS BANK

UHATILLA UMATILLA STATE BANK

VALPARAISO THE VALPARAISO STATE RANK

VENICE vENICE NOKOmIS SANK

HARRINGTON WARRINGTON BANK

WAuCHOLA wAUCHULA STATE RANK

HINTER HAVEN EXCHANGE NATIONAL BANK

HINTER HAVEN RIDGE FEDERAL S • L ASSOC

WINTER PARK COMMERCIAL RANK

WINTER PARK FIRST NATIONAL RANK

ZFRHYRHILLS BANK OF ZEPORHILLS

GEORGIA

ATHENS CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL UK

ATHENS FIRST AMERICAN PK AND TR CO
ATLANTA AMERICAN BANK OF ATLANTA

ATLANTA BANK OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK

ATLANTA STANDARD FEDERAL S • L ASSN

ATLANTA THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK

ATLANTA TRUST COMPANY Or GEORGIA

A,GUSTA CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK

AvoNDALE ESTATE CITIZENS.SOuTHERN DEKALB elt
BAINBRIDUF CITIZENS BANK • TRUST CO

eRuNswIcK AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK

RauNSWICK FIRST NATIONAL BANK

CALHOUN THE CALHOUN NATIONAL BANK

cEDARTOHN LIBERTY NATIONAL RANK

CncHRAN COOK RANKING CO

coLumRus FOURTH NATIONAL BANK

DECATUR CITIZENS • SOUTHERN EMORY BK

DECATUR FIRST NATL RANK OF ATLANTA

DOUGLAS THE FARMERS BANK

DURLIN CITIZENS • SOUTHERN BANK

EASTMAN BANK OF EASTMAN

EAST POINT CITIZENS • SOUTHERN BANK

FORT VALLEY BANK OF FORT VALLEY

FORT VALLEY THE CITIZENS RANK



98 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

JEsuP
LA GRANGE
mAcON
mAcON
mILLEDGEVILLE
NEwNAN
PELHAm
PELHAM
ROME
ROS WELL
SAvANNAH
SAVANNAH
THOMASTON
VALDOSTA
WARNER ROBINS
WEST POINT

AtEA
EWA BEACH
HANAPEPE
HIcKHAM A F B
HILO
HONOLULU
HONOLULU
HONOLULU
HONOLULU
KARILUI
KAmUKU
KANOOHE
KAAAA
REALAKEKUA
KOLOA
LANAI CITY
LIHUE
PA IA
SCHOFIELD MRS
WAHIAWA
WAIALUA
wAILUKU
WAtMEA
WAtPAHU

ABERDEEN
ALAMEDA
AMERICAN FALLS
BLACKFOOT
BLACKFOOT
BOISE
BOISE
BUHL
BURLEY
CALD WELL
CALDWELL
CHuBBUCK
COEUR D ALENE
COEUR D ALENE
COTTONWOOD
COUNCIL
CRAIGMONT
CULDE SAC
EAGLE
EMMETT
GENESEE
0000 INS
GRANGEVILLE
HA1LET
HOmEDALE
IDAHO FALLS
IDAHO FALLS
JEROME
KAMIAH
KELLOGG
KALE 005
KENDRICK
EAT CHUM
LEWISTON
LEWISTON
MACKAY
MARS INS
MC CALL
MERIDIAN
MONTPELIER
MOSCOW
mnscOw
MOUNTAIN HOME
MOUNTAIN HOME
NAmPA
NAmPA
NFzPERCE
OROFINO

u S A FUNDS LENDING INSTITUTIONS DIRECTORY

AMER NATL BK OF BRUNSWICK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK
1ST NATL BE AND OR CO
EXCHANGE BANK
CITIZENs•SOuTHERN NEWNAN BE
FARMERS BANK OF PELHAH
PELHAM RANKING COMPANY
ROME BANK • TRUST CO
ROSWELL BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL AK
SAVANNAH BK AND TM COMPANY
CITIZENS AND SOUTHERN BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BE
CITIZENS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK

HAWAII

FIRST NATL FIK OF HAWAII
FIRST NATL RE OF HAWAII
FIRST NATL AK OF HAWAII
FIRST NATL AK OF HAWAII
FIRST NATL RE OF HAWAII
CITY RANK
FIRST NATL AK OF HAWAII
HAWAII NATIONAL BANK
LIBERTY BANK
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST

IDAHO

FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRST
IDAHO
IDAHO
IDAHO
IDAHO
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRST
IDAHO
IDAHO
IDAHO
FIRST
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRST
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRM!'
FIRST
FIRST
FIRST
IDAHO
IDAHO
IDAHO
IDAHO
IDAHO
FIRST
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRST
IDAHO
FIRST
IDAHO
IDAHO
IDAHO

NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NAIL
NATL
NAIL
NATL
NATL
NATL

RK
AK
AK
RE
AK
AK
AK
AK
pK
pK
pi(
AK
AK
AK
AK

OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
AN
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII
HAWAII

SECURITY RANK
SECURITY RANK
SECURITY RANK
SECURITY RANK
BANK AND TRUST CO
SECURITY PANE
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BANK AND TRUST CO
F/AST NATIONAL RANK
SECURITY BANK
GANK AND TRUST CO
SECURITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY BANK
SECURITY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL
SECURITY BANK
SECURITY BANK
SECURITY BANK
SECURITY RANK
SECURITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SECURITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY BANK
SECURITY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY BANK
SECURITY RANK
SECURITY RANK
SECURITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY BANK
SECURITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK

BANK

PARMA
PAUL
PAyETTE
PAYETTE
POcATELLO
PncATELLO
POcATELLO
PoTLATCH
PRESTON
PRIEST RIVER
RExBURG
RIGBY
RupERT
RUAERT
ST ANTHONY
SALMON
ST BABIES
SANDPOINT
SHELLEY
SHOSHONE
THIN FALLS
wALLACE
WEISER
AEI OAR
wENDELL

ARINGDON
AI LENDALE
AL TON
APROY
ANNAWAN
ARTHUR
ASHLAND
ASTORIA
ATKINSON
AURORA
AURORA
AURORA
AURORA
AvA
BARRINGTON
BELLEVILLE
BEiLEwILLE
BENT ON
BLOOMINGTON
AL0OBINGTON
BLOOHINGTON
BREESE
BRIDGEPORT
CAHOKIA
CANTON
CARLINVILLE
CARLINVILLE
CARTHAGE
CARY
CENTRAL IA
CENTRALIA
CHAMPAIGN
CHAmmAIGN

CHABPAIGN
CHARLESTON
CHARLESTON
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHTCAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO
CHICAGO HEIGHTS
CLARENDON WILLS
COuLTERVILLE
DANVILLE
DECATUR
DECATUR
DEERFIELD
DEERFIELD
DEKALB
DEKALB
DELAVAN
DES PLAINES
DIXON
DIXON
DOWNERS GROVE
DOWNERS GROVE
EAST BC/LINE
EAST ST LOUIS
EDwARDSVILLE
ELDORADO
ELGIN
ELGIN

IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL BANK
IDAHO BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST SECURITY BANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST SECURITY MANE
IDAHO BANK ABS TRUST CO
POCATELLO NATIONAL BANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST SECURITY RANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST SECURITY RANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST SECURITY RANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST SECURITY BANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST SECURITY BANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL BANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST SECURITY RANK
FIRST SECURITY RANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST SECURITY RANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL RANK
IDAHO FIRST NATIONAL BANK

ILLINOIS

ABINGDON BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RE • TR CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK IF ANNAWAN
STATE BANK OF ARTHUR
STATE BANK OF ASHLAND
FARMERS STATE BANK
ATKINSON TRUST • SAVINGS BK
AURORA NATIONAL BANK
FIRST AMERICAN RANK
MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK
OLD SECOND NAIL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
1ST NAIL BANK AND TRUST CO
BELLEVILLE NAIL SAVINGS BE
ST CLAIM NATIONAL BANK
BENTON COMMuNITY BANK
AMERICAN STATE RANK
mc LEAN COUNTY RANK
PEOPLES BANK OF RLOONINGTON
STATE BANK OF BREESE
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF CAHOKIA
CANTON STATE RANK
CARLINVILLE NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS NAT AK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CARY STATE RANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
THE OLD NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF ILLINOIS
CUBMEHCIAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CHARLESTON NATIONAL BANK
COLAS COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
AMER NAIL BANK AND TRUST CO
BEVERLY BANK
LASALLE NATIONAL BANK
NORTHERN TRYST COMPANY
NORTHWEST NATIONAL BANK
PULLMAN BANK ANT TRUST CO
SEARS EIK AND OR COMPANY
STANDARn BANK AND TRUST
TALBAN FED A • L ASSOC
FIRST NATL ANK CHICAGO HGHTS
BANK OF CLARENDON HILLS
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HILLIKIN NATIONAL BANK
NORTHTOwN BANK OF DECATUR
DEERFIELD STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DEKALR TRUST • SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
TAZEWELL COUNTY NATL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
DIXON NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
DOWNERS GROvE NATIONAL BK
STATE BANK OF EAST MOLINE
BANK OF EDGEHONT
EDwARDSVILLE NATL BE • TB CO
C P BURNETT • SONS BANKERS
ELGIN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF ELGIN



ELGIN
EMDEN
EVANSTON
FATRBuRy
FAIRFIELD
FORREST
FREEBURG
FREE PORT
FREEPORT
GERMAN VALLEY
GIBSON CITY
GLENCOE
GRANITE CITY
GREENVILLE
HARRISBURG
HARVARD
HAVANA
HERRIN
HERRIN
HIGHLAND
HIGHLAND
HIGHLAND PARK
HINCKLEY
HINSDALE
MORE WOOS
JACKSONVILLE
JERSEYVILLE
JOLIET
JOLIET
KARPSvILLF
KANKAKEE
KEwANEE
LAKE FOREST
LAKE VILLA
LANSING
LEXINGTON

LIRERTYVILLE
LOMBARD
mAcKINAw
mAcOmB
mAcOm8
MARSEILLES
MAY WOOD
MCHENRy
mENDOTA
METROPOLIS
RI NONE
MOLINE
mOLINE
MOLINE
MONMOUTH
mONMOUTw
MONROVIA
MONMOUTH
mORRIS
MT CARREL
MT CARREL
MT CARROLL
MT PROSPECT
BT PROSPECT
MT VERNON
NAPERVILLE

NEw BERLIN
NORMAL
NORMAL
NORRIS CITY
NORTH CHICAGO

OAK BROOK
OAKLAND
0 FALLON
OGLESRY
00uAWKA
ORLAND PARK
PALATINE
PALATINE
PALOS HEIGHTS
RANA
PARK RIDGE
PEE IN
PEORIA
PEORIA
PEORIA
PE0TONE
PETERSBURG
PINCKNEYVILLE
PIPER CITY
PLYMOUTH
PONTIAC
PRINCETON
RivERDALE
ROBERTS
ROBINSON
ROTHELLE
ROCK CITY
ROCK FALLS
ROCKFORD
ROCKFORD
ROCKFORD
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UNION NATL RANK AND TRUST CO

FARMERS STATE BANK

STATE BANK AND TRUST CO

NATIONAL BANK OF FAIRBURY

FAIRFIELD NATIONAL BANK

FIRST STATE BANK OF FORREST

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATL RANK OF FREEPORT

STATE BANK IF FREEPORT

GERMAN AMERICAN STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL RANK

GLENCOE NATIONAL BANK

GRANITE CITY TR • SAVINGS BE

BRADFORD NATL BE GREENVILLE

HARRISBURG NAIL BANK

HARVARD STATE BANK

HAVANA NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF HEREIN
HERRIN SECURITY BANK

FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK

1ST NATL BANK OF HIGHLAND

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

HINCKLEY STATE RANK
FIRST NATL PK OF HINSDALE

BANK OF HomFwoon
FARMERS STATE BE AND TR CO

JERSEY STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL RANK

LOUIS JOLIET BANK
BANK OF KARESVILLE
CITY NATIONAL BANK

PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

LAKE VILLA TR AND SAVINGS BE

BANK OF LANSING
PEOPLES BANK
1ST LAKE COUNTY NATL BANK

STATE BANK OF LORPARD

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

THE UNION NATL BANK

UNION NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATIONAL PK OF HAYWOOD

MCHENRY STATE BANK

NATIONAL BANK OF mENDOTA

NATIONAL STATE BANK
RINONK STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL RE OF ROLINE
MULANE NAT4ONAL BANK

SOUTHEAST NATIONAL BANK

COMMUNITY NATIONAL BANK

MONMOUTH TR AND SAVINGS BE

NATIONAL BANK
SECOND NATIONAL BANK

GRUNDY COUNTY NATIONAL BANK

BANK OF MT CARMEL

SECURITY BANK AND TRUST CO

MT CARROLL NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

MT PROSPECT STATE BANK

BANK OF ILLINO4S
BANK OF NAPERvILLE

WARREN BOYNTON STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

THE NORMAL STATE BANK

NORRIS CITY STATE BANK

NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF OAK BROOK

OAKLAND NATIONAL RANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

BANK OF 00UAWKA

ORLAND STATE BANK

FIRST STATE BANK OF PALATINE

PALATINE NATIONAL BANK

PALOS STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF PANA

CITIZENS BANK • TRUST CO

HERGET NATIONAL BANK

COMMERCIAL NATIONAL BANK

PROSPECT NATIONAL BANK

UNIVERSITY NATIONAL BANK

PEOTONE STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANE

MURPHY WALL ST BE AND TR CO

STATE BANK
COMMUNITY STATE BANK

BANK OF PONTIAC
FIRST STATE BE OF PRINCETON
RIVERDALE BANK
ROBERTS STATE BANK

CRAWFORD COUNTY STATE BANK

ROCHELLE STATE BANK

ROCK CITY BANK

ROCK FALLS NATIONAL BANK

ALPINE STATE BANK

AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BE AND TR CO

ROCKFORD ILL NATL BANK AND TRUST CO

ROLLING MEADOWS BANK OF ROLLING MEADOWS

ROsEVILLE ROSEVILLE STATE BANK

ROUND LAKE FIRST STATE BANK

ST CHARLES ST CHARLES NATIONAL BANK

ST CHARLES STATE BANK OF ST CHARLES

SANDWICH THE SANDWICH STATE BANK

SAVANNA THE NATIONAL BANK

SAAWNEETOWN FIRST NATIONAL BANK

SORONAUK
SOUTH HOLLAND

SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
STAUNTON
STERLING
STERLING
TAyLORVYLLE
UPRANA
VANDAL IA
VILLA PARK
VIRDEN
VIRGINIA
WATSEKA
WATSEKA
wAuKEGAN
WEST FRANKFORT

WHEA TON
wHEATON
WHEELING
WILL IAMSVILLE
wINNETKA
WOOD RIVER
WOODS TOTE

BE
ALBANY
ALB ION
ALEXANDRIA
ANDERSON
ANGOLA
ANGOLA
ARCADIA
ARLINGTON
AUBURN
AUBURN
AURORA
AVON
BAINBRIDGE
BATESVILLE
BEDFORD
BEDFORD
BEECH GROVE
BERNE
BLOOMFIELD
BLOOMINGTON
BLOOMINGTON
RLuFFTON
BLuFFTON

BOONVILLE
HIS WELL
BOURBON
BRAZIL
BRAZIL
BREMEN
BRISTOL
BROOK
BROOKLYN
BROOKVILLE
BROW NSBURG
BUNKER HILL
BUNKER HILL AFB
CAMBRIDGE CITY

CAMDEN
CARLISLE
CEDAR LAKE
CENTERVILLE
CHALRERS
CHARLESTOWN
CHESTERFIELD
CICERO
CLARKSBURG
CLARKSVILLE
CLAYPOOL
CLAYTON
COLFAX
COLUMBIA CITY
COLUMBUS
COMMISKEY
CONNERSVILLE
CONNERSVILLE
CORYDON
CORYDON

SO HOLLAND TR AND SAVINGS BE

CAPITOL BE OF SPRINGFIELD

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

SPRINGFIELD MARINE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK

THE NATIONAL BANK

FIRST TRUST AND SAVINGS BANK

BUSE). FIRST NAIL BANK

1ST NATL BANK OF VANDALIA

VILLA PARK TR AND SAVINGS 9K

FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BE

PETEFISH SKILES • CO BANK

FIRST TRUST AND SAVINGS BANK

WATSEKA FIRST NATIONAL BANK

LITTLE FORT BE AND TR CO

THE BANK OF WEST FRANKFORT

GARY wHEATON BANK
WHEATON NATIONAL BANK

WHEELING TR AND SAVINGS BANK

wILLIAMSVILLE STATE BANK

WINNETKA TR AND SAVINGS BE

FIRST NATIONAL BANK

STATE BANK OF WOODSTOCK

INDIANA

AKRON EXCHANGE STATE BANK

ALBANY STATE BE AND TR CO

ALBION NATIONAL BANK

ALEXANDRIA RANKING COMPANY

ANDERSON BANKING CO

ANGOLA STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BE OF ANGOLA

HAMILTON COUNTY BANK
ARLINGTON STATE BANK
AUBURN STATE BANK

THE CITY NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE DANVILLE STATE BANK

ROACHDALE BANK • TRUST CO

BATESVILLE STATE BANK

BEDFORD NATIONAL BANK

CITIZENS NAIL BE OF BEDFORD

MERCHANTS NAIL BE AND TR CO

FIRST BANK OF BERNE

BLOOMFIELD STATE BANK

BLOOMINGTON NATIONAL BANK

CITIZENS FIRST NATIONAL BANK

FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK

OLD FIRST NATIONAL BANK

PEOPLES TRUST AND SAVINGS BE

FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK

FIRST STATE BANK
BRAZIL TRUST COMPANY

THE RIDDELL NATIONAL BANK

BREMEN STATE BANK

FIRST NATL FIK OF ELKHART

COMMUNITY STATE BANK

CITIZENS BANK

FRANKLIN COUNTY NATL BANK

BROWNSBURG STATE BANK

WABASH VALLEY BE AND TR CO

PERU TRUST CO
WAYNE TRUST COMPANY

CAMDEN STATE BANK
SULLIVAN STATE BANK

1ST NATL BANK OF CEDAR LAKE

2ND NATL BANK OF RICHMOND

BANK OF REYNOLDS
FIRST BANK OF CHARLESTOWN

ANDERSON BANKING CO

HAMILTON COUNTY BANK

UNION TRUST COMPANY

CITIZENS TRUST CO

FIRST NATL SANK OF WARSAW

THE DANVILLE STATE SANK

CLINTON COUNTY OK AND TR CO

FARMERS LOAN AND TRUST CO

IRWIN UNION BR AND TR CO

UNION SANK AND TRUST CO
CENTRAL STATE SANK

FAYETTE SANK AND MET 00

CORYDON STATE SANK
OLD CAPITAL OK ABS TN 00
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COvINGTON
CRANE
CRAWFORDSVILLE
CRAWFORDSVILLE
cRomWELL
CUMBERLAND
CYNTHIANA
DANVILLE
DANVILLE
DE MOTIF
DECATUR
DENVER
DuNKIRK
DUNLAP
DYER
EAST CHICAGO
EATON
EDWARDSPORT
ELKHART
ELKHART
ELKHART
ELNORA
ENGLISH
ETNA GREEN
EVANSVILLE
EVANSVILLE
EvANSVILLE
EvANSVILLE
FA/RLAND
FORTVILLE
FORT WAYNE
FORT WAYNE
FORT WAYNE
FOwLER
FRANCESVILLE
FRANKFORT
FRANKFORT
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKTON
FRFELANDVILLE
FREMONT
GALVESTON
GARRETT
GARY
GAS CITY
GASTON
GENEVA
GEORGETOWN
GLENWOOD
SOS HEN
GOsHEN
GOSPORT
GRAS ILL
GREENCASTLE
GREENCASTLE
GREENCASTLE
GREENFIELD
GREENFIELD
GREENSBURG
GREENSBURG
GREENS FORE
GRIFFITH
HAGERSTOWN
AARLET
HAmmOND
HAmMOND
HANNA
HANOVER
HANOVER
HARDINSRURG
HARTFORD CITY
HAFLETON
HERRON
HORART
HOBBS
HOLISM
HOPE
HOwE
INDIANAPOLIS
INDIANAPOLIS
INDIANAPOLIS
INDIANAPOLIS
JEFFERSONVILLE
JEFFERSONVILLE
JONESPORO
KENPTON
KENDALLVILLE
KENDALLVILLE
KEN SLAMS
KINSMAN
K IRKLIN
KNIGHTSTOWN
ENDS
KOKOMO
KOuTS
LA CROSSE

U S A FUNDS LENDING INSTITUTIONS DIRECTORY

FOUNTAIN TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATL RANK OF ODON
ELSTON RANK AND TRUST CO
1ST NAIL BANK AND TRUST CO
CROmWELL STATE RANK
AMERICAN FLETCHER NAIL BANK'
CYNTHIANA STATE BANK
THE DANVILLE STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DE MOTIF STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
WABASH VALLEY BE AND TM CO
151 STATE BANK OF DUNKIRK
151 NAIL BANK OF ELKHART
GARY NATIONAL BANK
151 NAIL BE OF EAST CHICAGO
MERCHANTS NATL MK OF MUNCIE
SECURITY BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATL RE OF ELKHART
FIRST OLD STATE BANK
ST JOSEPH VALLEY BANK
1ST NAIL BANK OF SOON
ENGLISH STATE BANK
ETNA BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
LAMASCO BANK
NATIONAL CITY BANK
OLD NATIONAL RANK
FAIRLAND NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATL BANK OF FORTVILLE
ANTHONY WAYNE BANK
FORT WAYNE NATIONAL BANK
LINCOLN NATL BK AND TM CO
FOWLER STATE BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
CLINTON COUNTY BK AND TR CO
FARMERS BANK
FARMERS TRUST CO
UNION BANK AND TRUST CO
ANDERSON BANKING COMPANY
SECURITY BANK AND TRUST CO
THE FIRST NATL RE OF FREMONT
TWELVE RILE STATE BANK
THE GARRETT STATE BANK
GARY NATIONAL BANK
TWIN CITY STATE BANK
GASTON RANKING COMPANY
BANK OF GENEVA
UNION NATL PK OF NEW ALBANY
RUSH CO NAIL BE OF RuSHVILLE
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SALEM BANK • TRUST CO
OwEN COUNTY STATE BANK
GRABILL BANK
CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK
1ST CITIZENS 8K AND TR CO
GREENCASTLE S • L ASSN
GREENPIELD RANKING CO
HANCOCK UOuNTY BANK
DECATUR COUNTY NAIL BANK
UNION TRUST COMPANY
2ND NATL BANK OF RICHMOND
GARS NATIONAL BANK
2N0 NAIL BANK OF RICRROND
HAMLET STATE BANK
HOOSIER STATE BK OF INDIANA
MERCANTILE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST SPA NATL FIK OF RICH CY
FIRST NATL PANE OF MADISON
MADISON BANK AND TRUST CO
STATE BANK OF SALEM
CITIZENS STATE RANK
GIBSON COUNTY BANK
CITIZENS BANK
GARY NATIONAL BANK
UNION STATE BANK
NAPOLEON STATE BANK
IRWIN UNION BK AND TR CO
STATE BANK IF LIMA
AMERICAN FLETCHER NAIL BANK
INDIANA NATIONAL BANK
MERCHANTS NAIL PK AND TR CO
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
CITIZENS TRUST CO
CLARK COUNTY STATE BANK
TWIN CITY STATE BANK
UNION STATE BANK
CAMPBELL AND FETTER BANK
KENDALLVILLE BK AND TRUST CO
KENILAND BANK
FOUNTAIN TRuST COMPANY
FARMERS WANK FRANKFORT INS
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS BANK AND TRUST CO
UNION BANK AND TRUST CO
(OUTS STATE BANK
CITIZENS BK OF MICHIGAN CITY

LA GRANGE
LA PORTE
LAFAYETTE
LAFAYETTE
LAFAYETTE
LAKEVILLE
LAWRENCE
LAwRENCEBURG
LEBANON
LEESETuRG
LEwISVILLE
LIBERTY
LINDEN
LINTON
LoGANSPORT
LOOGOOTEE
LoSANTVILLE
MADISON
MADISON
MANILLA
MARION
mApTINSVILLE
MARTINSVILLE
MEDARYVILLE
mENTONE
MERRILLVILLE
mIcHIGAN CITY
MICHIGAN CITY
MICHIGAN CITY
mIcHIGANTOwN
MILFORD
mILLERSRUPG
MILL TOWN
mILROY
MITCHELL
MONROVIA
MONTEREY
mONTEZUMA
MONTGOMERY
MONTICELLO
MONTICELLO
mOoRES HILL
MOORESVILLE
MT SUBMIT
MT VERNON
MULBERRY
MUNCIE
MUNCIE
RONCIE
NAPOLEON
NARPANEF
NASHVILLE
NBA ALBANY
NEW ALBANY
NEW AUGUSTA
NEABERRy
NEW CASTLE
NEW CASTLE
NEw HAVEN
NEW PALESTINE
NEW PARTS
NOBLESVILLE
NORTH JUDSON
NO MANCHESTER
NORTH SALEM
NORTH VERNON
NORTH VERNON
OAKLANDON
OAKTUmN
ODoN
OSGOOD
OSSIAN
OTTERREIN
OxFORn
PARAGON
PEE IN
PERU
PERU
PLA INFIELD
PLAINFIELD
PORTER
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
POsEYVILLE
PR/NCETON
PRINCETON
REMINGTON
RENSSELAER
REYNOLDS
RIcHMOND
RICHMOND
RISING SUN
ROACHDALE
ROANN
ROCKY ILL
ROcKVILLE

FARMERS STATE BANK
/ST NATL BANK AND TRUST CO
LAFAYETTE LOAN AND TRUST CO
LAFAYETTE NATIONAL BANK
PURDUE NATIONAL BANK
CENTRAL STATE BANK
AMERICAN FLETCHER NAIL BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
BOONE COUNTY STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
CITIZENS ST BE OF NEW CASTLE
UNION COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
LINDEN STATE RANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL DANK
NATIONAL BANK
UNION BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MADISON BANK • TRUST CO
RUSHVILLE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
INDIANA BANK AND TRUST CO
1ST UNION BANK AND TRUST CO
FARMERS STATE BANK
GARY NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS BANK
FIRST MERCHANTS NATIONAL BK
FIRST STATE BANK OF FORTE.
FARMERS BANK FRANKFORT INS
FIRST NAIL BANK OF WARSAW
SALEM BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
RuSHVILLE NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF MITcmELL
CITIZENS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PARKE STATE BANK
FIRST NAIL FLANK OF ODOR
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE AND SAVINGS BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
C I WENS BANK
CITIZENS ST BK OF NEW CASTLE
PEOPLES BANK AND TRuST CO
FARMERS BANK
AMER NATL BANK AND TRUST CO
INDUSTRIAL TA AND SAVINGS BE
mERCHANTS NATL RE OF MUNCIE
NAPOLEON STATE RANK
STATE BANK
NASHVILLE STATE BANK
FLOYD COUNTY BANK
UNION NATIONAL RANK
INDIANA NATIONAL BANK
BLOOMFIELD STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LINCOLN NAIL 9K • TB CO
NEW PALESTINE BANK
SALEM BANK AND TRUST CO
AMERICAN NATIONAL MANY
AMERICAN STATE RANK
IND LAWRENCE RE AND TR CO
NORTH SALEM STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
UNION BANK AND TRUST CO
AMERICAN FLETCHER NAIL RANK
SEUVKITY BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL AK OF GOON
RIPLEY COUNTY BANK
OSSIAN STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF OXFORD
STATE BANK
INDIANA RANK AND TRUST CO
CITIZENS BANK
PERU TRUST cORRANY
WABASH VALLEY BE AND TR CO
151 NAIL BK • TR CO
HENDRICKS CO RK AND TR CO
F:RST STATE BANK OF PORTER
CITIZENS BANK
PEOPLES BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS BANK AND TRUST CO
GIBSON COUNTY BANK
THE FARMERS NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS NATL
BANK OF REYNOLDS
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SECOND NATIONAL BANK
RISING SUN STATE BANK
ROACHDALE BK AND TR CO
STATE ExCHANGE RANK
PARER STATE BANK
ROCKVILLE NATIONAL BANK
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ROLLING PRAIHIE CITIZENS BK OF MICHIGAN CITY

RnsELANn 1ST BK AND OR CO OF SO BEND
ROsSvILLE CLINTON COUNTY AK AND TB CO
ROYAL CENTER
ROSHvILLE
RUSHVILLE
RosSELLVIlLE
ST PAUL
SALEM
SALEM
SAN PIERRE
SCHERERVILLE
ScIRCLEVILLE
SCOTTSBURG
SELLEBSBUNG
SHARHSVILLE
SHELBYVILLE
SHTPSHEwANA
SHOALS
SouTHPORT
SOUTH BEND
SOUTH BEND
SPEEDWAY
SPEEDWAY
SPEEDWAY
SPENCER
SPICELAND
SULLIVAN
SYRACUSE
TELL CITY
TERRE HAUTE
TEPEE HAUTE
THORNTOWN
TIPTON
TIRTON
TRAFALGAR
TWELVE BILE
UNION CITY
UPLAND
VALPARAISO
VEFDERSRURG
VINCENNES
VINCENNES
WABASH
WADESVILLE
WAKARUSA
WALDRON
wALKERTON
WANABAKER
wANATAH
WARREN
wARSAw
WARSAW
WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON
WAvELAND
WAyNETOWN
wEsTFIELD
W LAFAYETTE
w LAFAYETTE
WESTPORT UNION TRUST COMPANY
W TEHHE HAUTE TEHWE HAUTE FIRST NATL BANK

WESTVILLE CITIZENS BK OF MICHIGAN CITY
wHITELAND FARMERS TRUST COMPANY

WINAMAC 1ST UNION BANK AND TRUST CO

WINDFALL UNION STATE BANK

WINGATE ISO NATL BK OF cRAWFORDSVILL

WOODBURN FORT wAyNE NATIONAL BANK

WYATT FARMERS STATE BANK OF WYATT
YOuNGSTOWN CITIZENS TRUST COMPANY

ZIoNSVILLE FARMERS STATE BANK

ADEL
AGENCY
ALBERT CITY
ALGONA
AmES
ARcACIA
AUDUBON
AuRELIA
AURORA
BAGLEY
BELMOND
BLOOMFIELD
BOODEN
BREDA
BURLINGTON
BURLINGTON
CALLENDER
CARROLL
CARSON

COMMUNITY STATE BANK
RUSH COUNTY NATIONAL RANK
HuSHVILLE NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF RUSSELLVILLE
STATE BANK OF NALORON
FARMERS CITIZENS RANK
STATE BANK
SAN PIERRE STATE BANK
HOOSIER STATE BANK OF IND
CLINTON COUNTY AK AND TB CO
SCOTT COUNTY STATE RANK
SELLERSBuRG STATE BANK
UNION STATE BANK
FARMERS NATIONAL HANK
SHIPSHEwANA STATE BANK
MARTIN COUNTY BANK
AMERICAN FLETCHER NATL BANK
FIRST BANK • TRUST CO
NATIONAL BANK AND TRUST CO
AMERICAN FLETCHER NATL BANK
FIRST BANK AND TRUST CO
MERCHANTS NATL RK AND TB CO
OWEN COUNTY STATE BANK
CITIZENS ST OK OF NEW CASTLE
SULLIVAN STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF SYRACUSE
TELL CITY NATIONAL BANK
MERCHANTS NATL RANK
TERRE HAUTE FIRST NATL BANK
HOME NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS LOAN ANT TRUST CO
UNION BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
TWELVE MILE STATE BANK
UNION TRUST COMPANY
UPLAND RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
VEEDERSBURG STATE BANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK

SECURITY BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS BANK AND TRUST CO
EXCHANGE STATE RANK
THE STATE BANK OF WALDRON
FARMERS STATE BANK OF WYATT
AMERICAN FLETCHER NATL BANK
MEHGHANTS NATL BK MICA CITY

ExCHANGE BANK
FIRST NATL RANK OF WARSAW
LAKE CITY BANK
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO
PEOPLES NATL 9K AND TR CO
STATE BANK
WASHINGTON NATIONAL BANK
ELSTON RANK AND TRUST CO
ELSTON BANK AND TRUST CO
UNION STATE BANK
LAFAYETTE NATIONAL BANK
PURDUE NATL BK OF LAFAYETTE

IOWA

DALLAS COUNTY STATE BANK
UNION BANK AND TRUST CO
ALBERT CITY SAVINGS BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
UNION STORY TA • SAVINGS BK
CARROLL COUNTY STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST OR • SAVINGS BANK
OELWEIN STATE BANK
PERRY STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
DAVIS COUNTY SAVINGS BANK
FARMERS SAVINGS BANK
BREDA SAVINGS BANK
BURLINGTON RANK AND TRUST CO
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
SOMERS SAVINGS BANK
CARROLL COUNTY STATE BANK
COUNCIL BLUFFS SAVINGS BANK

CEDAR RAPIDS
CHARLES CITY
CHARLES CITY
CHELSFA
CHEROKEE
CLARINDA
CLARION
CLARION
CLARKSVILLE
CLEAR LAKE
CLINTON
CLUTTER
COO DON
COIN
COON RAPIDS
CoRALVILLE
COUNCIL BLUFFS
COUNCIL BLUFFS
CRESCO
DALLAS CENTER
DANBURY
DAvENPORT
DEcORAH
DELHI
DENISON
DENVER
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
DES MOINES
OTNSDALE
DOuGHIARTy
DUBUQUE
DupUOUE
DORMER TON
DYERSVILLE
EAGLE GROVE
EAGLE GROVE
ELDORA
ELKADER
ELLIOTT
EHmETsBURG
EmmETSBURG
EVANSVILLE
EVERLY
EXTRA
FAIRFIELD
FAyETTE
FOREST CITY
FORT DODGE
FORT DODGE
FORT MADISON
GARNAVILLO
GARWIN
GEORGE
G1LRERT
GILmORE CITY
GRANGER
GRIMES
GRINNELL
GRINNELL
GRUNDY CENTER
GUTHRIE CENTER
GUTTENBERG
HAMPTON
HANSELL
HARLAN
HARLAN
HARTWICK
HAwARDEN
HILLS
HUDSON
HUMBOLDT
HUmESTON
INDEPENDENCE
INDIANOLA
INDIANOLA
TON IA
IOWA CITY
IOWA CITY
IOWA FALLS
IRETON
JAMAICA
JANESVILLE
JEFFERSON
JEFFERSON
UPS VP
KALONA
KALONA
KE0TA
KESLEY
KEYSTONE

CITY NATIONAL BANK
COMM TRUST AND SAVINGS BANK
FIRST SECURITY BK AND TRUST
CHELSEA SAVINGS BANK
STEELE STATE RANK
PAGE COUNTY STATE BANK

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WRIGHT COUNTY STATE BANK
IOWA STATE RANK
COMMUNITY NATIONAL RANK

CITY NATL BANK OF CLINTON
CLUTTER STATE BANK
LINN COUNTY STATE BANK

PAGE COUNTY STATE BANK

IOWA SAVINGS SANK
CORALVILLE RANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COUNCIL BLUFFS SAVINGS BANK

CRESCO UNION SAVINGS BANK
BRENTON STATE BANK
FARMERS SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DECORAH STATE BANK

DELHI SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DENVER SAVINGS RANK
RANKERS TRUST COMPANY
CENTRAL NATL 8K AND TB CO
FIRST FEDERAL STATE BANK
IOWA DES MOINES NATL RANK
NATIONAL BANK OF DES MOINES
NORTHWEST DES MOINES NATL BK

SO DES MOINE.: NATIONAL BANK
UNITED FEDERAL S.L ASSOC
VALLEY RANK AND TRUST CO
LINCOLN SAVINGS BANK
SHEFFIELD SAVINGS BANK
AMERICAN TB AND SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
DYERSVILLE NATIONAL BANK
EAGLE GROVE STATE BANK
SECURITY SAVINGS BANK
HARDIN COUNTY SAVINGS BK
CENTRAL STATE BANK
HOUGHTON STATE RANK
IOWA TRUST AND SAVINGS BANK
PALO ALTO COUNTY STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
EVERLY STATE RANK
EXCHANGE STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK
FOREST CITY BK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
UNION TB ANTI SAVINGS RANK
FORT mAnISON SAVINGS BANK
GARNAVILLO SAVINGS RANK
FARMERS SAVINGS BANK
GEORGE STATE RANK
UNION SOOTY OR • SAVINGS BK
HUMBOLDT TRUST • SAVINGS BK
BRENTON STATE BANK
BANKERS TRUST CO
GRINNELL STATE RANK
POWESHIEK COUNTY NATL BANK
FARMERS SAVINGS BANK
GUTHRIE COUNTY STATE RANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SHEFFIELD SAVINGS BANK
HARLAN NATIONAL BANK
SHELBY COUNTY STATE BANK
HARTWICK STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HILLS BANK AND TRUST CO
HUDSON STATE BANK
HUMBOLDT TB AND SAVINGS BK
THE CITIZENS STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
PEOPLES TRUST • SAVINGS BANK
WARREN cTY BK AND TB CO
FIRST SECURITY BANK • TRUST
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
IOWA STATE BANK AND TRUST CO
IOWA FALLS STATE BANK
SECURITY SAVINGS BANK
PERRY STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF WAVERLY
HOME STATE BANK
JEFFERSON STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FARMERS SAVINGS BANK
KALONA SAVINGS BANK
FARMERS SAVINGS BANK
IOWA STATE BANK
KEYSTONE SAVINGS BANK



102

LAcONA
LAKE VIEW
LAmON!
LANSING
LA PORTE CITY
LARCHWOOD
LE MARS
LE MARS
LINCOLN
LuvERNE
mALCOm
MAPLE TON
MARBLE ROCK
MARCUS
MARION
HAAsHALLTOWN
MARSHALLTOWN
MASON CITY
MAuRICE
MILES
MILO
MONONA
MONTICELLO
MOuLTON
MOUNT PLEASANT
MOUNT PLEASANT
MOUNT VERNON
mUsSATINE
NEvADA
NEW HAMPTON
NEW SHARON
NEWTON
NEWTON
OELWEIN
OELWEIN
ORANGE CITY
OSKALOOSA
OSKALOOSA
OSsIAN
OTTUMwA
OTTUmwA
OTTUmwA
PALMER
EATON
PELLA
PERRY
PERRY
POLE CITY
PORE ROY
POST VILLE
POsTVILLE
PRINCETON
RADCLIFFE
RED OAK
REINBECK
RIcEVILLE
ROCK RAPIDS
ROCKWELL CITY
ROWAN
RUTHVEN
SAC CITY
SCHALLER
SCHLESWIG
SHEFFIELD
SIBLEY
SIBLEY
SIOUX CENTER
SIOUX CITY
SIOUX CITY
SIOUX CITY
SOLON
SOMERS
SPENCER
SPENCER
SPRAGUEvILLE
STANTON
STATE CENTER
STORM LAKE
STORM LAKE
STORM LAKE
SUMMER
TAINTOR
THOR
TRIPOLI
VILLISCA
YIN INS
WALL LAKE
WASHINGTON
WATERLOO
WATERLOO
WAyLAND
WAuKEE
WAUKON
WAvERLY
WAvERLY
WEBSTER CITY
WEBSTER CITY
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PEOPLES TRUST AND SAVINGS BK
FARMERS STATE BANK
STATE BANK
KERNDT RROTHERS SAVINGS BANK
LA PORTE CITY STATE BANK
SECURITY SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LE MARS SAVINGS BANK
LINCOLN SAVINGS BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
GRINNELL STATE RANK
mAPLETON TM AND SAVINGS BK
FIRST SECURITY Ric • TRUST
FARMERS STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
SECURITY SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
MILES SAVINGS BANK
PEOPLES TRUST • SAVINGS BANK
UNION STATE BANK
mONTICELLO STATE BANK
DAVIS COUNTY SAVINGS BANK
HENRY COUNTY SAVINGS RANK
MT PLEASANT BK AND TM CO
MT VERNON BANK AND TRUST CO
MUSCATINt BANK AND TRUST CO
NEVADA NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
TAINTOR SAVINGS BANK
JASPER COUNTY SAVINGS BANK
THE NEWTON NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
OELWEIN STATE BANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
IOWA TRUST . SAVINGS BANK
MAHASKA STATE BANK
OSSIAN STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SOUTH OTTUMwA SAVINGS BANK
UNION BK • TRUST CO
PALMER STATE RANK
COMMUNITY STATE BANK
PELLA NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF PERRY
PERRY STATE BANK
POLK CITY SAVINGS BANK
POMEROY STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
POSTVILLE STATE BANK
FARMERS SAV!NGS BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
HOUGHTON STATE RANK
LINCOLN SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LYON COUNTY STATE BANK
NATIONAL BANK
WRIGHT COUNTY STATE BANK
RUTHVEN STATE BANK
SAC CITY STATE RANK
STATE BANK oF ScHALLER
FARMERS STATE BANK
SHEFFIELD SAVINGS BANK
SIBLEY STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
SECURITY NATIONAL BANK
TOY NATIONAL RANK
SOLON STATE BANK
SOMERS SAVINGS BANK
CLAY COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS TRUST AND SAVINGS 8K
FARMERS SAVINGS RANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
CENTRAL STATE BANK
CITIZENS FIRST NATIONAL BANK
COMM TRUST AND SAVINGS BANK
SECURITY TR AND SAVINGS BK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
TAINTOR SAVINGS BANK
HUMBOLDT TRUST • SAVINGS BK
AMERICAN SAVINGS BANK
NODAWAY VALLEY NATL BANK
CLUTIER STATE BANK
WALL LAKE SAVINGS BANK
THE NATL BANK OF WASHINGTON
NATL BANK OF WATERLOO
PEOPLES BK • TRUST CO
WETLAND STATE BANK
BRENTON STATE BANK
wAUKON STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK OF WAVERLY
FIRST STATE BANK
THE FARMERS NATIONAL BANK

WEST PRANCH
WEST UNION
WINTHROP
WOoDwARD

ABILENE
ABILENE
AR/LENE
ARILENE
ADMIRE
AGRA
ALBERT
ALDEN
ALEXANDER
ALICEVILLE
ALMA
ALNENA
ALTA VISTA
BARNES
BAxTER SPRINGS
BAxTER SPRINGS
BAZINE
BEATTIE
BELLE ELAINE
BELLEVILLE
BELLEvILLE
BELOIT
BELOIT
BENDENA
BENNINGTON
BENTLEY
BENT ON
BERN
BEVERLY
BIRD CITY
BISON
BLUE MOUND
BLUE RAPIDS
ROGUE
BONNER SPRINGS
BREMEN
BRoNSON
BUCKLIN
ROCKLIN
BOWLER
BURDEN
BURDETT
BURLINGAME
BURLINGTON
BURNS
BURR
BURRTON
BUSH CITY
BUsHTON
CAL DWELL
CALDWELL
CANDY
CANTON
CANTON
CAwKER CITY
CEDAR POINT
CEDAR VALE
CENTERVILLE
CENTRAL TA
CHANUTE
CHANUTE
AuGUSTA
AxTELL
RAILEYVILLE
BALDwIN
BARNARD
ALTAmONT
AmERICUS
ANDOVER
ANTHONY
ARcADIA
ARSON IA
ARKANSAS CITY
ARKANSAS CITY
ARLINGTON
ARmA
ASHERvILLE
ASHLAND
ASHLAND
ASSARIA
ATcHISON
ATcHISON
ATLANTA
ATTICA
ATwOOD
ATIOOD
AUBURN
AUGUSTA
CHAPMAN

FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
BRENTON STATE BANK

KANSAS

THE ABILENE NATIONAL BANK
THE CITIZENS RANK
THE FARMERS NATIONAL RANK
FIRST WESTERN STATE BANK
ADMIRE STATE RANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
ALDEN STATE BANK
ALEXANDER STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL PANE
FIRST STATE BANK
ALTA VISTA STATE BANK
STATE EXCHANGE BANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
THE BAxTER STATE BANK
BAZINE STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
VALLEY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
GUARANTY STATE BANK
BENDENA STATE BANK
BENNINGTON STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF BENTLEY
BENTON STATE RANK
STATE BANK oF BERN
BEVERLY STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
BISON STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF BLUE RAPIDS
FARMERS STATE BANK
COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
BREmEN STATE BANK
BANK OF BRONSON
BUCKLIN STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
BUHLER STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF BURDEN
BURDETT STATE BANK
THE FIRST STATE BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
BURNS STATE BANK
BURR OAK STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF BuRRTON
BUSH CITY STATE BANK
8uSHTON STATE BANK
CALDWELL STATE BANK
THE STOCK EXCHANGE BANK
CANEY VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF CANTON
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
CEDAR POINT STATE BANK
CEDAR VALE NATIONAL BANK
CENTERVILLE STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF COMMERCE
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE PRAIRIE STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF AxTELL
BAILEYVTLLE STATE BANK
BALDWIN STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
L,BETTE COUNTY STATE BANK
AmERICUS STATE BANK
ANDOVER STATE BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
HOME STATE RANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
HOME NATL BANK
THE UNION STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
STOCKGROWER9 STATE BANK
ASSAR1A STATE BANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
EXCHANGE NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF ATWOOD
SECURITY STATE BANK
AUGUSTA STATE BANK
CHAPMAN STATE BANK



CHASE
CHENEY
CHERRYVALE
CHETOPA
CImARSON
CIRCLEVILLE
CLAY CENTER
CLAY CENTER
CLEARwATER
CLIFTON
CLYDE
CLYDE
COATS
COFFEYVILLE
COFFEYVILLE
COLBY
COL BY
COLDWATER
COLDWATER
COLLYER
COLUMBUS
CoLumRus
coLwIcH
CONCORD IA
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CHASE STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
CRETOPA STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
UNION STATE BANK
HOME STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
ELK STATE BANK
EXCHANGE NATIONAL BANK
COATS STATE BANK
CONDON NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST aK
THOMAS COUNTY NATL BANK
COLDWATER NATIONAL BANK
TEE PEOPLES STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
COLUMBUS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF COLwICH
CLOUD COUNTY RANK

CONCORDIA FIRST NATL RANK
CONCORDIA THE FIDELITY STATE BANK
CONWAY SPRINGS FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CONWAY SPRINGS STATE BANK OF CONWAy SPRINGS

CORNING FARMERS STATE BANK
COTTONWOOD FALL ExCHANGE NATIONAL BANK

COUNCIL GPOVE COUNCIL GROVE NATIONAL BANK
COUNCIL GROVE FARMERS AND DROVERS BANK

COuRTLAND SWEDISH AMERICAN STATE BANK
CuNNINGHAM FIRST NATIONAL BANK
DELPHOS STATE BANK OF DELPHOS
DENTON BANK OF DENTON
DERBY FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
DE SOTO DE SOTO STATE BANK
DEXTER FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
DIGHTON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DODGE CITY FIDELITY STATE RANK
DODGE CITY FIRST NATIONAL RANK
0OuGLASS EXCHANGE STATE BANK
DOWNS DOWNS NATIONAL BANK
DOWNS STATE BANK OF DOWNS
DURHAM DURHAM STATE RANK
DWIGHT FARMERS STATE BANK
EAsTON EASTON STATE RANK

EnNA FIRST STATE BANK
EnwARDSVILLE EnWARDSvILLE STATE BANK
EFFINGHAM FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK

EL DORADO CITIZENS STATE RANK

EL DORADO EL DORADO NATIONAL RANK
EL DORADO WALNUT VALLEY STATE BANK

ELK CITY FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ELKHART FIRST STATE BANK

ELLINwOOD PEOPLES STATE BANK

ELLIS ELLIS STATE BANK
ELLSWORTH CITIZENS STATE BANK
ELHDALE PEOPLES EXCHANGE BANK

EmPORIA CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

EMPORIA EMPORIA STATE BANK
EMPORIA THE LYON COUNTY STATE BANK

ENTERPRISE DICKINSON COUNTY BANK

ERIE HOME STATE RANK

ESBON STATE BANK OF ESBON

ESKRInGE ESKRIDGE STATE RANK
EUDORA KAW VALLEY STATE RANK

EUREKA CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

EUREKA HOME NATIONAL BANK
EVEREST UNION STATE BANK
FAIRVIEw FARMERS STATE BANK

FAIL RIVER FALL RIVER STATE BANK

FALUN FALUN STATE BANK

FLORENCE TRE FLORENCE STATE BANK

FORMOSA FIRST NATIONAL BANK

FT LEAVENWORTH ARMY NATIONAL BANK

FT SCOTT CITY STATE RANK
FT SCOTT SECURITY STATE RANK
FT SCOTT THE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

FOWLER FOWLER STATE BANK
FRANKFORT FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FREDONIA FIRST NATIONAL BANK

FREDONIA STATE BANK OF FREDONIA

FREEPORT FREEPORT STATE RANK
FRONTENAC MINERS STATE BANK
GALENA THE CITIZENS STATE BANK
GALVA FARMERS STATE BANK
GARDEN CITY FIDELITY STATE RANK
GARDEN CITY GARDEN NATIONAL BANK

GARDNER FARMERS BANK
GARNETT GARNETT STATE SAVINGS BANK

GAYLORD FIRST NATIONAL BANK
GENESES CITIZENS STATE SANK
GIRARD FIRST NATIONAL BANK
GIRARD GIRARD NATIONAL BANK
GLASCO FIRST NATIONAL BANK

DI EN ELDER
DOFF
GOODLAND
0000L AND
DURHAM
SEA INFIELD
GREAT BEND
GREAT BEND
GREAT REND
GREELEY
GREENLEAF
GREENSBuRG
OH IDLES
GRINNELL
GYPSUm
HALSTEAD
HAMILTON
HAND TON
HARPER
HARTEoRD
HARVEYVILLE
HAVEN
H AVENSVILLE
HkwILAND
WOOS
HAYS
HAYS
HAySVILLE
HEALY
HEPLEP
REMINGTON
HERINGTAN
HERNDON
HESSTON
HIAWATHA
HIAWATHA
HIGHLAND
HILL CITY
HILL CITY
HILLSRORO
HOISINGTON
HOLTON
HOLTON
NooRoon
Nor*
NopToN
HOWARD
HOWARD
.4,0(10
HOKIE
HUDSON
HOGOTON
HUMBOLDT
HuNTER
HUTCHINSON
HuTCHINSON
HUTCHINSON
INDEPENDENCE
INDEPENDENCE
INGALLS
INmAN
IOLA
IOLA
IUKA
JAmESTOwN
JENNINGS
JFTMORE
JEWELL

TRADERS STATE BANK

FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
cooDLANn STATE RANK
GORHAm STATE HANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
AMERICAN STATE RANK
FIRST NATIO.AL RANK
SECURITY STAIR RANK
BANK OF GREELEY
CITIZENS NATIONAL RANK
GREENSBORO STATE RANK

CITIZENS STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK

GYPSUM VALLEY NATIONAL RANK
THE HALSTEAD RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HANSTON STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HARTFORD STATE SANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HAVEN STATE BANK
HAVENSVILLE STATE BANK
HAVILAND STATE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HAYS NATIONAL BANK

HAYSVILLE STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
HEPLEP STATE RANK
BANK OF HERINGTON
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF HERNDON
HOUSTON STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
MORRILL AND JANES BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
CONSOLIDATED STATE RANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL RANK IN HOISINGTO
DENISON STATE BANK
KANSAS STATE RANK
BANK OF HOLyROOD
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF HORTON
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HOWARD NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HOXIE STATE BANK
HUDSON STATE RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
HUMBOLDT NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
CENTRAL STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HUTCHINON NATL BK AND TM CO
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
INDEPENDENCE STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
BANK OF INMAN
ALLEN COUNTY STATE BANK
IOLA STATE RANK
IUKA STATE RANK
JAMESTOWN STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK OF JENNINGS
FARMERS STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK

JOHNSON JOHNSON STATE BANK
JUNCTION CITY CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK
JuNCTION CITY FIRST NATIONAL RANK
KANAPOLIS KANAPOLIS STATE BANK
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KENSINGTON
KINCAID
KINGMAN
KINGMAN
K INSLEY
KIOWA
LA CROSSE
LA CROSSE

BROTHERHOOD STATE BANK
COMMERCIAL NATIONAL BANK
DOUGLAS STATE BANK
EXCHANGE STATE BANK
FIDELITY STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
GUARANTY STATE RANK
RAW VALLEY STATE BANK
GUINDANO STATE RANK
ROSEDALE STATE BANK
SECURITY NATIONAL BANK
THE HOME STATE BANK
TOWER STATE BANK
THIN CITY STATE BANK
VICTORY STATE BANK
WESTGATE STATE RANK
THE WYANDOTTE COUNTY ST BK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF KINCAID
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK OF KINSMAN
THE KINSLEY BANK
THE FIRST STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
HOME STATE BANK
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LA CYGNE
LAKIN
LANCASTER
LARNE!)
LARNED
LAWRENCE
LAARENCE
LAWRENCE
LAWRENCE
LEAVENwORTH
LEAVENWORTH
LEAVENWORTH
LEBANON
LEWD
LENEXA
LENORA
LEONA
LEONARDVILLE
LEOTI
LE RAY
LIBERAL
LtRERAL
LIBERAL
LINCOLN
LINCOLN
LINCOLNVILLE
LINDSRORG
LITTLE RIVER
LOGAN
LONG ISLAND
LONGTON
LORRAINE
LOUISRUPG
LOUISRURG
LUCAS
LuDELL
LURAY
LYNDON
LYONS
LYONS
mAcKSvILLE
mAcKSVILLE
MADISON
MANHATTAN
MANHATTAN
MANHATTAN
MANKATO
MANKATO
MAPLE WILL
RAP ION
MARION
MARQUETTE
MARQUETTE
MARYSVILLE
MARYSVILLE
MAyFIELn
MC CRAKEN
MC CURE
Mc DONALD
mr LOsTm
mr pmPps0N
mc PHERSON
MC PHERSON
mEADE
MERIDEN
MILTONVALE
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
mINNEOLA
MISSION
mtsSION
mrssIoN
MISSION
mosoc
moLINF
moNTEzsmk
MORLAND
MORE ILL
MOUND CITY
MOuNDRIDGE
MT MOPE
MOLLINSvILLE
muLVANE
MuNDEN
muRDOCK
NATO,.
NEKOMA
NEODESHA
NESS CITY
NEWTON
NEWTON
NEWTON
NIcKERSON
NORCATUR
NORTON
NORTON
NORTONV1LLE
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LINN COUNTY BANK
KEARNEY COUNTY MANE
STATE BANK of LANCASTER
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
CAPITOL FEDERAL S.L ASSOC
DOUGLAS COUNTY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LAWRENCE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LEAVENWORTH NATIONAL BANK
MANUFACTURERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE STATE BANK OF LEBO
FARMERS STATE BANK
ExCHANGE RANK OF LENORA
FARMERS BANK OF LEONA
LEONARDVILLF STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
SALINE VALLEY BANK
PILSEN STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
HOME STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
WORE STATE RANK
LORRAINE STATE BANK
BANK OF LOUISRURG
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
LYNDON STATE RANK
THE CHANDLER NATIONAL BANK
LYONS STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
MACKSVILLE STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
UNION NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE ExCHANGE RANK
STOCKGROWERS STATE RANK
FARMERS AND DROVERS NATL RK
MARION NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS STATE HANK
MARQUETTE STATE RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
ExEm RE OF sCHMIPT • KOESTER
MAYFIELD STATE RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
MC CURE STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE RANK
BANK OF MC LOUTH
HOME STATE RANK
AC PHERsUN ANT CITIZENS pK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK OF mERIDEN
CITIZENS STATE RANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
TRE OTTAWA COUNTY BANK
PEOPLES STATE RANK
CAPITOL FEDERAL S.L ASSOC
CENTENNIAL STATE BANK
MISSION STATE BANK
ROELAND PARK STATE RANK
MODOC STATE BANK
ExCHANGE STATE RANK
mONTEZUmA'STATE RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
MORRILL STATE RANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS RANK
CITIZENS STATE FLANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
MULVANE STATE BANK
MUNDEN STATE RANK
mURDOCK STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NEKOMA STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE SANK
FIRST NATL RANK IN NEWTON
MIDLAND NATIONAL RANK
THE KANSAS STATE RANK
NICKERSON STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK

NORWICH
OAKLEY
OBERLIN
OFF ERLE
OKETO
OLATHE
OLATHE
OLPE
OLSBURG
ONAGA
IMAGE
OSAWATOmIE
05AWATOmIE
OSBORNE
OSBORNE
OSKALIOSA
OSwEGO
OSWEGO
OTIS
OTTAWA
OTTAWA
OTTAWA
OVERHROOK
OvERBROOK
OvERLANn PARK
OVERLAND PARK
SUPPLANT PARK
oxFomn
PAL CU
PALmER
PAMA
PAOLA
PARKER
PARSONS
PARSONS
PARSONS
pauLINE
PFAPony
PERRY
pFpU
PHILLIPSRURG
PlouA
PITTsHORG
PITTSRuRG
pLAINS
Pi AINVILLE
PLEASANTON
PLEASANToN
PLEVNA
P0m0NA
PoTWIN
PRAIRIE vILLAGE
PRAIRIE VILLAGE
PRAIRIE VILLAGE
PRATT
PRATT
PPFSC.TT
PHETTY PRAIRIE
PROTECT ION
OuTNTER
RAmONA
HANDA,L
RANSOm
RAmST4
pAutoNT
P,An[Ns
REOFowo
RICHLANn
RIcHAONn
RHEA
RopINSON
ROsF HILL
PoSSVILLE
RovROPY
RosSELL
RusSEIL
sAREIHA
ST FRANCIS
ST FRANCIS
ST JOHN
ST JOHN
ST mARys
SI PAuL
SALT.,
SAIINA
SALINA
SAL IRA
SATANTA
SCANOIA
scnTT cITy
SCOTT CITY
SEDAN
SATAN
SEDGRICK
SELDEN
SENECA
sPvpmv
smApoN SPRINGS

FARMERS STATE BANK
THE FARmERS STATE BANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
OKETO STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PATRONS COOPERATIVE BANK
OLPE STATE RANK
UNION STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
AMERICAN STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF OSKALOOSA
AMERICAN STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
OTIS STATE SANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL RANK
THE KANSAS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
KANSAS STATE HANK
METCALF STATE BANK
RANCHmART STATE RANK
THE OvERLANn PARK STATE RANK
OxFORD RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF PALMER
CITIZENS STATE RANK
MIAMI CITY NATIONAL RANK
PARKER STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PARSONS COMMERCIAL RANK
THE STATE BANK OF PARSONS
FIRST NATL RANK OF TOPEKA
PEABOIY STATE BANK
THE BANK OF PERRY
PERU STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PIQUA STATE RANK
THE FIRST STATE BANK
NATIONAL. RANK OF PITTSRUPG
PLAINS ETATFLANK
PLAINVILLE STATE RANK
RANK OF PLEASANToN
FIRST STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF PLEURA
CITIZENS STATE RANK
PnTW/N STATE RANK
JOHNSON COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
KANSAS STATE WANK
SoUTHGATE STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK IN PRATT
THE PEOPLES BANK
PRESCOTT STATE RANK
STATE BANK IF PRETTY PRAIRIE
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RAMONA STATE RANK
RANDALL NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANE
RAymONU STATE BANK
READING STATE BANK
REXFORD STATE BANK
CAPITAL CITY STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE RANK
RILEY STATE RANK
BANK OF ROBINSON
HOSE WILL STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
THE ROKRURY STATE BANK
HOME STATE RANK
RuSSELL STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
CHEYENNE COUNTY STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ST JOHN NATIONAL HANK
sT mARYS STATE RANK
ExCmANGE STATE BANK
FIRST NATL. BK AND TM CO
FIRST STATE BANK
PLANTERS STATE RANK
THE NATIONAL HANK OF AMERICA
STATE RANK OF SATANTA
ScANDIA STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SEOAN STATE BANK
SEDGWICK STATE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
SFEERT STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
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SHAWNEE SHAWNEE STATE SAVINGS BANK
SHAWNEE MISSION CAPITOL FEDERAL S.L ASSOC
SILVER LAKE SILVER LAKE STATE BANK
SImPSON STNPSON STATE BANK
SMITH CENTER FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SMITH CENTER SMITH COUNTY STATE RANK
SOLOMON SOLOMON NATIONAL BANK
SO HUTCHINSoN FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
SPFARVILLE FIRST NATIONAL SANK
SPEARvILLE
SPRING HILL
STAFFORD
STANLEY
STARK
STERLING
STERLING
STOCKTON
STRAWN
STRONG
STUTTGART
SuRLETTE
SUmmERFIELD
SYLVAN GROVE
SYLVIA
SYRACUSE
SYRACuSF
TALmAGE
TAMPA
TEsCOTT
TWA YES
TImKEN
TIRTON
TONGANOXIE
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
DOPE VA
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
TOPEKA
TORONTO
TOWANDA
TR1RUNE
TROY
TROY
TURNER
TupON
ULYSSES
UNTONTOAN
UT/CA
VALLEY CENTER
VALLEY FALLS
VALLEY FALLS
VERMILLION
VICTORIA
VIOLA
WAKEFIELD
wAKESNEY
WALNUT
WALTON
HAMEGO
WAmEGO
WASHINGTON
WATHENA
WAvERLY
WEIR
WELL
WELL
WELbbVILLE
WESTMORELAND
WEsTPHALIA
WETMORE
WHITE CITY
WHITE CLOUD
AHITEWATER
WHITING
WICHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WIcHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WICHITA
WILMORE
WILSON
AIRFIELD
WINFIELD
WINONA
WOODBINE

FORD COUNTY STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF SPRING HILL
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF STANLEY
STARK STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
THE STOCKTON NATIONAL BANK
STRAWN STATE RANK
STRONG CITY STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
HASKELL COUNTY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE SYLVAN STATE RANK
SYLVIA STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
VALLEY STATE BANK
TALmAGE STATE BANK
TAMPA STATE BANK
BANK OF TEScOTT
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
TIMKEN STATE RANK
TIPTON STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
CAPITAL CITY STATE BANK
CAPITOL FEDERAL S.L ASSOC
COMMERCE STATE RANK
FIDELITY STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HIGHLANn PARK STATE BANK
KAW VALLEY cITI7ENS STATE BK
MERCHANTS NATIONAL DANK
SOUTHWEST STATE RANK
STATE SAVINGS BANK
TOPEKA STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
TOWANDA STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
TROY STATE RANK
TURNER STATE RANK
TURON STATE BANK
THE GRANT COUNTY STATE RANK
UNION STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
ARKANSAS VALLEY STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
KENDALL STATE BANK
VERMILLION STATE BANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE SANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
TREGO WAKESNEY STATE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
WALTON STATF RANK
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
KAw VALLEY ST • SAVINGS BK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE
WELNSVILLE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF WESTPHALIA
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
BANK OF WHITEAATER
STATE BANK OF WHITING
BOULEVARD STATE BANK
CENTRAL STATE BANK
EAST SIDE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FOURTH NATIONAL BANK
KANSAS STATE 8K OF WICHITA
NATIONAL BANK OF WICHITA
SENECA NATIONAL BANK
SOUTHWEST NATIONAL BANK
STOCKYARDS NATIONAL BANK
UNION NATIONAL BANK
WICHITA STATE BANK
WILMORE STATE BANK
WILSON STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
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wOODSTON
YATES CENTER
YODER

ASHLAND
BARBOURVILLE
BARBOURVILLE
BEAVER DAM
WENT ON
9RANDENPURG
BROOKSVILLE
RURNSIDE
CAmPBELLSVILLE
CLINTON
CRESTwOOD
EARLINGTON
FLEMINGSBURD
FORT KNOX
FRANKFORT
FuLTON
GLASGOW
GRAYSON
GRFFNUP
HARLAN
HA7ARD
IRvINE
JEFFERSONTOwN
KEG IL
LAGRANGE
LEKINGTON
LONE OAK
LOOSvILLE
LOUISVILLE
LOuISVILLE
LOUISVILLE
LOUISVILLE
mAnISONVILLE
MARION
mAyFIELO
mAySvILLE
MIDWAY
MURRAY
MURRAY
NEWPORT
NtcHOLASVILLE
OWENSBORO
OwENSBORO
PADUCAH
PADUCAH
PADUCAH
PAINTSVILLE
PEWEE VALLEY
PIKE VILLA
PLEASURE RIDGE
PLFASUREVILLE
PROSPECT
SHIVELY
SHIVELY
SLAUGHTERS
SOMERSET
VERSAILLES
VERSAILLES
wHITESVILLE
ww/TLEY CITY
WILLIAMSBURG
WINCHESTER

ABBEVILLE
ABBEVILLE
BAKER
BATON ROUGE
BATON ROUGE
BATON ROUGE
BOGALUSA
BOSSIER CITY
BUNK IA
BUNKIE
CROWLEY
CsOwLEY
CUT OFF
BUN ICE
GRETNA
IOTA
JENA
JENNINGS
KARLAN
KARLAN
LAFAYETTE
LAFAYETTE
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ROCKS COUNTY STATE BANK
STATE EXCHANGE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK

KENTUCKY

THIRD NATIONAL RANK
AmERICAN FIDELITY BANK
UNION NATIONAL BANK
BEAVER DAR DEPOSIT BANK
BANK OF MARSHALL COUNTY
FARMERS DEPOSIT RANK
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
FIRST AND FARmERS NATL BANK
TAYLOR COUNTY BANK
CLINTON BANK
CRESTWOoD STATE BANK
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
FARMERS DEPOSIT BANK
FORT KNOX NATIONAL RANK
STATE NATIONAL RANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO
COMMERCIAL RANK OF GRAySON
FIRST AND PEOPLES BANK
BANK OF HARLAN
CITIZENS STATE RANK
UNION BANK • TRUST COMPANY
CIT FIDELITY BK AND TR CO
KFVIL BANK
BANK OF OLDHAM COUNTY
1ST SECURITY NATL BK AND TR
CITIZENS BANK • TRUST CO
CITIZENS FIDELITY 8K • TB c0
FIRST NATIONAL LINCOLN BANK
LIBERTY NATL RANK • TRUST CO
LOUISVILLE TRUST COMPANY
STOCK YARDS BANK
PEOPLES BK AND DR COMPANY
THE PEOPLES BANK
LIBERTY SAVINGS BANK
BANK OF mAYsVILLE
UNITED BANK AND TRUST CO
BANK OF MURRAY
PEOPLES BANK OF MURRAY
WEST SIDE SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CENTRAL TRUST COMPANY
OwENSBORO NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO
PEOPLES FIRST NATL BK AND TN
THE PADuCAH BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF OLDHAM COUNTY
PIKEVILLE NATL BK AND OR CO
CIT FIDELITY AK AND TA CO
DEPOSIT BK oF PLEASUREVILLE
CRESTwOOD STATE BANK
BANK OF ST HELENS
FIRST NATL LINCOLN BANK
PEOPLES BANK ANTI TRUST CO
FIRST AND FARMERS NATL BK
UNITED RANK AND TRUST CO
WOODFORD BANK • TRUST CO
OWENSBORO NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF MC cREARY COUNTY
BANK OF WILLIAMSBURG
WINCHESTER RANK

LOUISIANA

BANK OF ABBEVILLE AND TB CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
LOUISIANA NATIONAL BANK
AMERICAN BANK AND TRUST
CITY NATIONAL BANK
LOUISIANA NATIONAL BANK
WASHINGTON RANK • TRUST CO
NATL BANE OF BOSSIER CITY
AVOYELLES TB AND SAVINGS BK
BUNKIE BANK AND TRUST CO
BANK OF COMmERCE AND TB CO
LOUISIANA BANK AND TRUST
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO
ST BANDRY OK AND TB CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF COMmERCE AND TB CO
BANK OF JENA
JEFF DAVIS BANK AND TRUST CO
KAPLAN STATE BANK
VERMILLION BK AND TO COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
GUARANTY SANK AND TRUST CO
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LAKE CHARLES
LAKE CHARLES
LAKE PROVIDENCE
LEESVILLE
LEESVILLE
MARLEWOOD
MARKSVILLE
MAURICE
METAIRIE
MONROE
MONROE
NEW ORLEANS
NEW ORLEANS
HEW ORLEANS
NEw ORLEANS
NEW MOATS
NEW ROADS
NEwELLTON
OPELOUSAS
BA ONE
SHREVEPORT
SLIDELL
THIBODAuX
WESTLAKE
MEV MONROE
WESTWEGO

AUBURN
AURURN
AUGUSTA
BANGOR
MAR HARROR
RFTHEL
RRIDGTON
RRuNSwICK
RucKFIELD
CARIBOU
EASTON
FALMOUTH
FORT FAfkFIELD
FORT KENT
FRyEBURG
GRAY
KITTERY
LEA! SOON
LEwISTON
LImERICK
LIMESTONE
LORING AFR
MAcHIAS
MADAWASKA
MARS HILL
NEW AUBuRN
OLD TOWN
PORTLAND
PRESQUE ISLE
RuRFORD .
SOuTH PARIS
SOuTH PORTLAND
SW HARBOR
VAN ROREN
WEST BUXTON

ARERDEEN
ARERDEEN
ANNAPOLIS
ANNAPOLIS
ARBUTUS
BALTIRORE
BALTIMORE
BALTIMORE
BALTIMORE
HALT! BORE
REL AIR
BE! CAMP
BELTSVILLE
BELTSVILLE
BETHESDA
AS
BETHESDA
ROwlE
BOWIE
FIROOKLYN
RROOKLyN
BROOKLYN PARK
BRuNsmICK
sopToNsvILLE
CANER! DOE
CAMBRIDGE
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FIRST NATIONAL RANK
GULF NATIONAL BANK
LAKE PROVIDENCE BANK
MERCHANTS AND FARMERS BANK
VERNON RANK
GULF NATIONAL BANK
THE UNION BANK
BANK OF ABBEVILLE AND TB CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CENTRAL SAVINGS BK AND TRUST
OUACHITA NATIONAL RANK
NATIONAL AMERICAN BANK
NATL RANK OF COMMERCE
NATL BK OF COMMERCE JEFF PAR
WHITNEY NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF NEW ROADS
GUARANTY BANK AND TRUST CO
TENSAS STATE RANK
ST LANDRY ex AND TB COMPANY
BANK OF COMMERCE AND OR CO
COMNERCIAL NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF SLIDELL
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO
GULF NATIONAL BANK
CENTRAL SAVINGS BK AND TB
FIRST NATIONAL RANK

MAINE

CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
FIRST MANCE NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL GRANITE BANK
EASTERN TB • RANKING CO
FIRST NATL BK 07 BAR HARBOR
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
CASCO BANK • TRuST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
FIRST MANUF NATIONAL BANK
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
EASTERN OR • RANKING CO
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
EASTERN TB • RANKING CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO
FIRST NATL BK OF BAR HARBOR
NORTNERN NATIONAL BANK
CASCO BANK • TRUST CO

MARYLAND

EOUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATL BK OF HARFORD CO
ANNAPOLIS BANKING • TA CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
mARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
PROVIDENT SAVINGS BANK
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
FIRST NATL Fut OF HARFORD CO
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
CITIZENS NATL BANK AT LAUREL
SUBURRAN TRUST CO
RANK OF BETHESDA
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
BELAIR NATIONAL BANK
SUBURRAN TRUST CO
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
PROVIDENT SAVINGS BANK
FARMERS • MECHANICS NATL BK
CITIZENS NATL BK AT LAUREL
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
UNION TRUST CO OF MD

CAPITOL HEIGHTS SUBURBAN TRUST CO
CATONSVILLE EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
CATONSVILLE UNION TRUST CO OF MD
CENTREVILLE CENTREVILLE NATIONALBANK
CHESTERTOwN MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
CHESTERTOwN
CHEVY CHASE
CLARKSVILLE
CLEAR SPRING
cocmEYsyILLE
COLLEGE PARK
COPAL HILLS
CRESAPTOwN
ClImBERLAND
DARLINGTON
DENTON
DENT UN
nRuMCASTLE
DUNDALK
DUNDALK
DUNDALK
EASTON
EAsTom
EASTOVER
EAsTOVER
EAsTPOINT
EAsTPOINT
E RIVERDALE
EDGEwn0D

EmmITSBURG
ESSEX
ESSEX

PEOPLES BANK OF CHESTERTOWN
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
CENTRAL BANK OF HOWARD CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURBAN TliuST CO
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
1ST-2ND NATL BK AND TB CO
1ST 2ND NATL AK AND TB CO
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
DENTON NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES BANK OF MARYLAND
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
PROVIDENT SAVINGS RANK
UNION TRUST CO nF MD
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
PROVIDENT SAVINGS BANK
SUBURBAN TROST CO
FIRST NATL BK OF HARFORD CO
FARMERS • MECHANICS NATL BK
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK

ESSEX UNION TRUST CO OF MD
FEDERALSBURG MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
FOREST HEIGHTS SUBURBAN TRUST CO
FoRESTVILLE SUBURBAN TRuST CO
FORT uETRICK FARMERS • MECHANICS NAIL 8K
FORT READE CITIZENS NATL OK AT LAUREL
F.Ent.ir, FARMERS • MECHANICS NATL BK
FRIENDSVILLE FIRST NATL AK OF OAKLAND
FRDSTRURG FROSTRuRG NATIONAL BANK
FRoSTRURG THE FIDELITY RANK
GAITHERSRURG SUBURBAN TRUST CO
GERmANTowN SUBURBAN TRuST CO
GLEN RURNIE EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
GLEN RuRNIE MARYLANn NATIONAL BANK
GtEN RuRNrE PROVIDENT SAVINGS BANK
GLEN BURNIE UNION TRUST CO OF MD
GLYNOON UNION TRUST CO OF MD
GRANTSVILLE FIRST NATL fAK OF OAKLAND
GREENBELT SuBURRAN TRUST CO
HAGERSTOwN MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
HANCOCK THE HANCOCK BANK
HILLCNEST HOG SUBURRAN TRUST CO
HILLSHORO UNION TRUST CO OF MD
HUBLUCK mAHILAND NATIONAL BANK
HYATTsVILLE
INDIAN HEAD
JOPPATOwNE
KINGSVILLE
LANGLEY PARK
LANHAR
LANHAR

LA PLATA
LAuREL

SUBURRAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
SuBURRAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURBAN TRuST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

LAuREL EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
LEONARDTOWN FIRST NATL AK OF ST MARYS
LEONARDTOWN MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
LEXINGTON PARK FIRST NATL BK OF ST MARYS
LIRERTYTOWN FARMERS • MECHANICS NATL BK
LINTHICUm HTS MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
LONG MEADOW MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
MANCHESTER CARROLL COUNTY RANK
MCHENRY FIRST NATL PK OF OAKLAND
MEcHANICSVILLE MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
MERHITT PARK UNLON TRUST CU OF MD
MInDLE RIvER MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
RIDDLETORN MIDDLETOwN RAVINGS BANK
MILFORD MILL UNION TRUST CO OF MD
MT AIRY FARMERS • MECHANICS NATL BK
MT RAINIER SUBURRAN TRUS T CO
OAKLAND FIRST NATIONAL BANK
OVERLEA UNION TRUST CO OF MD
OwTNGS MILLS EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
Ow! GS MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
PA VILLE EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
PF Y HALL MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
Pt SR HALL UNION TRUST CO OF MD
PI 'SVILLE MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
PocOmnKE CITY MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
PR FREDE,ICK MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
RANDALL OWN EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
RANDALLSIOWN MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
REISTERSTOWN UNION TRUST CO OF MD
RETSTERSTOWN CT UNION TRUST CO OF MD
RInGELY PEOPLES BANK OF MARYLAND
RIvIERA REACH MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK



ROCK VILLE
ROCKVILLE
ROLLING ROAD
ST NICHAELS
SALISBURY
SALISBURY
SATYR
SEABROOK
SEAT PLEASANT
SHADY SIDE
SHARPTOWN
SILVER SPRING
SILVER SPRING
SNOW WILL
SOLOMONS
SPARROWS POINT
SPARROWS POINT
SUITLAND
TAKOMA PARK
TILGHMAN
TImONIUM
TOWSON
TOwSON
TRAPPE
UNION BRIDGE
UNION MILLS
UPPER MARLBORO
UPPER MARLBORO
VIENNA
WALKERSVILLE
W HYATTSVILLE
WESTMINSTER
WEsTMINSTER
WRFATON
wHITE OAK
WHITE OAK
WOODLAWN
WOoDLAwN
14000MOOR
WOODmOOR
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MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK

MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
PROVIDENT SAVINGS BANK
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
UNION TRUST CO OF MD
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
UNION TRUST CO OF MO
FARMERS * MECHANICS NATL BR
WESTMINSTER TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS • MECHANICS NATL OK
SUOUROAN TRUST CO
CARROLL COUNTY BANK
WESTMINSTER TRUST COMPANY
SUBURBAN TRUST CO
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURRAN TRUST CO
EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
MARYLAND NATIONAL BANK
SUBURRAN TRUST CO

MASSACHUSETTS

ADAMS BERKSHIRE BANK • TRUST CO
ASHLAND FRAMINGHAM TRUST CO
BOSTON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BOSTON OLD COLONY TRUST COMPANY

CAmBRIDGE CAMBRIDGE TRUST COMPANY
FRAmINGHAM FRAMINGHAm TRUST CO

SET BARRINGTON BERKSHIRE BANK • TRUST CO

HAvERHILL FIRST BANK • TRUST CO

HOLLISTON FRANINGNAM TRUST CO
HORKINTON FRAMINGHAM TRUST CO
MILFORD MILFORD NAIL 9K AND TR CO

NORTH ADAMS BERKSHIRE BANK • TRUST CO

OAK BLUFFS MARINAS VINEYARD NAIL BK

P/TTSFIELD BERKSHIRE BANK • TRUST CO

SAKONVILLE FRAMINGHAM TRUST CO
SHERBORN FRAMINGHAm TRUST CO
ST000TRIDGE BERKSHIRE BANK • TRUST CO

SUDBURY FRAMINGHAM TRUST CO
VINEYARD HAVEN mARTNAS VINEYARD NATL BANK

wELLESLEY WELWESLEY NATIONAL BANK

WELLESLEY HILLS wELLESLEY NATIONAL RANK

MICHIGAN

ADDISON
ADRIAN
ADRIAN
ALB ION
ALLENDALE
AL.
ANN ARBOR
AUGUSTA
BATTLE CREEK
MELDING
BELLEVILLE *NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT

BIG RAPIDS CITIZENS STATE RANK
BLOOmFIELD VILL*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT

BOYNE CITY STATE BANK OF EAST JORDAN

BRONSON PEOPLES STATE BANK
FIRST NAIL RE OF BURR OAK
GENESEE MERCK BK • TRUST CO
FIRST NAT BK.TR CO KALANA000

MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO
BRANCH COUNTY BANK

BURR OAK
BYRON
CENTREVILLE
CHARLOTTE
CLARE
COLT:1.1ER
COLDWATER SOUTHERN MICHIGAN NATL. RANK
COMSTOcK INDUSTRIAL ST OK KALAMAZOO

DEARBORN TWNSHP*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT

DETROIT *NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
DRYDEN FIRST NATIONAL RANK

THE COMMERCIAL SAVINGS BANK
ADRIAN STATE SAVINGS RANK
THE COMMERCIAL SAVINGS BANK

CITY BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST MICHIGAN OK • TRST CO
BANK OF ALMA
ANN ARBOR BANK
INDUSTRIAL ST BK KALAMAZOO
MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST SECURITY RANK

EAST JORDAN
EAST LANSING
ESCANABA
ESCANABA
FARMINGTON
FLAT ROCK
FLINT
FLINT
FLUSHING
FREMONT
GALESBURG
GARDEN CITY
GIBRALTAR
GOBLES
GRAND HAVEN
GRAND RAPIDS
BRAND RAPIDS
GRAND RAPIDS
GREENvILLE
GROSSE POINT
HAmILTON
HARPER HOODS
HOLLAND
HOLD
HUNTINGTON
MAY
INKSTER
IONIA
IRONWOOD
JACKSON
KALAMAZOO
KALAMAZOO
KALAMAZOO
LANSING
LANSING
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STATE BANK OF EAST JORDAN
EAST LANSING STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF ESCANABA
THE ESCANABA NATIONAL BANK

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
PEOPLES BANK
GENESEE BERTH OK • TR CO
MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK
GENESEE NORTH BK • TR CO
THE OLD STATE BK OF FREMONT
FIRST NATL pIWIR OF KALAMAZO

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
PEOPLES BANE
151 NAIL BK.TR OF KALAMAZOO
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK
OLD KENT WE AND TRUST CO
UNION BANK AND TRUST CO
COMMERCIAL ST SAVINGS BANK

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
FIRST MICHIGAN BK AND TR CO

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
AMERICAN BANK AND TRUST CO

WoOD*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
INLAY CITY STATE BANK

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
FIRST SECURITY RANK
NATIONAL METALS BANK
CITY BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
AMERICAN NAIL 8K • TR CO
FIRST NATIONAL PR H TR CO
INDUSTRIAL STATE BANK
AMERICAN BANK AND TRUST CO
MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK

LAREER FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LATHRUP VILLAGE*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
LIVONIA *NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
MANISTIOUE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
mARLETTE STATE BANK OF SANDUSKY
MARSHALL
meCUSTA
MIDDLEVILLE
MIS
MUNISING
NOvI
°KENOS
ORTONVILLE
0ScODA
OTsEGO
Ow0SSO
PARCHmENT
PARmA
PA0Aw
PECK
PETOSKEY
PLYMOUTH
PORTAGE
PGRT HURON
PORTLAND
QUINCY
READING
RIcHLAND
RIvERVIEW
ROCHESTER
ROCK WOOD
ROsCOmmON
ROSEBuSH
SAGINAw
SANDUSKY
SARANAC
SAuGATUCK
SEBEwAING
SOuTHFIELD

MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK
CITILENS STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
ROSCOmMON STATE BANK
FIRST NATL RANK OF ALDER CO

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
EAST LANSING STATE BANK
GENESEE BERTH BE • TR CO
OSCODA STATE SAVINGS BANK
FIRST NAIL pK*TR OF KALAMAz0
OWOSSO SAVINGS RANK
FIRST NAT BK.TR CO KALAmAZOO
CITY RANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NAIL RK.TR CO KALAMAZ(
STATE BANK OF SANDUSKY
FIRST STATE BANK

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
INDUSTRL ST BK OF KALAMAZOT
MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK
MAYNARD ALLFN STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BRANCH COUNTY BANK
AMERICAN NATL OK AND TR CO
PEOPLES BANK

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
PEOPLES BANK
ROSCOmmON STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
MICHIGAN NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK
FIRST SECURITY BANK
FRUIT GROWERS STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
SPRING LAKE THE PEOPLES BK • TR CO
STERLING TOWNsH*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
STOCKBRIDGE STOCKBRIDGE STATE BANK
SwARTZ TREES GENESEE MERCK BK • TR CO
TRENTON PEOPLES BANK
TRENTON TRENTON STATE BANK
TRuFANT COMMERCIAL ST SAVINGS BANK

*NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
rANF4RCOOK LAKE CITY RANK • TRUST CO
VERNON GENESEE MERCK BK • TR CO
VIcKSRURG SOT NATL BK.TR OF KALAMAZOO
WARREN *NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
wAyNE *NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT
WEsTPHALIA mAYNARD ALLEN STATE RANK
wYANDOTTE NATIONAL BANK Or wYANOOTTE
YPsILANTI NATL BANK OF YPSILANTI
ZEELAND FIRST MICHIGAN MK • TR CO

* MEMO

THE NATIONAL BANK OF DETROIT WILL GRANT

LOANS ONLY TO STUDENTS WHOSE SCHOLASTIC

RATING IS GOOD OR EXCELLENT.
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ADA
ADAMS
AITKIN
ALBANY
ALBERT LEA
ALBERT LEA
ALBERT LEA
ALEKANDRIA
ALEXANDRIA
ALmELUND
ALTURA
ANOKA
AN0KA
APpLETON
APpLETON
ASHBY
AUSTIN
AUSTIN
AUSTIN
BABBITT
BAGLEY
BALATON
BARNESVILLE
BARNUM
BAuDETTE
BAYPORT
BEAVER CREEK
BELGRADE
BELLE ELAINE
BELVIEw
BEMIDJI
BEMIDJI
BEMIDJI
BENSON
BENSON
BIG LAKE
BIRD ISLAND
BLACKDucK
BLUE EARTH
BOVE',
BRA INERT
BRAINERD
BRANDON
BRECKENRIDGE
BROWERVILLE
BuFFALO
BUFFALO
BYRON
CALEDONIA
CALEDONIA
CALUmET
CAMBRIDGE
CASTLE ROCK
CHANDLER
CHATFIELD
CLARA CITY
CLEARRROOK
CLINTON
CLOQUET
COLD SPRING
COLERAINE
COLUmBIA HOTS
COOK
COSMOS
COTTONWOOD
COuRTLAND
CROOKSTON
CROOKSTON
CROSBY
CURRIE
DANUBE
DANVERS
DAwSON
DEER CREEK
DEER RIVER
DETROIT LAKES
DETROIT LAKES
DILwORTH
DONNELLY
DORSET
DULUTH
DULUTH
DULUTH
DUNNELL
EAST GRAND FORK
EAST GRAND FORK
EDEN VALLEY
EDGERTON
EITZEN
ELB0w LAKE
ELLS4ORTH
ELYSIAN
ERsKINE
EVELETH
FAIRFAX
FAIRFAX
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MINNESOTA

ADA NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK OF ADAMS
SECURITY STATE RANK
STEARNS COUNTY STATE BANK
FREEBORN NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY ST BK OF ALBERT LEA
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
ALEXANDRIA STATE RANK
FIRST FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
ALTURA STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
AUSTIN STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STERLING STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF BARNUm
1ST NATL BANK OF BAUDETTE
FIRST STATE BANK OF BAYPORT
BEAVER CREEK STATE BANK
NORTH AMERICAN STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF BELLE ELAINE
BELVIEw STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
NORTHERN NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK OF BENSON
SHIFT COUNTY BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF BIRD ISLAND
BLACKOUCK STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATL RANK OF BOVE,.
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS ST BK OF BRANDON
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
LEE STATE BANK
BUFFALO NATIONAL BANK
THE OAKLEY NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF ByRON
CALEDONIA STATE BANK
SPRAGUE STATE BANK
CALUMET STATE BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
STATE BANK
ROOT RIVER STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
CLINTON STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COLUMBIA HEIGHTS STATE BK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
FIRST STATE BANK OF COSmOS
EmPIRE STATE BANK
COURTLAND STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
POLK COUNTY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CURRIE STATE BANK
STATE BANK
STATE BANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
DETROIT STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CLAY COUNTY STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST AMERICAN NATL. BANK
NORTHERN CITY NATL. BANK
NORTHWESTERN 8K OF COmMERCE
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF EDEN VALLEY
STATE BANK
EITZEN STATE BANK
1ST NAIL BANK OF ELBOW LAKE
ELLSWORTH STATE BANK
ELYSIAN STATE BANK
AMERICAN STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK

•

FAIRmONT FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARIBAULT SECURITY NATL 8K AND TB CO
FARISAuLT THE STATE BANK OF FARIBAULT
FERGUS FALLS FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FERTILE FIRST STATE BANK OF FERTILE
FINLAYSON FIRST STATE BANK
FOREST LAKE FOREST LAKE STATE BANK
FRIDLEY NORTHERN FEPERAL S • L ASSN
FRIDLEY FRIDLEY STATE BANK
GAYLORD CITIZENS STATE RANK
GLENCOE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
GLENVILLE CITIZENS STATE RANK
GLENwOOD GLENwOOn STATE BANK
GLENwOon POPE COUNTY STATE BANK
GRACEVILLE FIRST STATE BANK
GRAND RAPIDS THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
GRANITE FALLS GRANITE FALLS BANK
GRANITE FALLS YELLOW MEDICINE COUNTY BANK
GREEN ISLE CITIZENS STATE BANK
GROVE CITY FIRST STATE BANK
HALLOCK NORTHWESTERN STATE RANK
HALSTAD RED RIVER STATE BANK
HANEL FARMERS STATE BANK
SWINGS NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
HAwLEY THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HAYFIELD CITIZENS STATE BANK
HECTOR SECURITY STATE RANK
HENDRum NORMAN CO STATE BANK
HENNING FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HIBBING FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HIBBING THE SECuRITy STATE BANK
HINCKLEY FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
HOKAH COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
HOwARD LAKE SECURITY STATE RANK
HuTCHINSON CITIZENS BANK
HuTCHINSON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
INTERNATL FALLS INTERNATIONAL STATE BANK
INTEHNATL FALLS THE EIHSI NATIONAL BANK
IVANHOE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
JANESVILLE JANESVILLE STATE BANK
KELLIHER CITIZENS STATE RANK
KENYON
KIMBALL
LAKE BENTON
LAKE CITY
LAKE CITY
LAKE PARK
LANESRORO
LE ROY
LE SUEUR
LEwISToN
LEAISVILLE
LITCMFIELD
LITCHFIELD
LITTLE FALLS
LONG PRAIRIE
LOwRY
LUVERNE
LUvERNE
BABEL
mADELIA
MOTEL IA
MADISON
MADISON
mAHNOMEN
mANKATO
MANKATO
MAPLE LAKE
MARSHALL
MARSHALL
MAyNARD
MC GREGOR
mELROSE
mILACA
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPnLIS
mINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNEOTA
MINNETONKA
MONTEVIDEO
MONTGOMERY
MOORHEAD
MOORHEAD
MOORHEAD
MORA
mORGAN
MORRIS
MORRIS
NASHWAUK
NASHWAuK
NEW BRIGHTON

SECURITY STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF KIMBALL
FARMERS STATE BANK
LAKE CITY FEDERAL S H L ASSN
LAKE CITY STATE BANK
STATE BANK or LAKE PARK
LANESRORO STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
VALLEY STATE RANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
MERCHANTS STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
NORTHWESTERN NATL BANK
THE AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
LOwRY STATE BANK
FIRST NATL RANK OF LUvERNE
ROCK COUNTY BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
THE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF MADISON
THE KLEIN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NATL CITIZENS BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF MC GREGOR
mELROSE STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIDELITY BANK • TRUST CO
FIFTH NoRTHwESTERN NATL. BANK
1ST BLOOMINGTON LAKE NATL BK
FIRST EDINA NATIONAL BANK
1ST MINNEHAHA NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FOURTH NORTHWESTERN NATL BK
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
THE MARQUETTE NATIONAL BANK
UNIVERSITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK OF mINNEOTA
GLEN LAKE STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
AMERICAN STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MOORHEAD STATE RANK
KANABEC STATE BANK
STATE BANK
CITIZENS BANK
MORRIS STATE BANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK



NEW MARKET
NEW PRAGUE
NEW ULM
NEW ULM
NEW YORK MILLS
NEWPORT
NORTH BRANCH
NORTH MANKATO
NORTHFIELD
NORTHFIELD
NORTHFIELD
N ST PAUL
OD IN
ERHARD
GEL ER
OLIVIA
ONAMIA
ORKISBY
OSAKIS
OwATONNA
OWATONNA
OWATONNA
PARK RAPIDS
PARKERS PRAIRIE
PELICAN RAPIDS
PINE RIVER
PIPESTONE
P1PESTONE
PLAINVIEW
PLAINVIEW
PRINCETON
RAYMOND
RED LAKE FALLS
RFD WING
RED WING
REDWOOD FALLS
RENVILLE
RICHFIELD
RICHMOND
ROCHESTER
ROCHESTER
ROCHESTER
ROCHESTER
ROSE AU
ROSE CREEK
ROTHSAY
RUSHFORD
RUTHTON
ST CHARLES
ST CLOUD
ST CLOUD
ST CLOUD
ST CLOUD
ST CLOUD
ST JAMES
ST JOSEPH
ST LOUIS PARK
ST MARTIN
ST MICHAEL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
ST PETER
SANTIAGO
SAuK CENTRE
SAuK RAPIDS
SHAKOPEE
SLAY TON
SLEEPY EYE
SOUTH ST PAUL
S ST PAUL
SPRINGFIELD
STARBUCK
STEWART
STEWARTVILLE
STILLWATER
SWANVILLE
THIEF RIV FALLS
THIEF R1V FALLS
TRACY
TRIMONT
GLEN
VERGAS
VIRGINIA
WARASHA
wANAMINGO
WARREN
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FIRST STATE BANK
STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF NEW ULM
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
FARMERS TERMINAL STATE BANK
MERCHANTS STATE BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
NORTHFIELD NATIONAL BANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
NORTHERN FEDERAL S • L ASSN
ODIN STATE PANE
ERHARD STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
CIT/ZENS STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
ORMSBY STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
OAKDALE STATE BANK
SECURITY BANK AND TRUST CO
STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
J P WALLACE STATE BANK
PINE RIVER STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PIPESTONE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
PRINCETON STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
RED LAKE COUNTY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
GOODHUE COUNTY NATL BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
0 CONNOR BRoTHERS STATE BANK
RICHFIELD BANK AND TRUST CO
STATE BANK OF RICHMOND
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NORTHWESTERN NATL BANK
OLMSTED COUNTY BK AND TB CO
ROCHESTER STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF ROSE CREEK
FARMERS STATE BANK
RUSHFORD STATE RANK
FARMERS • MERCHANTS STATE BK
FIRST NATL 8K OF ST CHARLES
NORTHWESTERN 9K AND TS CO
PLAZA PARK STATE BANK
ST CLOUD NATIONAL BANK
THE FIRST AMERICAN NATL BANK
ZAPP NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
ST MARTIN NATIONAL RANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
CAPITAL CITY STATE BANK
CHEROKEE STATE RANK
EASTERN HEIGHTS STATE BANK
FIRST MERCHANTS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL MK OF ST PAUL
HILLCREST STATE BANK
MIDWAY NAIL BANK OF ST PAUL
MINNESOTA STATE BANK
NORTHERN FEDERAL S • L ASSN
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL RANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE RANK
ROSEVILLE STATE BANK
THE AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN STATE BANK
THE 151 NAIL BANK OF ST PETE
SANTIAGO STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MURRAY COUNTY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DROVERS STATE BANK
SOUIRVIER STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF SPRINGFIELD
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
COSMOPOLITAN STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
NORTHERN STATE BANK
UNION STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
FARMERS STATE BANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
VERGAS STATE SANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK INC
PEOPLES STATE BANK

wAsECA
wAsECA
WATERTOWN
WATKINS
WATSON
WAuRUN
wAyZATA
wELLS
WELLS
wHEATON
WHEATON
WHITE BEAR LAKE
WILLMAR
WILLMAR
wILMONT
Al ATOM
wINDOm
WINNERAGO
WINONA
WINONA
WINONA
HI NOTED
WOOD LAKE
WORTHINGTON
WORTHINGTON

AM GET
RAY SPRINGS
BOONEvILLE
BRANDON
CANTON
CARTHAGE
CLARKSDALE
CLARKSDALE
CLARKSDALE
CLEVELAND
CIANTON
COLUMBIA

FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
AMERICAN STATE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
WATSON STATE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
WAYZATA STATE BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
THE FST ST BK OF WHEATON
STATE BANK OF WHEATON
FIRST STATE BANK
BANK OF wILLMAR
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
TWA FIRST NAIL BK OF wINDom
wiroom STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WINONA NAIL AND SAVINGS BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
STATE BANK oF WOOD LAKE
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF WORTHINGTON

MISSISSIPPI

SECURITY BANK OF AmORY
BAY SPRINGS BANK
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
RANKIN COUNTY BANK
CANTON EXCHANGE RANK
CARTHAGE BANK
BANK OF CLAPKSDALE
COAHOMA COUNTY RK AND TB CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CLEVELAND STATE BANK
BANK OF CLINTON
CITIZENS BANK

COLUMBIA COLUMBIA BANK
CORINTH NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE
CORINTH THE SECURITY RANK
CRYSTAL SPRINGS TRUCKERS EXCHANGE BANK
DREW MERCHANTS AND PLANTERS BANK
ECRU MERCHANTS AND FARMERS BANK
FLORENCE CITIZENS BANK
FR/ABS POINT BANK OF CLARKSDALE
FuLTON FOLIOS RANK
GEORGETOWN GEORGETOWN RANK
GULFPORT HANCOCK BANK
GuNTOwN PEOPLES BANK ANT TRUST CO
HATTIESRURG FIRST NATL BK OF HATTIESBURG
NA7LEHuRST MERCHANTS AND PLANTERS BANK
HEIDELBERG BAY SPRINGS BANK
JACKSON CITIZENS BANK
JACKSON DEP GUARANTY RK AND TR CO
JACKSON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
JACKSON JACKSON HINDS BANK
JACKSON RANKIN COUNTY BANK
JnNESTOwN COAHONA COUNTY BK AND TB CO
Kosclusxo MERCHANTS AND FARMERS BANK
LAUREL COMMERCIAL NATL BK AND TB CO
LAUREL ISO NATIONAL RANK OF LAUREL
LONG REACH HANCOCK BANK OF GULFPORT
mANTACHtE BANK OF TUPELO
mATHISTON MERCHANTS AND FARmERS BANK
MCcOmB FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MERIDIAN CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
mFRIDIAN 1ST NAIL BANK IN MERIDIAN
MERIDIAN MERCHANTS AND FARMERS BANK
mFRIGOLn CLEVELAND STATE BANK
MISSISSIPPI CITYHANCOCK BANK OF GULFPORT
NATCHEZ CITY BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
NETTLETON BANK OF NETTLETON
NEKTON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NEWTON NEWTON COUNTY BANK
oxFoRn BANK OF OXFORD
RAGS CHRISTIAN HANCOCK BANK OF GULFPORT
PELARATCRIE RANKIN COUNTY BANK
PETAL FIRST NAIL BK OF HATTIESBupG
PORT GIBSON MISSISSIPPI SOUTHERN BANK
RIENZI THE SECURITY BANK
SALTILLO
SHANNON
SHFRmAN
SILVER TWEAK
STARKVILLE
STARKVILLE
SOURS IS
TERRY
TUPELO
TUPELO
TUPELO
VIcKSRURG
VIcKSRURG

PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
BANK OF SHERmAN
SILVER CREEK STATE BANK
PEOPLES BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
BANK OF STURGIS
JACKSON HINDS BANK
BANK OF TUPELO
FIRST CITIZENS NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MERCHANTS NATL BK AND TB CO
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ALBANY
AVA
MELTON
BISMARCK
ELAND
RLUE SPRINGS
BOLIVAR
BnoNVILLE
BOONVILLE
ASS WORTH
BOWLING GREEN

BOWLING GREEN
RRANSON
RRANSON
BRAYmER
MEGAN NT
BUFFALO
ROTLER
BuTLER
CAROOL
CAINSVILLF
CAmDENTON
CAMERON
CAPE GIRARDEAU
CAPE GIRARDEAu
CARDWELL
CARTHAGE
CARUTHERSVILLE
CARUTHERSVILLE
cAsSVILLE
CHARLESTON
CHILL ICOTHE
CHILLICOTHE
CLARKSVILLE
CLAYTON
CLINTON
CoLuRRIA
ColuRRIA
CoLuRR/A
CoLUmRIA
CREVE COEUR
COMA
DEARBORN
DEEPWATER
DE SOTO
DEXTER
DONIPHAN
ELDON
ELDON
EMINENCE
EXCELSIOR SPUR
FARMINGTON
FuLTON
FuLTON
GATNESVILLE
GLASGOW
GRANT CITY
HARRISONVILLE
HARRISONVILLE
HIGGINSVILLE
HIGH RIDGE
HOUSE SPRINGS
HumANSVILLE
MUNE
INDEPENDENCE
JACKSON
JACKSON
JEFFERSON CITY
JENNINGS
JOPLIN
JOPLIN
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KANSAS CITY
KENNETT
KENNETT
KEyTESVILLE
KIRKSVILLE
KIRKSvILLE
KIRKSOILLF
LABELLE
LA GRANGE
LEBANON
LEES SUMMIT
LEES SUMMIT
LINERTy
LIBERTY
LILBOuRN
LOUISIANA
MAcON
MAcON
MADISON
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MISSOURI

GENTRY COUNTY BANK
CITIZENS BANK OF AvA
BANK OF RELTON
BANK OF BISmARCK
BELLE BLAND BANK
BLUE SPRINGS RANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
KEEPER STATE RANK
NATIONAL BANK
BOSWORTH STATE RANK
COMMUNITY STATE BANK
FARMERS AK oF BOWLING GREEN
PEOPLES BANK
SECURITY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS SAVINGS BANK
0 BANNON BANKING COMPANY
BUTLER STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CABOOL STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CAMDEN COUNTY BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
CAPE STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CARDWELL STATE RANK
BANK OF CARTHAGE
FIRST STATE BANK
THE NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST SECURITY STATE RANK
CHILLICOTHE STATE BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
CLIFFORO BANKING COMPANY
ST LOutS COuNTy NATL RANK
FARMERS BANK OF CLINTON
BOONE COUNT), NATIONAL BANK
COLUMRIA NATIONAL BANK
COLUMRIA SAvINGS BANK
EXCHANGE NATIONAL BANK
CREVE COEUR BANK
PEOPLES BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
DEEPWATER STATE BANK
AMERICAN BANK
DEXTER NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF ELDON
CITIZENS BANK OF ELDON
EMINENCE SECURITY BANK
CLAY COUNTY STATE BANK
UNITEn RANK OF FARMINGTON
CALLAWAy BANK
FoLTON NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF GAINESVILLE
GLASGOW SAVINGS BANK
CITIZENS BANK OF GRANT CITY
ALLEN BANKING COMPANY
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF HIGGINSVILLE
HIGH RIDGE RANK
BANK OF HOUSE SPRINGS
HUMANSVILLE BANK
HUmE RANKING COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CAPE COUNTY SAVINGS BANK
JACKSON EXCHANGE BANK
CENTRAL MISSOURI TRUST CO
NORTH SIDE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
BALTIMORE BANK
COLUMRIA NATIONAL BANK
COMMERCE TRUST COMPANY
COUNTRY CLUR RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES BANK
THE SOUTH SIDE RANK
BANK OF KENNETT
COTTON EXCHANGE BANK
BANK OF KEYTESVILLE
SANK OF KIRKSVILLE
NATIONAL BANK
THE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
THE BANK OF LABELLE
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
STATE BANK
BANK OF LEES SUMMIT
FARMERS TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL COmmERCIAL BANK
PEOPLES BANK OF LILBOURN
MERCANTILE RANK
MACON ATLANTA STATE BANK
UNITED RANK OF mACON
MADISON BANK

MALDEN
MABLEwOOD
mApIONVILLE
MARYVILLE
MARyvtLLE
mAySVILLE
MEMPHIS
MESICO
MILAN
mOBERLY
MOBERLY
MORE ST
MONTROSE
mnuND CITY
NEOSHO
NEOSHO
NEvADA
NEW LONDON
NEW MADRID
NORBORNE
NO KANSAS CITY
ORAN
OVERLAND
PAL MYRA
PARKVILLE
PATTONSRURG
PINEVILLE
PLATTE CITY
PLATTSBuRG
POPLAR BLUFF
POPLAR BLUFF
PORTAGEVILLE
PRINCETON
RIoHLANI,
ROCK PORT
RoDERSVILLE
ROLLA
RoyRvILLE
ST CLAIR
ST JOSEPH
ST JOSEPH
ST JOSEPH
ST JOSEPH
ST LOUIS
ST LOUIS
ST LOUIS
ST LOUIS
ST LOUIS
ST LOUIS
SALEM
SCHELL cITY
SEDALIA
SELIGmAN
SENATE
SIKES TON
SIKESTON
SLATER
SOuTH ST JOSEPH

SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
STEELvILLF
STRAFFORD
SULLIVAN
SwEET SPRINGS
TREK 10
TURK IT
TRENTON
UNION
URBANA
VANDALIA
VERSAILLES
VERSAILLES
VIENNA
WARRENSBURG
WASHINGTON
WAyNESVILLE
WEBSTER GROVE
WESTON
WEST PLAINS
WILLOW SPRINGS
WINDSOR
WINONA

ABS AROKEE
ANACONDA
BAKER
BAKER
BELT
BIG SANDY
BILLINGS
BILLINGS
BILLINGS

FIRST NATL BANK OF MALDEN
mAPLEwOOD BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
NODAWAy VALLEY BANK
FARMERS BANK OF MAYSVILLE
BANK OF MEmoMIS
MEXICO SAYINGS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CITY BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
MECHANICS BANK AND TRUST CO
GILLIOZ R.N. ANT TRUST co
pioNTRosE sAvvos BANK
EXCHANGE BANK
BANK OF NEOSHO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
RALLS COUNTY STATE RANK
BANK OF NEW MADRID
CITIZENS BANK
NATIONAL BANK
ORAN STATE BANK
BANK OF OVERLAND
PALmYRA STATE BANK
FARMERS EXCHANGE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
THE MCDONALD COUNTY BANK
WELLS BANK SF PLATTE CITY
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF POPLAR BLUFF
STATE BANK SF POPLAR RLuFF
FARMERS BANK
PRINCETON STATE BANK
PULASKI COUNTY BANK
BANK OF ATCHISON COUNTY
CITIZENS BANK SF ROGERSvILLE
FIHST STATE WANK
BANK OF ROTHVILLE
FARMERS • MERCHANTS BANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
DROVERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
PARK RANK
BANK OF CRESTROOD
BANK OF ST LOUIS
BOATMENS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MERCANTILE TR CO NATL ASSN
TOWER GROVE HK AND TR CO
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
SEDALIA BANK ANT TRUST CO
BANK OF SELIGMAN
SENATH STATE RANK
BANK OF SIKESTON
PLANTERS BANK
STATE BANK OF SLATER
FIRST STOCK YARDS BANK
EmPIRE RANK
SCUTHERN MISSOURI TRUST CO
THE CITIZENS RANK
UNION NATIONAL BANK
COMMUNITY BANK
GREEN COUNTY RANK
RANK OF SULLIVAN
CmEmICAL BANK
THE FARMERS AND VALLEY BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
TRENTON TRUST COMPANY
UNITED BANK OF UNION
BANK OF URBANA
VANDALIA STATE RANK
mORGAN COUNTY BANK
THE BANK OF VERSAILLES
THE mARTES COUNTY BANK
CITIZENS BANK
FRANKLIN COUNTY BANK
wAYNESVILLE SECURITY BANK
BIG BEND BANK
BANK OF WESTON
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF WILLOW SPRINGS
CITIZENS BANK
wINONA SAVINGS BARK

MONTANA

MONTANA NATIONAL BANK
DALY BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
BAKER NATIONAL BANK
THE BANK OE BAKER
BELT VALLEY BANK
NORTHERN MONTANA STATE BANK
BILLINGS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MIDLAND NATIONAL BANK
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BILLINGS
BILLINGS
ROSEN AN
90ZEmAN
BOzEMAN
BUTTE
SUTWE
CHESTER
CHINOOK
CHINOOK
c!RcLE
coLumR1A
coomBus
cuLBERTsoN
CUT BANK
DEER LODGE
DILLON
DUTTON
EKALAKA
FAIRVIEw
FORSYTH
FORT BENTON
FROID
FRoMBERG
GERALDINE
GLASGOW
GLASGOW
GLENDIVE
GLEND1VE
GREAT FALLS
GREAT FALLS
GREAT FALLS
GREAT FALLS
HAmILTON
HAMILTON
WARD IN
HA ARE
HAVRE
HELENA
HELENA
HELENA
HINSDALE
JORDAN
KALISPELL
KALISPELL
LAUREL
LEAISTOwN
LIBBY
LIVINGSTON
MALTA
MILES CITY
M1sSOULA
MISSOULA
MTSSOuLA
M1sSOULA
PHILIPSBURG
PLAINS
PLENTYWOOD
POISON
PORLAN
RFD LODGE
RESERVE
RIcHEY
RONAN
ROUNDUP
SCOBEY
SHELBY
SIDNEY
SIDNEY
STEVENsvILLE
SUPERIOR
TERRY
THOMPSON FALLS FIRST STATE BANK
THREE FORKS SECURITY BANK
WHITEFISH FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WHITEHALL WHITEHALL STATE BANK
wleAux FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WOLF POINT CITIZENS FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WOLF POINT WESTERN NATIONAL BANK

SECURITY TB AND SAVINGS BANK
VALLEY STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
GALLATIN TM AND SAVINGS BANK
SECURITY BANK AND TRUST CO
mETALS BANK AND TRUST CO
MINERS NATIONAL BANK
LIBERTY COUNTY BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
WESTERN BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK

FALLS BANK OF COLUMBIA FALLS
THE YELLOWSTONE BANK
CULBERTSON STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DEER LODGE PANE AND TRUST CO
STATE BANK AND TRUST CO
DUTTON STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FAIRVIEW BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST CHOUTFAU COUNTY BANK
FIRST STATE BANK OF FROID
CLARKS FORK NATIONAL BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST SECURITY BANK
EKCHANGE STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CENTRAL BANK OF MONTANA
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST wESTSIDE NATIONAL BANK
GREAT FALLS NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
RAVALL1 COUNTY RANK
BIG HORN COUNTY STATE BANK
CITIZENS BANK OF MONTANA
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COMMERCE BANK • TRUST CO
FIRST NATL RK AND TB CO
UNION BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
GARFIELD COUNTY BANK
THE CONRAD NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY RANK
YELLOWSTONE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL PARK BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
SOUTHSIOE NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN MONTANA NATL BANK
FLINT CREEK VALLEY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
THE SECURITY STATE BANK
TRADERS STATE WANK
FIRST SECURITY SANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
RONAN STATE BANK
MINERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
RICHLAND NATIONAL BANK
SIDNEY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANE
FIRST ST BANK OF MINERAL CO
STATE BANK

NEBRASKA

ADAMS ADAmS STATE BANK
ALLIANCE GUARDIAN STATE RANK
ARcADIA ARCADIA STATE BANK
AUBURN AUBURN STATE BANK
AURORA FARMERS STATE BANK
8AyARD FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BEATRICE FIRST NATL RANK AND TRUST CO
BEAXER CITY FIRST STATE BANK
BEAVER CROSSING HOME STATE BANK
BELLEVUE BANK OF BELLEVUE
BLAIR BLAIR BANK
BLUE HILL COMMERCIAL BANK
BROKEN BOW BROKEN ROW STATE BANK
8RuN1NG BRUNING STATE BANK

BUR WELL
BUTTE
CANBRIDGE
CARLETON
CHADRON
CLARKS
CLARKSON
CLAY CENTER
COLUMBUS
COLUMBUS
CT? AD
CRETE
CRETE
CUPTIS
DALBON
DAVID CITY
DAyKIN
EDISON
ELM CREEK
RHINO
EXETER
FAIRBURY
FALLS CITY
FREMONT
FREMONT
FREMONT
FULLERTON
GENOA
GRAND ISLAND
GRAND ISLAND
GRANT
GREELEY
GRETNA
HASTINGS
HASTINGS
HAY SPRINGS
HEBRON
HEM INGFORD
NILDRETN
HOLDREGE
HUMBOLDT
KEARNEY
KENESAW
LAUREL
LEKINGTON
LEXINGTON
LINCOLN
LINCOLN
LINCOLN
LINCOLN
LINCOLN
LISCO
LOOMIS
MARTELL
MAyWOOD
MC COOK
MILFORD
MINDEN
NEHAWKA
NEwMAN GROVE
NORTH PLATTE
NORTH PLATTE
NORTH PLATTE
OAKLAND
OGALLALA
OGALLALA
OMAHA
OmAHA
OMAHA
OMAHA
OMAHA
OmAHA
OMAHA
OMAHA
OmAHA
OMAHA
0 NEILL
0 NEILL
PALMER
pApILLION
PAWNER CITY
RLATTSMOUTH
RAVENNA
ST PAUL
ST PAUL
SCHUYLER
SCOTTSBLUFF
SCOT TSBLUFF
SENARD
SEwARD

BANK OF OURWELL
BUTTE STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF CLARKS
CLARKSON BANK
THE COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATL BANK AND TRUST CO
COZAD FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CRETE STATE BANK
THE CITY NATIONAL BANK
CURTIS STATE BANK
DALION STATE SANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
JEFFERSON COUNTY BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS
ELM CREEK STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FAIRBURY STATE BANK
RICHARDsON COUNTY BANE
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FREMONT NATIONAL BANK
FULLERToN NATIONAL BANK
GENOA NATIONAL RANK
COMMERCIAL NATIONAL 8K • TB
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
CITY NATIONAL BK OF GREELEY
GRETNA STATE BANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THAYER COUNTY BANK
BANK OF HEMINGFORD
STATE BANK OF HILDRETH
FIRST SECURITY BANK
HOME STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
ADAMS COUNTY RANK
SECURITY NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
LEXINGTON STATE BANK
FIRST NATL RANK AND TB CO
GATEWAY BANK
HAVELOCK NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE
UNION BANK AND TRUST COMPANY
LISCO STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
MARTELL STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
MC COOK NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND mERCHANTS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE NEHAWKA BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MC DONALD STATE BANK
NORTH PLATTE STATE BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS NATL
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
KEITH COUNTY BANK
CENTER RANK
DOUGLAS COUNTY RANK
FIRST NATL RANK OF OMAHA
FIRST WEST SIDE BANK
OMAHA NATIONAL RANK
PACKERS NATIONAL BANK
SOUTH OMAHA BANK
SOUTHWEST BANK OF OMAHA
STOCK YARDS NAIL BE SO OMAHA
UNITED STATES NATL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL SANK
0 NEILL NATIONAL RANK
STAKE BANK
CLARKE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
PLATTSmOUTH STATE BANK
THE RAVENNA BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
ST PAUL NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
SCOTTSBLUFF NATIONAL BANK
CATTLE NATIONAL BANK
JONES NATIONAL BANK

BANK

SIDNEY AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
SIDNEY SIDNEY NATIONAL BANK
SO SIOUX CITY DAKOTA COUNTY STATE BANK
STEINAuER BANK OF STEINAUER
STRATTON COMMERCIAL RANK
STUART TRI COUNTY BANK
SUPERIOR FARMERS STATE BANK
SYRACUSE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
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OF
TEKAMAH
wAc0
wALTHILL
wApSA
WAvERLY
wAyNE
WEEPING WATER
WILBER
WILCOX
wYNORE
YORK

CARSON CITY
ELKO
EUREKA
FALLON
LAs VEGAS
LOvELOCK
MINDEN
NELLIS AFFI
N LAS VEGAS
RENO
SPARKS
STEAD AFB
TONOPAH
WELLS
WINNEMUCCA
YERINGToN

BERLIN
CLAREmONT
COLERRoOK
DOVER
LEE ANON
MILFORD
NASHUA

BAyONNE
BRIDGETON
CEDARVILLE
CHESTER
DENVILLE
00 GEE
FLORHAm PARK
GLEN RIDGE

U S A FUNDS LENDING INSTITuTIONS DIRBCTORY

JOHNSON COUNTY RANK
BURT COUNTY STATE BANK
FARmERS AND TRADERS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
LANCASTER COUNTY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NEBRASKA STATE BANK
SALINE STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
wYmORE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK

NEvAoA

1ST
ISO
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
1ST
ISO

NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL
NATL

BANK
BANK
BANK
BANK
BANK
BANK
BANK
BANK
BANK
BANK
RANK
BANK
RANK
BANK
RANK
BANK

OF
OF
Or
OF
OF
OF
Or
Or
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

BERLIN CITy NATIONAL RANK
CLAREmONT NATIONAL RANK
FARMEPS.TRADERS NATL.SAV BK
STRAFFoRD NATIONAL RANK
NATIONAL BANK OF LEBANON
SOUHEGAN NATIONAL BANK
NASHUA TRUST COMPANY

NEW JERSEY

BROADWAY NATIONAL BANK
THE CUmRERLANO NATIONAL BANK
mILLVILLE NATIONAL BANK
TRUST Co OF MORRIS COUNTY
TRUST CO OF MORRIS COUNTY
NATIONAL UNION RANK
TRUST Co OF MORRIS COUNTY
GLEN RIDGE TRUST COMPANY

HAwTHORNE PEOPLES BANK OF HAwTwORNE
MADISON TRUST CO OF MORRIS COUNTY
mILLVILLE mILLVILLE NATIONAL RANK
MORRIS PLAINS TAUNT CO OF MORRIS COUNTY
moRRISTowN TRUST CO OF moRRIS COUNTY
RANDOLPH TwNSHP NATIONAL UNION RANK
UNION FIRST STATE BANK OF UNION
WEsTFIELD NATIONAL BANK OF WESTFIELD
WEST TRENTON EwING BANK • TRUST CO
WHARTON NATIONAL UNION RANK

ALAMOGORDO
ALAMOGORDO
ALBuGUEROVE
ALBUQUERQUE
AIBUQUEROUE
ALBUQUERQUE
ARTESIA
ARTESIA
A7TEC
RLoOMFIELD
CARLSBAD
CARLSRAD
CRAmA
CLAYTON
CLoVIS
CLOVIS
DuLCE
ESRANOLA
El IN
FAIRVIEW
FARmINGTON
GALLUP
HOBBS
HOBBS
JAL

NEW MEXICO

FIRST NATL BE OF ALAMOGORDO
SECURITY BANK • TRUST CO
ALBUQUEROUE FED S • L ASSN
ALBUQUERQUE NATIONAL BANK
AMERICAN BANK OF COMMERCE
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
CITIZENS RANK OF FARMINGTON
CITIZENS RANK OF FARMINGTON
CARLSBAD NATIONAL BANK
COMMERCE BANK AND TRUST
FIRST NATL RANK OF RIO ARRIB
FIRST NATL RANK IN CLAYTON
CLOVIS NATIONAL BANK
1ST NAIL BK OF CURRY COUNTY
FIRST NATL FIK OF RIO ARRIBA
FIRST NATL RE OF RIO ARRIBA
NEW MEXICO RANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATL BK OF RIO ARRIBA
CITIZENS BANK
MERCHANTS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NEW MEXICO RANK AND TRUST CO
NEW MEXICO RANK AND TRUST CO

LAS CRUCES
LAS CRUCES
LAS VEGAS
LAS VEGAS
LOGAN
LOS ALAMOS
LOA ALAMOS
LOvING
LOVINGToN
MELROSE
PORT BLED
PORT ALES
RnswELL
RORWELL
ROY
SANTA FE
SANTA FE
SANTA FE
SILVER CITY
sPR INGER
TAOS
TucUmCARI
WAGON BOUND

COLONIE
NEW YORK
NIsKAYUNA
OLEAN
SCOTIA

ARCHDALE
ASHEVILLE
BELMONT
RPEvARD
CANTON
CHARLOTTE
CHARLOTTE
CHEROKEE
CHINA GROVE
CLINTON
CLYDE
OugHAm
DuRHAm
FAIR HLuFF
FAyETTEvILLE

FARMERS AND MERCHANTS RANK
1ST NAIL 8K Or DONA ANA CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE BANK OF LAS VEGAS
MC FARLAND pROTHERS BANK
LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COMMERCE RANK • TRUST
NEW MEXICO RANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATL RK OF CURRY CATS
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PORTALES NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SECURITY NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS ST BK OF SPRINGER
BANK OF SANTA FE
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SANTA FE NATIONAL BANK
AmERICAN NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS ST BK OF SPRINGER

NEW YORK

FIRST NATL RANK OF SCOTIA
CHEMICAL BANK N 0 TRUST CO
FIRST NATL RANK OF SCOTIA
THE EXCHANGE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL RANK OF SCOTIA

NORTH CAROLINA

FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
fINST UNION NATIONAL BANK
THE BANK OF BELmONT
FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
BANK OF COMMERCE
FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
wACHOVIA BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK

GARLAND FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
GAsTONIA FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
GOLDSTON FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
GREENSBORO FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
HENDERSONVILLE FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
HICKORY THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HIGHLANDS FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
HIGH POINT FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
KANNAPOLIS FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
KINGS MOUNTAIN FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
LAURINBURG STATE BANK
LENOIR FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
LsKINGTON FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
LIBERTY FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
LUmBERTON FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
MARION FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
MAxTON STATE BANK
NORTH BELmONT THE BANK OF BELmONT
PARKTON FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
PEMBROKE FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
PILOT MOUNTAIN FARMERS BANK
PITTSBORO BANK OF PITTSROPO
RALEIGH FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
RANDLEMAN FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
RED SPRINGS FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
ROANOKE RAPIDS PLANTERS NATL BK AND TRUST
RocKwELL FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
RosmAN FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
ST PAULO FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
SALEmRUPG FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
SALISRURY FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
VILER CITY FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
SOUTHERN PINES CITIZENS BK AND TB CO
STATESVILLE FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
SYLVA FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
WAyNESVILLE FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
WHITNEL FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK
WILSON FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
WINSTON SALEM FIRST UNION NATIONAL RANK
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NORTH DAKOTA

ANETA
ARTHUR
ASHLEY
BEACH
BEULAH
PisMARCK
BISMARCK
8/smARcK
BOTTINEAU
BOWBELLS
BOWMAN
BUFFALO
BUKTON
CANDO
CARRINGTON
CARRINGTON
CARSON
CASSELTON
CASSELTDN
CAVALIER
CENTER
COLUMBUS
COOPERSTOWN
OROSRY
DEVILS LAKE
DEVILS LAKE
DIcKEY
DIcKINSoN
DICKINSON
DIcKINSON
DRAKE
DRAYTON
DuNSEITH
EDmORE
ELLENDALE
ENDERLIN
ENDERLIN
FAIRMOUNT
FARGO
FARGO
FARGO
FARGO
FEsSENDEN
FINGAL
FLASHER
FORDVILLE
FOREST RIVER
FREDONIA
GAcKLE
GARRISON
GILBY
GLEN ILL IN
GOLVA
GOODRICH
GRAFTON
GRAF TON
GRAND FORKS
GRAND FORKS
GRAND FORKS
GRAND FORKS
HALL IDAY
HENNAFORD
HARVEY
HARWOOD
HATTON
HA2EN
HER TON
EETTINGER
HODPLE
HOPE
JAMESTOWN
JAMESTOWN
KENMARE
KINDRED

KULM
LA MOURE
LAKOTA
LANGDON
LANK IN
LEHR
LEONARD
LINTON
LISBON
LITCHVILLE
HADDOCK
MAKOTI
HANGAR
MANDAN
MAyVILLE GOOSE RIVER BANK
MCCLUSKY FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MC VILLE MC VILLE STATE RANK
MICHIGAN CITY LAMBS BANK
MILNOR THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
mINNEWAUKAN FARMERS STATE BANK
mINOT AMERICAN STATE RANK
',NOT FIRST NATIONAL BANK

U S A FUNDS LENDING INSTITUTIONS DIRECTORY

FIRST STATE BANK OF SHARON
FIRST STATE BANK OF ARTHUR
MC INTOSH COUNTY BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
BANK OF BEULAE
DAKOTA NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
STATE 8K OF BURLEIGH COUNTY
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FOSTER COUNTY STATE BANK
GRANT COUNTY STATE BANK
CASSELTON STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
DOT MERCHANTS AND FARMERS BK
SECURITY ST BK OF NEW SALEM
COLUMBUS STATE BANK
SECURITY TRUST COMPANY
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
RAMSEY NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
AMERICAN STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LIBERTY NAIL 9K • TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
DRAYTON STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
PEOPLES AND ENDERLIN ST BK
PEOMLES STATE BANK
DAKOTA NATIONAL BANK

FARGO NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATL BANK AND TRUST CO
MERCHANTS NATL BK AND OR CO

FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FINGAL STATE BANK
GRANT COUNTY STATE BANK
WALSH COUNTY BANK
WALSH COUNTY RANK
KULM STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
GARRISON STATE BANK
VALLEY RANK OF GRAND FORKS
BANK OF GLEN ULLIN
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
THE GRAFTON NATIONAL BANK
WALSH COUNTY BANK
COMmUNITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL PANS
RED RIVER NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY RANK
UNION BANK
SECURITY ST BANK OF HANNAFOR
FIRST STATE BANK
HARWOOD STATE BANK
FARMERS AND HER NATL BANK
UNION STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WALSH COUNTY BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FIRST JAMES RIVER NATL BANK
JAMESTOWN NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK OF KENMARE
KINDRED STATE BANK
KULM STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
STATE BANK
FIRST BANK OF LANGDON
CITIZENS STATE BANK
MC INCOME COUNTY BANK
CASSELTON STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
LITCHVILLE STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MANDAN SECURITY BANK

MtNOT
MO WALL
moTT
NECHE
NEW ENGLAND
NEW ROCKFORD
NEW SALEM
NORTEwOOD
OGRES
RAGE
PARK RIVER
PARSHALL
PEmBINA
PETERSBURG
PLAZA
PORTLAND
RAY
REGENT
RIcHARDTON
RORINSON
ROLLA
ST THOMAS
SCRANTON
SHARON
SEELOON
SHEYENNE
STANLEY
STEELE
STERLING
STRASBURG
STREETER
TONNER
TURTLE LAKE
UNDERWOOD
UPHAM
VALLEY CITY
VALLEY CITY
WAHPETON
wAHPETON
WALHALLA
WAsHBURN
WATFORD CITY
WEST FARGO
wEsTHOPE
WILLISTON
WILTON
WING
Al SEEK
ZEEL AND

ALL
ALL
ANNA
ASHLAND
BAINBRIDGE
BAY VILLAGE
BEDFORD
REDFORD ROTS
BELLEFONTAINE
BEREA
BEREA
BEVERLY
BRECKSVILLE
BRYAN
BURTON
CAMBRIDGE
CANTON
CHAGRIN FALLS
CHESTERLAND
CLEVELAND
CLEVELAND
CLEVELAND
CLEVELAND
CLEVELAND HOTS
DEFIANCE
DELAWARE
DOVER
E CLEVELAND
EUCLID
EUCLID
FAIRVIEW PARK
FAIRVIEW PARK
FAyETTE
FREMONT
GAL ION
GARFIELD HOTS
GREEN SPRINGS
HARTVILLE
IRONTON
KENTON
LAKEwoon
LIBERTY CENTER
LODI

UNION NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
COMMERCIAL BANK OF MOTT
CITIZENS STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
NORTHWOOD STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK OF HOPE
FIRST STATE BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK OF NECHE
CITIZENS STATE RANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
FIRST AND FARMERS BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE SANK
FIRST BANK OF ROLLA
WALSH COUNT,' SANK
FIRST NATL PK OF BOWMAN
FIRST STATE BANK
PEOPLES • ENDERLIN STATE BK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
SCANDIA AmERICAN BANK
BANK OF STEELE
STATE BANK OF BURLEIGH CO
STRASBURG STATE BANK
STAdE BANK OF STREETER
PIONEER STATE BANK
FARMERS SEC BK OF WASHBURN
FIRST SECURITY RANK
PIONEER STATE BANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS FIRST NATIONAL BANK
wAHPETON NATIONAL BANK
wALHALLA STATE RANK
FARMERS SECURITY BANK
1ST INTERNATIONAL BANK
WEST FARGO STATE BANK
PEOPLES STATE BANK
AMERICAN STATE HANK
FIRST STATE BANK
STATE BANK OF BURLEIGE CTY
SECURITY STATE BANK
BC INTOSH COUNTY BANK

OHIO

FIRST NATIONAL CITY BANK
MOUNT UNION BANK
FARMERS • MERCHANTS BANK CO
FARMERS BANK OF ASHLAND
FIRST NAIL RANK OF BURTON
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
LOGAN COUNTY BANK
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
CITIZENS BANK COMPANY
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL BANK OF BURTON
GUERNSEY SAVINGS • LOAN ASSN
HOME FEDERAL S • L CO
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
FIRST NATL BANK OF BURTON
CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
2ND FEDERAL G.L ASSOC
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
STATE BK AND TB CO
DELAWARE COUNTY BANK
THE NATIONAL RANK OF DOVER
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
FARMERS STATE BANK COMPANY
CROGHAN COLONIAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK GALION
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
CROGEAN COLONIAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL CITY BANK
TEE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CLEVELAND TRUST CO
TEE LIBERTY STATE SAVINGS BK
THE MEDtNA COUNTY BANK
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LORAIN CLEVELAND TRUST CO
LowELLVILLE LOwELLAILLE SAGS • RKG CO
LYNDHURST NAIL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
MAPLE HEIGHTS CLEVELAND TRUST CO
MARIETTA PEOPLES BANKING • TRUST CO
MARIETTA THE CITIZEN, NATIONAL BANK
MARION THE MARION COUNTY BANK
mAyFIELD HOTS CLEVELAND TRUST CO
miDOLFBURG 4515 CLEVELAND TRUST CO
mIDDLEBuRG HGTS NAIL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
NEWARK THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NEWARK THE PARK NATIONAL BANK
NEwCOHERSTOwN THE NATIONAL RANK OF DOVER
NEW MADISON FARMERS STATE BANK
NORTH OLMSTED CLEVELAND TRUST CO
NORTH OLRSTED NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
OLHsTED FALLS NATL CITY BANK IF CLEVELAND
ORRVILLE THE NAIL RANK OF ORRvILLE
pA7NESAYLLE CLEVELAND TRUST CO
PARKA CLEVELAND TRUST CO
PARKA NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
PIKETON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RIcHHONn HOTS CLEVELAND TRUST CO
ROCKY RIVER CLEVELAND TRUST CO
ROCKY RIVER NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
ROsSFORD ROSSFORD SAVINGS BANK
SHAKER HEIGHTS CLEVELAND TRUST CO
SHAKER HEIGHTS NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
SOLON CLEVELAND TRUST CO
SO EUCLID CLEVELAND TRUST CO
SPRINGFIELD THE SPRINGFIELD BANK
STEUBENVILLE UNION SAVINGS BK AND TR CO
TIFFIN COMMERCIAL NATIONAL BANK
TIFFIN TIFFIN SAVINGS RANK
TIFFIN TRI COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
TotEDO NATIONAL BANK OF TOLEDO
TORONTO UNION SAVINGS BK AND TR CO
uNiVERSITY HGTS CLEVELAND TRUST CO
UNIVERSITY HOTS NAIL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
VALLEY CITY Tmh mEDINA cUUNTy BANK
VAN WERT THE PEOPLES SAVINGS BANK
wAKEHAN THE WAKEMAN BANK COMPANY
wAvERLy FIRST NATIONAL RANK
wFsT UNITY WEST UNITY RANKING COMPANY

wEsTERVILLE CITY NATIONAL AK • TR CO
WILLOUGHBY CLEVELAND TRUST CO
WOODHERE NATL CITY BANK OF CLEVELAND
WnnSTER wAYNE COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
youNssrowN DOLLAR SAVINGS • TRUST CO

BARTLESAILLE
BEAVER
BROKEN ARROW
CLINTON
COyLE
DAVIDSON
DUNCAN
FREnERICK
HINTON
JAY
KEY CHUM
LAWTON
MIDWEST CITY
MORRIS
NORMAN
OKEENE
OKLAHOMA CITY
OKLAHOMA CITY
PERRY
PONCA CITY
PRAGUE
SAyRE
SERINO
SHAWNEE
TAHLEQUAH
TAHLEGUAH
THOMAS
TULSA
TULSA
TULSA
TULSA
TULSA
TULSA
WATONGA
wAuRIKA
WEATHERFORD
WEHOKA

OKLAHOMA

FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
ARKANSAS VALLEY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
THE OKLAHOMA NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
THE DELAWARE COUNTY BANK
THE FIRST STATE RANK
SECURITY BANK AND TRUST CO
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MORRIS STATE RANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
STATE GUARANTY RANK
CITY NATI. BANK AND TRUST CO
LIBERTY NATL RE AND TR CO
THE EXCHANGE RANK
FIRST NATL pK • TR CO
THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FEDERAL NATL MK AND TRUST c0
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LIBERTY STATE BANK
AMERICAN STATE BANK
ADMIRAL STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST BK
/ST NATL BANK AND TRUST CO
FOURTH NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE
UTICA SOUARE NATIONAL BANK
WATONGA STATE BANK
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK

OREGON

ALBAN', CITIZENS RANK OF ALBANY
BLEARY DOT NAIL BANK OF OREGON
ALBANY u S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
AMITY U S NAIL BANK or OREGON
ASHLAND 1ST NATL BANK OF OREGON
ASHLAND U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
ASTORIA DOT NAIL RANK OF OREGON
AsTORIA U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
ATHENA U S NAIL BANK Or OREGON
BAKER ISO NAIL RANK Sr OREGON
RAKER u S NAIL BANK Or OREGON
RANKS u S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
BEAVERTON DOT NAIL RANK OF OREGON
BEAVERToN FIRST STATE BANK OP OREGON
REAVERTON U S NAIL BANK or OREGON
REND BANK OF CENTRAL OREGON
BEND 151 NAIL RANK OF OREGON
REND U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
8ROOKINGS U S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
RuRNS U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
CANRy CARRY UNION BANK
CARLTON DOT NATL BANK OF OREGON
CENTRAL POINT 151 NAIL BANK OF OREGON
CHILOOUIN U S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
CloVENDALE U S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
UNDO. 151 NAIL RANK or OREGON
COOS RAY 1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
cnns RAY U S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
cnouILLF 1sT NATL RANK or OREGON
COOUILLE U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
CORVALLIS CITIZENS RANK OF CORVALLIS
coRvAtArs DST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
CORVALLIS U S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
COTTAGE GROVE OPT NAIL BANK OF OREGON
COTTAGE GROVE u S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
DAYTON U S NAIL BANK Or OREGON
DRAIN U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
nuFuR U S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
EAST PORTLAND 1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
ENTERPRISE 1ST NATL RANK OF OREGON
ESTACADA FIRST STATE BANK OF OREGON
EUGENE CITIZENS BANK
EoGFNE DOT NAIL BANK OF OREGON
FuGEN, U S NATL RANK OF OREGON
FOREST GROVE DOT NAIL BANK Or OREGON
FOSSIL DOT NATL. BANK OF OREGON
GOLD REACH DST NAIL RANK OF OREGON
GRANTS PASS 1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
GRANTS BASS U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
GRESHAm FIRST STATE BANK OF OREGON
GRFSHAm 1ST NATL BANK OF OREGON
HALFWAY U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
HERPNER 151 NAIL BANK OF OREGON
HERHISToN INLAND EMPIRE BANK
HERMISToN U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
wtLLSRORO 151 NATL BANK OF OREGON
MILLSRORO FIRST STATE BANK OF OREGON
HILLSRORO U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
HOOD RIVER DOT NAIL BANK OF OREGON
HOOD RIVER U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
JOSEPH BANK OF wALLOwA COUNTY
JUNCTION CITY U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
KLAMATH FALLS 151 NAIL BANK OF OREGON
KLAMATH FALLS U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
LA GRANDE DOT NAIL RANK OF OREGON
LA GRANDE U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
LAKEVIEw DST NATL BANK OF OREGON
LERANON DOT NATL BANK OF OREGON
MADRAS DOT NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MADRAS U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MARLETON SIUSLAW VALLEY BANK
mc miNNAILLE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MC MINNVILLE U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
mEDFORD 1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
mEDFORD OREGON BANK
mEDFORD U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
HERRILL 1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MILLCITY U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MILTON FREEWATE BANK OF COMMERCE
MILTON FREEWATE OREGON RANK
MILWAUKIE FIRST STATE BANK OF OREGON
MOLALLA DOT NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MONMOUTH U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
AIONROE 151 NAIL BANK Or OREGON
MORO 1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MOUNT ANGEL U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MYRTLE CREEK U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
MYRTLE POINT SECURITY RANK
NEwBERG DOT NAIL BANK OF OREGON
NENBERG U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
NORTH BEND 151 NAIL BANK OF OREGON
NORTH BEND U G NAIL BANK OF OREGON
NYSSA 1ST NATL BANK Or OREGON
OAK GROVE 1S1 NAIL BANK Or OREGON
OAK GROVE FIRST STATE BANK OF OREGON



OAKRIDGF
ONTARIO
ONTARIO
OREGON CITY
OREGON rITY
PARKROSE
BANDLETON
PENDLE TON
PENDLETON
PHILOMATH
PHOENIX
PILOT ROCK
PORT ORFORD
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PnATLAND
PORTLAND
ER/NEVILLE
RAINIER
REDMOND
REDMOND
ROSEBURG
ST HELENS
ST PAUL
SALEM
SALEM
SALEm
SALEM
SCIO
SEASIDE
SHEDD
SHERIDAN
SHERwOort
SILVERTON
SILVERTON
SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
STATION
SWEET HOME
THE DALLES
THE DALLES
THE DALLES
TIGARD
TIGARD
TILLAMOOK
TILLAROOK
UNION
VALE
VERNON IA
WALDPORT
wARRENTON
WEST LINN
WEST SLOPE
',REELER
wooDRURN
wOoDBuRN
yAHHILL

AR/NGTON
ALSO ON

ALIOUIPPR
ALLENTOwN
ALLISON PARK
ALTOONA
ANDALUSIA
APOLLO
ARcHAALn
AVONDALE
RALA cyNwYD
HEAVER
,,, AvER FALLS
HEAVER SPRINGS
REDFORD
AELLEFONTE
RFLLE VERNON
RENTLEYVILLF
RETHEL PARK
RIRDSRORO
PLANS MILLS
9LOOMsBuRG
pLoomseuNG
eLoomsBuRo
AntLiNo SPRINGS

READ DOCK
BRADFORD
BRENTWOOD
BRISTOL
SHOCK WAY
RROOKHAVEN
RATOKVILLE
AROOKV/LLE
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15T NAIL BANK OF OREGON
150 NATL RANK OF OREGON
U S NATL RANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL BANK OF OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
OREGON RANK
ISO NATL BANK OF OREGON
OREGON RANK
U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
1ST NAIL RANK OF OREGON
15T NATL BANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL BANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL RANK Or OREGON
iST NATL RANK Or OREGON
FIRST STATE BANK OF OREGON
OREGON RANK
THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
ISO NAIL BANK OF OREGON
STATE BANK OF RAINIER
BANK OF CENTRAL OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
U S NAIL BANK OF OREGON
U 5 NATL BANK OF OREGON
COMMERCIAL RANK
1ST NATL RANK OF OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
WESTERN SECURITY BANK
1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
BANK OF swEnD
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
COMMERCIAL RANK OF SALEM
1ST NAIL BANK OF OREGON
CITIZENS BANK
1sT NATL BANK OF OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL RANK OF OREGON
151 NATL BANK OF OREGON
1sT NATL RANK OF OREGON
OREGON RANK
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
15T NATL BANK Or OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL RANK OF OREGON
U S NATL RANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL BANK OF OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
U S NATL RANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL BANK OF OREGON
U S NATL BANK OF OREGON
DOT NAIL RANK OF OREGON
U S NATL RANK OF OREGoN
U S NAIL RANK OF OREGON
RANK OF OREGON
15T NAIL BANK OF OREGON
1ST NATL BANK Or OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK

FIRST NATL pK OF ALLERTOwN
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIDELITY PHILADELPHIA OR CO
APOLLO TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATL BK OF CARBONDALE
NATL BANK OF CHESTER COUNTY
FIDELITY PHIL, TRUST CO
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
wFSTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
TRI-COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
HARTLEY NATIONAL BANK
1ST BELLEFONTE AK AND TR CO
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES UNION BK AND TR CO
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES TRUST CITY BANK
TUSCARORA STATE BANK
BLOOMSBURG AK COLUMPIA TR CO
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CUMBERLAND COUNTY NATL BANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
BRADFORD NATIONAL BANK
wESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
BROCKwAY CITIZENS BANK
DELAWARE COuNTy NATL RANK
BROOKVILLE AK AND TR CO
DUBOIS DEPOSIT NATIONAL BANK

RRoWNSVILLE
BuRNHAN
RusHKILL
CALIFORNIA
CANPBELLTOWN
CAMP WILL
CARP HILL
CANTON
CARBONDALE
CARBONDALE
CARLISLE
CAAMICHAELS
CARROLLTON
CATASAUOUA
CHAMBERsBURG
CHELTENHAM
CHESTER
CHESTER
CHINCHILLA
CLAIRTON
CLARION
CLARKS SUMMIT

GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
RUSSELL NAIL BK OF LEWISTON
FIRST STROUDSBURG NATL BANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY TR CO OF PALMYRA
CUMBERLAND COUNTY NATL BANK
LEMOYNE TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL RK OF CARBONDALE
NORTHEASTERN PENN NAT BK.TR
FARMERS TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CAMBRIA COUNTY NATL BANK
1ST NAIL BANK OF ALLENTOwN
NAIL GALLEY BK AND TR CO
FIDELITY-PHILA TRUST CO
DELAWARE COUNTY NAIL RANK.
FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
THIRD NATL AK.TR SCRANTON
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
1ST SENECA RANK AND TRUST CO
NORTHEASTERN PENN NATL BK•TR

CLEARFIELD CLEARFIELD TRUST CO
CLEARFIELD COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
CLIFTON HEIGHTS FIDELITY PHILADELPHIA TR CO
CLINTONVILLE NUKimwESI PENNA BK AND TR CO
CONCORDVILLE
CONNELLSvILLE
CORNWALL
COREY
COREY
CRESSoN
CROYDON
DALLASTOWN
DANVILLE
DARBY
DAwSON
DAYTON
DORHONT
DRAVOSBuRG .
DRY RUN
DRY TAVERN
DUROIS

NATL RK OF CHESTER cyY • OR
GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
1sT NATL BANK OF LEBANON
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL BANK
151 NAIL BK OF EBENSBURG
FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DELAWARE COUNTY NAT _ BANK
GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
PUNKSUTAWNEy NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL RANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
NATL VALLEY BK • TR CO
RICES LANDING NATIONAL BANK
DUBOIS DEPOSIT NATL BANK

DUoUESNE DUQUESNE CITY BANK
DODUESNE PEOPLES UNION BK • TRUST CO
EAST ARABI, NORTHWEST PFNNA BK AND TR CO
EAST HCKEESPOBT PEOPLES UNION BK AND TR CO
EAST mCKEESPORT WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
EASTON EASTON NATIONAL BK AND TB CO
F SMITHFIELD
E STROLIDSPURG
ERENSRURG
ERFNSAURG
EDINBORD
EL10ARETH
ELTZARETHTOwN
ELLWOOD CITY
EmLiNTON
EmLENTON
EmmAUS
EPHRATA
ERIE
FSsINGTON
EvERETI
rAIRLFss HILLS
FALLS CREEK
FARRELL
FAyETTE CITY
FINLEYVILLE
FOREST HILLS
FT LOUDON
FRACKVILLE
FRORUAG
GALLITZIN
GAP
GENESEE
GETTYSBURG
GETTYsBuRG
GREENCASTLE
GRFENSRLIRG
GPFENTREE
GREENVILLE
GREENVILLE
GROVE CITY
HANOVER
HANOVER
HANOVER
HATFIELD
HA2LETON
HAG INS
HOLLIDAYSPURG
HOUSTON
HOuT:',ALE
HuB/E5,,..1.E
HUNTINGDON
HUNTINGDON
INDIANA

FIRST NATIONAL RANK
EAST STROUDsBURG NAIL BANK
CAMBRIA COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATL RK OF EDINBORO
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
ELIZARETHTOwN TRUST CO
FIRST NATL PK OF LAWRENCE CO
FARMERS NATIUNAL BANK
NORTHWEST PENNA BK ANU TR CO
FIRST NAIL RK OF ALLENTowN
EPHRATA NATIONAL BANK
MARINE NATIONAL RANK OF ERIE
DELAWARE COUNTY NATL BANK
THE EVERETT BANK
FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
DUBOIS DEPOSIT NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL BK OF GREENVILLE
GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN PL., NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
NATL VALLEY BK • TR CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATL BANK OF GALLITZ/N
FULTON NATL BANK-GAP 8RANCH
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ADAMS COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
GETTYSBURG NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL !AK IN GREENSBURG
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
1ST SENECA RANK AND TRUST CO
1ST SENECA RANK AND TRUST CO
BANK OF HANOVER
FARMERS RANK AND TRUST CO
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
NORTHEASTERN PENN NATL BK.TR
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HOLLIDAySBURG TRUST COMPANY
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
HOUTZDALE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ISO GRANGE NATIONAL BANK
UNION NATL PANG AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATL RANK IN INDIANA



116 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

U S A FUNDS LENDING INSTITUTIONS DIRECTO/1r

IRWIN
JAcKTOwN
JAmESTOWN
JEANETTE
JEFFEASON
JENKINTOWN
JENNERSTOWN
JOHNSONRUPG
JOHNSTOWN
KARTHAUS COUNTY NATL BE AT CLEARF/ELD
KENNET SQUARE NAIL RANK OF CHESTER COUNTY
KING OF PRUSSIA CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
KITTANNING MERCHANTS NATIONAL RANK
KNOX NOMIHWEST PENNA BE AND TR CO
LANCASTER CONESTOGA NATIONAL RANK

LANCASTER Cm FARMERS NATL
CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
DIME RANK OF LANSFORD
FARMERS TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL PANE
LEBANON COUNTY TRUST CO
NATL VALLEY BE AND TR CO
CUMBERLAND COUNTY NAIL BANK
LEMOYNE TRUST COMPANY
FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
LEWISBURG TR AND SAFE DEP CO
LEwISTOwN TRUST COMPANY
RUSSELL NATIONAL HANK
MERCH NAIL pK • TR CO
LOCK wAVEN TRUST COMPANY
COUNTY NATL BE AT CLEARFIELD
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIDELITY PHILADELPHIA TR CO
HOLLIDAYSBURG TRUST COMPANY

LANCASTER
LANSDALE
LANSDOWNE
LANSFORD
LERANON
LFRANON
LFRA NON
LEmASTERS
LEmOYNE
LEMOYNE
LEvITTOwN
LEWISRURG
LEAISTOWN
LEWIS TOWN
LINESVILLE
LOCK HAVEN
mAnERA
mANSFIELD
MARCUS B00K
RARTINsBuRc

PEOPLES UNION BE AND TR CO
PEOPLES UNION BK AND TR CO
FIRST NATL OK OF GREENVILLE
PEOPLES UNION BK AND TR CO
GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
INDUSTRIAL VALLEY BK • TR CO
PEOPLES STATE BANK
WARREN NATIONAL BANK
DALE NATIONAL BANK

mATAMORAS BANK OF mATAMORAS
HAYFIELD DST NAIL BK OF CARBONDALE
mCcLURE TRI-COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
MC CONNELLSBURG FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MC CONNELLSRUPG FULTON COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
MC KLAN ISO NAIL BANK OF EDINUORO
MC KEESPORT NATIONAL BANK
mC KEESPORT
mCKEErPORT
MCKEEs ROCKS
MEADVILL,
mEAnvILL
RED IA
MEyERSDALE
mIODLEBURG
miDDLEBURG
mIFFLIN
mIFFLINPURG
MIFFLINTOwN
mILLERSVILLE
MILTON
MILTON
MOHNTON
mONONGAHELA
MONTGOMERY
MONTGOMERY
mONTOURSVILLE
MONTROSE

PEOPLES UNION BK AND TR CO
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL RANK
MERCHANTS BANE AND TRUST CO
NORTH WEST PENN BK • TR CO
DELAWARE COUNTY NATL RANK
'TTIZENS NATIONAL DANK
SWINEFORD NATIONAL RANK
TOT COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES FARmERS NATL RANK
mIFFLINRURG BE AND TR CO
JUNfATA VALLEY NATL BANK
CONESTOGA NATL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MILTON BK AND SAFE OEM CO
AMERICAN BANK AND TRUST CO
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND CITIZENS NAIL BK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COUNTY NATIONAL BANK

MOON TOWNSHIP wESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
mouNT CARMEL UNION NATIONAL BANK
MOUNT JOY LANCASTER CO FARMERS NAIL BK
MOUNT JOY UNION NATIONAL MOUNT JOY BK
mOuNT PENN AMERICAN BK AND TR CO
mOuNT PLEASANT GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
MOUNT POCONO NORTHEASTERN PENN NAT BK.TR
mUUNt UNION UNION NAIL BANK AND TRUST CO
myERSTOWN mYERSTowN BANE AND TRUST CO
NATRONA wE/GHTS PEOPLES NAIL OK OF TARENTUm
NLSHANNOCK FIRST NAIL BK OF LAWRENCE CO
NEW ALEXANDRIA 151 NATL BANK IN GRFENsBuRG
NEW BETHLEHEM DOT SENECA RANK AND TRUST CO
NEW RRIGHTON WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
NEW CASTLE FIRST NATL BK OF LAWRENCE CO
NEW CUMRERLAND CUMBERLAND CO NATL. BK AND TR
NEW FREEDOM FIRST NATIONAL BANK
NEW HOPE THE SOLEBURy NATIONAL BANK
NEW SALEM GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
NEW wILmINGTON FIRST NATL RE OF LAWRENCE CO
NtcHOLSON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NORRISTOwN CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
NORRISTOWN PEOPLES NAIL 9K • TR CO
NORTH HILLS WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
NORTH WALES CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
NORTH WARREN WARREN RANK AND TRUST CO
OIL CITY 1ST SENECA BANK AND TRUST CO
OIL CITY NORTHWEST PFNNA BK AND TR CO
ORRISONIA COMMUNITY STATE BANK
OSCEOLA MILLS COUNTY NAIL BE AT CLEARFIELD
PALMYRA VALLEY TRUST CO OF PALMYRA
pEcKVILLE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PEN ARGYL PFN ARGYL NATIONAL BANK
PENN WILLS wFSTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
PENNSRURG PEOPLES NATL BK AND TR CO

SCRANTON
SCRANTON
SELINSGROVE
SHAMOKIN DAM
SHARON
SHARON WILL
SHARPSBURG
swEFFIELD
SHENANDOAH
SHILLINGTON
SHINGLEHOUSE
sHIPPENvILLE
SINKING SPRING
SLIGO
SmITHT0N
SOmemSET
SOUDERTON
SOUTH FORK
SPRING CITY
SPRINGVILLE
OTT WE
STRAUSSTOWN
STROUOSBURG
SUGARGROVE
SUNBURY
SUSOUEHANNA
SYKESVILLE
TAmAQUA
TARENTUm
TAYLOR
TEMPLE
THOMPSON
THOMPSONT OWN
THREE SPRINGS
TIDIOUTE
TIONESTA
TTTUSVILLE
TITUSvILLE
TOWANDA
TOWER CITY
TROY
ULYSSES
UNIONTOWN
uNtONTOwN
VANDERGRIFT
VILLAGE GPEEN
WARREN
WARREN
wAyNESBURG
WAyNES8URG
WELLS HOBO
wELLSTIORO
WFRNERSVILLE
WEST CHESTER
WEST CHESTER
WEST MIFFLIN
WEST MILTON
WEST NEWTON
wFsT READING
WHITE OAK
w/LKES SABRE
wILLIAmssuBo

PERRyOPOLIS GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
PETERSBURG FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PHILADELPHIA CENTRAL-PENN NAIL BK OF PHIL
PHILADELPHIA FIDELITY-PHILADELPHIA TR CO
PHILADELPHIA PHILADELPHIA NATIONAL lima
PHILIPSBURG FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PITTSBURGH FRANKLIN FED SAL ASSOC
PITTSBURGH SECOND FETIEBAL S • L ASSN
PITTSPURG WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
POTTSTORN CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
PITTSTON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PLEASANT HILLS WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
PLuMmVILLE FIRST NATL SANK IN INDIANA
POINT MARION GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
:TAaLEGANY FIRST NATIONAL BANK

PORTAGE NATIONAL BANK
POTTSVILLE AMERICAN BK AND OR CO
PONXSUTAwNEY PUNXSUTAWNEy NATIONAL BANK
QUARRYVILLE LANCASTER Co FARMERS NAIL BK
SEADINS 
REWOINO 

AMERICAN BANK AND TRUST CO 
PEOPLES TRUST CITY SANK

READING READING TRUST CO
RFAmSTOwN AMERICAN BK AND TR CO
REPUBLIC GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
RIcES LANDING RICES LANDING NATL BK
RInLEY PARK FIDELITY PHILA TRUST CO
RImERSBURG 1ST SENECA RANK AND TRUST CO
RORESONIA ROBESONIA STATE BANK
ROsCOE WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
SAFGEoTOwN

FIRST NATIONAL SANK
mFRCH NATL Pft•TO CO

VA TR(EM FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SCHUYLKILL WAVE FIRST NATL RANK AND TRUST CO
SCRANTON GREEN RIDGE BANK
SCRANTON NORTHEASTERN PENN NAT BK.OR

THIRD NATL AK AND TB CO
WEST SITE BANK
TRI-COUNTY NAIL BANK
FIRST NAIL AK Or SUNBURY
FIRST SENECA 9K AND TR CO
DELAWARE COUNTY NATL RANK
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
WARREN NATIONAL BANK
MERCHANTS NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES TRUST CITY BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ISO SENECA RANK AND TRUST CO
PEOPLES TRUST CITY RANK
ISO SENECA RANK AND TRUST CO
WESTERN PENN RATIONAL BANK
COUNTY THUST COMPANY
UNION NAIL DANK AND ImUST CO
FIRST NATL. RANK IN INDIANA
CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
MINTY NATIONAL BANK
CONTINENTAL BANK • TRUST CO
PEOPLES TRUST CITY BANK
GINST-STHOODSHURG NATL BK
wAHRLN BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
PUNXSUTAWNEy NATIONAL BANK
TAMAQUA NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES NATL RK OF TAHENTUM
THIRD NATL RK.TR CO OF ScRAN
AMERICAN BANK AND TRUST CO
COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES FARMERS NATL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WARREN NATIONAL BANK
WARREN NATIONAL BANK
SECOND NATIONAL RANK
PENNSYLVANIA 8K • TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
TOWER CITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
GRANGE NATL BE OF POTTER CO
FAYETTE HAIL RK AND TR CO
GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES UNION BANK AND TR CO
DELAWARE COUNTY NATT. RANK
WARREN RANK AND TRUST CO
WARREN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL RANK AND TRUST CO
GALLATIN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
TIOGA CO SAvINGS AND TR CO
PEOPLES TRUST CITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
NATL 8K OF CHESTER COY • TR
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
WEST MILTON STATE BANK
PEOPLES UNION BK AND OR CO
AMERICAN BK AND OR CO
WESTERN PENN NATIONAL BANK
N E PENNA NATL PK AND TR CO
HOLLIDAYSBURG TRUST COMPANY



WILL IAMSPORT
WINDRER
WOmELSDORF
wOODLYN
AYALUSING
AY0MISSING
YORK

HOPE VALLEY
WESTERLY

ARREVILLE
ABBEVILLE
AIKEN
WI KEN
WISER
ANDERSON
ANDERSON
AN
ANDREAS
BAMBERG
BARRENS
RARNAELL
BEAUFORT
BELTON
RELTON
BENNETTSVILLE
BENNETTSVILLE
RIsHOPVILLE
CAMDEN
CAMDEN
CAyCE
CAyCE
CAyCE
CHARLESTON
CHARLESTON
CHARLESTON
CHERAw
CLEMSON
CLINTON
CLOVER
CLOVER
COLURRIA
COLUMBIA
COLUMBIA
coLumBIA
COLUMN IA
CO APE
DARLINGTON
DARLINGTON
DENMARK
OR
DILLON
DILLON
DONALDS
DUE WEST
EL LOAFS
FLORENCE
FLORENCE
FLORENCE
FORT JACKSON
GEORGETOWN
GRANITEVILLE
GREAT FALLS
GRFELEYVILLE
GREENvILLE
GREENVILLE
GREENVILLE
GREENVILLE
GREENWOOD
GREER
GREER
HARLEYVILLE
HARTSVILLE
HARTSVILLE
HOLLY HILL
HONEA PATH
INHAN
JOHNSTON
JONESVILLE
KERSHAW
LAKE VIEW
LANDRUM
LATTA
LA USERS
LEESVILLE
LORIS
LYMAN
MANNING
MANNING
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NORTHERN CENTRAL BANK AND TB
WINDBER BK AND TM CO
PEOPLES TRUST CITY BANK
FIDELITY PHILADELPHIA OR CO
PEOPLES STATE BANK
PEOPLES TRUST CITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK

RHODE ISLAND

THE WASHINGTON TRUST CO
THE WASHINGTON TRUST CO

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
STATE BK • TM COMPANY
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
STATE BANK • TRUST COMPANY
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL 8K
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
ANDREWS BANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL RANK
STATE BANK • TRUST COMPANY
THE PEOPLES BANK
THE BELTON RANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
FIRST COMMERCIAL NAIL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
THE PEOPLES BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL RANK
CITIZENS SOUTHERN NATL BK
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTmERN NATL BK
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL RANK
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
S BAILEY ANT SONS BANKERS

BANK OF CLOVER
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
CITIZENS SOUTmERN NATL BK
COMMERCIAL RANK AND TRUST CO
THE FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
STATE BANK ANT TRUST COMPANY
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BALK
CITIZENS • SOUTAERN NATL 8K
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
ANDERSON BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
COMMERCIAL RANK
COMMERCIAL RANK
BANK OF ELLOREE
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK
GUARANTY BK AND TR CO
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
CITIZENS . SOUTRERN NAIL 8K
RANK OF GREAT FALLS
BANK OF GREFLEYVILLE
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL 8K
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
SOUTHERN BK • TB COMPANY
SOUTH CAROLINA NAIL BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTmERN NATL BK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF GREER
FIRST NATL BK OF HOLLY HILL
RANK OF HARTSV4LLE
PEOPLES BANK
FIRST NATL BK OF HOLLY HILL
THE COMMERCIAL BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK
RIDGE BANKING COMPANY
FIRST COMMERCIAL NAIL BANK
BANK OF KERSHAW
LAKE BANKING COMPANY
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
LATTA BK AND TB CO
THE PALMETTO BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
WORRY COUNTY NATIONAL BARK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
BANK OF CLARENDON
NATL BANK OF SO CAROLINA
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mnuNT PLEASANT SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
MULL INS ANDERSON BROTHERS BANK
MYRTLE REACH SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
NENBERRY SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
NINETY SIR
NO AUGUSTA
NO AUGUSTA
NO CHARLESTON
Nn CHARLESTON
ORANGEBURG
ORANGEBURG
ORANGEBURG
PAGELAND
PIcKENS
PIcKENS
RIDGE SPRING
ROCK HILL
ROCK HILL
ST MATTHEWS
SALUDA
SENECA
SPARTANBURG
SPARTANBURG
SPARTANBURG
SPRINGFIELD
SURMERVILLE
SURMERVILLE
SONTER
SUmTER
SUmTER
UNION
UNION
WALHALLA
wALTERBORO
WESTMINSTFR
WHITMIRE
YORK

ABERDEEN
ABERDEEN
ABERDEEN
ALCFSTEB
ALPENA
ARBOUR
BELLE FOURCHE
BELLE FOuRCHE
BELLE FouRcHE
BIG STONE CITY
ROAR STEEL
BRADLEY
RRANDON
RRITTON
BROOKINGS
pRoOKINGS
RRYANT
RuRKE
CANISTOTA
CHAMBERLAIN
CLARK
COL SHE
CORSICA
CRESHARD
DEADWOOD
DELL RAPIDS
EAGLE BUTTE
ELLSAORTH AFB
ESTELLINE
FAuLICION
GARRETSON
GARY
GETTYSBURG
GREGORY
GROTON
HARRISBURG
HAyTI
HECLA
HERREID
HIGHMORE
HILL CITY
HITCHCOCK
WORMER
HOT SPRINGS
HOT SPRINGS
HURON
HURON
HURON
IPSWICH
IRENE
IROQUOIS
KRANZBURG
LAKE ANDES
LAKE ANDES
LAKE PRESTON
LEAD

STATE BK • TR COMPANY
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL OK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK
souTH CAROLINA NAIL BANK
BANK OF ORANGEBURG
FIRST NATL WI IN ORANGEBURG
SOUTHERN NATIONAL BANK
PEOPLES BK AND TS COMPANY
PICKERS BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL SANK
RIDGE BANKING COMPANY
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NAIL OK
SOUTH CAROLINA NAIL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
STATE BANK • TRUST COMPANY
SOUTH CAROLINA NAIL BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
SPRINGFIELD STATE BANK
FIRST NAIL pK OF HOLLY MILL
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
CITIZENS • SOUTHERN NATL BK
SOUTH CAROLINA NATL BANK
NATL BANK OF SO CAROLINA
ARTHUR STATE BANK
FIRST COMMERCIAL NATL BANK
BLUE RIDGE BANK
BANK OF WALTERBORO
BANK OF WESTMINSTER
STATE BANK • TRUST COMPANY
BANK OF YORK

SOUTH DAKOTA

ABERDEEN NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK OF ALCESTER
BANK OF ALRFNA
FIRST STATE BANK
BANK OF BELLE FOuRCHE
DST FEDERAL SAL ASSOC
FIRST NAIL PANK OF BLACK MIL
BIG STONE STATE BANK
BURKE STATE BANK
CITIZENS STATE RANK
RRANDON SAVINGS BANK
1ST NATL BANK OF ABERDEEN
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
BRYANT STATE BANK
BURKE STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE BANK
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS STATE BANK
CITIZENS BANK OF COLOmE
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
RANK OF CRERBARD
FIRST NATL pK OF BLACK HILLS
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
STATE BANK OF EAGLE BUTTE
FIRST NAIL PK OF BLACK HILLS
FARMERS STATE BANK
FAULK COUNTY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
GARY STATE SANK
FIRST POTTER COUNTY BANK
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL WANK
151 NAIL BANK OF ABERDEEN
SIOUX VALLEY BANK
COMMUNITY STATE BANK
1ST NATL BANK OF ABERDEEN
CAMPBELL COUNTY BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
RUSHMORE STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
AMER NAIL BANK OF RAPID CITY
FIRST NATL 8K OF BLACK WILLS
FARMERS • MERCHANTS SANK
NATIONAL DANK OF SO DAKOTA
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
IPSWICH STATE SANK
FARMERS STATE SANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST OK
FARMERS STATE SANK
ANDES STATE BANK
COMMERCIAL STATE PANE
COMMUNITY STATE SANK
FIRST NATL OK OF SLACK EMS
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LEmMON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MADISON NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
MARION FARMERS STATE BANK
mCLAUGHLI N FIRST STATE RANK
MIDLAND OKATON STATE RANK
MILBANK 1ST NAIL BANK OF ABERDEEN
MILLER FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MILLER HAND COUNTY STATE BANK
MISSION FARMERS STATE BANK
MITCHELL COMMERCIAL TR AND SAVINGS BK
MITCHELL MITCHELL NATIONAL BANK
BORRIDGF 1ST NAIL RANK OF ABERDEEN
MN/RIDGE CITIZENS RANK
mURDO JONES COUNTY STATE RANK
NEW EFFINGTON BANK OF NEW EFFINGTON
NEWELL EIHIT NAIL BE OF BLACK HILLS
NEW UNDEBwOOU FIRST WESTERN BANE
OKATON
OLDHAM
PARKSTON
PHILIP
PIERPONT
PIERRE
PLATTE
BULLOCK
BREsmo
RAPID CITY
RABID CITY
RAPID CITY
RAPID CITY
REDFIELD
REDFIELD
ROsCOE
SALEM
SCOTLAND
SELBY
SIOUX FALLS
sroux FALLS
SIOUX FALLS
stuux FALLS
SloUX FALLS
SISSETON
spEARFISH
SPEARFISH
sPEANFISH
SPRINGFIELU
STuRGIS
GUAM IT
VERMILLION
VERMILLION
VIENNA
voLoA
WAGNER
WALL
HATERTowN

()EATON STATE RANK
ABERICAN STATE RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
PIERRE NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
CAMPBELL COuNTy BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS RANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
15T FEDERAL 5.1. ASSOC
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RUSHMORE STATE RANK
1ST NATL BANK OF ABERDEEN
SPINE COUNTY RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
mCCOOK COUNTY NATIONAL PK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST 8K
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NAIL BANK OF SO DAKOTA
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL BANK
UNION BANK AND TRUST
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
WESTERN STATE BANK
ROBERTS COUNTY NAIL BANK
15T FEDERAL SL Assoc
FIRST NATL RE OF BLACK BILLS
SPEABFISB BR 8K BELLE FOURCH
SPRINGFIELD STATE BANK
FIRST NATL RK OF BLACK HILLS
PEOPLES STATE BANK
CITIZENS BANK
NATL RANK OF SO DAKOTA
CITIZENS STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
FIRST WESTERN BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK

wAyERTowN FIRST CITIZENS NAIL BANK
wAuRAY STATE BANK OF BAUBAY
WEBSTER SECURITY BANK
WEsSINGTON SPGS FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
WHITE RIVER FARMERS STATE BANK
tAILLow LAKE CITIZENS STATE RANK
WILMOT WILMOT STATE RANK
WINNER
WINNER
WOLSEY
WOONSOCKET
YANKTON
YANKTON
YANKTON

CAMDEN
CHATTANOOGA
CLARKSVILLE
CLARKSVILtE
CLARKSVILLE
CLEVELANU
COLUMBIA
COLUmRIA
DYER
ELRRIDGE
ELIZARETHTON
GALLATIN
JACKSON
JACKSON
JOHNSON CITY
KNOXVILLE
LARRENCEBURG
LERANON
MADISON
MARYVILLE
MEMPHIS
muRFREESBORO
NASHVILLE
NASHVILLE

FARMERS STATE BANK
RANCHERS NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF ALPENA
SANBORN COUNTY RANK
AMERICAN STATE RANK
FIRST DAKOTA NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY STATE RANK

TENNESSEE

COMMERCE UNION RANK
HAMILTON NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST TRUST SAVINGS BANK
NORTHERN BANK OF TENNESSEE
CLEVELANU AK AND TRUST CO
COMMERCE UNION RANK
MIDDLE TENNESSEE RANK
BANK OF DYER
BANK OF ELBRIDGE
CARTE. COUNTY BANK
COMMERCE UNION RANK
NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE
FIRST NATIONAL BANE
HAMILTON NATIONAL BANK
PARK NATIONAL BANK
COMMERCE UNION BANK
COMMERCE UNION RANK
FIRST AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK

BLOUNT NATIONAL BANK
1sT NATIONAL RANK OF mEmpHrs
COMMERCE UNION RANK
COMMERCE UNION RANK
FIRST AMERICAN NATL BANK

NASHVILLE
NEwBERN
NEWPORT
OLD HICKORY
SAVANNAH
SAVANNAH
SPARTA
SPRINGFIELD
UNION TY
wESTmL LAND
yORKVILLE

APILENE
APILENE
AA/ILENE
ALvIN
BEAR ILLS
AmARILLO
ARLINGTON
ARLINGTON
ATBENS
AUSTIN
AU5TIN
BAY CITY
RAYTOwN
RFAumONT
9EAUBONT
REAUMoNT
REAUBONT

HIS SPRING
BONHAM
RONHAM
BORGER
HOW IN
BRADY
RPECKENRIDGE
RRENWAM
RPOWNSBORO
pP0WNWOOD
RPyAN
BRYAN
RuRKRHRNETT
CARERON
CANADIAN
C.ILDREss

ctsco
CLARENDON
CLARKSVILLE
CLAUDE

THIRD NATIONAL RANK
NEWBERN STATE BANK
NATIONAL BANK
FIRST ABERIMAN NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS BANK
TAB FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COMMERCE UNION BANK
COMMERCE UNION RANK
OLD • THIRD NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
BANK OF YORKVILLE

TEXAS

FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
THE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK OF ALVIN
AoARILLO NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF THE SOUTHWEST
ARLINGTON STATE BANS
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE AUSTIN NATIONAL BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
RAY CITY BANK • TRUST CO
CITIZENS NATL 8K . TR CO
AMERICAN NATIONAL RANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST SECURITY NATIONAL RANK
GATEWAY NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RONHAB STATE RANK
FIRST NATL RK OF BONHAM
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE BRADY NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST STATE BANK
CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
FIRST BANK AND TRUST
THE CITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE FIRST NAIL RK OF CANADIA
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK OF CISCO
FARMERS STATE BANK
RED RIVER NAIL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK

CLIFTON FARMERS STATE BANK
COLLEGE STATION UNIVERSITY NATIONAL BANK
COLUmRUS COLUMBUS STATE BANK
CONROE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CORSICANA ,FIRST NATIONAL BANK
CoRSICANA THE STATE NATIONAL RANK
DAIHART CITIZENS STATE BANK
nALLAs CENTRAL BANK AND TRUST CO
DALLAS COMMERCIAL NATIONAL BANK
DALLAS FIRST NATIONAL BANK
DALLAS LAKEWOOD RANK AND TRUST CO
DALLAS PRESTON STATE BANK
DALLAS REPUBLIC NATIONAL BANK
DARROUZETT FIRST NATIONAL RANK
DEKALR STATE BANK OF DEKAL8
DENISON THE CITIZENS NATL BANK
DENTON DENTON COUNTY NATIONAL BANK
oENToN FIRST STATE RANK OF DENTON
DENTON UNIVERSITY STATE RANK
EAST 'BERNARD UNION STATE BANK
EASTLAND EASTLAND NATIONAL BANK
ELDORADO THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
EL PASO EL PASO NATIONAL BANK
EL PASO STATE NATIONAL RANK
ELsA ELSA STATE RK • TR CO
ERDRY FIRST NATIONAL PANE
FLOYDADA FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FOLLETT FOLLETT NATIONAL BANK
FORT WORTH FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FREEPORT THE FIRST FREEPORT NATL BANK
GATESVILLE NATIONAL BANK OF GATESVILLE
GREENVILLE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
GREENVILLE FIRST GREENVILLE NATL BANK
GROESRECK THE FARMERS STATE BANK
GROVES FIRST STATE BANK
HALE CENTER FIRST NATIONAL RANK
HAMILTON PERRY NATIONAL RANK
HAmLIN FARMERS AND MERCHANTS N BE
HARPY FIRST STATE BANK
HARLINGEN THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MEDLEY SECURITY STATE RANK
HENDERSON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
WEREFORO FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HEREFORD HEREFORD STATE RANK
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HITS FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HOUSTON BANK OF ALMEDA
HOUSTON BANK OF S w NATIONAL ASSOC
HUGHES SPRINGS FIRST NATIONAL RANK
JACKSONVILLE TEXAS BANK • TRUST CO
KAuFMAN FARMERS • MERCHANTS NATL BK
KERENS FIRST STATE BANK OF KERENS
KERMIT
KILLEEN
KILLEEN
LA MARCHJE
LA PRyOR
LA REDO
LEAGUE CITY
LEvELLAND
LEvELLAND
LEWISVILLE
L1VINGSTON
LONGVIEW
LUFKIN
MALAKOFF
MARBLE FALLS
MARLIN
MARSHALL
MARSHALL
MART
MATADOR
MC cAmEY
Mc KINNEy
MERCEDES
MERKEL
MIDLAND
MIDLAND

KERMIT STATE RANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF THE MAINLAND
THE LA MAYOR STATE RANK
THE LAREDO NATIONAL BANK
LEAGUE CITY STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LEVELLAND STATE BANK
LEWISVILLE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LONGVIEW NAIL BANK
FIRST STATE BK • TR CO
CITIZENS STATE BANK
HOME STATE RANK
MARLIN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE MARSHALL NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
SECURITY STATE RANK
COLLIN COUNTY NATL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS NATL 8
COMMERCIAL RANK AND TRUST CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK

mINEOLA FIRST NATIONAL BANK
mONAHANS FIRST STATE BANK
MOUNT PLEASANT FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MOUNT PLEASNT GUARANTY MONO STATE BANK
muLESH0E FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NAcOGDOCHES COMMERCIAL NATIONAL BANK
NAcOGDOCRES FREDONIA STATE RANK
NAcOGDOCHES STONE FORT NATIONAL BANK
NEw BRAuNFELS THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NOcoNA FARMERS • MFRCHANTs NATL BK
ODESSA FIRST NATIONAL RANK
OnFSSA FIRST STATE BANK
OLNEY FIRST NATL RANK OF OLNEY
ORANGE ORANGE NATIONAL BANK
PAMPA CITIZENS BANK • TRUST CO
pEcOS FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PERRYTON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PITTSBURG P1TTSRuRG NATIONAL BANK
PLAINS PLAINS STATE RANK
PLAINVIEw HALE COUNTY STATE BANK
pLA1NviEw THE CITY NATIONAL RANK
pLFASANTON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PORT ARTHUR THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
POST THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
RALLS SECURITY STATE RANK
REFUGIO THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
RIcHARDSON FIRST BK • TR OF RICHARDSON
ROCHESTER HOME STATE RANK
ROTAN FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RULE THE FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
SAN ANTONIO AMERICAN STATE RANK
SAN ANTONIO BROADWAY NATL BK ALAm0 HOTS
SAN ANTONIO FROST NATIONAL RANK
SAN ANTONIO NORTH HILL NATIONAL BANK
SAN MARCUS FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SANTA ANNA SANTA ANNA NATIONAL BANK
SCHuLENRuRG FARMERS STATE BANK
SEAGRAVES FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SEALY CITIZENS STATE RANK
SEGUIN SEGUIN STATE RK AND TR CO
SEGUIN THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SEyMnuR FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SHEPHERD PEOPLES STATE BANK
SHERmAN MERCHANTS • PLANTERS NATL BK
sHFRmAN TEX0mA NATIONAL BANK
SNyDER WEST TEXAS STATE BANK
SoNoRA THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STEPHENvILLE THE sTERHENvILLE STATE BANK
sTINNETT FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STRATFoRD FIRST ST BANK OF STRATFORD
STRAWN FIRST STRAwN NATIONAL RANK
SwEETwATER NATIONAL BANK SF SWEETWATER
TERRELL AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
TExARKANA TExARKANA NATIONAL BANK
TEXAS CITY MAINLAND BANK AND TRUST CO
T/mPSoN THE COTTON PELT STATE BANK
TRENT HOME STATE RANK
TuLIA THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
TYLER TYLER BANK AND TRUST CO
UNIVERSAL CITY RANDOLPH FIELn NATIONAL BANK
VAN FIRST STATE BANK
VAN ALSTYNE THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
VERNON HERRING NATIONAL BANK
wAc0 CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

WAc0
WAc0
wEATHERFoRD
WELLINGToN
WEST
wHtTEwRIGHT
WICHITA FALLS
WICHITA FALLS

WOODS CROSS

ALBURA
BARRE
BA RAE
RARRE
BARTON
BELLOWS FALLS
BELLOWS FALLS
BELLOWS FALLS
BENNINGTON
BENNINGTON
BETHEL
BRADFORD
BRANOON
RRATTLEBORO
RRATTLERORO
"PL1 NGTON
RURLINGTON
RURLINGTON
CHELSEA
CHESTER
CHESTER
DERBY LINE
ENOSBURg FALLS
ENOSBURG FALLS
ESSEX JUNCTION
FAIR HAVEN
HARDWICK
HYDE PARK
JAMAICA
JEFFERSONVILLE
JOHNSON
LUDLOW
LYNDONVILLE
MANCHESTER CTR
MIODLEBuRY
MIDDLEBuRY
moNTPELIER
MONTPELIER
MONTPELIER
MORRISVILLE
NEwFANE
NEWPORT
NO BENNINGTON
NORTH TROY
NORTHrIELD
NORTHFIELD
NORTHFIELD
ORLEANS
POuLTNEY
PROCTOR
PRoCTORSVILLE
RANDOLPH
RICHFORD
RI CANONS
RuTLAND
RUTL AND
RuTLAND
RUTLAND
ST ALHANS
ST ALBANS
ST JOHNSBURY
ST JOHNSBURY
SPRINGFIELD
SPRINGFIELD
STOWE
OTT WE
SwANTON
VERGENNES
WATTSFIELD
wATERRURY
WELLS RivER
WHITE RIVER
wILNINGTON
WINDSOR
Al NOOSE!
wooDSTOcK
wooDSTocK
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FIRST NATIONAL RANK
WESTVIEw NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL RK IN WEATHERFORD
CITY ST BANK IN WELLINGTON
STATE NATIONAL RANK IN WEST
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CITY NATIONAL BANK
FIRST WICHITA NATIONAL BANK

UTAH

FARMERS STATE BANK

VERMONT

CRITTENDEN TRUST COMPANY
BARRE TRUST COMPANY
GRANITE SAVINGS BK • TR CO
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
HOwARO NATIONAL RA AND TR CO
BELLOWS FALLS TRUST CO
VERMONT BK AND TR CO
VERMONT NATIONAL RANK
VERMONT BK AND TR CO
VERMONT NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL WHITE RIVER BANK
BRADFORD NATIONAL RANK
FIRST BRANDON NATIONAL BANK
VERMONT BK AND TR CO
VERMONT NATIONAL RANK
BURLINGTON SAVINGS RANK
cHITTENOEN TRUST CO
HOWARD NAIL OK AND TR CO
NATIONAL WHITE RIVER BANK
VERMONT RE ANY TR CO
VERMONT NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL BANK or DERBY LINE
ENOSBURG FALLS NATL BANK
HOWARD NATIONAL BK AND TR CO
HOWARD NATL 8K AND TR CO
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
HARDwICK TRUST COMPANY
LAmOILLE COUNTY BANK
VERMONT NATIONAL RANK
UNION SAV BK.TR mORRISVILLE
STERLING TRUST COMPANY
LuDLOw SAVINGS PK AND TR CO
ONDONVILLE SAVINGS BK TR
FACTORY POINT NATL BK
CRITTENDEN TRUST COMPANY
NATIONAL BANK
CRITTENnEN TRUST COMPANY
MONTPELIER NATIONAL BANK
MONTPELIER SAVINGS MK AND TR
UNION SAVINGS RE AND TR CO
VERMONT NATIONAL RANK
CHITTENnEN TRUST COMPANY
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
CRITTENDEN TRUST COMPANY
NORTHFIELD NATI,ONAL BANK
NORTHFIELD SAVINGS BANK
NORTHFIELD TRUST COMPANY
HOWARD NATL BK AND TR CD
PROCTOR TRUST CO
PROCTOR TRUST CO
VERMONT NATIONAL RANK
RANDOLPH NATIONAL BANK
FRANKLIN COUNTY BANK
HOWARO NATL BK • TR CO
MARBLE SAVINGS RANK
RUTLAND COUNTY RANK
RUTLAND SAVINGS RANK
VERMONT BK ANY TR SO
FRANKLIN COUNTY BANK
PEOPLES TRUST COMPANY
CITIZENS SAVINGS BK AND OR
HOWARD NATL BE AND TR CO
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
VERMONT NATIONAL BANK
LAMOILLE COUNTY BANK
UNION SAVINGS BK • TRUST CO
CRITTENDEN TRUST COMPANY
CRITTENDEN TRUST COMPANY
MONTPELIER sAVINGS BK • TR
BANK OF wATERRURY
wELES RIVER SAVINGS BANK

JCT FIRST NATIONAL RANK
VERMONT NATIONAL RANK
VERMONT NATIONAL BANK
HOWARD NATL BK • TR CO
VERMONT NATIONAL RANK
WOODSTOCK NATIONAL RANK
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ARRINGTON
ALEXANDRIA
ALEXANDRIA
ALTAVISTA
AmBEAST
ANNANDALE
ARpOmATTOx
AYLETT
BEDFORD
RLACESENAG
ROOK INS
BRISTOL
BRISTOL
RROADWAy
RROOKNEAL
BR00EvILLE
BUENA VISTA
CApRON
CHARLOTTESVILLE
CHARLOTTESVILLE
CHESAPEAKE
CHESTER
CIvINGTnN
DANVILLE
DILwYN
DINWIDDTE
ELK TON
FA!RFAX
FAyRFAX
FALLS CHURCH
FARmVILLE
FORT LEE
FRANKLIN
GAINESVILLE
GARDENSVILLE
GATES CITY
GLADE SPRING
GREAT FALLS
SAW/ETON
mALLADon
HARRISONBURG
HARRISONBURG
HARRISONBURG
HIGHLAND SPGS
HOPE WELL
HOT SPRINGS
LERANON
LOuISA
LYNCHAURG
MADISON HEIGHTS
MARION

MARTINSVILLE
mCLEAN
MCLEAN
NAPROWS
NEWPORT NEWS
NIcKLESVILLE
NORFOLK
NORFOLK
ORANGE
PETERSBURG
AETERSBuRG
RORTSmOuTH
RIcHLANDS
RIcHMOND
R1cHMONn
ROANOKE
ROANOKE
AusTBURG
SALEM
SALEM
SANDSTON
SBENANDOAH
SPRINGFIELt
STANDARDSVILLE
STAUNTON
SUFFOLK
TAAPAHANNOCK
VAR INA
VIENNA
VIRGINIA BEACH
WAYNESBORO
WEBER CITY
WYTHEVILLE

ABERDEEN
ABERDEEN
ALA IRA
ANACORTES
ARLINGTON
AUBURN
BAINBRIDGE IS
BATTLE AROUND

U  S A FUNDS LENDING INSTITUTIONS DIRECTORY

VIRGINIA

VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
MT VERNON NAIL BE • TN

ALEXANDRIA NATIONAL BANK
FIDELITY NAIL BK LYNCHBuRG
FIDELITY NAIL BE LYNCREMAG
MT VERNON NATL 4K • TRUST
FIDELITY NATL. BK LyNcHBuRp
SOUTHSIDE BANK
FIRST NAIL EXCHANGE BK OF VA
FIRST NAIL EXCHANGE AK OF VA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATL EXCHANGE BE OF VA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIDELITY NATL BE LYNCHBURG
FIDELITY NATL BK LYNCHBURG
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
NATIONAL BANK TRUST CO
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
RANK OF VIRGINIA
FIRST NAIL EXCHANGE BE OF VA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL RANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF VIRGINIA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
MT VERNON NATL RK • TR
THE NATIONAL RANK OF FAIRFAX
MT VERNON NATL AK • TR
VIRGINIA NATIONAL RANK
STATE PLANTERS RK COMM • TR
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL RANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIENNA TRUST COMPANY
MT VERNON NATL RK TR
BANK OF VIRGINIA
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
ROCK I NGBAM NATIONAL BANK
VALLEY NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF VIRGINIA
STATE PLANTERS BK COMM A TR
BATH COUNTY NATIONAL RANK
FIRST NATL EXCHANGE BK OF VA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL RANK
FIDELITY NAIL BK LYNCBBURG
FIDELITY NATL BE LYNCHBURG
FIRST NATL EXCHANGE BE OF VA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
MT VERNON NATL BE • TM
VIENNA TRUST COmPANI
FIRST NAIL RANK OF NARROWS
BANK OF VIRGINIA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF VIRGINIA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF VIRGINIA
STATE PLANTERS RK COMM TR
BANK OF VIRGINIA
FIRST NATL EXCHANGE BE OF VA
BANK OF VIRGINIA
STATE-PLANTERS BK COMM A TR
BANK OF VIRGINIA
FIRST NAIL EXCHANGE BE OF vk
FIDELITY NAIL BK LYNCHBURG
FIRST NATL EXCHANGE BE OF VA
THE BANK OF SALEM
BANK OF VIRGINIA
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
MT VERNON NATL RK • TR
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
SOUTHSIDE BANK
BANK IF VIRGINIA
VIENNA TRUST COMPANY
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
VIRGINIA NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATL EXCHANGE BE OF VA

WASHINGTON

NAIL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
BAINBRIDGE ISLAND BANK
FIRST INDEPENDENT BANK

REILEvUE
RELLEVUE
RELLEVUE
RELLINGHAM
RELLINGHAm
RENTON CITY
4LAINE
BREMER TON
AREmERTON
RREMEATON
AREASTER
RuBIEN
BURIEN •
RUB INN
BURLINGTON
CAmAS
CARNATION
CENTRAL IA
CENTRAL IA
CARL AN
CHENEy
CHEWELAH
CLARKSToN
CIF ELLim
COLE AS
COLFAX
COLLEGE PLACE
CoLTON
COLVILLE
COLVILLE
CONNELL
CouLEE CITY
COULEE OAR
DARATNGTON
DAVENPORT
DAYTON
DAYTON
IEEE PARK
DES MOINES
n1sHmAN
DuvALL
EASTGATE
EnmONDS
ELLENSBURG
ELmA
ENDICOTT
ENumCLAw
EPHRATA
EvERETT
EvERETT
EvERETT
EvERETT
EVERSON
FEDERAL WAX
FRIDAY HARBOR
GARFIELD
GOLDENDALE
GRANDvIEW
GRANDVIEW
GREENACRES
GRANGER
HARRINGTON
HAZEL DELL
HO0UIAM
HOuGHTON
ILHACO
ISSAQUAm
EEL 50
KENNEwICK
KENNEHICK
KENT
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
LA CONNER
LAKE HILLS
LEAVENwORTH
LINT
LONGVIEw
LONGVIEW
LONGVIEW
LINDEN
LINDEN
LYNNWOOD
MARYSVILLE
MEDICAL LAKE
MERCER ISLAND
MERCER ISLAND
MIDWAY
mILLWOOD
MONROE
MONTESANO
MOSES LAKE
MOSES LAKE
MOuNT VERNON
MOUNT VEHNON
NEwRORT

NATL BK OF COmMERCE SEATTLE
PACIFIC NAIL 8K OF SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK
NAIL AK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
OLD NAIL BANK OF wASWINGTON
NATL AK OF COMMERCE SEAVTLE
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
pEoPLES NATIONAL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL RANK
NATL RE OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL RANK
SEATTLE TRUST AND SAVINGS BK
NATL RK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
NAIL 8K OF cOmMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
NATL RK OF cOmmERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
NAIL BE Or cOmmERcE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
OLD NAIL BANK OF WASHINGTON
NATL 8K OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
OLD NAIL RANK OF WASHINGTON
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL RE OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
OLD NATL RANK OF wASBINGTON
NAIL 8K OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NAIL 8K OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE TRUST AND SAVINGS BE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL 9K OF cOmmERCE SEATTLE
NATL 4K OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
NATL BE OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
NATL RK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
BANK OF EVERETT
EvERETT TRUST AND SAVINGS BE
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SAN „JUAN COUNTY BANK
STATE NATIONAL RANK
NAIL RK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
GRANDVIEH SECURITY RANK
OLD NATL BANK OF WASHINGTON
OLD NAIL BANK OF WASHINGTON
OLD NATL BANE OF WASHINGTON
OLD NATL BANK OF WASHINGTON
FIRST INDEPENDENT BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
NAIL RK OF cOmmERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL BE OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
NATL AK OF rOmmFRCE SEATTLE
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK
NATL FIK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
BANK OF COWLITZ COUNTY
NATL RE OF cOmMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NAIL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
THE PEOPLES STATE BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
NATL AK OF cOmMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
PUGET SOUND NATIONAL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL BE OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL BE OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATI. BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
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NORTH BEND
N wENATcHEE
OAK HARBOR
OAKESDALE
ODESSA
OKANOGAN
OLYMPIA
OLYMPIA
OmAK
OPPORTUNITY
OTHELLO
PALOUSE
PARKLAND
PASCO
PASCO

U S A FUNDS LENDING INSTITUTIONS DIRECTORY

SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
EvERETT TRUST AND SAVINGS BK

SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
NATL RK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL SANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
OLD NATL BANK OF WASHINGTON
PuGET SOUND NATL BK TACOMA
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK

PnmEROY NAIL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
PnmEROY OLD NAIL BANK OF WASHINGTON
PORT ANGELES FIRST NATIONAL RANK
PORT ORCHARD KITSAP COUNTY BANK
PORT TOwNSENU FIRST AMER NATIONAL BANK
PROSSER OLD NAIL BANK OF WASHINGTON
PutLmAN OLD NATt BANK OF WASHINGTON
PULLMAN

PuyALLUP
puyALLUP
OuTNCy
RAYMOND
REARDAN
RENT ON
RENT ON
RENTON
RENTON
HEPUWLIC
RICHLANTI

SEATTLE hIRST NATL BANK

CITIZENS STATE RANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE

SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
OLD NATL. RANK OF WASHINGTON
NATL 9K OF cOMMFRCE SEATTLE
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
SEATTLE TRUST AND SAVINGS 8K

SEATTLE I. 1RST NATL BANK
RANK OF RICHLANO

RIcHLAND NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE

RIcHLAND SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
RIcHmOND H1GHLA SEATTLE TRUST AND SAVINGS BK

RIDGEFIELD FIRST INDEPENDENT BANK

RITZVTLLE NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
RITZVILLE OLD NAIL RANK OF WASHINGTON

ROsALIA OLD NAIL BANK OF WASHINGTON

SEATTLE NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE

SEATTLE PACIFIC NATIONAL BANK
SEATTLE PEOPLES NAIL RK OF WASH

SEATTLE SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK

SEATTLE SEATTLE TRUST AND SAVINGS

SEATTLE THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

SEDRO wOOLLEY NATL PK OF rOmmFRCE SEATTLE
SEnR0 wOOLLEY SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK

SHELTON SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK

StLVANA SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK

SN0HOHISH SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK

SN0OUALMIE SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK

SOAP LAKE PEOPLES NATTONAL RANK
510114 BEND SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK
SPOKANE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SPOKANE OLD NATL BANK OF WASHINGTON
SPOKANE SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK

SPRAGUE OLD NAIL BANK OF WASHINGTON

STANwOOD SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK

STEVENSON BANK OF STEVENSON
SULTAN SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK

SONNER SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK

SUNNYSIDE SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK

SuNNYSIDE OLD NAIL BANK Or WASHINGTON

TACOMA THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

TACOMA NORTH PACIFIC BANK
TACOMA PUGET SOUND NATL. BANK

TEKOA SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK

TONASKET FIRST NATIONAL RANK
TOPPEN1SH CENTRAL VALLEY RANK
TORPENISH SEATTLE FIRST NATL BANK

TUKWILA SEATTLE FIRST NAIL RANK

TwTSR COMMERCIAL RANK OF TwIsP

UNION GAP SEATTLE FIRST NATL. RANK

VANCOUVER FIRST INDEPENDENT BANK

VANCOUVER NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE

VANCOUVER SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK
VAsHON PEOPLES NATTONAL BANK

WATTSRURG NATL Si( OF cOMMERCE SEATTLE
WALLA WALLA BAKER BOYER NATIONAL BANK

WALLA WALLA OLD NAIL BANK OF WASHINGTON

WALLA wALLA SEATTLE FIRST NATL RANK

KARAT() NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE

WARDEN PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK

wATERVILLE NATL PK OF cOmMERCE SEATTLE

wENATCHEE NAIL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE

WENATCHEE SEATTLE FIRST NAIL BANK

WEsTLAKE NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
wEsTPORT SEATTLE FIRST NAIL RANK

WHITE SALMON NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE

WOODLAND BANK OF COWLITZ COUNTY

YAcOLY FIRST STATE BANK
YAKIMA BANK OF YAKIMA
YAKIMA NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
YAKIMA SEATTLE F1RsT NATL RANK
ZILLAH NATL BK OF COMMERCE SEATTLE
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WEST VIRGINIA

BECKLEY BECKLEY NATIONAL BANK
BEcKLEY RALEIGH COUNTY RANK
BERKELEY SPGS CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

RLuEF1ELD FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BLUEFIELD FLAT TOP NATL BANK
BUcKHANNON CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK
CHARLES TOWN BANK OF CHARLES TOWN
CHARLES TOWN PEOPLES BANK OF CHARLES TOWN
CHARLESTON NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE
CHARLESTON THE CHARLESTON NATIONAL BANK
CLARKSBuRG UNION NATIONAL RANK
MIsNDENIN FARMERS . CITIZENS STATE BAN

NATIONAL BANK
THE BANK OF DUNBAR

NVTA:AINFLLE WESTERN GREENRRIER BANK
FAIRmONT CITY NATIONAL BANK
FAIRmONT COMMUNITY BANK AND TRUST
FATRmONT FIRST NATIONAL RANK
GAuLEY RRTDGE GAULEY NATIONAL BANK

MrTWIELLE 
KANAWHA UNION BANK
THE CALHOUN COUNTY BANK

HAmLIN THE LINCOLN NATIONAL BANK
HINOUN NAI4UNAL BANK OF SUMMERS

HuNDRED BANK OF HUNDRED
HuNTINGTUN FIRST HUNTINGTON NATIONAL BK
HUNTINGTUN TWENTIETH STREET BANK

KFySER FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK

KEySER NATIONAL BANK OF KEYSER
LOGAN LOGAN BANK • TRUST CO

NATIONAL BANK OF LOGAN

MATIISON ROONE NATIONAL RANK
LOGAN NATIONAL

FIRST ExCHANGE BANK
MART1NSRURG OLD NATIONAL BANK
mATEwAN mATEWAN NATIONAL BANK
MONTGOMERY MERCHANTS NATIONAL RANK
MONTGOMERY MONTGOMERY NATIONAL BANK
MORGANTowN FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
mORGANTOwN FIRST NATIONAL RANK

PEOPLES BANK
NEW L.VATITINSVILL FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NEW HARTANSVILL NEW MARTINSVILLE BANK
OAK HILL MERCHANTS • HINERS NATL BK

BARKERSRURG pARKERSRURG NATIONAL BANK

pARKERSPURG UNION TRUST AND DEPOSIT CO
PETERSBURG GRANT COUNTY RANK
PINEvILLE THE CASTLE POCK BANK
poiNT PLEASANT CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
PRINCETON MERCER COUNTY BANK
PRINCETON PRINCETON BK AND TR COMPANY
RANSON RLAKELEY BANK AND TRUST CO

RAvENSwOOD
RIPLEY 

JACKSON COUNTY RANK
BANK OF RIPLEy

RIPLEY FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RnmNEY BANK OF ROMNEy
RomNEY THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RONCEVERTE RONCEvERTE NATIONAL BANK

ST ALBANS BANK OF ST ALRANS
SHEPHERDSTOwN JEFFERSON SECURITY BANK
SHTNNSTON BANK OF SH1NNSTON
SO CHARLESTON FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SUmmERSv1LLE NICHOLAS COUNTY BANK
GuTTON THE HOME NATIONAL BANK

OHIO VALLEY NATIONAL RANK
WESTON NATIONAL BANK

VIENNA

WEST UNION WEST ONTON RANK
wIlLIAMSTOWN WILLIAMSTOWN NATIONAL BANK

ALRENA
AmERY
APPLETON
APPLETON
APPLETON
APPLETON
ASHLAND
ASHLAND
EAGLET
BARABOO
RARNEVELD
RAyF1ELD
RFAVER DAM
BELmONT
RERLIN
BLUE RIVER
BOSCOREL
BRILL
BRoOKFIELD
BROWN DEER
RUTTERNUT
CAMP UOUULAS
CATAHBA
CEDARRURG
CEDAR GROVE

WISCONSIN

NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK

UNION STATE BANK
APPLETON STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NORTHERN STATE RANK
OUTAGAM1E COUNTY BANK
NORTHERN STATE RANK
THE UN1nN NATIONAL BANK

PRAIRIE CITY RANK
BARABOO NATIONAL BANK
BARNEVELD STATE BANK
WASHBURN STATE RANK
AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK
MOUND CITY RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
BOSCOREL STATE RANK
ROSCOREL STATE BANK
BRILL STATE BANK
ELM BROOK STATE BANK
THE BROWN DEER RANK
NORTHERN STATE BANK
NEW LISBON STATE BANK

STAGE BANK oF PHILLIPS

CFDARBURG STATE BANK

CITIZENS BANK OF SHEBOYGAN
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CHILTON
CHIPPEWA FALLS
CLINTONVILLE
coeumaus
CORNELL
CUMBERLAND
CUSHING
DALE
DELAFIELD
DE PEER
DORCHESTER
DRuMMOND
EAGLE
EAST TROY
EASTMAN
EAU CLAIRE
EAU CLAIRE
EAU CLAIRE
EDGERTON
FRANKSV1LLE
FREMONT
TRTESLAND
GENESEE DEPOT
GILLETT
GLIDDEN
GRANTSBURG
GREEN BAY
GREEN BAY
GREEN BAY
GREEN BAY
GREENWOOD
HAyWARD
HORTONVILLE
HUSTLER
JANESVILLE
JANESVILLE
JANESVILLE
JEFFERSON
JEFFERSON
KAuKAUNA
KENOSHA
KIMBERLY
LA CROSSE
LA CROSSE
LA CROSSE
LANCASTER
LAONA
LITTLE CHUTE
LosANYILLE
MADISON
MADISON
MAIDEN ROCK
mANAwA
MANITOw0C
MANITOWOC
MARINE TTE
mARKESAN
MASON
MEDFORD
MELLEN
MENOMONIE
MENOmONIE
MERRILL
MILWAUKEE
MILWAUKEE
MILWAUKEE
MILWAUKEE
mILWAUKEE
moNnov/
MONROE
mOsINEE
MUsCODA
NEENAH
NEENAH
NEsHKORO
NEw LISBON
NEW LONDON
NEW LONDON
NO PRAIRIE
0C0NOmOw0C
OSHKOSH
PHILLIPS
PLAIN
PLATTEVILLE
PLATTEVILLE
PLYMOUTH
PRAIRIE cucH1FN
PRENTICE
PRINCETON
PULASKI
RAcINE
MAC INK
RAC IRE
RANDOM LAKE
REEDSBURG
REEDSBURG
RHTNELANDER
RHINELANDER

U S A mos LENDIDG INSTITUTIONS DIRECTORY

THE COMMERCIAL RANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
DAIRYmANS STATE BANK
FARMERS • MERCHANTS UNION BK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
NORTHWESTERN STATE BANK
FIRST BANK SF GRANTSBURG
APPLETON STATE RANK
KETTLE MORAINE RANK
STATE BANK OF DE PERE
DORCHESTER STATE BANK
STATE BANK SF DRUMMOND
KETTLE MORAINE RANK
STATE BANK OF EAST TROY
PRAIRIE CITY BANK
AMERICAN NATL BK AND TR CO
COMMUNITY STATE BANK
UNION NATIONAL RANK
TOBACCO EXCHANGE BANK
BANK OF FRANKSVILLE
APPLETON STATE RANK
FARMERS • MERCHANTS UNION BK
KETTLE MORAINE BANK
GILLETT STATE BANK
NORTHERN STATE RANK
FIRST BANK OF GRANTSBURG
KELLOGG-CITIZENS NATL BANK
PRERLE STATE RANK
WEST SITE STATE BANK
WISCONSIN STATE BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK
APPLETON STATE RANK
NEW LtseoN STATE BANK
BANK OF JANESVILLE
THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
MERCHANTS AND SAVINGS BANK
JEFFERSON COUNT), BANK
THE FARMERS • MERCHANTS BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
FIRST NATL RANK OF KENOSHA
KIMBERLY STATE BANK
BATAVIAN NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STATE BANK OF LA CROSSE
UNION STATE BANK
LAONA STATE BANK
BANK OF LITTLE CHUTE
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
BANK OF MADISON
COMMERCIAL STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
mANITOWOC SAVINGS BANK
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
FARMERS STATE BANK
NORTHERN STATE RANK
STATE BANK OF MEDFORD
NORTHERN STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
KRAFT STATE BANK
CITIZENS AMERICAN BANK
FIRST WISCONSIN NATL BANK
LAYTON PARK STATE BANK
MARSHALL AND !LSLEY BANK
PARK STATE RANK
WEST SIDE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
COMMERCIAL AND SAVINGS BANK
mOSINEE commERIcAL BANK
BOSCOREL STATE RANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
NATIONAL MANUFACTURERS BANK
FARMERS EXCHANGE BANK
NEW LISRON STATE BANK
FIRST STATE BANK
NEW LONDON NATIONAL BANK
KETTLE MORAINE RANK
BANK OF OCONOMOWOC
FIRST NATIONAL AK IN OSHKOSH
STATE BANK OF PHILLIPS
FARMERS ST RE OF SPG GREEN
MOUND CITY RANK
STATE BANK
CITIZENS BANK OF SHEBOYGAN
PRAIRIE CITY RANK
STATE BANK oF PHILLIPS
FARMERS-MERCHANTS NATL BANK
PULASKI STATE BANK
FIRST NATL RANK AND TRUST CO
NORTH SIDE RANK
WEST SATIRE BANK
STATE BANK OF RANDOM LAKE
FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
REEDSBURG BANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
MERCHANTS STATE BANK

RICE LAKE FIRST NATIONAL MANX
ST CROIX FALLS FIRST NATIONAL RANK
SARONA SHEkL LAKE STATE BANK
SENECA PRAIRIE CITY RANK
SHEBOYGAN CITIZENS BANK OF SHEBOYGAN
SHEBOYGAN FALLS CITIZENS BANK OF SHEBOYGAN
SHELL LAKE SHEEL LAKE STATE BANK
SHIOCTON APPLETON STATE RANK
SHORE WOOD NORTH SWORE STATE BANK
SIREN FIRST BANK OF GRANTSBURG
SISTER RAY BANK OF STURGEON BAY
SPENCER SPENCER STATE BANK
SPRING GREEN FARMERS ST RK OF SPRING GRN
SPRING VALLEY BANK OF SPRING VALLEY
STANLEY FARMERS AND MERCHANTS ST 8K
STRATFORD STRATFORD STATE BANK
STURGEON BAY BANK OF STURGEON BAY
STURTEVANT BANK OF FRANKSVILLE
SUPERIOR lsi NATL RANK OF SUPER/Op
TOmAH FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
VIROQUA STATE BANK OF VIROQUA
WALES KETTLE MORAINE RANK
WARRENS FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK
WASHBURN WASHBURN STATE RANK
WATERTOHN MERCHANTS NATIONAL RANK
WATERTOWN 

tIN::VA NSPTITIE :AA:::WAuKESHA
wAuPUN STATE BANK SF WAUPUN
WAuSAU FIRST AMERICAN STATE BANK
wAuWATOSA WAUWATOSA STATE BANK
wEBSIER FIRST BANK OF GRANTSBURG
WEST ALLIS MILWAUKEE COUNTY BANK
WHITEWALL JOHN 0 mELBY AND CO BANK
WHITEwATEP FIRST CITIZENS STATE BANK
WISCONSIN RAPID FIRST NATIONAL BANK
WOODMAN ROSCOBEL STATE BANK
WOODRUFF WOODRUFF STATE RANK

BUFFALO
CASPER
CAsPER
CHEYENNE
CHEYENNE
coo,
copy
GILLETTE
GREYBULL
GUERNSEY
JACKSON
KEmmERER
LANDER
LARAmIE
POwELL
BAWL INS
RAwLINS
R1vERTON
RIVERTON
SuNDANCE
WHEATLAND
WORLAND
WORLAND

WYOMING

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE WYOMING NATIONAL RANK
CHEYENNE NATIONAL BANK
FIRST NAT BANK • TRUST CO
FIRST STATE BANK
SHOSHONE FIRST NATL BANK
sTocmmENs RANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
OkEGON TRAIL RANK
JACKSON STATE BANK
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
LANDER STATE RANK
BANK OF LARAMIE
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
THE FIRST NATIONAL RANK
RAWLINS NATIONAL BANK
AMERICAN NATL BANK
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
SUNDANCE STATE BANK
STATE BANK oF WHEATLAND
FIRST NATIONAL RANK
STOCKGROWERS STATE BANK



USA

FUNDS

United
Student Aid
Funds
Incorporated

Supplement
Educational and Lending

Institutions Directory

P. O. Box 444
Indianapolis, Indiana 46206
Jan. 25, 1966

This Supplement, together with the October 15, 1965, edition of the USA

Funds, Inc., directory gives you the latest available data on new schools

and/or lending institutions in our program. A full directory will be

issued as of March 31, 1966. For your convenience an up-to-date listing

of Educational Institutions participating in our Freshman Program is

included.
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ANCHORAGE

EL CAJON

DENVER

OAK BROOK

ATCHISON
WINFIELD

OLIVET

BELMONT

BIRMINGHAM
MOBILE

TO APE

LOS ANGELES
ORANGE
CLAREMONT
CLAREMONT

DENVER

HARTFORD

ST AUGUSTINE

NAMPA

AUHORA

ANDERSON
GREENCASTLE
WINONA LAKE
HANOVER
HUNTINGTON
INDIANAPOLIS
RENSSELAER
NOTRE DAME
CRAWFORDSVILLE

LAMONI
DUBUQUE
LEMARS

WICHITA
ATCHISON
LAWRENCE
TOPEKA

LOUISVILLE
BARBOURVILLE

ST JOSEPH
ST PAUL
ST CLOUD

NEW EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS SINCE OCTOBER 1, 1965

ALASKA
ALASKA METHODIST UNIVERSITyCANTON

CALIFORNIA
GROSSMONT COLLEGE
COLORADO
CENTRAL BUSINESS COLLEGE

ILLINOIS
NORTHERN BAPTIST THEOL SEA

KANSAS
mT ST SCHOLASTI CA COLLEGE
ST JOHNS COLLEGE

MICHIGAN
OLIVET COLLEGE
tipLITINCrARAILBI

E
N
T
A 
COLLEGE

GREEN LANE

RAPID CITY

ME MPH I $

OLYMPI

WEST LIBERTY

PLATTEVILLE

OHIO
MALONE COLLEGE
PENNSYLVANIA
NORTHEAST BIBLE INSTI TOTE
SOUTH DAKOTA
NATL COLLEGE OF BUSINESS
TENNESSEE
SOUTHWESTERN AT MEMPHIS
WASHINGTON
ST MARTINS COLLEGE
WEST VIRGINIA
WEST LIBERTY STATE COLLEGE
WISCONSIN
WISCONSIN STATE UNIVERSITY

FRESHMAN PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

ALABAMA
SAMFORD UNIVERSITY
moSi LE COLLEGE
ARIZONA
ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSI TY
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA INST OF ARTS
CHAPmAN COLLEGE
CLAREMONT MEND COLLEGE
HARVEY MUDD COLLEGE
COLORADO
CENTRAL BUSINESS COLLEGE
CONNECTICUT

AiVTRESERVE
FLORIDA
FLoNIIJA MEMORI AL COLLEGE
IDAHO
NORTHWEST NAZARENE
ILLINOIS
AURORA COLLEGE
INDIANA
ANDERSON COLLEGE
DEPAUW UNIVERSITY
GRACE THEOL SEM AND COLL
HANOVER COLLEGE
HUNTINGTON COLLEGE
INDIANA CENTRAL COLLEGE
ST JOSEPHS COLLEGE
UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME
WABASH COLLEGE
IOWA
GRACELAND COLLEGE
LORAS COLLEGE
WESTMAR COLLEGE
KANSAS
FRIENDS UNIVERSITY
ST BENEDICTS COLLEGE
UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
WASHBURN UNIVERSITY

KENTUCKY
KENTUCKY SOUTHERN COLLEGE
UNION COLLEGE
MINNESOTA
COLLEGE OF ST BENEDICT
MACALESTER COLLEGE
ST CLOUD STATE COLLEGE

CULLEGEvILLE

JACKSON

BOLIVAR
LIBERTy

ALBUQUERQUE
SILVER CITY

ANNANDALE

SALISBURY

MINOT
WAHPETON

CHESTER
NEW WILMINGTON

CLEMSON
HARTSVILLE
CHARLESTON
ROCK HILL
SPARTANBuRG

RAPID CITY

MEMPHIS
NASHVILLE

HOuSTON
CANYON

CASTLE TON
JOHNSON
LYNDON CENTER
RANDOLPH CENTE

HARRISONBURG

SEATTLE

BLUEFIELD

MILWAUKEE
PLATTEVILLE

ST JOHNS JNIVERSI TY

rmwgPicsccc,c
MISSOURI
SOuTHo/EST BAPTIST COLLEGE
WILLIAM JEWELL COLLEGE
NEW MEXICO
UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
WESTERN NEW MEXICO UNI V
NEW YORK
BARD COLLEGE

P,!?M'AATRALE INeOLLEGE
NORTH DAKOTA
MINOT STATE COLLEGE
N D STATE SCHOOL OF SCIENCE
PENNSYLVANIA
PENNSYLVANIA MILITARY COLE
WESTMINSTER COLLEGE

!°V,Ps'oCNARLAIMARSITY
COKER COLLEGE
COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON
WINTHROP COLLEGE
WOFFORD COLLEGE

M7Hc cg!!!?It OF BUSINESS
TENNESSEE
SOUTHWESTERN AT MEMPHIS
VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY
TEXAS
HOUSTON BAPTIST COLLEGE
WEST TEXAS STATE UNIV
VERMONT
CASTLETON STATE COLLEGE
JOHNSON STATE COLLEGE
LYNDON STATE COLLEGE
VERMONT TECHNICAL COLLEGE

VIRGINIffASTER MENNONITE COLLEGE
WASHINGTON
SEATTLE UNI vERSITY
WEST VIRGINIA
BLUEFIELD STATE COLLEGE

riliomm sc. OF ENGINEERING
WISCONSIN STATE UNIVERSITY



NEW HAVEN
NORWALK
RICHFIELD

* WASHINGTON
W ASHINGTON
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NEW LENDING INSTITUTIONS SINCE OCTOBER 1, 1965

ALABAMA
CAHABA HEIGHTS EXCHANGE SECURITY BANK

CARRVILLE PEOPLES BANK OF CARRVILLE

CENTER POINT EXCHANGE SECURITY BANK

DAPHNE 1ST NATE BANK OF FAIRHOPE

EAST BREWTON CITIZENS FARMERS I MERCHANTS

EAST LAKE BIRMINGHAM TRUST NATI. BANK

ENSLEY BIRMINGHAM TRUST NAIL BANK

FAIRHOPE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

FIVE POINTS VI BIRMINGHAM TRUST NATI. BANK

FT MCCLELLAN 151 NATE SANK OF ANNISTON

GADSDEN STATE NAIL BANK OF ALABAMA

GARDENDALE BIRMINGHAM TRUST NAIL BANK

GREENVILLE THE GREENVILLE BANK

HOHEWOOD BIRMINGHAM TRUST NAIL BANK

HOME WOOS EXCHANGE SECURITY BANK

MIDFIELD BIRMINGHAM TRUST NATE BANK

MOUNTAIN BROOK BIRMINGHAM TRUST NAIL BANK

MOUNTAIN BROOK EXCHANGE SECURI Ty BANK

NEW HOPE STATE NIL BANK OF ALABAMA

N BIRMINGHAM BIRMINGHAM TRUST NAIL BANK

ROEBUCK PLAZA BiRmINGHAN TRUST NAIL BANK

SOuTHSIDE BIRMINGHAM TRUST NAIL BANK

SPANISH FORT 101 NATE BANK OF FAIRHOPE

VESTAVI A HILLS BIRMINGHAM TRUST NAIL BANK

ALASKA
ANCHORAGE ALASKA STATE BANK

FAIRBANKS ALASKA STATE BANK
KENAI ALASKA STATE BANK

MOUNTAIN VIEW ALASKA STATE BANK

CALIFORNIA
ALTURAS WELLS FARGO BANK

ANDERSON WELLS FARGO BANK

APPLE VALLEY BANK OF AMERICA
AUBURN WELLS FARGO ARK

BIJOU WELLS FARGO ANK

CARLSBAD SOUTHWEST BA K

CERES THE BANK OF ALIFORNIA

CHICO WELLS FARGO ANK

CLOVIS WELLS FARGO ANN

CORNING WELLS FARGO ARK

COVELO WELLS FARGO ANN

CRESCENT CITY WELLS FARGO ARK

CUuL IN WELLS FARGO ARK

CUPERTINO WELLS FARGO ARK

DAVIS WELLS FARGO ARK

DOwNEY U S NAIL BAN OF SAN DIEGO

EAST PALO ALTO WELLS FARGO ARK

EUREKA WELLS FARGO ARK

FALLBROOK SOUTHWEST BA K

FORT IRwIN BANK OF AMERICA

FRESNO THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

FRESNO WELLS FARGO BANK

GRASS VALLEY WELLS FARGO BANK

HAviTHORNE 1ST NATE BANK OF SAN DIEGO

HOLLISTER THE BANK OF CALIFORNIA

HUNTINGTON BCH U S NATL BANK OF SAN DIEGO

HURON WELLS FARGO BANK

IMPERIAL BANK OF AMERICA

IMPERIAL BEACH 1ST NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO

JACKSON WELLS FARGO BANK

KINGSBURG WELLS FARGO BANK

LAFAYETTE WELLS FARGO BANK

LA VERNE U S NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO

LOS ALTOS WELLS FARGO BANK

LOS ANGELES U S NAIL BANK OF SAN DIEGO

MANTECA WELLS FARGO BANK

MILLBRAE WELLS FARGO BANK

MILPITAS WELLS FARGO BANK

MISSION HILLS BANK OF AMERICA

NEWARK WELLS FARGO BANK
COLORADO

ENGLEWOOD REPUBLIC NATIONAL BANK

ESTES PARK THE ESTER PARK BANK

MONTE VISTA FIDELITy BANK TRUST

PUEBLO PARK NATIONAL BANK

CONNECTICUT
GENERAL BANK A TRUST CO
NORWALK NATIONAL BANK

FAIRFIELD COUNTY TRUST CO

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
SOOTHERN m0 BANK B TRUST CO

FLORIDA
CORAL GABLES FLORIDA NATIONAL BANK

DADE CITY COMMERCIAL BANK

DE LAND DE LAND STATE BANK

FORT mYERS THE LEE COUNTY BANK

HIGH SPRINGS HIGH SPRINGS BANK

HOMESTEAD FIRST NATIONAL BANK

LANTANA FIRST STATE BANK

mERR IT ISLAND FIRST NATIONAL BANK

ORLANDO CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK

N PALM BEACH FIRST AMERICAN BANK

ST AUGUSTINE THE EXCHANGE BANK

ILLINOIS
BELLEVILLE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

CANTON COMMUNITY BANK 6 TRUST CO

COLLINSVILLE STATE BANK OF COLLINSVILLE

EL PASO EL PASO NATIONAL BANK

GALESBURG THE FARMERS I MECHANICS BK

NAPERVILLE NAPERVILLE NATIONAL BANK

SKOKIE FIRST NATIONAL BANK

SUBLETTE FARMERS STATE BANK

SUMMIT ARGO STATE BANK

WHEATON HAIIITHORNE BANK

WILMINGTON FIRST NATIONAL BANK

INDIANA
ANDERSON ANDERSON LOAN ASSOCIATION

CAmBRI LIGE CITY PEOPLES STATE BANK
CLINTON CLINTON STATE BANK
DUWOIS GERMAN AMERICAN BANK
ECONOMY PEOPLES STATE BANK
FORT BRANCH FARMERS w, MERCHANTS NAIL BK
FOUNTAIN CITY PEOPLES STATE BANK
HILLSBORO HILLSBORO STATE BANK
JASPER GERMAN AMERICAN BANK
SEYMOUR SEYMOUR NATIONAL BANK
TELL CITY CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK
WATERLOO CITIZENS STATE BANK

IOWA
ACKLEY ACKLEY STATE BANK
HAMPTON HAMPTON STATE BANK
MT AYR SECURI Ty STATE BANK
OSAGE HOME TRUST A SAVINGS BK

KANSAS
BEAVER FARMERS NATIONAL BANK
LEWIS HOME STATE BANK
PITTSBURG CITY NATIONAL BANK

KENTUCKY
CORBIN FIRST NATIONAL BANK
COMBER LAND GUARANTY DEPOSIT BANK
LYNCH GUARANTY DEPOSIT BANK
RICHMOND STATE BANK AND TRUST CO

LOUISIANA
SHREVEPORT LOUISIANA BANK 6 TRUST CO

MARYLAND
ADELPHI CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
ASPEN HILL CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
AVONDALE CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
BALTIMORE BALTIMORE FEDERAL 9 d L ASSN
BELTSVILLE CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
BERLIN CALVIN B TAYLOR BANKING CO
BLADENSBURG CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
BRANCHVILLE CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
CAMBRIDGE FARMERS 6 MERCHANTS NATE BK
CARNEY BALTIMORE FEDERAL S 6 L ASSN
DISTRICT HTS CITIZENS BANK OF mARYLAND
EASTOVER CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
FORESTVILLE CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
GREENBELT CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
HAGERSTOWN FIRST NATIONAL BARK
HILLCREST YTS SOUTHERN MD BANK A TRUST CO
HYATTSVILLE CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
OCEAN CITY CALVIN B TAYLOR BANKING CO
POTOMAC POTOMAC NATIONAL BANK
PRINCESS ANNE BANK OF SOMERSET
REISTERSTOWN BALTIMORE FEDERAL S 6 L ASSN
RIVERDALE CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
SILVER SPRING CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
TAKOMA PARK CITIZENS BANK OF mARYLAND
TOWSON BALTIMORE FEDERAL S & L ASSN
W HYATTSVILLE CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
WESTMINSTER BALTIMORE FEDERAL S 6 L ASSN
WHEATON CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND

MICHIGAN
HONOR THE HONOR STATE BANK

MINNESOTA
ALDEN FIRST NATIONAL BANK
BRA INERD BRAINERD NATIONAL BANK

DEERIVOOD FIRST NATIONAL BANK

HAWLEY STATE BANK OF HARLEY
KANARANZI FARMERS STATE BANK
KASSON KASSON STATE BANK
KERKHOVEN STATE BANK OF KERKHOYEN
KIESTER FIRST NATIONAL BANK
LE CENTER FIRST NATIONAL BANK
LITTLEFORK STATE BANK OF LITTLEFORK
OSLO VALLEY STATE BANK
PIERZ FARMERS A MERCHANTS ST BK
SANBORN SANBORN STATE BANK
SILVER BAY SILVER RAY STATE BANK

MISSISSIPPI I
LUCEDALE BANK OF LoCEDALE

MISSOURI
AURORA THE AuRoRA BANK
131.00mF IELD BANK OF BLOokiFIELD
BROOKFIELD BROOKFIELD BANKING CO
GARDEN CITY GARDEN CITY BANK
JAMESPORT HOME EXCHANGE BANK
LA MONTE LA MONTE COMMUNITY HANK
LOUISIANA BANK OF LOUISIANA
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NEW LENDING INSTITUTIONS SINCE OCTOBER 1, 1965

ONRAD
ONRAD
REAT FALLS
ICTOR

MONTANA
FARMERS STATE BANK
PONDER* BANK OF MONTANA
FIRST FEDERAL S ANO L ISSN
FARMERS STATE BANK
NEBRASKA

ELK INS PARK
FAWN GROVE
GLASSPORT
GLENSILFE
HATBORO
JOHNSTOWN

CHELTENHAM NATIONAL BANK
YORK BANK A TRUST CO
PEOPLES UNION AK A TA CO
CHELTENHAM NATIONAL BANK
CHELTENHAM NATIONAL BANK
UNITED STATES NATE BICOZ.

OTHENBuRG
COZAD STATE BANK
GOTHENbuF, STATE BANK

MOUNT WOLF
OAK LANE MANOR

YORK BANK TRUST CO
CHELTENHAM NATION, BANKEwELLEN

INTER
FIRST NATIONAL BANK
RINSER EXCHANGE NAIL BA

PHILADELPHIA
ROCKLEDGE

CHELTENHAM NATIONAL BANK
CHELTENHAM NATIONAL BANKMARA

uPERIoR
COMMERCIAL S i L ASSN
SECURITY NATIONAL BANK
NEW HAMPSHIRE

SHREWSBuRY
SOMERSET
WRIGHTSvILLE

YORK BANK TRUST CO
UNITED STATES NATI BK
YORK BANK A TRUST COONCORD

IvINGSTON

mLCHANICKS NATION
NEW JERSEY
LivINGSTON NATION
NEW MEXICO

L BANK

L BANK

yORK

KINGSTREE
NORTH AuGUSTA

YoRK BANK TRuST CO
SOUTH CAROLINA
wiLLIAmSBuRG STATE BA
N AUGUSTA BANKING CONTHONY

EATER
1ST NATI_ BK OF DO
1ST NATE BANK oF

A ANA CTY
OSEWELL CANTON

SOUTH DAKOTA
FARMERS STATE BANKAGERMAN

UESTA
1ST NATL BANK OF
FIRST STATE BANK

OSEKELL HAZEL COMMuNITY STATE BANK
TEXASLAS VEGAS THE BANK OF LAS V

NORTH CAROLINA
GAS BAN, CITY

8ROWN•000
FIRST NATIONAL
FIRST NATIONAL

ANA
ANASHEVILLE

AKERSVILLE
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANK
ANK

CALDWELL
CENTER

FIRST STATE BAN
FIRST NATIONAL ANKEULAVILLE

LACK MOUNTAIN
wACCAmAW BANK 4 T
THE NORTHWESTERN

uST CO
ANY

DONNA
EAGLE PASS

CITIZENS STATE
FIRST NATIONAL

ANK
ANALOWING ROCK

OONE
OSTIC

THE NORTHAESTERN
THE NORTHwESTERN
THE NORTHwESTERN

ANK
ANA
ANA

FT WORTH
FIASKELL
HEARNE

HALTOM CITY STA
HASKELL NATIONA
FIRST STATE BAN

E BA
AN BK

uRLINGTON
UFINSVILLE

THE NORTHKESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANK
ANK

HEARNE
RONDO

PLANTERS MAEAC
HONDO NATIONAL

ANTS ST OK
ANKAROLEEN

HADBOURN
THE NORTHWESTERN
WACCAMAK BANK 6 T

ARE
UST CO

HOUSTON
ITASCA

PINEMONT STATE
FIRST NATIONAL

ANK
ANKLARAToN

LEMMONS
WACCAMAW BANK A T
THE NORTHWESTERN

UST CO
ANA

LAMPASAS
MARSHALL

FIRST NATIONAL
PEOPLES STATE 13

ANK
NALEvELANO

ANBURY
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHAESTERN

ANY.
ANK

PORTLAND
RIO GA ANTE CIT

PORTLAND STATE
FIRST STATE BK

ANA
TA COOBSON

REBEL
THE NORTHAESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN Nil,'

SAN ANTONIO
SAN SARA

NoRTHSIDE STATE
SAN NASA NATION

BANK
L BANKAST BEND

LAIN
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANK
ANK TEMPLE

TERRELL
TEARS NATIONAL
TERRELL STATE 8

ARK
NAAIRMONT

LETCHER
WACCAMAW BANK A T
THE NORTHWESTERN

UST CO
ARE VEGA

KILLS POINT
FIRST STATE BAN
FIRST NATIONAL ANYOREST CITY

AZELWOOD
THE NORTHAESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANA
ANK

OGDEN
UTAH
CITIZENS NATION L BANKENDERSONVILLE

ICKORY
EFFER SON

THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHwESTERN

ANY
ANA
ANK BERRYVILLE

CLIFTON FORGE

VIRGINIA
FARMERS A MERCY
MOUNTAIN VALLEY

NTS NATE BA
BANKONESVILLE

ENANSVILLE
THE NORTHWESTERN
WACCAmAw BANK 6 T

ANK
UST CO CROCKETT

DANVILLE
WYTHE COuNTY NA
SCHOOLFIELD BAN

IONAL BANK
A TRUST COINC

UMBERTON
THE NORTHAESTERN
WACCAmAK BANK A T

ARK
UST CO

LYNCHBURG
PENNINGTON GAP

1ST NATE TRUST
LEE BANK M TAUS

SAVINGS OK
COADISON

AIDEN
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANK
ANK PuRCELLVILLE

RuRAL RETREAT
FIRST NATIONAL
WYTHE COuNTY NA

ANK
IONAL BANKORGANTON

OuNT AIRY
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANN
ANY ST CHARLES

STAUNTON
LEE BANK 4 TRUS
THE NATIONAL VA

CO
LEY BANKEATON

LD FORT
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHwESTERN

ANA
ANK

STRASBURG
WINCHESTER

mAsSANUTTEN BK
FARMERS MERCH

F STRASBURG
NTS NATE BKIEGELWOOD

OSE HILL
UTHERFORDTON

WACCAMAS BANK A T
WACCAMAW BANK a T
THE NORTHWESTERN

UST CO
uST CO
ARK

wYTHEVILLE

LYNNI000

wYTHE COuNTY NA
WASHINGTON
SECURITy BANK

IONAL liANK

HALLOTTE
OUTHPORT

wACCAMAN BANK 6 T
WACCAMAw BANK A T

UST CO
JST CO KENNEWICK

SPOKANE
KENNEWICK NATIONAL BANK
NATE BANK OF WASHINGTONPASTA

PKUCE PINE
TATESVILLE

THE NORTHAESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ARE
ANY
ANK POINT PLEASANT

WeiEELING

WEST VIRGINIA
PEOPLES BANK
UNION FEDERAL S AND L ASSNTONY POINT

ABOR CITY
THE NORTHWESTERN
WACCAMAA BANK A T

ANK
UST CO MARINETTE STEpHENSON NATIONAL BANKAYLORSVILLE

ALDESE
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANK
ANY PARDEEV1LLE

RANDOLPH
DAIRYMANS STATE BANK
DAIRymANS STATE BANKIEWmONT

ALKERTOWN
THE NORTHAESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ANK
ANY SPARTA

THORP
BANK OF SPARTA
PL0PLES ExCHANGE BANKALNUT COVE

AyNESVILLE
THE NORTHWESTERN
THE NORTHwESTERN

ANK
ANY SALTERS VALDERS STATE BANK

EST JEFFERSGN
HITEVILLE

THE NORTHWESTERN
wACCAMAW BANK A T

ANY
UST CO

ILKESBORO
INSTON SALEM

THE NORTHAESTERN
THE NORTHWESTERN

ARE
ANK

ANCEYVILLE THE NORTHWESTERN
NORTH DAKOTA

ANY

ORMAN
wiNNER

SARGENT COUNTY BA
SARGENT COUNTy BA

K
K

AGE
ILLISTON

PAGE STATE BANK
NORTHwESTERN FED a L ASSN

LEVELAND
OHIO •
LINCOLN SAVINGS AND LOAN CO

IKETON FIRsT NATIONAL BANK
OREGON

AVE JUNCTION
LORENCE

BK OF ILLINoIS VALLEY
LANE COUNTY BANK

OSEBURG
INSTON

FIRST NATIONAL BANK
1ST NATE BANK OF ROSEBURG

LOOMSBuRG
PENNSYLVANIA
MINERS NATIONAL BANK

HELTENHAM
OVER

CHELTENHAM NATIONAL BANK
YORK BANK 4 TRUST CO
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Mr. MUIRHEAD. The 20 States that are now in operation have insur-
ance in force of $366 million—almost $367 million—so the banks have
already demonstrated that under similar circumstances in dealing with
State agencies they are willing to participate. In no instance, Mr.
Brademas, have we found that the interest rate paid to the bank is
in excess of the interest rate contained in this law.
Mr. HOWE. May I add, Mr. Brademas, I think we recognize the

same problem you do here, which is the problem of moving this
program from the leadership of the banks to the grassroots level of the
banks.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Exactly.
Mr. HOWE. This is a problem, and at this point we can say that we

have the assurance of the leadership in making this move, but one of
the reasons that we have wanted to include in the total program the
continuance in various ways of the NDEA program is to be sure that,
whatever the scope of that move, there is a reasonable guarantee that
needy students will get loans. This is definitely something that is in a
fluid state and depends on the job which the leadership of the banks
are able to do.
Mr. BRADEMAS. If I were putting myself in your position—and

maybe you are already doing this—I think that I would want to make
a very carefully planned effort to communicate the information about
this program to the bankers, not only at the ABA level and at the
State bankers association level, but at the grassroots level as well.
I don't know if you are doing so, but I would hope that you would.

I have just two more questions, Madam Chairman.
The second is analogous to the first and requires some background.

The Secretary very appropriately pointed out yesterday the distinc-
tion between your original proposal and the new proposal and made
clear that much of the adverse reaction we were hearing from colleges
and universities was hostility to plan A.
Many colleges and universities really don't know you even have a

plan B yet. The Secretary responded yesterday, though I think he
said there had not yet developed a consensus among colleges and
universities, that representative consultation suggested sympathy for
plan B.
My question is this: To what extent are you making a full effort?

We were very critical of you yesterday and I still am, but I want to
be fair. I would like to know to what extent you are making an effort
to get a consensus among, as distinguished from consultation with,
colleges and universities on plan B. I have had no letters from any
college or university official—perhaps, Madam Chairman, you have—
that indicate to me they even know you have a new proposal.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Mr. Brademas, it seems to me that I must report

to you first of all that the new proposal, plan B, that you refer to, was
only unveiled a week ago. We have been in contact since that time
with such representatives of higher education as the American Council
on Education and the College Entrance Examinations Board, and
they in turn have cooperated in the usual generous way that they do
cooperate by sending out information to their constituents about the
new plan.
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We do have our own plan afoot to put into the hands of each college
president in the Nation, a straightforward statement setting forth the
distinction between the first proposal the administration submitted
and the new proposal that the administration has now before the
Congress, and attempting to explain the rationale for it.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I think that would be very helpful.
I have, Madam Chairman, just one more question which does not

touch on any of the testimony here, but I raise it because it is part of
the Higher Education Act of 1965, with which I was very much con-
cerned. I wonder, Commissioner, if you could comment on how title
V, the teacher fellowship title, has been working to date, problems,
how many institutions have applied for funds, and so on.
Mr. HOWE. You are speaking of the experienced teacher fellow-

ships?
This is administered in our office by the Bureau of Elementary and

Secondary Education and we had what might be described as over-
enthusiasm for this title and for these funds in terms of the availability
of funds.
These aren't exact figures, but we had approximately a thousand

applications from colleges and universities to operate programs for
experienced teachers in a variety of subject fields.
Of these approximately a thousand applications, we had sufficient

funds to award about 50, so that we had to say "No" to a lot of people.
In making these awards we attempted to follow a good process of

sorting out the applications in terms of 'quality, sorting them out in
terms of subject matter coverage, related to the programs of schools,
and sorting them out in terms of the kind of institutions and the
geographic spread of institutions to which awards would be made.
We have now announced these and there are many disappointed
people. We have certainly heard from some.
Another figure I might give you is that we were able to award

actually 900 fellowships out of 20,000 individual fellowships requested
by the varying institutions.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Quie.
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Commissioner, in following through on the question-

ing of Mr. Brademas, as I understand the insured loan program, the
individual student loan is insured, and I get the feeling that you are
talking about loan money being guaranteed that goes to the college
itself where you say on page 17:
We recognize that in some cases institutions of higher education may need time

to make the necessary legal and other arrangements to secure guaranteed loans
from private sources for their college loan funds.

Do you envision that your guaranteed, insured loan program is
going to be one where the colleges secure the private money and then
run a loan program themselves again?
Mr. HOWE. The guarantees will extend to the student loan, but

because of this guarantee the colleges will be able to secure private
money at favorable rates.
Is this correct, Peter?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is right.
Mr. QUIE. Then a college will make the loan and it will operate--
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Mr. HOWE. Under the NDEA, the continuation of the NDEA, the
college will make the loan to the student from funds that the college
has acquired by one of several processes outlined in the legislation.
Mr. QUIE. In other words, then, we will continue to have two loan

programs, but this time it will be two guaranteed loan programs?
The one that we passed last year, the one for the individual student,
would be guaranteed and now you will have a new guaranteed loan
program for the college to run their own loan program?
Mr. HOWE. I think it could be described this way.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is quite correct, Mr. Quie, that during this

so-called transition period the colleges will have several options in
terms of being able to fill their total student loan needs.
They will be asked first of all to see if the funds they need to run

the NDEA can be obtained from private sources—banks, insurance
companies, or pension funds, and the like.
Mr. QUIE. And if they can, then whenever the students come from

a family of less than $15,000 income they will then receive the subsidy
on the interest rate?
Mr. HOWE. This is not quite the interpretation.
The loans which are actually made to students by the colleges, the

colleges being the lending institutions, will be primarily loans to needy
students as under the regular NDEA program.
The $15,000 qualification extends to loans from credit institutions

and banks, applied for at the bank by the student.
Mr. QUIE. So there won't be any subsidy of interest then in the

money made available to the college by the private lender?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, there will be. May I return again, and I

am not doing a very good job.
Mr. QUIE. I wish you would explain those, how they operate.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. If I may, may we put the guaranteed loan pro-

gram established by title IV of the Higher Education Act aside for
the moment?
Mr. QUIE. OK.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. And talk about the NDEA. That is the proposal

which I think we have before you, to continue the NDEA next year
during a transition period and to make it possible for the institutions
to carry on the NDEA for NDEA students, of course, but to receive
the funds from several sources.

First of all, if the funds are available in the private market, then the
Federal Government would offer a guarantee to the lender and would
pay the interest that the lender would charge to make that loan to
the college.
Mr. QUIE. The Federal Government will pay all of the interest?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The Federal Government would pay in interest

to the bank, the difference between what the bank charges and what
the student will repay under his NDEA loan.
Mr. QUIE. I see. The 3 percent.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes. Of course, as you know, while the student

is in college he pays no interest, so that during that period the Federal
Government would cover that interest.
Now, if we could look at it in that way, the authority, if you will,

of the guaranteed loan program is being used in part to continue the
NDEA. There would be a Federal guarantee and a Federal interest
subsidy of money from the private sector, but the money then would
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be used by the college in the same way that they have always used
their Federal capital contribution under the NDEA.
Mr. QUIE. I understand now and I can surely understand why you

got this consensus from some college people then when you lay out a
program of that nature because this saves them the cost of collection
of the money, doesn't it?
Won't the lending institution be collecting the money?
Mr. HOWE. No, they still have the obligation to collect those

NDEA loans as they always have.
Mr. QUIE. What does that cost? What kind of interest rate will a

bank be charging? They have to charge a certain amount of interest
because they have to collect the money.
Since the college will be collecting the money from what source will

they secure it? From the colleges, or will this be really a bonanza
for the lending institution?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. It doesn't seem to me that this will be a bonanza

for the lending institution. They would charge the type of interest
that they would normally charge to make a large loan to an institution.
I would expect, Mr. Quie, that it would be less than 6 percent. I
don't know how much less. However, if the banks, as they promise to,
are going to cooperate in the guaranteed loan program and charge 6
percent to deal with individual student loans, I think it is reasonable to
assume that they would charge less interest in making a very large
loan to an institution where they don't have the collection responsi-
bility for the individual loans.
Mrs. GREEN. Will you yield?
Mr. QUIE. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. What effect would the news in the papers this

morning, that the commercial banks raised their interest rate from
5 to 53/ percent have on this?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Mrs. Green, it seems to me what is indicated

there would be that the banks would be coming back to the Congress
and saying, "When the Higher Education Act was passed this seemed
like a reasonable rate of interest," but now the credit market has
changed and perhaps they will be seeking an amendment to reflect
that change in the credit market.
Mrs. GREEN. But I was really questioning your statement im-

mediately preceding this, that they would lend to the institution,
because if I read the newpaper items correctly on the big loans they
are going to charge 53' percent interest.
Mr. QUIE. And people can borrow money just on their own signa-

ture, $100,000 on their own signature.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Mrs. Green, it would seem to me again that on the

amount of interest the bank would charge, there would be a number
of factors entering into it, depending on the particular institution that
was seeking to borrow the money and taking into consideration that
there is a Federal guarantee.
I would be inclined to think, and, of course, I am no expert, that

this type of loan from a lending institution to a college or university
would be a very good, high-credit risk.
Mr. HOWE. Particularly with the Federal guarantee.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. What is happening in FHA in interest rates, with the

guarantee?
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Mr. MUIRHEAD. I don't know the answer to that.
Mr. QUIE. The rates are increasing, though, over what they were

before.
Mr. GIBBONS. May a banker get in this conversation?
Mr. QUIE. OK, banker.
Mr. GIBBONS. I am sort of an amateur banker. I borrow.
Mr. QUIE. I will yield to you, Sam. Under any guise you come in.
Mr. GIBBONS. I want to make sure that I understand this and I

am having trouble understanding it.
For the purpose of this discussion we put aside last year's guaranteed

loan program. We are not talking about that at all.
Secondly, we are talking about plan B, not plan A, to use the jargon

of Mr. Brademas.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mr. GIBBONS. Plan B would work this way, as I understand it.

In plan B the institutions would go to the banks or the other private
capital sources and say, "We want to borrow so many dollars and here
is a Federal guarantee that we will repay the money."

Isn't that the way? Is that they way the operation would work?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, sir.
Mr. GIBBONS. How much is that guarantee for? Is it for 100 per-

cent of the money that the university borrows?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, it is. The language in the act says that the

Federal Government will guarantee timely repayment.
Mr. GIBBONS. So as between the university and the bank, and we

will use the bank—it can be a pension fund or anything else—the
bank is getting a 100-percent guarantee that that university is going
to repay the money?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, sir.
Mr. GIBBONS. That is exactly the same process that you go through

when you finance the national debt. That is what you are doing.
You go to the bank and other people buy bonds, and that is what these
guarantees would be in effect, Federal bonds.
Mr. QUIE. And we are talking about a 5%-percent interest rate.
Mr. GIBBONS. No; 4 percent. They are not financing another 5%

percent.
Mr. HALPERIN. Under 5 percent.
Mr. GIBBONS. Under 5 percent, so you are talking about the same

type of transaction really. If you trace the funds through, instead of
you collecting the funds through the Treasury and being appropriated
by the Congress to pass out to the universities, now we would just be
passing out guarantees and the universities will go to the private
institutions.
Mr. QUIE. If this is true it would be an altogether different story

and we probably ought to be financing an awful lot of things that way.
Mr. GIBBONS. This is part of the Great Society that we are just

unfolding.
Mr. QUIE. However, wouldn't it be more expensive to the lending

institution to be doing this transaction with the college than would be
involved in refinancing the national debt?

Mr. MUIRHEAD. It seems to me that it would be just the same. In
terms of the present behavior of the colleges and universities under the
NDEA it wouldn't make any difference to their operating costs be-
cause the same provisions that are now in the NDEA that give them
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some help with their administrative costs would prevail in the adminis-
tration of these moneys just as they would in the direct Federal
appropriation.
Mr. QUIE. How long would it take you to find out from some lending

institutions what rate of interest they would charge right now if they
were 
Mrs. GREEN. We will have the bankers before us.
Mr. QUIE. All right. We will find out from the bankers.
Mr. HALPERIN. Mr. Quie, may I use some words that I think are

familiar to you.
When I was trying to understand this in my own mind, as I under-

stand it, under this first option the colleges would continue to make
NDEA loans as they have in the past for needy students, but instead
of getting a Federal capital contribution from the Commissioner of
Education and ultimately from the Treasury they would get commer-
cial credit guaranteed by the Federal Government.
They would have the same amount of money presumably that they

would need, but it wouldn't apply against the budget. It would come
from the banks.
When we discussed this last week with some bankers and asked

them for their reaction it was highly favorable. They said in effect,
"What you are talking about is commercial credit, the heart of bank-
ing business, and we like that. We give a lump-sum payment to a
college with a Federal guarantee in the same way that we give a
lump-sum credit to the Treasury with a Federal guarantee."
Mr. GIBBONS. And that is going to set the interest rate, if you will

allow me to interrupt here. Whatever the Federal Government is
having to pay to finance the national debt is going to be what they
will be asking the college to pay with this guaranteed money because
from the banker's point of view it is the same type of transaction.
When the auditors come in from the FDIC to check his books they

are going to say, "Well, this one has L.B.J.'s signature on it and this
one has L.B.J.'s signature on it. They are both of the same value."
Mr. HOWE. Madam Chairman, if I may add a point to the conver-

sation which I don't think has come into it, it is that the NDEA
legislation continues until 1968 and the Congress therefore has the
opportunity to look at the operation of funding the NDEA arrange-
ment in the fashion here suggested over a period of 2 years to see how
this is working.
We have a 2-year period in which to make an adjustment. We are

proposing a 1-year solution. We will have the opportunity to look
at and to adjust to that experience in the ensuing year with NDEA
still in effect, so that I think we do have the chance here to adjust this
program as we develop experience with it.
Mr. QUIE. But you take the Congress out of it the second year.

Right now when you are going to make the adjustment you have the
Congress and the colleges can go to the Congress but the second year,
unless the Congress wants to reopen the act, there is nothing to force
the Congress to reopen the act.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. In the legislation, Mr. Quie, the language says

such sums as may be needed in the subsequent years. We are asking
for $150 million in appropriations this year.
Mr. QUIE. You have the authority to phase this thing down in

that second year, is that right? You are talking about a 1-year pro-
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gram and, as I keep understanding it, this is going to be full funding
of NDEA with private money the first year and the second year you
envision blending into the title IV type funding of student loans.
Mr. HOWE. We are suggesting the $150 million level of funding for

fiscal 1967 based on an estimate that a certain proportion of the need
will be picked up by the guaranteed loan program in which students
will be going directly to banks.
The total authorization for NDEA is, as I recall, $190 million, and

$195 million the following year.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I think it should be clearly pointed out, Mr. Quie,

in the light of your question, that the NDEA as it now stands does
run through 1968 with authorizations specified by the Congress and
supported by this committee of $190 million for this next year and
$195 million for 1968.
We will be returning to the Congress, of course, for a full dress

review of the NDEA under ordinary circumstances at the first session
of the next Congress.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Will yield for a question at that point?
Mr. QUIE. Yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. You are asking for $150 million for the transition

period. The authorization was $190 million for the current fiscal
year and the appropriation was what? Most of it?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Well, I am very glad you brought that question

up, Mr. Brademas, because I think this particular point has been
kind of buried in the legislation. The legislation that is now before
you will permit the support of the NDEA program at $190 million
this next year, but it will permit the support of $190 million using
several sources of support, including that from the private sector. 

iThe appropriation as such that s in the legislation before you is
$150 million, but the institutions may expand that through the use
of other resources to $190 million.
Mr. BRADEMAS. That is what I was concerned about. If they

had been using $190 million, you are suggesting $150 million. Where
are they going to get the other $40 million?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Quite hopefully they will get it from the several

options that are suggested in the legislation.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you.
Mr. QUIE. You say you consulted with the colleges after they

went into a state of shock. Did you have any consultation with them
prior to that when you devised your first program?

Also, did you consult with the bankers at all prior to this new
concept?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We did consult with the bankers in the develop-

ment of plan A that Mr. Brademas has now identified.
Mr. BRADEMAS. This is not medicare we are talking about.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. And then we did consult with the colleges after

plan A had been developed.
Mr. QUIE. I want to know what consultation you had with them

before plan A.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We did not have consultation with them before

plan A.
Mr. QUIE. And you didn't with the bankers either?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We did with the bankers. We wanted to learn

from them whether or not they could absorb this particular burden
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and, as you know, Mrs. Green brought to our attention yesterday
a communication from Mr. Walker of the American Bankers As-
sociation and he indicated that to take the whole burden of the
guaranteed loan program and the NDEA next year would be just
too much.
Mr. QUIE. I find this quite interesting in an education bill that

you would consult with the bankers and not with the educators before
you devised the program.
Let me ask about the revolving fund. Then I think I will have it

clearer in my mind what we are talking about here. Is the revolving
fund made up of repayments?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The revolving fund is made up of several things.

One is the $150 million in appropriations which we are suggesting
to you, and then the repayments that come to the colleges from loans
which are now outstanding, and under ordinary circumstances the
loan repayments to the colleges go back into their loan fund for
reloaning.
The proposal which is before you would ask the colleges to take •

their portion of the repayment, which is 10 percent, and to return
the 90 percent into a revolving fund.
Then there would also be in the revolving fund such proceeds as

might come from sales under the participating pool. Let me explain
that if I may. I am learning a lot of words, too, that I didn't know
about.
Mr. QUIE. It sounds like a milk marketing order now.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The proposed legislation would provide that the

colleges using the NDEA appropriation next year assign student notes
to the Federal Government and the new notes, as well as the notes
that have been executed prior to this, would be subject to call by
the Federal Government and be placed into a participating pool from
which the Federal Government through the organization that is collo-
quially known as Fannie Mae would then get money in the private
market.

Insofar as the notes which are assigned to the Federal Government
are needed to offset the $150 million which is in the budget, those
proceeds would go to the Treasury and insofar as the proceeds from
the assigned notes are in excess of that they would go into the
revolving fund.
Mr. QUIE. How much would this amount to at the end of the

first year? You take the $150 million plus the repayment of the 90
percent Federal share, plus the participating pool. If we could carry
that $150 million along, assuming that would be available a year
after, and add to that the repayment plus the participating pool, do
you have any idea how much it would amount to?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We have some estimates, Mr. Quie, and they go

somewhat like this: That during the first year we expect that a
substantial amount of the $150 million which we are asking in appro-
priations will be needed by the colleges for a number of reasons.
One is that they need to know, and they need to know rather soon,

what moneys are available to carry on their loan program for the
next college year, and it may take many colleges some time to borrow
money from the banks. They may have to get some action from their
own boards of trustees. They may have to get some action from
their State legislatures, and it may very well be that in a number of
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colleges they may have to wait until the second semester before they
can execute a loan from the lending agency. We expect that a rather
substantial amount of the $150 million would be needed by the colleges
who would tell us in effect, "We cannot expeditiously obtain money
from the private source at this time and we need the money to carry on
our program."
Then during the year, and let us say, Mr. Quie, that perhaps as

much as $100 million of that would go out in Federal capital con-
tributions, the revolving fund would receive from repayments, our
best estimate for repayments next year, about $34 million. Those are
loans that are in repayment status.
I am trying not to make this complex, but I guess I can't avoid it.

You will note that the law says that the repayments received by the
colleges on and after September 30 will be distributed to the Federal
Government and to the colleges.
Our experience with the NDEA indicates that a sizable amount of

the repayments from students comes during the period July 1 to
September 30.

This is the time when they have in previous years finished college
and they go into a repayment status at that particular time, so we are
estimating that of the $34 million that will be due in repayments next year,
perhaps as much as $15 million of it will be repaid to the colleges prior
to the date that is set in the act and that money would revert to the
college loan fund. After the date that is proposed for your considera-
tion in the act, that amount of money would go into the revolving
fund.

If our estimates are anywhere near correct, there would be about
$20 million that would go into the revolving fund.
Now, the third source of revenue for the revolving fund coming from

the participating pool. There is now in the colleges somewhat in
excess of $400 million in outstanding loan paper held by students who
are now in college and that amount of paper would be subject to re-
assignment, if you will, to the Federal Government.
How much of that the Federal Government would recall in order to

finance it through Fannie Mae I don't know, but at least $150 million
of it would be recalled to offset the $150 million requested in appro-
priations.
It is quite possible that it might recall perhaps $200 million of it,

which would leave $50 million additional in the revolving fund.
Mr. QUIE. I will yield and ask some more questions later on. I

guess I am taking too much time.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Gibbons.
Mr. GIBBONS. I might say your plan is so ingenious that you would

even get William McChesney Martin and Wright Patman to agree to
it at the present time.

It would perhaps have the same effect as what Mr. Martin is trying
to do by raising the interest rate because it will call for the private
sources of capital to supply a lot more of this money.
On page 2 you make some estimates as to cost and I am not chal-

lenging any of your figures, but I wonder if you would supply me with
some estimated breakdowns of the items that you include in these
costs.
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I am trying to get to the bottom of some of the other cost figures,
just a memorandum showing how much of what was included, say,
for instance, in the $850, the $1,560, and then I can try to figure out,
and I am sure Mrs. Green will do the same thing, what items were not
included in the cost.
Let me ask you also when we say an annual cost, is this a two-

semester cost, or a trimester cost, or four-quarter cost, or a three-
quarter cost? What kind of cost is this that we are talking about?
Is this a 365-day cost, or a 180-day cost?
Mr. HOWE. I 'believe this is a September to June cost and therefore

what you would normally describe as a two-semester cost.
Mr. GIBBONS. I am simply speaking in terms of averages if you

would tell me how loPg a period of time. If it is a two-semester cost,
obviously it would be more if you went the whole year. That was
my interest in that particular figure.
There is no great rush on that. I realize you have a lot of things

to do. •
The other day I asked you for a memorandum about these advisory

committees because I have been very worried about the makeup of
some of the advisory committees.
Some of us who feel like we represent the new Ivy League rather

than the old Ivy League feel sort of left out in this area, and could
you inform me, on page 5, how these advisory committees are picked
and who are on them?
Mrs. GREEN. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. GIBBONS. Be glad to.
Mrs. GREEN. I noticed on the one advisory committee that they

furnished yesterday that Tampa was represented.
Mr. GIBBONS. They are moving ahead.
Mr. HOWE. We can give you a great deal of information about

these advisory committees. If I may say just a word about them,
there are a good many of them and we have at the moment some 20
advisory committees in various kinds of status.
Some advise the Commissioner, some the Congress, some the

President. I am chairman of 11 of them. It is a very interesting
structure.

Mrs. GREEN. Would the gentlemen yield? Are you saying that 20
is the total number of advisory committees in the Office of Education?
Mr. HOWE. In the Office of Education there are 10 statutory com-

mittees, and an additional 10 operating under general authority, and
thEre are some others which are not on this list which we have ap-
pointed for our own purposes, so that we have a rather elaborate
structure of advisory committee activity.
Mr. QUIE. How many do you serve on besides the number you

Chair?
Mr. HOWE. The Commissioner is an ex officio member of a good

many of these others.
Mr. QUIE. And other departments, too?
Mr. HOWE. Other departments? No, I haven't added those up.

There are quite a few of those. This whole structure of advisory
committees, it seems to me, has grown w4hout plan. They have
been either legislated or placed in being by ,Tarious interested parties
at different times.
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I was talking the other day with Dwight Ink, the gentleman who
helped us with the reorganization of the U.S. Office of Education,
about this advisory committee structure. I am hoping that we can
take a rather comprehensive look at this to see whether the advisory
committee structure is indeed the best one for really good advisory
services in the most efficient fashion to the U.S. Office as a whole.
I think we need a comprehensive look at this.
Mrs. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. GIBBONS. Be glad to.
Mrs. GREEN. Last year my staff did a count of the advisory com-

mittees in HEW, and there were 262. If you multiplied it by the
other departments and agencies of the Government would you care to
hazard a guess as to how many people are advising the advisers?
Mr. HOWE. I have no estimate of this, but I am sure there are a

great many committees because I keep discovering new ones of which
I am a member.
Mr. QUIE. If you will yield, how many can you attend in one day?
Mr. HOWE. What this kind of structure results in is that a person

with major administrative responsibilities finds himself giving token
attendance to these committees, necessarily so because of all the other
things which necessarily impinge on his time. What I try to do with
them is to meet with them for a brief period when they first convene—
we have about six or eight of them during March, for example—and
then to spend an hour or two with them at the end of what will be
usually a day or a 2-day session. But the opportunity to really sit
down with them for an extended conversation over a full day's period
is almost impossible for a person with major administrative responsi-
bilities in the Government.
Mr. GIBBONS. I was talking to one of your very noted advisers on

the national level and he told me he felt that these advisory com-
mittees were sometimes being used as a coverup. He said that usually
from his sessions with the advisory committees he found that they
were asked to approve much more than could be financed so they sort
of overexpended the budget and then the staff really finally made the
decisions from the overexpenditure.
For instance, if they had $200 million to expend they had to approve

$500 million worth of projects and then the staff came back and pulled
out from the $500 million the $200 million worth of projects and this
is what happened.

Is this what happens in this advisory committee sessions?
Mr. HOWE. I hesitate to generalize about them in that fashion at

all because many of these advisory committees are not directly in-
volved in the approval of projects on that basis.
Many of them are groups pulled together to help with general

policy guidelines related to major programs rather than to consider
in detail applications for grants.
We have another kind of structure which ought to be brought into

this conversation, which is the use of what we call panels and panelists.
These are somewhat different from statutory or other kinds of general
advisory committees. Panels and panelists are made up of people with
specific expertise or knowledge in a defined area related to various
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aspects of the grant program. Persons of this sort are used to reviewapplications which are sent to us.
For example, under title III of the Elementary and SecondaryEducation Act, which is a good example, we generally give a proposalwhich comes from a local school district three readings by outsidepanelists who are engaged for the purpose, and who are paid forthe purpose, and each of these three readings will result in a reportto us which rates that particular proposal, so that we are using awhole variety of persons in the educational community outside ofthe advisory committee structure for that kind of activity.
Mr. GIBBONS. May I ask the chairman up here a question?Did you ever go into all the panelists in addition to the advisorycommittees? Have we ever conducted any study of the panelists?Mrs. GREEN. NO.
Will you yield?
Mr. GIBBONS. I will be glad to.
Mrs. GREEN. I have sat in on a few sessions, a very few, but at theones I have sat in on it seemed to me that there was serious question

about their recommendations and how much they really meant orwould mean to either the executive or the congressional side.
A panel came in for 2 days, and I remember in this one case theyhad dozens and dozens—I think it really went up into the hundreds—of applications to go over.
First, they were limited by the staff work that had already beendone. The staff work had screened out a bunch, so this limited theirown recommendations and their ability to advise wisely, and then,secondly, just from the sheer amount of work that they were requiredto do in 2 days it seemed to me that at the best it was a very, verysuperficial job.
Are those fair questions to raise?
Mr. HOWE. I haven't any comprehensive view of this as yet, butas a generalization I would say that we ought to seek to use theseadvisory persons for policy guideline kind of activity rather than fordetailed review of proposals and we ought to use the panelist kind ofperson for detailed review of proposals.
Now, there are exceptions to this.
For example, take very large grant programs such as some of thegrants that we give under the heading of research. Right now theResearch Advisory Council is reviewing in detail grants for researchof $200 million. It seems to me that some such dividing line as thisis useful. Maybe we ought to increase that amount, as we havebrought more money into the program, to a half million—I don'tknow.
Take large programs such as the award of the National RegionalEducation Laboratories. I believe that some look at these grantrequests in detail by outside advice is very useful, but the kind ofdetailed review of which you are speaking with great mountains ofpaper, and a few people trying to contend with them in a short periodof time, is I think less than useful; and I think we ought to place moreemphasis on responsible staff decisions about those kinds of grants andmore emphasis also on guiding that staff decision through the develop-ment of good policy guidelines by the advisory committees.
Mrs. GREEN. What is the difference between a panel and an ad-visory committee?
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Mr. HOWE. Well, I suppose these concepts merge into each other,
but essentially a panel is a group of expert persons, sometimes operat-
ing individually rather than together, making recommendations on
specific grants and doing very detailed analytical reading of these
requests for grants.

Mrs. GREEN. Aren't your Advisory Committee members such
experts?
Mr. HOWE. No. In fact, we have endeavored in appointing ad-

visory committees to include persons who were not necessarily experts,
but who are interested or resourceful people.
For example, we try to include on advisory committees persons who

will, in a sense, represent the general public. The committee which
met on title I of the Higher Education Act just the beginning of this
week included on it the mayor of Atlanta.
He would not qualify, perhaps, as an education expert, but as one

who is very interesting in the outcome of that legislation and has a
good many things to say about it. I just cite this as an example,
that we are including persons of this kind in these broad advisory
functions.

Mrs. GREEN. Would you yield further?
Mr. GIBBONS. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. In your statement I notice that the figures are pretty

much the same in terms of research grants, that 90 percent goes to
100 institutions and 40 percent still goes to 10 institutions, so it hasn't
changed from the time we did a study 3 or 4 years ago. Has your
office ever done a real study of the membership on the Advisory Com-
mittee, the institution from which that Advisory Committee member
would come, and the grants which the parent institution may receive?

It seems to me that if we take a look at these advisory committees
there is a tendency to call upon the same people over and over.
Mr. HOWE. Let me say I think we are doing a much better job than

we were a year or two ago with the appointment of these people on
these advisory committees. A great deal more care is going into their
selection. A great deal more care is going into trying to make them
broadly representative of different kinds of institutions, and people
from different backgrounds and geographical spread.
I doubt very much that any such study would show that advisory

groups or panelists are self-serving, so to speak, in their recommenda-
tions about grants.
Mrs. GREEN. I know, but I really want to know if you have made

any study to see what the facts show.
Mr. HOWE. We could take a look at institutional representation on

advisory committees and compare this with grants received by those
institutions so represented in terms of U.S. Office grants. I don't,
know that this would indicate very much, but we could look at some-
thing like this. As far as I know we have not done so, to answer your
question directly.
Mrs. GREEN. One other question, if the gentleman would yield,

on this same subject.
Mr. GIBBONS. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. What about this art of grantsmanship. This is

really a new profession that has grown up in this country, people who

spend all of their time and energy responding to the questionnaires that
your Department and others send out, and there really is a skill in it,
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filling out the forms and all of the redtape. The ones who are experts
in this grantsmanship are the ones, it seems to me, that have the best
chance of getting the money.
Have you ever looked into this?
Mr. HOWE. We are, of course, concerned about this kind of thing.

Again perhaps title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act is a good point to take a look at it.

Certainly small local school districts do have less expertise in this
sort of thing. They have not had the practice of submitting proposals
to foundations as large school districts have had and this is obvious,
so that we try to be sensitive to this problem and we try very hard
in the staff operations in working on proposals we receive to look for
the essence of the proposal, and the capability to perform on it,
without giving too much attention to whatever window dressing may
accompany it.
I think you have to say, at the same time, in awarding certain kinds

of grants that the capacity to explain well what you are going to do
and to lay it out clearly is also representative of the capacity to per-
form, so that this is a problem that any granting agency, ourselves,
or a foundation, or the National Institutes of Health, or anybody else,
has. But we certainly don't want to be in the position of substituting
the polish in the proposal for the merit in a proposal and we try hard
to avoid this.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Will the gentleman yield at that point for one

question?
Has any effort been made by the Department to simplify the form

so that especially the smaller districts without the personnel can make
them out a lot easier?
Mr. HOWE. Yes; we are trying hard to do this all the time with

this in mind. The nature of applications under title III of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act are somewhat less complex
than under certain other kinds of grant programs we have, but we are
continually getting feedback from school superintendents and other
people actually working on these problems and trying to simplify
our operations.
I believe we can carry this further, but we are aware of the problem

and we know that we are criticized for it. There are new forms being
worked out for title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act with an idea of greater simplicity for the person who must fill
them out.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Thank you.
Mr. GIBBONS. Under the Higher Education Act with the broad

grant of authority we gave you 3 years ago to approve State plans are
there any criteria now laid down by you about the factor of space
utilization?
Let me say here parenthetically it has been my experience that

universities have only very recently come to the problem of facing
squarely this space utilization factor.
They would set up a classroom structure in the agricultural part of

the campus and a liberal art student could never get in there because
there might be something written on the board that couldn't be erased
for a whole year or something like that and so we were not, particu-
larly in State university systems, making adequate use of space
utilization.
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I hesitated to suggest that we write in any space utilization criteria
when we were only putting up a third of the money, but have you
required any space utilization studies so far with this money that we
are putting up?
Mr. HOWE. I would like to ask Peter Muirhead to comment on

State plans, but I would say this: The planning authority we are
asking for this year—$4 million—reaches in this direction. I couldn't
agree with you more that the higher education community has not
typically taken a really responsible loaK at the utilization of space and
that a great many institutions have a relatively low percentage of
utilization.

College professors are not naturally oriented toward efficient space
use.
Mrs. GREEN. Would the gentleman yield there?
Mr. GIBBONS. Be glad to.
Mrs. GREEN. This is a point I wanted to ask about later on, this

$7 million appropriation you have asked for. On page 3 of the bill
you are requesting $7 million "for the proper and efficient administra-
tion of the State plans approved under this title and under part A of
title VI.'
Under title VI don't you already have this authority?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We do have the authority, but no appropriation.
Mrs. GREEN. Why do you need this new authority?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. What we have suggested here, I think, flows from

what seems to be emerging as a practice, that in almost every instance
the same commission is administering title I of the Higher Education
Facilities Act as is going to administer title VI of the Higher Education
Act and we felt that the administrative costs should appear one place
before you in terms of their administrative activities.
Mrs. GREEN. Then are you asking that this be repealed, or do you

want the authorization for a million in title VI to stay in there, too?
Mr. MtuRHEAD. I really don't know how to respond to your ques-

tion except to say that perhaps we might leave it there until we get
some indication from you as to whether or not you approve of the
recommendation we have made.

Mrs. GREEN. They ought to be considered at the same time?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. It would seem quite reasonable that we could con-

sider them at the same time. We had not taken the step of striking
the other down, but we are coming to you with this proposal to in-
corporate the administrative costs for both agencies in a single au-
thorization and a single appropriation.
Mrs. GREEN. It is a slightly higher authorization.
Mr. HALPERIN. Mrs. Green, it ought to be pointed out that there

is nothing in the President's budget for that $1 million in title VI of
the Higher Education Act. It is not being requested.
Mrs. GREEN. Is there for the $7 million?
Mr. HALPERIN. Yes.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. May I return to your question?
Mr. GIBBONS. Yes, about space utilization?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, about space utilization and the work of the

State commissions. As you of course know, Mr. Gibbons, each State
commission does submit a State plan which sets forth the criteria by
which they will review the proposals and the legislation does set forth a
number of factors that must be included in each of the State plans.
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I should say, Mr. Gibbons, that your wish to have space utilization
included as one of those factors is already included in the legislation
Each State plan that is submitted gives attention to the effective use of
space utilization in the institution that is submitting a proposal.
I should also point out, as I am sure you already know, that each

State plan does vary, but that there are basic common denominators
in every plan. Each plan must give consideration to the increase in
enrollment, both in terms of number and percentage, and each State
plan must give some measure of how effectively the space is being
utilized.
Mr. GIBBONS. Let me ask you then, and let us just take two random

examples, are we getting at the same space utilization, say, in Florida
that we get in California before we allocate the money?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We are not getting the same attention paid to

space utilization in all of the States because the States, and quite
properly so, have some flexibility in determining how much weight
they will give to the various factors, depending on what their particular
needs are, but each State does give some weight in their State plan
and in their 100-point scale to space utilization and it varies from
State to State.
Mr. GIBBONS. Do we have any reliable national statistics on space

utilization, say, undergraduate facilities?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. HOWE. May I say, Mr. Gibbons, that this is a tricky area and

this factor of space utilization, plus the factor of faculty-student
ratios is very basic to the economics of any institution of higher
education, that institutions of education regard these matters as
significant for their own decision.
Many t mes their own belief about the nature of education they

offer and the quality of it are tied up with these two concerns and
efforts for standardization here certainly run counter in many cases
to the feelings of institutions about the nature and quality of their
service, and, therefore, it is hard to enter into this on an across-the-
board basis, but it is certainly a subject I am sympathetic to further
exploration on.
Mr. GIBBONS. I certainly don't want to see us at this level try to

put any institutions of higher education in lock step and say that,
"You will only have so many square feet before we can allocate you
any money."
That is not the thrust of my examination. I am really interested,

though, in how widely it varies and whether or not we are giving
attention to the subject. My questions are more exploratory than
they are definitive.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We intend to give a good deal more attention to it

and we are hopeful, as the Commissioner has just pointed out, that
the State commissions through the authority that we are asking for
them will be giving additional attention to it.
Mr. GIBBONS. I do think though it is necessary for us who appro-

priate money to make sure that there is the maximum feasible use
of the space available and that we just don't keep creating space and
so much of it is now not intensively used in many educational institu-
tions that I have visited.
Mr. HOWE. We used the figure of 150 square feet per student in

our projections of needs and unmet needs for higher education facili-
ties. This is an arbitrary figure. It used to be 125.



HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966 143

We have raised it to 150. This is a space 12 by 12 approximately,
but whether it has any real validity I am not sure.
Mr. GIBBONS. Thank you.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Hathaway?
Mr. HATHAWAY. Yes. On this same question of space utilization,

are any efforts being made to encourage State commissioners to con-
sider cooperation between universities and not just space utilization
within the one university itself? It seems ridiculous to put up a
physics laboratory for Harvard and put up another one for Tufts
when they are only 10 minutes apart.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Of course, under title II of the Higher Education

Facilities Act we encourage the consortium idea between a combina-
tion of colleges and universities or combination of universities in the
construction of facilities that might serve one or more of the institu-
tions.
Mr. Halperin is pointing out to me also that under title I of the

Higher Education Facilities Act that same factor is encouraged in
the criteria that are set up for determining priorities, that institutions
are encouraged to more effectively use not only their own facilities,
but those of cooperating institutions.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Do you have any figures to show to what extent

universities are cooperating?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We have at the moment, Mr. Hathaway, a survey

underway and we expect to have results from that to give us a com-
plete review of cooperative activities between colleges and universities
including the cooperative use of facilities.
Mr. HATHAWAY. When do you expect that survey to be completed?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We would hope to have it ready for the considera-

tion of this committee before the end of this college year.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Thank you.
Do you have any figures to show that the more public money we

pour into these universities, the private contributions are falling off,
or are they staying the same?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We have figures to show that the private contri-

butions and also the public contributions for the support of universi-
ties are continuing to increase, but not to increase at a sufficiently
rapid rate to take care of the gap that we refer to, that this particular
legislation is addressed to.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Private contributions are increasing at the same

rate as they have been over the past, say, 10 years?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, and in fact we have some indication to

indicate that it is accelerating.
Mr. HATHAWAY. So you don't contemplate any danger that the

more public money we put in, the less private money there will be, so
individuals will feel after a while that the Federal Government is tak-
ing care of colleges so there is not as much need for them to contribute?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We haven't found any evidence of that yet, but I

think we should also be constantly on guard against it. I think one
of the things that may prevent that particular circumstance from
developing is that the Federal contribution is but one-third, and many
times the Federal contribution stimulates private contributions,
Mr. HATHAWAY. For that reason do you think it should stay at

one-third, or would you advocate increasing it?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. My own feeling, if I may give a personal opinion

on this, would be that as quickly as our national economy will permit
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it we should raise the Federal matching to one-half. I offer that as
my own opinion because I think, as I am sure this committee agrees,
that we should use the Federal resources as much as we can to brake
the rising cost of higher education, and all that we can do to do that
will be to the benefit of the student.

if we can, and if the economy will permit it, I think it would be a
very significant step to raise it to one-half.
Mr. HOWE. Mr. Hathaway, if I may make one comment on your

line of questioning here, I think that in the educational community
there are groups who are concerned about this question you raised
of whether the vigorous entrance of the Federal funds is going to
have an effect on the supply of private funds.
One of the groups that has talked with me about this has been the

United Negro College Fund, and I think it is extremely important for
us to continue to emphasize, particularly in regard to that group, that
there is a tremendous need and growing need for private funds over
and above what will be done under such legislation as the developing
institutions provision we are talking about today.
In fact, I would predict that the impact of that money in develop-

ing institutions will be to put those institutions in a position to attract
larger amounts of private funds and to need larger amounts of private
funds.
They will begin to reach plateaus from which they can aspire to

levels of faculty salaries and levels of quality they haven't even thought
about and that therefore it is important to keep this consideration
always before us.
Mr. HATHAWAY. They will be graduating people who will become

more affluent and will be able to contribute more, too.
Mr. HOWE. Perhaps.
Mr. HATHAWAY. We hope so.
Mr. QUIE. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. HATHAWAY. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. It seems like you must have a philosophy in reverse of

that since you are going to cut back on Federal land-grant colleges in
affecting Negroes directly, and this is the only Federal grant for operat-
ing costs such as professor salaries, and you are really taking a cut at
them there.
Mr. HOWE. Let me say, first of all, that under title III we are, of

course, moving from $5 to $30 million and this is a considerable
increase. There will be some less funding available to Negro land-
grant colleges, as to other land-grant colleges, under the proposed
appropriation structure for fiscal 1967.
On the other hand, what we have here is a picture in which the

Federal Government is trying to move vigorously into broad programs
of support affecting all institutions and to pull away some from smaller
highly focused programs of support for a few institutions, so that I
think the philosophy that is expressed here is in the long-run interest
of these institutions.
Mr..QuIE. Are you going to make up the loss of money and then

some from the developing institutions title for those 16 Negro land-
grant colleges?
Mr. HOWE. I don't think that you would assign a makeup strictly

in the area of the developing institutions category, but the amounts
of money for which those institutions will become eligible under the
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vigor of the whole Federal program for higher education will be—
I haven't added them up, but three or four times anything they
would have expected under the land-grant provisions.
It is quite true, of course, that these funds are in different categories

and that there are going to be some problems for some of these insti-
tutions because of the categorization of the funds.
Mrs. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. HATHAWAY. Certainly.
Mrs. GREEN. You mentioned as part of the justification, that you

had increased the developing institutions program from $5 to $30
million, but in your recommendation you have actually reduced the
autho ization from $55 to $30 million.

If I understand it correctly, you are recommending a cut in the
authorization for land-grant colleges and you are recommending a
reduction in authorization for the developing institutions program.
Is that correct?
Mr. HOWE. I would like to check a fact here. Is there an author-

ization for 1966?
Mr. HALPERIN. Mrs. Green is correct, the fiscal year 1966 author-

ization for title III is $55 million. There is no authorization for
fiscal 1967.
Mrs. GREEN. It would be reduced then rather than increased?
Mr. HOWE. The actual money to be expended is being considerably

increased. Admittedly, the operation of title III has come in late
this year. How you would figure a proportion here I really don't
know.

Mrs. GREEN. If the gentleman would yield further on the same
point—
Mr. HATHAWAY. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN (continuing). Yesterday I had asked one other thing

on this, the justification for the reduction in funds for land-grant
colleges.
Do you have that prepared so we could put it in the record at this

point?
Mr. HOWE. We will prepare this for you. We haven't had a

chance to get it together. I have here only the amounts which the
different land-grant institutions are receiving in this year's funds,
but we will prepare this for you and make an estimate, if we may,
of allocations under such things as title III.

It would have to be an estimate because at this point we really
don't know the answer of how these funds will be distributed under
title III.
The program is just going into operation. Perhaps we could give

some representative kind of estimate.
(The information follows:)

REPORT ON THE STATUS OF TITLE III OF P.L. 89-329 (STRENGTHENING DEVELOP.
ING INSTITUTIONS)

As of April 15, 1966 (the deadline for accepting applications), 309 institutions
of higher education had submitted proposals for participating in the program.
Included among the proposals were 283 cooperative arrangement proposals in-
volving 700 institutions and requests for 1.003 National Teaching Fellowships.
Public Community Colleges submitted 66 proposals. The total request for
funds was far in excess of the $55 million authorization for fiscal year 1966.
Institutions in 46 States, Guam, and Puerto Rico submitted applications.
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On May 13 and 14, the proposals will be evaluated, the eligibility of applicants
will be determined, and the consistency of the proposals with the regulations
promulgated by the Office of Education will be ascertained.

EFFECT OF REDUCTION IN LAND-GRANT COLLEGE ASSISTANCE

The annual appropriation of $11,950,000 under the Bankhead-Jones Act,
in conjunction with the permanent appropriation of $2,550,000 authorized by
the Second Morrill Act, is used by the 68 land-grant colleges and universities
to support instruction in "agriculture, the mechanic arts, the English language
and the various branches of mathematical; physical, natural, and economic
science, with special reference to their applications in the industries of life and
to the facilities for such instruction." About 94 percent of the funds each year
are used for salaries of instructors, and the remaining 6 percent supports instruc-
tional facilities.

Termination of the annual appropriation is proposed in 1967. While these
funds will not be replaced on a dollar-for-dollar basis by specific authorizations,
requested expansion of programs under other laws, such as the Higher Education
Act of 1965 and the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, will more than
compensate this decrease.
The Higher Education Act will provide $20 million in 1967, a 100 percent

increase over 1966, for community service and continuing education programs
in higher education institutions to assist in the solution of community problems.
An amount of $25 million would be available for basic, supplementary, and special
purpose grants for college library assistance in 1967, in addition to a supplemental
request of $10 million for basic grants in 1966. Also proposed, for training of
persons in the information sciences, are $1 million for 1966 and $3.75 million
for 1967. Developing institutions would receive $30 million for grants to
strengthen their faculties and curricula and for national teaching fellowships,
an increase of $25 million over the current year. For the improvement of under-
graduate instruction, $14.5 million will be used for acquisition of equipment
and minor remodeling, and institutes for training of persons in the use of edu-
cational media will be initiated in 1967 at a cost of $2.5 million. Teaching
fellowships totalling $37.5 million, and $5 million in grants for strengthening
teacher education programs represent a 113 percent increase over 1966. The
National Teacher Corps will also be a prime instrument for strengthening teacher
preparation programs in colleges and universities.
The National Defense Education Act would also provide expanded support

to higher education institutions in the areas of graduate programs, advanced
training in modern foreign language and area studies, and institutes in certain
critical areas. Moreover, increased appropriations under Educational Im-
provement for the Handicapped and the various research programs will make
an impact on higher educational assistance.
In the area of facilities, construction grants under Higher Education Facilities

Construction are proposed to continue at the 1966 level, but a $200 million con-
struction loan authorization is requested, an increase of 82 percent over the 1966
appropriation of $110 million, and legislation will be proposed to make available
an additional $100 million through the formation of a participation pool.

Although none, of these programs earmarks funds for a specific institution, the
land-grant colleges should be able to participate in 1967 at least at a level com-
mensurate with that realized from the two land-grant appropriations in 1966.
In addition, other public and private institutions will benefit from these programs.
What appears to be a loss to the land-grant colleges is actually a gain for all of
higher education.

Question. Your budget proposes elimination of the $12 million program of
further endowment for the land-grant colleges. Can you give us your reasons
for eliminating this traditional source of assistance to these institutions?

Answer. With enactment of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 and
the Higher Education Act of 1965, substantial financial assistance is now available
to all institutions of higher education in our Nation.
I have before me a complete listing of grants and loans made to the land-grant

colleges and universities under the Higher Education Facilities Act in Fiscal Year
1965. A total of about $34 million was granted under Title I (assistance for
undergraduate grants) and $14 million under Title II (graduate grants). Loans
in the amount of $8 million were made under Title III. These institutions will
undoubtedly continue to receive substantial assistance in the current fiscal year.

Under the Higher Education Act of 1965, these same schools are also eligible
for assistance under Title II (college library assistance) and under Title VI, for
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certain types of equipment. These land-grant colleges in need of financial help
to raise their academic quality, may make application for assistance under Title
III (aid to developing institutes) of this new Act.

Land-grant colleges participating in the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1068,
fiscal year 1965

Institution Type of facility
Title I
grant
amount

Title II
grant
amount

Title III
loan

amount

Approxi-
mate total
develop-
ment cost

Alabama:
Auburn University  Modern foreign language $173, 057  $3, 668,362

Alaska:
University of Alaska Foreign language lab 17,396  61,165

Do Science_ 116,651  3, 555, 604
Arizona:
University of Arizona Multidiscipline 800, 761  2, 726, 248

Connecticut:
University of Connecticut_ Academic building 520,836  2, 033, 427

Do Social Sciences $375, 000  1, 125,000
Do Physics 340, 521  3, 444,853

Delaware:
University of Delaware_ _ _ Science_  136,214  408,641

Do Science, Metallurgy 241,347  2, 210,451
Florida:

University of Florida Library 582, 131  2, 238,965
Do International Studies.. 400,000  1, 200,000
Do Engineering 357, 145  4, 824, 116
Do  do 314,940  1, 518, 484
Do  do 458, 227  1, 374, 682

Georgia:
University of Georgia Math 998, 993   2,996, 980

Do Graduate studies 740, 903  5, 561, 944
Hawaii:
University of IIawaii Modern language 649,095  1, 997, 000

Do Library  1, 088, 000 3, 451, 000
Maui Community College_ Academic building 238,400  598,000

Illinois:
University of Illinois Library 1, 000, 000  3, 666, 725

Do  do 1, 000, 000  4, 990, 00C
Indiana:
Purdue University Math, science _ 427, 235   1, 241,704

Do New campus buildings_ 1,120, 000  2, 800, 000
Do Engineering 251, 100  753,30(1

Kansas:
Kansas State University _ _ Chemistry 422,240  1, 226, 720
Do Engineering 103, 192  309,575
Do Biological sciences 482, 632  1, 900, 381

Kentucky:
University of Kentucky Academic 508, 755  2, 675, 621

Louisiana:
Louisiana State Univer-

sity.
Science classroom _ 347, 179 1, 150,241

Do do 765, 374  1, 913, 43f,
Maine:
University of Maine Modern language and

science.
175,000  1, 175, (XX

Maryland:
University of Maryland _ _ _ Chemistry, math 1, 000, 000  3, 552, 3oc
Do Animal science 441,000  1, 674, 680

Massachusetts:
University of Massachu-

setts.
Academic 402, 711  4, 115, 202

Do  Physical science  2,404, 653  11,722, 031
Michigan:
Michigan State University_ Forestry conservation__ 750, 000  3, 663, 22.'.

Minnesota:
University of Minnesota__ _ Library 1, 000, 000 2, 066, 666  5, 046, 882
Do  do 466,329  1, 398, 988
Do  Science 315,333  946, 000

Mississippi:
Mississippi State Univer-

sity.
Engineering 125,000  375, 00C

Do Library, classroom 287,500  862,500
Do Science, classroom 212,500  637, 50(
Do Science 12,500  37, 50(

Missouri.
University of Missouri do 306, 506  2, 130,000
Do Library, ceramic 750,000  2,250, 00(
Do Ceramics and metal-

lurgical engineering.
342,000  1, 092, 00(

Nevada:
TTniTrarcitcr nf N.T.‘,..ia gnnial cnianna 11A nil i665 404
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Land-grant colleges participating in the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1968,
fiscal year 1965-Continued

Institution Type of facility

New Hampshire:
University of New

Hampshire.
Do 

New Jersey:
Rutgers University 

New Mexico:
New Mexico State Uni-

versity.
North Carolina:
Agricultural & Technical
College of North Caro-
lina.

North Dakota:
North Dakota State Uni-
versity of Agriculture
& Applied Science.

Ohio:
Ohio State University 
Do 

Oklahoma:
Oklahoma State Univer-

versity.
Do 
Do 
Do 

Do 

Oregon:
Oregon State University_ _

Pennsylvania:
Pennsylvania State Uni-

versity.
Do 
1)o 
Do 
Do 
Do 

Do 
Do  

Rhode Island:
University of Rhode Is-
land.

South Carolina:
Clemson University 

Tennessee:
University of Tennessee
Do 

Texas:
Texas A & M University..

West Virginia:
Potomac State College of

West Virginia
University.

Wisconsin:
University of Wisconsin _ _ _
Do 
Do 
Do 
Do 
Do 
Do 

Wyoming:
University of Wyoming_ _ _
Do 

Puerto Rico:
University of Puerto Rico.
Do 
Do 
Do 

Total

Chemistry 

Physics 

Library 

do

Science_

Lecture hall 

Engineering 
Chemistry 

Laboratories and library

Business, education 
Laboratories 
Laboratories and re-
search.

Library, air-condition-
ing.

Multidiscipline 

Social sciences

Library 
Library and study 
Laboratories and library
Classrooms 
Laboratories and class-
rooms.

Laboratories and study.
Academic 

Library

 do 

Library
Science

Biological sciences

Classrooms 

Academic 
Classrooms 
 do 
Library 
Statistics, computer 
History 
Chemistry 

Multidiscipline 
Biological sciences 

Academic. 
Library 
Multidiscipline
Classrooms 

Title I
grant
amount

Title II
grant
amount

Title III
loan

amount

Approxi-
mate total
develop-
ment cost

$491, 948  

111,392  

$1, 533,897

483,300

$367, 916 $1,103,750 1, 103, 750

160, 378  1,061, 247

266,630  1,151,630

32,410  340, 311

619, 074  2, 100, 900
427,933 1, 310, 000

275, 000  900, 000

357, 885  1, 582, 000
99, 050  297, 150
80, 894  2, 281, 315

27, 251  310,969

214, 970  836, 886

 1, 212, 499  3, 688, 583

669, 910  2, 430, 192
257,096  1, 043, 178
473,967  1, 184, 917
225, 100  765, 100
168,460  420, 150

275,947  704,668
211,685  1, 480, 565

125, 000  375,000

509, 170  3, 115, 023

403,234  730,000 1, 516, 168
2, 602, 009 3, 469, 607

394,579  2, 437, 705

533,332  1, 333, 330

610, 677  1,865, 954
219, 330  1, 604, 561

1, 014, 820 363, 000  9, 850, 000
475, 766  3, 857, 563

68, 500  1, 521, 440
331, 660  9, 851. 300
269, 016  6, 760, 000

342,632  4, 891, 000
413, 000  3, 307, 000

616, 857  929, 000 2, 061, 323
1, 058, 000  1, 346 000 3, 206, 000
386, 687  1,749 000 3,210 000

901, 000 1, 202, 000

34,302,479 14,251,209 8, 257, 000 196, 469, 637
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Approved projects for land-grant institutions

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

ALABAMA

Alabama Agricultural & Mechanical College $284, 960 $346,715

College work-study program 69,261 10,447
ND EA Title II: Student Loans 91,422 241,091
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 29, 100  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 17, 140 17,140
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts  78, 037 78, 037

Auburn University 1, 061,516 1,085,395

College work-study program 14,194 19,899
HE F C Title I: Undergraduate Grants 173, 057  
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants  231,520
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 146,765 198,818
ND EW Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 175,800 263, 125
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 56,106
NDEA Title XI: Institute 36,934 30,806
Educational improvement for the handicapped research 47,900  
Equal educational opportunities institutes 276,846  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 32,860 32,860
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts  149,610 149,610
Educational television facilities 96,351
Cuban student loans 7,550 6,300

ALASKA
University of Alaska  630,842 488,28

College work-study program 77, 094 40, 573
FIEF C Title I: Undergraduate Grants 134,074
NDEA Title II: Student Loans_  86 42, 173
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 31,600 22,800
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 65,260
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 164,386 92,856
Research and training 17,754 19,246
College of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts _  155,375 155,375
Cuban student loans 500  

ARIZONA
University of Arizona 2,448,840 1,692,520

College Work Study Program 232,790 131,154
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 800,761  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 308,754 378,987
NDEA Title W: Graduate Fellowships 362,500 665,425
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 52, 133 57, 016
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 40,000  
NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 17,095  
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 153, 103 228,987
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 172,400  
Research and training_ 78,353  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. &M. arts 180,951 180, 951

ARKANSAS

Arkansas Agricultural, Mechanical & Normal College 519,239 499,855

College work-study program 133,320 74,115
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 319,801 359,622
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 13,635 13,635
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 52,483 52,483

University of Arkansas 543,411 2,828,315

College work-study program 33,845  
HE FC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 1, 000, 000
HEFC Title III: Loans 1, 100, 000
Vocational education research 7,218  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 160,687 301,593
ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 88,700 115,975
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 30, 721 134,407
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants _ 45, 900  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 36, 365 36,365
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 139,975 139,79h
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Approved projects for land-grant institutions-Continued

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

CALIFORNIA

University of California (Berkeley) $3,737,700 $6,446,466

College work-study program 874, 772 398, 084
Vocational education research 7,476 107, 108
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 856, 741 1, 549, 200
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 319,300 2, 715, 390
NDEA Title VI: Language Center&  175, 973  
NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 258, 535  
NDEA Title VI: Language Research 130, 504  
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 122,221 267,920
Research and training  313, 670 830,649
Equal educational opportunities institutes 99, 428  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 523, 580 523,580
Cuban student loans 5, 500 4, 535

COLORADO
Colorado State University 1, 015,981 907,453

College work-study program 100,318 74, 628
Vocational education research 215, 539  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 269, 111 298, 694
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 91, 000 208, 100
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 9, 976
NDEA Title XI: Institutes . 76,842
Educ. imp. for the handicapped research 88,348  
Research and training. 7, 500
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 191,689 191,689

CONNECTICUT
University of Connecticut 2, 699, 209 1,441,159

College work-study program 487,851 165,301
IIEFC Title I: Undergraduate grants 861,357  
IIEFC Title II: Graduate grants. 375, 000  
NDEA Title II: Student loans. 388,337 561,450
NDEA Title IV: Graduate fellowships 160, 500 276, 025
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 48,335 55,298
Educ. imp. for the handicapped training grants 45,200  
Educ. imp. for the handicapped research 21,409 23,959
Research and training 50,960 98,866
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 210,260 210,260

DELAWARE
Delaware State College 188,587 141,651

College work-study program 86,611 42,491
NDEA Title II: Student loans 59,854 57,038
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 10,000 10,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts  32, 122 32, 122

University of Delaware 1, 000, 688 894,659

College work-study program 33,816 19,495
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate grants 417,561  
HEE C Title II: Graduate grants 370, 701
NDEA Title II: Student loans 87,807 103, 494
ND EA Title IV: Graduate fellowships 135,600 129,300
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 44,657 40,683
Research and training 69,421 59, 000
Equal educational opportunities institutes 42,090  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 40,000 40,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts  128,486 128, 486
Cuban student loans 1,250 3, 500

FLORIDA

Florida Agricultural & Mechanical University 227,928 184, 179

College work-study program 38,347 17,423
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 90,302 67,477
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 15, 625 15,625
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 83,654 83,654
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Approved projects for land-grant institutions-Continued
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Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

FLORIDA-continued
University of Florida $4,557,820 $2,858,697

College work-study program 136, 789 142,545
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 582, 131  
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 1, 530, 312  
Vocational education research 9,806  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 551, 775 718,981
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 306, 400 719,775
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 114, 690 249,028
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 79,902  
NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 105, 580  
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 227, 175 188,787
Educational improvements for the handicapped training grants 53, 400  
Research and training 102, 785 182,438
Equal educational opportunities institutes 273,800 161, 500
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 34, 375 34,375
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 184, 039 184, 039
Cuban student loans 264,861 277,229

GEORGIA
Fort Valley State College 246,510 204,033

College work-study program 106,233 50, 101
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 49, 546 63,201
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 15,445 15,445
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 75, 286 75,286

University of Georgia.. 3,456,536 2,408,108

College work-study program 50, 332  
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 998, 993  
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 740, 903  
Vocational education research  9, 032 7,340
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 290, 165 364, 999
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 414,900 590, 325
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 139, 692 327, 755
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 3,231  
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 299, 107 197,806
Edw. imp, for the haaiicappel training grants 85, 125  
Educ. imp. for the handicapped research 77,990 56,340
Research and training 140,814 657,554
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 34, 555 34,555
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 168,437 168,437
Cuban student loans 3, 260 2,997

HAWAII
University of Hawaii 3,116,505 1,622,816

College work-study program 261, 751 190,800
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 649,095  
EF C Title II: Graduate Grants 1, 088, 000  

NDEA Title II: Student Loans  171, 952 183,424
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships  310,500 422,450
N DEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 39,633
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers_ 69,999  
NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 32,887  
NDEA Title VI: Language Research  34,741 9,375
NDEA. Title XI: Institutes 230,880 529,344
Elm. imp. for the handicapped training grants 51, 060  
Research and training 32,750
Foreign language training and area studies 600  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 165, 040 165, 040

IDAHO
University of Idaho 808,994 1,259,281

College work-study program 97,831 2,872
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 657,000
Vo3ational education research 97, 638 6,116
N DE A Title II: Student Loans  151,999 161,877
NDEA. Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 59, 100 78,550
NDEA Title XI: Institutes  76, 269 137, 008
Educ. iMD. for the handicapped training grants 14,000  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 165,858 165,858
Educational television facilities 96,299  
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Approved projects for land-grant institutions-Continued

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

ILLINOIS
University of Illinois_

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
ND EA Title VT: Language Centers 

$4,677,572 $2, 890,411

13° r00
1,000 000  
2/1,4 0  
508,379
495,900
109,130
127,103

86,441

643,500
1, 015, 275
309,315

7, 663
ND EA Title VI: Language Fellowships 53, 186  
NDEA Title VI: Language Research 67, 694  
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 82, 079  
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 279,124 351,736
Educ. imp. for the handicapped training grants 242,000  
Research and training 533,974 14,783
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50,000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 389, 618 389,618
Educational television facilities 300, 000  
Cuban student loans 22,295 22,100

INDIANA
Purdue University 2,806, 174 2, 832, 151

College work-study program 93,811 25,830
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 678,335  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 595,713 760, 000
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 424,100 985,675
ND EA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 177,772 337, 060
ND EA Title VII: Educational Media Research 43,000
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 271,883 312, 288
Educ. imp. for the handicapped training grants 28,000  
Research and training 166, 654 55,476
Equal educational opportunities institutes 55,384  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts.  280,822 260,822
Cuban student loans 3,700 2, 000

IOWA

Iowa State University of Science & Technology 1,175,606 1,249,542

College work-study program 45,732 7,833
Vocational education research 219,509 37,600
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 452,273 599, 140
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 140,900 339, 175
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 49, 148  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 215,544 215, 544
Cuban student loans 2,500 250

KANSAS

Kansas State University of Agriculture & Applied Science 2, 187, 060 1, 097, 043 4

College work-study program 35,154 16,260
HE M C Title I Undergraduate Grants 1, 008, 064  
Vocational education research 75,660  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans _ 524, 758 607,175
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 171, 000 221,825
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 120,641  4
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts_ 201,783 201, 783

KENTUCKY
Kentucky State College 184,519 244,123

College work-study program 40,439 23,626
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 104,609 181,026
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 7,250 7,250
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts  32,221 32,221
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Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

KENTUCKY-continued

University of Kentucky 

College work-study program 
HEM C Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
N DEA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Research and training 
Equal educational opportunities institutes_  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts _ 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts..  
Cuban student loans 

LOUISIANA

$2, 206,870 $1, 833, 193

249,346
508,755
100,129
341,185
170, 200
84,321
304,544
30, 000  
111,857  
71,790
42,750
189,993
2,000

84,563
292, 688
42,755
450,800
298,575
213,165
191,243

24,161
42,750
189,993
2,500

Louisiana State University and A. & M. College _  1, 453, 933 1, 069, 100

College work-study program 54, 148 54, 147
HE FC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 347, 179  
Vocational education research 52,915  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 306, 089 417,686
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 193, 000 274,700
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 20, 000  
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 96, 986  
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants _ 37,400  
Equal educational opportunities institutes 17,420
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 33, 070 33,070
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts _  150,413 150,413
Cuban student loans 162, 733 121,664

Southern University and A. & M. College 437,115 488, 052

College work-study program _  152, 174 118,463
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 191, 008 275, 656
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 16,930 16,930
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts_ 77, 003 77, 003

MAINE
'University of Maine 1, 169, 042 943,850

College work-study program  169,486 10,610
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 175, 000  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 297, 507 416,700
N DEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 79, 600 64,325
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 20,966 42, 966
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 199, 575 183,121
Research and training 3,870 3,090
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 173, 038 173, 038

MARYLAND
University of Maryland  2,693,089 1, 124, 741

College work-study program  81,945  
HE FC Tital I: Undergraduate Grants 1, 000, 000  
HE FC Title II: Graduate Grants_  441,000  
Vocational education research _ 48, 572
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 399, 346 429, 564
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 207,300 269,960
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 23,670 48,478
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 125,367 59, 580
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants_ 84,000  
Educational improvement for the handicapped research 25, 793  
Research and training 16,166
Equal educational opportunities institutes 32, 800  
Equal educational opportunities contracts 22, 397
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 44,000 44,000
Further endo -ment of colleges of A. & M. arts_  196, 856 196,856
Cuban student loans 8,615 11,625

Maryland State College, University of Maryland 137, 021 102,549

College work-study program  49,829 23, 427
ND EA Title II: Student Loans 54, 348 46,278
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 6, 000 6, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 26, 844 26, 844

66-902-66-11
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Approved projects for land-grant institutions-Continued

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

MASSACHUSETTS

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 
Vocational education research  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
ND EA Title VI: Language Fellowships 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans.  

University of Massachusetts 

College work-study program _ 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants _ 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans_  
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
ND EA Title VII: Educational Media Research 
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 
Education d improvement for the handicapped training grants _ 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts_  

MICHIGAN
Michigan State University 

College work-study program
HE FC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
ND EA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 
NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Educational improvement for the handicapped research 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

MINNESOTA
University of Minnesota 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
ND EA Title II: Student Loans 
ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 
ND EA Title VI: Language Fellowships 
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 

MISSISSIPPI

Alcorn Agricultural & Mechanical College 

College work-study program 
ND EA Title II: Student Loans  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 

$2, 543,993 51,348,537

1,335,333
151,719
686,200
267,500
8,553
66,265
3,435
18,712
6,276

850, 000
411,325

65,065
3,435
18,712

4, 060, 213 1,452,382

38, 727
402, 711

2, 404, 653
384, 293
345, 100
29, 176
112,668
22, 800
19,856
46, 565
253, 664

14,754

407, 037
557,425

149,410

23, 527
46, 565
253, 664

4, 017, 749 3,782,312

107,662
750, 000

50, 000
906, 576
484, 100
115, 021
113, 665
51,349

378, 019
258, 279
174, 900
57, 558

179, 062
50, 000

335, 949
5, 609

51,763

1, 000, 000
35, 485

1, 130, 917
716, 100

41,480

147,393

82, 769
184, 086
50, 000

335, 949
6,370

6, 224, 649 3, 173, 097

599, 383
1,000, 000
2, 066, 666

113, 205
978, 008
605, 300
30, 665
30, 066
2, 543

35, 116

268, 950
313, 603
50, 000
231, 144

5, 140

300, 000

1,373,673
962,575

25, 000

225,565

50, 000
231,144

512,629

122, 103
294, 892
24,950

100, 684

491,007

62, 490
302, 883
24,050

100, 684



HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966 155

Approved projects for land-grant institutions-Continued

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

MISSISSIPPI-continued

Mississippi State University_  

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 

MISSOURI
Lincoln University 

College work-study program 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 

University of Missouri 

College work-study program  
HE F C Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships  
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Research and training 
Equal educational opportunities institutes  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

MONTANA
Montana State College 

College work-study program 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 
Cuban student loans 

NEBRASKA
University of Nebraska 

College work-study program 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

NEVADA
University of Nevada 

College work-study program  
HE F C Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HE F C Title II: Graduate Grants 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

$1,632,471 $972, 274-

397,949
637, 500
382,835
38, 100
36, 949
13, 000
25, 050

101,088

151,003

167,710'

561, 873.
73, 550.
43, 003

25, 050
101,088

127,963

64, 846
67,209
3, 130
15, 818

37,249
71,766
3,130
15,818

3,851,600

483,906
1, 161, 995
648,506
98,324
618, 045
504,200
39,249

12,396

46,870
236,859
1,250

2, 097,307

52,567

749,616
867,900

103,464

34,356
46,870
236,859
5,675

726,584 528,770

219,364
167,975
114,200
7,507

50,000
166,038
1,500

1,860
183,672
127,200

50,000
166,038

1,866,301 1,312,260

602,819
176,679
216, 110
184,300
2,961

114,717
195, 262
57,200
76, 102
50, 000
183,546
6,605

166,481
60,695
294,431
347,355

35,378
87, 506

73,048
56,000
183, 546
13,820

793,389 1,120,393

105,672

116,011
100,459
78,800
131,454
15, 000
39,212
50,000
156,781

56,022
529,500

136,249
119,700
71,141

50,000
156,781
1,000
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Approved projects for land-grant institutions-Continued

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 1966

NEW HAMPSHIRE
University of New Hampshire $1,261,893 $759,477

College work-study program 77,345 25,050REF C Title I: Undergraduate Grants 603, 340  NDEA Title II: Student Loans 149, 180 258,012NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 104,000 56,625NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 44,351)NDEA Title XI: Institutes 113,602 150,583Research and training 10,422Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50,000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 164,426 164,426

NEW JERSEY
Rutgers, the State University 1, 917, 893 2, 251, 093

College work-study program 236,485 86,105HEFC Title II: Graduate grants 367,916 730,126Vocational education research 70,205 57,149NDEA Title II: Student Loans 323,285 413,128NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 237, 800 340, 050NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 20, 890  NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 6,038  NDEA Title XI: Institutes 278, 605 244,813Research and training 32,468 33,021Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50,000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 294,201 294,201Cuban student loans 2, 500

NEW MEXICO
New Mexico State University 659,130 520,220

College work-study program 61, 140 38,249HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants  160.378  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 126,324 141,635NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 17, 900 50,650Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants  13, 500  Research and training 55,283 66,081Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50,000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 172,605 172,605Cuban student loans 2,000 1,000

NEW YORK
Cornell University 1, 967, 724 2, 330, 341

College work-study program 24,926 15,514Vocational education research 180,506NDEA Title II: Student Loans  455, 066 452, 488NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 365, 800 749,025NDEA Title VI: Language Centers  238, 879 23, 500NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 120,262  NDEA Title VI: Language Research 72,603  ND EA Title VII: Educational Media Research 8, 065  Research and training 80,326 306,771College of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50,000 50,000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 548, 897 548, 897Cuban student loans 2,900 3,640

NORTH CAROLINA

Agricultural & Technical College of North Carolina 791,502 545,121

College work-study program _  97,877 58,264HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 266, 630 175, 870NDEA Title II: Student Loans 240, 068 209, 250NDEA Title XI: Institutes 85, 190Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 16,500 16,500Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts_  85, 237 85, 237

North Carolina State College of the University of North Carolina 853, 023 976, 562
College work-study program  119, 529 21,308NDEA Title II: Student Loans 320, 279 400, 747ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 170,400 343, 100Educ. imp, for the handicapped research _ 27, 258Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 33,500 33,500Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 173,057 173,057Cuban student loans 9, 000 4, 850
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NORTH DAKOTA

North Dakota State University 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
ND EA Title II: Student Loans 
ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

OHIO
Ohio State University 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
ND EA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 
ND EA Title VI: Language Fellowships 
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

OKLAHOMA

Langston University 

College work-study program 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
Equal educational opportunities institutes 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 

Oklahoma State University of Agriculture and Applied Science 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

OREGON
Oregon State University 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
ND EA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 

PENNSYLVANIA

Pennsylvania State University 

College work-study program
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants  
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 
Vocational education research 
ND EA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 
NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 
NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31 1966

$745, 074 $816, 068

69, 059 62, 807
32, 410  
288, 372 373, 128
137,800 165,100
50, 000 50, 000
165, 033 165, 033

2, 400  

4,315,664 3,276,806

125,837 121,579
619,074 609,750
427,933 24,971
864, 287  
493,444 760,500
373,500 645,725
30,966 62, 022
51,499  
27, 124  
42,879 70,714
281, 150 217, 311
127,500  
418,911 332,024
50, 000 50, 000
380, 710 380, 710

850 1,500

257,237 207,325

102, 559
91, 184
37,960
5, 000

20, 534

65,871
115,920

5,000
20, 534

1,941,213 2,718,479

147, 572
482, 195
165, 658
440, 231
199,900
51,330

202, 220
21,302
45, 000
184,807

998

55,428
526,124

1,844,825
49,098

12, 197
45, 000
184, 807

1, 000

1, 623, 964 1, 076, 225

376,508
214,970
102,531
397,956
134,800
155,159

50, 000
192, 040

56, 537
448, 043
269, 575

60,030
50, 000
192, 040

5,989,905 2, 506, 125

43, 324
2, 282, 165
1, 212, 499

567, 086
521,709
266, 000
25, 000
2,805

119, 984
181,426

71,343

82,352
759,857
746,500

98,131
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Approved projects for land-rant institutions-Continued

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31, 19643

PENNSYLVANIA-continued

.Pennsylvania State University-Continued
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants $116, 000  Educational improvement for the handicapped research 8, 002 $32, 006Research and training 174,856 245,887Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, POOFurther endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 419, 049 419, 049Cuban student loans  1,000

PUERTO RICO
University of Puerto Rico 8,479,875 1, 421, 654

College work-study program  330,615 150,660HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 2, 061, 544  HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 400, 600HEFC Title III: Loans  4,925, 000  NDEA Title II: Student Loans 361,680 337,278NDEA Title XI: Institutes_ 312,653 137,945Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 28,800  Research and training 92,737  Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M arts 205,846 205,846Cuban student loans 111,000 139,325

RHODE ISLAND
University of Rhode Island 877, 273 679,973

College work-study program  6, 743 3,278HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 125, 000  NDEA Title II: Student Loans 316,844 291,066NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 121, 500 165,200NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 14,451  NDEA Title XI: Institutes_ 70,806
CoBeres of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts _ 170, 429 170,429Cuban student loans  1,500  

SOUTH CAROLINA
Clemson University 842,308 608,294

HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 509,170 198,835NDEA Title II: Student Loans 39, 227 78,893NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 142, 900 202, 250NDEA Title XI: Institutes 22,695  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts _ 25, 000 25, 000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts_  103,316 103,316

South Carolina State College 253,380 338,466

College work-study program 10,279 10,279NDEA Title II: Student Loans 35, 807 43, 164NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 40,078 47, 096NDEA Title XI: Institutes 33,650 109,611Educational improvement for the handicapped tralning grants 5,250  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 25, 000 25, 000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 103, 316 103,316

SOUTH DAKOTA

South Dakota State University 583,889 544,102

College work-study program _ 115,214 37,919NDEA Title II: Student Loans 237, 300 246,808
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 14,700 41,600
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 166, 175 166, 175
Cuban student loans 500 1,600

TENNESSEE

Tennessee Agricultural and Industrial State University _ 324,499 448,966

College work-study program _ 130, 134 246, 987
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 83,234 112. 984
NP EA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 20,708 40,439
Equal educational opportunities institutes 41, 867  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 8, 525 8, 525
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 40, 031 40, 031
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Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31 1960

TENNESSEE-COHtHlued

University of Tennessee

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants  
HEFC Title Loans 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants
Research and training 
Equal educational opportunities institutes 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. St M. arts 
Cuban 2.tudent loans _ 

TEXAS

Texas Agricultural and Mechanical University 

College work-study program  
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants  
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title it: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts
Cuban student loans 

$5, 296, 412 $1,741,424

235,855
403, 234

3,332, 000
335, 951
300,800
24, 943
134,853
94,400
14,864
182,434
41,475
194, 755

848

138,216

263,863

270,607
474,450
58,484
67, 717

7,430
223,852
41,475
194,755

575

1,174,696 2,981,179

195,828

Prairie View A. & M. College 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants_ , 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 

UTAH

Utah State University 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. dr M. arts 

VERMONT

University of Vermont 

College work-study program 
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. dr M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

VIRGINIA

Virginia Polytechnic Institute 

College work-study program 
Vocational education research 
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 
NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 
NDEA Title XI: Institutes 
Research and training 
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 
Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 
Cuban student loans 

394,579
67, 001
14, 006

110, 100
54,803
39,225

296, 304
2, 850

339,719

19,527
2,418,183

25,340
177,900

39,225
296,304
4,700

442,420

208,983

38,567

10,775
81,394

76, 044
184,872
54,307
35, 028
10,775
81,394

973,218 1, 028, 661

163, 592

196,641
86,300
211, 261
71, 100
23,155
50, 000

171, 169

41,963
310,364
275,270
168,650

11,245
50, 000

171, 169

687,862 917,122

71,593

235,693
45,700
119,809
5,600

50,000
159,267

200

6,444
294,741
338,350
61,825

5,695
50,000
159,267

800

639, 505 843,644

22,782

195,645
222,100

33,335
162,868
2, 775

45, 562
48, 026
212, 107
287,500
45,328
5,728
33,335
162,868
3, 190



160 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

Approved projects for land-grant institutions-Continued

Fiscal year
1965

Approved
projects as of
Jan. 31 1966

viRGINIA-,continued
Virginia State College $504, 580 $813, 181

College work-study program 55, 766 29,289NDEA Title II: Student Loans 152, 029 429, 336NDEA Title XI: Institutes 159,953 256,469Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants _  21, 150  Research and training 17,595  Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 16,665 16,665Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 81,422 81,422

WASHINGTON
Washington State University 1, 429, 370 1, 362, 062

College work-study program 214,349  Vocational education research 290, 290  NDEA Title II: Student Loans 331,379 428,979NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 202, 500 279, 675NDEA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 93, 000 213, 851NDEA Title XI: Institutes 63, 492Research and training _ 29, 034 19,994Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50,000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 217, 818 217, 818Educational television facilities 88,253Cuban student loans 1,000  

WEST VIRGINIA
West Virginia University 1,009,785 992,754

College work-study program 44, 100 22,320Vocational education research 9, 000  NDEA Title II: Student Loans 337, 159 377, 059NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 139, 800 140, 575NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 7, 661  NDEA Title XI: Institutes 183, 993 193,832Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants_ 16,800  Research and training 27, 052 14, 748Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50,000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 194, 220 194, 220

WISCONSIN
University of Wisconsin 8,445,437 5, 709, 527

College work-study program 1, 104,940 311,063HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 2, 320, 594  HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 1, 032, 176 1, 174, 934Vocational education research 50, 741 56, 752NDEA Title II: Student Loans 751, 087 1, 174, 500NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 574, 100 1, 057, 150NDEA Title V- B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 51, 194NDEA Title VI: Language Centers 217,398 8, 236NDEA Title VI: Language Fellowships 382942  
NDEA Title VI: Language Research 71,112 49, 090NDEA Title VII: Educational Media Research 104, 083 20, 000NDEA Title XI: Institutes 264, 460 402, 308Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants 221,200  
Educational improvement for the handicapped research 76, 159  
Research and training 975, 516 1, 104, 071Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 243, 929 243,929Cuban student loans 5, 000 6,300

WYOMING
University of Wyoming 1,712,672 717,867

College work-study program 137, 868 70, 192HEFC Title I: Undergraduate Grants 342, 632  
HEFC Title II: Graduate Grants 413,000  
NDEA Title II: Student Loans 196, 326 218,668NDEA Title IV: Graduate Fellowships 106, 800 157,825ND EA Title V-B: Institutes for Counseling Personnel 110,396  
ND EA Title XI: Institutes 172, 205 63,337Educational improvement for the handicapped training grants _ 25, 600  
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts 50, 000 50, 000Further endowment of colleges of A. & M. arts 157, 845 157,845

Total 127,982,550 95,165,780
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Mr. QUIE. If you would yield, could you put in that same place the
total operating cost of each of these institutions so we can compare the
Federal funds with their total operating costs?
Mr. HOWE. We will try to give you that. I have a couple of figures

here which may be useful, and they are broken down by the pre-
dominantly Negro and white land-grant institutions.
We provide about 15 percent of the operating costs of predominantly

Negro land-grant colleges for their operating income under the land-
grant provisions and we currently provide—this is fiscal 1966—about
6 percent of the operating costs of the predominantly white institu-
tions.
Mrs. GREEN. If we were to get a really fair view of the problems of

colleges, and I have no objection to Congressman Quie s request,
wouldn't we also need to have the operating costs and the Federal
contribution to comparable institutions that are not land-grant
institutions?
Mr. HOWE. The reason I am not answering is that I am trying to

grasp really what we are trying to reach for here.
A comparison which shows total Federal contribution for varying

kinds of institutions in operating costs and the percentage of Federal
contribution in those operating costs, land grant and other? Is this
what you are saying?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes, before the committee could really decide on

whether or not your recommendation for a reduction in land-grant
colleges is fair, we would need that information.
Mr. HOWE. I would assume this would also show an estimate of

the impact of all Federal programs on these institutions.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you do that at the same time you respond to

Mr. Quie's request?
Mr. HOWE. The only qualification I have here, and we will endeavor

to do something for you on this, is that this is a complicated thing to
handle.
How you handle certain kinds of research funds in this sort of an

estimate, I am not sure. Some of these research funds are simply
turnover items within the university's or college's budget, but we
we will see what we can do with it.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you.
Mr. HATHAWAY. That is all.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me go back, if I may, to the student loan pro-

vision.
I would like to go again to the procedure, and I don't want to talk

about the transitional stage. I want to talk about it when you have
phased out the NDEA.

Yesterday we discussed this briefly. A student who wants to go
into teaching and therefore wants to qualify for the forgiveness
feature, if I understand your proposal, would be required to go to
the university and receive a certificate that he qualifies for an NDEA
loan and then he would take it down to the bank. Is that right?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, that is right, for the type of situation that

you have just described.
In many instances, Mrs. Green, the student who qualifies for

NDEA and who wishes to become a teacher would receive his loan in
the regular fashion from the college, if they had received a contribu-
tion from the appropriation.
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Mrs. GREEN. I am not talking about the transitional stage. I am
talking about after you had fully gotten into the guaranteed loan.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I must come back again, Mrs. Green, and say that

what we are proposing at this time is a proposal for 1 year.
We are looking for additional experience in this, but you are quite

right that in the proposal that is before you this next year a student
who goes to his college and is eligible for an NDEA loan, and if there
is not an NDEA fund in the college's student loan program, they then
can provide him with a certificate to go to the bank and borrow the
money under the same terms and carry with him the loan cancellation
feature.
Mrs. GREEN. What about the student who is a senior in college or

who has finished college before he really decides that he wants to go
into teaching. He has done his undergraduate work and then he
makes the decision that he wants to teach. He has never received a
certificate from his school that he would qualify for NDEA.
Then he goes into teaching. How does he go about getting the

forgiveness?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. He would be in the same classification as a senior

under the regular NDEA program. Under the regular NDEA pro-
gram a senior would have to be identified by the college as eligible for
NDEA and then when he does become a teacher he is entitled to
forgiveness.

Mrs. GREEN. Yes, you are going to have a different setup than you
do if the college is making the NDEA loan.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. But this particular student that we are speaking

about, however, is an NDEA eligible who has been so identified by
the college and he will be treated in just the same way whether he
gets the loan from the college or from the bank.

Mrs. GREEN. Yes, but when the colleges were doing it the only
thing they had were NDEA loans for which need was the considera-
tion, but now when the bank makes the loan they can make it either
to the needy student or they can make it to any student.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That's right.
Mrs. GREEN. When you had only the one kind there was no ques-

tion about forgiveness. A student qualified for it because you
qualified for the loan.
MT. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. One was dependent upon the other. But under this

plan you go to the bank and get a loan and you don't automatically
qualify for an NDEA.
Now let me go to the student. Let us say he has graduated from

college and he has never qualified for an NDEA forgiveness and then
he goes into teaching.
How does he establish the fact that he would have qualified for

an NDEA loan?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That student would not have been able to estab-

lish his eligibility for forgiveness under any circumstances if he had
left the college without an NDEA loan.
Mr. HOWE. I think what you are asking is whether we are going

to set up some kind of system of retroactive forgivability that is a
permissible way to benefit that student.
Mrs. GREEN. Correct.
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Mr. HOWE. I honestly don't know, Mrs. Green, how that student
now operates under NDEA.
Mrs. GREEN. He automatically qualifies.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. May I return to your question, Mrs. Green?
The example that you are suggesting here is a student who has

borrowed from the bank and has not qualified under NDEA, but has
obtained a loan from the bank under the guaranteed loan program.
Mrs. GREEN. He would have qualified on income, but he decided

he wanted to go out and be an engineer. He changes his mind later
and decides he wants to be a teacher.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The proposal before you would not extend for-

giveness to him.
Let me put it this way.
The only way in which a student getting a loan from a bank can

qualify for teacher forgiveness is to be so identified by the college as
an NDEA student.
Mr. HOWE. During his college career?
MT. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. What this means is those who plan to go into teaching,

anyway, could be so identified, but these individuals who study to be
engineers who have the teaching capability, whom you want to induce
to go into teaching, couldn't be qualified, so it seems to me this is
throwing money away for people who want to go into teaching, any-
way.
Mr. HOWE. It seems to me, Madam Chairman, that this problem

can be handled by having the colleges call attention to students gen-
erally that, if they are eligible for NDEA type loans, even though
they are going to get them from the banks, they should establish this
eligibility.
Then if they wish to use it in the interest of forgiveness they may

be able to do so, having changed their minds about careers at some
subsequent time. It would seem to me this would be a perfectly
manageable thing for the colleges to do.
Mrs. GREEN. Don't you think it should be written into the bill as a

requirement for the college so that you would protect the student?
Mr. HOWE. Whether it needs to be written into the bill or whether

it is simply a device that we ought to make sure is generally understood
in the educational community I am not sure, but it seems to me that
students would catch on to this very fast and that, seeing possible
benefits in forgiveability in the future, anybody who had NDEA
qualifications would establish this, so that if he wanted to use it he
would have the option while he was in college.
Mr. QUIE. What you suggest, if the gentlelady would yield, is the

colleges establish NDEA eligibility with every student in the college.
Mr. HOWE. Only those who were so eligible, of course, not every

student in the college.
Mr. QUIE. If the gentlelady will yield further, now because of the

limitation of funds and the college determination to fit the loan pro-
gram in with all of the assistance programs, there is only so much
available to the student, but when the students know that they can
establish this eligibility if it is at all possible and they can secure a loan
from the bank, and the bank will make as large a loan, I imagine, to
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them as they desire, this could be a great expansion in the forgiveness
cost to the Federal Government.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. You are quite right that it could be, but there is a

governor in the legislation that is before you.
The legislation that is before you seeks to maintain the NDEA just

about the way it is by saying that there will be available to the colleges
next year for NDEA purposes up to $190 million.

Obviously they will get it from several sources, and it is only up to
the limit of that $190 million, just as though the NDEA would be con-
tinued normally, that the NDEA forgiveness is available.
Mr. QUIE. You are dealing then with an additional institution, the

bank, rather than just the college itself, and here is this bank making
all these loans.
Mr. HALPERIN. Mr. Quie, on pages 16 and 17 of Mrs. Green's bill

before you there is our attempt to deal with the question you raised,
beginning on line 16 on page 16 and going through line 11 on page 17.
What in effect these words say, if we have carried out our task well,

is to insure that the forgiveness could not be extended to students be-
yond the $190 million authorization level of fiscal year 1967 and $195
million in fiscal year 1968, or any other level that this subcommittee
would subsequently authorize. You couldn't have forgiveness for
the entire universe of 6 million students.
It could not go beyond what this committee authorizes for the

NDEA itself.
Mr. QUIE. And would the college then make applications for for-

giveability?
Mr. HOWE. There would be quotas.
Mr. QUIE. Quotas?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, the college would be limited, in terms of the

NDEA loans that they can approve, to the amount of money that is
allocated to them either from the direct appropriation or from borrow-
ing from the private sector, and each college, just as the NDEA
operates now, would have its own quota for the NDEA program.
Mrs. GREEN. But isn't that the difficulty? They have a quota,

but under the new bill there is no control, and I can see how you
could monitor as long as the institutions were doing it, but I really
can't see how you are going to monitor if the banks are making the
loans and if all students are eligible.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Part of the quota, Mrs, Green, will be loans that

such NDEA students get from the banks. An overall quota for
NDEA loans at the colleges, if this legislation meets with your ap-
proval, will not exceed $190 million. The colleges will get, from the
Office of Education, information as to at what level they can operate
their programs next year.
The other problem, as to where the money will come from, we will

have to work out individually with the colleges, but they will get a
level of support for next year—and they cannot exceed that level of
support either through the use of direct appropriations from the
Federal Government or borrowing from the banks or sending their
students to the banks. They are all part of the college's quota.
Mr. QUIE. Then in handling the college's quota they would have

to determine what percentage of this loan that the bank gave they
would be willing to forgive, whether they would apply the 15 percent
additional amount to it or not?
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The college is going to have an altogether different situation, more
complicated situation, than when they had control of the loan them-
selves.
Now in their controlling the loan they decide how much is going

to be in NDEA loans, how much is going to be another type loan which
doesn't have forgiveness in it. You don't have that control any more
if it is handled by the bank.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. It seems to me that the college, when they counsel

with the young person as to the loan that he needs for his college
education costs, would make that decision first, and then make the
decision as to where the loan is going to come from.
Mrs. GREEN. May I interrupt here?
If I understand correctly, you will encourage the banks to make

as many loans as they can possibly make to as many students as they
can reach as long as they can fit into this adjusted $15,000 income
bracket; is that correct?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, you are quite right.
Mrs. GREEN. Now, if I understand you correctly, you are saying

that of all of this amount we will never go beyond $190 million in
NDEA loans and from those funds the loans for the people who would
be eligible for the forgiveness would have to come; is that correct?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is quite correct.
If I may just rephrase it from my understanding, what we are

reporting to you, in effect, Madam Chairman, is that in this next
year we will have an NDEA program standing separately, if you
will, from the guaranteed loan program.
Mrs. GREEN. Is there a State allocation?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. State allocation for the NDEA? No.
Mrs. GREEN. Is there an allocation to the individual institution?

How will the student know?
Suppose I am attending Harvard and I get an NDEA loan from

the bank; I then go into teaching and it comes time for me to get the
forgiveness, you have no State allocation, and you say: "I am sorry,
the $190 million is all used up and you just don't get a forgiveness"?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. First of all, the $190 million was the limit under

the NDEA, anyway, so that situation we agree upon. But instead
of taking the State allocation formula for distributing the $190
million we will review the institutional requests.
I can report to you, Madam Chairman, that the institutions have

already submitted their requests for next year, as they normally do
this time of year, and we will review those requests in the light of
$190 million that will be available from several sources and then make
an allocation to the institution after receiving information from
them as to where they are going to get the money, from the private
sources or from the direct appropriations.

It is only the students then who qualify under the NDEA and under
the $190 million authorization that will have the teacher forgiveness,
only those students.
Mr. HOWE. Maybe we could focus this on Mrs. Green's Harvard

student. He will go to the financial office of his college and receive
a piece of paper which makes him eligible for this NDEA forgiveness.
He will get his loan from the bank. He will use this piece of paper

to exercise the forgiveness feature if he goes into teaching. The
financial office of the college will be keeping track of the paper it has
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issued of this kind to students that year, and the college will have an
allocation of the total amount it is allowed to issue to students in that
year for this purpose.

Is this fair to say?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is right.
Mr. QUIE. There is no limitation now on the number of students

who can have their loan forgiven?
Mr. HOWE. Not under NDEA as this 
Mr. QUIE. It would be different under this one, because now if

50 percent of the students ask for forgiveness they may be forgiven.
Mr. HOWE. They will still need to meet the NDEA category to

come within the amount.
Mr. QUIE. They need to fall within the NDEA category before

they get the NDEA loan, but once they get the NDEA loan all of
them could go into teaching if they wanted to and get the full amount
of forgiveness.
Mr. HOWE. That has always been the case.
Mr. QUIE. But not under your proposal, because the ones who have

their NDEA forgiveness eligibility if they choose not to go into
teaching won't use it up but the ones that will go into teaching will.

Therefore, you won't know until some time later whether you hit
the quota or not.
Mr. HOWE. That has been the case right along. We haven't

known. But the experience has developed that approximately 25
percent of them have actually exercised it. Isn't that correct?
Mr. MITIRHEAD. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. Twenty-five percent of the money?
Mr. HOWE. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. Forty-seven to fifty percent of the students?
Mr. MuiRHEAD. Fifty percent of the students have indicated a

preference for teaching and about 25 percent actually go into teaching;
25 percent of the money is forgiven.
Mr. GIBBONS. So the $190 million is really a greatest amount that

would ever have to be forgiven in the foreseeable future?
Mr. HALPERIN. Again, what those lines say, Mr. Quie, is that the

money that would be necessary for loan reimbursement to students,
that is to say, loan forgiveness, would come out of the revolving fund
just as we now take loan forgiveness out of direct appropriations each
year from the Treasury, but we had no desire to expand loan foregive-
ness so we put the governor in there that will have to be tied back to
what in effect this committee authorizes for the NDEA level of
program.
Mr. QUIE. Not much of a governor.
Mrs. GREEN. This isn't on the loan program, but let me ask a

related question.
Under the bill that we passed last year on the opportunity grant,

the size of the grant was limited to one-half of the total student
financial assistance provided by the college. The only part that we
excluded was the work study.
In your guaranteed loan does this same provision hold? I don't

see that it does.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. The provision that you are speaking of, of course,

is the matching provision for the opportunity grants, and the institu-
tion is required to match the opportunity grant with one-half of other
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student financial aid, excluding work study. We would permit the
institution under the regulations that are now being prepared for the
opportunity grants to use guaranteed loans as part of the matching
provision for the opportunity grants.

Mrs. GREEN. But is the half still in effect?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Oh, yes.
Mrs. GREEN. Is that half of the assistance?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN. Where is that in the bill?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We don't have any change in that. That provi-

sion still stands.
Mrs. GREEN. Where is that?
Mr. HALPERIN. It wouldn't be in this bill, Mrs. Green. It would

be in last year's act.
Mr. QUIE. Do you bring the reference to forgiveness that was in

the language last year of 50 percent and the 15 percent into play?
Isn't that what you are asking for?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. Right now the guaranteed loans don't have that. You

have to have something in this bill that brings them in.
Mr. HALPERIN. You are talking about the 100-percent forgiveness?
Mr. QUIE. Yes.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. You will find, Mr. Quie, that the provision in the

bill before you would extend the teaching forgiveness under the same
terms, both under the 50-percent forgiveness and under certain
circumstances the 100-percent forgiveness; it would extend the same
terms to all NDEA students whether they get the loan from the
,college or from the bank.
Mr. QUIE. Then how does that tie back into the opportunity grants?
Mr. HALPERIN. May I first answer, sir, your question about the

100-percent forgiveness? On page 9 of the bill, beginning on line 1,
you see the reference for in effect what we might call 100-percent-loan
forgiveness for teachers in the poorer schools of the State.
That forgiveness plus the traditional 50-percent forgiveness is again

regulated by the governor on pages 16 and 17, but there hasn't been
any suggested change in the matching requirements for the educational
opportunity grants in title IV of last year's act.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me pose the question this way. What gives you

the authority to bring the guaranteed loan into the computation of the
educational opportunity grant?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We have been able to get an interpretation from

our counsel that in meeting the matching requirements set up under
the opportunity grant we could use not only an NDEA loan, but a
guaranteed loan.

Mrs. GREEN. Mr. Gaul has just referred me to the public law in
section 402, subsection 1, "provided such student by such insitution
and any assistance provided such student under any scholarship pro-
gram established by a State or private institution, et cetera.
The bank is not such an institution. It only refers to the college.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Our interpretation from the counsel has been that

under the guaranteed loan program, which in many instances will be
operated by a State agency or by an agency of the State, the guaran-
teed loan program would stand in the same relationship to the match-
ing that you have suggested here as the NDEA loan.
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Mr. GAUL. The guaranteed loan program may be operated by a
State agency, but this refers to a scholarship program of the State
agency and the guaranteed loan program is not a scholarship program.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Well, I must repeat then that we have the opinion

of our counsel on this particular provision and actually it is 
Mr. GAUL. Doesn't this destroy what the Congress was trying to do

last year, and that was to put some governor on the size of the educa-
tional opportunity grant and gear it to the student's need?
The guaranteed loan is given regardless of need so that any student

who wants a large educational opportunity grant might obtain a
$1,000 loan and perhaps pick up some private scholarship money at
the institution. This, I think, strikes at the heart of the matching
requirement, because you are permitting some matching funds which
are not related to need.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. First of all, the student has to qualify under a.

very sharp financial means test for the opportunity grant. He is a
needy student by definition before he gets it. In order to carry out
the matching principle we have indicated that he can use the matching
principle if he borrows either from the college or through the State-
operated guaranteed loan program.
In all instances, of course, he remains a very needy student, by

definition, before he is even considered for an opportunity grant, s&
the need factor is clearly considered here and the matching provision
is also imbedded.
The alternative, it seems to me, would be to make the matching

provision almost inoperative.
Mrs. GREEN. May I suggest on this that the counsel look at the

language and see if we need extra language to carry out the congres-
sional intent of last year. Let me turn to one other matter on the
loans and then I think maybe we will adjourn and ask the Commis-
sioner to come back.
Have you made any estimate of the cost of the guaranteed loan

program?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes, we do have such a proposal to present to you

and we have copies.
Mrs. GREEN. Is this in the transitional stage, or when you phase out

NDEA entirely?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. What we have done is to attempt to provide for

you a comparison between what the costs would be to the Federal
Government under the continuation of the NDEA program, and carry-
ing out the same proposal under a guaranteed loan program. We
have used as a model here, if I may report to you now, an assumption
of one student borrowing $1,000 over an 8-year period and then we
have projected that to include 1 million borrowers, either under the
NDEA or under the guaranteed loan program, and I would be pleased
to have the committee members have this now.
Mrs. GREEN. Maybe we better have time to study this and then

ask questions about it.
Mr. GIBBONS. What are we saying?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. What we are saying on balance, Madam Chair-

man
' 

is that over an 8-year period, based on the assumptions that
we have set forth here, it would cost approximately $55 million more
to support a student loan program of approximately $1 billion by
using the guaranteed loan program than if we were to use the NDEA
loan program.
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Mrs. GREEN. $55 million more?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. $55 million more, and that, of course, has to be

projected against a level of support of a billion dollars.
Mrs. GREEN. Over an 8-year period?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Over an 8-year period.
Mrs. GREEN. And then if you increase just the figures which you

have given us on projected needs, figures to which we referred yester-
day, by 1970 we will have 7 million students and 6 million of them
would be eligible for the guaranteed loan program.

Eighty-five percent, I think, was the figure that you gave us, so
you would multiply this by 6, not counting the impact that the cold
war GI bill would have, and I think none of us has really taken a,
long look at that, so over the next 8 years there certainly is the posi-
bility with 6 times 55 of at least $300 million.

Is that right?
Mr. HOWE. Madam Chairman, I think this should be qualified in

a couple of ways. First of all, we don't know what is going to happen
to colleges. We expect and we are advised that the bank loan pro-
gram will be more efficient and that payment back under these loans
will be in higher percentages than they have under the present NDEA.
That is not taken into consideration in these figures.
These are simply run straight through on a projected basis without

allowing for that. If that develops it would make an appreciable
dent upon the difference that we have cited here over an 8-year period.
However, there is no way to estimate that, and the year's experience

will perhaps help us with that, but that is a major factor in this
picture.
Mr. HALPERIN. Another factor is that in the NDEA, of course, we

are really asking the colleges to pay out of their own funds a substan-
tial sum of money to administer the program.
Mrs. GREEN. Congress has indicated its willingness though, to

look at this and help them pay the administrative costs.
Mr. HALPERIN. But you would have to add something beyond that

$55 million difference if you should liberalize the administrative cost
payments to the colleges.
Mr. HOWE. Of course, the major point here is that during this 5-year

period we would be making loans available to a number of students that
none of us has ever contemplated under the NDEA type of program.
At least I haven't heard that we have. This opens the door to

very large numbers of students to invest in themselves.
Mrs. GREEN. Doesn't it also open the door for a very large number

of students to allow themselves to borrow at no interest when they
are in college and 3 percent afterward and pay off family debts on
which they are paying more than 3 percent or no interest?
Mr. HOWE. I would assume that, with the rising cost of college

education for these families, you could logically say that the money
being paid back was money being paid back for college education and
not for family debts, because these students must be enrolled in college
in order to continue with this privilege.

Mrs. GREEN. I am talking about the interest subsidy.
Mr. HOWE. The interest subsidy is provided because they are fully

enrolled in full college programs.
Mrs. GREEN. You are saying then, are you, that a family that

could pay off their debts in some other way would really be justified in



170 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

having the son or the daughter borrow under the guaranteed loan
provision up to $15,000 and have the rest of the taxpayers subsidize the
interest to 6 percent when he is in school and 3 percent when he
is out?

Is that what you are saying?
Mr. HOWE. I am saying that the impact of college education costs

on these middle-income families has become so great that the oppor-
tunity is not as available as it should be to those families, particularly
with multiple children in college, and that this is a very real need
directly related not to other debts of the family, but directly related to
the fact that they are going to have one or two or three youngsters
going to college where costs are rising.
Mr. RADCLIFFE. At what point do you figure the adjusted family

income? Is that at the point the loan is made?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That is right.
Mr. RADCLIFFE. The repayment conceivably could begin 5 years

after that point, isn't that true?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mr. RADCLIFFE. What happens if the family inherits a fortune in

that time and comes under substantial assets?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. That principle has already been established, Mr.

Radcliffe, under the NDEA. When the student qualifies for an
NDEA loan it is made at the time of his family income when he makes
the loan.
If they have the good fortune to fall heir as you indicated to a large

amount of money the loan is not withdrawn. We have established
that principle, that the time the loan is made will be the governing
factor.
I think also, in terms of this guaranteed loan program, and possibly

why I for one am having some difficulty explaining it, the guaranteed
loan program is accepting an altogether new concept than prevailed
under the NDEA.
We are saying under the guaranteed loan program, and this is what

the law says, that it would seem to be in the national interest for us to
encourage, assist, induce, and subsidize young people to go on with
their higher education and without very much regard to financial
means, because when you set a limit of $15,000 you are not for any
practical purposes setting a financial means test.
In other words, the concept that is imbedded here seems to be that

it is good for the Nation and good for individuals for them to get a
higher education, and good enough, if you will, for the Government
to help subsidize it.
That is what is imbedded in this program.
Mr. QUIE. If the gentleman will yield, on the cost figures you have

here, you anticipate that the cost of the forgiveness feature will be
the same under the guaranteed loan as you do under the NDEA loan.
That is correct.
Mr. HOWE. The forgiveness features do not appear in this.
Mr. QUIE. That is why it didn't appear?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. We did not introduce the forgiveness feature into

this study that we have done, Mr. Quie, because we feel that that
whole question is a very large policy question that is yet to be resolved.
You will notice that in the bill before you we have not taken any

step beyond the present policy. We have said teacher forgiveness
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shall stand where it is for NDEA students. No attempt is made
in the legislation before you to address yourselves to the larger policy
question which you raised so very eloquently yesterday.
Mr. QUIE. But do you agree that your governor you have in the

the bill is not going to work as effectively as the present governor,
which means that under the NDEA loan just establishing whether
a person qualified or not is going to be an altogether different story
on the limitations of funds to the institution and there the possibilities
of a substantially larger number qualifying and therefore receiving a
forgiveness and a greater forgiveness, is very apparent.
Mr. HOWE. Whether what you suggest happens or not depends on

how the institutions administer this, and we expect that they are
equipped to administer the award of NDEA eligibility to students just
as they have done before.
Mr. QUIE. Now they have the limitation of funds and there they

won't. Some of them have chosen not even to participate.
Mr. HOWE. They are going to have a limitation of funds, a total

limitation nationally and a limitation allocated to institutions by the
U.S. Office.
Mr. QUIE. But some of them have even chosen not to participate

because they can't pick up their 10 percent.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. And now there won't be any such difficulty on their part

and the limitation of funds now will only be the revolving fund limita-
tion; right?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I am trying very hard to share your concern on

this, Mr. Quie, but I have difficulty getting my mind wrapped around
this, because what we are saying in effect is that the NDEA will stand
in place in just about the same way that it has stood and would have
stood in place if we didn't have this proposal before you.
The change in the NDEA includes the manner by which it will be

supported, direct appropriations, but the number of students that will
benefit under the NDEA under the proposal before you is about the
same level that it would have been if we had the normal extension of
the NDEA.
And the number of students who will get teacher forgiveness under

that proposal as far as I can tell is the same number that it would
have been normally.
Mr. QUIE. I would say that usually you back up your position with

facts and information but now I can only say that it looks like you
are backing it up with only wishful thinking.
Mrs. GREEN. May I turn to another subject then and we will

pursue this later?
Under title I of the Facilities Act are grants permitted for rented

facilities?
Mr. MUIRHEAD. I don't know the answer to that.
Mr. HALPERIN. The 1963 act, Mrs. Green?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
The reason I ask is that I understand that you have already set a

minimum requirement of 75 years on a rental.
I am advised that this provision would help very small colleges that

could not afford the construction costs. They could rent a facility,
but if they have to have a lease for 75 years, then this provision
becomes of no value at all.
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Mr. MUIRHEAD. May I ask the privilege, Madam Chairman, of
looking into that and replying for the record?
(The information follows:)

REPLY TO QUESTION ON HEFA PARTICIPATION IN RENTAL OF BUILDINGS
We do not participate in any costs for rental of buildings. Under the program

regulations, however, we will participate in construction costs for facilities on
leased land if the college has at least a 75 year interest assuring undisturbed use
and possession of th site and the facilities. This relatively liberal approach is
in fulfillment of the legal requirement for approval, that the application be ac-
companied by such assurance as to the title to the site as the Commissioner may
deem necessary.

MTS. GREEN. Fine.
And another matter that I would ask the consent of the committee to

include in the record at this point, is a survey of fellowships programs.
Mr. HOWE. Madam Chairman, our understanding of the context

in which you raised tiiis question was that you wanted a look at this
across all the agencies of the Government, and this will take us some
time to compile, but we will provide it.
(The information requested follows:)
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Mrs. GREEN. All right. Fine.
Mr. HOWE. We couldn't get it between yesterday and today.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much.
Commissioner Howe, I wondered if we might ask you to come back

later on?
Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much and thank you, Mr. Muirhead.
Mr. MUIRHEAD. Thank you for having us.
(Whereupon, at 12:44 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject

to call.)



HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

MONDAY, MARCH 14, 1966

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 2257,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edith Green (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Green, Brademas, Sickles, Gibbons, and
Quie.

Also present: William F. Gaul, counsel, and Charles W. Radcliffe,
minority counsel for education.
Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee will come to order for further con-

sideration of H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237.
This morning we are very pleased to have representatives from the

American Council on Education to discuss this particular legislation
and make comments and recommendations.

Representing the American Council is John E. King, the president
of Kansas State Teachers College. Accompanying him is John Morse,
who has been a friend of this committee for many years.
Gentlemen, we welcome both of you and we are most anxious to

hear your recommendations.

STATEMENT OF JOHN E. KING, PRESIDENT, KANSAS STATE
TEACHERS COLLEGE, EMPORIA, KANS., REPRESENTING AMERI-
CAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN
MORSE, DIRECTOR OF THE COUNCIL'S COMMISSION ON FED-
ERAL RELATIONS

Mr. KING. Thank you.
Mr. MORSE. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Mrs. GREEN. Mr. King, will you proceed as you wish. All the

members of the subcommittee have your statement.
Mr. KING. Thank you very much.
Madam Chairman and members of the committee, I am the presi-

dent of Kansas State Teachers College in Emporia.
This statement has been very carefully prepared. We have con-

sulted with a number of other organizations as well as with members
of this commission.
I want to say also that I am a member of the Commission on

Federal Relations of the American Council on Education. Mr. Morse
is our director.
The American Council, as I think you know, is the principal

coordinating agency for higher education in the United States. It
177
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is a voluntary organization. I don't think this is a self-assumed title.
We have a membership of 1,149 colleges and universities and 231
educational organizations. About 850 of these member institutions
are 4-year colleges or universities, private or public.
We have been requested this morning to speak also in behalf of

the Association of American Colleges which subscribes to the position
we will take in this testimony.
We have been invited to present the council's views on the various

provisions of H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237, the Higher Education
Amendments of 1966.

Title I of the bills under consideration is devoted to that program—
facilities construction—to which the council has consistently given
top priority among Federal programs designed to assist higher educa-
tion meet its commitments to the IN ation's young people. We simply
cannot meet those commitments unless we have facilities in which to
teach.
Madam Chairman, once in a while I would like to say something

aside from this statement, if I may, and I want to say this: That I
am greatly encouraged. This is my first visit to the Rayburn
Building and I believe a country that can produce a Rayburn Building
is going to be able to produce the facilities that we need in this country
for higher education. That is not a part of this testimony.
We are well aware of the long struggle to pass the Higher Education

Facilities Act of 1963, and I mean it when I say we are grateful to this
subcommittee for its leadership in the successful enactment of this law.
I presume, therefore, that we are discussing here a program about

which we as educators and you as legislators are equally enthusiastic.
I know that you are legislators. Sometimes I wonder if we are
educators. I say that in a general sense. I am not speaking for my
colleagues on this point.
Let me say, Mr. Morse, you didn't advise my using that comment

and I can see why you didn't.
Mr. MORSE. You are on your own, sir.
Mr. KING. Let me say, first, that the Council supports the pro-

posals contained in part A of title I. These would provide an author-
ization of $453 million for matching grants for undergraduate facilities,
$60 million for matching grants for graduate facilities, and $200
million in loans for both graduate and undergraduate facilities.
In addition, $7 million would be provided to underwrite the expenses

of the State commissions and to provide for planning studies of
construction needs by both State commissions and individual
institutions.
In effect, these proposals would provide for the construction of

academic facilities at approximately the same rate that has prevailed
during the present year.
It is difficult to come up with a precise figure, but this should result

in the completion in perhaps 2 or 4 years, or certainly 3 to 4 years
hence, of academic facilities with a value of at least $1.5 billion.
Having indicated that we support these proposals, let me say that

it is only the critical nature of the times that leads us to do so. Had we
been presenting these views 6 or 8 months ago, it is almost certain that
we would have been requesting sharply increased authorizations for all
three titles of the Higher Education Facilities Act. We say this for
the following reasons:
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• 1. The current rate of construction is not adequate to meet the
forseeable demands for enrollment in college at either the under-
graduate or graduate level.

2. There are large numbers of institutions for whom the Higher
Education Facilities Act is totally inoperative, because they are unable
to obtain the required 2 non-Federal dollars to match each Federal
dollar.

This is a side point. Incentive is an interesting thing in connection
with this point. I wish this program could be on a 50-50 basis. I
think it would provide greater incentive, particularly for those insti-
tutions which are having to struggle so much to meet the provisions.

Unfortunately, we are not in the position at this time to give precise
figures on the need for construction funds. Obviously the best and
most efficient sources of such information would be the existing State
Commissions. However, unless they are directly charged with this
responsibility, the commissions are in no position to furnish the
information. Institutions of higher education, which have carefully
reasoned and fully documented knowledge of their facilities needs, do
not make these needs known to their State commissions. On the
contrary, because they know of the limited funds available within their
States and because they know that arbitrary limitations have been
imposed by State commissions in order to spread the funds among
more eligible institutions, each has been inclined to submit only its
most urgent proposal, in the hope that by so limiting its request it
might gain support for that one proposal. At the same time, insti-
tutions with urgent need but with a realistic knowledge of their
inability to raise the required matching funds from non-Federal
sources have felt it to be an expensive exercise in futility to submit any
proposal whatever to their State commissions. It may be that such
a State-by-State survey is contemplated in the $7 million authoriza-
tion for State commissions. If not, we would strongly urge that the
Office of Education be charged with the responsibility for making
annual surveys through existing State commissions of the facilities
needs of higher education, each survey asking for a 5-year projection
of such need. In the absence of an Office of Education survey, the
American Council on Education will undertake one of its own, but we
believe that the resources of the Office of Education and its direct
access to the State commissions make that a better medium for the
collection of essential data.
The point of this paragraph really is that we think your committee

and the Congress would be greatly helped by knowing what the back-
log of needs is.
Even without the precise information which such an annual survey

would reveal, we can say categorically that construction is not keeping
pace with anticipated demand. Virtually every piece of legislation
pertaining to higher education encourages a greater percentage of
young people to go on to higher education.
The great increase in the national defense student loan program,

the inception of the work study program the enactment of the oppor-
tunity grant program, and of the recent GI bill, and indeed the upward
bound program in the Office of Economic Opportunity will all have a
profound effect upon college enrollments.
We applaud the objectives of all and that is not just a statement

that Mr. Morse and I stuck into this. There is a warmth of feeling
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among college administrators all up and down this country that I
think you should be very happy about on these programs.
We believe they represent efforts to fulfill the commitment of pro-

viding higher education for all youngsters who aspire to it and are
capable of profiting from it, and I might add, adding to the manpower
resources, the strength of this country, and the health of its population.
So if we may look down the road ahead, we are forced to the con-

clusion that we must come back to you in future years and ask you
to give us greater assistance in the building of needed facilities.

This will require much larger authorizations and a sharp increase
in the Federal share, so that all institutions may play their part in
carrying the load of increased student enrollments.
We have been tempted to ask for these increases this year in spite

of our recognition of the pressures on the budget occasioned by
Vietnam. We believe we could argue convincingly that because of
the timelag between the allocation of funds and the completion of
facilities, it is necessary that we expand our efforts this year if we are
to meet the demands of 1969 and 1970.
As you know, one of our problems in facilities construction is that,

no matter what the emergency we may find ourselves in now, we must
think in terms of 2 to 4 years in the future, and it sometimes is hard
to do that when there are as many pressures as I know are on you at
this time.
We are persuaded, however, that because the construction industry

is already so committed that a sharp increase in appropriations might
lead not so much to an increase in facilities as to an increase in the
cost of facilities.
In summary then, we support the proposals for title I in H.R.

13174 and H.R. 13237 for fiscal 1967. And we express gratification
that the bill proposes that authorizations for future years shall be
based on "such sums as are needed." This will give us an opportunity
to come back to you next year with a clearer picture of needs both for
total construction and for the Federal share.
In connection with part B of title I we have only this to say: There

can be no question about the need to strengthen our so-called de-
veloping institutions, particularly those whose student body is pre-
dominantly Negro and is drawn largely from inadequately supported,
previously segregated secondary schools—well, it says in our statement
in the South, but I just say wherever there have been segregated
schools.
A year ago the American Council enthusiastically supported title

III of the Higher Education Act; we continue to do so. However,
we believe that a good deal of experimentation is required before it
can be determined what methods can most effectively be employed to
upgrade and strengthen our weaker institutions.
For this reason we believe that the $30 million requested for this

title represents a reasonable figure, adequate to support many dif-
ferent approaches to the solution of this problem, but not so large as
to encourage false starts, wasteful duplication, and ill-considered
programs major in scope.
We turn now to title II of H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237. There is

no question in our minds that the national defense student loan pro-
gram, which was the creation of the Congress, has been the most
significant piece of student aid legislation ever enacted.
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In view of the bipartisan support it has enjoyed since its inception
in 1958, we have reason to believe that the Congress shares our
enthusiasm. We therefore believe that any major changes should
be approached with the greatest caution. I just can't make this
particular emphasis too strong.
Many voluntary organizations involving higher education people

are deeply concerned about the continuation of the NDEA loan
program at this time.
At the risk of oversimplifying, we suggest that the basic proposition

in the pending bills is to terminate, as quickly as possible—even this
year if possible—the NDEA program and to substitute for it a pro-
gram in which all student loan needs would be met through the com-
mercial lending market.
A year ago the council supported the guarantee loan program

contained in Public Law 89-329. We saw it as a means through
which students from middle and upper-middle income families might
be assisted to meet the increasing costs of higher education. We
foresaw at that time that this new program might eventually pick up a
share, perhaps a large share, of the loans being made to needy students
under NDEA.
We were not, and are not now, opposed to such an evolutionary

process. Our colleges are even now engaged in a small loan operation
approaching the $1 billion level, and at the current rate of growth this
figure could double in the next 4 to 5 years.

Institutions of higher education are not suited for, nor do they wish
to be, in the banking business in a major way. So we welcomed the
possibility that the banking community might relieve us of some
share of the load. To this extent we can support the basic approach
embodied in H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237.

Nevertheless, we must oppose certain specific provisions contained
in the bill and ask for a postponement of certain others in order that
there may be time for study and the application of experience.

Before there was any thought that the NDEA program might be
terminated or phased out, institutions had already indicated to the
Office of Education that their need for funds for the Federal share
of the NDEA program would be in excess of $200 million in 1966 and
1967.
This was over and above the $750 million that might be loaned by

banks under the guarantee program. It is now mid-March. Colleges
and universities have made moral commitments to hundreds of
thousands of their students and must be in a position in 2 or 3 weeks
to assure them of an ability to meet those commitments if the students
do their part by maintaining satisfactory records.
An ability to make firm commitments, also within the next 2 or

3 weeks, to prospective freshmen and transfer students is even more
essential.
H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237 propose an authorization of $150

million to tide institutions over until the transfer to the private
market can be brought about. The Commissioner of Education
would not be permitted to allocate funds from this sum to a partici-
pating college until he had found the college unable, for legal or other
reasons, to borrow its needed capital from the commercial market.
We suggest that there is not time, this year, for such determina-

tions. We do not know how ready the commercial lending agencies
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will be to make such loans; we do know, however, that credit is in
increasingly short supply.
We do not know what rate of interest colleges would have to pay

on such loans; we do know, however, that banks are already paying
5 to percent to their depositors for 2- and 3-year money. While
it is true that, theoretically, colleges need not be concerned over the
interest charged on such loans, since this interest would be subsidized
by the Government, we would be most reluctant to support such a
proposal if it meant heavy additional expense to the taxpayer.
An added complication in this proposal is that loans made to

public institutions by the financial community would not be guaran-
teed, because of the tax-exempt nature of the income from the loans.
To meet this problem, section 202B of H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237

provides for the establishment by a university or universities of a
kind of separate corporation which might borrow the needed funds
and make loans to students and yet not fall under the tax-exempt
status of the parent universities. Whether institutions would be
likely to set up such separate corporations, or indeed whether they
should, we have had no time to study.
As we have suggested, all of these proposals merit the most serious

consideration. We are not unconcerned with the impact on the
budget of continued large annual appropriations for the NDEA
program. We would respectfully urge, however, that if changes are
to be adopted, they be delayed until fiscal 1968, so that the Congress,
the banking community, and the higher education community may
better assess their impact.
I want to reemphasize that area of this testimony. Mr. Quie was

a very wonderful speaker in my State just a short time ago, and just
in our last legislature have we been able to face the problem of insti-
tutional borrowing, that is, of the legality of State institutions borrow-
ing. We do need time on this problem.
In short, we believe that the timetable is such that it is essential,

if we are to meet our commitments for the coming academic year,
that there be no change this year in the basic NDEA-loan program
and that the full $190 million already authorized for fiscal year 1967
be appropriated.

It would be our hope that if this is done, the guarantee program
might be sufficiently well launched in a number of States so that it
could pick up the difference between what colleges have indicated to
be their need and the maximum amount authorized.
Indeed, if guarantee programs develop more rapidly than now

seems likely, the colleges might not have to use their total allocations
under NDEA and could reduce their requests at the time of second
semester allocation of funds.

Turning briefly to other provisions of the bill, we would question
very seriously whether students should be encouraged, as provided
for in section 201, subsection (c), to refinance their previous loans
through the guarantee program.
On the surface, and without any actual experience, we see no par-

ticular disadvantage to the student. But we are eager to see the
new guarantee program get off the ground. In view of the tight
credit situation we believe the banks and other lending agencies will
do well if they can make loans to the sizable number of new borrowers
who are certain to be turning to them for assistance.
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To ask the banks to pick up old paper as well seems unreasonable
and to the extent that they did so, we believe they would have to
restrict sharply the money that should be available to new borrowers.
We are also opposed at this time to the provisions of section 203

and 206 of the bill. Again at the risk of oversimplification, we view
these as signaling the dissolution of what all of us had hoped might
be a permanent revolving fund.
In our meetings of the commission we have talked and projected

about the time when this revolving fund would be adequate to meet
our continuing needs or the continuing needs of the students.

Recognizing that it would always have to be replenished because
of the forgiveness features and because of some loss through the
death, disability, or inability of some borrowers to repay, we none-
theless have viewed the fund that has been built up through three
administrations and that would by next year total over $1 billion
as the essential backlog for future loan operations.

If the packaging approach required by title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 is to work, student aid officers must be able to make
firm commitments of loans. To do this they must have money with
which to fulfill their commitments. As we have envisioned the possi-
bility of tying the guarantee program into this aid package, it would
have to be a two-stage process.
At stage one, the student aid officer would tell the student that he

was eligible for a loan of a given size and this would be certified to EL
bank of his choice. It would be explained to the student that be-
cause of limited NDEA funds he must, out of fairness to other stu-
dents, try to get his loan from the bank.
But (and this is stage two) he would be assured that if he were un-

successful at the bank, his loan commitment would be met from the
NDEA fund.
We know such a process would work, for it has worked for several

years in New York State, the principal of one fund or one process com-
pleting and supplementing the other. But it cannot work unless
there is a sizable fund for the aid officer to fall back on.
We see this process as the one whereby over a period of years, as

banks show evidence of ability and desire to assume a large portion
of student lending, the NDEA program can be phased down. We do
not see how it can ever be phased out, for there will surely be some
students who cannot secure bank loans and some banks which will
not be able to lend more than token amounts to students.
We have three very fine cooperative banks in my home community

where my college is located, a town of 18,000 people. We have nearly
1,500 loans to deal with. Obviously we would have to look all over
the State in a variety of situations to help these students to solve their
problems.

If the existing NDEA fund can be retained intact, with repayments
from former borrowers available for relending, it is possible that there
can be a sharp tapering off of NDEA appropriations. Perhaps in a
few years it would be necessary to appropriate only the amount lost
from the fund for reasons we have already cited. This will depend
entirely on how successful the new and as yet untried guarantee
program proves to be.
The chairman of this subcommittee has been quoted as saying in a

different context that this is a year to stop, look, and listen. We
believe that the quotation is apt for the proposals under consideration.



184 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966. 

We reiterate that we are not opposed to the objectives of H.R. 13174
and H.R. 13237.
To the extent that the private market shows that it can carry the

load, to that extent colleges and universities will be happy to transfer
it. But we do not believe it should be done precipitously. Couldn't
we have just said "quickly" there. Our commitments to our present
and future students are serious ones, and we dare not gamble with
them.
In your letter of invitation to appear this morning, Madam Chair-

man, you have suggested that our statement contain the views of
the council on the drafting of college students and any information
which will help to clarify the manpower picture.
We are bringing a brief statement this morning realizing that we do

this from a higher education standpoint, a one-dimensional standpoint.
I can say that this has been a matter of deep concern to the council
for several months. A special committee has worked on this problem
and has prepared a report for us.
I repeat that we can at best present a one-dimensional view. On

January 18, 1966, we addressed a letter to Mr. Buford Ellington, who
was at that time the Director of the Office of Emergency Planning,
urging that a high level agencywide group within the Government be
established to study this important question.
In order to underline the importance we attached to this study we

sent copies of our letter to Mr. McGeorge Bundy and to Assistant,
Secretary Keppel, who is responsible for the Government-wide co-
ordination of Federal programs involving education.
We fully recognize that the colleges and universities can see only

one segment of the total manpower problem, but since we are almost
solely responsible for the production of professional manpower, we
do have a large stake in any decisions which are made and which affect
students.
We can make one generalization. This is that it is questionable

whether our system of higher education can in the foreseeable future
produce all of the trained specialized professional manpower that will
be required if all of the Nation's commitments are to be realized. We
face possible shortages in virtually every conceivable field, and
obviously there are a lot of fields we haven't thought about that there
are going to be shortages in, too. But this thought is not new to
this committee nor is it new to higher education. We shall simply
do the best we can.

If what we have just said can be accepted, then it follows that the
extent to which our military requirements deplete the supply of
students going through the educational pipeline and interrupt for
2 or 3 years the achievement of students' goals will determine our
ability to meet the Nation's future manpower demand. The extent
of the difficulty will be determined by the duration of the emergency.
Acknowledgement of the difficulty in meeting our professional man-

power requirements does not alter the fact that we are engaged in a
war and that the Armed Forces require men. You know, we have
more than 5 million young people in our higher education institutions.
We have more than 3 million men, about 3,300,000, something like
that?
Mr. MORSE. That sounds about right.
Mr. KING. And you know how many we have in the armed services

from a similar age group, almost the same number of men or close to
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the same number of men, and the two groups impinge upon each other
or compete with each other.
In a discussion of this problem 2 weeks ago, our Commission on

Federal Relations speculated that the whole selective service machin-
ery may well be antiquated and in need of revision.

This is sort of a luxury that a commission like ours can engage in.
once in a while. A whole set of axioms by which it has been success-
fully operated for almost three decades should perhaps be challenged.
But the Commission came to the conclusion that a major overhaul in
time of crisis would be unwise.
So the Commission reaffirmed the position the council has taken

since October 1965 that we must deal with the situation as it exists.
In a series of conferences with General Hershey and the staff of the
Selective Service System, we have urged the issuance of guidelines to
local boards that could be put into effect if and when it was determined
that our military manpower needs are so pressing that some percentage
of students must be inducted into the armed services.

Incidentally, I would like to inject one idea, a personal idea, in the
statement at this point. I am finding in my section of the country
that a tremendous number of young men in college, of college age, are
deciding that going into military service at this time is a fine thing to
do. It is a particular, specific way that a young man can be more
useful than in almost any other way.
Some of us believe that we are going to see a great upsurge of this

among college students and that our manpower demands that must
be met by selective service will be in good shape within 6 or 8 months.
That is not an official commission point of view or part of the

statement, but there is much hope along this line, I think as the serious-
ness of the Vietnam situation percolates to college youngsters. Are
you shocked by that?
Mr. MORSE. NO, Sir.
Mr. KING. In essence what we recommended is that local boards

determine which students should be deferred for future training on the
basis of their rank in class or a score on a nationwide test—whichever
is higher. We would be glad to submit for the consideration of the
subcommittee a statement which we propose to send to all of our
member colleges some time this week.
We have copies of that statement with us.
There will undoubtedly be criticism leveled at the proposals we

have made. No one who has ever taught or ever, we say here, given
grades—I think those of us who ever taught would prefer to say,
"assign grades," or "award grades," rather than "given grades,"
Jack—would argue that there are precise measures either of a student's
current achievement or of his potential for contributing later to society.
The point of that sentence is that the more some of us have been
connected with teaching, the more difficult we realize it is to attach
an objective numerical value to the performance of a student and
even more difficult to predict his future performance in a situation
under stress.
No one who has ever dealt with objective tests would argue that

they are precise measures of students' ability. That is quite a sweep-
ing statement. If you give us enough time we could probably locate
someone who would argue that these tests are precise measures of
student ability.

66-902 66  13
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I think we will change that to read "very few experienced indi-
viduals who have dealt with objective tests would argue," and so on.
But grades and tests, with all of their inadequacies, are the best
measures we have yet been able to devise for assessing both achieve-
ment and potential.
Those who are most critical of their use as guidelines to local boards

have for years used them themselves to determine admission to
college, admission to graduate school, the award of fellowships and
other financial aid, admission to professions, and indeed for a variety
of other decisions which have helped fulfill or shattered youngsters'
dreams of what they wanted to be.
With all their imperfections, therefore, we endorse these measures

for selective service purposes with the comment that if someone cansuggest better criteria, we will, we say, embrace them wholeheartedly.
I would say we would study them carefully over a period and probably
with some reserve at first.
The alternative to these criteria is to ask over 4,000 local boards to

read transcripts from some 2,000 educational institutions with a
myriad of different grading systems and incredible differences in
standards and come to unguided decisions on the basis of whatever
their hunches tell them.
One other approach could be to determine all inductions and defer-

ments by lot. Superficially, this might seem a fairer approach. But
it should be remembered that students are deferred for the health,
safety, and welfare of the Nation, because their fully developed
talents will be required later.
However inadequate our methods of determining which of our

students show the greatest talent may be, they are surely better than
the mere luck of the draw.
Madam Chairman, I am grateful—I think every member of the

council is grateful to you and the subcommittee for having had this
opportunity this morning to present our views.
With Mr. Morse's help I will do my best to attempt to answer

questions which you and the members of the committee may wish
to direct to us.

Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very, very much, Mr. King.
First, may I ask unanimous consent that the statements to which

Mr. King referred in his statement be made a part of the record
immediately following his statement.

If there is no objection it is so ordered.
(The statements referred to follow:)

COMMISSION ON FEDERAL RELATIONS—STUDENT DEFERMENT
The current regulations governing student deferement are the following:

1622.25 Class II-S: Registrant Deferred Because of Activity in Study—(a)
In Class II-S shall be placed any registrant whose activity in study is foundto be necessary to the maintenance of the national health, safety, or interest.(b) The Director of Selective Service, after consultation with such depart-ments and other agencies of the executive branch of the Government as maybe appropriate, may promulgate criteria, which shall be advisory only, con-cerning the placing of registrants in Class II-S.

In recent years the Director has not furnished the criteria permitted in (b) aboveto local boards. When there is little need to induct men into military service theapplication of part (a) of this regulation results in the wholesale deferment of allregistrants engaged in any sort of educational activity. However, as militaryneeds increase, so do the problems of identifying which students should be de-ferred. In the absence of the advisory criteria provided in (b), each local board
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is on its own, subject only to general ground rules, which in themselves differ
substantially, established by the various states. As ta resul, there is considerable
inconsistency and confusion throughout the country, and much indecision and
uncertainty on the part of college students, their parents, and college adminis-
trators.

Since the beginning of the Viet Nam buildup in the summer of 1965, it has
seemed increasingly likely that an indeterminate number of students would have
to be inducted. If that is the case, the following principles will probably prevail:

1. It is in the national interest to defer (not exempt) as many full time
students as possible, irrespective of the field in which they are studying.

2. It is also in the national interest to defer (not exempt) insofar as possible
students who complete their baccalaureate programs and are eligible to go
on to graduate and professional schools.

Advisory criteria similar to those used during the Korean conflict, making Use
of rank in class and a score on the recently announced College Qualification Test,
are likely soon to be promulgated by Selective Service to the local boards. It is
not mandatory that local boards defer students who meet the advisory criteria.
Nevertheless, it seems probable that the more complete, prompt, and precise the
information furnished the better served will be the interests of students and the
local boards.

It is assumed that students iu good standing currently enrolled for the 1965-66
school year will be allowed to finish the year. At the close of the year it is ex-
pected that there will be a review of the records of those who finished the year,
and that, depending on the need for manpower for the armed forces, those with the
best potential for further education will be deferred for 1966-67, while those whose
records measure up less well will be considered eliFible for military service.
It should be understood that it is the responsibility of the individual registrant

to keep his local board informed of his status. It is the responsibility of educa-
tional institutions to assist the student by furnishing to local boards, at the
student's request, the information that will make that status clear. During the
Korean period rank in class or test score, whichever was higher, was used as a,
basis for determining further deferment. We believe that this alternative ap-
proach will be reinstituted. In the absence of information on either one, the local
board must rely solely on the other; in the absence of both, local boards will have
to make their judgments on the basis of whatever information, from whatever
sources, they can secure.

Discussions between representatives of higher educational institutions and the
Selective Service System indicate that at the request of their students educational
institutions will be expected to make the following kinds of reports to local Selec-
tive Service boards:

1. A report of acceptance for admission, rendered when the student has
been accepted, prior to the opening of the school year.

2. A beginning of the year report, indicating that the student has begun the
school year and is satisfactorily pursuing a full-time course of instruction, the
college year of the student, the beginning and ending dates of the school year,
and the expected date of graduation of the student. (It is understood, of
course, that when a student asks the institution to file a status ref ort, he
recognizes the obligation of a college or university to inform the draft board
when he is no longer enrolled full-time, is ineligible to continue his course of
study, or has graduated.)

3. An end of the year report, showing the scholastic standing of the student
for the year with respect to the full-time male students in his class, by the
following categories: upper one-fourth, upper one-half, upper two-thirds,
upper three-fourths, and lower one-fourth. For graduate and postbac-
calaureate professional students, the end of the year report would not show
class standing, but only satisfactory or unsatisfactory progress for the year.

Institutions should continue to take seriously their responsibilities in reporting
student progress to Selective Service, and should realize that not all students will
meet the criteria. In order to justify a claim for deferment on the part of qualified
students, the institutions must be equally candid in reporting unsatisfactory
progress on the part of others.
A student certified as carrying a "full-time course of instruction" should be

understood to be one carrying enough work to qualify himself for graduation in the
usual length of time. The commonly employed definitions of "full-time student,"
although useful in other contexts, are often minimum loads which will not bring a
student to his degree on time. Institutions may need to re-study their concepts of
the full-time student and length of time normally required by their students for
graduation, when reporting student progress to Selective Service. A more useful
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concept is the "normal student load" as defined (and underlined) on page 113 of
the Handbook of Data and Definitions of the American Association of Collegiate
Registrars and Admissions Officers. (See Appendix I)
The computation of the college year of the student is more complicated than itlooks. A review of the concept of "Student Year Level" as defined on pages 129

and 130 of the Handbook of Data and Definitions may be useful in arriving at
institutional practice in this area. (See Appendix II)

Class standing may be calculated by the institution in any way it chooses. Itmay be based on cumulative grades or yearly grades. It may be determined
institution-wide, by school within an institution, by department, or in any otherway that appears to be useful. However, the number of students certified to be
in a particular segment of a class should not exceed the total number of thatsegment. For example, no more than 50 per cent of the total number of students
in a class may be certified as being in the upper half. Ties in class standing
must be broken by the institution when several students apparently have the
same rank.

Reporting student progress to Selective Service will require extra clerical effort
on the part of colleges and universities. But the Selective Service System must
have information on which to make its judgments, and in the absence of institu-
tional information students will have to rely on the unguided judgments of
thousands of local boards in determining their eligibility for deferment.
The American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers will

soon (mid-April) be issuing a manual on the above procedures.

APPENDIX I.-STUD-ENT, FULL-TIME

One who at the undergraduate level is carrying at least 75 percent of a normal
student-hour load. The normal student-hour road, in turn, is defined by the formula:
number of credit hours required for graduation, divided by the number of semesters
or terms normally taken for graduation (exclusive of summer sessions) .1 A full-time
graduate student is one whose academic load—in terms of eouTse-work or other
required activity (such as a thesis)—is at least 75 percent of that normally recom-
Mended for such students. Time spent by teaching fellows should be included
Only if such teaching is performed as a requirement for a degree. Employment
which is not part of the prescribed activity for an advanced degree should not be
counted as part of the time spent on graduate work.
Twleve hours is commonly accepted as the minimum level of a full-time

student.2
APPENDIX II.-YEAR LEVEL.,, S•1"UDENT 3'

The relative position, to the nearest year, in which a student is located in his
curriculum.

Curriculums requiring more than a year for completion are commonly organized
into yearly segments, each requiring the average full-time student a year to finish
(the word year refers to the traditional school year la .sting from September to June,
generally organized into 2 semesters or 3 quarters). Students in the first year of
work of a Bachelor's Degree program requiring 4 years for completion are classified as
freshmen, those in the second year as sophomores, those in the third year as juniors,
and those in the last year of a 4 year program are known as seniors.

These yearly concepts are useful statistical classifications. They locate the
general position of any student in his curriculum and give valuable information
for those who are interested in pipeline studies of manpower in training. How-
ever, the increasing complexity and diversity in institutional organization and
curricular patterns cause them to be difficult to determine. Contributing to the
difficulty are the following:

1. The development of curriculums shorter than and longer than 4 years dura-
tion; 2. The adoption of new academic calendars involving terms other than
semesters or quarters; 3. The desires of institutions to operate on a year-round
basis; 4. The variations in the amount of load carried by students in a given term;
5. The variations in the number of terms per year attended by students.
In place of the older classifications of freshmen, sophomore, junior, and senior, the

more general concept of year level is suggested, expressed in ordinal numbers: first
year, second year, third year, fourth year, and fifth year, and the like. When the
total number of years normally required for an average student to complete a cur-
riculum is different from 4, special indication to show this further clarifies the
situation.

1 Italic supplied by ACE Commission on Federal Relations.
2 Handbook of Data and Definitions, AA CRA 0, pp. 114. 133.
3 Handbook of Data and Definitions. AAC RAO, pp. 129, 130.



HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966 189

The year level of a particular student must take into account two kinds of calcu-
lations. The first relates to the amount of work that the student has completed
which is applicable in the particular curriculum in which he is presently working.
The second calculation is the number of years that he has been engaged in study.
For an average student carrying a normal full-time load these two calculations
yield the same year level. When these two calculations yield different numbers
for a given student, greater consideration should be given to the relative position
in which the student finds himself in his total curriculum than to the amount of
time it has taken him to reach this point.

It should be noted that year level can be computed either ahead from matricula-
tion or backward from graduation. Ingenuity and imagination will indicate the
simplest technique.

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION,
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1966..

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Education,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Enclosed is the statement you asked us to submit for the

record in connection with Selective Service procedures.
I am also sending you a copy of Dr. Cartter's paper on "The Supply and Demand

of College Teachers." It is not clear to me whether you wanted this for the
record or only for your own information. Dr. Cartter tells me that this paper
is a preliminary one and that he is working on a new version, which I gather will
be less technical.
It was a pleasure to appear before your subcommittee, and we shall look forward

to other such occasions.
Sincerely yours,

JOHN F. MORSE,
Director, Commission on Federal Relations.

[Reprinted from the 1965 Social Statistics Section Proceedings of the American Statistical Association]

THE SUPPLY AND DEMAND OF COLLEGE TEACHERS

(By A. M. Cartter, American Council on Education)

Considering the importance of the problem to higher education, and the many
hundreds of millions of dollars appropriated by the Federal government for the
expansion of graduate education over the last few years, it is rather astonishing
that we know so little about the present and probable supply and demand of
college teachers. The general consensus today as expressed by several Federal
agencies, the National Education Association, and many college and university
Presidents and graduate deans, seems to be summed up in the following three
propositions: (a) persons trained at the doctoral level are in increasingly short
supply; (b) the quality of faculty (as measured by highest degree attained) in the
nation's colleges and universities is deteriorating; and (c) the situation will worsen
over the coming decade as a consequence of burgeoning undergraduate enroll-
ments. Over the last few years various distinguished educational spokesmen
have used such terms as "disastrous shortage", "serious crisis", "the nation stand-
ing virtually paralyzed", "frightening figures", "a major national scandal" to de-
scribe the supply of college teachers, and have called for "heroic efforts", "crash
programs", and new degrees short of the doctorate to stem the tide.
At the risk of flying in the face of commonly held opinion, I wish to argue the

reverse of the above propositions; namely that: (a) the "sellers market" in aca-
demic personnel is likely to disappear over the coming decade, (b) the quality of
faculty in the nation's colleges and universities has improved, not deteriorated,
over the last ten years, and (c) the situation is moderately well in hand now, and
will improve dramatically in the 1970's. In attempting to support these views
the paper will first summarize events of the last ten years, then present a growth
model helpful in projecting the supply and demand conditions ahead to 1985.

THE LAST DECADE

The belief that things are getting worse rather than better is largely attribut-
able to the biennial research bulletins issued since 1955 by the National Educa-
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tion Association on "Teacher Supply and Demand in Universities, Colleges and
Junior Colleges." 1 The first report presented a distribution of total staff by high-
est degree for 637 reporting institutions in 1953-54. Successive reports, however,
have only inquired as to highest degree of new teachers. The figures shown in
Table I, taken from the various NEA reports, have led some readers to believe
that a rapid deterioration in faculty quality was in fact occurring.
A few critics of these reports have noted that it is an improper procedure to

compare average and incremental ratios, but no attempt has been made to esti-
mate the magnitude of this distortion. Table II is an attempt to correct this
procedure, using additional data from the NEA reports. Columns 1 and 2 are
the data used by Maul to obtain the percentages in Table I. In addition, how-
ever, the biennial reports give the number of new doctorates each year who "con-
tinue in teaching," and thus do not show up in the "new teacher" series.2 These
are shown in column 3 of Table II, and a ratio of new doctorates in teaching to
new teachers is computed in column 4. Now a meaningful comparison can be
made between the average ratio for 1953-54 and the incremental changes in both
the number and degree level of college teachers. This series suggests a slight
improvement in the proportion of senior college faculty with the doctorate.
One further factor should be considered which is also favorable to the view that

the quality of faculty (as measured by highest degrees attained) has not deterio-
rated. A priori one would assume that teachers with the doctorate are more
likely to make a lifetime career out of teaching than those without a doctorate.
It would be reasonable to assume that there is a differential net transfer rate for
the two groups. A recent Office of Education study, to be published later this
year,3 indicates that for 1962-63 the rate of those leaving college teaching for
reasons other than death or retirement was 3.1% for doctorates and 7.1% for
nondoctorates. Other data, discussed below, further indicate that the net trans-
fer rate of doctorates into and out of teaching has been approximately zero in
recent years—that is, that the in-transfer rate of doctorates from other employ-
ment was also about 3%. To illustrate the effect of a difference in the net trans-
fer rate, assume that the rate is zero for Ph.D.'s and a 5% annual net loss for
non-doctorates. For the 1963/64 class of new teachers, with an initial ratio of
.484, five years later the ratio of doctorates to total continuing teachers would
rise to .548. Unfortunately we have only one fragment of data from the
COLFACS study to judge by, so this example is suggestive only; presumably
the separations rate for non-doctorates is positive but not greater than seven
percent.

If the data in Table II and its accompanying speculations, were the entire basis
of the thesis that the percentage of college faculty with doctorate has been rising
over the last decade, it would rest on a weak reed indeed. But this view is now
supported by two new studies. One was recently presented by this author, drawn
from data collected quadriennially by the American Council on Education.' The
findings are summarized in the first two columns of Table III. The other is a
soon-to-be published study (COLFACS) by the Office of Education, whose find-
ings are summarized in column 4 of Table III. Whether one views the compari-
son between total or full-time instructional staff, it seems clear that the percent-
age of doctorates has been rising for each type of institution. This conclusion
is consistent with the N.E.A. data as presented in Table II above, although it is
just the opposite of the conclusion which N.E.A. drew from its own material.

FACULTY FORECASTING MODELS

Projections of the demand for college teachers made over the last decade have
varied widely, and most have been such poor predictors of actual developments
that the basis on which the projections were made needs careful scrutiny. The

I The first report in the series had a slightly different title; see" Teacher Supply and Demand in Degree
Granting Institutions, 1954-55," NEA Research Bulletin XXXIII, 4 (December 1955). The Series has been
under the directorship of Ray C. Maul, and the most recent is NEA Research Report, 1965-R4.

2 These data are not precisely comparable, but should be sufficient to illustrate the principle. Maul's
data on new teachers is drawn from questionnaires to the colleges hiring new teachers, while his data on
the employment of new doctorates is drawn from questionnaires to the graduate schools granting the
doctorates.
"Teaching Faculty in Universities and 4-Year Colleges, Spring, 1962" by Dunham, R. E., Wright

P. S., and Chandler, N. 0. (0E-53022-65). Preliminary data were presented in a paper "Doctorates
Among Teaching Faculty" at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
February 11, 1965. This study is commonly referred to as COLFACS.
'See "A New Look at the Supply of College Teachers," The Educational Record, (Summer 1965), pp. 267-

277.
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best known model is that developed by Ray Maul in the 1959 NEA report,5 and
now used by the Office of Education.° The model consists of three ingredients:
(a) an independent projection of future enrollment, (b) an assumed student/staff
ratio, and (c) an assumed replacement rate for faculty deaths, retirements and
shifts to other employment sectors. In the most recent presentation by the
Office of Education the student/staff ratio is estimated to average 14:1 for the
next decade,7 and the replacement rate is assumed to be 6%. The choice of the
latter percentage apparently derives from the earlier Maul model.° The result
of this model when applied to Office of Education enrollment projections is to
predict an aggregate need for some 556,000 new college teachers over the next ten
years. Assuming constant quality of faculty, the Office of Education predicts a
probable "deficit" of more than 120,000 doctorates by 1973/74.9
There are a number of aspects of the current OE model which I believe lead to a

considerable exaggeration of future faculty needs. First, the projected student/
staff ratio (18:1, based on total instructional staff) is lower than the experience
of the last decade would indicate. Table IV, using Office of Education data,
shows the increment of enrollment and increment in total instructional staff since
1953/54.1° It has averaged 19.3 :1 and there is no clear trend upward or down-
ward. On reflection this does not seem an unusually high marginal ratio for a
number of reasons. First, junior colleges, where the average ratio is 20:1 or
greater, represent a larger portion of increments in enrollment than they do of the
current total (nearly 30% of the annual increases as compared to less than 15%
of the total). Second, enrollment in public institutions, where the ratio is moder-
ately high, is expanding more rapidly than in private colleges and universities.
Third, much of the expansion is occurring in already existing institutions, and
one would expect there to be some manpower economies of scale associated with
such growth. Finally, modest changes in technology (language laboratories,
educational television, independent study, etc.) presumably work to increase the
ratio despite enrollment expansion. A continuing marginal ratio of nearly 20:1
would mean that the average ratio will rise from 15.3:1 today to 17.3 :1 by 1985.
The Office of Educational choice of an 18:1 ratio, therefore, appears to overstate
the expansion needs by nearly 10%.
A second, and more major, criticism is the use of a 6% replacement rate for

faculty, for I believe it overstates replacement needs by a factor of three. The
reason for believing that this is such a major error is the following. If one applied
this model to the last decade, beginning with 1953/54, then we should have ex-
perienced a decline in the percentage of doctorates on teaching faculties from about
40% to 30%; instead, as Table III indicated, it has risen by seven to ten percent-
age points for four year institutions. As I have indicated in another paper, the
actual experience of the last ten years is consistent with a replacement rate of
slightly less than 2%. Judging by the age distribution of present faculty (1962/63),
and applying appropriate mortality rates and estimating retirements, my esti-
mate of the actual replacement rate for the coming decade is shown in Table V.11

"Teacher Supply and Demand. . .", NEA Research Report 1959-R10, pp. 50-54. The same model was
used also in the 1961 Report, but did not appear in the later reports.

"Projections of Educational Statistics to 1973-74" (0E-10030, 1964), p. 26.
'The ratio, in terms of full-time staff equivalents, ranges from a low of 10:1 to a high of 16:1 in somewhat

random fashion, but averages 14 for the decade to 1973-74. In terms of total instructional staff at the rank of
Instructor or above, the OE projection ranges from 14:1 to 27:1, averaging 18:1. As Table IV indicates, this is
lower than the average of the last decade. See' Projections of Educational Statistics . . ." op. cit., pp. 8 and
24.

8 The choice of the appropriate replacement rate is so critical to the model that it is surprising that no very
serious attempts have been made to verify it. A difference of one percentage point makes a difference of
about 40,000 teachers over a decade. Various assumptions have been used by different model builders--e.g.
5% by the Fund for the Advancement of Education in Teachers for Tomorrow (1955) 5% by Brown in The
Market for College Teachers (1965), 4% by Berelson in Graduate Education in the United States (1960), 3% by
Wolozin in "How Serious Is the Faculty Shortage?" Challenge (June 1965).

Memoranda on "Estimates of Demand for and Supply of Higher Educational Staff," Higher Education
Personnel Staff, Office of Education, October 26, 1964 and January 4, 1965.

18 Ideally one would like to use full-time equivalents for both measures, but natonal enrollment data is not
available on this basis despite the fact that the Higher Education Facilities Bill of 1963 uses a full-time
equivalent enrollment formula for the distribution of title I funds.

11 Bolt, Kolton and Levine have recently published a model for scientific fields which is in close agreement
with the above. Their estimate for scientists, based on a review of National Register data for recent years
and an assumption that scientists retire et age 65, is:

Death rate  0.009
Retirement  .006

Total  .015
See "Doctoral Feedback into Higher Education," Science (May 14, 1965), pp. 918-28. The retirement
assumptions in my estimate are that 4% of faculty aged 60-64 voluntarily retire each year, and that from
age 65 on teachers on the average retire from teaching one year after mandatory retirement age is reached.
This is the equivalent of assuming that one-third retire at the mandatory age, one-third continue (probably
at another college) for one year, and one-third for two years. An alternative assumption that 10% of teach-
ers age 60 and above will retire each year would give a current rate of .0098.
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A third objection to the OE model is that included in full-time equivalent staff
are personnel for administrative services (few of whom, below the level of academic
deans, would be expected to have the doctorate), junior instructional staff (who
by definition are teaching assistants without the doctorate) and a large number for
"research." Since research personnel needs are determined by factors largely
independent of the purely educational function, and doctorates are probably not
a large fraction of the other two categories, it seems much more appropriate to
concentrate just on the needs for teaching faculty. As a corollary, this requires
counting only new doctorates who enter teaching as a component of supply,
rather than the number who enter higher education in all of its various facets.
So much for the Office of Education forecasts; as a stone-thrower I should at

least create my own glass house as a target for others. The starting point is a
projection of college enrollments (E) and doctoral degrees (P) to 1985 in Table VI.
The enrollment projection is similar to that of the Office of Education through
1974, and assumes that the ratio of undergraduate enrollment to the 18-21 age
group rises to .55 by 1985.12 (It is now approximately .40). The doctoral pro-
jection is that of the author, and while it is moderately higher than the most
recent Office of Education projection, it is below that of the National Science
Foundation.13 Assuming that the projections turn out to be accurate—I believe
they are about as good a guess as can be made—one can then attempt to analyze
the staffing implications of such a future growth path.

If we are to assess the quality of instructional staff by highest degree obtained
(a rough, but useful measure), we need to know the total size of faculty required
and the likely number of teachers who will have the doctoral degree. Given the
enrollment projection, the total faculty will expand as follows:

(1) F5=Ft-i+f(Et—Et-1)

where F is faculty, E enrollment, and f the faculty coefficient (the inverse of the
student/staff ratio). As indicated in Table IV, f has averaged .0517 over the last
decade, and for the moment I will continue to assume that it remains constant.

Given the present number of doctorates on instructional staffs and the doctoral
projection in Table V, the number of doctorates in teaching will grow in the
following manner.

TABLE 1.—Percentage of total staff in 1953-54 and new teachers in successive years
who had the doctorate

Total staff in 1953-54 (percent) 40. 5
New teachers in 1953-54 31. 4
New teachers in 1954-55 28. 4
New teachers in 1955-56 26. 7
New teachers in 1956-57 23. 5
New teachers in 1957-58 25. 3
New teachers in 1958-59 23. 8
New teachers in 1959-60 25. 9
New teachers in 1960-61 25. 8
New teachers in 1961-62 27. 3
New teachers in 1962-63 25 4
New teachers in 1963-64 28. 3
New teachers in 1964-65 27. 2
Source: "Teacher Supply and Demand in Universities, Colleges and Junior Colleges", 1963-64 and 1964-65,

NEA Research Report 1965 R-4, Table 2.

12 See A. M. Cartter and R. Farrell, "Higher Education in the Last Third of the Century," The Edu-
cational Record (Spring, 1965), for the development of this and alternative projections of enrollment.

13 See "Projections of Educational Statistics to 1973/74," op. cit., pp. 12-16 for OE Forecasts, and Com-
parisons of Earned Degrees Awarded 1901-62—With Projections to 2000 (NSF-1964), p. 54. The author's
"A New Look at the Supply of College Teachers," The Educational Record (Summer, 1965) compares these
with other doctoral projections. For periods up to ten years ahead P may be taken as an exogenous vari-
able, determined by the level of fellowship support, the capacity of graduate schools, etc. In projecting
doctoral degrees, however, I have assumed after 1974 that Pt is a function of Et-7, the value of the func-
tional coefficient being .0058. From 1964 through 1974 the value of this coefficient is approximately
(.0047+.0001t). This model produced reliable estimates of doctorates for years before 1964, and a projec-
tion that falls reasonably between the low estimates of the Office of Education and the high estimates of the
National Science Foundation. For the 1974-85 period it is very close to Lindsay Harmon's "Reference
Series." See "Memorandum on Projected Doctorate Production", National Academy of Sciences (January
29, 1965).
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TABLE H.-Additions to college teaching staff and to doctorates in teaching, 1953-65

Year
New teachers

New teachers
with

doctorate

Continuing
teachers
receiving
doctorate

Ratio of new
doctorates in
teaching to
new teacher

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Total staff in 1953-54 58, 719 23, 768  0. 405

1953,-54 4,232 1,329 (0 (1)

1954-55 4,694 1,333 822 .460

1955-56 6,337 1,695 856 .403

1956-57 8,308 1,953 1,528 .419

1957-58 9,293 2,354 7,529 .418

1958-59 9,100 2,254 1,825 .441
1959-60 10, 221 2,650 1,894 . 447
1960-61 11,184 2,886 1,987 .43C
1961-62 10, 439 2,851 2,115 . 47f

1962-63.  12, 186 3, 092 2,334 . 44,!
1963-64 13, 562 3,833 2, 732 .484
1964-65 16, 059 4,361 '3, 084 2 .461

1 Not available.
2 Estimated.

Source: Col. 1 and 2 from NEA Research Report 1965-R-4. Col. 3 computed from table Y of 1965 report
and comparable tables in earlier reports in the series. Col. 4 is col. 2 plus 3 divided by col. 1.

(2) D5=[1—(c+m-kr—a)]Dt-kbPt_1

where the following new forms are introduced:

a =- the accretion, or in-transfer, rate of persons with the doctorate who enter
teaching from other employment;

c = the loss, or out -transfer, rate of doctorates leaving teaching for other
employment;

m= mortality rate of the present teachers;
r =retirement rate of the present teachers;
b=the percentage of new doctorates who enter teaching; and
P=the number of doctoral degrees awarded.

(Using academic years as periods, the number of new Ph. D.'s entering teaching
in year t depends upon doctoral output in year t —1.)

Given the values of the respective coefficients, equations (1) and (2) indicate
how total faculty and doctorates in teaching will grow. In order to see the effect
of various values for the coefficients, it may be useful to construct a supply and
demand equation, as indicated in (3). Here one new coefficient, q, is added,
defined as the percentage of new teachers with the doctorate.

(3) bPt=(c+m-Er — a) Dt+ qf (Et —Et--1)

This equation represents a supply-demand indentity, the left hand term represent-
ing the quantity of new doctorates supplied, and the two right hand terms the
replacement and expansion demand components." From various studies we can
estimate the approximate values of each of these variables for recent years.

b=.50 (the N.E.A. reports indicate an average of about .48 over the decade,
closer to .50 for the last four years).

m= .0069 (calculated from the age distribution of faculty in the COLFACS
study).

r=.0112 (calculated from COLFACS data, see note 11 above).
a= .0310 (the rate at which doctorates intended to leave higher education,

from COLFACS data).
c= .0321 (estimated on the basis of Table V, above, which indicates that the

net transfer rate (C-a) has been approximately .0011).
q= .33 (the estimated value over the past decade).
f =.0517 (from Table IV, above).
D =approximately 90,000 to 1963/64.

14 If one were collecting data from colleges and universities, it would be more appropriate to express the

supply-demand identity as follows:

(3A) bl)t-EaD t-EsD t =sD t+ (c+m+r) Dt-l-qf(E t-Es-1)

This differs from equation (3) in that aDt is shifted to the left hand side, since it is technically part of the

supply of doctorate-teachers, and a new term sDt appears on both sides of the equation (s being defined as

the percentage of teachers who shift teaching positions from one college to another in any year); when aggre-

gating sDi cancels out. According to COLFACS data, s=.114 in 1962/63.
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The combined factors which go to make up the replacement rate are equal to.0192, as indicated in Table V. These factors are small in magnitude and appearto have been relatively stable in recent years—although (c — a) obviously respondsto changes in the relative salary level of academic personnel. The three signifi-cant coefficients are b, q, and f. Of these, f has remained relatively constant since1958 at about .05, and is stable in the sense that it is the result of conscious deci-sions on the part of college and university administrators in determining thestaff/student ratio. The percentage of new teachers hired with the doctorate, q,reflects the aspirations of the institutions, for most institutions equate a high qwith excellence and a low q with deterioration of faculty quality. The percentageof doctorates who enter college teaching reflects the aspirations of graduate
students for a majority enter graduate school with the intention of entering collegeteaching.15 Both b and q are highly variable, depending upon yearly marketconditions for new Ph. D.'s.

Using the projections for E and P for the next twenty years, assuming a constantfaculty coefficient (f=: .0517) and a constant replacement rate (rounded off at[c m -Fr — a]= .02), what behavior might we predict for b and q? Column 1of Table VII gives the predicted values for b if q remains constant—that is, thepercentage of new Ph. D.'s who would have to enter college teaching in order tomaintain a constant ratio of doctorates in teaching to total faculty. We mightcall this the "constant faculty quality" mode1.16 Over the coming three years therequired value of b is higher than we have experienced or can reasonably expect;therefore the quality of faculty is unlikely to be maintained. However, after
1968 b will steadily decline (to a low of less than 12% for the 1980-85 period), and
will probably be lower than it has ever been in history.

Alternatively, column 2 of Table VII projects an "absorption" model, assumingthat the percentage of new doctorates entering teaching (b) remains constant at
50%, and that all such available doctorates become employed in college teaching.The ratio of new teachers with the doctorate to annual additions to the instruo-tional staff (q= AD/AF) dips for the 1965/66-1967/68 period, then steadilyrises to new historical highs. Assuming a constant b, by 1977/78 every new collegeteacher would possess the doctorate; after that year the absolute number of
non-doctorates would fall rapidly as doctorate-teachers displaced non-doctoratesfaster than the latter were reaching retirement age. Figure I illustrates dramati-cally the relationship between the available supply if b remains constant quality.After a temporary deficit in the 1965-68 years, the available supply begins toexceed demand by a rapidly growing amount, sharply altering the market con-ditions for college teachers.
The "absorption" and "constant quality" versions of the model seem to me to•represent the outside limits • actual experience will probably lie somewhere be-tween. Figure II shows the outer boundaries, and illustrates an intermediatecase similar to the experience of the last decade discussed in the first section of thepaper. In this example it is assumed that the overall ratio of doctorates to facultycontinues to rise by one-half of one percentage point each year. The two inter-mediate lines indicate the values for both b and q (given the projections of E andP) for a steadily rising quality model. In this case q rises to about unity (itslogical maximum) and b gradually declines to one-fifth.

15 I would estimate that half of science students and at least 90% of non-science students would prefer—other things being equal—to enter college teaching. The fact that only about 20% of the former and 75%of the later category do become teachers upon receiving their degrees is attributable to the economicallyattractive alternatives at the time of graduation. b is therefore assumed to be sensitive to relative salariesin academic and non-academic occupations. In the economist's terms I would assume that b is price (i.e.salary) elastic, and that q is relatively price inelastic.18 This might be compared with Brown's "Quality-constant supply" function, which uses different (andI believe unlikely) assumptions.
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TAB LE 111.-Percentage of doctorates among 4-year college and university faculty

Type of institution

All instructional staff Full-time instructional staff

1950-51
(ACE) 1

(1)

1962-63
(ACE) 1

(2)

1953-54
(NEA)

(3)

1962-63
(OE)'

(4)

Public universities 
Private universities 
Public colleges 
Private colleges 
All institutions 

36. 0
37.3
28. 2
29. 7
32.3

44.9
43.8
33.5
35.4
39.4

44.0
51.9
30. 7
35.2
40. 5

58.4
59. 6
42. 6
42. 7
50. 6

SOURCES

1 A. M. Cartter, "A New Look * s," op. cit. p. 270.
2 "Teacher Supply and Demand in Degree Granting Institutions," NEA Research Bulletin XXXIII
(December 1955), p. 138.
"Doctorates Among Teaching Faculty," op. cit., table III.

TABLE IV.-Average and marginal faculty coefficients, 1953-54 to 1963-64

E AE F AF FIE AFIAE AE:AF

1953-54 2, 236  182. 0  0. 084  
1955-56 2,660 424 197. 8 15. 8 . 076 0. 037 26. 8:1
1957-58 3, 047 387 226. 5 28. 7 . 074 . 074 13. 5:1
1959-60 3,377 330 244. 5 18. 0 . 072 . 055 18. 2:1
1961-62 3,861 484 266. 6 22. 1 . 069 . 046 21. 7:1
1963-64 4, 495 634 298. 9 32. 3 . 066 . 051 19. 6:1

1953-54 to 1963-64 2,259  116.9  . 0517 19.3:1

Source: "Projections of Educational Statistics to 1973-74" (OE-10030, 1964), pp. 8 and 24. Faculty
considered here are members of the instructional staff at the level of instructor or above. The extremely
high and low ratios, for 1955-56 and 1957-58 may result from errors in reporting by institutions.

TABLE V.-Estimated annual replacement rate for college faculty

Losses annually due to- Percent

Deaths  0.69
Retirement 1. 12
Net transfer to other employment 11

Total annual losses  1.92

TABLE VI.-Total college enrollment (E), and doctoral production (P), actual
1953-64, and projected to 1985

[In thousands]

E AE P E .6.E P

1953-54 2,207  9.0 1969-70 6,676 294 21.4
1954-55 2,421 214 8.8 1970-71 6,982 306 23.2
1955-56 2,627 206 8.9 1971-72 7,315 333 26.0
1956-57 2, 891 264 8. 8 1972-73 7, 671 356 28. 9
1957-58 3, 009 118 8. 9 1973-74 8,027 356 31. 5
1958-59 3, 195 186 9. 4 1974-75 8,401 374 33. 6
1959-60 3,344 149 9. 8 1975-76 8,750 349 35. 7
1960-61 3,536 192 10. 6 1976-77 9,082 332 37.9
1961-62 3,804 268 11.6 1977-78 9,369 287 40.4
1962-63 4, 124 320 12. 6 1978-79 9, 644 275 43. 1
1963-64 4, 433 309 14. 5 1979-80 9, 936 292 46. 0
1964-65 4,744 311 15.0 1980-81 10, 148 212 47.9
1965-66 5, 185 441 16. 1 1981-82 10,288 140 49. 7
1966-67 5,641 456 16. 8 1982-83 10,428 140 51.6
1967-68 6, 064 423 18. 0 1983-84 10,487 59 53.2
1968-69 6,382 318 19. 5 1984-85 10, 598 111 54. 7

Source: Actual figures from Office of Education data; projections by the author. (See A. M. Cartter
and R. Farrell, "Higher Education in the Last Third of the Century," the Educational Record, spring
1965, pp. 119-128.)
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TABLE VII.—Projected percentages of new doctorates entering teaching (b), and new
teachers with the doctorate (q), for "constant quality" and "absorption" growth
medals: 1965-85

i•• •
1965-
1966-
1967-
1968-
1969-
1970-
1971-
1972-
1973-
1974-

Values of— Values of—

b q b q(q=0.33) (b=0.50) (q=0.33) (h=0.50)

66 60 24 1975-76_ 26 7367 _ 62 26 1976-77 24 8168 54 28 1977-78_ 21 10069 41 41 1978-79_ 19 11170 _ 36 48 1979-80 19 11071_ 34 51 1980-81_ 15 16372_ 33 52 1981-82_ 13 25573 31 55 1982-83 12 26474 29 61 1983-84 9 63975 28 64 1984-85 11 340

NOTE.—Based on assumed continuing values: f=0.0517 and (c+m+r—a)=0.02.

sFigure I

Doctorates Available, and Doctorates Required
to Maintain Constant Quality of Faculty at

1963/64 Level

1960

e

1970

'I Available
,"(constant 1)2.5)

Required
(constant qm.33)

1980
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Figure II

Values of b and q for Absorption, Constant

Quality, and Rising Quality Models
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CONCLUSIONS

(Constant
Quality Model)

The preceding analysis suggests that educators have been much too pessimistic
about the adequacy of both the present and future supply of college teachers.
We seem to have learned little from the experience of the 1950's when the National
Education Association and most public school officials were maintaining that
there was a critical shortage of school teachers, only to find by the end of the
decade that both the number and quality (as measured by formal preparation) of
teachers had been steadily rising. Similarly, the despairing cries about the rapid-
ly deteriorating situation on the college level have now proved to be in error, and
the future looks bright beyond the next three to five years.

If the projections of total college enrollment and of doctorates to be awarded
are even approximately correct, the sellers' market for college faculty will quickly
disappear in the early 1979's. This has many implications for public policy and
for the nation's colleges.

Given the time lag between entrance to graduate school and completion of
doctorate, it is conceivable that graduate education facilities might be expanded
too rapidly by basing decisions on degrees awarded in the recent past. The
present faculty and facilities, at their current level of utilization, would turn out
about 20,000 doctorates a year in a stable system. That is to say, because we
are rapidly expanding we occasionally forget that the fifteen thousand doctorates
awarded this year reflect the teaching capacity of the graduate schools about 1960.
If, as the model suggests, the demand for new doctorates in teaching will stabilize
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or even decline after 1968, as a consequence of the declining rate of growth of the
total system, then a serious question of public policy may be whether or not it is
desirable to encourage many new institutions to enter the doctoral field. Four-
fifths of the present nearly 250 universities awarding the Ph. D. are too small to
be educationally or economically efficient. We might well ask whether public
policy would be better served by consolidating and strengthening our existing
graduate schools, rather than encouraging another ten or twelve new doctoral
granting institutions to join the university ranks each year as is now occurring.17
The model also has serious implications for the future level of academic salaries.

For the next three years the market will remain fairly tight, and the succeeding
several years may be needed to regain temporarily lost ground. The 1970's,
however, may usher in a "buyers' market," and academicians may experience
again a decline in their relative income position. The model above assumed that
the replacement rate remained constant over the next twenty years, but this is
unlikely in a market where supply is relatively abundant. There may develop
a trend for colleges to lower mandatory retirement ages (thus raising r), and the
transfer rate of senior staff (c-a) will probably rise a few percentage points. For
example, a tendency for b to fall as a result of a decrease in demand would tend
to depress beginning academic salaries. As the upward presure on salaries of
new Ph. D.'s diminishes, colleges may let out-transfers increase and reduce in-
transfers of older doctorates (i.e. c-a would rise) partly stemming the decline in b.
Junior and senior faculty are relatively good substitutes from the point of view
of performing the teaching function. Alternatively, the slack might be taken
up by a rising faculty coefficient (a reduced marginal student/staff ratio).

If I were to hazard a guess fifteen or so years ahead, I would predict a fairly con-
stant marginal faculty coefficient (f), a gradually diminishing percentage of new
Ph. D.'s entering teaching (b) after 1970, a continuing modest improvement in the
percentage of faculty with the doctorate (qN2.), a positive net out-transfer rate
(c>a and gradually rising), and a slowing down in the upward drift of academic
salaries becoming noticeable in the early 1970's. It may well be that the real
challenge to Committee Z of AAUP will come in the 1970's when in all probability
market forces will be an opponent rather than an ally in efforts to improve the
relative income position of college teachers.
The discussion above has ignored field-by-field differences partly in the interests

of brevity and partly because the aggregate data are better than that for individual
disciplines. There are wide variations in the values of each of the coefficients
from field to field,18 but the demarcations between fields are too fuzzy to permit
the application of such a model with any degree of precision to individual disci-
plines. Certainly shortages in many fields will continue beyond 1970, but the
general outlook appears to be favorable for the continued expansion and improved
quality of higher education in the United States.

Mrs. GREEN. IS there not a recent report by Mr. Cartter on man-
power?
Mr. MORSE. Yes, Madam Chairman. That has to do simply with

the employment of Ph. D.'s for teaching purposes in colleges and
universities. It isn't a total manpower study at all.
He has found, he believes, that the percentage of Ph. D.'s on college

faculties is going up quite rapidly and gives a far happier picture than
most of the Office of Education studies have given.
I can, I think, supply the committee a copy of some of Dr. Cartter's

findings. I am not sure how formally he has put them together yet.

17 One quick answer is that government and industry can absorb all the additional doctorates produced.
This may turn out to be so, but if it does occur doctorates in non-educational employment will experience
an increasing rate of growth. For example, if the educational system followed the path indicated by the
constant-quality model, then doctorates entering non-teaching employment would grow from the present
level of about 7,500 per year, to 26,000 in 1975 and to 54,000 by 1985. Over the last ten years the total number
of employed non-teaching doctorates has grown about 4-5% per year; over the next twenty years it would
expand at the rate of about 10% per year.

18 Take the retirement rate (r) as an example; over the next five to ten years it will probably average from
a low of only .47% in Biochemistry to a high of 3.71% in Classics. Judging from the present age distribution
of teachers, the combined mortality and retirement rate for the next several years will be about 2.5% in the
Humanities, 1.7% in the Biological and Physical Sciences, 1.6% in Engineering, and 1.9% in the Social
Sciences.
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Mrs. GREEN. First, may I say that this committee dropped hearings
on other legislation that was before us because of the urgency of the
NDEA student loan provisions, the recommendations of the adminis-
tration, and certainly your statement, especially on page 6, points up
the need for this committee not to delay in taking some action so that
the colleges and universities will know what they can do in terms of
commitments to the students. You place this on a 2- or 3-week
basis.
Mr. KING. Yes, ma'am.
Mrs. GREEN. In other words, you are saying that this legislation

really needs to be acted upon within that time?
Mr. KING. Yes, ma'am. This is March. April the 1st is well

along in terms of the relationship that student aid advisers have with
students on these matters.
The student aid advisers, the deans and the presidents, of course,

can say, "We have faith in Congress. We have faith that somehow
this problem will be solved," but such a tremendous amount of money
is involved and so much planning that I think the timing is very
critical, and the consensus of the council was this, too.
Mrs. GREEN. This does place a tremendous responsibility in a

matter of 2 or 3 weeks to get it through the House and the Senate and
signed by the President.
Mr. GIBBONS. Will the gentlelady yield there?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. GIBBONS. Actually, we do not have to do anything, as I

understand it. We already have the money authorized. It is a
matter of appropriation. If we took no action the money would be
there. The only action we could take that would hurt them would be
to take the money away from them. Am I wrong in that?
Mrs. GREEN. No; you are technically and parliamentarily correct,

but I am wondering if it still will not leave the colleges and universities
in a state of uncertainty as to the action that we might take later in
the year.

It seems to me that we are required to take some kind of policy
action one way or the other. We can just bury the bill, move to table
the legislation, and that, in effect, would be decisive action.
Congressman Brademas.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
I was going to make a similar observation. If this subcommittee

in the next 2 or 3 weeks were to consider the bill and we decide against
the bill and voted it down, wouldn't that do the job?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes. What I am saying is that not to do anything

would, I think, leave the colleges in a great state of uncertainty.
Mr. QUIE. Will the gentlelady yield?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. QUIE. I would be glad to make a motion now if you would like.
Mrs. GREEN. I am very grateful for the cooperative spirit the

gentleman has displayed this morning. We do have other witnesses
before the committee to whom we should extend the courtesy of
listening.
May I refer to page 2 of your statement in which you refer to the

completion of academic facilities, with a value of at least $1Y2 million.
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Mr. Morse, you were with us when we were working on the facilities
bill. What was the gap in building needs between 1963 and 1970?
Mr. MORSE. This was prior to the enactment of the Higher Educa-

tion Facilities Act?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. MORSE. I would have to look up those figures, Mrs. Green.

I can't recall them, but there is still, even with the Office of Education
figures at the present time and even with the enactment of the Higher
Education Facilities Act, a gap foreseeable in 1970.

Mrs. GREEN. I seem to recall the figure of $17Y2 billion.
Mr. MORSE. This is without any Federal legislation?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes, the total gap.
Mr. MORSE. Without any legislation at all. It was nearly in the

11 figure range. It was certainly in the multibillion dollar area.
Mrs. GREEN. Then this is really a very, very small part of the total

need?
Mr. MORSE. It certainly is and the problem, as I hope we made

clear in our testimony, is that the State commissions don't really
know what the pent-up demand for building funds is because they
are not encouraging applications which they know they can't fund
and our problem of getting the figures is, that whereas we can get
fairly accurate figures from our member colleges, we have no way of
determining what new institutions are on the drawing board or what
unaccredited institutions may be planning that will enable them to
get accredited, so we don't have access to the figures that the State
commissions could have if this were their responsibility.
Mrs. GREEN. I appreciate your understanding of the budget

problems.
Would it be wise for this committee to consider the full authoriza-

tion of funds here and cut back some other programs if we have to
cut back?
Did you consider this in isolation, or did you consider it in the total

package of higher education bills?
Mr. MORSE. Do you want to try that?
Mr. KING. I think you and I will answer this question very much

alike, Mr. Morse. We had better. I will try it and you supplement
me.
This is one I think I can answer, and we did. We have talked

about this a great deal -and we have had many discussions. These
discussions range from the importance of people to the importance of
structures and things like that. We have come to the conclusion I
believe that the facilities portion of this bill is tremendously important,
that it is very difficult to relate it to something else in terms of some-
thing else that is being deleted, and I think we have left our discussion
that this is a good beginning; it should be carried through this year
at this level and we hope it will be supplemented considerably in the
future.
Would you give Mr. Morse just a second now?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes. One clarifying point.
There is a cut in the graduate facilities. Is this the place in the

total higher education legislative packet where the cut ought to be
made?
Mr. KING. In terms of my thinking, yes, it is. In terms of our

commission's thinking, Jack, would you say so?
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Mr. MORSE. Perhaps because I have been associated with the
commission longer than Mr. King I might say that from 1960 on,
the consistent and unaltered position of the council has been that
the place where the Federal Government might give the greatest
assistance to higher education in meeting the problem of numbers or
the opportunity of numbers, as you wish, is in the field of facilities
construction.

Second in priority, a close second, would be student aid, and in
particular the national defense student loan program, and there is
no question I think on the part of any of our members that these
are the two top priorities.
I was not aware that there had been a reduction for title II funds.

I thought the authorization was for $60 million and the administration
request was for $60 million, so that I apparently have been misin-
formed on this.

Mrs. GREEN. The authorization was $120 million. We doubled
it. We doubled the undergraduate and the graduate facilities
program.
Mr. MORSE. I beg your pardon. In the amendments to the

Higher Education Act of 1965?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. MORSE. The problem that the commission wrestled with

2 weeks ago was the advice we kept receiving from some of our
members, particularly along the Great Lakes front, Michigan, for
example, is that the construction industry is so committed now that
release of much more in the way of college facilities construction
might well just send the costs of construction skyrocketing, so this
is a dilemma we are in, a positive knowledge of the need for construc-
tion, a positive fear of what we might do to the cost of construction.
I might make one other comment because, though it is not before

this committee, it is one of almost equal concern. The deficit in
college housing unfunded formal applications by June would have
been $800 million had it not been for the fact that had 11FA, now
HUD, shut off receipt of new applications as of January 31.
The present college housing legislation and the authorized lending

in that act will mean that no new applications for college housing
can be received by HUD prior to July 1967, so we have that problem
almost equally great, perhaps in some ways greater than the problem
of academic facilities.
Mr. KING. Madam Chairman, may I ask you a brief question?
Were the loans for undergraduates or graduate schools cut from

$120 million to $60 million?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes, the authorization was cut to that figure.
Mr. KING. Cut in half?
Mrs. GREEN. It was put back at the former level. We had doubled

that last year on testimony that those facilities were desperately
needed if we were going to have a wider geographical distribution
of graduate facilities.
Mr. KING. I think that is too much of a cut in our times and with

the need. My point on the undergraduate as compared with the
graduate was I was thinking about all segments of our higher education
and I think that is too much of a cut.
I didn't know that this kind of a cut was under consideration.

6-9O2-66 14
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Mrs. GREEN. Has any group within the Council or the Council
itself made a real study of what the possible impact of the cold war
GI bill will have (1) on the facilities that will he needed during the
next few years, and (2) upon the demand for loans?
I would think it would decrease the loans.
Mr. MORSE. We have studied the latter and puzzled over the

former. We have really no way yet of assessing how many youngsters
will be going back either to start their education or returning to
formal education at a higher level as a result of the GI bill.
We are bewildered to know where to start trying to derive those

figures, but we are absolutely convinced that the GI bill will increase
enrollment and will positively increase the need for other forms of
student aid, since it will provide between $800 and $900 to a single
student, as against college costs running about $1,800 a year, in even
the public institutions.
There seems no question that this will create additional rather than

fewer demands for other forms of assistance, particularly loans.
Mrs. GREEN. Mr. Morse, you have talked so much to this com-

mittee on a package deal of student assistance, the work-study pro-
gram loans, and opportunity grants.

If we were to cut out the student loan program as this bill suggests,
and I agree with you that the purpose seems to be to cut it out, what
would this do to the student package as far as the institutions are
concerned?
Mr. MORSE. As we suggested in the testimony, if you know you

have a backlog of funds you can fall back on you can overcommit
as every student aid officer does, the amount of money he actually
has in the till and make use of this guaranteed loan program to pick
up his overcommitments.

It is a calculated risk. You are taking a gamble on the odds and
trying to predict what the percentage of the youngsters to whom you
make promises of loans can get those loans from a bank, but it can
be done.

All institutions pommit more scholarship funds and more loan funds
and more jobs usually to their new applicants than they actually
have. This is something that is necessary to do because of this
phenomenon of multiple applications to different colleges, so you can
make use of the packaging approach and work the bank loan pro-
gram in, provided you have enough money in the NDEA fund to
fulfill the commitments that you have made to students who are
unable to get money from the bank.

It is awkward. It is clumsy, but it can be done. This has been
the experience in New York State where the guaranteed loan pro-
gram has almost the precise terms of the Federal guaranteed loan
program.
New York State institutions have used the New York State guar-

anteed program as a part of the packaging arrangement for their
incoming students and particularly for their upper class students.

Mrs. GREEN. You have indicated in your statement that colleges
are not really in the business of making loans and that they are be-
coming concerned about the increased responsibility of doing so if
we do not have some other kind of loan program.
Do you think it is a strong feeling on the part of the colleges that

they want to get out of the loan business?
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Mr. King or Mr. Morse.
Mr. KING. Why don't you react to that and then I will contradict

you probably?
IV?Ir. MORSE. All right. I think I was asked up here primarily to

be a stooge for our chief witness.
Mr. KING. No; vice versa.
Mr. MORSE. I think the answer to that is clear, Madam Chairman,

that it isn't a matter of the colleges wanting to get out of the loan

business. Every single year they have requested more funds, I
believe, than the legislation for that year authorized.

Thus, this year they are asking for more money for NDEA than

they have ever asked before. This, I think, in itself shows that they

recognize the value of the program and are ready to commit their

own funds in large amounts in order to keep it going.
I think then it is not quite fair to say that they would be glad to get

out of the loan business, but that they would be glad to see the bank-

ing community pick up some share and even a large share of the

,burden as it grows to the extent that the banking community shows it

.can do so and to the extent that the banking community will make

loans to the kinds of kids that NDEA was created for. So, no; I

,don't think it would be fair to say they want to get out. They would

be glad to have somebody share the load.
Mr. KING. May I just add a little bit to this? First of all, many of

my colleagues in the smaller colleges, I think, would like to have our

students have the experience of making a bank loan or working with

the bank, with a private lending agency, but the closer we get to this

situation, the more we realize that the social mobility which higher

education helps bring about in this country is greatly affected by the

ability of students from low-income families to make these loans,

whether they can get the loan made or not and whether the terms are

such that the student can accept it and how it will be done.
I have found in my school, where not quite half of the students are

women, that when we began on this loan business 10 or 12 years ago

girls did not want to borrow because they did not want to marry with

a reverse dowry.
They were very reluctant to marry with a loan hanging over them.

Excuse me, they were not reluctant to marry. They were just

reluctant to have a loan and take this into their marriage, but now a

change has come about, and I think youngsters from even middle-

income families should have free and complete access to this kind of

loan money either from a college private source, or college NDEA

source, or bank source, or some source in order that they may pick

up a little bit of the responsibility themselves for carrying their educa-

tion forward and feeling a little independence and feel they are helping

their families and helping contribute to cultural survival, and these

aren't just words with me.
I really think this is great, and the kids have responded beautifully.

I sent around a little summary of this loan program at my own insti-

tution so that you could see it and if we can't even—excuse me. We

agreed in the council that everything we say will be positive.
We must encourage youngsters to believe that it is worthwhile

to borrow money to assist their parents or to assist themselves to go

-through college in this country. This kind of funds must be just as
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available as good drinking water if we are going to have a healthypopulation, and how this will be brought about is in a variety of ways.As you know, many splendid universities, particularly here in theEast, have emphasized loans for many years. I went broke at Cornell.I was able to go right down and borrow money without any questions.They just loaned it to me, and I think this is a good credit risk as faras youngsters are concerned, but there may be a timelag on the extentto which the private financial outfits will be able to help us to this.Mrs. GREEN. I think perhaps some other time we can get into a.philosophical discussion on the reverse dowry and how it affects theyoung man or young woman and the number of young women who,are putting their husbands through college. However, just as a pointof interest, don't the facts show more young ladies have borrowedunder NDEA than young men?
Mr. KING. I believe so. I was going to comment on this. Someof the finest instances I can think of now are where a girl borrows.and is able to finance or partially finance her college education know-ing that she will be able to earn money and repay this and that sheis personally independent. It is a very good plan.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Bradem as.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Thank you very much, Mr. King and Mr. Morse, for what I thinkhas been an extremely thoughtful and perceptive analysis, especiallyof the student loan proposal.
I would just like to run rapidly over two or three points to be sureI have them correct in my own mind.
First, I take it you are saying that you support the proposed levelof spending for facilities only because of Vietnam and your fear ofincreased construction costs, and not because there is not a greaterneed. Is that correct?
Mr. KING. Yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Second, I take it you were saying in response to,Mrs. Green's questions that you feel that overall the colleges anduniversities of the country do not wish to see an end to the title IINDEA loan program. Is that correct?
Mr. KING. That is correct.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I have just received this morning a letter fromthe director of financial aid at the University of Notre Dame whichis in my congressional district. I will not read the letter but onlyindicate that it expresses considerable concern, indeed, is along thelines of your entire statement, about the proposed discontinuance ofthe NDEA loan program.
Madam Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that it beplaced into the record.
(The letter referred to follows:)

Hon. JOHN A. BRADEMAS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
MY DEAR Mr. BRADEMAS: Thank you for your telephone call which was relayedto our Conference on Financial Aid last week. All those present were gratefulfor the up-to-date information you were able to give us and appreciate yourtaking the time and trouble at such a busy period. We are enclosing the rosterof all present during the Conference and hope they have taken the opportunityto make their views known to you. I also understood that you wish to send themadditional information.

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME,
Notre Dame, Ind., March 10, 1966.
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I might point out that the Conference held here was the largest in the State.
We received many comments indicating the meeting was a success and achieved
its purpose. Your participation was certainly a highlight! The other Conferences
held in the State did not provide for such detailed material, nor did they have
anyone like you to provide in-depth observations. All agreed that your Tel-lecture
prompted much discussion, and I should also say that the voice transmission was
just as if you were in the auditorium with us. In other words, you went over big!
We are still concerned over the discontinuance of the funding of the National

Defense Education Act loan program and wish to point out possible consequences
to students at the University of Notre Dame. We anticipate considerable con-
fusion and definite problems for those students residing in States reluctant to
establish the new Guarantee Loan Program. We further anticipate that private
financial institutions will be unable to carry the entire load without futher time to
prepare. Banks frequently have academic restrictions and application fee charges
that will restrict the number of students able to participate in the program.
At Notre Dame our projected 1966-67 NDEA Loan Level was to be approxi-

mately 500 students to receive around $400,000.00. In order to supply this
,demand, we requested a Federal contribution of almost $270,000.00 and a Univer-
sity contribution of almost $30,000.00.

These funds would be augmented with collections made from students making
repayments. At the present moment, we can rely on only the approximate
$100,000.00 which may be repaid in time for reloaning. If our normal loan
Average is maintained, this amount will take care of about 125 students.
The Administration's Bill, presented to Congress on March 1, does not solve

-the problem. Undoubtedly this abrupt termination of funds will cause disruptive
problems. If we are to reach the exceptionally needy student, as identified
under the Higher Education Act of 1965, we must have the aid sources available
at the institution. We strongly urge that the National Defense Loan Program
,be maintained, at least for another year, at its present level. New programs will
thus have time to be established and money made available from additional
,sources.

Thank you again for your consideration and I look forward with pleasure to
meeting you in the near future.

Very sincerely in Notre Dame,
Brother ROBERT SINNAEVE, C.S.C.,

Director of Financial Aid.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. King, on page 5 of your statement you have,
in my judgment, the correct interpretation of the intent of Congress
on the purpose of the 1965 guaranteed loan program; namely, to help
middle and upper middle income families meet the costs of higher
education.

If we move into the program now proposed and put all of the burden
on the guaranteed loan program that is now resting on the NDEA
loan program, what about the needy student?
Mr. KING. I think it will be very difficult to make sure that the

needy student is looked after. I think you put your finger on the
particular pinch that concerns us now and I believe we want needy
students not just in institutions like mine, but we want them in every
institution in this country.
Mr. BRADEMAS. In like fashion, on page 9 of your statement you

discuss the problem of students who cannot get bank loans. Wouldn't
it be reasonable to assume, even if we were to move to putting most of
the emphasis on the guaranteed loan program, that there still will be
students in some parts of the United States and in some communities
who could profit by a college education and have the ability to do a
-good job in college, but simply cannot for one reason or another get a
bank loan?
We are just leaving them out in the cold under the administration

proposal; are we not?
Mr. KING. I cannot say that it is the intent to leave them out.

I have great doubt that they can possibly be looked after and I think
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we need to be sure, especially during the next year or two, that they
would be looked after.
I think we should be completely sure before the NDEA program

is phased out or even cut back that such students would be looked
after.
Mr. Morse, we had extensive discussions on this. Is that a con-

sensus of our commission?
Mr. MORSE. It certainly is the consensus of the commission.

In our discussions with various members of the American Bankers
Association they have indicated that they would be prone to give
first preference to students with real need, and I believe the repre-
sentatives of that association are going to testify before this com-
mittee later in the week, but, again, without some experience the
assurance of an association which obviously cannot determine what
individual bank policy will be is a rather thin reed to lean on I think.
I am not questioning the good faith of the statements, but I am

questioning the practicality of the operation.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I think your point is very well taken because in

that association members run all the way from the Chase Man-
hattan to a tiny bank in the middle of a thinly populated State.

Just two other points quickly.
I think you draw attention very perceptively, Mr. King, on page

6 of your statement to a very important problem; namely, that the
colleges will not have time under the proposed bill to make an effort
to get private funds before they turn to the NDEA loan program.
Could you comment on that point a little more fully with respect

to our immediate situation in mid-March of 1966?
Mr. KING. Yes.
For one thing, there are widely varying situations among the

colleges and universities in different States and whereas with the
NDEA program we have pretty much a workable pattern—we have
some problems—in many States I think we would have a very serious
problem, I don't want to make the wrong kind of statement here
because I believe that the banking people will want to help all they
can and I think it is a wonderful thing that they wish to help, and
over a period of time, within 3 to 5 years, we may see some splendid
solutions to this problem. There are some good minds who worked
with the council on this problem, outstanding presidents, President
Stahr of Indiana, the chairman of our commission, whom we would
have liked very much to have here, and it is our consensus that this
could be an impossible situation as far as youngsters are concerned,
just at a time when we build up a great deal of hope and faith and
we are trying to strengthen our population in every way we can.
Mr. BRADEMAS. The last point I refer to, Mr. King, is your state-

ment on I believe page 8 in which you talk about the proposal in
the bill, as I understand it, that would suggest that students who
now have NDEA loans should refinance them by going to the private
banks.
I find that personally under that proposal a little hard to under-

stand if we are trying to encourage banks simply to get going on
the 1965 act.
In most communities they haven't even gotten that far yet. Then

to try to saddle this new responsibility on them seems to me to be
not a reasonable course of action.
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Mr. KING. Mr. Morse, would you comment on this? Did you
understand that the thinking was that there was a possibility of using
the $800 million elsewhere, or is this a different kind of reasoning?
Mr. MORSE. I am not entirely sure, Mr. Brademas, that we under-

stand precisely how this would work, nor indeed why students should
seek to refinance their loans, but we are fairly confident and believe
we are correctly advised that the American Bankers Association itself
feels that it could not possibly pick up previous loans and refinance
them and at the same time fulfill the commitments they have already
made on the guaranteed program.
I believe there was an official expression of this inability written

by the American Bankers Association and introduced into the record
by Senator Javits.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Finally, I think your responses have been ex-

tremely illuminating on this program. I agree with you, Mr. King,
we want to encourage the bankers of the United States to participate
and I am concerned lest this new program which has been proposed
will frighten them away from helping do the job of financing student
loans.
Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Mr. MORSE. Madam Chairman, may I make one added comment

in connection with a question that has come up before and now Mr.
Brademas brings it up again?

This is the matter of timing and the parliamentary situation, which
of course we don't know very much about, but in past years even
though the appropriation to fund NDEA came quite late, sometimes
barely at the beginning of the school year, nevertheless, this NDEA
program had had such a history of funding that I think with the full
support of the Appropriations Committee the colleges and universities
were making commitments, actual commitments, of funds yet to be
appropriated in the faith that these funds would eventually be appro-
priated and the money would be available.
The problem now is that we can no longer have that confidence that

the funds will be appropriated. The actual timing probably is no
different this year from what it has been in other years, but the pall of
uncertainty has been cast over the whole operation so that it will be
much more difficult for student aid officers to say with confidence,
"We will be able to give you a loan."

Mrs. GREEN. Before I turn to Mr. Quie, were you consulted at
all or was the academic community consulted on this part of the bill?'
Mr. MORSE. No.
Mrs. GREEN. IS this the usual procedure?
Mr. MORSE. No, this is the first time in the years that I have been

with the American Council that we haven't had full discussion with
the Office of Education and the Department of HEW on their legis-
lative plans and have been given an opportunity to consult with them
and even make suggestions.
Mrs. GREEN. I must say that I find this procedure very interesting.

Evidently neither members of the higher education community or
Members of Congress were consulted.

According to the record apparently the only consultation was with
the bankers.
Mr. MORSE. We were fully consulted on all of the provisions of the

Higher Education Act of 1965 with the exception of the extension of
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teaching equipment to institutions of higher education and we were
not consulted on that, but that was not a part of the administration
proposal.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Quie.
Mr. QUIE. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Dr. King, I am happy to see that you are here. It is good to see

you again and I appreciate your statement and especially the added
comments you made and corrections as you went along.
You say on page 9:
We reiterate that we are not opposed to the objectives of H.R. 13174 and

H.R. 13237.

Listening to you it seems to me you are opposed because you
certainly seem to be opposed to the refinancing that you mention on
page 8, and our testimony from the Department indicated it is going
to be more expensive to the Federal Government to use the guaranteed
loan program with subsidized interest rates than the NDEA alone,
so we aren't exactly helping the Vietnamese war situation there.

Also, while you say on page 9 you do not see how we can ever
phase out the NDEA loan program, don't you really mean that you
don't think that we ought to phase it out, too?
Mr. KING. I suppose, Mr. Quie, there is a little of both points of

view in our statement and in the answer that I would give you.
We have said:
To the extent that the private market shows that it can carry the load, to

that extent colleges and universities will be happy to transfer it.

I really mean that. I circulated a little statement around you
which shows a profile of our experience with the NDEA program.
You will notice I think at the bottom of that statement our experi-

ence with the U.S.A. loan program.
For years I have been trying to find a way to guarantee bank loans

so that needy youngsters would be able to get those loans made. We
have a splendid bankers association at the State level in our State and
they want to work on it.

It doesn't follow, Mr. Quie, because you want to see something done
and it should be done, that it can be done. There may be problems in
the nature of bank financing that just keep this from being possible.
I don't know, but I would certainly want to be sure that the banks

can do this so that it isn't difficult for a deserving youngster who has
no credit rating at all to borrow a reasonable amount of money to go
•to school with, and I have to fall back on our statement again: If the
private market shows it can carry this load or if it had shown in the
past that it could carry the load, I think that we should be extremely
happy to transfer it.
I think then my answer to your question is I would be willing to see

us without an NDEA program at all if we can solve this problem for
youngsters, and I don't mean to make a tear-jerking statement to
you at all.
I see 15 or 20 youngsters a week and a great many of them wouldn't

be able to get to a position where they could add to the gross national
product in this country if the NDEA loan program were not in
,operation.
May I ask you, does that answer have the ring of sincerity to it

or not?
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Mr. QUIE. I think it indicates that you expect to need either an
NDEA loan or something that will do the exact work of the NDEA
loan and that you have to be involved in it; it can't be left to the
banker.

It has to be the educator who recognizes this individual, his capa-
bility of pursuing a college career and I doubt that the banker would
have that ability under most cases like you would.
Mr. KING. His responsibility is a little different I think in most

cases.
Mr. QUIE. Considerable.
Also, you made the statement that authorization for an increased

amount of money now for the college academic facilities would in-
crease the cost of construction.
What do you base this on? Was there an increase in costs of

construction caused by our doubling of the authorization last year?
Mr. KING. It is a good question.
Mr. MORSE. No, Mr. QUIE, and we have no actual figures that we

can give you, but we did hear from member institutions, granted in
isolated spots, that all of the construction firms were so committed
that in a sense great additions to their construction programs would
lead to their bidding against themselves.
We got this particularly from the Detroit area. It may be we are

wrong. We are not expert economists and certainly not experts in the
field of building construction, but there was genuine concern on the
part of a sizable number of our members that the bidding for already
authorized construction had consistently been so much greater than
the original plans called for that we were in an inflationary period in
the building construction industry which might make it wise to hold
it at about last year's level rather than to try to step it up.
Mr. QUIE. I also wonder if this is your responsibility to come in

with this reasoning. I can see why it is the administration's responsi-
bility, but I am really concerned about this, that you come in here
with this kind of testimony in which you seem to be apologists for the
administration.
The administration didn't even ask you about it. I think you

ought to come in with more emphatic language than you did and the
educators will have to sound off in this way.
I feel that the educators have been in asking for Federal money so

long that they are virtually getting to be like the industrialists now
who are more concerned about their contracts than they are about
anything else.
Of course, they are leaving the Republican Party, I recognize, and

for that reason we are especially sensitive on it, but they just aren't
showing the kind of intellectual integrity that I thought they ought to
have, and the last hope of it is the higher education community, and
I just have a feeling that you people aren't expressing yourselves em-
phatically enough because you may lose some Federal money-.
What I am concerned about is that you give all these alibis on

why you don't need the additional money now because when you came
to the end you pointed out quite well, I felt, your reasoning and why
we need to continue the training of young men in colleges and uni-
versities even though there is a need for them in the military effort.
A 2-year gap here would be harmful to our country and we see the

increased enrollment that will be necessary for higher education,.
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and I don't see how you can take a year and say, "Well, let's stop,look and listen and next year we will give you some ideas on how muchmoney we need for academic facilities construction."
I think we need that knowledge now. I think we have to plan forthe future, as you told us so often before in the American Council.
Mr. KING. Would you add another minute? I am sort of a slowburn, Mr. Quie, on something like this. Would you go on on thisintellectual integrity business just a little further?
Mr. QUIE. I think I want to get you to burn a little.
Mr. KING. Really, Mr. Quie, you have a point. I would have toagree that perhaps we should have come in here in an ungovernablerage. I could have not only referred to the Rayburn Building. Icould have thrown in the Air Force Academy in terms of our abilityto do things in grand style in this country but I have so much faithin the people who work in this building and in you, after hearing youin Kansas particularly, in which you bore down on the need for forgive-ness.
I think that here we have to be reasonable in this area, the facilitiesarea, and we must bear down tremendously in the NDEA loan area.That is my own reasoning on it. I am not sure that is shared entirelyby all the commission members, but I hope that your translation ofwhat we tried to say carries. I am tremendously concerned aboutthis NDEA loan bill.
I am tremendously concerned that the colleges and universities willbe carrying their share of what there is to be done in producing man-power for the armed services at this time.
We want to work on this problem. We are concerned about thosefacilities, but, remember, there is a 2- to 4-year timelag on constructionof facilities and I am hoping at this time next year the committee willbe thinking about this and we will really be able to get ahead there.I have to agree with the point that you are making, but watch thatintellectual integrity business, because we have it in this country.
We have it in this country. We have it on the part of men likeyourself. We have it on the part of the chairman of this subcom-mittee. We have it on the part of little struggling private liberal artscollege presidents all over this country. We have it on the part ofyoung jay-bird professors who are determined that neither theadministration of the college nor anyone else is going to tell them whatto do.
I think we are pretty strong on that and there is no way on earthyou could get this kind of testimony out of us except that the people onour commission believe it.
I don't even know anybody in the administration that has any rankat all. I don't think we are thinking in terms of that at all.
Mr. QUIE. I appreciate that statement and I want you to beburned. I want Jack to be burned because I think it is bad that theadministration could send a bill up to us on which they hadn't con-sulted with you first, and I would like to see the higher educationcommunity be so strong that neither the administration nor theCongress can propose anything new unless first they have talked withthe people in higher education.
I think we have to have this give and take with each other and thatis why I want to see those comments on your part. Let me ask youthis also. You didn't say anything about the transfer of the forgive-
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ness feature of NDEA loans to the guaranteed loan program. How

do you feel on that?
Mr. KING. This is a good question and, as you probably know—

did you see that little sheet that I sent around to you? A large per-

centage of my youngsters go into teaching, and you are talking about

the forgiveness feature for teachers, are you not?
Mr. QUIE. Yes; that is correct.
Mr. KING. As long as teachers are a low salaried section of our

professional manpower who are so much in need and as long as we

have the short supply in most of the fields as we do, I presume this is a

good thing, but I will say this to you for the record: I look forward

to the day when teachers will be just like anyone else in our economy

or in our professional picture.
Mr. QUIE. Do you think the feature ought to be expanded to any

other profession than teaching?
We have nurses now and we are going to add doctors too. Doctors

are in it.
Mr. KING. Yes; I think so. Who are you going to have give this

testimony next year, Jack?
Yes, I think that this is a tool that has been used a long time in our

country to provide needed manpower. Just recently I read about

the high percentage of noncommissioned officers, petty officers, who

are shipping over in certain sections of the armed services.
The news story didn't mention the amount of shipping-over pay

they are receiving. It is a wonderful program for encouraging these

people to ship over. I think they need to ship over and I am delighted

to see them receiving some incentive for it.
Mr. QUIE. Do you think there is any group of people who don't

need additional numbers? You mentioned that we need additional

manpower in about every field. I guess we could leave the farmers

out, and I don't know if we need more social workers or not any more

after the war on poverty began.
We needed VISTA volunteers and all the other activities for that

program.
Mr. KING. This is a good point. Of course, every productive

person in our country in a sense has many kinds of incentives and

probably should have them, and I can see that there could be a limit

to where the people without incentives or without special incentives

would be just practically nonexistent.
Mr. QUIE. What does it do to people choosing their occupation if

the Federal Government expands its authority in providing this in-

centive to go into a particular field with the additional incentive to

work in the area where now it has poverty-stricken people, the doctors

in the rural area.
Do you think it is wise for the Federal Government to be inducing

people to go into a particular occupation and practice that occupation

or profession in certain parts of the country?
Mr. KING. If we didn't have such a wonderfully free country I

think it might be very dangerous. It certainly is better to induce—

I am talking now about the old Latin meaning of the word, which

means pretty much get out in front of somebody and beckon to

him—people in there to tell them or to take computers and decide
that they will go into these fields.
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We have such wonderfully independent young people in this country
and I don't think the situation has gotten out of bounds yet, Mr.
Quie.

Mrs. GREEN. Will you yield?
Mr. QUIE. Yes, I will yield.
Mrs. GREEN. You represent a teachers college. How do you make

the determination for a student who would receive an NDEA loan
and be entitled to a forgiveness?
Mr. KING. His statement and affirmation and clearance with theteacher selection people.
Mrs. GREEN. And what is your figure on economic need?
Mr. KING. You mean the parent's income?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. KING. We have a figure that is lower than the $6,000. It

runs about $5,000. We have a judgment of a committee and we do
make exceptions.
Mrs. GREEN. In terms of justice and also in terms of problems

within the student body, we will say you have student X who comes
from a family that has an income below whatever point you have
for making the N DEA and forgiveness entitlement, and student Y
who is $100 above this. Now, they are both graduating, and they
will both be earning the same amount of money when they are finished
so their capacity to earn and repay is equal.
What is the basis then for the justification that you give it to one

and not the other?
Mr. KING. Madam Chairman, I can't support our position very

well on that.
Mrs. GREEN. What does it do to student morale?
Mr. KING. It doesn't help it. In my judgment, in a society like

ours where transportation costs and housing costs are so heavy for
modest-income families and where we are urging our population to
live respectably and live up to their income, where we are encourag-
ing the children to go on to college, we should be very flexible in
encouraging youngsters who wish to borrow in order to take some
of the burden off of their parents for the cost of their education, and
I think you will find that in this country parents still pay a larger
percentage of the total cost of higher education than in any modern
or Western country.
I think we should have a tremendous loan program available toyoungsters, guarded in terms of their shooting this on automobiletransportation they don't need and a lot of other things held within

bound, but many youngsters in my school who should have loans
are unable to get them right now, and I think our profile there would
show you that we probably have as many loans out for our size school
as you would find in the country.
Have I talked around your question?
MTS. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. KING. I am sorry.
Mrs. GREEN. You also came to the point.
Mr. KING. I'm sorry.
Mrs. GREEN. No; I think you answered it very well, but added

other things, too. If you will yield further--
Mr. QUIE. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN (continuing). For one other question on the 15 per-

cent forgiveness feature. As you know, if a student teaches in an
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area where there is a high concentration of disadvantaged children,
the total amount of the loan may be forgiven at a rate of 15 percent
for each year of teaching in such an area. From the standpoint of
educational philosophy or simply good education do you think this is
a sound approach?
Mr. KING. I don't know. I will go home and think about that

question a lot and talk with my wife about it. I wish I did know.
I don't want to stigmatize areas or neighborhoods or people in any
way and yet I want to see us encouraging the people to go where they
are needed or to not lose by doing this.
Mrs. GREEN. Do you think that the financial incentive is the right

kind of encouragement?
Do you think that being forgiven a few more dollars would persuade

qualified persons to teach in an area with a high concentration of
disadvantaged children?
Mr. KING. Mrs. Green, my own field is rural education. I have

worked with primitives. I worked in a CCC camp on Indian reserva-
tions. I am a great believer in response to calling or need, and yet
in our society a schoolteacher for so many years has had to be drawn
from those socioeconomic strata equal to or below the salary level of
teachers that I don't know.
I personally would like to attract people in other ways, but I don't

want to see them disadvantaged because they are—I won't say
suckers—but we will say they care enough to go into these fields.
I want them to be able to afford color television and be able to do

things, and this kind of incentive is working, I think.
Mrs. GREEN. Isn't the long-range solution to pay adequate salaries

to people who are earning their day's work rather than offer these
little enticements and fringe benefits?
Mr. KING. Of course, it is and it may be that some of us believe that

the adequate salaries will follow, that they will be sequiturs from this
kind of procedure, but I agree with you and I am sorry I can't give
you a more helpful answer.
Mr. QUIE. Just in the last comment on this, my own feeling on the

forgiveness feature reminds me of the days when they didn't pay
adequate salaries to ministers and they gave them the food that was
left over at the end of the ladies aid. It kind of salved their conscience
a little bit and that seemed to me what we intended to do by giving
forgiveness to teachers, but if you expand this to other occupations and
professions as well soon you have pretty well corrupted a loan program
and it really becomes a grant program, expecially when you get up to
100 percent forgiveness if a teacher works in specific areas.
Do you see anything wrong with the package you have to assist

students if your loan programs were strictly loan programs and you
had the money and what we now call the educational opportunity
grant, the grant to the student?
I ask you this because it seems to me that our interest as the Govern-

ment and your interest as president of a college is primarily to get
every student who has the capability through an institution of higher
learning and to learn as much as they can while they are there, and
what he does later on ought to be left to him and the forces of society.
Mr. KING. Jack, his question deserves a straight answer from two

standpoints, that of the council or the commission and then how I
personally feel about it.
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How do you think our council and our commission would answer
Mr. Quie's question?
Mr. MORSE. This whole question of forgiveness, Mr. Quie, has come

up in virtually every commission meeting we have had in the last
3 or 4 years.
There has always been an expression of some discomfort over the

whole concept. There has been uncertainty really as to what it was
for. Is it designed to lure youngsters into teaching who would not
otherwise go into teaching?

If that is the case there is some question as to whether you are going
to draw the right kind of person.
Or is it a recognition of inadequacy of compensation in the teaching

profession? If it is that, then quite obviously Mrs. Green's question
with an implied answer is the accurate one. We have to improve our
teaching salaries. We are even more puzzled about the provision for
100 percent forgiveness for teachers that was written in, I believe,
over on the Senate side for those who go into poverty areas.

Is it because poverty areas are forced to pay such inadequate salaries
that some kind of financial relief must be given? And beyond all of
this, is the question which comes up at every commission meeting:
Where does it all end and why simply these particular professions?

Aren't there others making equal salaries in equally difficult situa-
tions and difficult roles?
Each time the commission says there are too many unanswered

questions, but we know we are going to have to get back to this, so at
the present time we have no position officially of opposition. We
have never had occasion to take a strong stand, or any stand, indeed,
in support. We do believe that this is something which eventually
has to be answered because we do believe that to the extent forgiveness
is extended to other areas it erodes the whole concept of a loan and
confuses it with grants, and we believe that in the long run a loan
should be a loan, and a job a job, and a scholarship or grant a grant.
That is the official position.
Mrs. GREEN. The point I want to make is if either one of your

responses is true—and I think they are, Mr. Morse—if the purpose of
the forgiveness is to lure people into the teaching profession, then there
is justification, is there not, for luring in the student who comes from
a $7,000 family income as well as a stue.ent who comes from a 85,000
family income, and if the purpose is to make up for inadequate salaries
that we pay teachers, then there is also justification to apply the
forgiveness loan at every level of income as well as just the poor çeople
because their remuneration is the same.
Mr. KING. That is right.
Mrs. GREEN. So it just seems to me the premise on which we start

on the forgiveness can't be defended unless we say it is to everybody
regardless of need.
Mr. QUIE. I would like to also add that nobody has come before us

and pointed out that this many people have been brought into the
teaching profession because of the forgiveness feature since 1958.
In fact, I challenged Commissioner Howe to come up with that

information and he found that it would be impossible to provide.
Mr. MORSE. There is a problem here quite obviously I think for

both Mr. King and me of representing where we are officially as op-
posed to what we might believe personally.
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This is an awkward spot occasionally to be in.
Mr. QUIE. Would you want to make any comment?
Mr. KING. Incidentally, I thank you for bringing this up. Having

read of some of your contributions and knowing a little about you I
expected you to-bring this up and I was all prepared to point out to
you that you had quite a bit to say in favor of forgiveness when you
spoke at the prayer breakfast in Kansas, and so well, just a few weeks
ago, but this is a good discussion and I have to say to you that I am
concerned about teachers in any way being considered second class
or especially subsidized citizens of this country.
I don't want them to be. I am very proud of the teaching profession

and of teachers. I hope perhaps some day I can talk to you when this
problem is solved better than the solution we have now.
Mr. QUIE. We need some of this conversation. That is why I

bring it up now before it is actually resolved, and also I guess there
are differences in forgiveness from what we are talking about.
The last question is how do you feel about the cuts in the land-grant

college aid?
You are not a land-grant college.
Mr. KING. I hope that Jack will have just a minute to tell about the

discussions we have had on this. I think the fact that Mr. Thackrey
will have the privilege of appearing before you is perhaps one reason
we didn't work in something about this.
Mr. QUIE. I might say, however, that no matter how you cut it, he

is going to have to be looked at as a little bit biased and there is no
bias on our part.
Mr. KING. Everyone that I can think of in higher education owes

a great debt to the land-grant colleges and universities in this country.
They are possibly the most distinctive higher education form we have
developed. That particular type of Federal support apparently has
been working for a hundred years and I think it is a very bad time to
consider cutting it. I think it is needed and helpful.
Are you trying to shut me up, Jack? It isn't that these land-grant

universities are sacred, like churches or something like that. It is
just that their kind of work is something that all of us have looked
at and appreciated and they have affected us, and I can't believe that,
because the farm population is statistically a smaller percentage of our
population, it is less important in any way or that the work they are
doing is less important. And personally I hope you will see to it that
within reasonable limits this is reinstated.
Mr. QUIE. I thank you, Dr. King, because I am going to try to do

what I can, anyway, to see that we continue to have the land-grant
colleges.
Mr. KING. Jack can comment briefly on what the council did and

said about this. Our minutes carry a reference to the point.
Mr. MORSE. Very briefly, Mr. Quie, although the Land-Grant

Association is a member of the council, as are most other educational
associations, we have no particular ax to grind for that association.
We took this up at our commission meeting 2 weeks ago. The
commission was unanimous and very strong in its feeling that this was
a dreadful proposal that was going to do damage in two different ways.
First of all, it will cut funds from all of the land-grant colleges, but
will have particularly dire effects on the predominantly Negro land-
grant institutions in the South, where the actual teaching funds will
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be cut as much as 25 percent. This cannot be viewed with equanimity
in its own right. But beyond this, there was very strong feeling on the
part of the commission that if programs which have been supported
regularly for decades can be cut almost to zero withqut any previous
notice or consultation, or any opportunity for institutions to find funds
from the other sources, then it will be difficult for educational insti-
tutions to plan intelligently and be, what we are often referred to as
being, partners with the Government in seeking to achieve social ob-
jectives. To have the rug pulled out from under one on a program
as long established and as well established as this would suggest that
any rug can at any time be pulled out from under almost any program.
We don't see how this partnership will work under those circum-

stances. The commission wanted to make certain that we made it
clear we don't necessarily suggest that every program has to go on
forever merely because it always has gone on, but that in the termina-
tion of important programs there should be some two-way consulta-
tion so that we may somehow plan intelligently. And this was the
position adopted by the commission.
Mr. QUIE. Let me just make one short statement here, and then

I will yield to you, because you have been patient to let me go on this
long, 8am. I thank you for it. I think there is one more point, too,
that you ought to concern yourself with and that is the proposal to
cut the land-grant college aid, which has the least amount of Federal
direction to it or categorical approach and the safeguards against
categorical type programs that we have had over the years.
I felt that we had acted wisely last year in the amendment to the

Academic Facilities Act when we took the categorical approach out
of the act. Of course, it is true you can say it is categoric in that it
is academic facilities, but not limited to discipline. I understand
when a land-grant college receives the money, none of them have made
any claim that there were strings attached to that money, and when
such a program as that is virtually terminated, I think we ought to
concern ourselves with what this means to the direction of the Federal
Government's assistance in education. Because we recognize, I
think, that the Federal Government is going to assist, at least to this
amount, education in the future, and undoubtedly much more than
it is right now.
I think it is something that every educator ought to talk to his

college and his wife about.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. Quie, it was just my forgetfulness. In the staff

paper which was prepared for commission consideration, the fact
that this was moving away from the more general type of support
or represented the elimination of more general type of support was
something which we felt was reversing a direction we had hoped
might be taken. This added reason for opposing this cut was adopted
by the commission.
Mr. QUIE. Thank you for the time I have taken.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Gibbons, did you want to be heard?
Mr. GIBBONS. I will take it up privately. I wanted to ask a ques-

tion about the land-grant colleges.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Sickles?
Mr. SICKLES. Mr. King, just briefly with respect to your comment

on page 10, which has to do with the selective service machinery, I
appreciate your comments here and on the subsequent page. As
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you know, this committee and many of the members are much con-
cerned about the projected manpower needs as they are affected by
the selective service machinery as it affects higher education. And
I was just curious. My attention really was taken when you made
the comment that you thought the whole machinery was antiquated
and in need of revision. Hopefully I was waiting for a different di-
rection, but then you said, or at least the commission came to the
conclusion, that a major overhaul in time of crisis would be unwise.
I think that perhaps on the next page, when you indicate that you

are making suggestions, you feel that you will be comfortable with
those suggestions, but it just seems to me as one who has been in
public service for a few years that it almost becomes axiomatic that
with respect to some problems the only time you can solve them is
during times of crisis, because that is when everybody is thinking about
them, and if we pass this crisis then we would relax and there wouldn't
be as many youngsters involved and nobody would be fussing.
Mr. KING. Your point, I think, is very well made, and it may be

that our wording should be modified a little bit here. This is a
terribly interesting situation. Here we have nearly 3 million men
under arms or in uniform, most of whom are from this college age
group. I suppose at least 60 percent of them are. At the same time,
we have this terribly large percentage of our population in higher
education institutions, more than 3 million. We are putting a great
strain on that age group in our population. In many ways the pres-
sure for a boy now to go to college is just about as great—in other
words, to follow his career and life interest is just about as great as
the pressure for him to go into military service and bear arms for his
country.
I am glad that Mr. Morse and others in the council have had these

conferences with General Hershey and with his staff. It may be that
you are right, that during this crisis period is one of the best times
for us to try to reach some solutions. I think what we meant was
that we do not want, in representing higher education institutions,
to back off in any way from the responsibility of our students to bear
arms and to support the selective service procedures, and particularly
the right of draft boards at the local level to make these decisions.

Will you comment on this, Jack?
Mr. MORSE. I don't think any further comment is necessary, John.

I think this is where we came out.
Mr. KING. I think Mr. Sickles has made a good point. I think this

time of crisis is a good time for us to work on the problem.
Mr. SICKLES. With respect to the suggestion of going to a testing

system, and then all the comments that I think most of us who have
had anything to do with teaching understand with respect to testing,
are you in effect offering a solution that you are not really in favor of,
but say that is the only one that you can think of at the moment?
Mr. KING. Perhaps Jack should comment on this a little bit. I

would like to say to you that there are some things that bother me
right now. One is, I think, the responsibility to bear arms is just
about the greatest opportunity that a young person has, and I don't
want to have a higher education system which stands in the way of
this or hampers it as far as young people are concerned.
I also think that a brilliant kid is just as entitled to have this oppor-

tunity to bear arms as a—well, I don't want to say anything about
66-902-66-----15
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any segment of our population, but we will just say a youngster who
isn't so sharp. And it, is interesting that in our times the armed
services seem to be developing a need for the same kinds of young
people who do well in higher education institutions, so it is not an
easily solved problem or set of problems. And I don't think we are
contradicting ourselves here, Mr. Sickles. I think we are recognizing
the complexity of it.
Jack, will you explain quickly how we arrived at the two bases or

the suggested set of bases?
Mr. MORSE. The reason for our suggestion of these procedures, Mr.

Sickles, was that these procedures have been tested and had been used
successfully during the Korean period when we were also in a position
where certain youngsters could be allowed to go on with their educa-
tion and certain ones had to be pulled into the Armed Forces. These
procedures which we have recommended were in effect in the Korean
period. They were, I might say, rather painfully developed, and
leadership for the development was primarily exercised by Dr. Trytten,
who, I believe, appeared before this committee. They did work.
We saw utter chaos coming about, beginning last fall and extending
certainly into the summer, with the local draft boards having no
guidelines whatever as to how to handle the problem of student
deferment and student induction. So we felt that some order, so that
kids could know where they might stand and make their plans accord-
ingly, was the No. 1 priority.
In the discussion of this problem by our commission 2 weeks ago,

the kind of axioms that possibly should be challenged would be, for
example, this one: In effect, the top draft age at the present time is
age 26. We are not experts in the field of military manpower. We
wonder whether that is the appropriate limit. At the present time it
is leading to some rather odd decisions. Local boards feel that if
they do not get a man before he reaches his 26th birthday, they will
lose him forever for the armed services. Thus, rather arbitrary deci-
sions are made when he is 25 years and a half, even though he may
have only a few months to go to finish up his doctorate, or something
like that.

This leads into the question of whether we are talking about
deferment or a kind of exemption. These are problems which led
us to request a Government-wide, agencywide study of our whole
manpower requirements, including, we hope, whether the require-
ments now in effect for selective service as they are issued by the
Pentagon are indeed axioms or whether they are propositions that
might well be reconsidered. We don't have the expertise among
ourselves alone to come up with rational recommendations.
Mr. SICKLES. Do you feel that as educators it is your responsi-

bility to look at only one sort of one segment of the problem and be
concerned with just retaining the best students, which is apparently
what you are about to recommend? You would understand there
might be social implications to this, and many other implications that
you have already referred to. Do you think you should ignore those
and just think in terms of keeping the best students in the institutions?
Mr. MORSE. We think that education should be a party to a

Government study which had concern on how best we meet our
military manpower needs and our professional and civilian manpower
needs.
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Mr. KING. Mr. Sickles, I was checking with Jack on this this morn-
ing. We are saying there are 4,000 local draft boards. There are
about 3,000 counties in this country plus Hawaii and Alaska. That
figure I think came directly from the general's office, about 4,050
draft boards. I believe they are very much interested in some kind
of measurement of what "in good standing" means at a college. And
I think the two measures which the registrar's committee recom-
mended to us would help the registrars in certifying the so-called
good standing of a student.
I think what most draft boards are concerned about is this student

in good standing at the college. This, I think, will be helpful to them.
As I understand it, they can still go as high or as low in our strata as
they decide to.
Mr. SICKLES. Just one last question, and that is, you stated the

Korean system was tested and was successful. What were the criteria
you used to determine whether it was successful or not? From an
administrative point of view, it worked?
Mr. KING. It had general acceptance on the part of students

and faculty at that time, Mr. Sickles. It would be wrong to say
that it was accepted as a fair system. I don't know that anything
can be accepted as a fair system, but students accepted it as a rational
way of determining their own deferment or their own induction;
and faculties in our educational institutions accepted it as a logical,
rational way to go about making these determinations.
Whether it was successful in deferring the right people, this would

be something I couldn't say.
Mr. SICKLES. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Gibbons?
Mr. GIBBONS. I know we have had the witnesses here now two

hours and a half, and I think most of the germane questions have
been asked, so I will just yield the balance of my time.

Mrs. GREEN. In spite of what you just said, I would like to follow
up with one question. If I understand you correctly, you said that
the greatest opportunity for any young man in this country is to
bear arms?
Mr. KING. Unless he is a conscientious objector or physically unfit.

I don't mean necessarily to bear arms in any particular war, but I
think the responsibility, yes, to bear arms in defense of his country
is a great one.

Mrs. GREEN. Then on the proposal which you recommend, why
should we deny this great opportunity to the other three-fourths of
the college students and limit the opportunity to just the lower fourth?
Mr. KING. I think that is a good question. I don't think we inteiad

to exempt such youngsters from bearing arms. I think we feel that
they will be more useful in their bearing arms after having had this
deferment. I realize that question is very debatable, and I don't
think we know, even after thousands of years of wars, just what is the
best age for a person to be in military service. I think this is a great
study problem, but in our way of lumping through on these things,
I am trying to make a particular point, Madam Chairman. I think
most of the college administrators I know are not in favor of their
topnotch college students being removed from the responsibility to
bear arms.
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Mrs. GREEN. The only reason this has been brought up in'this sub-
committee is because we, at least I, felt that there were grave educa-
tional implications in the draft.
Mr. KING. There are.
Mrs. GREEN. There certainly are military implications, but it never

seemed to me that the educational community has given this the at-
tention which it really deserves.
Mr. KING. I am answering this without catching Jack's reaction,

but I am inclined to think that we may be looking at the problem now
with the encouragement of people like yourselves more directly than
we have in the past. Remember, we have never had a situation before
where we had as large a percentage of the age population in college,
of the same type of people whom we need in military service. We
have to look at this and we have to be as helpful as we can, and I think
the council will work on this problem.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very, very much, Mr. King. You have

been a delightful witness this morning. Your testimony has been
very interesting and very refreshing to this committee.
The subcommittee will not meet Tuesday, March 15, as had been

scheduled previously. We had scheduled Dr. Homer Babbidge who
represents the Association of State Universities Sr Land-Grant
Colleges. This will be postponed, because of the poverty hearings in
which many of us are involved, and the Association will be heard
on Wednesday, March 16, along with the American Personnel Sr
Guidance Association, and also the American Association of Junior
Colleges. If it is necessary then we will ask permission to go over in
the afternoon to continue the hearings.
The subcommittee is adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the committee adjourned to reconvene

at 10 a.m. Wednesday, March 16, 1966.)
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 16, 1966

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION,

OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D. C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room
B-374, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edith Green (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Green, Brademas, Carey, and Hathaway.
Also present: William F. Gaul, counsel, and Charles W. Radcliffe,

minority counsel for education.
Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee will come to order for further

consideration of H.R. 13174 and other identical bills.
The first witness this morning is Dr. Winfield Scott, the president

of the American Personnel & Guidance Association.
Dr. Scott, on behalf of the committee, may I welcome you this

morning. We are most anxious to hear your comments on the
proposed legislation that is before this subcommittee.
And if your good friend, Arthur Hitchcock, wants to come with you

to the table, we would be very glad to have him.
Dr. Hitchcock, it is always a joy to see you here. I have appreci-

ated your counsel and good advice over a long period of years.

STATEMENT OF DR. C. WINFIELD SCOTT, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN

PERSONNEL & GUIDANCE ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY

DR. ARTHUR HITCHCOCK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN

PERSONNEL Sr GUIDANCE ASSOCIATION, AND DR. CARL Mc-

DANIELS, GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

Dr. SCOTT. Thank you, Mrs. Green. We are pleased to be here,
and I should like to invite Dr. Carl McDaniels, who is chairman
of our Federal relations committee, to join us at the hearing table.
Mrs. GREEN. Dr. McDaniels, we are very glad to have you.
Dr. SCOTT. As I said, we appreciate the invitation to present the

association's view on H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237, the higher educa-
tion amendments of 1966.
In response to the invitation, we will comment on the several titles

of the amendments, but particularly title II.
As this committee knows, the American Personnel & Guidance

Association has supported education legislation to improve higher
education, and specifically the Higher Education Facilities Act of
1963, and the Higher Education Act of 1965.

221
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We support the forward-reaching legislation for which this com-
mittee is so responsible, and we join with the American Council on
Education in its view of the facilities authorization in part A of title I.
We recognize, however, that there are fiscal realities that make it

unfeasible to go beyond the level that has been set for the present
period.
But there is a big backlog of need for facilities, and this backlog

will be growing, we anticipate, so in another year we think it should
be planned to meet the needs more adequately, in other words, to put
more money into facilities.
We support the continuing provisions for loans under section 203

of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. We note that the
proposed bill calls for an appropriation of $150 million for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967.
We strongly urge that the appropriation of $190 million, as originally

specified, be made.
Now, our reasons for this are two. There is no evidence that needs

of students for financial aid are decreasing. In fact, these needs could
not be met with an appropriation of $190 million.
And second, the guarantee loan program in Public Law 89-329 is

not yet operative, and students should not be left in the impossible
situation of being unable to foresee how they will support their
education.
As an association, we have supported for some time a combination

of financial aid for students, including scholarships, work-study, and
loans.
We have further supported loans that are both of the guaranteed

type and of the Government type, as embodied in NDEA.
We feel that students need a variety of financial aid resources.
According to information we have been provided by the U.S.

Office of Education, the students who receive loans under NDEA tend
to come from families that have incomes under $6,000 each.

Public Law 89-329, with its guaranteed loan program, provides for
the middle and upper middle income families that are not being
assisted to any great extent under the NDEA loan program.
In brief, the NDEA loan program seems to be meeting the needs of

students who need it most, and we have no assurance that the newly
proposed program would care for these students as well.
We are also concerned that the conditions for colleges and univer-

sities to utilize the loan funds under NDEA are made unnecessarily
difficult in requiring the institution to first determine if it can acquire
its capital from the commercial market.
We urge that no changes be made in the Higher Education Act of

1965 except those that would improve the facility for borrowing.
The problems inherent in changing the NDEA loan program have

been emphasized for our association through telephone calls we have
had to the headquarters office from student personnel officers who had
become aware that the loan program might be dropped entirely, or
might be phased down for next year.
We have also had considerable correspondence. We quote in our

longer presentation from a counselor in a Georgia high school who
wrote to our office on February 28 as follows:
The President's cuts in budget eliminating NDEA loans for college students

has "panicked" some of my former counselees (now in college and borrowing



HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966 223

NDEA funds) and some planning to enroll in college next year. At least two
institutions have announced to their student bodies that no money will be avail-
able from this source next year. I cannot see cutting out this most worthwhile
program in order to begin others of dubious quality and success.

Dr. Carl McDaniels is now on the staff at George Washington
University. He was formerly on our staff, and I should like to invite
him to make a brief comment now about the possible impact or prob-
able impact of the proposed changes on George Washington
University students.
Mrs. GREEN. Dr. McDaniels, we would be delighted to hear

from you.
Dr. MCDANIELS. Certainly we would support the comments of

Dr. Scott.
I think what is happening is a different emerging situation in

higher education all over the country. I think "uncertainty" would
be too mild a word to call it, because of what happened in November
with a bright, promising piece of legislation.
I think subsequent events have suggested severe cuts in January,

and then replacing this with the present bill seems to have under-
mined to a certain extent the confidence of the higher education
financial aid people to really administer this in the best fashion.

All over the country they are faced right now, in March, with
decisions on awarding these loan funds for next year.
I think that our institution probably is similar to a good many

others in the uncertainty and dilemma that they face in this regard.
I think their interests are in helping students, but they generally

do not know at this point exactly where they stand.
I would hope they will find confidence in the outcome of this com-

mittee hearing so that they can proceed with this in a good, sound,
planning fashion in the years ahead.
I think they are seriously disturbed by the present situation, and

the students who are going to suffer by the outcome.
Mrs. GREEN. May I say to you, Dr. McDaniels, that certainly

the telegrams and letters and phone calls that I have received would
reflect the viewpoints that you have just expressed, and I can under-
stand that their confidence might be undermined.
And as far as I am concerned, there was a moral commitment on

.the part of the Congress that these funds would be available on that
basis, that the administration in the individual college could go
ahead and make the commitment to the students.
I for one did not intend to see this commitment violated in any

respect, and I am hopeful that the committee will take action in the
very, very near future, because I think there is great urgency about
this.
Dr. MCDANIELS. There certainly is.
Thank you.
Dr. SCOTT. Thank you.
Dr. Hitchcock, do you have anything to add to what we have

been saying about the reactions of student aid officers?
Dr. HITCHCOCK. Well, I perhaps should add that several of the

related groups, the Association for Student Loan Officers—I don't
know whether they are testifying or not, but they are greatly con-
cerned about this as a group, and have communicated with us their
concern.
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Mrs. GREEN. I hope, Dr. Hitchcock, that they are expressing this
concern to their individual Representatives and Senators also, so
that this concern is not limited to the members of this committee.
Dr. HITCHCOCK. I am going to be calling them after this morning's

session, and I will check on that point.
Dr. SCOTT. We should like to urge this committee not to support

any change in financial aid features of recent legislation until we know
better, and this would include the recent legislation, the loan program
under NDEA, until we know better what changes, what the effects
would have been of new legislation.
Madam Chairman, you invited comments from us on the drafting-

of college students, and the manpower picture generally, but particu-
larly on guidance and counseling personnel, the supply of such
personnel.
The association has not examined the Selective Service System, and

therefore it would be inappropriate for me to represent the association
as presenting a particular view on this matter.
I can, however, point to several conditions about which guidance

and counseling personnel are concerned.
We do recognize that the current military situation is quite different

from that existing in World War II. We are faced with a need for a
continuing flow of manpower, but not at a rate that would mean that
all able-bodied persons between the ages of 18 and 26 would be in
military service. The rate of flow is lower than it was in World War II.
Determinations of who shall and who shall not serve are complex

and difficult. In our discussions on this problem, we have centered on
the concept of the military activity of a person's life being part of his
life development.
When a person enters a military term should vary from man to man

or woman to woman, as people, and their situations differ.
We urge the proposal expressed before this committee in the testi-

mony of the American Council on Education, that guidelines be issued
to local draft boards that would help them in looking more equitably
at the men who are of draft age.
The suggested guidelines are based upon the qualifying examination

and/or rank in class.
One of our State counselors' associations, the Minnesota Counselors

Association, at its annual meeting passed a resolution concerning
selective service, and that resolution I think is quite important. It
reads as follows:

Resolved, that the Minnesota Counselors Association urges the Selective
Service Board to give thought to the position that equal consideration for draft
deferment be given to any student successfully engaged in a formal educational
program; that such consideration for deferment not be based on test scores but on
movement towards successful completion of the educational experience; that the
educational experience or program be defined broadly, not just as college.

I think the most important feature of this is that last provision,
which asked that all types of education be recognized as important
types, and that college education not be the only type of education
for which a person might be deferred.
The other important feature, of course, is that eligibility be success-

ful progress in an educational program, instead of scores and maybe
progress.
Now, I should like to turn to human resources in counseling and

guidance. There is a shortage, and this shortage has been pointed
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,out in a number of places. It is pointed out in detail in a document
proposed by Dr. Arthur Hitchcock, which is being submitted by our
own testimony here.

This I believe is with a part of the report prepared for the Govern-
ment-University Relations Conference in Washington last June, on
just that topic, on the education of counselors through Government-
university cooperation.
It is declared in this study that on a conservative basis the produc-

•tion of counselors should be expanded more than threefold imme-
diately, and then doubled again in 1970.
I emphasize that this is proposed as a conservative estimate of needs,

and refer you to the document for evidence in support of this
-conclusion.

Another feature of the situation, or rather an important feature
of the situation is that new Federal programs have increased the
demand for counselors, and created difficulties in the schools.
• For instance, the schools of Minneapolis are desperately short of
.counselors, and they are having to increase the salaries of counselors
in order to compete with other governmental agencies, Federal agencies
for one, that are in need of counselors.

The Los Angeles County and City schools report that they need
from 2,430 to 3,830 counselors.

This is obviously a large number for a single area.
If society is to provide the best opportunities for children and youth,

as well as adults, to live more effective lives, and progress in their
education and career, we are going to have to expand drastically the
.graduation program for counselors.

As I said at the outset, we appreciate this opportunity to put forth
the views of the American Personnel and Guidance Association, and
again compliment you, Madam Chairman, and the committee, for
the great progress that has been made in educational legislation.
I wish to request that one of our divisions, the American College

Personnel Association, be permitted to file a statement on the proposed
higher educational amendments before the record is closed.
Thank you.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very, very much, Dr. Scott.
Dr. Scott, may I begin in reverse order in your testimony, and

go  to the manpower problem first?
While it is not a part of this legislation, I am sure it is something

that this committee must consider this year.
On page 9, you cite the experience of the Minneapolis public

schools, the exodus of trained personnel. You say their salaries are
raised to $14,000. Does this supply enough?
Dr. SCOTT. I think not. There just are not enough to go around.
Maybe Dr. McDaniels, who heard Dr. Johnson make this state-

ment, can supplement it.
Dr. MCDANIELS. I think this is the case. There just are not

enough people to fill the positions that are available, and so the com-
petition increases the salary level, and this makes it very difficult for
the school system to introduce very flexible programs of salaries.
I think it grows out of the fact that we are not educating enough

people in our graduate schools. The programs at best are very mini-
mal, and we simply don't have enough people to go around and,
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therefore, that creates a situation like we have in Minneapolis, and
all of the other big cities around the country.
Dr. SCOTT. I might add that we have the Kilmer Job Corps Center

in our area, and that it has a counseling program which, in terms of
ratio of counselors to counselees, is the best in the State.

This program has attracted some 35 of the better counselors in
the State from the schools to the center, and the schools have had
to replace them, I should say, with people with lower qualifications,
minimal qualifications, in some cases.
Mrs. GREEN. What is the ratio at Kilmer?
Dr. SCOTT. The ratio at Kilmer is about 1 to 60 or 65.
Mrs. GREEN. What would be the ratio in a high school in a nearby

area?
Dr. SCOTT. The average for New Jersey is now about 1 to 340,

and this is a goal toward which the association has been striving for
years. It does not hold in many States, but it does in our State.
Mrs. GREEN. Could you estimate an average beginning salary for

counselors in New Jersey?
Dr. SCOTT. I would estimate—and this is just an estimate—around

$7,000 to $8,000. And my association may have more accurate in-
formation or different impressions.

This figure for Minneapolis is high for our area.
Mrs. GREEN. What do they pay at Camp Kilmer, do you know?

• Dr. SCOTT. Around $10,000 for the 12 months.
Mrs. GREEN. If the only problems are raising salaries,. I couldn't

object to it very much.
Dr. SCOTT. Nor I, but even with the salaries, we can't get the

counselors.
Mrs. GREEN. Well, this would be my concern, and I am just won-

dering if this Minneapolis statement doesn't oversimplify it. It puts
the stress on the raising of the salaries, when the real difficulty, as I
understand the situation, in New Jersey and Minnesota and Oregon
is the siphoning off of desperately needed personnel in the school
system with salaries that are paid with Federal funds 100 percent.
Is this a good national educational policy? Is it one that we can
justify? Would it be wise, if we are going to pay 100 percent of the
salaries in a competing institution, that we then finance other salaries
in the schools 100 percent too.
Dr. SCOTT. This issue is certainly raised by the present situation.
I think the only way to solve the problem of undersupply is better

support of counselor education. Salaries are now high enough in
terms of other salaries in education for the position to be attractive to
educators, but our programs are just not well enough supported to
take care of the need.
The program which I had, for instance, has set quotas, because it

feels that it must provide the best education it knows how to provide
for the ones it accepts, and it has to turn down two to three times as
many—no; it turns down certainly from one to two times as many as
it accepts every year of qualified people who want to become coun-
selors.
Mrs. GREEN. Who is the prime contractor at Camp Kilmer?
Dr. SCOTT. Well, the prime contractor is Federal Electric Corp.,

which is a subsidiary of International Telephone & Telegraph, I
believe.
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Mrs. GREEN. And this contract, if I understand it correctly, is on
cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis.
Dr. SCOTT. That is my understanding.
Mrs. GREEN. SO, in effect, as a matter of national policy, we are

saying to a private corporation: "You can run an educational
program at any cost that you want, there is no limitation to it whatso-
ever, we will pay every dime of it plus four and a half percent on what-
ever the profit is."
Dr. SCOTT. That is one interpretation. We certainly are not

establishing conditions that are similar to those that private business
must meet.
Mrs. GREEN. Or the public school system.
Dr. SCOTT. Or the public school system.
Mrs. GREEN. If this is a good national policy, would it not be just

as logical to say to every school system in the country: "You run it
on a cost-plus-fixed-fee basis, and the Federal Government will
reimburse you a hundred percent, just don't think about the cost"?
Dr. SCOTT. If you establish the conditions, and it is good, then,

of course, it should be good for other public enterprises, too.
Mrs. GREEN. I think we could run some pretty good public schools

on that basis.
Dr. SCOTT. So do I, but as a taxpayer, I am not convinced that

this is the way to do it.
Mrs. GREEN. In one case, or in all cases?
Dr. SCOTT. I would say that my position is a general position, that

I question the advisability of this method of supporting a public
enterprise.
Mrs. GREEN. You mentioned in your statement, and also in your

comments, that the problem is a lack of counselors that we need
to do more in graduate education, and yet I notice that you support
the administration's bill, which cuts the authorization of funds for
graduate education in half.
The authorization last year in the higher education bill—and this

may not have come to your attention—was $120 million, and the ad-
ministration has recommended a cut to $60 million.
Would you like to look at those figures again before you support

title I dealing with higher education facilities?
Dr. SCOTT. Yes; I should like to.
I have no comment. I am not in a position to make a comment.
Maybe Dr. Hitchcock.
Dr. HITCHCOCK. Well, Madam Chairman, I think there is no ques-

tion but what we and certain of the others in the higher education
community would like to see a much higher authorization, and I think
that the comments of the American Council on Education, which we
have supported, are really in terms of there appears to be a difficult
financial situation this year, but we are saying only this year, and that
this cannot go on, that we have got to provide for a higher education,
and must come back another year and press much more strongly for
this.
I think that in the provision for graduate education, that it is true

that we have one of the most serious conditions because of the fact
that here is where the leadership is developed, and graduate education
has got to be expanded, and I think this question also ties in with the
draft problem.
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We would like to see much greater support but felt that realities
this year were probably of the nature that this was not feasible, or
:a likelihood.

Mrs. GREEN. One other group testified that they would be willing
to accept, although not enthusiastically, the administration's recom-
-mendations on facilities on the basis that the construction market
was already overextended, and it might raise the construction costs
tremendously.
In terms of World War I and the Korean war, thoughout the edu-

cational community, elementary and secondary and higher education,
did we not find that those people who postponed the building of
facilities because of the high cost found that delay only resulted in
still higher costs?
Dr. HITCHCOCK. Yes; I am sure that is true.
Dr. SCOTT. Much higher cost, I should say.
Mrs. GREEN. Then is this the year to say because construction

costs are high, we will accept this recommendation?
Dr. HITCHCOCK. Well, I was in some of the discussion on that point

with that group, and I did comment on that particular item, and
I didn't agree with it. I agreed with what you are saying, but I
felt that the overall of what the group is saying is that there is a
likelihood of being able to obtain a certain amount this year, but
little likelihood of obtaining what they really should, but that we are
serving notice that we will be back next year and press much harder.
Now, if there were a possibility of obtaining more adequate amounts

this year, we would be for it.
We have indicated the need is going to accumulate this year, it is

going to build a much heavier backlog of need, there is going to have
to be a proportionately greater expenditure next year.
Mrs. GREEN. Let me recognize another member of the loyal

opposition to certain of these recommendations.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you Madam Chairman.
Thank you very much, Dr. Scott, Dr. Hitchcock, and Dr.

McDaniels.
I have two or three comments following Mrs. Green's questions,

mostly comments on your statement, rather than questions, because
I think you have brought some new evidence, or new insights, with
respect to the proposal to phase out the NDEA loan program.
You have put in better fashion, I think, than any of our witnesses

so far the problem that some of us on this subcommittee fear, namely,
that this new proposal will ignore the situation of the needy students.
On page 4 of your testimony I was especially interested to see you cite
some information from the Office of Education with respect to the
very high percentage of NDEA borrowers who come from families
where the annual income is less than $6,000, and you quite rightly
point to the fact that we on this committee intended that the 1965
guarantee loan program be intended primarily to meet the needs of
middle and upper-middle income families. What we really want,
therefore, is a spectrum of kinds of financial assistance to meet the
needs of students from varying family income groups.
So, if I don't misunderstand your position, what you are really

saying is that if we put all of the load on the guaranteed loan program,
an essentially upper-middle income program, what are we going to
do about the situation of the needy students, for whom the NDEA loan
program was intended? Do I misstate your point of view?
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Dr. SCOTT. No, you do not. That is exactly what we are saying.
Mr. BRADEMAS. You use the phrase "according to information

provided to us by the Office of Education." Did you get a letter from
them or do you have some document that you could give us that would
be helpful in this respect?
Dr. SCOTT. Dr. Hitchcock will answer it.
Dr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. Brademas, this is from Robert Hall in the

Office of Education and the reference is to their statistical studies as
of the end of the fiscal year 1965, and they have all of these data. My
understanding is that this has not been published but it is extremely
valuable material.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I am also impressed by your observations with

respect to the importance of our not dropping the existing programs
until we have had some experience with the 1965 loan program, which
is really not yet fully in operation.
I am a very conservative kind of fellow and I like to know how

programs are working out before I want to saddle new burdens on
them, and I have in my own mind, just trying to be a responsible
Member of Congress been wondering how I was going to persuade and
stimulate the bankers of my district to participate in the 1965 act,
when now we are suddenly urged to put this whote new burden on
them before they have yet got used to last year's program.
Dr. SCOTT. We share your conservatism, if that is what it is.
Mr. BRADEMAS. The other point I wanted to touch on is one to

which Mrs. Green had directed some of her questions. It has to do
with the question of policies in deferments in the Selective Service
System.
The chairman will correct me if my recollection is wrong, but I

recall that Dr. Tritten of the National Academy of Sciences, following
General Hershey's testimony, made very clear that in his judgment
it was extremely important that we should have a searching study
made of the operations of the entire Selective Service System and the
impact of the System on manpower needs in this country; is that right,
Madam Chairman?
Mrs. GREEN. That is my understanding.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I sometimes have the impression that it is thought

to be unseemly and unpatriotic if a Member of Congress raises any
question whatsoever about the divinity of the origins of the Selective
Service System, but when you get distinguished persons like Dr.
Tritten, following immediately on the testimony of the Director of
the Selective Service System, raising questions like that, I think such
questions cannot be ignored.
And I take it that in a sense you are agreeing with that point of view

when you say, to quote your statement, "A major study should be
made of the Selective Service System."
Do you have any other comment to make on that?
Dr. SCOTT. I have not but Dr. Hitchcock has, I think.
Dr. HITCHCOCK. Madam Chairman, I should like to comment very

strongly on this. I think that there are evidences that the Selective
Service System is really not in keeping with the times and not in
keeping with what we know about human behavior, and so on, and it
seems to me to be entirely unreasonable that you should set up a
system in one year and expect that 25 years later it would still
be functioning in great shape.
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I think this is terribly, terribly urgent that there be a study of the
Selective Service System and in the setting you mention of overall
manpower concerns.
Mr. BRADEMAS. The final observation that I would make, is that I

share the concern expressed by your organization, although you are a
party in interest, about the importance of counselors. It just seems
to me that with the proliferation of Federal programs in education,
which I strongly support, and with an increasing variety of kinds of
manpower needs in the country, with an increasing diversity of educa-
tional opportunities, that to have first-class, well-qualified counselors
in our schools is not a luxury, but it is essential.
And I mean first class well qualified ones. I am not issuing a plea

for mediocre ones. There is always an oversupply of mediocrity, I
suppose, in any kind of profession.
So I just want to say that I am on your side that is in that respect

and thank you very much for yOur statement.
Dr. SCOTT. We should like to express appreciation for your support

of quality in counselor education and counselor services.
Dr. MCDANIELS. I should like to say we are not going to have that

quality if the status quo in support of graduate training programs of
title 5 of the NDEA or title 5 of the Higher Education Act stands as
presently billed. The quality is not forthcoming. There is not
enough support to extend to the needs if school counselors are going
to be called to go into Job Corps programs, as perhaps they should to
offer those good offices to those cases.
I think there has to be an expansion of the present support if we are

going to improve what we now have.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you.
Mrs. GREEN. I would ask also that the statement by Dr. Hitchcock

on "Counselor Supply, Demand, and Need" be made a part of the
record at this point.

Without objection it is so ordered.
(The document referred to follows:)

COUNSELORS: SUPPLY, DEMAND, NEED

Arthur A. Hitchcock, Executive Director, American Personnel and Guidance
Association

INTRODUCTION
Purposes of the Study
The purposes of this study are:
1. To show the number of professional counselors functioning today in the

various employment settings.
2. To give a defensible conclusion on the demand and need for such counselors

at the present time.
3. To project demands and needs to five and ten years from now.
4. To postulate how the demands and needs can be met.

Background of the Study
The first question in studying counselors is to find where they are located. The

largest number of counselors is employed in educational institutions: elementary
schools; secondary schools; supplemental education service centers; four-year
colleges and universities; junior colleges; graduate and professional schools; and
specialized institutions, particularly in nursing and other medical-related schools,
and business and technical institutes.

Counselors function also in a number of settings outside of formal educational
institutions: rehabilitation services, under Federal and State support and in other
community and private agencies; employment services, including the State Em-
ployment services and Youth Opportunity Centers, and private employment
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agencies; Office of Economic Opportunity programs; veterans services particu-
larly those within the Veterans Administration; armed services; church arid church-
related settings; youth and adult counseling centers, both public and private;
community child guidance and mental health centers; special services for the dis-
advantaged; and, private practice.

Counseling, in many of the settings listed above, is supported under several
federal acts. Such support accelerates the employment of counselors and tends
to define the term "counselor." The acts are:

Public Law 30 of the 73rd Congress—The Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933 (Establish-
ment of the United States Employment Service).

Public Law 16 of the 78th Congress—Disabled Veterans Rehabilitation Act of
1943 and Public Law 346 of the 78th Congress—The G.I. Bill of 1944—Re-
garding the Veterans sdministration Counseling Program as amended in later

• years: (And War Orphans' Educational Assistance Act of 1961.)
Public Law 83-565—The Vocational Rehabilitation Act (1954 Amendments).
Public LaW 85-864—The National Defense Education Act of 1958. (Amended
by Public Law 88-210 and Public Law 88-665).

Public Law 88-415---The Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 (as
• amended). (And, Area Redevelopment Act of 1961.)

Public Law 88-210—The Vocational Education Act of 1963.
Public Law 88-164—The Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Mental
• Health Centers Construction Act of 1963.
Public Law 88-452—The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964.
Public Law 89-10—The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

These are the principal places where counselors are employed; these are the
principal federal acts that at this time are supporting programs which employ
counselors. These two factors affect the number of counselors today, and how
they can be studied. ,
The second question is: Who are the counselors? Are the counselors in a

state-supervised rehabilitation agency similar in amount and intensity of edu-
cational background and experience to the counselors in an elementary school?
Do they function in similar roles, even though different in detail? Should both
be known as counselors? One way to define the term "counselor" is to state the
conditions under which a person will be classified as a counselor. These vary
in different programs and under different conditions.

• The American Board on Counseling Services approves as counseling staff
members persons who ". . . have completed a master's degree in the behavioral
and other social sciences with an emphasis in counseling appropriate to the
functions performed by the agency . . . (and who) have had . . . counseling
supervised during preparation for counseling and before beginning counseling
practice."
Under Title V-A of the National Defense Education Act, a counselor, generally,

is defined in accordance with the respective state certification requirements.
There is variation among the states in the certification requirements.' A person
who could be termed a counselor in one state, in some other states could not be
so designated. There is, however, a definite tendency toward the requirements
of a master's degree in counseling and guidance for certification as a counselor.
The Office of Economic Opportunity defines counselors for Rural Centers in

terms of approximately the master's degree and a position which requires, among
other things, ". . . analyses in depth, lengthy counseling sessions and a variety
of techniques." The Women's Residence Centers will accept as counselors only
persons who meet the state certification requirements for school counselors of the
state in which the center is located, but the master's degree is preferred as a
minimum even if not required by the state-.
The Statement of Policy of the American Personnel and Guidance Association

on the professional counselor designates a two-year program of education as the
background for counselors.'
These are samplings of the expectations or requirements of several different

groups and organizations for the naming of individuals as counselors. Despite
the many differences, the various counseling programs indicated by the settings in

1 American Board on Counseling Services, Criteria for Approval of Certain Counseling Services. Washing-
ton, D.C.: American Personnel and Guidance Association, 1965.
2 Camp, Dolph, Guidance Workers Certification Requirements. Bulletin 1960, No. 14 (Rev.), (1963) 0E-

25005A. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963.
, 3 Loughary, John W., Editor, Counseling, A Growing Profession. Washington, D.C.: American Personnel
and Guidance Association, 1965, p. 77.
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which counselors are employed and by the public laws that support counseling
show that:

1. Professional counselors working with the handicapped, with the disturbed,
or in colleges and universities are likely to acquire that status only with a minimum
of two years of graduate study.

2. Professional counselors in other settings, such as schools and programs under
the Economic Opportunity Act, are likely to acquire professional counselor status
with one year of graduate study.
This is the condition today. The conclusion relative to the two groups is borne

out by a study of the membership of the American Personnel and Guidance
Association which shows a larger proportion of doctoral level degree persons in
the first category of professional counselors than in the second.4

Clearly it is impossible to reach a neat conclusion for identifying counselors for
the purposes of this study. But it is necessary to reach a workable conclusion.
The criterion for the designation of professional counselor in this paper is the

recognition by appropriate, competent authority of the counselor in a program
or practice. Thus, for example, persons classified as counselors for support under
Title V-A of the National Defense Education Act meet certain minimal criteria;
they are called counselors, and they perform work that is called counseling. The
assigning of an occupational title by suitable authority is actual practice in the
United States. This occurs in medicine, social work, psychology, nursing—
whatever field one looks to. There are abuses in any field and in counseling there
are persons who are called counselors who have not been adequately trained.
The authority by which such persons become classified as counselors is not com-
petent to exercise the recognition of counselors. So far as possible, only competent
authorities are used in this study. •
The very fact of the competence of he recognizing authority explains in part

the difficulty of knowing how many counselors there are today. In some settings,
such as counselors in private practice, there is virtually no enforceable, competent
authority for the recognition of counselors.
The difficulty of knowing the number of counselors functioning today is en-

hanced further by the impossibility of obtaining accurate counts. Even the
authority that does the best accounting of large-scale employment of counselors,
namely, under Title V-A of NDEA, has experienced some difficulties in obtaining
accurate reports on NDEA supported counselors. The problem is complicated
also by the translation of part-time counselors into Full-Time Equivalent Coun-
selors. The translation inevitably produces a grey area. However, the intent
in this paper is to present as accurate a picture of the number of counselors as
possible.

PROFESSIONAL COUNSELORS IN THE UNITED STATES

It is estimated that between 50,000 and 60,000 professional counselors are
currently employed in the United States. These are full-time and part-time.
Only about 50,000 can be determined to be recognized by competent authority.
The process of arriving at these figures follows.
Counselors in Educational Institutions

Public Secondary Schools (Including Junior High Schools). In the school year
1964-65, the U.S. Office of Education estimates that there are 40,975 guidance
personnel, and this figure translates into 31,000 Full-Time Equivalent Counselors
for a ratio of 507 students per Full-Time Equivalent Counselor. The total
number of persons is derived from an estimated 3 percent increase over 1963-64.
In that year the actual number was 39,660. The Full-Time Equivalent figure is
based upon an estimated 5 percent increase from 1963-64 in which year the num-
ber of Full-Time Equivalent Counselors was 29,273. The greater percent in-
crease is significant for it shows the continued increase, since the inception of
NDEA support, of actual full-time counselors.
Public Elementary Schools. No accurate count of elementary school counselors

is available or even possible. It is possible, however, to estimate. Smith and
Eckerson 5 have completed a study of the Child Development Consultant (CDC)
in the elementary school. The Child Development Consultant may be a social
worker, psychologist, or counselor who spent at least one day per week in an
elementary school. Only schools with enrollments of more than 100 were included.

4 American Personnel and Guidance Association. 1965 Survey of the American Personnel and Guidance
Association Membership. Unpublished Mimeo. Washington, D.C.: 1965.

Smith, Hyrum and Louise Eckerson, Unpublished Study of Child Development Specialist. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, 1965.
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In 1962-63, one-fourth of such schools had CDC's. This was 1 CDC (about 1 day
per week) per 789 students. It is possible that this could mean that in schools
in which the CDC is a counselor, the ratio a counselor to students is the same.
Wrenn reported in 19626 an estimated ratio of 1 counselor to 690 students in
schools that had counselors. If the ratio is approximately 1 to 725 (an estimated
point between these two estimates); if, as reported by Smith and Eckerson, 13,000
schools had such assistance; then, in 1962-63 there would have been 8,359 elemen-
tary school counselors. Waetjen in an unpublished study estimates that 42.9
percent of the elementary schools have counseling services. It is believed that all
of these estimates exaggerate the actual number of elementary school counselors.
From information available in Oregon, Baltimore and Baltimore County, New
York City, and Wichita (all areas that have bona fide professional counselors,
largely on a full-time basis) it is believed that the actual figure could not be higher
than 2,500 for the entire nation. This is a hazardous guess, based only upon the
idea of the probability of counselors in specific areas of the country. The 1964
Manpower Report of The President (p. 180) gives an estimate of 4,000. Recent
discussions both in the Office of Education and in the Department of Labor, how-
ever, indicate very little basis for this figure. Confusion in terminology and lack
of competent authority for recognizing elementary school counselors create a
condition that makes a survey at this time fruitless.
Junior Colleges. A study being conducted by Dr. Max R. Raines of student

personnel programs in junior colleges will give information on the extent of such
programs. Unfortunately, it will yield no data on the actual number of profes-
sional counselors. Since the study is not published, a verbal report was given on
the number of Student Personnel Specialists, a term that includes all persons in
student personnel. From a sampling, it is estimated that in the approximately
200 junior colleges that have enrollments over 1,000, there are about 1,500 student
personnel specialists, and in the 400 with enrollments under 1,000, there are
approximately 874 specialists. Also, in the smaller colleges only 40 percent spend
as much as 90 percent of their time in their specialty, but in the larger colleges,
70 percent devote that much time.
The ratio of counselors to students is known to vary from approximately 1 to

100 to 1 to 6,000. Using this known variation as a condition, it is estimated by
some that perhaps one-third of the specialists are counselors. This would be
791 counselors, full- and part-time. This estimate may be high, but it is the
only figure that has any rationale.
Four Year Colleges and Universities. In four year institutions data on the

number of counselors are completely lacking. Wrenn has reported to the author
that some persons have estimated that there is one professional counselor, per
1,000 students. It is believed that this is lower than actuality. But, if this
figure is correct, it would mean that there are slightly more than 4,000 professional
counseling personnel in these institutions. For lack of anything more reliable,
this will be used.7

Graduate and Professional Schools. Although it is impossible to find the number
of counselors functioning in graduate schools, nevertheless, this level of education
is significant for this study because it appears likely that student personnel staffs
will expand and that counseling personnel in particular will increase greatly.
This is likely to occur for three reasons:

1. The increases in student population are spectacularly large at the graduate
level. (More than 100,000 in the four years from 1957 to 1961; more than 100,000
in the three years from 1961 to 1964; more than 130,000 (projected) in the three
years from 1964 to 1967; more than 1201,000 in the two years from 1967 to 1969.)
As educational institutions increase in population, they tend to introduce and
then utilize more fully counseling personnel. It is known that schools of medicine
are now using such persons. It is conjectured that graduate schools of law and
business will do this. Graduate divinity schools already employ counselors.

2. The expense of graduate education also will force the use of more counseling
personnel. Society and individuals cannot afford the financial waste of unsuc-
cessful talent in highly expensive graduate schools.
3. A final reason is the likelihood of more experimentation with new types of

educational programs and new organizational patterns such as those now being
tried in medicine. Experiment in educational patterns is likely to introduce
counseling as a help in the success of, and in understanding the human dynamics
of such changes.

Wrenn, C. Gilbert, The Counselor in a Changing World. Washington, D.C.: The American Personnel
and Guidance Association, 1962, p. 114.

7 U.S. Office of Education, Projections of Educational Statistics to 1973-74. Washington, D.C.: Superin-
tendent of Documents, 1964. p. 6.
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At present there might be as many as 200 counselors in graduate schools. From
the author's knowledge of specific situations, this would be a conservative estimate.

Specialized Institutes. These are post high school schools of nursing, other
medical-related fields, business and technical training institutes with programs
of one to three years. In 1961-62, there were almost 563,000 such students
reported. The actual figure today is surely very much higher. Counselors
are provided in such institutions, but no actual count is available. Some, it
is known, provide a full-time professional counselor for as few as 300 students.
The mean ratio is probably much higher. It is likely as high as 1 to 1,000. With
the increases in enrollments that have occurred, there could be as many as 500
counselors employed.

COUNSELORS IN NON-EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Rehabilitation. An unpublished report by the Department of Labor places the
number of rehabilitation counselors at 3,500. This is an estimate based upon
a ratio of 1 counsel& to 614 handicapped persons. This .figure is reasonably
consistent with estimates that can be made from data on the employment of
rehabilitation counselors provided by the Vocational Rehabilitation Adminis-
tration, and in a study completed under the auspices of the National Rehabilita-
tion Association.8
Employment Services. The data presented here. will include only the state em-

ployment services because data are not available on private agencies and there
is no competent authority upon which to base any estimate.

According to Department of Labor data there are 3;000 counselors in state
employment services. (February. 1,'1965—Vpdated May 1, 1965.) In a survey
accomplished in May 1964, by the U.S. Employment Service, it was found that
41.7 percent spent less that 50 percent of their time in counseling. More than
half of the remaining 58.3 percent devoted over 90 percent of their time to coun-
seling. (Total N=2,933). There is no conversion provided to translate the
part- time counselors into full-time equivalent counselors. It is known that some
who do part-time counseling spend remaining time in counseling-related activities.
More serious is the fact that only 37.5 percent of these doing counseling are actually
employed in counselor classifications. 62.5 percent are in other job categories.
This group, hOwever, includes most of those who spend less than 50 percent of
their time in counseling.
The Bureau of Labor. Statistics estimates the number of state employment

service counselors in FY 1965 to be 3,605. The number includes MDTA coun-
selors and Area Redevelopment Act counselors.

Qther. In the Veterans Administration Services there are approximately 750
Cohnselors. In the programs under the Economic Opportunity Act, the number of
counselors is changing rapidly; currently there would appear to be roughly 400 in
the Job Corps and 50 in the Community Action Programs, but the figures are very
fluid. Additional counselors in adult centers, in pastoral counseling, in other
community settings, in private practice raise the number, probably considerably,
but it is impossible to do more than judge that the large number of programs that
require counselors must be employing at least an additional 1,000 counselors.

DEMAND FOR COUNSELORS

In the academic year 1964-65, more counselors would have been employed if two
conditions had been met: one, qualified counselors were available; two, budgets had
been allowed for them. In the experience of some educational and non-educational
institutions, qualified counselors could not be found. On the other hand, we are
acquainted with situations in which budgets were incapable of utilizing available
talent. This dual condition must be recognized in considering the present and
future. Although known to exist in public education, this condition undoubtedly
prevails in other places in which counselors are employed.
Demand is considered under two assumptions: first, that the type of conditions

existing today will continue; second, that society's and individual's full needs will
be the basis of demand. The first assumption forms the rationale for the projec-
tion that follows.
The largest demand for counselors has been in public secondary schools. With

the assistance of Title V—A of NDEA spectacular changes have occurred in the
ratio of students to counselors at the secondary school level, dropping from 1

National Rehabilitation Association, Rehabilitation Counselor Recruitment Study, Final Report.
(Stanley J. Smits, Project Director.) Washington, D.C.: National Rehabilitation Association, 1964, pp. 4, 5.
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counselor to 960 students in 1958 to 1 to 507 in 1964-65.9 The U.S. Office of
Education has placed its goal as 1 counselor to 300 students at the secondary level.,
The demands under the first assumption raise doubts that the aim could be
achieved by 1974-75. A recent recalculation (unofficial) shows that 'five years
from now, in 1969-70, the ratio would reduce only to 1 to 456. To reach the 1 to
300 ratio by 1975 would require a reduction in the number of students to counselor
of 20 each year from 1964-65. This amount of reduction has not occurred con-
sistently. Nevertheless, it is accepted under the further assumption that the in-
crease in funds to support counseling would be within realistic current conditions.
• The demand at the elementary school level undoubtedly will accelerate. The
U.S. Office of Education uses the ratio of 600 students to 1 counselor at the ele-
mentary level as desirable. This figure comes from a statement at the 1960
White House Conference and has been reported widely. We find no rationale for
this, but will use it under this first assumption and will return to the question later.
Under this ratio, the need for counselors would be 42,350 in .1965-66 and 53,875
in 1969-70. Obviously, if starting from near zero in 1965-66, the stated need by
1969-70 cannot be achieved. In our calculations, this figure is simply cut in half
for 1970 as somewhat closer to estimates on the basis of current conditions.
In higher education projections of demand can be made. On the basis of the

the data available (although tenuous) it could be projected that higher education
would demand, on current basis, 6,674 counselors in 1969-70 and 7,951 in 1973-74.
Three other areas of employment of counselors should be considered under the

first assumption. One is Employment Service counselors. , Future projections in-
clude MDTA counselors, Area Redevelbpnient counselors, and Youth Opportunity
Center counselors. Federal programs create reality demands for Employment
Service counselors. The 3,000 counselors in 1964-65 are expected to increase to
6,494 in 1970 and 7,158 in 1975. These figures omit only the YOC counselors
who will add several thousand more as will be shown. •
The second is the rehabilitation program which employed approximately 3,500

in 1964. By 1975, on a conservative ratio of 614 clients per counselor, the demand
would be 5,695 counselors. The reduction of ratio and the expansion of eligible
handicapped for these programs would bring the total demand to nearly twice
this figure.

Third, the programs under the Economic Opportunity Act probably will expand
greatly, but the projections are very difficult because the future of these programs'
cannot be known accurately. The estimate of 450 counselors employed in 1965
will increase probably to 900 in 1966 and to at least 3,600 by 1970 and 7,200 in
1975. These are estimates of persons well acquainted with these programs, but
the programming is not sufficiently firm to rely upon these estimates at this time.
Other areas noted in this paper will create further demand ahead.

Table I summarizes the data under the assumption of the type of conditions
existing today continuing into the future. The projections are conservative
estimates of the demand for counselors, given the current level of funding and
programs. In only two instances—the elementary school and the secondary
school—can it be considered that a point is reached in 1975 of desirability, and
this is the basis of I to 600 pupils in elementary school and 1 to 300 in secondary
school. This paper considers these figures minimal.

These figures represent an increase in actual number of full-time counselors of
10,368 per year between 1965 and 1970; and 12,462 per year between 1970 and
1975. Attrition rates are applied to make the projections. Attrition rates vary
from an estimate by Bedell of 5 percent per year for NDEA trained counselors
to 15 percent estimated by Mc Gough for Employment Service counselors (infor-
mation made available for this paper by Dr. Ralph C. Bedell and Mr. Norman
Mc Gough). Rehabilitation counselor attrition is figured at about 9 percent per
year. The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates attrition among school counselors
at 8 percent to possibly 10 percent. The 5 percent attrition rate is used in this
paper because it should be assumed that the counselors are well trained and that
they are employed under conditions to utilize their talents, two criteria that are
likely to keep the attrition rate down.

Meeting the Demand, General
The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates 4,300 master's degrees in counseling

and guidance in 1965, based on a constant rate projection, and 4,500 based on a
trend projection. The total number during the 10 year period would be 67,288

9 U.S. Office of Education, Commitment to Youth, 0E-25039. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of
Documents, 1964. Additional data furnished by the U.S. Office of Education and by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics of the Department of Labor.
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by the former method and 75,688 by the latter. Considering attrition, and withprojections in this study formulated on the basis only of a continuation of presentconditions, the production of counselors prepared at the minimal level is shockingly-weak. The present program of education of counselors clearly must be more thantripled immediately. By 1970 the production of counselors must be expanded again,probably two-fold. In other words, a raising of the production of counselors five-foldby 1970, three-fifths of which occurs now.
In looking at the supply of counselors to meet the conservative needs estimatedin this paper, it is necessary to consider the entire picture. Counselors for childrenand youth in schools and colleges have dominated the scene. Although they willcontinue to do so, nevertheless the increase in counseling in institutions outsideof the traditional educational institutions probably will accelerate rapidly. Therate will be more apparent in another year when the increase in programs underthe Economic Opportunity Act will have begun to show trends. It is anticipatedthat the demand for counselors will be higher than can be predicted now.This paper thus far has established the point that even a conservative projectionof demand for counselors shows that there must be an immediate and heavy in-crease in counselor education. Before looking into the means for meeting thedemand, it is proposed that a new view be taken of the need and demand forcounselors. This is a consideration of the second assumption, namely thatsociety's and individual's full needs will be the basis of demand.

SOCIAL READINESS FOR COUNSELING

Counselors are in demand because society needs the contribution that counselingcan make to individual and social development. The need is felt and financialmeans found to meet the need because conditions of the society create a climate.favorable to counseling. The most compelling conditions are explained.
Psychological, Social, Economic Conditions
In his message on legislation to combat poverty,") President Johnson called for2,000 counselors in 1964-65 to serve in centers to help disadvantaged youth intotraining, employment, and careers. The President expressed the need of eco--nomically and socially deprived youth for the kind of assistance that counselorscan give. He also implied that the society needs counselors to help the govern-ment fulfill its obligation to individuals and to strengthen the society. But thePresident's statement also means that the society is financially able to supportcounseling.
The society, in 1964, had developed a readiness for action. Triggered byMichael Harrington's analysis and exposé of poverty," and other research andwriting, the society, with Presidential leadership, was psychologically ready tocreate opportunities for deprived individuals to move into more abundant lives..The psychological readiness of the society was nurtured by an uneasinessabout the 20 percent of the population that is seriously deprived economicallyand socially. There is evidence that a significant portion of the population wasconcerned for and cared about other humans. The birth of the Peace Corps andits successful growth constituted one proof. The most concerned portion of thepopulation is likely to be larger among youth than oldsters. And, the under-twenty-five age group is becoming the dominant voice of the population.12 Thesociety had a psychological readiness that enabled it to respond to the nation'sleadership that called for constructive movement of a large part of the population.The movement could not occur, however, without financial capability. Thesociety has the capability. As pointed out by Dr. Walter W. Heller 13 the na-tional economy has appreciable prospects of expansion as evidenced by the gapbetween the actual Gross National Product and the potential GNP. This indi-cates the ability of the society to support the improvement of its people. Theimprovement, in turn, feeds the continuing strengthening of the society.This movement of the society affects counselors. It means that conditionsare such that the utilization of counselors that has started not only will continue,.but probably will expand. The potential of greater financial support is present,and the demand for counselors is surging forth. For example, the Rural Cen-ters under the Office of Economic Opportunity have a ratio of one professional
" President Lyndon B. Johnson's Message on Poverty, March 16, 1964.11 Harrington, Michael, The Other America: Poverty in the United States. New York: Macmillan Co., 1962.12 Drucker, Peter F., "American Directions," Harper's Magazine. Vol. 230, No. 1377, February 1965,pp. 39-45.
1, Heller, Walter W., Economic Man. Unpublished address at the American Personnel and Guidance -Association Convention ,Minneapolis, Minnesota, April 13, 1965.
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counselor per 100 enrollees, but persons well acquainted with the demands upon
counselors in the Centers state that the ratio should be reduced to 50 enrollees
per counselor.
The society long ago established the need for counselors for secondary school

students going to college and for others in more affluent or favored communities.
It now has established the same condition, emphasized by President Johnson's
public call for counselors, for the population that is socially and economically
jeopardized.

Population Movement
Counseling started in city schools (Boston, Grand Rapids, Detroit, Seattle,

'San Francisco). It always has been strongest in urban areas." Now, with 73
percent of the nation's population predicted for urban living by 1980, there is a
demographic condition that history teaches will mean a heavier demand for
counselors than would be the case if the population movement were into non-
urban area. If the history of counseling can serve as a prediction for the future,
;a constantly expanding part of the population will be urbanized and will demand
more adequate counseling, probably more adequate than represented by the
:300-students-to-l-counselor ratio stated for the nation at large.

Urban areas are more sophisticated than non-urban regions. The urban
citizen demands more. The population movement into megalopolis will be
accompanied by more counselors for all age levels and for many different types
-of city activity—such as employment and guidance centers, mental health centers,
and child centers, in addition to the formal educational institutions.

The Complex Society
Harbison and Myers state that "The proportion of national income devoted

to human resource development is likely to rise in all countries that are growing." 15
The United States is not only growing, but is a complex, modernized society
requiring high-level manpower for its vitality and continuing education that
•enables individuals to shift from outmoded jobs to new jobs and to make personal
lives continually more satisfying. As Harbison and Myers point out, "vocational
,counseling" is needed for dropouts," but counseling also is needed more and
more for the entire population as it lives in a progressively more complex society.

A NEW CONCEPT OF DEMAND

Introduction
This nation has made a commitment to education. Education has been placed

as the core element in breaking the cycles of poverty by which children and youth
can first feel their way from, and then burst out of the cycles. The demands for
.education will jump. Eight million in higher education by 1973, in contrast to
4.5 million in 1963 is but a part of the change. Institutes beyond the high
school will increase greatly, possibly even in much larger proportion than colleges
and universities generally. These institutes, like community junior colleges and
municipal universities, will become centers not only for students moving directly
from secondary school to further preparation, but also for persons moving from
-outmoded jobs to education and training for new ones, for persons who have been
dropouts and need flexible environments for rising to better levels of competence,

-for persons who need new educational experiences to create fuller lives for a day
of many presses.

Counseling demands are related directly to this kind of educational commitment.
But, in addition, counseling is related to new kinds of environments outside of
formal, though flexible, institutions of education. The Youth Opportunity
Centers, the Job Corps Centers for men and for women, the Community Action
Programs, the Employment Services are examples today of these new environ-
ments. As this is written, it has been learned that two major cities are organizing
guidance centers to fill unmet needs. The Educational Services Centers provided
in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 have yet to be started,
and they are open to innovation.

Society is saying that the needs of people center in education, conceived broadly.
Society also states, through legislative acts, that sound, professional counseling is
needed by people to enable them to utilize the opportunities for greater lives that

14 U.S. Office of Education, Commitment to Youth. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Documents,
1964, (especially p. 23).

15 Harbison, Frederick and Myers, Charles A., Education Manpower and Economic Growth. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1964, p. 187.
"Harbison and Myers. op. cit., p. 170.
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the commitment to education connotes. Society can make the statement about
counseling, but it must then be translated into action programs.

This is a concept of needs of individuals in the total population for counseling
assistance. To look more globally, and translate the need into proposed action
constitutes the purpose of this section of the study.
Demands for Counselors in Terms of Total Population Needs

The Traditional Bases of Counselor Needs. This paper takes issue with several
of the bases for need of counselors that normally have been held.

1. That a ratio of 600 students to one counselor in elementary schools has
any foundation. This figure, as stated earlier, was brought out in the 1960
White House Conference on Children and Youth. It seemed as though a coun-
selor should be able to answer the needs of twice as many elementary school
students as secondary. Experience does not bear this out. Elementary school
counselors spend 50 percent to 60 percent of their time directly with students
and most of the remaining time with teachers and parents. How, on these
grounds can one substantiate a formula like this? The contention of this paper
is that true needs of individuals in today's society are no different in the demand
they create at the elementary level than at the secondary level.

2. That the junior college and technical institute fall into a higher education
category in which students suddenly, after grade 12, have relatively little need
for counseling. (That is, that their needs are met in a ratio of 1,000 or more
students per counselor.) In the junior college—and comparable level one,
two, and three-year institutes—basic needs of individuals for competent coun-
selors are extremely great. These students are seeking directions, making
decisions, developing expanded ideas of life. Adequate help can make the
difference between unmanageable presses and misdirections on the one hand and
developmental experiences of life-forming value on the other. From reports from
those who work in junior colleges and similar level institutes, this paper con-
tends that such students, to be parts of a good and great society, need as thorough
counseling help as at any earlier level.

3. That few students in four-year colleges and universities and in graduate
schools need competent counseling services. On the basis of suppositions, pro-
fessional counselors have functioned in bureaus that are apart from the ongoing
life of the institutions, separated from the system of faculty advising. In one
situation, however, professional counselors were related directly to the faculty
that served as advisors to freshmen and sophomores. They functioned in a
team way. These counselors served far fewer than 1,000 students each, and they
worked in direct relation to the advisors. Each performed his particular work.
The measurable results were a marked decrease in the drop-out rate. In another
instance, at the graduate level in a school of law, students who appeared, in the
first year, to be likely failures were referred to counselors. It happened almost
immediately that the counselors found themselves conferring with faculty members
in a mutual exchange about these students. Without extending the evidences—
and they could be—we find no grounds for the assumption that undergraduates
and graduates are not in need of counseling, except in minor numbers of instances.
The evidences, from many instances, are on the opposite side.

4. That in all of education there is a fixed ratio of counselors to students. It
is known that in Higher Horizon and similar programs in schools for the disad-
vantaged, the counselors have been responsible for 50 or fewer students. And,
teacher loads have similarly been reduced. The programs under the Economic
Opportunity Act substantiate the point. To cite one example, the ratio of
enrollees to counselor in Rural Centers is 100. Even in suburban college-
oriented high schools, instances have been reported that dispel the myth of the
fixed ratio. For instance, a very capable counselor stated that this year he has
147 senior high school counselees and he finds that at last he can really work
with them and can communicate directly with teachers. The experiences of
counselors who have worked with drop-outs are similar.

5. That Employment Services (and similar programs such as Youth Oppor-
tunity Centers) are for job interviews and quick, although short, placements.
All of these programs require a new view of counseling. The work requires
counseling that will enable youth and adults to develop their concepts of them-
selves, to find themselves, to evolve plans and directions of longer-term duration
than a brief placement. The actions of counselors in these agencies constitute
interventions in lives of people. This cannot be treated lightly. The society
needs counseling assistance outside of educational institutions that provide as
thoroughly sound help as any in the formal educational institutions. Such
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counseling permits a counselor to work with considerably fewer persons than
when he sees each one briefly.
A Proposal for a Different Determination of Counselor Need. The foregoing

analysis of the traditional bases of determining need for counselors that this paper
expresses the belief that the bases that have been used are not the best means
for determining need. We are discussing the need for professionally competent
counselors in a society that believes that such counselors are needed both in and
outside of traditional educational institutions. The following proposal is presented
for determining the need for counselors.
The number of counselors at all levels of education should be based upon the

number of teaching faculty. The reasons for this are:
1. Fundamentally, the best educational experiences obtain when teachers and

counselors function together. This point has been established. But, in the future
it will be enhanced, for students at the college level as well as at other levels
are being forced, by society, to be considered as individuals to whom the teaching
faculty as well as counseling faculty must relate. Experience in elementary and
secondary schools as well as some experiences in higher education bear out the
validity of this condition.

2. The ever-changing nature of curricula experiences (broadly conceived)
forces a close working-together of teachers and counselors. Appropriate responses
of schools, colleges, and institutes to changing needs of students can be given
best only when counselors, interpreting student needs, can work with teachers,
constructing educational experiences.

3. The non-graded elementary school, already tried in secondary schools, will
Spread to colleges and other institutes. In fact, it has. Advanced placement in
college is an example. Necessary for sound educational experiences for the gifted
and for the disadvantaged, the non-graded concept- will expand. It probably
will be the key, with counseling, to the transition from high school to college.
Individualized programs of educational experiences necessitate not only coun-
selors, but also counselors who are related directly to teachers. The non-graded,
individualized, educational experiences reenforce the concept of counseling as a
part, with teaching, of the total educational experience.

4. The variation in educational needs under differing conditions emphasizes
the necessity of viewing counseling (and therefore counselors) as responsive
to the differing demands for teachers. For example, the disadvantaged have more
teachers per students, than others in other schools. Support for such schools
emphasizes this difference. Counselors can be: effective when similarly related
to the needs of student populations. In a secondary school in which the teachers
have totals of, say, fifty students, counselors must be similarly reduced in load or
otherwise they will drag the educational thrust that the teacher is able to exert.
This concept of counselor related to teacher forces flexibility. Support for schools
for the disadvantaged will buttress this concept. This is an example of the
commitment to education.

5. Finally, there is a significant psychological concept. With the idea that
counselors work together with teachers, it is good psychology to state this by
open deed.

The number of counselors in non-formal educational institutions should be based
upon the population to be served. Three populations will be delineated. The
response of counseling to the needs of society—and of individuals therein—has been
handicapped by the idea that what worked ten years ago—or even three—is
viable today. The extension of trends from the past should be abandoned. A
fresh look must be taken at the needs of a society that has elevated itself to a
concern for all the people.

1. The first population is the work force. This includes persons moving
into the work force for the first time, persons reentering the work force after
absences such as women after raising families, and those permanently in the work
force, but who are required by work conditions to seek new jobs.
Mr. Norman Mc Gough has supplied for this paper a way to look at the work

force in terms of counseling needs. He suggests three groups: those under 22
years of age; 22-44; and those 45 and over. His supposition is that of those
under 22, approximately 50 percent would require counseling; in the next age
group, about 10 percent; those 45 and over, about 25 percent.

2. The second population is the disaffiliated. These are the drop-outs from
school and those youth who are so far from productiveness that they are non-
affiliated with the labor force. It is believed that they should be considered in a,
separate group. Their counseling needs will be met partially in Youth Oppor-
tunity Centers and partially in other centers to which they go, such as Job Corps
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Centers. The society is committed to help these youth to improve, but it is un-
realistic to view them, in toto, as part of the labor force.

3. The third population comprises the handicapped. Their needs for counseling
also are unique. It is believed that they, too, should be considered outside of the
regular labor force. The concept of the handicapped surely will broaden in the
years ahead.
It must be clear that within the entire three populations, some will be in train-

ing at various times. But, it is believed that determinations can be made for the
counseling needs of each of the three populations that will cover such actual
places as, for example, Employment Service Offices and Women's Residence
Centers. At any one time, the society would determine the places in which
various proportions of the counselors would function, but for overall planning
this would not affect the training needs.
Conclusion
There are some respects in which these proposals may be considered inadequate.

For example, what about pastoral counseling, marriage counseling, and private
practice? While these are important, it is believed that for planning it is essential
to look at the areas in which the combined demand constitutes probably as much
as 95 percent of the complete demand for counselors. The educational institu-
tions include all such institutions. The non-formal educational needs are total
for these needs.

This view is a societal-individual view, not institutional, even though it is
recognized that counselors eventually work in various kinds of institutions. The
attempt is made to look at counseling in terms of the counseling function in society.
Now this concept will be translated into needs for counselors.

SOCIETY'S NEEDS FOR COUNSELORS

Formal Educational Institutions
Following the concept put forth, it is proposed that in elementary schools,

there should be one-full-time counselor in team with not more than seven full-time
teachers. This would be about 193 students in public elementray schools in
1965 and about 259 in non-public schools. It has been established that seven is
about as many persons as one can relate to soundly in the kind of relationship
existing between counselors and teachers. The essential point is that seven
teachers in relation to one counselor is really the maximum that could be expected
for really effective work. There should be experimentation to find the most
workable number. It probably would vary under differing conditions.
In 1965, the figures for the elementary school would appear in this way:

Number of
Elementary school Number of Students per counselors

teachers teacher (1 per 7
teachers)

Public 958, 000 27.6 136,845
Nonpublic 149, 000 37.0 21,300

Total 1, 107, 000  158,145

Recognizing many variations, we see no reason for assuming a different ratio
in the secondary school. On a national level, it is difficult to be certain of the
actual number of students who would be involvsed. An NEA study reports
secondary school pupils per teacher as 30.6 in cities with 12,000 or more ele-
mentary and secondary students. The U.S. Office of Education reports 21.8
for all public secondary schools. Again, it is urged that consideration be given to
the concept of teacher-counselor relationship in developmental educational ex-
periences. According to Office of Education data, the facts in 1965 would work
out in this way:
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Secondary school Number of
teachers

Students
per teacher

Number of
counselors
(1 per 7
teachers)

Public 698, 000 21.8 99, 713
Nonpublic 77,000 19.5 11,000

Total_ i 775,000  110,713

In junior colleges, institutes, four-year colleges and universities, graduate
schools—in all of education beyond the high school—we see no reason for changing
the concept of one full-time counselor to seven-full-time teachers. It is very
difficult to arrive at a precise figure. Data from the Office of Education would
indicate that approximately 50,000 counselors were needed in degree-granting
institutions in 1965. If there are 4,000 counselors in colleges and universities, the
indicated need is more than ten times that figure.
In all educational institutions, there will be additional persons in the student

personnel area. In the elementary school, psychologists and social workers
should, in turn, be determined as a function of counselors. A possible ratio, that
should be experimented with, would be one psychologist and one social worker
for every three to seven counselors.

This paper, at this stage, is seeking to avoid the numbers game, and rather to
concentrate upon the application of a concept. Obviously, the numbers are
large. But the needs in today's society are large. It is believed that the appli-
cation of this concept could create tremendous benefits to individuals and society.
In reaching the desired level of counselor involvement, several steps will have

to be taken. These will be related at the conclusion of this section.

Non-Formal Educational Institutions
Work Force. McGough, in an informal paper, proposes that, in keeping with

the concept of need proposed in this paper, there be a new look at the counseling
needs in relation to the work force. It would be assumed that 50 percent of
those under 22 (entering the work force) would require counseling, 10 percent of
those 22-44, and 25 percent of those 45 and over. It is assumed, also, and is
strongly contended in this paper, that 1.7 interviews per client is inadequate.
It should be at least 3. Using these figures, the needs in 1964 were for 6,804
full-time counselors. In 1970, the need would be 7,742; in 1975, 8,292.

It is believed that this is a more realistic way of viewing the need for counselors
in the Employment Services, the Youth Opportunity Centers, the MDTA
programs, and the Area Redevelopment programs.

Disaffiliated. These are the ones who are referred to by Dr. Donald N. Michael
as the 'unaffiliated" since they have never connected with the work force. They
are largely dropouts from school. They are the ones who are now the subject of
programs under the Economic Opportunity Act. For those who can be reached,
the number who can be effectively helped by one counselor at any given time is
probably not more than 50. We find it difficult to translate this into a total
demand. But if 100,000 such youth were to be helped this year, there would be
a need for 2,000 counselors.

Rehabilitation Services. Applying the same concept of need, undoubtedly, the
ratio of handicapped clients to the rehabilitation counselors would be reduced.
The handicapped population is estimated to be 3,000,000 in 1964 and to reach
3,628,000 in 1975. Instances have been reported in which the demands of the
handicapped for counseling assistance could not be met. But it is impractical
to project an actual figure. It is known that many more counselors are needed
for the handicapped.

Supply of Counselors
It already has been pointed out that a three-fold increase is needed in counselor

education to produce counselors even for a conservative estimate of need. The
concept proposed in this paper calls for much more. It is believed that the
problem can be approached with several lines of solution.

Professional.Counselors. These form the core of counseling. These are the
people referred to in this proposal. They must be highly competent. On the
way to meeting the needs shown in this proposal, the level of competence of the
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counselors must be maintained, even higher than generally today. Therefore,
there should be:

1. A program of tripling the production of counselors trained at two years of
graduate work beginning now. By 1970, this program should be expanded again
by approximately doubling it.

2. Those persons serving as counselors and who are inadequately prepared
should have further preparation now through summer institutes and semester and
year-long programs. By this means, a marked increase can occur among those
who potentially are very able but who simply need more education. These persons
will be found in the schools and the employment services.

3. A program of continual improvement of professional counselors through
summer institutes or institutes even at other times during the year.

Subprofessional Assistants. There is a great reservoir of persons who would like
to enter counseling related work. Many of them have ample potentialities.
The experience in the CAUSE Program of 1964 proved this. Further evidences
have been found in cities such as the District of Columbia where counselor aides
were recruited to work in the schools.
Accompanying the increase in professional counselors, there should be large-

scale training of counselor assistants. These persons can perform valuable work
under a professional counselor. As the nation goes through the years of shortages
of professional counselors, it should be expected that two or three subprofessional
aides could work effectively under one counselor.
Many such subprofessionals can continue their counselor preparation part-time,

and later go into full-time preparation. This group will furnish an excellent
source for the production of well-qualified counselors.

Untapped Resources. Experiences of persons involved in the preparation of
this paper, reports from Dr. John Walker of the Department of Labor, evidence
from applications for the 1964 CAUSE Program, experiences of persons in pro-
grams for women returning to education—all point to the probability that there
are many fully or partially trained counselors who are not working and who
would like to return to counseling. Probably many of them will need further
preparation. They could perform as subprofessionals while taking additional
preparation.

Conclusion. The key to the future is the preparation of counselors. it is
believed that there are many innovations that could be entered into such prepara-
tion. There could be combinations of practical work and university preparation.
Large scale closed circuit TV could be used for in-service training. Universities
could assume responsibility for a number of satellites where work is in progress,
and additional preparation is going on at the same time. The possibilities of
effective innovation are limitless.
In the boldness with which the genuine needs of people and their world are met

will be the success or failure of the concept upon which society places such faith—
the counselor in a democratic society.

TABLE I .—De man d for counselors under continuation of current conditions and on
current bases I

1965 1970 1975

Elementary schools 9 3 2, 500 26, 987 53, 500
Secondary schools 2  31,000 44,938 71,887
Junior colleges 791 4,000 4 5,000
Colleges and universities 4,000 6,674 4 7,591
Employment service 3,000 7,494 8,158
Rehabilitation 3, 500 5,187 5,695
0E0 programs 450 3, 600 7, 200

Total 45,241 98, 880 159,391

I Counselors for other programs and practices would add at least 5,000 in 1965; probably 7,500 in 1970; and
10,000 in 1975.

2 These data are only for public schools.
3 Estimated.
Data are for 1973-74.
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TABLE IL-Annual demand for new counselors, based on 5-percent attrition rate'.

For demands
in table I

For non-
public school
demands 2

For programs
not listed 3 Total

1965 12,630 1,040 500 14,170
1966 13,142 1,040 500 14,682
1967 13,666 1,040 500 15,206
1968 14,185 1,040 500 15,725
1969 14, 703 1,040 500 16, 243
1970 15,221 1,040 500 16,761
1971 17,939 1,040 500 19,479
1972 18,562 1,040 500 20,102
1973 19,185 1,040 500 20,725
1974 19,807 1,040 500 21,347
1975 20, 431 1,040 500 21,971

1 In 1965, a total of 14,170 counselors need to be trained to meet the demands of 1966.
2 Data on counselors are not available. It is estimated that the nonpublic elementary schools could be

expected to have 1 counselor per 1,000 students by 1975. It is doubtful that there are scarcely any at this
time. Therefore, the 5,900 counselors needed for 5,900,000 students by 1975 are allocated to be added each
of the 10 years. The secondary schools already have some counselors, estimated to be about 1 to 1,000.
We therefore start v, ith 1,500 counselors in 1965 and add sufficient each year to reach a ratio of 1 to 300 in
1975, with 1,800,000 students. Attrition in nonpublic schools is much less than in public schools.

3 These are outside of regular counseling programs. The increase can only be estimated.

Mrs. GREEN. Dr. Hitchcock, could you continue summarizing that
briefly?
Dr. HITCHCOCK. Well in a couple of sentences, it looked ahead in the

demand for counselors is probably much greater than a sheer, straight
line projection and this is a very important point. In other words, the
demand for counselors is probably going to increase disproportionately

ibecause of the society that we live n and its concerns for human devel-
opment, and so anything that you take from the past has got to be
stepped up in to the future, and this means that we are going to have
to produce immediately at least the three times more counselors than
we are producing right now, and this won't even make more than a
reasonable dent in the needs.
But I would like to call attention also to another prospect, and it

goes into your point or your question about the ratio of counselors to
trainees in Job Corps and other programs, and that is that when we
say that at the secondary school level you should have 250 to 300 or
even 350 students to 1 counselor, this is only the most that it can be is
some kind of a national goal in terms of which you can make overall
adjustments.
But it did not supply at all the answers to the fact that this high

school right here in this locality needs 1 counselor for every 50 students,
in order to have those boys and girls evolve in to the kinds of human
beings that can really live great lives.
So I think we should change our thinking from the straight line idea

of so many students to one counselor because it gets us stuck in the
rut of this kind of idea and put it into the idea of what the kind of
need is for the students.

This is the concluding point of the study and it suggests a different
kind of ratio to make it more in terms of teachers and counselors in
a team.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much.
Dr. SCOTT. May I just add a comment to what Dr. Hitchcock has

said? High criterion of need is a criterion we should try to apply.
The ratio in the Job Corps is not applicable to schools because the



244 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

Job Corps situation is so different and no one knows what the Job
Corps ratio should be.

Certainly the one that holds in the Kilmer Job Corps Center allows
counselors an opportunity to do a good job of counseling.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Dr. Scott, Dr. McDaniels,

and Dr. Hitchcock. As usual you have presented a very good state-
ment.
Dr. SCOTT. Thank you, Madam Chairman. We appreciate the

opportunity and also that you scheduled it at our convenience. We
appreciate it, Madam Chairman.
Mrs. GREEN. The next person to be heard from is Dr. Harry Bard,

of the Baltimore Junior College.
Dr. Bard, we welcome you to this committee and we are anxious to

hear your comments on the current legislation.
Mr. BRADEMAS. May I be recognized for one moment? I am

sorry, Dr. Bard, I have to chair another meeting and I would like to
leave one question with you as I go. We have not yet, at least, I have
not seen anything out of the Office of Education on how the 22-percent
feature of title I of the Higher Education Act of 1963 has been working
out—to set aside funds for 2-year institutions.
I see that you have not said very much about that, and if there is.

time, Madam Chairman, I would be glad if Dr. Bard would make any
comment.

STATEMENT OF DR. HARRY BARD, PRESIDENT, BALTIMORE
JUNIOR COLLEGE, REPRESENTING THE AMERICAN ASSOCIA-
TION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

Dr. BARD. Might I make that comment first then?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes, indeed.
Dr. BARD. Suppose I pull it out of the paper itself and comment on

those terms.
I would like to say that we are certainly grateful for the 22 percent,

but we find that actually in terms of enrollments, as we have made
clear here, a few years ago, the 22-percent figure approximating the
percentage of entering freshmen of 2-year colleges is a percentage, of all
entering freshmen. I don't know whether these statistics have been
released but according to the U.S. Office of Education statistics in
terms of the fall of 1965, and my colleague, John Mainland, who is
director of governmental relations, who is here, might be able to tell
us whether they have been released.
The figures are 28 percent now of all entering freshmen and there-

fore, if that 22 percent were gathered as a result of the ratio of entering
community college freshmen to the total freshmen class, it should now
be upgraded to 28 or 29 percent.
As a matter of fact, if adult students and others seeking specialized

technical training were included, the percentage would be higher yet.
Therefore, we believe the Congress should raise the 22-percent

figure. However, it is not our wish to compete with the 4-year colleges
and universities for existing funds for we firmly believe that such an
increase should probably be accompanied by an increase in the total
facility funds for all institutions, then.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I appreciate that comment, Dr. Bard. It seems

too, Madam Chairman, it might be useful to the subcommittee if the
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Office of Education would give us some kind of breakdown on the
differing kinds of institutions, junior colleges, community colleges,
technical colleges, technical schools, and universities across the
country by amount and State that have received funds under this
provision because so far I don't think members of our committee have
had any information on how it has been working, whether it has been
working well or not.
Dr. BARD. I can tell you, Congressman, in our own State of Mary-

land, by way of illustration, it was something like $3 million left over
as far as the 4-year institutions were concerned before we could trans-
fer the funds under the newer act, and, on the other hand, the com-
munity colleges could have used all of that plus a good deal more for
there are a goodly number that could not be assisted at all since the
22 percent was that limiting.
But we do want to make it clear that we don't think the solution

lies in merely changing this ratio unless the total is increased because
we will then be doing damage we think to the 4-year colleges and
universities.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you, sir.
Mrs. GREEN. Will you proceed?
Dr. BARD. Madam Chairman, and members of the subcommittee,

I am Harry Bard, president of the Baltimore Junior College in Balti-
more, Md. I am sorry that Congressman Sickles is not here today.
I am here today on behalf of the American Association of Junior
Colleges and its more than 600 member institutions.
I wish to express our appreciation for your kind invitation to appear

before this subcommittee to discuss H.R. 13174, the Higher Education
Act Amendments of 1966.
Mrs. GREEN. If I can interrupt for a minute, President Bard, I

don't know if you have had a chance to see Congressman Sickles
today. Congressman Brademas and I are faced with the same thing.
These 2 weeks have been an excess of subcommittee meetings. Con-
gressman Sickles has, I think, a choice of the labor subcommittee, the
higher education, the poverty hearings, elementary and secondary
education, and perhaps one other, and we have been trying to divide
up between the committees, and so I regret and I am sure he will
regret very much that he was not here to hear your particular tes-
timony.
He is a very faithful and fine member of this committee.
Dr. BARD. I know that he is and I know his interest in the Maryland

community colleges have been, I would say, intensive and with a good
deal of insight. We are very proud of his support there.
I will deal with the proposed legislation title by title. I should

begin by saying that in general our association is in agreement with
the position of the American Council on Education, especially with
relation to the proposed changes in the NDEA student loan program.

Title 1, part A of the bill deals with the extension of the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1963. The American Association of
Junior Colleges strongly supports this program and asks whether it
can be enlarged this year. This was the point that I had made earlier.
The present emphasis on awarding limited grants to colleges within

each State which rank especially high on a competitive point system,
based largely on rapid expansion, means that funds are available for
only a few projects for only a few community colleges.
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It is the point system that I think often reacts against the smaller
schools. This system, as you know, is in vogue in many States. The
great bulk of the American community colleges have received no
funds under this program and have little hope of doing so until sub-
stantial increased title funds are made available.
I shall not go over the material that I raised earlier but I would

call your attention to the fact that in the fall of 1965 over 1,292,000
students were enrolled in over 750 community colleges.

This represents a growth of over 200,000 students, in 1 year, a
rate which would mean a doubling of enrollment within 5 years;
51 new community colleges opened last year.
Now this is the history of the movement. Many more are in the

planning stages and existing colleges are often doubling and tripling
enrollments within the year.
In the State of Oregon, for example, community college enrollment

has doubled in the years 1963 to 1965, increasing by an estimated 101
percent. In my own State of Maryland in 1960, there were 2,363
full-time students in public community colleges. In October 1965
enrollment to full-time students was about 9,000. In 1960 there were
2,253 part-time students. In 1965, there were about 6,000 part-time
students.
In all today there are about 15,000 full-time and part-time students

in Maryland community colleges compared to fewer than 5,000 in
1960.

All over the country, growth of this sort has been taking place in
every State where community colleges are established; enrollment
growth in the thousands and tens of thousands in California, N ew
York, Minnesota, Michigan, and many other States.

Since the community college represents one of the most important
areas of public higher education service increasing numbers and per-
centages of young people as well as adults in the continuing education
programs, it is our belief that the U.S. Congress should give special
attention to its needs for additional facilities.
We think that the growth is so marked that for this educational

level that perhaps special attention should be given to the community
college movement. While none of us denies the seriousness of the
international situation, an excellent case can be made out that this
country needs more educational manpower rather than less in the
emergency that is upon us.
Indeed, the community college through its vocational occupational

curriculum and adult educational programs is in unique position to
contribute to the training of people needed and other occupations.
In my own college, the Baltimore Junior College, vocational and

occupational or career programs made up 30 percent of our enrollment
in 1960.
They now make up about 40 percent of our total enrollment and

we expect them to make up about 50 percent of our total enrollment
by 1970.
The great movement in terms of vocational occupational or career

programs in the community colleges is such that I think we have a
unique contribution to make in this respect.
Mrs. GREEN. Could I interrupt there, President Bard? In a

community college, a 2-year institution where there are some that
would be limited to vocational occupational curriculum, where there
are resident halls, what would be the cost on a 9-month basis?
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, Dr. BARD. I cannot give you the exact figure.
Mrs. GREEN. I mean the total cost to a student.
Dr. BARD. As far as community colleges are concerned, and the 11

Maryland community colleges are all commuting colleges, indeed
most public community colleges in America, nearly all of them are
commuting colleges and there are no resident halls attached to them.
Our per student cost in Maryland would run pretty close to $900.
Mrs. GREEN. Is that partly subsidized by the State?
Dr. BARD. Yes. The full cost would be $900 per student but there

would be no residence attached. You would need to add to that cost
of books and some fees and I suspect some cost that runs with college
education in general.
Under that $900 cost in the State of Maryland, then it would cost

the student something like $350 to $400 if you count books. The
State $300 and the local units $300. The local unit pays one-third.
The State pays one-third, the student pays a third but the student's
third would not include textbooks and the cost of books are rather high.
Then, of course, there are peripheral costs which one would need

to add in attending college and, as a parent of a college student, I can
tell you that is rather high, too. They are sort of hidden fees. That
is, he attends social affairs and other requirements that are necessary.
Mrs. GREEN. But $900 would be the full cost. There won't be any

subsidization on the part of the institution that would be hidden 8,s
there is in many—in almost every college?
Dr. BARD. No, $900 would be right now, I would say, about the

average cost per student. It would be above that for the State of
New -York. It runs closer to a thousand dollars. It might be
slightly lower in other parts of the country.
Mrs. GREEN. How many different kinds of occupation training

programs would there be in your 11 community colleges?
Dr. BARD. In general, our occupational program 
Mrs. GREEN. In each one, not all of them, but in a college.
Dr. BARD. They fall into five categories and the categories would

be as follows: the medical service category, the technology category,
the business category, the Government service category and the
general service category.
In the medical service category you would have such programs as

medical technology, laboratory technology, the 2-year nursing
program, which is a highly important program in community colleges,
and even X-ray technician, dental laboratory technician, and I could
go on.
In the business programs you would have data processing, you

would have secretarial, you might have medical secretarial, which
could fall in either the medical service or the business.
You would have accounting, junior accounting, that is, you would

have retailing, and general business.
In the Government service you might have, as we do in our own

college, urban development, law enforcement, recreational leadership,
general governmental services, and I could go on.
In all, we have 24 different career programs. In the technologies

you have mechanical technology, we have construction technology,
electronic technology, and these programs are critical in the middle-
man power. For every engineer you need five or six subprofessionals
who support the engineer.
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The medical team requires nurses, requires medical technologists,
requires medical secretaries, and our health services can only be as
good as the total medical team, not just the physician alone.
And we know in our own area, for example, in the area of Baltimore,

we are assuring the health of Baltimore by this middleman power
that falls in the health services and the same would hold true in the
terms of the other four categories.
Mrs. GREEN. Would the $900 include any amortization of con-

struction costs or equipment costs?
Dr. BARD. No, the $900 would not. This would be separate.

The State of Maryland does support in part some capital costs.
But, realistically, I feel that the higher educational facilities, and I
can say this as one who serves on the Government's Advisory Com-
mittee for the Allocation of the Higher Educational Facilities Act,
that there needs to be more money in order to encourage the com-
munity colleges to construct the kinds of facilites which would equip
the country with the manpower that is critically needed along these
areas of the 5 categories that I have described, or the 24 programs I
have gotten into.

Mrs. GREEN. Thank you.
Dr. BARD. Now, in addition to that, of course, we have retrained

in the community college field a number of people through the Man-
power and Development Training Act and there is no reason why
such programs cannot be expanded. We hope, therefore, that Con-
gress will seriously consider expanding the facilities program rather
than simply continuing it at the present level.
We would also suggest that Congress consider increasing the per-

centage of funds available within each State for public community
colleges from 22 percent of the total to a somewhat larger figure, and
I have gone into this earlier.
The association actively supports part B of title I, which extends

the developing college program for 4 years and authorizes expenditure
of $30 million in fiscal year 1967.
The association is vitally interested in this program, and believes

that it can do a great deal to help struggling institutions in many
parts of the United States. And I might add that, because there are
more community colleges coming into existence in this decade, there
is more likely to be just by statistics, more struggling ones, as well as,
I would say, a goodly number of developed community colleges, such
as our own, who would be able, and very willing, to help brother
institutions.

Title II of the bill deals with the proposed plan to amend the
National Defense Education Act student loan program and to shift
this program as far as possible to private and State financing, rather
than financing by the Federal Government.
In general, we wish to associate ourselves with the position of the

American Council on Education in this matter. It is our belief that
any system of student loans should be administered primarily in
order to assist as many needy young people as possible. The proposed
new plan, at best, couldn't take effect, in most States, soon enough
so that colleges could make commitment to students, including
entering freshmen, for the fall of 1966. As the American Council and,
within the last hour the APGAV, indicated, most colleges will notify
students within the next 2 or 3 weeks whether they may anticipate
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'borrowing funds for the current academic year for their education.
There is no positive way Congress could act in this way in time to
safeguard the interests of these students nor the moral commitment
which the college wishes to make to them, nor could State or local
-governments, nor lending agencies possibly act soon enough to protect
the interests of hundreds of thousands of students this fall.
As you know, many States' legislatures are not now in session. Or

where they are, in many cases the sessions are being brought to an
end, as would hold true for the Maryland Goneral Assembly, and
neither State nor local governments could act to establish the necessary
machinery even if the law were signed this very day.
The only fair and meaningful solution seems to be to continue the

present program for the coming year, at least, and to carry out a very
careful and thorough study, and we hope that the body which carries
out the study will include representatives of the educational com-
munity, and that this study would take into account all the advantages
and disadvantages of alternative methods of financing the costs of
education to the student.

If another method is to be proposed for the fiscal year 1968, the
experience of the last few months show clearly that substantial lead-
time is needed to permit everyone at the State, local, and private level,
to act appropriately.
Now, we have been asked to comment, briefly, on another matter,

the relation of the Selective Service System to this country's needs
• for skilled semiprofessional and professional manpower over the next
5 and 10 years, and especially for the need for community college
teachers and other trained personnel during this period.
I would say, in brief, that every study which has been made on this

• subject has indicated that even without the problem related to the
military situation, there is a growing shortage of manpower in this
field. Many of our colleges are already finding teachers and admin-
istrators in short supply, because they are competing with other in-
stitutions and employment in other fields of industry. This would be

• especially true of the community colleges that offer the kind of career
programs I have talked about. The shortage is particularly great in

• such fields as sciences, mathematics, and technologies.
It has been suggested that this country needs a thorough review of

all of its manpower training and educational problems, either on the
Government-wide basis, or by the appropriate congressional com-

• mittees. In such a study, the American Association of Junior
Colleges would be glad to assist in any way that it can. It is certainly
true that our institutions are affected by skilled manpower shortages
and, of course, that they also contribute to alleviating such shortages.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, President Bard. On page 4—

is it fair to conclude from your statement that you think that this
transfer would be all right in a year?
Dr. BARD. No. What I meant was that by all means hold off for a

year and let's get some study made so that we would know with
assuredness what should take place. This was the import of my

• statement rather than that the change should be made a year from
now.
It could well be that after the study we would find, as so many of

us are finding now, that the loan program ought to be continued for
a longer period of time.

66-902-66----17
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Mrs. GREEN. What do you think of the requirement on page 15
of the bill, that each student who has a loan or is to receive a loan is
required to authorize in writing the assignment to the Commissioner
of the note or other agreement, in other words, to give immediately
to the Commissioner, if I understand this, the right to refinance it
through the guaranteed loan provision?
Dr. BARD. I would rather that Mr. John Maitland, who has made

a more thorough study of this than I, and who is director of govern-
mental relations for the American Association of Junior Colleges,
answer that.
Mrs. GREEN. Dr. Maitland, do you want to come up with Pres-

ident Bard?
Dr. MAITLAND. Madam Chairman, I can't appreciate having the

buck passed because I am not familiar with this proposal in detail.
I would be inclined to be very skeptical about it, as an offhand judg-
ment. But I can't comment in detail on it at this time.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Carey, do you have questions to direct

at President Bard?
Mr. CAREY. Thank you Madam Chairman. Just an observation

that evidently what you foresee is a great difficulty in transferring
these student loan programs to private financial institutions, which is
something that I, frankly, believe cannot come about because of the
reluctance on the part of the bank making the loan to receive the bill.
My own inquiry upon banking services indicates there is no coopera-

tion among banks at this time. Has this been your experience, also,
in talking to the banking people?
DR. BARD. My experience is not wide enough to generalize in

these terms, but I would say that the States are just beginning to
pass the kind of legislation that would be helpful here and that it is a
feeling of the American Association of Junior Colleges that this is not
the moment to disrupt operations that seem to be moving fairly well
at the moment.
Mr. CAREY. Has there been any confusion about students now

applying as a result of a discussion of the possible enactment of this
kind of legislation, students planning on the financing of their educa-
tion for next year, are they being led into any degree of uncertainty
about how they are going to obtain financing as a result of the presen-
tation of this legislation?
Dr. BARD. Dr. Scott, of the American Personnel and Guidance

Association, commented earlier on the fact that college authorities
cannot act with clarity until some decision is made and, I think, in
general, I would subscribe to that statement.
Mrs. GREEN. The preceding witness, Dr. Scott, said this:
The President's cuts in budget eliminating NDEA loans for college students

has panicked some of my former councilees, and some planning to enroll in college
next year. At least two institutions have announced to their student bodies that
no money will be available from this source next year.

So, I think this points up the terrible urgency for action on the part
of this committee so that the colleges will know what they can do, and.
after we act, there has to be some kind of decision by the Appropria-
tions Committee. I think the matter of uncertainty is the critical issue
here.
Mr. CAREY. I am not wearing my medal of courage today, but I

would move that we table this bill right now. Of course, I am willing
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to wait on the pleasure of the Chair in doing so, but I think the most
constructive thing we can do at this time is to table this.
Mr. GREEN. May I say to the gentlemen I hope to call an executive

session of the subcommittee at some time and at that moment any
motions would be acceptable to the chairman.
Thank you President, Bard and Dr. Maitland.
Mrs. GREEN. Now if we may call on Russ Thackrey again, a

friend of long-time standing to this committee.

STATEMENT OF DR. RUSSELL I. THACKREY, EXECUTIVE SECRE-
TARY, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE UNIVERSITIES &
LAND-GRANT COLLEGES

Mrs. GREEN. Dr. Thackrey, we are especially appreciative of your
understanding of our schedules. We wish we might have had Dr.
Homer Babbidge accompany you.
Dr. THACKREY. I bring greetings from him and his regret that he

cannot be here. He had a long-standing scheduled meeting of the
board of trustees of the University of Connecticut today and it was
impossible to change it.

Mrs. GREEN. I consider Dr. Babbidge one of the best informed
people in higher education. And while we are not able to hear him
this week, we hope he will come down at a future date.
Dr. THACKREY. I am sure he will and I am sorry he is not here to

answer questions. I am executive director of the National Association
of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges.
I am also privileged to be authorized to present testimony on behalf

of the Association of State Colleges and Universities.
The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant

Colleges has 97 member institutions located in every State and in
Puerto Rico. The Association of State Colleges and Universities
has 194 member institutions. Together, these two associations
enroll approximately 2,600,000 students or almost one-half of all
those enrolled in higher education in this country—a substantially
higher percentage if degree-granting institutions alone are taken
into account.
The two associations for which I am authorized to speak today

have joined in a common statement of desirable national policies
affecting higher education, copies of which are available for each
member of this committee. This statement does not bear the im-
print of the Association of State Colleges and Universities because
of the fact that their annual meeting was held in February of this
year; therefore their adoption of the statement was acted on after
it was printed.
My testimony today will be directed first at H.R. 13174 and H.R.

13237, the Higher Education Amendments of 1966, and also to certain
questions about which the chairman has expressed concern.

TITLE I—EXTENSION OF ASSISTANCE TO HIGHER EDUCATION

The bill before you extends authorization for grants for under-
graduate academic facilities through 1971, setting an authorization
limitation of $453 million for the coming fiscal year, with no fixed
amount thereafter. We are grateful that this committee took the
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initiative last year to raise the authorization for the current year to
the approximately $460 million level. We are pleased that the
proposed bill contains no fixed dollar limitation for the years beyond
1967 because we feel that the $453 million limit is inadequate in
relation to need, and that the amounts should be increased as soon as
the present heavy budgetary pressures due to our Vietnam involve-
ment can be relaxed. Our associations are clearly on record as urging
that the authorization for Federal sharing of the cost of both under-
graduate and graduate facilities be raised to permit a Federal con-
tribution of up to 75 percent of the cost of the facility, and also that
special attention should be given to encourage the removal and replace-
ment—or expansion and modernization—of obsolete facilities.
Mrs. GREEN. I am a little bit concerned about your pleasure,

at the fact that there is no fixed dollar limitation for the year beyond
1967. What if the same people are operating down at the Budget
Bureau with such tremendous power and this never comes before this
committee for authorization and they decide they are going to cut
it down?
Dr. THACKREY. Madam Chairman, I see your point. My pleasure

would be diminished and I would suggest the authorization for the year
1967 be set at a sufficiently high level that it would accommodate the
needs of the situation.
Mrs. GREEN. I wish you would call that to the attention of your

organization and perhaps other groups too.
Dr. THACKREY. I will do that very promptly. In expressing my

pleasure, I was thinking solely of the fact it was not limited to $453
million and not to the fact that it might be held below that figure.
I quite agree with you.
We urge an increase in Federal cost-sharing for facilities because this

is one clear area in which the National Government can make a sub-
stantial contribution to reducing the rising costs of higher education
to the student, and helping all types of higher institutions to expand
facilities to meet steadily rising enrollment pressures. Such a change
in the legislation, with appropriate and substantial increase in the
appropriation authorization, would benefit all higher education, and
particularly those institutions which want to expand but have had
great difficulty in raising the necessary matching funds. Many have
had to increase student charges for this purpose. If the economic
and budgetary situation does not permit such an action at this time—
and we appreciate the fact that it does not—we nevertheless urge that
your committee reopen this question at the earliest feasible time.
Our associations also believe that the Congress should provide some

form of aid for the operating costs of instruction, and particularly of
undergraduate instruction.
In his statement before this committee, Secretary Gardner called

attention to the fact that if charges to the students keep spiraling
and increases in student financial aid simply increase in proportion
to the rising charges, there could be no extension of educational
opportunity in this country. Secretary Gardner has analyzed the
problem precisely but there is no program aside from the Facilities
Act before this committee which would meet the needs of the situation.
A major thrust of recent higher education legislation has been to

make it possible for more students to attend college through oppor-
tunity grants, work study, and borrowing. These are desirable and
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even essential programs but at the same time they accelerate the
rising spiral of student charges because they all require investment
of institutional matching funds. The way to reduce college charges
in our opinion is to increase operating support, which will make it
unnecessary for institutions to raise their charges.
We support the proposals for extension of grants for construction

of graduate facilities, with the future amendments we hope you will
keep in mind, and the proposed extension of the loan program for
construction of academic facilities. We commend the proposed
inclusion of the very limited cost allowance for works of art as sug-
gested in the clarifying amendment as to development costs.

PART B—AID TO DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS

Our associations support the proposed extension of the program for
assistance to developing institutions. We realize that many levels
and types of institutions merit aid for their development. We trust
that the original objective of this program, which was as we under-
stand it primarily for the development of institutions predominantly
attended by Negro students, will not be minimized or lost sight of in
the light of the broad definition finally arrived at in last year's legisla-
tion. We also hope that appropriate attention is given to the prob-
lems and needs of public institutions of higher education now pre-
dominantly attended by Negro students. They are not adequately
represented, and indeed not represented at all, on the Advisory Com-
mittee. They enroll about two-thirds of all students in institutions
predominantly attended by Negro students. We have confidence in
the new Director of this program, and the Advisory Committee
includes several outstanding persons. Both associations include in
their membership several institutions classified as predominantly
attended by Negro students, including several which have substantial
numbers of white students. We are deeply interested in the program
of aid to developing institutions, and our members are pledged to
work cooperatively in this area.
Mrs. GREEN. Dr. Thackrey, later in your testimony are you going

to touch at all on the recommendation for the cut in the land-grant
college funds?
Dr. THACKREY. I would be happy to. It is not in my prepared

statement.
Mrs. GREEN. What effect would this recommendation by the

administration have on the land-grant colleges and specifically on the
predominantly Negro colleges to which you just referred?
Dr. THACKREY. Well, one of them is approximately 50 percent

Negro but they range from about that ratio to all Negro students.
Mrs. GREEN. What percent of the budget of the predominantly

Negro land-grant college in the South comes from the land-grant
college funds?
Dr. THACKREY. I cannot give you an average but in one institution

it is 25 percent of instructional budget.
Mrs. GREEN. What would a cutback do to the institution?
Dr. THACKREY. It would decimate it, in this case. The total

amount of instructional funds proposed to be eliminated from the
budget is approximately $12 million. In terms of the 16 institutions
predominantly attended by Negro students in the South, it will be $1
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million. The nationwide $12 million cut would represent about 1,200
faculty members or about 18,000 students.
Now, I base that on an average salary for State universities of about

$10,000. The predominantly Negro dolleges have an average scale
of $7,500 so the proportionate impact on them in terms of number of
faculty members would be somewhat greater. They do not in general
offer graduate work so their salary levels are somewhat lower than the
institutions which offer both graduate and undergraduate.
Mrs. GREEN. I assume the National Association of Land-Grant,

Colleges has made known their views to people who would be con-
sidering this cut.
Dr. THACKREY. Yes, ma'am; we have quite emphatically.
Only 68 of the 97 members of our association are land-grant insti-

tutions and I must say that expressions of concern by the non-land-
grant State universities have been quite as great as the land-grant
group, because they believe as a matter of principle that the Federal
Government should be moving in the direction of extending this
type of aid more broadly rather than cutting out support of instruc-
tion.
Mrs. GREEN. Under title I of the Higher Education Act of 1965,

the colleges are empowered to do a great many things in the way of
holding seminars and related activities. I wonder if any of you
considered the advisability of holding a seminar in the Washington
area for the people in the Bureau of the Budget, who advised the
President on the cuts in the land-grant colleges and the Federal
impact on the school milk program and the student loan program?
Dr. THACKREY. We would be delighted to sponsor such a seminar.
Mr. CAREY. Where would they get the money for such a seminar?
Mrs. GREEN. I would be glad to appoint myself as a committee of

one for that purpose.
Dr. THACKREY. We would be delighted to do it and I don't think

we would have any difficulty to get the funds if we could get the
attendance.
There are also reductions in the Department of Agriculture budget

of million for the research funds for land-grant institutions which
also represent faculty and which are a matter of great concern.

STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

On title II, the student loan program, we share the concerns ex-
pressed in the analysis presented to this committee yesterday by
President John King, of the Kansas State Teachers College of Emporia,
speaking on behalf of the American Council on Education.
The Association of State Colleges and Universities is the only national

group which has met since the budgetary cuts in the loan program
became known. I attended their meeting and this was the matter
of the greatest concern, as Mr. Radcliff will recall. We had a panel
on Federal legislation problems. All of the questions from the floor
from 100 college heads were directed at concern about the proposed
changes in the NDEA student loan program. They unanimously
adopted resolutions calling for continuance of the existing programs
pending an adequate trial of the new guaranteed loan program to see
if it is capable of meeting both the needs of those students for whom
it was intended and, also, those of the NDEA and health profession
loan programs.
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The executive committee of our association, which met late in
January, expressed identical concerns.
Our associations supported the guaranteed student loan program

at the time of its consideration by the Congress last year and its
inclusion in the Higher Education Act of 1965. Since that time
interest rates have risen substantially and the credit situation has
tightened. We are not opposed in principle to the working out of
arrangements under which private capital rather than Federal capital
contributions are used to the maximum extent practicable to supply,
the need for student loans of all types, at such time as it can be done
while assuring that the purposes and objectives of the Federal pro-
grams are carried out.

Since the passage of the guaranteed loan program, it has become
clear that capital from sources outside the universities and colleges or
State governments, to provide the necessary non-Federal guarantee
fund, may not be available in the necessary amounts in many areas.
More than half the State legislatures are either not in session this
year or are limited to short appropriations sessions.
In this situation it is wholly unrealistic to expect the guaranteed

loan program to absorb both the demand for lending under this pro-
gram and also the additional quarter of a billion dollars represented
by NDEA and health professions student loans.
Some recognition of the critical situation which would be created

by abruptly phasing out the NDEA loan program is contained in the
series of alternatives embodied in title II of the bills before your com-
mittee.
In order to conserve your time, Madam Chairman, I would be glad

to omit reading a description of these alternatives. I would like to
call attention to the fact that the second alternative, the borrowing
of private capital for use of NDEA loans with a Federal guarantee to
the lending agency of 100 percent, and to the institution of 90 percent
of the losses on loans financed, that,this guarantee is not proposed to
be extended to public institutions as such, because of the tax-exempt
nature of their borrowings.
Now, I believe this is a mistake, because I understand the Treasury's

reluctance to guarantee tax exemptions because of the loss of tax
revenue, but it is a case of taking money out of one pocket and putting
it in another. Without the guarantee, the interest rate becomes
higher and costs the Treasury as much as it gains from the tax feature.
It also makes it more difficult under the circumstances for public
institutions to use a program the Government wants them to use.

Well, then, to turn to the second paragraph on page 7, I do note in
the first paragraph on that page that in the legislation, the adminis-
tration, Bureau of the Budget, and the Treasury did make the con-
cession to provide $150 million in direct appropriations, plus revenues
from student loan repayments, as a revolving fund. But this is not
available unless the institution shows that it has exhausted the other
alternatives proposed.
Our attitude toward this series of proposals may be summarized

by saying that in the long-range future of the NDEA they merit
consideration but there is simply not enough time to permit them to
work as a substitute for the present program for the coming year.
We believe the full $190 million authorized for fiscal 1967 should be
provided under the existing law.
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This will permit a test run of the guaranteed loan program and
permit State legislatures to furnish, if they wish, the necessary
guaranteed capital to a much greater extent than was contemplated
when the program was under consideration. Private funds for these
State guarantee programs have not been forthcoming in the amount.
suggested when testimony was given a year ago, and so far as we are
aware, State legislatures and State officials were not consulted in
advance as to their ability and willingness to supply the guaranteed
capital. It was assumed last year that these would be forthcoming
primarily from private sources and the credit situation changed
drastically.
Looking toward the future, we endorse the suggestion by the

witness for the American Council that direct NDEA loan operations.
by the colleges may in time be phased down, but not out, and that
the capital represented by repayment from outstanding obligations
under the present program should be kept as a revolving fund for.
this purpose, supplemented by new appropriations as necessary, to
make up for capital losses.
The Chairman asked for comment on the drafting of college students.

through selective service. I think I can summarize the comments I
have made here. We are committed as a matter of national policy
to a selective service system filling the gap between volunteers for-
military service and requirements for military personnel.
In World War I we used a lottery system under which everybody

had a number, and when your number was drawn, you were called
and if you were physically fit and mentally qualified you served.
I am not aware of any responsible body of opinion to the effect

that selective service is not in the national interest as contrasted to a
lottery system. It is true that in one light selective service is unfair
to individuals who are called as contrasted to those who are deferred
in a given year.
In that sense, a lottery system is more fair since it depends on chance

rather than judgment as to whether the national interest is best
served at a particular time by calling or not calling those engaged in
particular occupations or pursuits as contrasted to those m other
occupations or pursuits.
But selective service is our policy not because it is in the interest

of the individual or because it calls one group at the expense of another
but because it is held to be in the national interest.
During World War II undergraduate study in colleges was not

recognized as being one of the pursuits for which deferment under
selective service was granted, since the military manpower needs were
so great at that time.
However, thousands of students were first taken into military serv-

ice and then reassigned to colleges for study and training.
During the Korean war military manpower needs were in excess of

those that could be supplied by voluntary recruitment or by a selective
service system which did not induct a great many college students.
In order to give local boards guidance for a basis on which the choice

of students to be taken, or left in college, might be made, a system of
judgment based on test scores or class standing was devised.

It was a flexible system in that the cutting score or standing for
deferment could be moved up or down in the light of manpower needs..
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Following the Korean war, this system was abandoned because
selective service calls could be filled without interrupting college study
on the part of those making satisfactory progress toward a degree.

During recent months this situation has changed. So that local
boards in order to fill their quotas had to call some college students
who were making reasonably satisfactory progress toward a degree.
At least they were not being thrown out of school or on a probation
list.

In the absence of any guidance, the local boards were faced with the
almost impossible task of making individual judgments on the basis
of individual transcripts of students who were going to a wide variety
of colleges with different grading systems and methods of recording
them.
In order to avoid a situation which might rapidly become chaotic,

if manpower calls were substantially increased, several representatives
of educational organizations urged Selective Service to reinstate a
system of guidelines based on those in the Korean war but without
necessarily having the same cutoff points at this time as were used
during the Korean period.
The alternative use of class standings or scores on a nationwide

test was recommended because neither in the course of the many
discussions in the Korean war when this subject was gone over and
over again, or since, has anyone been able to devise a more equitable
system.
Many highly selective institutions object strongly to the use of

class standing alone as a basis for deferrment since any class has to
have a lower 50 percent even though all of the students in that class
may conceivably be doing better work than students in the upper
portions of the class of some other institution. On the other hand,
class standings are defensible as a recognition of superior achievement
and application among a group of students in a particular environment.

If you did not permit the use of class standings, and operated
strictly on the basis of test scores, you might practically denude
some institutions.
Many criticisms can be made of this system but I simply don't

know of any that is any better.
Now I do feel that I agree with Dr. Trytten that a study needs to

be made of the operations of the system. I don't think it is perfect
and that if the manpower calls become heavier, we will need to make
further refinements of the selective service criteria and see what
they are doing to particular manpower areas.
I don't see any argument for changing from Selective Service to

the lottery system as some people have suggested on the grounds that
Selective Service is unfair to particular individuals. Any basis other
than chance can be described in that way.
That concludes my testimony.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Dr. Thackrey. We appre-

ciate your comments. Let me ask you to comment on a couple of
things. It seems to me, at least from some of the letters I have
received, that Selective Service is awfully close to a lottery system now.
I think of one letter that came to me from a student who dropped to
a D in a course in one semester and was drafted immediately.
Dr. THACKREY. Was this a matter of his total average being under

s, C?
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Mrs. GREEN. It was a D in a particular subject. The needs of
that particular draft board were very urgent at the time, I suppose.
So to meet their quota, this young man was drafted.
Dr. THACKREY. I do think the system that is proposed by Selective

Service would assure that this particular student won't be picked up
because he happened to get a D. He would either be in the upper
half of his class clearly and entitled to deferment, or he would have a
test score which entitled him to deferment, or he would have no claim
to deferment.
Mrs. GREEN. But if I understand it, the first provision will be for

class standing. If a student is in the upper part of his class, he will
be deferred but it is a matter of initiative if other students want to
take the examination.
Mr. THACKREY. You can use either one. The student is not re-

quired to take the examination, that is true.
Mrs. GREEN. Won't much of your criticism of this kind of procedure

still hold true? For example, if a student who ordinarily would go
to a highly selective institution, because of this policy would decide
to go to a school that has very low academic standards, would he then
be automatically deferred because he can remain in the upper quarter
there easily, exam or no exam?
Dr. THACKREY. Normally I think rather than do that he would

probably take the test and depend on his test score rather than class
standing.

Mrs. GREEN. But it is the student's responsibility. So your criti-
cism would still hold true. If you attend one college, you would be
deferred, and in another you would not.
Dr. THACKREY. It does give the students in the highly selective

institutions an opportunity to make a test score and be deferred on
that ground whereas he might be in the bottom of his class.
Mrs. GREEN. Because there are so many educational implications

in the draft now, and from all appearances, the needs are not going to
end very soon, isn't the academic community obligated to take a real
look at it and come up with a study and recommendations?

Dr. THACKREY. The academic community in cooperation with
such institutions as the National Academy of Sciences and the Office
of Emergency Planning, during the Korean war period, this was done.
Dr. Trytten took a great deal of leadership. The educational

community was involved and the Office of Emergency Planning was
involved very heavily and they finally came up with a list of occupa-
tional criteria that was used by the local boards.
Mrs. GREEN. Has any study been made of universal service which

would give the student a choice of 2 years in the Peace Corps or
military service or Job Corps?
Dr. THACKREY. There have been a good many proposals to the

effect that a whole series of choices be given.
Mrs. GREEN. The Academic Community has not made any study?
Dr. THACKREY. Not that I am aware of. Individuals of course

have made suggestions. I come back to a statement General Hershey
made many times in the course of our discussions during the Korean
war: that while he recognized the value of study and he sincerely
believed in the deferment for study, that somebody after all has to
be the one who carries the rifle and gets shot at, and he found very
few people that did not think they were more valuable in some other
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Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Education, House Committee on Education and
Labor, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Responding to the question you asked at the hearing

before your subcommittee on March 16 as to the percentage of Federal matching
that might be authorized under the Higher Education Facilities Act, and the
language of the act with respect to appropriations after fiscal 1967:
(1) After discussing the question with the officers of ours and other educational

groups, I would recommend that the authorized amount of Federal matching
under the facilities grant program be raised to 50 percent, even though funds are
not increased for the coming (1967) fiscal year. The principle of an authorization
for increase in the percentage of Federal matching is so important that it should
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occupation than they were out being shot at. He really did not know
how he was going to fill the draft quotas if everybody proved that
they were more valuable in some other category and capacity.
Mrs. GREEN. Your statement, and that of General Hershey's

would contradict a statement I was surprised to hear before the
committee this week, that the greatest opportunity a young person
had in the country today was to bear arms.
Dr. THACKREY. Well I think there are a great many young people

who believe that this is a real obligation and responsibility, a duty.
Mrs. GREEN. Responsibility, but perhaps not the greatest oppor-

tunity as indicated in General Hershey's own statement.
Dr. THACKREY. He was simply stressing his own need.
Mrs. GREEN. Has the academic community taken a look at

Michigan and the use of the selective service as a punitive measure?
Dr. THACKREY. Well, they have protested it, yes.
Mrs. GREEN. Has this been in formal language?
Dr. THACKREY. To General Hershey, yes.
Mrs. GREEN. I am also a little bit concerned about the ease with

which the academic community capitulates to the Budget Bureau.
In the great "guns or butter" question, it seems to me that the

academic community could very emphatically take the position that
the one thing this country cannot afford today is guns and ignorance.
Dr. THACKREY. I would agree with that.
Mrs. GREEN. And this is one area where we better not have cuts.
Dr. THACKREY. I suppose we were overly impressed when they

down and took $12 million for hiring instructors when con-
siderably more than half of the State legislatures are not even in session
to replace those funds even if they could.
We thought the budgetary situation must be quite acute for this to

happen.
Mrs. GREEN. Because of the matching provisions in some other con-

struction bills and other funds at colleges and universities some of the
members of this committee have given consideration to changing the
matching formula to 50-50 instead of a third and two-thirds.

If you think we cannot go above the level of appropriation at this
time, you think that it would be well to change the matching or should
it be left at one-third?
Dr. THACKREY. I could not answer that with confidence and I know

that the reports we get are that the amounts at present are not ade-
quate and the figures of the Office of Education on the number of grants
not given are not accurate because many institutions simply don't
apply.
(Material subsequently submitted to subcommittee follows:)

MARCH 17, 1966.
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be written into law at the earliest possible opportunity. Such an amendment
might raise immediate problems if it is generally interpreted as intending that
State commissions should follow the uniform practice of giving more dollar aid
to fewer projects, so long as the amount of funds is not increased. However, I
think this could be taken care of by language in the committee report stating
that it is not the intention of the committee that grants be generally raised to the
50-percent level, but that the increase in authorized Federal matching is intended
to give State commissions greater flexibility in handling special cases.
(2) It is suggested that the language of the act for years beyond fiscal 1967 be

changed so that a program is authorized through 1971 as recommended by the
administration, but in "such amounts as the Congress shall hereafter authorize
for such years," or words to that effect. This will give your committee oppor-
tunity to review the needs early in the first session of the next Congress, and fix
a realistic authorization.

Meanwhile much more dependable figures on demand can be obtained. Com-
missioner Howe testified that requests to State commissions for Federal matching
currently exceed funds available by about $250 millions, but I am certain that
this by no means represents actual need or demand. Institutional heads from a.
number of States have told me that they have submitted requests to State com-
missions for matching funds only in terms of amounts they might reasonably
expect to get in the light of funds available and the requests of other institutions.
Many State commissions have also actively discouraged the submission of ap-

plications substantially in excess of amounts available for Federal matching.
The U.S. Office of Education some years ago instituted an extensive survey of

facilities needs and plans, which was to be kept up to date by annual inquiry.
The annual inquiry has been allowed to lapse so that to the best of my knowledge
the only figures available underestimate need by many millions of dollars.

Sincerely,
RUSSELL I. THACKREY,

Executive Director.

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Madam Chairman, may I ask a question?
I can appreciate your difficulty, Dr. Thackrey, but while making

it perhaps more difficult for State commissions to distribute these
funds, at the same time, wouldn't a higher matching provision make
the use of the funds more flexible, that is, if they could go as high as
50 percent as opposed to one-third?
Dr. THACKREY. Well, that is the reason I am not prepared to answer

that categorically. I would like to have the opportunity to consult.
Mrs. GREEN. This would not be a minimum. They could still

have a third.
Dr. THACKREY. Our suggestion that they go as high as 75 percent

certainly wasn't intended as a minimum, but to allow flexibility in it.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Just one question, Dr. Thackrey. Has your

association given any consideration to creating space utilization
both inter- and intra-universities? This was in line with title I
money.
Dr. THACKREY. Well, I don't know of any university which isn't

greatly concerned with space utilization and some of our institutions
are running now from 8 o'clock in the morning until 10 o'clock at
night.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Is there cooperation between contiguous uni-

versities for using classrooms for students attending different schools?
Dr. THACKREY. There is, to some extent. I don't have any figures

on it. In Tallahassee—I don't know the extent of this—in Talla-
hassee, Fla. where we have the Florida State University and Florida
N. & M. 

Fla.,
the latter predominantly attended by Negro

students, they have a program of cooperation of class interchange.
But that is just one.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Would you say, to the best of your knowledge,

existing facilities are being used to their utmost?
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Dr. THACKREY. I would say that varies, but the studies that I
have seen of the use of facilities in various States indicates that in
our type of institution the usage is pretty high.
In fact, a study in Kansas some years ago showed 102-percent use

of facilities by Dr. John King's institution—he testified Monday—
this was in terms of a norm which the study group considered as.
desirable. Some institutions were in excess of it. This is true in
dormitory occupancy, for example. I think, nationally, there is a.
figure of something over 100-percent dormitory occupancy, because
three students are put in rooms designed for two.
Mr. HATHAWAY. Thank you.
Dr. THACKREY. I would not say every institution is using all of

its facilities to capacity. But I think the record is pretty good.
Mrs. GREEN. I haven't seen a study, but it would be my judgment

that institutions of higher education have a much greater space
utilization than secondary schools. Most of them are used 12 months
out of the year. They are used at night, and they are used in every
conceivable fashion. I will welcome the day when elementary and
secondary schools are used 12 months of the year and for longer hours
of the day.
Thank you very, very much Dr. Thackrey, and will you express to

Dr. Babbidge our best wishes and our hope that we may see him in
person here.
The committee will meet at 10 o'clock tomorrow morning in this

MOM. 
(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m. the subcommittee was recessed, to

reconvene at 10 a.m. Thursday, March 17, 1966.)
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THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 1966

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION OF
THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room

B-374, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edith Green (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Green, Brademas, Sickles, Gibbons,
Hathaway, Burton, Quie, and Reid.

Also present: William F. Gaul, counsel, and Charles W. Radcliffe,
minority counsel for education.
Mrs. GREEN. The subcommittee will come to order for further

consideration of the higher education proposals for 1966. The first
witness this morning is Mr. Allen D. Marshall, the president of the
United Student Aid Funds, Inc. Mr. Marshall, we welcome you to
the committee. We have your statement before us. If you want
to summarize your statement and then have the full statement made a
part of the record, we will be very happy to have you do that or you
may proceed in any way you would like.
Mr. MARSHALL. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. I just

would like to go through the statement.

STATEMENT OF ALLEN D. MARSHALL, PRESIDENT, UNITED
STUDENT AID FUNDS, INC.

Mr. MARSHALL. My name is Allen D. Marshall, and I am president
and chief executive officer of United Student Aid Funds, Inc., a
nationwide nonprofit agency which guarantees low-cost loans for
college students. It is a pleasure to appear again before this sub-
committee which under your distinguished guidance, Mrs. Green, has
done so much to increase the quality and the availability of education
at all grade levels.
As I think you know, ours is a completely nonprofit organization.

Our only interest is to help. We want to do everything we can to
advance the cause of higher education all across the land. We want to
help the students. This is the central purpose of our existence.
We feel highly privileged in the opportunity which is ours to assist

young people who might otherwise not have the chance to go to
college. And in this connection, I want to say, Mrs. Green and
members of the committee, that we are indeed grateful to the adminis-
tration and the Congress for the recognition accorded our organiation
under the Higher Education Act of 1965.
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But we appreciate even more the opportunities which the act offers
us for expanded future service to the young people of America.
My prepared testimony will be brief. This is because the amend-

ments proposed to the Higher Education Act of 1965 under H.R.
13174 and H.R. 13237 do not directly affect our operation, and I
am sure that the other groups more immediately concerned are
perfectly capable of speaking for themselves.

HOW UNITED STUDENT AID FUNDS WORKS

Let me first refresh your memory on just how United Student
Aid Funds operates. Colleges and universities deposit in our reserve
fund an amount covering 8 percent of their anticipated loan needs,
and, for every dollar in this reserve fund, participating lending insti-
tutions—principally banks and savings and loan associations--will
provide qualified students with up to $12.50 in nonprofit loans,
repayable on an installment basis after the borrower leaves school.
In case of a default, we pay the bank the full amount due, with

interest.
Our operating expenses are covered by interest income, processing

fees, and contributions from individuals, business concerns, and
foundations. Philanthropists and specialized organizations like the
Peace Corps Volunteers Fund and the Spartanburg County Founda-
tion also contribute to our reserve, earmarking their donations for
the benefit of students with whom they are involved.
We modified our loan regulations immediately after passage of the

Higher Education Act last year, and they are today completely in
accord with that act. We understand that within the next few days
we are to receive interim accreditation as an approved loan guarantee
agency from the U.S. Office of Education.

COLLEGES, BANKS, AND PHILANTHROPISTS IN PARTNERSHIP

United Student Aid Funds sits on a sort of three-legged stool.
'I he first supporting leg is the college which makes a deposit in our
reserve fund. The college loan officer goes over the budgets of stu-
dents who want to borrow, to satisfy himself that their projected
expenses are reasonable and for educational purposes.
Then the college attests to the lending institutions that the student

has passing grades and can be expected to graduate. There the
college's responsibility ends.
The second leg of the stool is the lending institution, usually the

bank in the student's home town. It makes the loan at a nonprofit
interest rate, and collects its money in installments after the student
is out of school. Under the terms of the Higher Education Act,
the Federal Government will pay part of the interest charges.
The lender administers and collects student loans according to its

regular procedures.
The philanthropist, of course, is the indispensable third leg which

keeps the stool in balance.
Thus, each of the partners in this enterprise performs the task for

which it is best fitted. United Student Aid Funds is the catalyst
which makes this cooperation possible.
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GROWTH OF UNITED STUDENT AID FUNDS
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When I appeared before this committee on March 8, 1965, United
Student Aid Funds had already guaranteed around $40 million worth
of student loans. Today our cumulative total is well over $60 million,
and our loan guarantee rate is running approximately 50 percent over
last year.
In an address on December 16, 1965, before representatives of the

50 States, Secretary Keppel paid tribute to the help given by United
Student Aid Funds in drafting legislation and said, "United Student
Aid has demonstrated its value and growth potential." Our program
has indeed grown.
In the 8 months from July 1, 1965, through February 28, 1966,

deposits by colleges and others added $17 million to the lending
capacity of our reserve, as compared with an addition of $11 million
in the corresponding period a year previously.
In all this we are heartened by the encouragement of the adminis-

tration and the Congress—so aptly summed up by Mr. Keppel at
the same December meeting when he said that Federal funds are not
to "* * * replace contributions from philanthropic and business
organizations, or from the institutions of higher education themselves."
The Federal share is designed, Mr. Keppel said, to encourage

further giving, not end it.
We agree completely with this concept.

COOPERATION WITH OTHER GUARANTEE PLANS

United Student Aid Funds has but one goal: to make sure that
every deserving college student in the United States has access, at
low cost, to whatever loan money is required to complete his college
education.
We are not in competition with any other loan guarantee operation..

The Office of Education expects that soon there will be separate pro-
grams in many States. We will continue to make loans available
to students not covered under these State plans; and there will be
hundreds of thousands of them.
A number of States have already named United Student Aid Funds

as the agency to operate their guarantee programs. It appears likely
that we shall eventually act as operating agent for upward of 20
State plans.
In the last analysis, the source of the loan is comparatively unim-

portant, as long as it results in the student staying in school and
making the most of his potential.

THE PHILOSOPHY. OF UNITED STUDENT AID FUNDS

There are a number of factors involved in a prudent and education-
ally valuable lending program. One of the factors motivating United
Student Aid Funds is our strong feeling that private nonprofit organi-
zations have a responsibility to do everything that they can to help
meet public needs.
We hope that our example may lead to the establishment of similar

nongovernmental and nonpolitical agencies in other social fields. We
believe in the need for this kind of responsibility on the part of what

66-902-66-18
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Richard Cornuelle—one of the founders of United Student Aid
Funds—calls the independent sector; and by the way, if you have not
read Mr. Cornuelle's recent book on this subject, "Reclaiming the
American Dream," I recommend that you do so.
We also recognize, on the opposite side of the coin, that where a

genuine social need arises and exists and nongovernmental sources fail
to meet it, the Government has no choice but to step in.
And whether a lending agency is private or public, responsibility,

in our view, should be a two-way street. It must be exercised by the
borrowers as well as the lenders. We are convinced that it is as vital
to educate our young people in responsibility as in books. The stu-
dents who borrow money on the strength of a United Student Aid
Funds guarantee are made aware that their loan is a business arrange-
ment, not a gift.

It is a tribute to the character of the average student, and I think
to the soundness of our operation, that, out of all United Student Aid
Funds loans now due and repayable, less than 1 percent are in poor
standing.
We also feel that a balance should be struck in student aid. The

student should not depend simply on loans
' 
which would burden him

after he is out of school; there should also be a mix of savings, work
grants, scholarships, grants-in-aid, and the like. The financial aid
officer at the college is invariably in the best position to decide what
this mix should be.

THE ROLE OF NDEA

At the time of its launching, NDEA was indispensable. It has made
a college education possible for tens of thousands of students. The
country has every reason to be grateful for its existence.
From the point of view of United Student Aid Funds—and I am

sure from the point of view of this subcommittee—the administra-
tion's proposal to phase out NDEA and replace it with a broader pro-
gram of guaranteed loans should be adopted or rejected purely on a
basis of whether or not the suggested alternative can, at this time, meet
the needs of the college population with equal effectiveness.
We are in complete agreement with the general principle that it is

preferable to meet social needs through private action wherever pos-
sible. And as far as guarantees then on loans are concerned, I have
no doubt that United Student Aid Funds and the State guarantee
agencies can provide these guarantees to any extent needed. The
real question—and I am sure you are aware of this—is whether there
will be sufficient lending funds available all at once from private
sources for education needs.
I am not in the banking business, but I feel certain that these 6

percent simple-interest loans are, at best, no-profit loans and at the
present interest rates which banks themselves are paying, the loans
may well be loss leaders.
I do not know whether private lending institutions can simply

reach into their pockets and produce overnight any amount of money
that may be requested of them. It would seem to me that a better
result might be achieved by a more measured and orderly transition.

This might involve maintaining present NDEA authorizations and
beginning a phased cutback only when private lending institutions
are clearly in a position to take up the slack. If we look back at
the original language of NDEA, I think we will find it clearly stated
that it is a limited and interim program.
The Government intended to stay in the student loan business

only until non-Federal sources could carry the load.
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Before I leave the subject of NDEA I hope I may be forgiven for
mentioning once more a perplexity to which I believe I referred in
my testimony last year. I have never understood the basis for the
assumption, which appears to be general, that NDEA serves the
lowest economic level of college students, while guaranteed loans are
more useful for students in the middle-income brackets.
In 1965 United Student Aid Funds made an analysis of its borrowers

by economic level. The results were almost identical with those
shown in the most recent available study of NDEA borrowers.
Substantially more than half of the borrowers in both cases come from
families with an annual income of less than $6,000 and the average
loan for both plans is between $500 and $600.
I have never known a bank to refuse a student a United Student

Aid Funds loan because he was too poor, though I am told there
have been a few refusals to notorious credit risks. One part of our
formula seems even more comprehensive than that of NDEA.
NDEA takes academic standing into account in making loans, while
we ask only that the student have passing grades, so that he is clearly
competent to complete his schooling.

So, though I certainly believe that NDEA should be continued
until such time as it may no longer be needed, my belief is not based
on the theory that it serves students who would be denied aid under
guarantee programs such as ours.

THE PROPOSAL TO GUARANTEE LOANS TO COLLEGES

H.R. 13174 and H.R. 13237 propose that financial institutions be
encouraged by Government guarantees and Government interest
payments to lend money to colleges for relending to students.
There is a question whether this arrangement will increase the

actual amount of money available. It may merely channel the same
funds through the college instead of having the bank lend direct to
the student.
I am concerned also by the fact that the proposed arrangement

would tend to keep colleges in the lending business, which, on the
record, some of them are not much better at than a banker would be
at teaching nuclear physics.

ASSIGNMENT OF STUDENT NOTES

The two bills propose further that if for any reason an educational
institution is unable to borrow from commercial sources, the
Federal Government should accept the school's assignment of the
individual student notes, and then sell the public a share in the obli-
gation represented by those notes. This follows the practice of the
Federal National Mortgage Association, which sells participations
in this to the public.

It is difficult to see what the inducement would be to invest in such
an offering. I have mentioned the demonstrated creditworthiness
of students who borrow under United Student Aid Funds guarantees,
but I understand there is some evidence that among a number of
student borrowers there has not been an equal sense of responsibility

,M\
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where the school does the lending and Uncle Sam takes the loss in
the event of a default.

This brings me to my principal concern about the two measures
you are considering. Already there is considerable confusion in
students' minds, and in the minds of .some grownups as well, as to
where the lending stops and the giving begins in certain Federal
aid programs.

Gifts, it seems to me, should be outright. Loans, even if made
easier by Government assumption of some part of the interest,
should be normal commercial transactions from which the borrower
learns the meaning and value of credit. Providing gifts and loans
in a manner to make then virtually indistinguishable is to my mind
an injustice to both types of programs.
The one thing I fervently hope this Congress will not do is to

arrange a system which has the outer appearance of a loan program
but which in practice is simply a disguised subsidy. It would be far
better for the students' morale simply to give them the money in the
first place.

CONCLUSION

In summary, I believe the private lending community can carry the
full load of nonprofit loans to college students. Some adjustment
rate—in interest rate might be necessary in order to do this. There
is a provision in this bill for adjustment of the interest rates. To
throw this burden on them too sudenly, however, might be a disservice
to what we are all seeking—the education of every young American to
his fullest potential.
I believe that colleges should not be financial institutions, and I hope

that Congress will not encourage them to borrow money from banks to
relend to students.
And finally I hope that Congress will distinguish clearly between

grants and loans, and see to it that loans are handled on a normal
commercial basis except in instances where that is patently impossible.
Once more, let me express our appreciation for the opportunity to

be of assistance in the great educational work that lies ahead.
Thank you very much.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Marshall.
Congressman Brademas, do you have questions?
Mr. BRADEMAS. I have just a couple, Madam Chairman.
First, I am glad to see you back before our subcommittee again,

Mr. Marshall. I noticed on page 9 of your statement you express
a sense of perplexity over the basis for the assumption that NDEA,
to quote your statement, "serves the lowest economic level of college
students while guaranteed loans are more useful for middle-income
students."
For whatever it is worth, earlier this week in the subcommittee, a

representative of the U.S. Personnel and Guidance Association cited
a U.S. Office of Education survey that indicated that the family
income of 71 percent of NDEA borrowers, as of the end of fiscal year
1965, was under $6,000. It seems quite clear, said the American
Personnel and Guidance witness, that this program has, as it was
intended to do, helped young people from low-income families. He
went ahead to cite a second statistic from the Office of Education
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survey to the effect that only 13 percent of NDEA borrowers came
from families whose incomes were above $8,000.
I should have thought this would be some response to your per-

plexity: namely, students from needy families do use NDEA title II;
loan funds and students from upper  income or middle and upper
income list do not, on the record. Whether they ought to or not is
another matter. What do you say to that?
Mr. MARSHALL. I have not seen those Office of Education survey

figures. The latest figures we were able to get was from a survey
that they made, I think in 1964. We make an annual survey, a study
of our income levels through our computer.
We can only do it once a year—I think this last record in June 30,

1965—which shows that only 20 percent of our loans were made to
families with incomes over $8,000 and that over 80 percent were made
to families with incomes under $8,000. I think Mr. Muirhead in
his testimony before this committee this week gave those figures that
are closest to this.
We are off a few percentage points one way or another.
Mr. BRADEMAS. You are saying your own student loan fund goes

to the needy?
Mr. MARSHALL. Yes. Nearly 20 percent of them go to families

under $3,000. Yes; 17 percent actually.
Mr. BRADEMAS. And how many of your loan funds go to families

with incomes under $6,000 in your program?
Mr. MARSHALL. Fifty-eight percent. And there is another 21

percent in the next $2,000 income bracket.
Mr. BRADEMAS. What percentage of your funds go to students

whose family income is over $8,000?
Mr. MARSHALL. Nineteen percent.
Mr. BRADEMAS. You are in generally the same ballpark as the

NDEA?
Mr. MARSHALL. I would like to point out one thing that I found

out in talking with student loan officers throughout the country.
NDEA, and I can't quote the exact language of the bill, says that
first consideration should be given to students at higher academic
levels in making the NDEA loans. I say I can't quote the exact
language of the bill. So many student loan officers have told me
that what they are doing is using the NDEA funds for the students
in the higher academic standing and then when they run out of those
funds they are using the USA funds guaranteed loans for students at
the lower end of the academic standing bracket.
This means, of course, that in many cases that we are being used for

lower income families because, as you know, the studies show that
generally speaking students from lower income families are in the
lower academic standing.
For example, we asked the school to give us a rating on the appli-

cation blank as to the academic performance of the student, 88 percent
of the loans made to students under our program are in the good and
average bracket. Only 8 percent are in the excellent bracket.
So that ours are going to 54 percent in the average bracket and 35

percent in the good bracket.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I have just one other question and then one short

observation. On page 12 of your statement, you express your hope
that Congress will not arrange a system, to use your language, "which
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has the outer appearance of a loan program but which in practice is
simply a disguised subsidy."
I am not sure what you mean by that. My instinct is that you

refer to the guaranteed loan program that we put in the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965. Is that what you have in mind?
Mr. MARSHALL. No, not particularly. I am a little worried

frankly about forgiveness features and everything like that. After
all, teachers are needed. There is no doubt about it. One of the
industrialists says in the next few years one out of two college graduates
will have to go into teaching professions. We have a lot of loans that
are made to boys going in the armed services. We postpone the
payments when they do that.
But if you forgive the teachers, why should you not forgive loans to

boys who are being drafted, going in the armed services?
Mr. BRADEMAS. If that is the point you have in mind I understand

your argument. With respect to the 1965 guaranteed loan program
there is a subsidy but nobody is hiding it. It is about as plain as you
can see.
Mr. MARSHALL. Actually it would be an interest subsidy that would

go to our program as soon as we were able to find out what the regu-
lations were going to be and sign our agreement.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Finally, Mr. Marshall, let me express agreement

with your statement on page 9 with respect to the administration's
proposal on the NDEA loan phaseout where you suggest, I take it,
that we should maintain present NDEA authorizations and begin a
phaseout—a phased cutback only when private lending institutions
are clearly in a position to take up the slack.
I should think, if we do determine to move in that direction, that

this would be a much wiser course of action and that we should not be
rushing into a cutoff of the NDEA loan program until such time, if at
all, but certainly not until we have had a chance to see how the 1965
guaranteed loan program works out.
Thank you very much.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Burton?
Mr. BURTON. No questions.
Mrs. GREEN. Mr. Marshall, on page 12 you stated that you believed

the private lending community could carry the full load of loans to
college students?
Mr. MARSHALL. You also said it might require adjustment in

interest rate. You see, under the Higher Education Act of 1965,
under the Federal guaranteed program, the Commissioner can raise
the interest rate to 7 percent if he wishes to do so. He is not author-
ized to do so under the State or the private nonguaranteed loans plans.
There is no authorization for him to take into consideration interest
rate. It seems to me, and Dr. Walker probably can speak more to
this point than I can, but it seems to me a more flexible provision, one
that is in this bill here which, under this bill, gives the Commissioner,
after consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury and others, the
authority to fix a nonprofit interest rate that should be charged by
banks who lend money to colleges.

It seems to me that some sort of provision like that would enable the
Commissioner to adjust interest rates up--and I hope Dr. Walker does
not hear me say this—also down as the condition indicates might be a
more sensible provision.
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Mrs. GREEN. Do you think they might go down next year?
Mr. MARSHALL. Having lived through 1921 and 1931 I know

interest rates can go down.
Mrs. GREEN. What do you think the interest rate then would need

to be adjusted to during the next year if you met the demands for
students loans, realizing that the GI bill has also been passed and that
there is the possibility of a greatly increased demand.
Mr. MARSHALL. Could I refer that question to Dr. Walker who is

more familiar with it?
Mrs. GREEN. And anything he says you approve of?
Mr. MARSHALL. He is the expert. The • guarantee funds will be

available.
Mrs. GREEN. Does United Student Aid now make loans to fresh-

men?
Mr. MARSHALL. Yes, we do. We have it on a limited basis. We

did it on a trial basis with 30 colleges some years ago and now we have
extended it. Some colleges don't want to make loans to freshmen.
They feel the freshmen should be given a scholarship and some
support.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Marshall.
Mr. MARSHALL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Mrs. GREEN. Our next witness is Dr. Walker, who represents the

American Bankers Association. Mr. Walker, we are very pleased
to have you before the committee this morning
We are most anxious to hear your comments on the bill which is

before the committee.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. WALKER, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, AMERICAN BANKERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. WALKER. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman, members
of the Special Subcommittee on Education. I have a short statement
which, with your permission, I would like to run through very quickly.
My name is Charles E. Walker. I am the executive vice president

of the American Bankers Association, which, incidentally, represents
97 or 98 percent of the 13,000-odd commercial banks in the Nation
and I appear today on behalf of the association to discuss with you
the administration's proposal for merging the student loan activities
of the National Defense Education Act into the guaranteed private
student loan program authorized in the Higher Education Act of 1965.
In order that our discussion may be placed in proper perspective,

it is probably best that I begin by outlining the current status of the
newly authorized guaranteed loan program.
As you are well aware, the American Bankers Association supported

the establishment of this new program. Even before the legislation
was approved by President Johnson we made a formal commitment
to support the objectives of this program through a resolution adopted
at our national convention in October of last year.

Since enactment, we have been working closely with the Office of
Education in developing the necessary regulations and procedures for
the implementation and operation of the program. Staff members of
the American Bankers Association, as well as individual bank officers,
have participated with educators, officials of State and private loan
insurance agencies, and representatives of other private lending insti-.
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tutions in numerous meetings concerned with hammering out the
practical details of the new program.

All of us, I think, had expected that the program would by now be
operational. Regrettably, the task of writing comprehensive regula-
tions has proved to be considerably more complex than was anticipated.
I do not make this observation in criticism; it is a statement of

actual fact. The Office of Education has been especially interested
and considerate of all the interrelated interests that must be coordi-
nated in order for the guaranteed loan program to succeed.
The Commissioner of Education and his staff are to be commended

for both the diligence and the patience which they have brought to
this undertaking. Hopefully, the regulations will be completed and
ready for publication before the first of April. Once that has been
done, the American Bankers Association can then begin in earnest the
job of educating our individual member banks as to the mechanics of
this program.
The task of generating widespread bank participation in the guar-

anteed loan program is certain to be challenging when viewed in the
context of our current economic climate. Even since the approval
of the Higher Education Act last November, events have taken place
which will make our job more difficult. In response to an intensified
demand for credit, which incidentally reflects the operation of a very
strong high level economic situation, banks have been forced to pay
a higher return to investors and savers in order to really retain time
and savings deposits and to attract the additional funds required to
meet demand. The combination of intensified demand and increased
cost on time and savings money is pushing loan rates upward.

Just last week the prime rate moved to 5% percent—a full point
higher than it was last November. Some banks are now paying the
maximum legal rate of 5% percent on certain time deposits. That is
the rate that commercial banks charge to the best rated business
customers, moved to 5% percent.

This fact must be considered within the context of the 6 percent
maximum rate chargeable on guaranteed loans under the 1965 act.
What was barely a break-even lending rate last summer is probably
a rate at which many banks would lose money today.
In making these observations, I most assuredly do not want to

leave the impression that our enthusiasm for the guaranteed loan
program has waned or that our determination to see this program
succeed has diminished.
We have made a commitment to the Congress and to the adminis-

tration to give this program our unqualified support. We intend to
fulfill that commitment. My purpose is rather to make certain that
the members of this subcommittee has no misconceptions as to the
size and the nature of the task which is before us.
I fully anticipate that the promotional, educational, and infor-

mational activities connected with our support of the guaranteed
loan program will prove to be one of the largest public relations
campaigns ever undertaken by the American Bankers Association.
Our first project will be a detailed description of the program's

procedures and requirements. This will go to each of our 18,000
members, the 13,000 head office banks and 5,000 branches.
We hope to have it prepared and on its way within 3 weeks after

the publication of the Federal regulations. A somewhat more elab-
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orate description of the program—perhaps in the form of a handbook—
will be prepared for each State bankers association to facilitate
promotion at the State level.
And hopefully to push action down to the grassroots level.
The subject of educational lending will be given prominent attention

in many of the national and regional meetings which this association
holds each year. Commissioner Howe and Associate Commissioner
Muirhead are scheduled to address some 3,000 bankers at our annual
installment credit conference in early April.

Several State bankers associations have already held conferences
on student lending and many more are scheduling conferences and
workshops. We shall give every assistance possible to such "grass-
roots meetings," in the form of both manpower and material.

Additionally we have been assured of the assistance and cooperation
of the Association of Reserve City Banks, which is comprised of 160
of the largest banks in the Nation. It seems likely that banks in
college towns may be faced with unusually heavy loan demand, despite
efforts to persuade students to go to their hometown banks for
accommodation.

Likewise some smaller banks may have difficulty in meeting all of
their loan requests. In anticipation of these problems, we have
asked the Reserve city banks to explore the possibility of developing
some special procedures—either utilizing normal correspondent bank-
ing channels or a national pool—to assist in situations where credit
shortages occur. An ad hoc committee has just recently been
appointed to study this problem.
Beyond this general type of advance planning we shall endeavor to

meet problem situations as they arise. We do know that some 20
State guarantee agencies will be in operation for the fall semester.
Additionally United Student Aid Funds, Inc., will be providing loan
insurance in many other St ates.
What the actual loan demand will be for the 1966-67 academic

year is very difficult to gage. Most estimates seem to fall in the
range of $400 to $700 million, which would mean a fourfold to five-
fold increase over the aggregate amount of private loans made to
college students for this academic year.
However, because of the interest cost subsidy contained in the new

program, the 1965 act, which will be available to nearly 90 percent
of the college students, current estimates may be far short of actual
demand.
This is a contingency which cannot be ignored.
This then is the background against which your committee should

examine the current proposal for a gradual merging of the NDEA
student loan program with the guaranteed private loan program. This
proposal first came to our attention in the President's budget message.
Our initial understanding was this this shift would become completely
effective in fiscal year 1967, which would mean that private credit
resources would have to supply about $200 million if the program was
to operate at authorized capacity.
It was on the basis of this understanding that I wrote my now well-

publicized letter to Senator Javits answering his request for the views
of the American Bankers Association with respect to this proposed
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change in the NDEA program. The substance of my reply was
contained in this paragraph of the letter:

Despite our gratification with the philosophy underlying the Administration's
recommendation, it is our considered judgment that implementation of that
proposal at this time might not be in the best interests of either the NDEA
program or the new guaranteed loan program.

It is estimated that the guaranteed loan program may well generate student
loan demand in the order of $500 million for the first academic year of operations.
Meeting such an initial demand, with credit resources already under heavy
pressure, is going to require a major effort on our part.

If, additionally, the $200 million in anticipated loan demand from the NDEA
program is shifted to the private sector, a situation could possibly develop which
might jeopardize the inception of the guaranteed loan plan and at the same
time not fully serve the important needs of the NDEA program. In short it
would seem that the better course would be for the private sector to concentrate
its energies and attention on a successful launching of the guaranteed loan pro-
gram, and to withhold a decision on the proposed change in the NDEA loan
program until the guaranteed private loan program has gained some experience
and maturity.

That letter received some attention in the administration and
subsequently we met with key administration officials, at which time
we reiterated our reasons for believing that it might not be altogether
prudent to attempt to shift the entire NDEA loan program to private
funding at the very time that preparations were being made to launch
the new guaranteed private loan program.
The same concern was expressed in a meeting of college and univer-

sity representatives at the Office of Education.
On the same morning that we met with administration officials

our general attitude was shared by those educators attending that
meeting.
The outcome of these discussions was the proposal now before your

committee. When this proposal was initially discussed in general
form with administration officials I told them that the alternative
approach would seem to provide an acceptable means for funding the
NDEA direct loan program for whatever transition period may be
deemed necessary, and I repeat that judgment today, sir. I should
add, however, and I did in the meeting with administration officials,
that the additional pressures on private financial markets resulting
from the borrowings by colleges or their student loan funds, or by the
Government in order to sustain a revolving loan fund, will further
restrict the ability of private financial institutions to meet other loan
demands.
Such demands must, of course include those which will result from

the inauguration of the guaranteed student loan program authorized
in the 1965 act. This probability will not diminish our determination
to help implement the provisions of the 1965 act, but it surely will
make the task more difficult.
To conclude, the fundamental problem confronting this committee

seems to me to be whether the funding of the NDEA student loan
program should at this time be shifted from the Government to
private financial institutions.

If the decision of the Congress is that such a shift is desirable,
then clearly the proposal in H.R. 13237—which would lend the
support of Government guarantees and a revolving fund established
through appropriations--is preferable to a complete phasing out of
the direct NDEA loan program at this time.
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And I did in the meeting with administration officials, and as
was demonstrated in the original budget message.
Thank you.
Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Dr. Walker.
On page 2 you indicate that your job will be much more difficult

now than it would have been last November. As I recall, the Amer-
ican Bankers Association was most reluctant to get in the first pro-
posal that was made last fall on the guaranteed loan provisions.
I have estimated the amount of loans. Now do you think this is

an accurate estimate? We are told by the academic community and
also by the Office of Education that about 85 percent of the students
who are now in college would qualify under the bill that was passed
last year with the $15,000 adjusted income.
We again have 5 million in college. This means 4 million-

4,250,000 students are eligible for loans. With a subsidized interest,
rate—that is, no interest in college and 3 percent afterward—it is in-
conceivable to me that a very high proportion of those students will
not be knocking at the doors of the colleges and also of the banks.
When you say $500 or $600 million is this your estimate of the

amount--
Mr. WALKER. Yes.
Mrs. GREEN (continuing). Do you think this is realistic considering

that the student can borrow up to a thousand dollars and there are
4 million students who would be eligible under the law and this does
not even consider the number of GI's who will take advantage of the
recent GI bill?
Mr. WALKER. Well, I would like to comment, if I might, first, on the

statement that we were most reluctant, too, with respect to the initial
program last year because there seems to be an implication

' 
and I

•got this also from reading the transcript of last week, that the big
problem that we were afraid of was in connection with the interest
rate.
We have also made clear that the 6 percent rate is simply a break-

even rate but this was not the initial problem so far as we were con-
•cerned. Our strong opposition to the original administration pro-
posal last year was that we believed a Federal guarantee program
,of that type would supplant, run out of business, the very, very good
State and nonprofit operations that had spruner

b 
up.

So there was no real difficulty with respect to the rate although we
•did feel that the 6 percent rate would be a break-even rate and make
our promotional operations a little more difficult.
I would like to come back to the rate later if you would like to discuss

it in the current context.
Secondly with respect to the estimate I am relying primarily on the

figures that have been accumulated one way or another by the Office
of Education and which I first heard about last autumn. Then
they were quoted more specifically, as I recall, in a meeting at the Office
of Education in December where Mr. Marshall and I and others and
Commissioner Keppel addressed a gathering of State education officials
and so forth throughout the country.
The picture that you paint, Madam Chairman, is one that could

happen an terms of the students, yes knocking on the doors and trying
to get the loans. But we have always felt, and our pronaotional
,activities will be geared in this direction, that an the first instance the
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commercial banks that are members of the ABA in their efforts to
screen out and meet this large demand should start at the lowest level
of the income strata.
In other words, if a given bank has allocated $200,000 to make

these loans and they feel that is all they can make under the circum-
stances, given all the factors that ,confront them and they have de-
mands for loans for $400,000, this could come from students of families
from, say, $3,000 up to $15,000 adjusted income, we feel very strongly
that the commercial banks, given equal factors, would make the loans
to the lowest levels.
I think you have to differentiate between the possible great thrust

of demands if all the students started knocking on the doors of the
bank and some will probably, and the amount that will be left after
screening, hopefully by the colleges and finally by the banks, and the
other lenders that are in the picture.
Mrs. GREEN. The law does not say that need shall be a factor in a

student getting a loan under the guaranteed loan program. When
this was presented to the committee it was solely on the basis that
Congress should provide loans for the middle-income family.

If your procedure is the one that will be followed, aren't you de-
feating the purpose for which the guaranteed program was set up?
Mr. WALKER. It works somewhat against the purpose of the intent

of the administration and the Congress with respect to this level up
to $15,000 but in our testimony all the way through the Congress we
emphasized strongly that we thought the impetus should be given to
meeting the neediest first and then over and beyond that, hopefully
over a period of years—this is partly a traditional problem—over a
period of years you could move up into the range that would even get
up into gross income that could run over $20,000 a year after you get
the adjustment into the picture.
I recognize fully that the Congress and the Office of Education and

the administration were talking about doing more and more for the
middle-income levels; but the fact remains, one, that these are then
not loans that must be made by compulsion.

This is true and the act that you passed. It is also true under the
original administration proposal. It would be true to the extent that
the Federal program goes into effect in any State which is not handling
its own affairs through a State plan or through United Student Aid
Funds.
In other words, when Congress provides a guarantee mechanism,

this means that the private financial institutions will make these
loans on a guaranteed basis to the extent they have the funds available
for this purpose, all other factors considered.
Now I think you have to recognize that the loan officers not only

of the banks but the savings and loan associations, the credit unions,
and whatever other institutions get into this lending operation, may
in certain instances have to ration the funds.

If so, then it seems to me that the need would be the major factor
at that time, other things equal.
Mrs. GREEN. You im )1y that there will be a quota, there will not

be sufficient funds for all of the students who would like to borrow.
Mr. WALKER. Well, what we mean by "would like to borrow," here

you get into other qualifications of the student—let us take a student,
for example, that comes in for a loan and here the student has a
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criminal record or has a record of going into debt and not paying it up,
he is just a very, very bad risk. And guarantees should not say any
student regardless of the background with respect to responsibility
even at the age of 17, 16, 18, where they may be borrowing, guarantees
do not say or imply that all loans should be made to all corners on
that basis.
As a matter of fact, you can do much more harm than good in pro-

viding credit on very lenient terms to any person who will not pay
the funds back. The expense involved in connection and following
up on these plus the unhappy aspect of having to go out and try to
collect a loan from a young person, this will just mean that any
financial institution will also be looking at credit worthiness.
I don't think I am wrong but, if I am, correct me, but Congress did.

not mean that every person who went to college regardless of back-
ground, regardless of grades, regardless of prospects, should be accom-
modated in this way.
Mrs. GREEN. You say credit worthiness. What about a student

from a very low income family? First, let me ask you, if this plan
goesinto effect would you expect the student to get the loan at the
bank in his hometown or the bank where the college is located?
Mr. WALKER. Hopefully in the hometown because it would put a

terrific burden on the banks in the university towns particularly
where they are not large cities. You take the town of my alma mater,
the University of Texas, Austin, Tex. if the students of the University
of Texas some 20,000 of them, should go in droves to those banks
they could not possibly accommodate the demand.
We hope to stimulate lending by hometown banks. We also hope

to work out the mechanism with the reserve city bankers so that
perhaps the banks in Austin, Tex., could again make additional
loans and then assign them, sell them in effect, to banks in Dallas, in
New York City, and in the larger cities.
Now credit worthiness, I want you to interpret that not in terms of

family income. I was talking about credit background, performance
that this particular young person might have shown in the past. As
far as the income level we would hope that the banks would lend more
as I said to the lower income level.
Mrs. GREEN. The student going to college has no record of credit

worthiness.
Mr. WALKER. Sometimes they do.
Mrs. GREEN. In most cases they would not. It would be their

family, would it not?
Mr. WALKER. I don't think the banks would operate basically on

the family's credit worthiness. I was giving an extreme illustration,
that if a student walked into a bank and had a very, very bad record
in terms of morals, in terms of record with the police, in terms of,
perhaps also credit, I don't think that the act implies that that person
should be given a loan especially if you have excess demand.
Mrs. GREEN. I have some more questions but we want to conclude

this at 11:30. Congressman Brademas.
Do you have questions?
Mr. BRADEMAS. I may have later.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Burton.
Mr. BURTON. No questions.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Sickles.



278 HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1966

Mr. SICKLES. No questions.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Hathaway.
Mr. HATHAWAY. NO questions.
Mrs. GREEN. All right, let me go back to the few that I have.
What will the interest rate be?
Mr. WALKER. Are we talking about the 1965 act?
Mrs. GREEN. The one that is before us.
Mr. WALKER. This would be on the, let us say that the loan paper

that the University of Texas would sell to banks in Texas or insurance
companies or pension funds or credit unions or any other financial
institution. This will be Government guaranteed.
As a consequence some people, and I noticed in the transcript, would

conclude that this rate would be the same rate that the Government
pays on its securities that are sold in financing Government debt.
This does not follow at all because this paper will not have the market-
ability and liquidity that, say, a U.S. Treasury bill will have that
matures at 90 days and any investor that purchases this Treasury
bill, and they are now going at 434 to 5 percent, can immediately turn
that into cash if he gets into a pinch for funds.
This will be more of a long-term commitment of credit. With the

Government guarantee I think I would agree with what Mr. Muirhead
said that the rate would probably range up close to 6 percent.

This has been the experience with some of the other paper that
the Government has marketed recently in connection with the pro-
posals in the President's budget to sell more assets to the private
financial system. Probably 534 to 6 percent but this is sort of guess-
ing, because then it depends in part upon the negotiating ability of
the college with the financial institution, the other relationships that
the college has with the financial institution, and so on.
Mrs. GREEN. Would you think that there would be sufficient funds

to make any loans to students from families having an income above
$15,000?
Mr. WALKER. Yes; I think there would be sufficient funds but I

think totally—to a considerable extent when you get into that range
these will be made by what we again call the banks' own plans and
would probably be loans to the parents.
It seems to me that when you get up into the $20,000, $25,000,

$30,000 income bracket, and speaking also as a parent, I would not
ask my child to go in and borrow money from a bank for this pur-
pose unless I was simply trying to pull a ring-a-ding to get the money
to pay off some other loan somewhere else.

Mrs. GREEN. If they make those, what interest rate do you antici-
pate will be charged?
Mr. WALKER. On these loan plans?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. WALKER. I think probably there are others in the audience

who are closer to that—to what the banks have done on that. I
would say they run probably close to the basic installment loan rate
which is on a simple interest rate of the banks will range from around
9 to 10 percent in that general area.
But when you are dealing with people up in the 30, 40 percent in-

come brackets, this is a deductible expense. As far as that is con-
cerned it is not a big factor when you come to the interest cost.
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Mrs. GREEN. On page 3 you state that you are sending out notices
to your 18,000 members which would be prepared and on their way
within 3 weeks after publication of the Federal regulations.
The colleges have impressed upon this committee the tremendous

urgency of some kind of decision because they have to make their
commitments to the students within the next couple of weeks. As
one person wrote, there is great chaos and confusion. What would
you be able to do this year in contributing to this program in terms of
the colleges' needs within the next couple of weeks?
Mr. WALKER. Again, Madam Chairman, are we talking about the

bill before you or the 1965 act?
Mrs. GREEN. We are talking about the bill before us because this

is the one that makes the drastic changes.
Mr. WALKER. These regulations that we are talking about are for

implementation of the 1965 act. As I recall, and I am getting into
an area where I have no close or direct knowledge, but as I recall the
meeting at the Office of Education with the educators, the thing that
they needed badly by April 1 or 15 is what would happen to NDEA.
Could they tell their students at this time that they would get the

money or would not? So what we do in terms of the guaranteed
program is not directly concerned with that. Either approach here
it seems to me which somebody named plan A or plan B last week,
I am not sure 
Mr. BRADEMAS. I am guilty.
Mr. WALKER. With either approach, let us suppose that the sub.. 

committeedecided to continue and too, the Congress, decided to
continue the NDEA approach of the last few years and in which you
have an authorization of $190 million or something like that already,
if this was the decision, then the colleges could get the word and they
would be all right.

If on the other hand this other approach is used, and this is just a
matter of financing, still the funds will be available. If the colleges
cannot get the money directly from financial institutions they can
get it from the Federal revolving fund.
So under either approach it seems to me money will be available.
Now we would be ready and willing and we said so in our meeting

with administration officials, we would be ready and willing to use our
good offices with banks in various localities. Let us suppose that the
colleges in Illinois had a need for these NDEA funds. If you are
taking the administration proposal we would be willing to talk with
bankers in Chicago and see if something could be arranged in terms
of a pool operation bringing in pension funds, trust funds, and various
other approaches.

Also to be considered there are many university endowment ac-
counts which could make these loans directly themselves for this
purpose.
Mrs. GREEN. Then if I understand it, you really are writing a

new criteria into the law in that you would administer a needs test?
Mr. WALKER. No, madam, I don't want to leave that impression

at all. I am saying this, If I am a loan officer in a commercial bank,
a savings and loan association or what have you, I don't have an un-
limited amount of funds to lend and especially do I not have here.
In March 1966, when the pressure on credit markets is intense and
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even when the administration plans to liquidate another 4 or 5
billion of Government financial assets in the next fiscal year, which
will make the situation even more intense, therefore since I do not
have unlimited funds and since the law states that this subsidy is
available up to this adjusted income level of $15,000, I will have to
make a decision, if I have x amount of money, and 2x demand, as to
how to ration this.
I can't get around it. Now I believe that every deserving young

man and woman in this country should be able to get a college educa-
tion but I think the logic of the approach is that you start with the
neediest first if you don't have enough to completely go around.
The situation has changed, I won't say drastically but has changed a

very great deal since last October and last November.
Mr. RADCLIFFE. Madam Chairman, may I ask a question at that

point?
Mrs. GREEN. Yes.
Mr. RADCLIFFE. You keep talking, Doctor, about a changed

situation. We all recognize that the credit market has changed. If
NDEA is phased out over a period of years, say by 1968, what assur-
ance do we have that the money market will not again change rapidly
and adversely to this type of loan?
Where would we be left, without a direct loan program, and with a

greatly tightened money market?
Mr. WALKER. I would suggest first of all that in terms of new

phasing out that it be done on the basis of a continual reexamination
of developments over this 3-year period, obviously you could not
commit a future Congress anyway but the point is that you should
take a look to see, No. 1, how our program is developing and we are
going to push it very, very hard and, second, whether it will tend,
as we hope it will, to fill the gap in this whole range that the Congress
intended to fill last year.

Second, as to the changing money market I think the best approach
here is to give some flexibility to the commissioner in establishing this
interest rate. We can sell break-even loans. We are going to make a
hard sell on that with our members. We can sell loss leaders but it is
that much more difficult to do so.
Mr. RADCLIFFE. In any money market in any amount?
Mr. WALKER. I am not going to forecast how tight this market is

going to get. No, not in any amount. In reasonable amounts, in
amounts that can do enough so that we think every deserving young
man and woman can get a college education. The difference of one
point now could make a great deal of difference with respect to whether
these loans were break even or loss leaders or not.
But if the administrator, the commissioner, had some power to

vary here, and it seems somewhat contradictory to us that he can
go 7 percent on a Federal program but only 6 percent on a State or
nonprofit program, if he had some power of variation such as is held
generally by FHA with respect to loans of that type, we think this
would be most helpful.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Brademas.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I would like to ask our witness several questions,

if I may. First let me say I appreciate very much the whole spirit
of cooperation with the several programs that your testimony evi-
denced.
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Let me ask a general question, if I may, Mr. Walker, about the
relationship between the NDEA loan program and the guaranteed
loan program in the 1965 act.

It has been the intention of Congress, I think it is fair to say, to
provide a variety of forms of financial assistance to meet the variety
of kinds of financial needs of different kinds of students.
The NDEA loan program is designed for needy students. As the

evidence that I quoted from the Office of Education survey this morn-
ing indicated, it has apparently been effective in that respect. Last
year we passed a guaranteed loan program which most of us, on
this subcommittee, at least, thought was aimed at helping middle
and upper middle income family students. Now the new proposal
before us is to shift from a form of financing aimed at helping needy
students to a program for helping middle income and upper income
students.
What happens to the needy student if we put all of the stress,

which it is proposed that we should do, on a guaranteed loan program
that is essentially middle and upper income oriented?
In other words, will the banks really loan money to needy students?

Have I made myself clear?
Mr. WALKER. I think you have, yes, sir. Yes, they will loan

money to needy students. I think Mr. Marshall's figures develop
this and definitely indicate that because, although he does not say it,
because he has other members outside the commercial banks.
It is mainly the commercial banks that make the loans to the United

Student Aid Funds. Those figures indicate that they will make the
needy loans. My experience with bankers who really have a deep
interest and feeling for this program, and this is the vast majority of
banks, is that they want to make it work and operate in the needier
cases because they think it is a good public service to do so.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Do you have some evidence to prove that assertion?
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Marshall's figures show that the vast majority

of the loans go, 58 percent to income levels of less than $6,000. Now
the USAF program is indeed the prototype of what Congress adopted
in the 1965 act.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I tell you why I have misgiving. I have in front

of me a telegram from a very distinguished constituent of mine, the
Reverend Father Theodore Hesburgh, president of the University of
Notre Dame, dated March 16:

Absolutely crucial that national defense loan program be continued 1 more
year so as not to leave a complete blank this year. Ninety banks invited to
discuss program and only two appeared.

Now, as I said at the outset, I have been gratified to see a sym-
pathetic attitude on the part of the bankers of the country toward the
1965 program and toward this general problem. But this kind of
wire upsets me very much because it does not indicate that the bankers
of the country are rushing to university campuses to sit down with
college presidents to talk about how they can help young people go
to college.
Mr. WALKER. May I ask this? Was the father referring to the

proposal for NDEA financing plan B, if I may put it that way, which
is the proposal in the bill we are considering?

66-9O2-66 19
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Mr. BRADEMAS. I must tell you in all candor that he does not say.
But my own feeling would be that he was talking about the 1965
guaranteed loan program or plan A or plan B. In any of those cases
if you invite 90 banks and you get only 2 that is not a very happy
result.
Mr. WALKER. I have to say two or three things about that. I

have to say: First, what was described to the banks as to what was
involved and what he wanted would be critically important.

Second, there are 337 banks in Indiana, Mr. Marshall informs me,
that are participating in the United Student Aid Funds program.

Third, if the father has concern, either about the financing of the
plan B route or interesting banks in the 1965 act, we are fully at his
disposal to stimulate interest and I guarantee him he will have more
than 2 out of 90 at any such meeting for that purpose.

Finally, the information has not been actually disseminated to our
18,000 banks yet as to the nature of this program because we are still
awaiting final regulations. It is going to come home to them and
come home very hard as soon as we can get the information.
I will be glad to follow up on that, Congressman, and talk directly

to him.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I wish you would. I think this whole problem

of communicating the facts about the program to the banks of the
country is a very important one about which we in Congress as well
as you ought to join.
We have been talking about these several plans. Plan A, the

immediate phaseout of the NDEA loans.
Mr. WALKER. In the budget message?
Mr. BRADEMAS. That is right, and a shift to the guaranteed

loan program of 1965; and plan B, which is a year's delay with an
indication of support for $150 million for the NDEA loan program.
I would like to propose plan C, which is that the administration

announce its intention to assure the colleges and universities of the
country the full funding of the $190 million authorization for Federal
contributions this next year to the NDEA loan program, and then
we can take a careful look at what ideas there may be brought before
us for putting greater reliance on the private lending institutions of
the country to share in the problem of student financing.
Mrs. GREEN. If the gentleman will yield, may I suggest that that

request has already been made by the chairman of the subcommittee?
Mr. WALKER. Then, in that respect, the only area where we are

qualified to judge is whether plan B would be a workable plan from
a financial standpoint.
We so told the administration. I so told you today. On the other

hand I can see many other considerations that could lead this sub-
committee and the Congress to feel that a very firm continuity of
policy, with respect to NDEA, has a great deal of merit.
We have been hopeful from the start, ever since we started discus-

sions, and they were long and arduous discussions with the adminis-
tration officials and others last year, that ultimately over a period of
5, 10 years, the private sector could meet all of this demand and could
fulfill what the Congress wants in terms of clear up to this $15,000
level.
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But the point is in starting in 1966, especially with the lateness of
our getting our promotional campaign going and out to the banks, I
think, and I am clarifying for the chairman of the committee here my
earlier remarks, I think when we have to make a choice in terms of
competing loan demands, both decency and public interest will re-
quire us, other things equal, to give the loan to the $6,000 student
rather than to the $15,000 student.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I am delighted to hear you say that because, if you

have followed the testimony in this subcommittee, one of the con-
tinuing preoccupations of most of us has been that if we move away
from the NDEA loan program to greater reliance on the private
banking system, we simply will find a relative drying up of funds for
the needy students of the country.
You have given us some evidence to suggest from the United

Student Aid Fund program that this need not happen but I would be
less than candid if I told you that I thought the evidence was com-
pletely compelling in this respect.
I can envisage in some parts of the country a Negro student walk-

ing into a bank, coming from a very poor background, though the boy
may be an able high school student, and be flatly turned down as a
poor risk and in other parts of the country a young white person might
have the same experience.
I personally am very sensitive about shutting off the faucet of

financial assistance for able but poor young people in this country. I
don't think we ought to rush into this course precipitiously.
Mr. WALKER. This is precisely what inspired my response to

Senator Javits.
Mrs. GREEN. I have one other question, Dr. Walker.
Now that you have brought the need element into it—and you can

define it in any way you wish—how would you work this out with the
college or university? Would you expect the college or university to
send a certificate that the student was in need?
Mr. WALKER. I am not sure about that. We will have to see the

regulations. We will have to do our own study as to what we would
suggest to the loan officer of the banks but in the normal state of
affairs they would get a financial statement from the borrower, if
he or she had any assets, and in addition, the financial situation
with respect to the family.
You see, you don't get away from this problem, Mrs. Green.

You still have the problem if you are just differentiating between
the applicant in the $15,000 family and the $14,000 family. It is the
whole scale here. Any bank lender would get as much financial
information as he could on the student and the family.
Mrs. GREEN. Congressman Reid.
Do you have any questions?
Mr. REID. Yes, Madam Chairman.
I would like to ask Dr. Walker one question. I am sorry I did

not hear all of your testimony. You said a moment ago in reference
to a question from my colleague, Congressman Brademas, that, as
between the needs of competing students from families with income
levels of $6,000 versus $15,000, it might be that you would opt more
for the $6,000.
I would like to ask a general question here. Has the American

Bankers Association made any kind of study of the needs of the middle-
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income family, which frequently is caught in perhaps the tightest
squeeze of all, with regard to the various programs that are available,
including NDEA, educational opportunity grants, and the guaranteed
loan program?
I think it's very important that there be appropriate relief for the

middle-income family, especially in light of the fact that college
costs are on the way up and by 1980 will be between $2,000 and $4,000,
depending on which factors you pipe into the formula.
How would you approach the needs of the middle-income family so

that increasingly no qualified American will be denied a college educa-
tion for lack of financial means?
Mr. WALKER. When you say income, what general range, Con-

gressman? Are you saying $10,000 to $20,000?
Mr. REID. I think there is a tendency on the part of the Congress

to relate a little too much to statistics and to precise areas. I think
the general definition of middle income is not in the low income and
obviously not in the higher ranges.
-I would not try to put a figure on it but I would say that a family in

the $10,000 to $15,000 range may have very real costs and, in some
cases, debts.
They may be professional people on relatively fixed incomes, and

the need for assistance to enable their child to go to college is just as
great as perhaps the low-income family. I am just wondering if you
have studied this sector of the need, because I think the middle-income
family has been too much ignored.
Mr. WALKER. We have made no statistical analysis. We have

given it considerable introspective examination and thought in view
of the action of Congress in setting the $15,000 level, and give the
adjustments that will be made in the regulations we are talking about
then up to $18,000 or $20,000 range.
The 1965 act opens another area there, and, given time to get it

going, hopefully in not too many years, that will help relieve the burden
on those groups.
In addition I would emphasize strongly that many, many commercial

banks have developed programs of loans to parents. I want to empha-
size the responsibility of the parent in this particular case if he is
making $18,000 or $20,000 a year, yes, he can get in a bind but I do
think he has some responsibility of planning ahead for educating his
children and some of the things that have been developed, including a
combination, if you start out 6 or 8 years in advance, you start out
on a saving plan which turns then into a loan operation at the time
the student gets into school, I don't think there is going to be any lack
of financial mechanism for taking care of these groups.
They are credit worthy, for one thing. Second, we are going to

give it every push that we can.
Mr. REID. Madam Chairman, if I might, I would appreciate very

much, Dr. Walker, if you could provide the committee with a little
analysis of this middle-income area with attention in particular to the
loan guarantee program of the Higher Education Act and whether
you think the criteria and the language in the act meet the needs of the
middle-income family with heavy college responsibilities.
Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to do that, sir.
Mr. REID. I would appreciate that very much.
(The document referred to follows:)
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Summary of loans endorsed, United Student Aid Funds, Inc., as of June 30, 1965

Number
of loans

Percent
of total

Principal
amount

Average
loan

Number
of lives

Average
per life

Family income:
Under $3,000 14,421 16. 9 $7, 430, 659. 62 $515 9, 281 $800
$3,000 to $5,999 35, 646 41. 9 18, 054, 123. 48 506 21,992 821
$6,000 to $7,999 18,469 21.7 9, 478, 660. 33 513 11,214 845
88,000 to $8,999 5, 472 6. 4 2, 882, 935. 04 527 3, 293 875
Above $8,999 11, 118 13. 1 6, 116, 362. 74 550 7, 166 854

Total 85, 126 100. 0 43, 962, 841. 21 516 52,946 830

Curriculum:
Liberal arts 21, 972 25. 8 11,436, 746. 67 521 13, 383 855
Professional_  10, 565 12.4 6,295, 040. 04 596 6,686 942
Engineering_  6, 564 7. 7 3,323, 118. 86 506 4, 035 824
Education 23,558 27. 8 11, 156, 715. 29 474 14, 421 774
Business 9, 054 10. 6 4, 650, 630. 16 514 5,674 820
Science 4, 800 5. 6 2, 406, 902. 50 501 3, 272 736
Other 8,613 10. 1 4, 693, 687. 69 545 5, 475 857

Total 85, 126 100. 0 43, 962, 841. 21 516 52, 946 830

Performance:
Excellent 7, 322 8. 6 3, 948, 934. 33 539 4, 709 839
Good 28, 717 33. 7 14, 915, 957. 31 520 18,446 807
Average 46, 414 54. 6 23, 716, 675. 08 511 27, 988 847
Not satisfactory  2,673 3. 1 1,381, 274. 49 517 1,803 766

Total 85, 126 100. 0 43, 962, 841. 21 516 52, 946 830

Mrs. GREEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Walker.
The committee will go into executive session at this time.
.(Whereupon, at 11 :4 0 a.m., the committee proceeded to the consid-

eration of further business in executive session.)
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Statements, Letters, and Telegrams Urging Continuation of Student
Loan Program

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN V. TUNNEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Chairman, I would like to vigorously protest the proposed cutback in
title III of the National Defense Education Act. The administration proposes
an appropriation of $150 million to continue National Defense Education Act
loans through the 1967 fiscal year.
I would like to urge this committee to not only restore the proposed cuts but

to expand the National Defense Education Act program.
The justification for such a cut is based primarily on the erroneous premise

that specialized equipment is now eligible for purchase under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965. Even though some instructional items do
qualify, under certain conditions, there is still a tremendous vacuum of need for
equipment and materials for California's children and schools who do not qualify
for assistance under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Many of
these needs are now being met through the efforts of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act.
The State of California Department of Education has informed me that a de-

crease in the National Defense Education Act funds would severely damage the
State's educational system. I have received similar protests from schools in
my district.
The National Defense Education Act has been one of the most popular and

successful federally financed programs in the history of California education.
In California, emphasis was placed upon curriculum development as a basic

objective of the program so that grants for equipment and materials were made
in support of specific instructional improvement rather than merely a method of
acquiring material.
The National Defense Education Act experience in California has proven that

it is possible to use Federal funds with a minimum of Federal control, while stimu-
lating dramatic change in the directions desired by the authors of the Federal
program.
One of the major advantages of National Defense Education Act has been to

encourage innovation and experimentation on the part of the local school districts.
The use of National Defense Education Act funds is for instructional equipment
and materials has resulted in significant improvement of the instructional facilities
made available to teachers.
Elementary and Secondary Education Act funds are basically designed for

underprivileged areas, and the criterion for "underprivileged" is tied to the family
income. While this fills a definite need, there are still many school districts in
California with average or better family incomes, that are basically poor districts
because of a large dependent military student population and little or no industry
or business for taxable funds. In order for this type of district to conduct a
quality type of educational program, it must often turn to National Defense
Education Act as a source for assistance in acquiring equipment and materials
necessary to keep up with changing education demands.
The philosophy of matching funds for educational programs is a healthy one.

It contains the concept of incentive aid which has strong appeal to the public and
educators. It leaves the local district as an active participant in the program, as
well as in the control of funds, while at the same time includes the State as a part-
ner for the improvement of instruction by means of Federal funds.

287
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In California many school administrators if given their choice would prefer
categorical aid similar to National Defense Education Act as proposed to lump-
sum grants. The reason for this is that the lump-sum grants often become an
expansion of a basic type program with little or no thought for experimentation or
innovation, whereas categorical aid designed to improve definite subject areas
often results in the creation of new ideas in education.

There is tremendous demand by school districts for existing National Defense
Education Act funds. During the first 4 years of the administration of National
Defense Education Act funds in California, the State department of education
reported that approximately $10.9 million in Federal funds were granted to 887
pchool districts enrolling over 80 percent of the State's total average daily attend-
ance. The demand for National Defense Education Act funds during the next
4 years increased at an even more appalling rate. The 1965-66 school year was
an excellent example of this increased demand. While operating on a budget of
less than $5 million, the California State Department of Education received ap-
provable requests exceeding $13 million. It was impossible to even begin to
meet these demands. This necessitated participants cutting back their original
plans
' 

thus suppressing some of the educational creativity and innovation devel-
oped by local districts.
Mr. Chairman, I believe this information clearly shows the value of continuing

the National Defense Education Act program. I am therefore opposed to any
reduction of National Defense Educational Act appropriations under title III for
the 1966-67 fiscal year.
I would also like to present my views on the need for expanding the National

Defense Education Act to include health, physical education, and recreation.
Title III of this act was originally designed to strengthen instruction in science,
mathematics, and foreign languages. Since the National Defense Education
Act became law in 1958, title III has been amended twice. In 1964 title III was
amended to include English, reading, history, geography, and civics as critical
subjects worthy of receiving financial assistance, and in 1965 economics and
industrial arts were added to the list. I propose today that this list of critical
subjects cannot be complete without the additional inclusion of health, physical
education, and recreation.
The passage of the National Defense Education Act was occasioned by a sudden

challenge to our scientific and technological supremacy—the launching of the
Russian sputnik in 1957. We have since then attempted to meet the challenge
of the space race and have even established the National Aeronautics and Space
Agency to administer our space progress.
However, even before the advent of the Russian satellite, our Nation realized

that we were lagging behind in another area, the area of physical fitness. In
1954 Drs. Hans Kraus and Sonja Weber announced the results of 15 years of
testing with over 7,000 children in the United States

' 
Austria, Italy, and Switzer-

land. Their findings indicated that over 35 percent of the American youngsters
failed one or more of six tests given to measure strength and flexibility.
The results of this study gave impetus to the creation of the President's Council

on Youth Fitness in 1956. President Eisenhower stated at his first Conference on
Youth Fitness:
"National policies will be no more than words if our people are not healthy

of body as well as of mind. Our young people must be physically as well as
mentally and spiritually prepared for American citizenship."
The President's Council was later expanded in 1963 to also include adults and

the name was changed to the President's Council of Physical Fitness.
Unfortunately, the President's Council on Physical Fitness cannot possibly

reach every school system in the United States concerned with health, physical
education, and recreation. According to a report to the President on 4 years of
fitness from 1961 to 1965, 14 States did not even have a full-time person in their
State education agency to provide leadership in health, physical education, and
recreation; a shortage of health and physical education specialists was noted in the
elementary schools; and many physical education teachers and recreation leaders
were inadequately trained.
Many of these weaknesses could be alleviated under title XI of the National

•Defense Education Act. This title authorizes institutions of higher education to
operate institutes for advanced study to improve the qualification of teachers.
If title XI were expanded to include teachers of health, physical education, and
recreation, we could eradicate President Kennedy's reference to "soft Americans."
The technology which originally grew out of our energy and skill now deprives

us of the activity necessary to healthy physical development. It is therefore
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necessary to have better trained teachers, with a knowledge of new materials,
to replenish the physical activity erased by an age of automation.
As recently as last year, tests were given to measure physical fitness of pupils in

one-half of the Nation's schools. Of those tested, about one-third failed to achieve
the desired level of performance. No matter what tests are used or where they are
given, the results always tell the same story: Americans are not as fit as they were
a generation ago, or as fit as the people of other lands today.
We cannot afford to sit and watch another generation of chairborne children.

As a prominant New York doctor has stated:
"Educators sometimes lose sight of the body in their enthusiasm to develop

the mind. A brilliant mind in a dead body isn't worth much."
In order to insure healthy minds and bodies to all Americans, I urge you to

consider the expansion of the National Defense Education Act to include health,
physical education, and recreation.

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF DR. Lois H. ROTH, AREA REPRESENTATIVE, EDU-
CATION; AND DR. VICTORIA SCHUCK, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM COM-
MITTEE OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN

Madam Chairman and members of the subcommittee, for purposes of the record
we provide the following information. AAUW is an organization of 171,000
members, organized in 1582 branches in the fifty states, Guam, and the District
of Columbia. Following sessions during which such legislation as the Higher
Education Act of 1965 was discussed in terms of national educational needs, the
delegates at the most recent national convention of the Association, held in
Portland, Oregon in June 1965, adopted, by an overwhelming majority, the
following item as a part of its Federal Legislative Program for the 1965-67
biennium.

Support of a constructive educational policy, under existing constitutional
provisions. We favor such objectives as—

A balanced educational program of quality at all levels
An adequate supply of competent and qualified faculty at all levels
Adequate financial support under state and local control for public edu-

• cation at all levels, with consideration of the problems of school districts
where large tracts of land are under governmental jurisdiction

Reduction of financial barriers to higher education for qualified students
Financial assistance to regionally accredited institutions beyond the high

school for the improvement and expansion of staff and facilities
Adequate libraries and library services
Advancement of the educational and cultural use of radio, television,

films, and other media of communication, with attention to related techn-
logical developments
A National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
An Advisory Council to the President on Education, or a Department of

Education headed by an officer at the Cabinet level
This Subcommittee, we know, is very much aware of the Association's interest

in advancement of higher education from its support of the National Defense
Education Act, the Higher Education Facilities Act, and the Higher Education
Act of 1965. Many of our members are associated professionally with higher
education while others have worked as volunteers to establish new institutions
or to strengthen existing ones. Correspondence reaching our national office
from all parts of the country reports cooperation with other groups in meeting
state educational needs. In fact the drive to establish one community college
began in an AAUW branch study group on education. This same small group
of women has now participated in the preliminary study, passage of legislation,
construction and staffing of the third community college in the county in which
the branch exists. Over a period of several years,- our Michigan AAUW Division
has conducted a study of Michigan taxes and has come up with tax reform recom-
mendations which it presented to 95 of Michigan's 143 state legislators at a
luncheon meeting in February of this year. This tax study and the resulting
recommendations were inspired by the Michigan AAUW Division's knowledge
of school needs, from primary through graduate school, knowledge the Division
had garnered from earlier school finance studies.
We report this type of AAUW activity to this Subcommittee to demonstrate

-to you that we in AAUW have first-hand knowledge that the time has passed
when local colleges and universities can receive adequate support from local sources.
The AAUW has great interest in H.R. 13174, H.R. 13237.
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We wish to support Title I. The $7 million which would be provided under
Title I to state commissions for planning studies of construction by both individual
institutions and state commissions to us seems very important.
In the face of available data it seems unlikely to us that the $435 million for

matching grants for undergraduate facilities, the $60 million for matching grants
for graduate facilities, and the $200 million in loans for graduate and under-
graduate facilities will meet the demands which will be made this year. We
suggest the urgency of a state-by-state survey of predicted enrollments and of
existing facilities in order that realistic appropriations be requested for the next
several years.
In our statement to this Committee last year, we spoke to the importance

of strengthening developing institutions. One of our greatest concerns in AAUW
over the past two decades has been that the nation's schools be assured "an ade-
quate supply of competent and qualified faculty at all levels." We believe
programs aiding these institutions in improving both their faculties and their
administrative procedures are invaluable. We have some doubt that the $30
million requested for extension of assistance to developing institutions will be
adequate to achieve the progress which should be made in fiscal 1967.
We believe provision of facilities and student assistance programs of equal

importance with provision of teachers. Therefore we must support a student
loan program. The reports from our members who have been involved in the
implementation of the National Defense Education Act student loan program
leave no doubt about its success. We are doubtful that the changes proposed
in the pending bill, to substitute for the NDEA program a loan program carried
out through commercial channels, should be made so suddenly.
The guaranteed loan program of P.L. 89-329 has not been in effect for a long

enough period to make judgments about its usefulness. We in AAUW would
like to postpone any recommendation from the Association on extensive and
rapid expansion of this type of program until more experience with subsidized
interest programs has been reported upon.
Thank you for again extending the privilege of submitting the Association's

views to this Subcommittee.

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY,
Corvallis, Oreg., March 7, 1966.

Mrs. EDITH GREEN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Various newspaper reports have indicated a proposed

decrease in the National Defense Student Loan Program effective with the
1966-67 fiscal year. We understand the Administration is proposing to replace
the National Defense Student Loan Program with the new Federal Guaranteed
Loans as established in the Higher Education Act of 1965. This proposal is a
matter of grave concern to Oregon State University.
We now have notes receivable in our National Defense Student Loan Fund of

approximately two million dollars. We were pleased to note that a section in the
Higher Education Act of 1965 provides a relief in meeting the administrative
expenses of this program. While the U.S. Office of Education has not yet pro-
vided us with the details concerning the use of the funds provided by this section,
it is our desire to secure the necessary personnel to effectively administer this
large program. While this need for additional personnel is a matter of great
importance at this time, we are vitally concerned with the future of the National
Defense Student Loan Program as it relates to the type of accounting and collec-
tion activities we wish to establish. We believe it is important to evaluate a
number of alternatives at this stage which will be conditioned by the continued
growth of this program or its possible immediate phasing out.
We would appreciate your advising us of the current proposals being con-

sidered by the Congress and also would appreciate your reactions concerning the
probable outcome. As we are interested in arriving at our decision as soon as
possible, your prompt attention and airmail reply to our letter will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
FRANK JONASSON,
Assistant Dean of Men.
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CONCORDIA COLLEGE,
Moorhead, Minn., March 3, 1966.

[Ion. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.0 .
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Would you please inform me of your position on the 1966-

1967 funding of the National Defense Student Loan Program. I am aware that
it is not funded at an operational level in the President's budget message. Will
Congress follow his lead or could it be funded again?
The Guaranteed Loan Program may be an excellent replacement to the NDSL

in time; however, to expect it to carry the load for this year seems impossible.
Concordia College has been a substantial user of the USA Loan Program as a

supplement to the NDSL Program. This year for example some 200 of our
students will borrow from their local banks through this program. On December
1, 1965, we had used $390,000 since the USA beginning. Many banks are still
not USA participants, and even with the repayment guarantee our eligible students
are often refused USA loans, by bankers. We still have problems with this
several year old program. How can we expect all guarantee loan amendments,
operational machinery, and publicity to be completed in time for the coming
school year?
When the guarantee loan does function imagine this problem. A poor boy,

the type Educational grants and the Work Study Programs are designed to put
into college, being told to go to his banker for a college loan. From my experience
the bankers are willing, not anxious, to make the low interest loan to the children
of substantial families; however, the poor boy will in most instances have trouble.
He will also be hesitant to go to the banker in the first place. Since the loan is
necessary to match the Educational Opportunity Grant this program may also
be ruined.

Please do what you can to continue the NDSL Program at its full level for
1966-1967. If it is to be phased out in favor of the Guaranteed Loan do it over
the three year period as planned in the 1958 Education Act.

Yours very truly,

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington. D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Although I've written you recently regarding the contin-

uation of the NDEA loan program I wonder if I might bring to your attention
further material on this. The attached news clipping is from the student news-
paper and it describes the action of the Faculty Senate's activity in response to
the threatened end of the program.
Not covered in the news item is the point made by our director of student

financial aid to wit.
"Since 1958, when the National Defense Student Loan program was established,

4,669 students have borrowed to attend the University of Washington. On July
1, 1965, (the end of our last fiscal reporting period), some 1,831 of these accounts
were in some stage of repayment, and of this number 58 were delinquent. This
represented slightly more than 3% of payments due. A delinquent payment
here is defined as one three months overdue. Commercial banks, many of which
use six months to define delinquency, commonly believe five and six percent to
be about average for orclins.ry commercial loans. (letter of Mr. William Baker,
March 11, 1966).
Thus we have had what any fair minded person would regard as a favorable

experience in terms of repayment and have reached a very substantial number
of students through the NDEA approach.
One final point that seems to me to commend the continuation of the program,

viz, that the program creates a degree of flexibility of choice for female students
who are otherwise caught up in what we might term "differential expectations"
as to educational accomplishment. The existence of prejudicial attitudes toward
females was driven home for me the other day when a bright young junior coed
related that her parents, hardworking lower middle class people, felt committed
to see her through an undergraduated degree but didn't understand why she
might want to go to law school and didn't believe that their budget could be

EDWARD N. ELLENSON,
Financial Aids Officer.

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON,
Seattle, Wash., March 11, 1966.
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stretched to assist her through. Now this girl has a grade point average of 3.8on a four point scale, she has a bright and quick mind, and generally would con-tribute much to the intellectual quality of the Bar. Of course no one can askfor legislation for individual dilemmas, but I wonder how many females drop bythe waysides of our higher educational institutions primarily because in theirfamily backgrounds, educational achievement of a high order is not somethingexpected for the female child. There must be thousands of young coeds fromupper-working class and lower-middle class families caught up in this box.In any event I hope that it will be possible for the House Committee on Educa-tion and Labor to take favorable action in continuing the loan program.Sincerely,
JOHN E. CROW,
Assistant Professor.

[University of Washington Daily, Mar. 11, 19661

FACULTY SENATE ASKS L.B.J. To RETAIN LOANS

(By Rob Harper)

The University Faculty Senate and the Administration have sent letters to
Washington, D.C. urging the retention of the National Defense Education
(NDEA) student loans program.

Jock Heverling, drive coleader, said that 5,260 signatures have been collected
so far on student petitions.

Frederick P. Thieme, University vice president, wrote a letter and sent it this
week to the Washington Congressional delegation.
Thieme wrote, "It is our conclusion that * * * the new federally guaranteed

loan program, established under the Higher Education Act of 1965, cannot meet
the needs of students at the University of Washington as the NDEA and the
Health Professions Program have done * * * in recent years."
Thieme enclosed with the letter a report by William L. Baker, director of

financial aids.
Thieme wrote, "Mr. Baker indicates that approximately 1,600 students are now

attending the University on student loans, averaging $700 each.
"The great majority of these students, according to Baker, tending the Univer-

sity because can expect little or no assistance from home and are attending the
University because * * * of the NDEA programs."
Thieme urged "support of Health Professions Student efforts to keep the

NDEA and Loan programs until reasonable assurance can be given that * * *
eligible students * * * can be provided assistance under the new programs."
The Faculty Senate's letter was written after a resolution introduced by Prof.

Melvin Rader to continue the NDEA students loans was unanimously endorsed.
The Senate's letter was sent to President Johnson and the Washington Con-

gressional delegation. It was written by Prof. Barnet Baskerville, chairman of
the Senate.

Baskerville wrote that the Senate was apprehensive about any proposals to
eliminate the present financial arrangements of the NDEA student loan program.

HENRY FORD COMMUNITY COLLEGE,
Dearborn, Mich., March 28, 1966.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: May I take this opportunity to sincerely

thank you on behalf of some of our present students and some unknown future
students who will have need of direct financial aid from the government under
the NDEA program.

It is indeed refreshing to see a Subcommittee of Congress who has obviously
listened to the many voices and responded to their requests.
As I wrote to Representative Dingell (our representative), I cannot understand

the President's position in this matter. I can only hope that he has been very
much misinformed by his advisers. As a financial aid director I would, of course,
personally feel delighted that the proposed phase-over to the guaranteed loan
fund would mean in effect taking colleges out of the loan business, but only at the
sad expense of our students.
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I would hope that Congress would study this matter thoroughly and provide
for a reasonable and organized phase-over so that the student will not be harmed
in the process.

Again, thank you for your courage and for the committee's faith in young
people. I think the statement that you made as reported in the Higher Education
and National Affairs periodical published by the American Council on Education,
"This Subcommittee feels an obligation to keep faith with the colleges and univer-
sities across the country" as stated by Representative Edith Green, Subcommittee
Chairman, is a statement that the rest of your colleagues could well afford to
heed seriously.

Sincerely yours,

Representative EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: AS you well know, President Johnson is pro-

posing a "phase out" of the National Defense Student Loan Program.
It is my belief that the present system of loans is more than adequate; in fact,

I am definitely opposed to any tampering with this highly successful program.
I fear that this new section of HR 13174 would not only cripple the efforts of many
colleges in their loan programs, but would kill them.

St. Benedict's College had no loan for students until the National Defense
Education Act provided one.
One of the great strengths of the present system is the very efficient and inex-

pensive institutional handling of the loan funds. I feel that officials of the colleges
are well qualified to manage student NDEA loans. I am convinced that the
program as recently amended is the best means of really helping needy students
get an education at extremely low cost to the government.
The enclosed copy of the report of Senator Ralph Yarborough's viewpoint

echoes my own.
Representative Green, your positive action against this section would greatly

assist the work of higher education.
Sincerely,

REGINALD J. DAVIES,
Director of Student Financial Aid.

ST. BENEDICT'S COLLEGE,
Atchison, Kans., March 14, 1966.

Father ALCU1N HEMMEN, O.S.B.
President.

WAYNESBURG COLLEGE,
Waynesburg, Pa., March 24, 1966.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the

continuation of the National Defense Student Loan Program for the coming
fiscal year. I was most pleased about the recommendation of the House Sub-
committee on Education that the program be continued as originally recommended
at the $190,000,000 level.
May I reiterate the statement which I made in my letter of January 28. At

that time I indicated that both the National Defense Student Loan Program
and the new Guaranteed Interest Loan Program could exist side by side and the
one should not supplant the other.

Very sincerely,
ALEXANDER G. SIDAR, Jr.,

Dean of Student Life.
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ANTIOCH COLLEGE,
Yellow Springs, Ohio, March 17, 1966.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: It is most heartening to read that your subcommittee has

been opposing the proposals of the Office of Education to eliminate the National
Defense Student Loan program in the 1966/67 academic year.
That proposal was so capricious and destructive to orderly planning that it is

hard for me to understand how it was ever seriously thought of.
Apart from what I would have to call irresponsible timing, the proposal itself

fails to recognize the importance of loans as a part of the total financial aid coun-
seling which colleges are increasingly rendering to their students. Thanks in a
large measure to the NDSL, the "package" concept of aid has become broadly
accepted; that is, the sharing of costs between the college (scholarship grants)
and the student (loans against future earnings). The trouble with the guaranteed
loan program, and all programs like it, is that the control of the loan funds, both
as to recipient and amount, passes from the financial aid officer to the individual
student and the loaning bank.
I hope the staunch efforts of your committee to build and maintain a sensible

federal program will continue, and I hope that that program will recognize that
the administration of loan funds needs to be retained by the colleges.

Sincerely yours,
MORTON A. RAUH, Vice President.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS,

Amherst, March 21, 1966.
HOD. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: With the establishment of the Federal Guar-

antee Loan Program under the Higher Education Act of 1965 there has arisen a
proposal in the new Federal Budget to cut back the N.D.E.A. Loan Program.
Although on the surface a seemingly fine proposal, I wish to point out that this
poses a tremendous threat to financial aid for our students and for students
everywhere. This is not only my opinion but the consensus of some seventy-five
financial aid officers representing as many colleges who were in attendance at the
meeting of the College Entrance Examination Board held at Providence College
on January 27 and 28.
As you are aware, we attempt to assess the financial need of each student who

is to receive financial aid. Financial need is the difference between the total
family and student resources against the total cost of attending the college or
university for one year. In providing aid, we try to give a package of financial
aid, including some scholarship money, some loan money, and some work-study
money.
In the past, our aid in Massachusetts has been supplemented by the Higher

Education Loan Plan conducted by the commercial banks wherein students
could borrow directly from the bank at a VA % interest rate, repayable in three
years after graduation. This HELP Program, as it was known, was an excellent
supplement to the financial aid offered in the colleges in Massachusetts to date,
in that the majority of colleges, like ourselves, do not have enough money to
meet the total financial need of all the students. It was expected that the
Guarantee Loan Program would supplement this and do likewise. However,
now it is evident that the intent is to have it eventually supplant the total
N.D.E.A. Loan Program.
There are five points I wish to make in opposition to this move and please

let it be understood that in no way do I wish to see the National Defense Loan
retained simply to have more work in financial aid offices for we have more
than we can handle as it is. As you know, the N.D.E.A. Loan Program was
one of the finest pieces of legislation to aid students financially and to drop it or
even gradually fade it out for the Guarantee Loan Program would result in the
following problems:

1. We in financial aid would be unable to completely assess the amount the
student was obtaining for his assistance during the year since many of the banks
are reticent to inform us of the loans they have made to students. Thus it
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would be possible for a student to receive $1,000 from us in financial aid and
also to receive a $1,000 loan from the bank. Even if the bank sent the check
directly to the University, the student still could draw the excess cash after his
payments were made from the money we had granted for his bills. Thus students
could obtain money in this manner to buy cars or for any use other than education.

2. Students could borrow this money and give it to their parents to invest or
to put in another bank at 43' % interest, thereby gaining 1M % interest. There
is little likelihood that many people would do this, but it is a possibility.

3. Most important of all, many students would fail to receive aid through this
source because the banks have frequently turned down students under the Higher
Education Loan Plan feeling that students are a poor risk on a three year loan
basis. Thus they are apt to turn down more students on the ten year loan basis
and, since we would not have loan funds of our own, the student would be left
without proper financial assistance.
4. It is rumored that the bankers, while having given lip service to accepting

this program, have privately indicated their complete displeasure with the pro-
gram and their feeling that they will be reluctant to make this type of loan to
students in any great quantity.

5. Although not a banker, it seems evident to me that the banks will realize
that their money could be more useful by being loaned three times over rather
than once during a ten year period.
I am aware that on the surface the idea of substituting the N.D.E.A. Loan

Program with the Guarantee Program looks very fine in terms of no longer
dispensing institutional matching funds and also relieving us of the tremendous
loan collection problem under the N.D.E.A. Loan Program, but I feel that these
two points, however beneficial to us, are completely overshadowed by the potential
loss of having appropriate and well regulated financial aid programs for our
students.
The ideal program in my opinion would be the National Defense Loan Program

distributed and granted through the student personnel services of the colleges
and universities, but with a collection process developed by the Federal Govern-
ment perhaps operated through some central state agency.

ROBERT J. MORRISSEY,
Director, Placement and Financial Aid Services.

HOOD COLLEGE,
Frederick, Md., March 18, 1966.

Hon. CARLTON R. SICKLES,
Congressman at Large From Maryland,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN SICKLES: I hope we may count on your active support of

an adequate program to continue the student loan provisions of the National
Defense Education Act at least through the 1967 fiscal year. Right now many
thousands of high school seniors, who have counted on N.D.E.A. loans to finance
their first year in college beginning this September, are perplexed to discover
that their well-laid plans for a college education have been suddenly destroyed
by termination of the National Defense Student Loan Program before any
realistic provision was made for an adequate substitute.
The Administration-sponsored legislation (introduced March 1) which would

immediately extend the student loan program through an appropriation of
$150,000,000 for this purpose, was a hopeful move which would have helped fill
the then-existing void. I understand, however, that this intended interim
measure has just been voted down in Committee. As I am sure you recognize,
this reduction from the previous level of $190,000,000 still caused anxiety through-
out the country.
Right now colleges from coast to coast are determining which of the many

deserving applicants they are able to admit to their academic programs for the
year beginning September 1966. Since a large number of these applicants
are dependent on loans (in addition to any available scholarship funds which
can be provided), a substantial amount of disorder has been imposed upon college-
admissions processes this spring because of the untimely attempt to shift from the
N.D.E.A. loan program to a privately financed and federally guaranteed loan
system.
I understand that the Administration now hopes to work out an orderly transi-

tion from the former to the projected loan system over a three-year period.
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This would appear to be entirely feasible but there is an urgent and immediate
need now to continue N.D.E.A. student loans at substantially the $190,000,000
rate which prevailed last year.
I know that deserving middle-income families throughout the country—as

well as college and university administrators who seek to assist them in their
educational planning—will be grateful for whatever steps you may take to resolve
this critical problem as soon as possible.

Sincerely yours,

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: May I add our voice to those urging a continuation of the

National Defense Student Loan Program as presently constituted. McKenzie
College is a nonprofit institution, accredited by The Accrediting Commission for
Business Schools as a two-year business school. We have been awarded a fund
of $100,000 for the current college year under this program, and it has been put to
excellent use.

Approximately 75 percent of the fund has to date been committed to about 100
students in McKenzie College. Since this institution has always catered primarily
to young people right out of high school in the largely rural, and sometimes quite
distressed, areas, I am convinced that these youngsters would not have been able
to go to college anywhere were it not for this NDEA fund assistance.
We have applied for twice the above amount for next year because of the tre-

mendous need in our section (it borders the Appalachia region). In our current
recruiting program we are finding two to three times as many who will need this
help as we did last year. In our function of locating bright, deserving young
people in our area of service, we bring them into our community, train them in
one to two years, and then help place them in good jobs. We are currently re-
ceiving around ten calls for good jobs for every one person we have to send out.
These young people, for the most part, have neither the time nor the funds for a
4-year college education. We are, therefore, filling a real need for the type of
student for which many of the federally sponsored programs in education today
are designed.
The guarantee loan programs enacted last year still have not been implemented,

and we are unable to obtain any real information regarding them. Cutting off
the NDEA program now would, therefore, work a real hardship on several hun-
dred youngsters in this section who have been counting on this aid and who prob-
ably would be unable to attend without it.
Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

RANDLE ELLIOTT, President.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Thank you very much for your kind and explanatory

letter of several days ago in answer to mine urging the retention, at least for the
time being, of the National Defense Student Loan Program as it is now constituted.
May I also express to you my most sincere personal appreciation and feeling of

gratitude for your having used my letter, among others, for insertion in the Con-
gressional Record in connection with your committee's report.
I am, of course, most pleased at the refusal of the House to accede to the Ad-

ministration's request for phasing-out of this program. I must confess, however,
Mrs. Green, that I do hope that something can be worked out which will obviate
the necessity for our having to go into the "collection business" on a large scale.
Like so many other small colleges, we are just really not equipped to do a top-
notch, efficient job of collecting money.
Thank you again for your kindnesses. If we may be of any services to you in

any way, we should be more than happy to do so.
Very sincerely yours,

MCKENZIE COLLEGE,
Huntsville, Ala., March 12, 1966.

ROY MCKENZIE, Jr., President.

MCKENZIE COLLEGE,
Huntsville, Ala., April 6, 1966.

ROY MCKENZIE, Jr., President.
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Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

CHATHAM COLLEGE,
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
Pittsburgh, Pa., March 30, 1966.

DEAR MRS. GREEN: The drastic cut in the President's budget for National
Defense Student Loans is most distressing. I was happy to read that the adminis-
tration's new Higher Education bill proposes an appropriation of $150,000,000
to continue the program during the 1967 fiscal year. I am especially happy that
the House Sub-Committee voted unanimously that the administration spend the
originally authorized $190,000,000. I am confident from your record and former
positions that you will support the increase.
This letter is not only in support of the original appropriations, but to urge the

continuation of the National Defense Student Loan program. NDSL program
has had a considerable influence on Chatham College. Before the program we
were able to give loans to only 7% of our financial aid students. This year 92%
of the students on financial aid are receiving NDS loans. We have thus been
able to meet more adequately the financial needs of our students. The NDSL
program was influential in our changing our own small loan program from a
rather complicated one with higher interest rates to a more liberal program. Our
students are working approximately half the number of hours they worked prior to
1958. More students have continued to graduate to professional schools since
the loan repayment can be deferred.
As the bill intended, it has encouraged more students to enter the teaching field.

It has enabled Chatham to recruit more students from low-income groups and to
offer them more financial awards that cover complete costs. When the Work-
Study program first started, Chatham found that it had a high percentage of
eligible students for the program.
Perhaps the most important defense for NDSL is that it enables a college

financial aid office to give a student the best possible financial aid package.
Financial aid is awarded only after a complete analysis of a student's financial
resources, personal and family circumstances, health, and potential earnings.
The ratio of grant, work, and loan is allocated according to each individual's
needs.

Sincerely,

Hon. EDITH GREEN,.
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: May I take this opportunity to express my

concern regarding the future of the National Defense Student Loan Program and
its impact on higher education in this country. While I recognize that President
Johnson has restored most of the funds in this year's appropriation, I am never-
theless concerned that any future phase-out of this program be done in a manner
which is not harmful to those persons it was originally intended to help. I would
not quarrel with the concept that it might be in the best interest of the Federal
Government and higher education for an ultimate phase out of the NDEA Loan
Program. In doing so, however, we should have some assurance that a proper
foundation is established to fill the vacuum caused by the elimination of this
program. Several observations I believe are in order.

Under present circumstances, reserve funds necessary to make insured loans
certainly are inadequate to meet the demand. Unfortunately there are only
twenty states, according to my best information, which have the necessary
operational structure to instigate an insured loan program. Those programs that
are operational in the majority of these twenty states are of recent origin. In the
case of many new concepts sound judgments are not made because of a lack of
experience. Assuming that the banks will choose to cooperate and absorb loans
previously made by colleges and univertities, I am concerned that those students
in the lower socio-economic dimension of our society will not seek this means as
a source of assistance. My experience with the needy student is that he is less
likely to approach a banking institution because his parents have generally been

EDWARD D. EDDY.

66-902--66-20

UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT,
Burlington, Vt., March 18, 1966.
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in the poor risk category and as a result he has a negative connotation of banks.
Any change of attitude is a major educational task. With the current emphasis
on Economic Opportunity legislation, it does appear that this change in the
NDEA Program seems to be working at cross purposes with our intent to help the
lower socio-economic income family to pursue the goals of higher education.

This program will also have a tendency to break down the total concept of
financial aid which heretofore has been primarily developed by the individual
educational institution. Thus the components of scholarships, loans, and part-
time employment will be significantly divorced. This breakdown is not an insur-
mountable problem, but nevertheless is a disruptive factor in any philosophy of
financial aid.
As I indicated earlier, I realize that a substantial part of the appropriation has

been restored for this coming year. However, I would earnestly hope that in your
deliberation regarding the future of the NDEA Loan Program that you might
build into the legislation assurances which would stave off the problems I have
indicated. Thank you for your anticipated consideration of this matter.

Sincerely yours,
ROLAND D. PATZER,

Dean of Men.

Hon. EDITH GREEN
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

FISHER JUNIOR COLLEGE,
Boston, Mass., March 17, 1966.

DEAR MRS. GREEN: I am writing you as President of Fisher Junior College
which is an ACBS Accredited Junior College.
We understand that consideration is being given to the "Phasing out" of

the National Defense Education Act. If this is so I sincerely hope that you
and your colleagues will investigate this very carefully.

Fisher has participated in this program since 1959. Each year we have needed
all the money granted to us and on several occasions could have used more. In
fact, we have asked for more for next year because of a slightly increased student
body.
The cost of private education is so much greater than that required in public

facilities that special assistance needs to be given. For instance, a great number
of students attending Fisher come from families who earn less than $7000 per
year. They come because there is no other junior college offering our programs
anywhere near their homes. Usually, there are several other children in the
family. They must live in dormitories so that we can properly supervise them.
You can easily appreciate that a $2400 expense is far beyond the ability of such
people without assistance of some kind.
We have found our girls and their families most appreciative of this opportunity

and almost all have made serious effort to return their loans within two years after
graduation.
You might also be interested to know that there is little or no information and

implementation, at least in our state, of the two loan guarantee programs enacted
by Congress last year.
With the increased enrollment anticipated for the next several years, we would

like to urge the continuation of the program in the interest of students and their
needs.

Sincerely,
SANFORD L. FISHER, President.

ROBERT MORRIS JUNIOR COLLEGE,
Pittsburgh, Pa., March 18, 1966.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, House Special Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: We at Robert Morris Junior College strongly object to

the proposed phasing out of the National Defense Education Act. We are the
largest Junior College in Pennsylvania, and have been using N.D.E.A. funds for
the past two years.
As a Junior College we have been limited in the funds available to us and each

year we have asked for additional funds. Our students have benefited greatly
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from the program and while in number they only represent one to two perce nt
of our enrollment, the continuation of N.D.E.A. is a significant factor in the future
education of our students.
We have not received any information about the loan guarantee programs which

were enacted last year, and we feel that this should be made available at the earliest
possible date.

Very truly yours,
• C. J. CRANDALL,

Director, Student Accounts.

HENDERSON BUSINESS COLLEGE, INC.
Memphis, Tenn., March 16, 1966.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman of the House Special Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR HONORABLE GREEN: It is of the utmost importance that the NDEA
Program be extended. Our students receive invaluable aid and assistance through
this project. We feel that this is a worthwhile program.
Some of our impoverished students would not be able to attend college if

it were not for this program. We are strongly opposed to the abandonment of
this worthwhile program of student financial aid.

Henderson Business College, Inc. is accredited by The Accrediting Commission
for Business Schools.

Sincerely yours,

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: I thought you might be interested in the two memos

which I have circulated to people within California concerning National Defense
Loans. From what I have heard, I am taking a position very similar to yours
and I believe that most of the educational institutions of California will do the
same.

Sincerely,

I. J. GLEEDEN, Secretary.

CALIFORNIA STATE SCHOLARSHIP COMMISSION,
Sacramento, Calif., March 11, 1966.

ARTHUR S. MARMADUKE,
Executive Director.

FEBRUARY 28, 1966.
To: 
From: Arthur S. Marmaduke.
Subject: Proposed termination, national defense student loans.

On Wednesday, February 23, I attended in Washington a meeting called by
Harold Howe, the Commissioner of Education, to discuss the problems attendant
to the proposal of the White House and the Budget Bureau to terminate the Na-
tional Defense Student Loan Program as of June 30. 1966, and to rely exclusively
on guaranteed loan programs. Approximately fifteen representatives of colleges,
college associations, states and banks were present.
The Commissioner of Education and his staff realize that a serious error was

made by the White House. the Budget Bureau. and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, as they are well aware that it is impossible to shift from one
loan program to another in such a short period of time. The Budget Bureau and
the White House are aware that they have a problem on their hands and the Office
of Education and the Budget Bureau have been instructed to develop some alter-
native system as an interim arrangement. The Budget Bureau position is to avoid
an appropriation for the National Defense Student Loans and to find an alternative
not requiring an appropriation or at least a small one.

Six alternatives were proposed and rejected. In brief they are:
1. The individual colleges could borrow money from banks to provide loans

with federal guarantees and interest subsidies during the transition period. This
was rejected as legally impossible in a number of states.
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2. Colleges could form a consortium to do the same thing. This was considered
to be equally illegal and considerably more cumbersome.

3. Colleges could become the guaranteeing agency under Title IV of the Higher
Education Act in a manner similar to states. This was rejected for a number of
reasons, one of which was there are not sufficient federal insurance funds to supply
the colleges with the amount of money they would need to guarantee loans.

4. The Federal Government could loan money to colleges using the NDEA
paper as collateral. This alternative was never fully developed and apparently
had no support.

5. States could be requested to appropriate money to direct loan funds or a
loan revolving fund. This idea was never fully developed either and seemed
rather impractical for a number of states who will not have legislatures meeting
until some time in 1967.
6. Colleges could be asked to transfer their NDEA matching funds to a state

guaranteed loan agency. This idea had some support but it was recognized by
all it would be time consuming and perhaps not possible to get all the colleges in
a state to do this. By the time the money could be gathered together it would
be too late to provide effective loan mechanism. In addition, the Guaranteed
Loan Program does not allow for the establishment of priorities on the basis of
financial need and there would be no assurance that the money would go to the
students who really need it. This idea or a slight variation of it has some possi-
bility for California if for any reason we fail to move the Federal Government.
The American Bankers' Association indicated they were not aware of the

planned shift to the Guaranteed Loan Program which they are endorsing until
they saw the Federal budget in print. The executive vice president of the
American Bankers' Association indicated he did not think the banks in a tight
money market could provide the volume of credit that is envisaged by some of
the alternatives although they believe banks will provide the kind of credit
contemplated under the Guaranteed Loan Program but not in an amount sufficient
to handle both the loan programs in one year.
The conslusion of the group was that there was no acceptable alternative and

that there must be a National Defense Student Loan Program in 1966-67 and
some plan developed for an orderly transition from one program to the other over
a period of time. We were all in agreement, I believe, that it was our responsibility
to marshal the forces at our command to create an awareness in the White House
and the Congress of the necessity for a National Defense Student Loan Program in
1966-67.
The Scholarship Commission has passed a resolution calling for the continua-

tion of the National Defense Loan Program and the development of a plan for
orderly transition. It will be sent to appropriate agencies and the congressional.
delegation.

Attached is a copy of a summary of the situation from the agenda for the
February 25 Commission meeting.

MARCH 8, 1966.
To:  
From: Arthur S. Marmaduke.
Subject: Administration proposal for Federal student loans for 1966-67

(H.R. 13174).
On Thursday and Friday, March 3rd and 4th, I attended a meeting of the

Advisory Committee on the National Student Aid Problems of the College
Scholarship Service. The meeting was called originally to consider the conse-
quences of the proposal in the Federal Budget to terminate National Defense
Student Loans and to rely completely on Guaranteed Loans but was changed to
review the new administration proposal introduced on March 1st. The adminis-
tration plan was presented by the Assistant Secretary for Legislation of Health,
Education, and Welfare and the Associate Commissioner for Higher Education
and was commented upon by the Director of the Commission on Federal Relations
of the American Council on Education.
In this memorandum I will attempt to describe accurately and briefly the

basic elements of the proposal without attempting a comprehensive analysis.
H. R. 13174, in part, is a series of amendments to Title II of the National Defense
Education Act. Among other things, it contains the following provisions:

1. $190,000,000 would be available for National Defense Education Act loans
for 1966-67; $150,000,000 of this would be for revolving fund capital advances
to colleges and $40,000,000 in loan guarantee assurances.
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2. Colleges would be eligible to get Federal capital advances only if they
could certify to the Commissioner of Education that they cannot borrow directly
from lending institutions.

3. For institutions that are able to borrow directly from lending institutions,
the Federal Government would subsidize the difference between the interest
paid by the student and the interest which the college had to pay on the money.
4. The Federal Government would continue to pay one half of the administra-

tive costs up to one per cent of the amount of the loans.
5. Each student borrower must assign the Federal share of all his notes, past

and present, to the Commissioner of Education, who would then sell them.to an
organization such as the Federal National Mortgage Association. There seems
to be some argument as to whether these funds in excess of 150 million dollars
would go directly into the treasury or whether they would be available for a
loan revolving fund.

6. Colleges would be required to return all of the Federal Government's share
of repayments to the Commissioner of Education.

7. There would be a new allocation procedure for National Defense Loans
which would take into consideration the existence of a Guaranteed Loan Program
within a state, etc.
In addition, the U.S. Office of Education will write a letter of assurance to

all colleges telling them that the Federal Government plans to maintain the
flow of credit for students.
My brief and expurgated observations are these:
1. Colleges and students have placed great reliance on National Defense

Student Loans in the last eight years.
2. Applications for National Defense Student Loans were requested by the

U.S. Office of Education as part of a tripartite application for loans, Educational
Opportunity Grants, and the Work-Study Grants early this year. The U.S.
Office of Education has promised to allocate these funds by March 30th.

3. Some California colleges, placing reliance on the existence of the National
Defense Student Loan Program, have promised loans to students already.

4. Virtually every four year college in the State has planned to give new and
returning students assurances concerning their loans for 1966-67 during the early
spring of this year.

5. A great deal of damage has been done. There is uncertainty among stu-
dents and colleges as to how they will finance the academic year 1966-67. The
problem is compounded, because the Federal Educational Opportunity Grants
by law are limited to one half of the student's assistance and the other half
must come from a scholarship or a loan. Many colleges have planned to match
the Educational Opportunity Grants with National Defense Student Loans.
6. The time sequence for the administration proposal is tenuous and late.

The bill must be heard in committees, passed by both houses, and probably go to
conference. Rules and regulations would have to be drawn and published in the
Federal Register. It would take time for the colleges to comprehend the full
meaning of the new plan (by the time it is passed it might be early summer) and
colleges would have to go through the routine of attempting to borrow or certifying
that they are unable to borrow funds and file new applications. The money or an
allocation would probably arrive too late to allow students and colleges to complete
their financial plans in any reasonable time prior to fall enrollment.

7. The administration proposal seems uncertain as to intent and implication and
much too late to be fully analyzed and comprehended.
8. The representatives of the banks have indicated their uncertainty about the

banks' capacity to handle the additional credit, the refinancing and the absorption
of approximately $800,000,000 in outstanding notes.

9. It seems to me the new administration proposal at this date at least is not a
viable substitute forNational Defense Student Loans and there must be at the very
least an immediate one-year extension of the program so an orderly transition to
Guaranteed Loans can be planned and the need for continuation in part of the
National Defense Student Loans studied.
I would recommend that the State and each segment of higher education take

the initiative to contact our Congressional delegation urging another year of the
National Defense Student Loans. I would further urge we support the position
Of the American Council on Education which plans to work with congressional
committees and to ask for maintenance of the present program and $190,000,000
in direct National Defense Loans for 1966-67 and the defering of the refinancing
and repayment proposals in HR 13174. I understand the American Council on
Education has talked to the Congressional leadership and is cautiously optimistic
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about maintenance of the present loan program in 1966-67 and a reasonably quick
appropriation of funds.

BAY STATE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS,
Boston, Mass., March 15, 1966.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, House Special Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: We are advised that a proposal has been made

to "Phase Out" the National Defense Education Act (H.R. 13174). As a non-
profit business school, accredited by the Accrediting Commission for Business
Schools, we feel that this worthwhile program of Student Financial Aid should be
definitely continued.
The N.D.E.A. has been a source of great aid to our deserving students, and of

course in most instances, it is the difference between going on to higher education
or stopping at high school. We do hope you will give every consideration to the
retention of this worthwhile program inasmuch as there is still a lack of information
and implementation of the two loan guarantee programs enacted by Congress last
year.
Thank you for your interest and concern in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
MY DEAR MRS. GREEN: We at Eastern Michigan University are quite anxious

over the announced intention to discountinue federal capital contributions into
the National Defense Loan Program. Although an eventual phasing out of this
portion of the plan was seen to be desirable, the abruptness of the discontinuation
of federal participation would be devastating.

Eastern has participated in this program since its inception. Over the past
eight years we have loaned over two and a quarter million dollars to serious but
needy students. It is very doubtful if many of these students could have attended
college without high volume financial aid. The personal advancement and ful-
fillment to the student cannot be measured in dollars. Their contribution to
the national and international program of social development will occur without
an accurate price tag. Their contribution directly to the economy of the nation
will far exceed the two and one quarter million dollars during their lifetime.
In 1964 we were awarded $449,200 which we matched with our additional ten

percent. This year we have been awarded $462,219. Our ten percent brings
this amount to over one half million dollars.
We have requested $578,400 for next year as our enrollment will increase from

ten to twelve thousand students. Many students will experience severe hardship
if we are abruptly deprived of the anticipated opportunity to assist them.
The governmental guaranteed private loan program is not an adequate sub-

stitute. Aside from the problems very needy families may have in handling these
criteria, there is also the loss of our ability to individualize and personalize our
relationship with our students. Financial aid packaging means a counselor
works out a loan, a work program, and a grant whenever possible. The student
through this process comes to recognize the value of his own contribution to his
education. The heart of this approach is the National Defense Loan Program.
We appeal to you to assist us in retaining this important educational tool

The money already loaned does not rotate in a school that has more than 90%
of her borrowers in teaching careers. The forgiveness clause militates against
this rotation.
Some reasonable substitute plan for phasing out the federal contribution over

the next five years would provide for an orderly transition without gross hardship.
If documentation is needed to assist you in this effort, we will provide detailed

information.
Sincerely yours,

WILLIAM C. LAWRENCE, Vice President for Student Affairs.
HAROLD E. SPONBERG, President.

GEORGE J. BRENNAN, Jr.,
Vice President.

EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY,
Ypsilanti, Mich., April 11, 1966.
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BEAVER COLLEGE,
Glenside, Pa., March 21, 1966.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: It was most encouraging to learn that your committee

unanimously decided to recommend the continuation of the National Defense
Student Loan Program at the level that had been authorized prior to President
Johnson's budget message in January.
You must know how strongly opposed many concerned and interested persons

such as educators are to President Johnson's recommendation that we do away
with the National Defense Student Loan Program and his recommendation to
replace N.D.S.L. with the Guaranteed Loan Program.
It is my hope that the Guaranteed Loan Program will be repealed as soon as

possible and that the National Defense Student Loan Program will be continued.
Sincerely yours,

SYLVIA OHANESIAN,
Assistant Dean of Students.

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF BUSINESS,
Des Moines, Iowa, March 17, 1966.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, House Special Subcommittee on Education,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: Last year our students became eligible to

borrow funds under the National Defense Education Act. A.I.B. is a non-profit
business school accredited by the Accrediting Commission for Business Schools.
To date, we have had very few problems in administering the loan program and it
has helped 51 of our students obtain an education.
We anticipate some collection problems, but feel the losses will be quite limited

especially since the change in the Act requiring a minimum monthly payment of
$15. The present program has the advantage that the school is responsible for
issuing the loan and can make definite decisions without extreme delays. I
personally think it is too early to consider HR 13174—"Phasing out" of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act.
The two new loan-guarantee programs enacted by the last Congress are excellent

in principle. We would much prefer to stay in the education business and keep
the banks in the lending business. In Iowa, our Governor recently appointed a
Commission to administer loans under the Higher Education Act. This Com-
mission has not received the necessary information, or at least is not yet in a posi-
tion to tell the schools in the State how to proceed. The last check with the
Governor's Office indicated he had not received a letter to appoint a Commission
to administer loans under the Vocational Loan Program. The newspapers seem
to have all the information since there have been numerous articles about the two
Government loan programs.
Guidance counselors and prospective students keep asking for information and

we are caught in the middle. Timing is of extreme importance, for students want
to make definite plans for this summer and fall, but yet, no one can give them any
help. On top of these problems, the local banks indicate they are not too excited
about the new program at 6% simple interest. One banker said that they would
loan to sons and daughters of their customers but did not care to go out of their
way to solicit the business.
Maybe in time all of the above groups and schools can work together for effec-

tive loan programs. The present National Defense Education Act has not out-
lived its need and effectiveness. I hope you and your subcommittee will be able
to delay any "phasing out" until the new laws have proven to be equally as helpful
to the students.

Sincerely,
KEITH FENTON, President.
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Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: A note of thanks for your seeing me and Dean George

Tenopir in the few minutes before your plane left Los Angeles for Portland.
During the past months I have had correspondence with you concerning various
aspects of federal aid to education which you have so magnificently championed
and which we have strongly supported.

Within this area we sincerely hope that there will be an appropriation of funds
at an early date to continue the NDEA college student loan program which we
have found most helpful and workable at Whittier College. And we were glad
to have your reassuring words that it appeared this would be in the course of
events at Washington.

Very sincerely,

WHITTIER COLLEGE,
Whittier, Calif., April 19, 1966.

PAUL S. SMITH, President.

UNIVERITSY OF HOUSTON,
Houston, Tex., April 28, 1966.

Hon. EDITH S. GREEN,
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: All of US in higher education owe you and the

other members of the Special Subcommittee on Education a special vote of
thanks for rejecting the administration's utterly unrealistic proposal to shift
financing for the NDEA loan program to the nation's banks. This would
obviously have all but destroyed the program and created unnecessary difficulties
for many thousands of students to whom at least a strong moral commitment has
already been made.

It is good to have someone of your judgment, ability and courage heading the
subcommittee.

Sincerely yours,
PATRICK J. NICHOLSON,

Vice President, University Development.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Special Committee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Thank you so much for your letter of April 28th.
Indeed I did note the absence of the "phasing out" provisions for the NDEA

Title II student loan program, and I greatly appreciate your effort on behalf
of the students whose education in large part depends upon the program.
The news reports received here to date indicate that the House also honored

the Appropriations Committee's recommendations including the full amount
for the student loan fund.

Again, thank you for your concern and your unceasing effort to make available
the opportunity for higher education for many young men and women who,
otherwise, might never have that opportunity.

Sincerely,

Hon. JAMES C. CLEVELAND, M.C.,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR JIM: I am glad that your Lincoln's Birthday in Plymouth worked out

reasonably satisfactory. I was sorry that I could not be here personally to
greet you.

INDIANA UNIVERSITY,
Bloomington, Ind., May 10, 1966.

ELVIS J. STAHR, President.

PLYMOUTH STATE COLLEGE OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE.

Plymouth, N.H., March I, 1966.
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My reason for being away was to attend a conference of the Association of State
Colleges and Universities in Chicago. There we college presidents heard some
news that disturbed us greatly. I hope that you can concern yourself with this
problem.

, We heard from a representative of the U.S. Office of Education that President
Johnson's proposal to Congress will probably turn the National Defense Education.
Act Loan Program over to private banking, sources , rather ,than having it ad-
ministered directly by the colleges with Federal matching funds as we have done
very successfully for the past five years. We understood, also, that under the
proposal there would no longer be a forgiveness for part of the loan for those
who enter teaching service.

Although, in theory, I can agree that the Federal government should not be in
the loaning business

' 
they have already embarked so deeply into various types of

assistance to educational projects that I feel that it would be inadvisable to so
suddenly cancel a program which has helped a tremendous number of young
people to get through college and especially to prepare to become teachers. We,
at the college are usually in the best position to know whether the student is a
good student and deserving of financial help. We are also able to work out a
desirable match of direct scholarship aid, work opportunity, and loan program.
This can be done without the delays which become necessary when a banking
institution has to inquire of a college about the student's status before deciding
to make a loan. The college will have to do exactly as much work but will not
have the flexibility in making loans nor the ability to act promptly in an emer-
gency. Just ten. minutes ago a young lady was in my office who was almost
refused admission for the second semester since she arrived beyond the three
week late entry deadline because of the red tape in securing a bank loan in her
home town. I think cases like this would be greatly multiplied.
I would certainly like to urge strongly that the Congress get the opinions of a

large number of college and university administrators concerning their experiences
under the NDEA student loan program and the desirability of extending what
seems to me to have been one of the most successful Federal programs. If the
forgiveness feature for teaching service is cancelled, some type of scholarship
assistance to encourage people to go into this field will still be needed. The
supply has not yet caught up with the demand by any means and so special in-
ducements are still needed to encourage as many young people as possible to
prepare for an enter upon a teaching career.
I am sending a copy of this letter to each of your Congressional colleagues from

the State of New Hampshire. I hope that you will all do what you can to be well
informed about the issues involved and to see that there is not a sudden road-
block thrown in the way of our worthy young people continuing their education.

Cordially yours,
HAROLD E. HYDE, President.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C. -

OAKLAND UNIVERSITY,
Rochester, Mich., March 12, 1966.

DEAR MRS. GREEN: I wish strongly to urge your opposition-to the phasing out
of the NDEA loan program. From my work as financial aids officer at Oakland
University, it is my conviction that our students will suffer enormously by the
removal of this program, and it will indeed be our most needy students who will
be the most hurt.
The dedication of the banks to their custom of approving loan •requests on our

Michigan Higher Education Assistance Authority program only for their own
preferred customers; the bankers' candid lack of enthusiasm for the guaranteed
loan program; and the banks' insistence on evaluating a student's application not
in terms of the student's future but of his parents' past, all indicate the failure of
the banks to share the view of the Government of the need to help make higher
education available to all who qualify to pursue it.

It is therefore with most serious concern that I wish to urge you to work for the
continuation of the NDEA loan program.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. GLADYS B. RAPOPORT.
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UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME,
Notre Dame, Ind., March 10, 1966.

Hon. JOHN A. BRADEMAS.
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
MY DEAR MR. BRADEMAS: Thank you for your telephone call which was re-

layed to our Conference on Financial Aid last week. All those present were
grateful for the up-to-date information you were able to give us and appreciated
your taking the time and trouble at such a busy period. We are enclosing the
roster of all present during the Conference and hope they have taken the op-
portunity to make their views known to you. I also understood that you wish
to send them additional information.
I might point out that the Conference held here was the largest in the State.

We received many comments indicating the meeting was a success and achieved
its purpose. Your participation was certainly a highlight! The other Con-
ferences held in the State did not provide for such detailed material, nor did they
have anyone like you to provide in-depth observations. All agreed that you
Tel-lecture prompted much discussion, and I should also say that the voice
transmission was just as if you were in the auditorium with us. In other words,
you went over big!
We are still concerned over the discontinuance of the funding of the National

Defense Education Act loan program and wish to point out possible consequences
to students at the University of Notre Dame. We anticipate considerable con-
fusion and definite problems for those students residing in States reluctant to
establish the new Guarantee Loan Program. We further anticipate that private
financial institutions will be unable to carry the entire load without further time
to prepare. Banks frequently have academic restrictions and application fee
charges that will restrict the number of students able to participate in the program.
At Notre Dame our projected 1966-67 NDEA Loan Level was to be approxi-

mately 500 students to receive around $400,000.00. In order to supply this
demand, we requested a Federal contribution of almost $270,000.00 and a Uni-
versity contribution of almost $30,000.00.
These funds would be augmented with collections made from students making

repayments. At the present moment, we can rely on only the approximate
$100,000.00 which may be repaid in time for reloaning. If our normal loan
average is maintained, this amount will take care of about 125 students.
The Administration's Bill, presented to Congress on March 1, does not solve the

problem. Undoubtedly this abrupt termination of funds will cause disruptive
problems. If we are to reach the execptionally needy student, as identified under
the Higher Education Act of 1965, we must have the aid sources available at the
institution. We strongly urge that the National Defense Loan Program be
maintained, at least for another year, at its present level. New programs will
thus have time to be established and money made available from additional
sources.
Thank you again for your consideration and I look forward with pleasure to

meeting you in the near future.
Very sincerely in Notre Dame,

Brother ROBERT SINNAEVE, C.S.C.
'Director of Financial Aid.

Hon. WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
With reference to the recent subcommittee hearings in view of the lateness in

calender and of academic year I would urge at this time the continuation of the
full NDEA loan program for the coming year ending June 1967.

J. S. COLES,
President, Botvdoin College.

BRUNSWICK, MAINE,
March 15, 1966.

z
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Re article in March 27, 1966, New York Times.
Hon. EDITH GREEN, M.C.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: From my experience in dealing with students,

Mr. Gardner's comment that "every student needing a loan will be able to obtain
the funds necessary for his education" is more myth than reality. An increasing
number of students come to me each year telling me of financial problems created
by the increasing costs of higher education. Few of my students' parents are
in the $15,000 income category, therefore cannot qualify for loans by private
institutions. I do not feel we are an atypical community.

After exhausting all other possibilities of financial assistance for these students,
it seems as if the only saving factor has been the NDEA loan. Many of my
talented students have been able to begin a higher education because of this
loan program. It is a matter of urgency that the government take its financial
cuts elsewhere.
We who are directly involved with students can see the need of not less, but

more aid such as the NDEA loan program offers. We appreciate your efforts and
encourage you to continue your fight for financial help for deserving students.

Respectfully yours,
DELORES PRICE (Miss).
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Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: I strongly commend your affirmative action with regard

to the National Defense Education Act loan program remaining intact. It is
pertinent that in the era of "intellectual explosion," the qualified student be given
the opportunity for higher education regardless of his financial status and/or
that of his parents.

Being a product of the NDEA program, I can attest to the necessity for the
program remaining in the hands of the Federal Government. I know my chances
of procuring the loan would have been greatly hampered had I approached a
private lending agency.
It is pertinent that this program not suffer because of federal spending in Viet-

nam. The implications would be practically unexplainable, not only to young
people against our position in Vietnam, but also to those students who have
shown approval.
The criticism that "colleges are in the business of education, not commercial

lending," was most irrelevant. I am sure most, if not all, colleges maintain a
scholarship and loans officer whose sole job is to make financial transactions for
the college student with many other financial programs besides the NDEA.

Again, may I congratulate you for your outstanding position and call for
your continued support for safeguarding higher education for all.

Respectfully yours,
MINNIE F. STEIN,

Secretary, Section of Christian Social Relations.

ALTON SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL,
Alton, Ill., April 6, 1966.

BOARD OF MISSIONS OF THE METHODIST CHURCH,
New York, N.Y., March 29, 1966.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: Accompanying this letter is a copy of the

resolution passed March 2, 1966, by the University of Washington Young Demo-
crats concerning President Johnson's proposal to discontinue the National Defense
Education Act Loan Program. While the resolution is directed primarily to
Washington State's Democratic delegation in Congress, we feel that, as Chair-

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON,
Seattle, Wash., March 5, 1966.
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Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
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woman of the Education Subcommittee in the House, you will be interested in
our position on the President's proposal.

• We feel that the arguments presented in the resolution for continuing the Loan
Program are more than adequate to justify its continuance. The N.D.E.A. Loan
Program has been of sufficient value to warrant consideration for its own merits,
apart from the question of needing the funds to support the War in Viet Nam.
The major objection to continuation of the program has been that it has aided

only a relatively small number of students; however, It is generally conceded by
both bankers and administrators of the N.D.E.A. Loan Program that even fewer
students could receive adequate financial assistance under the programs of the
Office of Economic Opportunity. Furthermore, the amount of funds that would
be released if the N.D.E.A. program were discontinued would be insignificant in
proportion to the total amount needed to prosecute the Viet Nam War.
For these reasons, and those advanced in the resolution, we urge the House of

Representatives to continue to recognize the value of the N.D.E.A. Loan Program
in raising the level of educational achievement in America and to support its con-
tinuation. We hope that you will actively help pursue this worthwhile objective.

Sincerely yours,
BRUCE STOTLER,

President, University of Washington Young Democrats.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON YOUNG DEMOCRATS,
MARCH 2, 1966

Be it resolved by the University of Washington Young Democrats:
In recognition: • -
That the fulfillment of the maximum educational potential of every American

is the essential cornerstone for building the Great Society;
That the Elementary and Secondary, and Higher Education Acts of 1965

demonstrate the continued recognition of the necessity for furthering the educa-
tion of every American;
That the Loan Program of the National Defense Education Act has made higher

education possible for thousands of needy Americans;
That this necessary financial aid is not available to these needy Americans

from other sources of programs either on comparable terms or in sufficient amounts:
That, consequently, the discontinuance of the N.D.E.A. Loan Program would

preclude further education for these thousands of needy Americans;
Therefore, since the highest possible educational achievement for every Amer-

ican is both a pronounced goal of the Democratic Party and a crucial part of the
Great Society, the University of Washington Young Democrats beseech the
President to withdraw his proposal to discontinue the N.D.E.A. Loan Program,
and, further, implore the Congress to defeat such legislation if it is introduced,
and finally, urge the Washington State Democratic delegation to press both the
President and their fellow Congressmen for the continuation of the N.D.E.A.
Loan Program.

YOUNG DEMOCRATS OF WASHINGTON, IN c.,
Olympia, Wash., April 12, 1966.

DEAR MRS. GREEN: We of Young Democrats of Washington, Inc. would like
to commend you for the fine job you are doing in preserving the student loan
Program of the NDEA.
At a meeting of our Board of Directors in Olympia on April 2, 1966, the following

resolution was adopted: — -
[T]hat the Washington State Young Democrats, Inc. go on record in support
of Congresswoman Edith Green and all other members of Congress who are

• coilducting,the campaign for the continuation of National Defense Education
Loans to Students.-

Thank you for your efforts.
Sincerely; .

LEMBHA RD G. HOWELL,
President, Young Democrats of Washington, Inc.
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
House of Representatives
(Adam C. Powell, Chairman).
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MANSON, IOWA, March 24, 1966.

GENTLEMEN: I would like to voice my disapproval of the proposed change in
the National Defense Student Loan Program.
I feel that many worthy students will be deprived of a college education that

is possible under the present loan program. Many banks in the smaller communi-
ties will be reluctant to make loans because they do not participate in the program
and others have committed their limit in small, long-term low-interest loans and
do not have the adequate capital for long-term education loans.

If the benefits of the guaranteed loan program are not available to all eligible
students, there is a real danger that many students of financial need will be unable
to go to college or continue their college education.

Yours very truly,
ROBERT J. ZEHR.

COVINGTON, Kr., March 7, 1966.
HOD. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Since you are chairman of the special subcommittee on

education, and since we have ,a son just _starting in college, we take the liberty
of addressing you on the subject of the National Defense Student -Loan Program.
We have been informed by the Office of Student Financial Aids at the Univer-

sity of Detroit, that the entire Student Aid Program is in jeopardy.
It seems incredible that a Government like ours cannot find,an area to economize

in its vast amount of expenditures, and must pick on the one type of expenditure
that promises repayment, if not in cash, in services in an area where services are
most essential.
We strongly urge that you, as chairman of the subcommittee on education,

take a firm stand against the proposed legislation to eliminate the National
Defense Student Loan Program.

Sincerely yours,
MT. and Mrs. MICHAEL A. CARROLL, Jr.

PARIS, FRANCE, March 19, 1966.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: The Paris Herald Tribune for 18 March

carries the story of the action taken by your House Education Subcommittee to
continue the full National Defense Education Act student loan program through
the *coming fiscal year.
May I congratulate you and your Subcommittee members on your courage

and foresight? The NDEA loan program, of all of the Federal programs in
higher education, is one which can be easily defended as being partially self-
liquidating. In today's maze of various scholarship opportunities and standards
the loan program is one which offers.a student help now on the basis of reasonable
need at any one of hundreds of participating schools.
I'm afraid that, in the frantic search for budgetary flexibility, some Executive

Office staffer has been guilty of a piece of notably bad advice to the President.
Thank you for restoring sense to the situation. If anything, I would like to see
the long-term loan approach to educational costs expanded rather than left to
the mercies of the money market.

Sincerely yours,
KELLY CAMPBELL.
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Representative EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: I have noted with great interest the action of

your committee in defense of the student loan program under the provisions of
the National Defense Education Act of 1958.
I look upon this program as vital to the education of many students in this

country. This certainly is not a logical place to reduce appropriations.
I wish to express my appreciation to you and your committee for successfully

defending this measure and sincerely hope that it remains in effect as long as
needed.

Cordially yours,

Hon. EDITH GREEN.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: My congratulations upon your successful efforts to save

the N.D.E.A. program. As one who has devoted. much of his life to professional
education I am sure I am expressing a view widely held in the academic world—
among administrations, faculty tiz students, that Congress, as you stated has a
"moral commitment."
I hope that the Administration will regain perspective in this vital area—War

or no war.
Appreciatively,

LAKE JACKSON, TEX.,
April 18, 1966.

LEON B. COTTEN.

WHITE PLAINS, N.Y., March 28, 1966.

LASZLO SCHWARTZ, D.D.S.

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
House Committee on Education and Labor,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: Please do not eliminate National Defense

Loans. We have 10 children—only one is old enough to be attending a Uni-
versity and he is going on scholarships. However, all of our children will not
be apt to receive complete scholarships and will, no doubt, need loans.
At the University of Detroit alone, there are 600 students who borrow money

from National Defense Loan Agency who have no practical alternative available
for 1966 and 67.
So please take it easy on National Defense Loans. They seem like a good

thing—better than all the give-away programs it would seem.
Thank you very much.

MARJORIE M. ORBAN.

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN.
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: This past week I became aware that President

Johnson is planning to do away with National Defense or Health Professions
Student Loans Programs. I do not approve of this cut back. What chance does
an ordinary working family have to save for a college education? The Student
Loan program has enabled my son to go to college. He also has a part time job
to cover books and everyday expenses.
Why not give our own people a break for a change—we are going to need

educated people to carry on this government.
Sincerely,

MORENCI, MICH., March 7, 1966.

DETROIT, MICH.

MARGUERITE BAILEY
Mrs. Harold G. Bailey.
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Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

UNIVERSITY OF DETROIT,
Detroit, Mich., March I, 1966.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I am an engineering student at the University
of Detroit, in Michigan and will be entering my senior year in September. The
reason I am writing is the recent announcement, by the Michigan Higher Educa-
tion Assistance Program, that President Johnson is planning to completely elimi-
nate the National Defense Student Loan Program.
I realize that today there are many areas where government money must be

spent, and thus can understand such projects as Medicare, the war on poverty, and
the so called "negative" income tax.
However, I feel that the best place for the investment of a country's money is

for the education of its youth, since the leaders and lawmakers of tomorrow are
today in school.

If the President's elimination is carried through, I, and many others like myself,
will have to drop out of school. Consequently, I strongly urge you to do all in
your power to defeat any bills, proposing this elimination, that come before your
subcommittee.

Sincerely yours,
EUGENE LAICO.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: It has come to my attention that the President

is planning to completely eliminate the National Defense Student Loan Program.
This is indeed an unfortunate decision. A college education is becoming more
necessary every day while the price of this education is rising every year. Without
the aid of these loans many students will be forced to drop out of school.

It must be remembered that this program is a "loan" program and that these
loans are repaid with interest. The price of this program to the American tax-
payer is small indeed compared to the price our country will have to pay if a college
education becomes an education for the rich alone.
As a college freshman, I strongly urge you to vote against any bill to eliminate

the National Defense Student Loan Program if such a bill should come before
your special subcommittee on education of the House Committee on Labor and
Education or if it should come before the Congress.

Sincerely yours,

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN: It was just called to my attention that President

Johnson is planning to completely eliminate the National Defense Student Loan
Program. I think this would be quite a slap in the face for our hungry youths
who want and need an education and wouldn t be able to acquire it without this
aid. We want to feed and educate the rest of the world and take away from our
own.
A strong government is an educated one and, I hope, you will see fit to vote

against any proposal which would eliminate or lower the present Defense Student
Loan Program.

Yours truly,

UNIVERSITY OF DETROIT,
Detroit, Mich., March I, 1966.

MICHAEL G. CARROLL.

APPLETON, WIS., March 11, 1966.

EARL DE BRUIN.
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ENTERPRISE, OREG., February 26, 1966.
lion. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I am deeply concerned over the prospect that

funds for the National Defense Loan program, which enables a great many of
our young people to obtain a higher education, may be eliminated.
I feel that we cannot make a much better contribution than that of contributing

to the education of the youth of our nation. These funds have certainly been
most helpful to a great many of them and have not been given in the form of
a government hand-out, but as a loan which must be repaid.

There would appear to be at this time, a great amount of effort to finance the
very low income group and the youth with the superlative brain. I do not feel
that we can neglect the "average" American youth which has proved to be the
backbone of our nation. Withdrawal of these funds would most certainly leave
the majority of our average youngsters without the financial assistance which
is necessary for a college education today.
I would appreciate any help that you can give in helping to keep these funds

available for our college students.
Sincerely yours,

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:
Strongly urge continued NDSL for $194 million. Sections 202 and 203 of H. R.

13174 will not be adequate to meet needs of students. NDSL commitments
already made by many colleges out of necessity. Feel that sections 202 and 203
of H.R. 13174 for 1966-67 will hurt guaranteed loan plans through banks at later
date. Recommend phaseout procedure as originally planned.

WESLEY N. AHINES,
President, Franklin College.

Mrs. WILLIAM 0. REID.

FRANKLIN, IND.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

NEW ORLEANS, LA.

Respectfully urge that present program of NDEA college student loans be con-
tinued. Prompt action on this program is necessary to clear up confusion among
students presently applying for loans so they can make firm plans for their college
education without financial hardship.

H. R. JOLLEY,
President, Loyola University.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
I want to urge strongly that the NDEA loan program be renewed unchanged

for next year as soon as possible. Colleges are already admitting new students
for entrance in September and thousands of needy students across the country
will be denied admission if the present uncertainties of the guaranteed loan pro-
gram are allowed to affect admission and financial aid decisions.

FRED L. GLIMP,
Dean of Admissions and Financial Aids,

Harvard University.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Tufts University urges continuation of national defense loans at least at

present level. As a director of mass help I have heard numerous representa-
tives of banks express great doubt that they will be able or willing to meet student
loan demands in present credit situation should NDEA be canceled or appropria-

CAMBRIDGE, MASS.

MEDFORD, MASS.
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tion reduced. Since there will be no analysis of family need for guaranteed
loans beyond $15,000 adjusted income determination. Request for interest
free loans should rapidly rise far over present level. We think that lower income
families are least likely to approach banks for loans or receive them if they do,
in a scarcity situation.
Many colleges have demonstrated competence and skill in administering loans

according to need. (Although Tufts has loaned over $1.5 million to 1,500 stu-
dents at last report only 21 Tufts students were $2,626 overdue on defense loans.)
We urge that colleges be permitted to continue to assist deserving students by
awarding aid packages that include long-term loans, as well as scholarships and
jobs.

GRANT E. CURTIS,
Director of Financial Aid, Tufts University.

TAMPA, FLA.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, •DC.:
The University of South Florida has 900 students who borrowed $500,000 of

NDEA loans this year. Next year we need $600,000 for 1,100 students. Total
enrollment 8,000 this year, 9,000 next year. Appreciate your support for con-
tinuing NDEA program.

JOHN S. ALLEN,
President, University of South Florida.

BRUNSWICK, MAINE.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.;

Colleges and universities administering NDEA loan programs greatly involved
in detailed planning for administration of program during academic year 1966-67.
In view of the necessity for them to make operational plans and the lateness of the
calendar, I urge continuation of NDEA loan program unchanged for coming year.

JAMES S. COLES,
President, Bowdoin College.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

WASHINGTON, D.C.

The National Association of Women _Deans and Counselors unanimously
adopted the following resolution in its 1966 national convention in Washington,
D.C.:

Whereas the NAWDC recognizes with appreciation the vital contribution made
to the education of needy youth by Federal funds under the National Defense
Education Act student loan program, and feels that the Federal Government has
thereby incurred an obligation to continue assistance to students studying under
this program; and

Whereas the college work-study program and the educational opportunity
grant program were predicated upon the continuation of the NDEA loan program
and

Whereas decisions by students and colleges as to educational plans for 1966-67
must be made this spring and it is clear that no comparable nationwide program
providing low-interest loans for needy itudents is now available: Therefore be it

Resolved, that the NAWDC urgently requests the Members of Congress to
appropriate immediately the full amount of $190 million for satisfactory continua-
tion of the NDEA student loan program during the fiscal year 1967, as authorized
by Congress in 1964 and requested by unanimous vote of the House Subcommittee
on Education on March 17, 1966; and be it further

Resolved, That the NAWDC instruct its executive board to send copies of this
resolution to the chairman of the Appropriations Committees of the House and
the Senate and to other appropriate officials of the Government. .

66-902--66 21
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Whereas the NAWDC has much appreciation of the actions taken by the Fed-
eral Government in providing loan funds to assist needy students with their
education, and believes that continued financial assistance is essential; and

Whereas the experience of colleges and universities in administering student
loans throws considerable doubt on the possibility of providing adequate financial
aid to the most needy students by the new program to be administered through
commercial banks and other private agencies; and

Whereas the House Subcommittee on Education under the chairmanship of
Congresswoman Edith Green has shown creative leadership in its sensitivity to
the needs of students and its vigorous determination to provide adequate funds
for aid: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the NAWDC commends the House Subcommittee on Education
and urges it and other appropriate committees of the House and the Senate to
continue their efforts to determine the best means of providing student loan
programs beyond the fiscal year 1967.

MARTHA PETERSON,
President, National Association of

Women Deans and Counselors.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

MOORHEAD, MINN.

Request you reestablish NDSL at full $194 million at least for this year.
H.R. 13174 not practical. Too much redtape. Private sector credit too tight.
We need to commit financial aid now.

Guarantee loan program sounds interesting but to expect it to work this year
is just not reasonable. Please advise me of your position.

EDWARD N. ELLENSON,
Director of Financial Aids, Concordia College.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.:
Urge continuation of NDSL in tax through authorization in amount of $194

million for 1967 fiscal year. Strongly recommend Congress appropriate such
funds. H.R. 13174 not adequate. Substitute timing problems make sections 202
and 203 provisions of alternate proposal impractical.

MTS. JOSEPHINE FERGUSON,
Executive Secretary,

State Scholarship Commission of Indiana.

INDIANAPOLIS, IND.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
On behalf of 157 colleges and universities in the State of New York, urgently

request national defense student loan program remain unchanged for this year
continuing $190 million appropriation.

LESTER W. I NGALL,
Executive Secretary,

Association of Colleges and Universities
of the State of New York.

MTS. EDITH GREEN,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Because of lateness of date and imminence of time for financial aid commitment

by colleges and scholarship sponsoring agencies like ours, we urge that full NDEA
student loan allocations be continued for the coming academic year. We also

ALBANY, N.Y.

NEW YORK, N.Y.
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urge that direct allocations to colleges for student loans be continued permanently
for low-income students.

RICHAR.,D L. PLAUT,
President, National Scholarship Service,

and Fund for Negro Students.

BANGOR, MAINE.
Representative EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, House Special Subcommittee on Education,
Washington, D.C.:
Husson Colege accredited by the Accrediting Commission for Business Schools

participates in NDEA student loan program. We are opposed to its discon-
tinuance. Many young people being educated who otherwise would not have
opportunity.

JAMES L. WRIGHT,
Director of Guidance, Husson College.

CHICAGO, ILL.
Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
U.S. Capitol, Washington, D.C.:
The Association for Higher Education NEA urges continuation of NDEA

loans program for the coming year while thoroughly studying the feasibility of
the administration proposal.

C. R. CARPENTER,
Association for Higher Education.

PORTLAND, OREG.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Special Subcommittee on Education,
Washington, D.C.:
In view of possible delay of other kinds of student aid, we urge continuation

of NDSL for 1966-67.

Hon. EDITH GREEN, M.C.,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Strongly urge continuation of NDEA zone program. If phaseout contem-

plated urge delay of 1 academic year to permit developments of regulations and
operational details and suggest 3-year operational period to permit most students
presently financing college through the plan to complete study for degree sought.

HOWARD L. RAMEY,
Director of Financial Aid, University of Oregon.

Rev. PAUL E. WALDSCHMIDT,
President, University of Portland.

EUGENE, OREG.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:
I urge your vigorous support to preserve the national defense student loan

program. To discontinue or change this excellent source of student financial
aid without careful planning could be disastrous for Oregon students.

R. E. LIEUALLEN,
Chancellor, Oregon State System of Higher Education.

EUGENE, OREG.
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Mrs. EDITH GREEN,
House or Representatives, Washington D.C.:

Modification of present NDEA loan program detrimental to our financial aid
operation. Strong urge continuance of present program.

JAMES H. JENSEN,
President, Oregon State University.

CORVALLIS, OREG.

RALEIGH, N.C., March 19, 1966.
Representative EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, House Special Subcommittee on Education,
Washington, D.C.

Respectfully urge that every effort be made to continue the national defense
student loan program which has been both a stimulus and an invaluable source
of aid to worthy and deserving students. Our current aid recipients have obvi-
ous expectations of being able to continue to borrow as needed until degree pro-
grams are completed. With respect to prospective students since Congress
has encouraged educational institutions to search out and bring to the campus
students who would not otherwise attend failure to continue national defense
student loan program would appear to be a breach of trust between the Congress
and worthy and deserving students. No other source currently has sufficient
funds to meet our institutional financial aid obligations to students. The national
defense student loan program is backbone of student financial aid at North
Carolina State University.

JOHN T. CALDWELL,
Chancellor, North Carolina State University.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
Chairman Subcommittee on 

Education,House ()lice Building, Washington, D.C:
We strongly urge that the national defense student loan program be funded at

the full $190 million authorized for 1966-67. A marked reduction at this time
would cause widespread disruption and the students with the greatest need would
be the ones hardest hit. In 1965-66, our Missouri banks are loaning more money
to University of Missouri students than we have had available from NDSL.
Hence if NDSL is continued as authorized and the banks pick up the ever-in-
creasing demands for loans, we would have a working combination which would
more nearly meet the students needs.

ELMER ELLIS,
President, University of Missouri.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
The scholarship and loan committee of the Ohio State University has requested

that I inform you of our concern over the possible discontinuation of the national
defense student loan program. We do not believe that the bank programs for
students can be fully operative in time to serve students next fall. We respect-
fully encourage you to consider a 1-year continuation of the national defense loan
program as it now exists and also suggest that procedures be established for an
orderly transition to the bank loan program.

NOVICE G. FAWCETT,
President, Ohio State University.

COLUMBIA, MO., March 17, 1966.

COLUMBUS, Ottio, March 16, 1966.
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NEW ORLEANS, LA., March 17, 1966.
Mrs. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:
Essential that NDEA loan program continue unchanged. Commitments must

be made immediately to assure financial support for deserving students.
H. E. LONGENEC KER,

President, Tulane University.

NEW HAVEN, CONN., March 17, 1966.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Title II of H.R. 13174 seems to us an awkward and unduly complicated way
to assure the availability of student loans for 1966-67 on national defense student
loan program terms. We understand the need for these mechanisms would be
obviated if Congress would appropriate for fiscal year 1967 the full amounts
authorized by title II of the National Defense Education Act. It seems to us
that the Office of Education, the banks, and colleges and universities are going
to have more than enough to do in the year ahead to implement the insured
loan program under title IV, part B, of the Higher Education Act of 1965 without
having to worry about discontinuity or cumbersome new features of the national
defense student loan program accordingly, we urge that title II of H.R. 13174
not be enacted and that the full amounts authorized under title II of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 be appropriated for fiscal year 1967.

YALE UNIVERSITY,
By DAVID B. H. MARTIN,

Assistant to the President for Government Relations.

MOUNT PLEASANT, MICH.
Representative EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:
It is the confirmed opinion of Central Michigan University that the national

defense student loan is essential to our financial aids package. If this were
discontinued or reduced at the present time there would be no substitute available
on a local State or National level. The guaranteed State loan is not progressing
as rapidly as was expected and at the present time less than one-half of the State
banks are participating members. This therefore cannot possibly pick up the
deficit of funds which would develop if the national defense loan is phased out.
We therefore request your firm support for total funding of the national defense
student loan program and fervently trust there will be no phaseout until a suitable
substitute is guaranteed.

JUDSON W. FOUST,
President, Central Michigan University.

BLOOMINGTON, IND.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

Urgently request on behalf of large number of our students that every possible
effort be made to continue national defense student loan program full scale through
next fiscal year. It appears to us simply impossible otherwise to avoid chaotic
situation and severe cutback in educational opportunities for needy students
both old and new. I assure you this is of major and serious importance.. If
planning could begin soon for fiscal 1968, it might be possible to be ready in
time, but fiscal 1967 is already an emergency problem.

Respectfully,
ELVIS J. STAHR,

President, Indiana University.
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NEW YORK, N.Y.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Special Subcommittee on Education of House Committee on Education and Labor,

House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
Urgently request you use your best efforts to extend ND EA student loan

program in present form for at least 1 year even if new form is desirable. Time
is needed to perfect Bankins arrangements for our students who require commit-
ments now or very soon. Current interest rate rise make situation more difficult.

JAMES M. HESTER,
President, New York University.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

Absolutely crucial that national defense loan program be continued 1 more
year so as not to leave a complete blank this year. Ninety banks invited to
discuss program and only two appeared.

Regards,

MTS. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Education and Labor Committee,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
We urge your committee to extend the student loan provisions of the National

Defense Education Act for at least 1 more year.
JOHN A. HANNAH,

President, Michigan State University.

NOTRE DAME, IND.

Father TED HESBURGH, C.S.C.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Congress, Washington, D.C.:
Cascade would encounter numerous problems with NDSL amendments.

Strongly urge defeat. Thank you.

EAST LANSING MICH.,
March 16, 1966.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
Washington, D.C.:
Very strongly urge continuation of present national defense student loan

program. Amendments being considered detrimental to progress gained by
Public Law 89-329. Present NDSL program designed to assist students. Vital
tosontinue student emphasis.

FRANK JONASSON,
Assistant Dean of Men, Student Loan Officer,

Oregon State University.

PORTLAND, OREG.

THOMAS A. LEUPP,
President, Cascade College.

CORVALLIS, OREG.

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
Urge congressional approval national defense student loan program in present

form for at least 2 additional years until realistic procedures can be developed for
orderly phaseout in favor of proposed guaranteed loan program for students.

CHANNING M. BRIGGS,
Dean of Students, Portland State College.

PORTLAND, OREG.
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PORTLAND, OREG.
MTS. EDITH GREEN,
Rayburn Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Strongly urge defeat NDSL amendment legislation; present program great.
We need it as is.

Sincerely,
MILES H. BARB UR,

Financial Aid Officer, Cascade College.

MOUNT ANGEL, OREG.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Congress United States, Washington, D.C.:
Extremely important that the national defense student loan program con-

tinue for the new few years or until suitable agency has been established to
replace it. It will be impossible for many of our students to attend college next
year should the loan program be curtailed now. We strongly favor the contin-
uance of the present program until another at least as adequate can be provided.

Sister ALBERT DIEKER,
Mount Angel College.

PORTLAND, OREG.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

Strongly favor continuation of NDEA loans for year or two until guaranteed
loans are available in the State.

Sister MARION GERARD,
Financial Aid Officer Maryhurst College.

PORTLAND, OREG.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Rayburn Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Respectfully request your efforts to preserve existing NDSL program at $190
million. Very helpful here. Urge deletion NDEA provisions from 1966 amend-
ments.

JOHN R. HOWARD,
President, Lewis and Clark College.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Rayburn Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Oregon financial aid officers need funds available at once under national defense

student loan program as amended November 1965. Higher education amend-
ments 1966 not feasible in time to save 1966-67 aid program.

PORTLAND, OREG.

JEAN HUNT,
Financial Aid Administrator, Lewis and Clark College.

EUGENE, OREG.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
Amendments to the national defense student loan program now being consid-

ered by your subcommittee leave institutions without sufficient loan funds at
a crucial time in the financial aid calendar. Not only will students seeking loans
for next year be left without definite sources of funds but also institutions will
experience impossible problems in packaging financial aid as is required, fox
example, in the granting of educational opportunity grants. To amend the pro-
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gram now without careful thought and planning, will throw Oregon's financial
aid community into complete chaos and will render it incapable of serving students
in their quest for educational funds. National defense student loans, a Federal
commitment to students, must be preserved. Please support the program with
all your energy and ability.

DAVID JOHNSON,
Executive Secretary,

Oregon State Scholarship Commission.

HOD. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
The national events loans programs has worked well for our institution. Would

urge its continuance in its present form.
RICHARD PETRIE,

Financial Vice President, Willamette University.

Mrs. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, IV ashington, D.C.:

Believe certain proposals to national defense student loan program would be
extremely detrimental to our financial assistance program. Our experience leads
us to oppose any modifications in national defense student loan program as pro-
vided in Higher Education Act, 1965. Strongly urge, therefore, resistance to any
changes now under discussion.

DAN W. POLING,
Dean of Men and Chairman, Financial

Aids Committee, Oregon State University.

SALEM, OREG.

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MRS. GREEN: I hope you will support NDEA student loans as they are,

until actual establishment of an alternative guaranteed loan program. All indi-
cations are that such an alternative program cannot be established to protect
students for fall of 1966.

CORVALLIS, OREG.

MONMOUTH, OREG.

LEONARD W. RICE,
President, Oregon College of Education.

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
Eastern Oregon College strongly recommends continuation of NDEA loans for

1966-67.
ROY L. SKEEN,

Financial Aids Officer, Eastern Oregon College.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
At Oregon Technical Institute we are in dire need of national defense student

loan funds for the next year as we are planning commitments on these types of
loans at this time. This is our only source of long-term loan funds. Therefore,
it is very important to our students as a financial aid, helping them in their
educational endeavors. Your assistance in this respect will be greatly appreciated.

FRANK D. STANKO,
Director of Placement and Director of Financial Aids,

Oregon Technical Institute.

LA GRANDE, OREG.

KLAMATH FALLS, OREG.
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ASHLAND, OREG.
EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

Nearly 10 percent Southern Oregon College students in all classes are depending
on NDEA loans. At Southern Oregon College it would be catastrophic to lose
this program. Institutionally, we have no resources to fill even a small fraction
of the need.

MABLE WINSTON,
Associate Dean of Students,

Financial Aids Institutional Representative.

FOREST GROVE, OREG., March 17, 1966.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Any assistance which you can give to clouded issue of National Student Defense

Loan program will be appreciated. Those of us working with students are very
frustrated concerning the financing for next September. We need to make firm
commitments now and are unable to do so under present conditions. Keep up
the good work.

Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: I appreciate your Sub-Committee's stand in

behalf of employing the full $190 million authorized for the NDEA loan program.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

G. E. REESE,
Dean of Admissions, Pacific University.

Hon. JOHN E. BRADEMAS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

Urgently request on behalf of large number of our students that every possible
effort be made to continue National Defense Student Loan Program full scale
through next fiscal year. It appears to us simply impossible otherwise to avoid
chaotic situation and severe cutback in educational opportunities for needy
students both old and new. I assure you this is of major and serious importance.
If planning could begin soon for fiscal 1968, it might be possible to be ready in time,
but fiscal 1967 is already an emergency- problem.

Respectfully,

VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY,
Nashville, Tenn., March 18, 1966.

H. ALAN ARFKEN, Jr.

BLOOMINGTON, IND.

Representative EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

Please accept sincere appreciation for your efforts on behalf of the full appropria-
tion of the national defense student loan funds. At this time it is critical and
deeply important to a significant number of young people who attend our college
that the full amount of the funds be appropriated for this year. Probably a very
worthy and needy student will have his life changed if he does not receive con-
tinued NDSL funds in September 1966. I fear any reductions at this time may
leave a number of such students at home and change the course of their lives.
Our students have been tremendously aided and the country will be a better place
because of that aid. Your personal efforts are most gratifying.

R. FRANK GARNER, Jr.
Vice President for Business Affairs,

Florida Presbyterian College.

ELVIS J. STAHR,
President, Indiana University.

ST. PETERSBURG, FLA.
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JACKSON, MI CH.
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
The NDEA loan should be continued in full force. Jackson Business University

is a 2-year accredited business school approved by Accrediting Commission for
Business Schools. Give all students of accredited schools equal loan rights.

A. C. HERMANN,
Jackson Business University.

Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS
'Longworth House Office Building,

Washington, D.C.

INDIANA STATETUNIVERSITY,
Terre Haute, Ind., March 9, 1966.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BRADEMAS: We are greatly concerned over a recent
administrative decision to "phase out" immediately the National Defense Loan
Program and the Health Professions Loan Program. If our university is to par-
ticipate in the packaging of financial aids, as provided in the Higher Education
Act of 1965, it is essential to have the above mentioned loan funds available to use.
We believe it would be difficult for the banking institutions to provide the

training necessary for member banks and adequate funds for the 1966-67 school
year. Moreover, to withdraw the above two programs immediately would be a
breach of our obligation to students who are borrowing from these programs to
see them through to graduation.

As an alternative to the recent proposal, we suggest that the withdrawal of
funds not start until after the matriculating freshman class of 1966. This would
fulfill our commitment to next year's freshmen and to current borrowers as well
as enable the banking system to take the necessary steps to provide adequate
funds.
We appreciate any support you are able to give for the continuance of the

NDEA Program and the Health Professions Program.
Very truly yours,

ALAN C. RANKIN, President.

NOTRE DAME, I ND.
Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:
Absolutely crucial that national defense loan program be continued 1 more

year so as not to leave a complete blank this year. Ninety banks invited to dis-
cuss program and only two appeared.

Regards,
FATHER TED HESBURGH, C .S.0 .

LAFAYETTE, IND.
Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:
I am contracting you as Indiana's voice on the House Education Committee.

Your committee has been holding hearings on H.R. 13174 and it is relative to this
bill that I am contacting you. After considerable study and discussion of this
bill, the colleges and universities feel that it is not a good piece of legislation at
any time, but it is most inappropriate at this time. The committee is aware that
all educational institutions are in the midst of committing student financial aid
for the next year. A bill at this time requiring a new procedure makes it impossible
to make effective use of the various aid programs that are available during 1966-67.
Purdue has over 500 new students waiting to learn whether or not they can get
NDSL loan. Without an appropriation we are unable to give them an answer,
with the result that many will decide not to go to college, and in each case another
capable individual has been deterred from continuing his education. I would
urge most strongly that the committees recommend the appropriation of $190
million for the loan fund, the amount authorized, and continue the present program
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for the next school year. This will then give your committee and the institutions
of higher learning the opportunity to give rational consideration to the best way
of meeting the financial aids needs of the future rather than a crash program as
H.R. 13174 which is poorly timed and inadequate in its provisions.

DONALD R. MALLET,
Vice President and Executive Dean, Purdue University.

Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS,
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.:
Urge continuation of NDSL in tax, through authorization in amount of $194

million for 1967 fiscal year. Strongly recommend Congress appropriate such
funds. H.R. 13174 not adequate substitute. Timing problems make sections
202 and 203 provisions of alternate proposal impractical.

MTS. JOSEPHINE FERGUSON,
Executive Secretary,

State Scholarship Commission of Indiana.

Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:

Strongly urge continued NDSL for $194 million. Sections 202 and 203 of
H.R. 13174 will not be adequate to meet needs of students. NDSL commit-
ments already made by many colleges. Out of necessity feel that sections 202
and 203 of H.R. 13174 for 1966-67 will hurt guaranteed loan plans through banks
at later date. Recommend phaseout procedure as originally planned.

WESLEY N. HAINES,
President, Franklin College.

INDIANAPOLIS, IND.

Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.:
Request you reestablish NDSL at full $194 million at least for this year. H.R.

13174 not practical. Too much redtape, private sector credit too tight. We
need to commit financial aid now.

Guarantee loan program sounds interesting but to expect it to work this year
is just not reasonable, please advise me of your position.

EDWARD N. ELLENSON,
Director of Financial Aids, Concordia College.

FRANKLIN, IND.

MOORHEAD, MINN.

Congressman JOHN BRADEMAS,
Longevorth Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. BRADEMAS: The Reverend Kennell from Elkhart, Indiana, has

been in the office a couple of times and we have had some informative talks about
the Government financial assistance programs to colleges. Last week when Mr.
Kennell was in he told me of your concern and interest in Government legislation
that would be the most helpful to colleges. After listening to my concern and
bewildered thoughts concerning guide lines to those of us who are administrating
the aid at the college level, he suggested I write you, stating briefly a few comments
on my views of the Government programs at this time.

1. I am very concerned, as I understand all college administrators are, because
the statement that the National Defense Student Loan program would be dis-
solved immediately was made at a most inopportune time, and how it was made.
The colleges are always well into their recruitment program before February 1,
and of course the National Defense Student Loan is an important factor in re-
cruitment for 1966-67, just as it has been for the past five years. The scare put
into students, parents and administrators is, I feel, very unnecessary. My
feeling has of course been borne out by the fact that we have received notification

NORTH CENTRAL COLLEGE,
Naperville, Ill., March 10, 1966.
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this week that the National Defense Student Loan program will be effective for
1966-67 and perhaps for three more years on a phase-out basis. This we all go
along with, as this was a provision covered in the original NDEA legislation.

2. Even at this late date (late in respect to helping students plan financial
assistance for 1966-67), we cannot, according to information from the Illinois
State scholarship group, who will be an agency for the guaranteed loan program,
give any constructive information to a student concerning application or a hope
for a guaranteed loan for the school year 1966-67. As a summary statement to the
National Defense Student Loan-guaranteed loan issue, I would like to go on
record as saying that the National Defense Student Loan program has been and
would continue to be the most desirable type of program to offer students interested
in attending the college of their choice. From what I know of the guaranteed
loan program, I shudder to think of the amount of debt a great many students
will incur unless there are much tighter application requirements than it now
appears there will be. In our experience here at the college, we know that we must
hold the strings tight if we are to grant necessary loans and think in terms of
counseling a student concerning his future chances to repay this debt. I am afraid
the number of delinquent repayments for guaranteed loans will be great, due to the
fact that unwise borrowing has been permitted. According to published reports,
this seems to have been the case in the National Defense Student Loan program,
although I maintain that this should not have been the case, the collections of
the National Defense Student Loans being only as effective as the college ad-
ministrators have been willing to put forth that extra effort. I personally would
like to see the National Defense Student Loan program go on indefinitely, using,
perhaps, a supplementary loan program through private financing as needed and
recommended through the individual colleges.
I believe the Educational Opportunity grants will be very helpful to both

colleges and students who are eligible for them. The administration of these
grants seems manageable enough. Of course the timing of when we will know
what amount we will receive, if any, is a bit late, but that too is forgiveable,
especially this first year.
The Reverend Kennell has suggested that you might stop in and see us when

you are in this area. We would be very pleased to meet you at any time. Thanks
for your interest in and work in behalf of college students.

Yours very truly,
FLORENCE S. ROEDER,

Financial Aid Officer.
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