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ABSTRACT

THE FINANCING OF HIGHER EDUCATION:
WITH SPECIFLC APPLICATION TO MICHIGAN

by

Glenn Lawrence Nelson

Two inter-related questions lie at the core of the issues
addressed in this thesis: (1) what is the probable magnitude and dis-
tribution of future costs implied by alternative higher education
policies? and (2) how should higher education be financed? The com-
plexity of the issues is largely derived from the multitude of roles
which higher education is presumed to have, but’ it is compounded by an
inadequate understanding of the relationships among the important
physical variables.

A revieﬁ of the history of American higher education and of
the roles recommended for golleges and universities by past and present
influential spokesmen reveals important differences in many dimensions.
However, disagreements related to the role of the higher education
community as critics of soclety appear to be a central concern. Some
argue that colleges and universities should facilitate the endeavors
of external groups, others maintain that higher education should be
insulated from outside pressures, a significant number of people
support an active critical role for higher education, and a few
believe that the higher education community should play a leading part
in the overthrow of existing centers of power. The diversity in role

orientation implies differences in organizational and financial links
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between higher education and the remainder of society. Those who
expect higher education to assume a facilitating role tend to favor
clearly defined, responsive linkages. Others abhor any such linkages,
while gtill others favor a diverse set of relationshipes consistent
with a perceived pluralism of roles.

The statistical technique of multiple regression was used in
two major analytic efforts. First, a study of aggregate undergraduate
and graduate enrollments (analyzed separately) in Michigan in 1951-69
indicates thcot changes wers associated with varictions in the college-
age population, number of people discharged from the Armed Serxrvices,
income,..and unemployment. Projections based in part on the statisti-
cally estimated parameters and in part on supplemehntary policy assump-—
tions yield strong evidence that the growth in undexrgraduate enroll-
ments will slow to a very small rate by the late 1970's,

Using the results of the above analysis plus more detailed
data for 1965/66-~T0/T71 in a second application of multiple regression,
the impacts of tuition and student aid wvariables on enrollments were
investigated, l1ncreases 1in Guition at the publiic four-year institu—
tions did appear to have a negative impact on enrollments; the evidence
was inconclusive elsewhere, Two student aid programs administered by
the State of Michigan seemed to be affecting enrocllment patterns and
possibly levels. There is very little evidence, however, that federal
student aid programgs had an impact on enrollments.

The final modeling effort required before policy alternatives
could be analyzed was the development of a framework which enables
estimates of future financial requirements to be computed, assuming

alternative public policies and enrollments. The estimate can be
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modified to reflect changes in the student-faculty ratio, faculty
compensation, mix of institutions with respect to size, relative
program emphasis, and many other factors. Y

There are strong indications that the rate of increase in total
financial requirements in the remainder of the 1970's will be quite
comparable to the rate of growth in the economy, as opposed to the
1960's when higher education consumed an ever increasing fraction
of the gross national product. Students, as a whole, are likely to
continue to bear the great majority (slightly over three-quarters) of
the total costs—-~including opportunity costs——associated with their
education.

Adoption of a full-cost tuition and vouchers policy would lead
to the average student in the public sector experiencing a much larger
net charge while those in private institutions would have much lower
net costs. Expansion of existing federal student aid programs with
the addition of a '"cost of education" grant directly to the institu-
tion would benefit private institutions and their students most,
public two=year colleges and their students least, with public four-
year institutions and students in an intermediate position.

Numerous other policy implications are derived with the aid of
the discussion of proposed goals for higher education, the statistical

analysis, and the financial requirements model.
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Chapter I

Introduction

The basic iasues to be dealt with can be stated suocinctly——
how should higher education be financed, and what is the probable
distribution and magnitude of future costs? The financial status of
higher educatlon is a cause for deep concern among many educators,
public officials, students and citizens. "Crisis" has become the term
most often used to demcribe the present state of affairs. Public and
private commissions have struggled with the questions and offered
suggestions, but no comprehensive philosophy or preogram has emerged
which enjoys wide support as a sufficient basis for a long term
solution.

The complexity of the issues is largely derived from the:mul-
titude of roles which higher education is presumed to have, Colleges
and universities are expected to assist students in acquiring saleable
skills, train students for good citizenship, perform research on a
nearly endless variety of problems, extend their expertise to the
general public, and criticize perceived injustices—to name but a few
of the many tasks many people would assign to higher education, His-
torically, the system of finance hag been cloasely tied to the paramount
roles of the period. The direction of cause and effect has not always
been clear. In some cases inatitutions of higher education and society
have consciously set forth goals and established corresponding finan-
cial arrangements, while in other cases a change in the source of
funds has caused changes in higher education which were often unanti-

cipated, unwanted, or even both in the opinion of many. Thus, it is
1



very important in a study such as this to consider the values and goals
related to higher education simultaneously with the financing arrange-
ments. One should support changes in the financing of higher education
only if he is willing to support the implied changes in the role of
higher education; similarly, if one wishes to change the role of

higher education,.he shouldcexplore changes in the method of finance
consistent with the revised role,

Another source of complexity and confusion in the discussion
surrounding the finance of higher education is the inadegquate under-
standing of thq relationships among the important physical variables.
There is a need to quantify the impact on enrollments of such factors
as population, income, unemployment, tuition, and student aid., It
would be useful to have a model of highé;.education which would allow
one to determine the physical and monetary resources required, assu-—
ming alternative public policies and enrollments,

Performing a comprehensive analysis of the financing issue

depends upon fulfilling three objectives, which were chosen as the

1) Identify the relationships Iutween the goals Tecommended
for higher education and the alternative methods of finance.
2) Develop a model which specifies in quantitative terms the
causal l1links among the physical variables of primary concern,
3) Evaluate several policy alternatives in order to assist
those who are making public policy decisions and to demon-
atrate the use of the frameworks developed under objectives
1) and 2).

The following chapters contain the results of the analysis. A capsule



description of each chapter is provided below.

Chapter II contains a brief historical review of American
higher education. Those who are familiar with this topic may wish
merely to skim the chapter or begin their reading in Chapter III.
Others will probably find the material useful, for it illustrates the
interaction of institutional forms and societal values and helps us
to understand current issues by establishing the context within which
they arose,

- A variety of roles, organized on the basis of the responsibility
" of the higher education community to actively criticize societal goals,
are discuased in Chapter I1II., Accompanying each role is an explora~
tion of the type of financing most conducive to the successful enact-
ment of the desired goals. Chapters II and III are primarily designed
to fulfill objective 1) noted above.

Chapters IV and V both present the results of investigations,
using econométric technigues, into the factora causing student enroll-
ments to vary in Michigan. The impacts of population, discharges
from the Armed Services, and econuviic factors on agEgregacve wnldsrgra—~
duate and graduate enrollment are estimated in Chapter IV. In the
same chaptexr the model is used to derive enrollment projections
which, with the aid of additional assumptions, are disaggregated into
three sectors—public four-year, public two-year, and private, The
econometric model in Chapter V, which is based in part on the results
of the work in Chapter IV, is designed to yield estimates of the
influence of tuition and student aid variablea at the institutional

and sectorial levels, respectively.
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The first part of Chaptexr VI is devoted to developing a rather
simple model of Michigan higher education which enables estimates of
future financial requirements to be computed, assuming altermative
public policies and enrollments, This model, in conjunction with
those constructed in Chapters IV and V, satisfies objective 2).

The remainder of Chapter VI contains an evaluation of several
policy alternatives, i.e., meets objective 3).

The conclusions and recommendations of the author are presented
in Chapter VII. While not as essential to understanding the discus-
sion of higher education finance as the preceeding material, it is
hoped that this chapter will represent a specific, constructive addi-
tion to the continuing debate.

Chaptexr VIII is a brief summary of the major results of this

research.



Chapter IXI

A Historical Perspeotivel

An examination of the historical record of American higher
education is useful, forxr it illustrates the interaction of institu-
tional forms and societal values. Such a study also helps us to
understand current issues by egtablishing the context within which
they germinated and grew to importance, And finally, reflecting on
the past often raises important questions concerning goals, values,
and institutional forms which might otherwise be ignored in the press .
of current crises,

It i= impossible, of course, to do more in one chapter than
mention the outstanding events in higher education. Such severe
condensation places a heavy burden on the author, for there is a constant
danger that only materials which are consistent with one's own value
socreen will be included., The reader should also remember that ideas
and institutions usually evolve slowly, rather than spring on the
scene in final form; thus, the cholce of the boundaries of the eras
discussed below is somewhat arbitrary—and unimportant except as an
organizational device. However, the choice of the theme and meaning

of each era is not arbitrary and is properly the subject of vigorous

1'l‘he author acknowledges a special debt to John S, Brubacher
and Willis Rudy, Highex Education in Transition - Revised Edition
(New Yori, N.Y., Harper & Row, 1968) and Frederick Rudolph, The
American College and University (New York, N.Y., Vintage Books, 1962)
for their scholarly histories and extensive bibliographies which were
the starting point for this chapter. This does not, of course, imply

that they bear any responsibility for the selection and organization
of the materical presented here,



debate where differences of interpretation appear,

This chapter focuses on the history of American higher educa~
tion, for the developments in Michigan can only be understood in terms
of a national context., Some special attempt has been made to include
the Michigan experience, but in actuality a special effort is really
not necessary--for Michigan has been in a position of leadership in
so many instances that one cannot exelude it. But the beginning of
the American college did occur early in the colonial period, long

before Michigan was claimed by European settlers,
Laying A Foundation: 1636-1827

On October 28, 1636, the Great and General Court of Massachu-
setts passed the legislative act which established Harvard College,
the firat college to be founded in the English colonies.2 Prom the
begimming, the institution was modeled as closely as possible on the
English college of Cambridge, for the new college was to be the
instrument which would transmit and presexrve culture in a foreign
and bazrbaric land. The IEnglish mo
making the college a home for the students, the aristocratic nature
of the collegiate experience, the emphasis on teaching rather than
learning, and even the titles of the classes——freshman, sophmore,
Junior sophister and senior aophister.3 These Inglish patterns, and

especially those associated with the concept of a residential college,

2Samuel Eliot Morison, Three Centuries of Harvard 1636~1936
(Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1936), D. 5.

3W.H. Cowley, "Buropean Influences Upon American Higher Educa~
tion," Educational Record, Vol. 20, April, 1939, pp. 168-9,.



have come to be known as the "collegiate way'"-=a philosophy of educa-
tion emphasizing the development of the whole person rather than a
narrow focus upon his intellect.4 Other models did exist in the
Continental European universities which offered a clear alternmative
in the form of developing nonresidential graduate schools, as reflec-
ted initthe portions of Ameirica dominated by the French and Spanish.5
fhe Christian traditions were central to the culture of the
colonists, and they looked to the early colleges for literate, college-
trained clergy. Religious control of the colleges, also inherited
from England, was natural in these circumstances.s Individual deno-~
ninations established Yale and Princeton in an attempt to help insure
their own denominational survival, a pattern which would be repeated
literally hundreds of times in the American experience.7 However,
church~related concerns were not the sole function of the colleges;
thege institutions were also expected to train other leaders of society.8

In either case the emphasis was on creating leaders of eptablished

society who would attempt to preserve it, not reconstruct it.

4See Rudolph, op. cit., pp. 86-109, for his chapter on "The
Collegiate Vay,.,"

5Brubacher and Rudy, op. cit., p. 5.

GCOWley’ OE. Cito, Pe 168.

TEdwin Oviatt, The Beginnings of Yale 1701-1726 (New Haven,
Conmn.,, Yale University Press, 191 and

Thomas Jefferson Wertenbaker, Princeton 1746-1896 (Princeton,
NeJe, Princeton University Press, 1946).

BBrubacher and Rudy, op. cit., p. 6.



The rigid curriculum imported from England was well-guited to
the above role. Its core consisted of the classical languages and
literatures, exactly what a minister must know to read the Scriptures
from the original Hebrew and to study the work of later schulars in
Greek and Latin.9 Knowledge consisted of the truths discovered and
preserved by ancient scholars; it was to be absorbed faithfully by
each generation so that it might be passed on,

In the eighteenth century pressure began to build for change in
the classical curriculum as men like Newton developed a new concept
of science and knowledge., Although the basic curriculum remained
dominant and unchanged, by the of the 1700's additions had been made
in the form of some attention to mathematies, natural science,
English language and literature, and modern foreign languages.1o
Thus, science, a force which would later cause almost unimaginable
agony and upheaval, made a rather inauspicious arrival in higher
education.

Entrance requirements, reflecting the curricwlsim, consisted of
demonstrating a knowledge ot Latin and Greek early in the pexriod and
later were broadened to include such subjects as arithmetié¢ and
English, Preparatory training was usually available only through
private tutoring, often by a minister, although some good Latin gram-

mar schools did exist.11

9Morison, op. _cite., De 3.

1OBrubacher and Rudy, op. cit., p. 14.

M1pia., pp. 11-13.



The financial position of these early colleges was usually very
precarious. The principal expense was faculty salaries. The effort
+o minimize salaries sometimes resulted in little more than a subsis-
tence wage being paid, certainly less than that of other professionals.
To make matters worse, a faculty member usually received little or no
inerease in pay over the course of his career and had few opportu-

12 npe

nities to add to his income by means of outside endeavors.
latter was as it should be in the opinion of many, who considered
outside sources of fundas to be a corrupting influence.

Purning to the revenue side, student tultion fees were an impor-
tant source of income, but these funds did not cover anywhere near the
full cost of the educa.tion.13 Out of necessity, but probably also by
original deeign considering the English tradition of philanthropy,
the colleges mought gifts from individuals and institutions.14 Gifts
originating in England were subatantial until the outbreak of the
Revolutionary war.15 Organized religion was another significant
source of donations, as one would expect given the religious origin
Tt of the ¢ 16 Sti411, indiv

H’ ey -
Wk LMD

21pia., p. 38.

133ever1y McAnear, "The Raising of Funde by the Colonial Col-
leges," Mississippi Valley Historical Review (title has since been
changed to Journal of American Histo;xs Vol. %8, March, 1952,
pr. 591-2.
145 p
udolph, op. cit., p. 178 and
Jease B, Sears, Philanthro in the Histo of American Higher
Education, Bureau of Education Bulletin 26 zWashington, D.C., Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1922), pp. 22-32.
15

6145a,, p. 31.

Sears, op. cit,, pp. 30-1.
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also important—-—the gift might come in terms of corn or volunteer labor
for a building project, but it was probably especially crucial as a
concrete demonstration of the public support for higher educa'l'.ion.17

These early colleges also received public subaidies, despite
the fact that policy formulation rested in private hands. Because of
their own revenue problems, the colonies usually found it easierxr to
give colleges permission to operate lotteries and to grant title to
lands for resale rather than to appropriate funds.18 Even more indi-
rect but also very important were the privileges granted to the
colleges, such as exempting the faculiy and students from military
duty and also exempting the faculty, students, and property from
taxation.19 However, the colonies, and later the states, also pro-
vided crucial suppoxt in the form of direct grants of funds; one
obaserver noted that without this support Harvard, Yale, and Columbia
could not have survived the colonial period.zo

Two events occurred during the end of this period which, along

with the rise of science mentioned above, were of immense aignifi-

1TRudolph, ops cit., pp. 182-3 and
Frederick Rudolph, "Who Paid the Billa? An Inquiry into the
Nature of Nineteenth-Century College Finance," Harvard Education
Review, Vol. 31, Spring, 1961, pp. 146-7.

*®Rudolph, American College, pp. 185-6.

19Frank W, Blackmar, The History of Federal and State Aid to
Higher Education in the United States, Bureau of Education Circular
of Information 1 (Washington, D.C., Government Printing Office, 1890),
especially pp. 24-29.

205ears, op. cit., pp. 25-26.
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developing and because they foreshadowed new forces at work in society.

One, of course, was the American Bevolution. It signaled the
arrival of democracy as an idea to be contended withe—the belief that
all men were equal before the law and should he ar free as possible
to0 realize the full benefit of their own ability and effort. Esta-
blished authority based upon religion or ancestry became subject to
doubt. Leaders began to think of education as the means by which
individuals would be made capable of handling this heavy load--the
responsibility for both their indiwvidual and national destiny.21

The other event of major proportions wasithe Dartmouth College
Cage of 1819. A then unknown Dartmouth graduate, Daniel Webster,
argued the position of the trustees of the College before the Supreme
Court in Washington., The issue was basically one of deciding whether
the state-granted charter of Dartmouth College gave the state the
right to impose its will upon the institution., Chief Justice John
Marshall, speaking for the Court, announced a decision in favor of
the trustees. Thus, private institutions won their independence from
isgislative iunlerlervnce, an independence wnich would protect them
from the excesses of democracy, but which it can be argued would also
result in a loss of contact with much of society-—as we shall see

more fully in the next section.22

21Rudolph, American College, pp. 33-43,

2%1pid,, pp. 207-213.
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Contesting The Inevitable: 1828-—Pre~Civil War

By the end of the year 1828 it was clear that the bulk of
American socliety was prepared to move enthusiastlically into a new era
where any man was the equal of any other and where the opportunity for
economic advancement should be open to everyone. But it was equally
apparent that the majority of the colleges were not prepared to em—
brace this new frame of reference. It could hardly have been more
gymbolic of this basic parting of the ways that Andrew Jackson's elec-
tion to the presidency and the Yale Report should occur in the same
year, 1828,

Jacksonian democracy emphasized equality and the benefits of
material success which could be obtained through healthy competition.
The concern of men such as Jefferson for a careful and consciocus cul=
tivation of those with special talents was largely forgotien——many
appeared to reject even the possibility of the existence of such
special talente. All privilege except that gained by individual effort
was rejected, which sometimes led to a loss of public suppoxrt for
higher education--~often to the benefit of common schools which were
considered more democrai:ic.z3 The frontier and the growing mamufac-—
turing sector seemed to offer material success to anyone with the
courage and enexgy to gradb it, and, not incidently from the stand-
roint of the colleges, one's higher education had little or no rela-

tionship to one's economic success.

231bid., p. 212.
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It was in the above atmosphere, to which was added the growing
pressure of the empirical sciences, that the President and Fellows of
Yale College issued their influential "Report on a Course of Liberal
Educa.tion."24 The Yale Report defended nearly every aspect of the
traditional college, from the classical curriculum to the residential
gtyle of student living. It argued that it would be a mistake for the
colleges ‘to cater to "a preparation for businessi" on the contrary,
the very fact of prosperity made the old curriculum even more crucial,

Is it not desirable that (the newly prosperous) should be

men of superior education, of large and liberal views, of

those s0lid and elegant attainments, which will raise them

to a higher distinction, than the mere possession of property;

which will not allow them to hoard their treacures, or waste

them in senseless extravagancej which will enable them to

adorn society by their learning, to move in the more intel~

ligent oircles with dignity, and to make such an application

of their wealth, as will be most honorable to themselves,

and most beneficial to their country?...Light and moderate

learning is but poorly fitted to direct the energies of a

nation, so widely extended, so intelligent, sc powerful

in resources,zgo rapidly advancing in population, strength,

and opulence.

This was to be the stance of most of highexr education throughout the
first half of the nineteenth century. The educators were determined
to preserve civilization on the frontier and in the new manufacturing
centers just as they had in the newly settled colonies.

The lack of societal support for this course became increasingly
evident as time passed. Public bodies-~unable to force their will
upon the colleges bhecause of the Dartmouth case, seeing that the

Yale Report's acceptance ruled out voluntary adjustment by the colleges,

24"0riginal Papers in Relation to a Course of Liberal Education,"
The American Journal of Science and Arts (title has since been changed
to American Journaloof Science), Vol. 15, No. 2, 1829, pp. 297-351.

251bid,, pp. 323-4.
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and awayed by their Jacksonian rejection of privilege-—reduced legis-—
lative support for private higher education.26 Many potential students
saw the classical ocurriculum as lrrelevant, and those who attended did
go partly under the inducement of very low 1:u:§.1;:1.ons.27 Interestingly,
once on campus the students often formed literary societies which were
much more open and intellectual than the classes they attended-——even

to the extent of possessing a library superior to that of the college!28
Reinforcing the viewppint that these societies acted scmewhat as a
substitute for a stale curriculum is the fact that they began to
decline in importance as the colleges broadened their offerdngs in

the mid and late nineteenth century.29 This was also the period in
which fraternities grew to be an important factor; these organizations
offered escape from the monotony of the classical curriculum and gave
the opportunity to learn and cultivate the attitudes and skills which

30 Not surprisingly in view of the

31

would lead to material success.

colleges! financial problems, faculty salaries remained very low.

26

Brubacher and Rndy, opn. ait.. p. 36,

27Ffanois Wayland, Thoughts on the Present Collegiate System
in the United States (Boston, Mass., Gould, Kendall & Lincoln, 1842)
as reprinted by (New York, N.Y., Arno Press & The New York Times,
1969), pp. 14-17.

28pudolph, American College, pp. 138-146 and
Henry D. Sheldon, Student Life and Customs (New York, N.Y.,
D. Appleton and Company, 1901), pp. 125-142.

29Rudolph, American College, pp. 145-6.

%1pid., pp. 144-9.

31way13.'nd’ QDo Cit.’ Pe 140
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Despite the above difficulties, this period saw an unprecedented
explosion in the number of all types of colleges, especially denomi-
national colleges. One study suggests that arproximately seven
hundred colleges opened and failed before the Civil War, a fatality
rate of about eighty percent.32 Ag this figure implieas, most of these
institutions were ill«planned in almost every respect—available
students, facuvlty, buildings, endowment, location, and so on,

Many factors were at work in this multiplication of colleges,
but two of the most important were the Dartmouth College Case men-—
ticned earlier and the spirit of Jacksonian democracy. The Dartmouth
Case, along with the First Amendment principle of separation of
Church and State, guaranteed denominational interests, once chartered,
the right to exist free of législative interference.>’ They were
encouraged to found institutions by the Jacksonian entexprising spirit,
the home migsionary movement, and denominational rivalries.34 The
zeal with which Yale and Princeton produced home misgsionaries for the
West was an important factor in the widespread dominance of the Yale
Heport up to the Civii War.35 Althougn some new public institutions
were founded in response to the independence of the private institu-

tions and inter-state rivalry, the evidence is strong that the

32Rud.olph, American College, p. 47 and
Donald G. Tewksbury, The Founding of American Colleges and
Univeraities Before the Civil War, No, 543 in the Series of the Colum—
bia University Teacher's College Contributions to Education (Néw York,
N.Y., Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University,
1932), pr. 23-28,

35Tewksbury, op. cit,, pp. 62-66,

34Rudolph, American College, pp. 52-58, 211,

351bid,, p. 131.
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combination of denominational and Jacksonian interests delayed much of
the development of state universities by several decades, i.e., until

after the Civil War.ss

However, the traditional liberal arts college was the focus for
a growing dissatisfaction which appeared and re-appeared in various
ways throughout the period--—foreshadowing what was to come., The ideas
inherept in democracy, science, and the Enlightenment spread and
would not be silenced; people both in andoout of the colleges were
demanding that higher education be more widely available, more intel-—
lectual, and more direéeted towards the easing of human misery. The
reformers usually locked to the German university for at least part
of their new model, Two of the most significant and revealing strug-
gles were those of Thomas Jefferson at the University of Virginia and
Henry Philip Tappan at the University of Michigan.

Thomas Jeffereson, from his position on the Board of Visitors,
had instituted many reforms at William and Mary College in the eigh-
teenth century, but he was dissatisfied with the results and devoted
his Time to an entirely new institution, the University of Virginia,
in the nineteenth century.37 In 1818 he succeeded in the legislative
effort required to obtain a charter, and in 1824 his plans were

adopted by the Board of Viaitors.38 Jefferson's vision was a public

institution offering advanced training to mature students, a proposal

36Tewksbury, op._cit., p. 151.
3TBrubacher and Rudy, op. cit., pp. 19-290, 99-100,

38Roy J. Honeywell, The Educational Work of Thomas Jefferson,
Vol. 16 of the Harvard Studies in Education (Cambridge, Mass., Har—
vard University Press, 1931) as reprinted by (New York, N.Y., Russell
& Russell, Inc., 1964), pp. 67-87.
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which was revolutionary in all reaspects. Control of the University was
%0 reast with a Board of Vieitors appointed by the governor and con-
firmed by the legislature, rather than in the handsvof any religious
group.39 There were to be eight achools: ancient languages, modern
languages, mathematics, natural philosophy, natural history, anatomy
and medicine, moral philosophy, and law; each would offer advanced
training and award its own diploma.4o The gtudent would be free to
choose which school he would enter and could proceed at his own de-

41

sired pace. This remarkable innovation could not be sustained,
however, in the face of such difficulties as a dearth of prepared
students due to the poor syastem of secondary education, the lack of
equipment and libraries, and the difficulty of recruiting adequate

faculty.42

On the other hand, Jefferson's ideas inspired many people,
one of whom was Judge Augustus B, Woodward who i 1817 was the major
backer behind legislation creating the "Catﬂglepistemiad" or Univer-
sity of Michigania.??

Probably nowhere else were the conflicts of this period more
evident or wore Litilerly Lfought than in FMighigan iun the 1850's aad
early 1860's. Under the influence of Woodward, Michigan had adopted
from the very beginning a policy favoring a centralized system of

education——even going so far as to give the Universnity of Michigan the

39Brubacher and Rudy, op. cit., pp. 148=9,

40pni1ip Alexander Bruce, History of the University of Virginia
1819-1919, Vol. I (New York, NoYo, The Macmillon Gy 1050, po. 352-7.

41vid., pp. 326-7.

423m'ba.0her and Rudy' OPe cito' Pe 152.

431pid,, p. 153.
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exclugive right to confer degrees.44 This view was reinforced by a
plan developed by Imaac E. Crary and John D. Pierce and adopted in
18373 it proposed a central state university with "Branches'" which
would provide secondary education and feed qualified students into

the university.45 These events were important factors in the decision
of Henry Philip Tappan to accept the presidency of the University of
Michigan in 1852, for he was also a great admirer of the system of
education developed in Germany.46 Many of his ideas were similar to
those of Jefferson; he broadened the course of study, raised it to a
more advanced level, and introduced electivesifor the Btudents.47
Tappan fought all sectarian influence and continued the battle to
retain a monopoly on degree granting; the denominations, of course,
fought him tooth and mail, trying to limit public support for the
University and gain collegiate rights-—succeeding in the latter in
1855.48 Tappan's actions antagonized many groups, as illustrated by
the following newspaper quote, "Of x11 the imitations of Fnglish aris-—
toceracy, German mysticism, Prussian imperiousness and Parisian nonsen=-

silies, Lo 45 al the moat completelwr

foreigniied specimen of an abnormal Yankee we have ever seen.”49

'IWillia Dunbar, "Public Versus Private Control of Higher Educa~
tion in Michigan, 1817-1855," Mississippi Valley Historical Review
(title has since been changed to Journal of American History), Vol. 22,
December, 1935, pp. 389-391.

451bid,, pp. 391-2.

46Elizabeth M. Farrand, Histo of the University of Michi
(Ann A®bor, Mich., Register Publishing House, 1885), DP. 94-5.

4Tprubacher and Rudy, op. oit., pp. 105~T.

g8

*®1b1d,, pp. 155-T.

49Farrand, op, cit,, pp. 112-3,
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In 1863 Tappan was forxrced out of office by a vote of the Board of
Regentas, but his influence as an architect of the American university
would never be destroyed.so
Towards the end of this period an important event occurred which
foretold the degree to which society would create colleges and univer—
gities responsive to their needs, and once again Michigan was in the
front ranks. The Michigan Agricultural College, the first such insti-
tution in the western United States, was established at BEast Lansing

in 1855.21
Entexring The Mainstream: Civil War——Pre-~World War Il

The United States underwent tremendous change in this period
as did higher education, but now there was something new in their
relationship, Before the Civil War, society had an impact on the col-
leges, but the impact of the colleges on society appeared small-—even
negligible, Few enrolled. and those who did enjoyed 1little or mo
advantage over others as the nation expanded from ocean to ocean, 1In
LILE (oW SFa gausc—alll—eilesl would be ledas ¢leals, Certalnly, cLangas
in society would still affect higher education but now society would
find itself increasingly dependent on the colleges and universities
to perform crucial fundtions. Higher education was moving into the

mainstream of the nation, nsver to return to the eddies it occupied

in the first half of the nineteenth century.

5OIbidz, Pp. 156=8 and
Edwin MoClellan, "The Educational Ideas of Henry Philip Tappan,"
Michi History, Vol. 38, March, 1954, pp. 69-T78.

51Madison.Kuhn Michigan State: The First Hundred Years (East
Lming’ Micho’ 19555’ PP. 4-10-
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While the Civil War was not the sole factor in bringing about
a new orientation, it did appear to be a turning point. The trends
toward industrialization and urbanization leapt forward under the
influence of war-time factory and railrocad growth. The nation was
knit together by economic institutions, except for the war-ravaged
South which was left isolated in many ways. And finally, the United
States was truly a nation, the experiment of democracy had survived
its most crucial test.

The Morrill Acts which led to the creation of the land grant
colleges were almost certainly the most important Federal initiatives
in this period. Responding to a rising pressure for more popular
colleges which would offer applied-science or technical training in
agriculture and the mechanic arts, Congressman Justin Smith Morrill
of Vermont first introduced his bill in 1857.52 His bill was vetoed
by President Buchanan in 1859, the same year in which The Origin of
the Species by Cha¥rles Darwin appeared-—a coincidence with the same
ring of irony as occurred in 1828 with the simultaneous issuance of

—~ Y 55 Thiads Lon dulad -

S Py Pletelolvl i lel
2Ad e whad Ll & ahadd . ) Anpds o e [ ¥

e
forces.of change were not stifled for long; in 1862 President Lincoln,
who had succeeded Buchanan, signed the Morxrill Act passed by a Congress
from which the South had aeceded.54 Despite the importance we now

ascribe to the Act, it aroused no great public interest; the New

52Ibid., PP« 248-9,

534.0. Thompson, "The Spirit of the Land-Grant Institutions,"

Proceedings of the Association of Land Grant Colleges and Universities,
1931, p. 106,

54Earle D. BRoss, Democracy®s College: The Land-Grant Movement
in the Formative Stezs iAmes, Iowa, Iowa State College Press, 19425,

pp. 60=5,
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York Tribune did not mention it when summarizing the achievements of
the Congress in that year,”

The Morrill Act of 1862 was significant not only because of the
purposes it supported but also because of the intervention strategy
adopted by the fedexral government. The Act itself stated that each
state would receive 20,000 acres for each senator and representative
and that each territory would receive 60,000 acres., Ten per cent of
the fund resulting from the sale of the land might be spent for a
college site or experimental farm land, but neither the grant nor the
income resulting from it could be used for constructing or maintaining
buildingsg the remainder of the fund was to be invested where it would
yield a return of not less than five per cent.56 For the first time
the federal government was interpreting its duties under the "“general
welfare" clause of the Constitution to include the right to use federal
grants to achieve certain specific objectives, in this case education
of a certain type. Since the grant could not be used for buildings,
the states had to provide "matching dollars" if they were to benefit
Tfrom the Act.57 Dol of these pracuices Lhave
until they are now of tremendous scope and importance., The conse-—
quences of this approach were felt immediately, for former federal

land grants had primarily supported general or humanistic studies but

after 1862 they could only be used in applied-sciences or technical

29Ibid., pp. 65-6.
56Ibid., PP. 46=T.

oTwilfred E. Binkley and Malcolm C. Moos, A Grammar of American
Politics, Third Edition, Revised,(New York, N.Y., Alfred A. Knopf,
Ino.’ 1958)’ ppo 81-2.
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fields.58 The matching requirement,cof course, tended to shift the
state's allocation of funds in the same direction.

The early years of these land-grant colleges were fraught with
problems. Qualified students were nearly nonexiatent, many farmers
would support only a vocational or trade school curriculum, and there
was a gcarcity of information to teach.59 One obeerver noted, "The
first group of agricultural profeassors were somewhat like a brass
band trying to play without instruments."60 Prospects were improved
markedly by the Hatch Experiment Station Act of 1887 which laid the
finaneial and institutional foundations for devéloping a scientific
subject matter and with the gecond Morrill Act of 1890 which provided
for greatly increased federal support.61

The land-—-grant funds were used in a wide variety of institution-
al arrangements., Michigan, along with Iowa, Maryland and Penmsylvania,
chose to augment the existing agricultural college.62

The problem of finding qualified students was not unique to the
land~grant colleges, for at the end of the Civil War a gap existed
betwean the publie elementary zcheels cnd the undversities—{illed

only by public secondary education in a few Northeastern urban centers

98yi111am Lowe Bryan, "Educational Policies of the United States
Government," Educational Record, Vol. II, April, 1930, pp. 56-=T.

59Richard Ge Axt, The Federal Government and Financing Higher
Education (New York, N.Y., Columbia University Press, 1952?, Pp. 47-50,

60Thompson, op. cit., p. 106.
61.&3:1:, op. ¢it., pp. 50-9.
62

Rudolph, American College, p. 253,
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and by private academies.63 The traditional solution was to establieh
a preparatory program within the college which would take the unqua-
lified gstudents at whatever lewvel they came and raise their competency
to that regquired foxr college-level instruction.64 The aspiring Univer-
sity of Michigan, however, initiated a much grander scheme 1in the
post-war period. In 1871 the University, under the leadership of
President Henry S, Frieze, began to certify the graduates of certain
public schools as admissable at the collegiate 1eve1.65 This, of
course, was of tremendous significance: it encouraged the growth of
gsecondary schools, it stimlated them to adopt programs of collegiate
preparation with adequate standards, and it allowed the University
to elevate its own standards. The procedure spread rapidly and by
1890 the leading Midwestern state universities depended almost entirely
on the high schools for their students.66

As these uniquely American institutions——the land-grant collegegs——
were developing, an equally important effort to import the ideals of

Gexr2n sniversity scholarship was continuing. These idealg—=some of

on a concept of the university as a place where truth would be pursued
through original scientific investigation by free agents. The profes-

sor was free to investigate any subjeot and communicate his findings

63Rudolph, American College, p. 281,

641p1d., p. 282.

65Joseph Lindsey Henderson, Admission to College by Cextificate,
No. 50 in the Series of the Columbia University Teacher's College Con-
tributions to Education, (New York, N.Y., Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1912), pp. 49-51.

66Rudolph, American College, p. 284,
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to others. The students were free to study anything and anywhere
they wished, with the only formal requirement being the final degree
examination, This spixrit of free inquiry yielded rich sclentific
dividends for the state, an aspect which became more consciously cul-
tivated as the nineteenth century unfolded.®”

Although the influence of the Germaniuniversities was felt
throughout the 1800%*s, their ideals were not fully realized in America
until Johns Hopkine University opened its dooxrs in 1876 under the
leadership of Daniel Colt Gilman.68 The funds for this massive en—
deavor were donated from the fortune which Johns Hopkins accumilated
through his interest in the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad.69 The insti-
tution thrived, and its graduates soon began to influence all of
American higher education in the development of advanced sbholarship

and teaching.70

There was, and still is, such a variety among American universi-
tiese that it is impossible to desoribe a "typical" American university.
However, two characteristies did develop in this period which were dis-
tinctly American and widely adopted to some degree by all institutions,
but especially by those in the public sector. The first of these is
the all-purpose curriculum typified by the "Cornell Plan," and the

seoond is service to the community or the "Wisconsin Idea.“T1

67Brubacher and Rudy, op., cit.,, p. 175-6.

68 pudolph, American College, p. 269.

69John C. French, A Histo of the University Founded Johns
Hopkins (Baltimore, Md., The Johns Hopkins Press, 1946), DP. 94—7.
T%8rubacher and Rudy, op. cit., p. 183.

Mivid,, p. 161.
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Even before the university was founded, Ezwra Cornell knew what
he wished to accomplish with his millions from the Western Union Tele-
graph Company, saying the words which would later appear on the univer—
sity seal, "I would found an institution in which any person can find
instruction in any study." ! In this he had the enthusiastic backing
of the able first president, Andrew Dickson White, who recalled the
inequality between the classical and acience curriculum in his under-
graduate days at Yale.73 Although White was a strong supporter of
vocational training throughout his career, he also believed education
must develop the social nature of man so that democracy might work--
securing rational, intelligent reforms wherever necessary; it is
important to note that in 1980, forty years after his inauvguration,
he was convinced that the problem had been reversed and that the
pressing need was "not only to make men and women skillful in the va~
rious professions and avocations of life, but to cultivate and bring
out the best in them as men and women."74

As the "Cornell Plan" was widely adopted, it tended to blur the

ond hatrreaarn colleowm
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and professional, Before the mid-1800%a college training was of a
preprofesgional nature designed to prepare the student for later pro-

fessional training in divinity, law, or medicine, After the Civil War

72Carl L., Becker, Cornell University: Founders and the Foundi
(Ithaca, N.Y., Cornell University Press, 1943), pp. 60-2, 88.

75Andrew Dickson White, Autobiography (Now Yoxrk, N.Y., The Cen~
tury Co., 1905), p. 341,

1yalter P. Rogers, Andrew D, White and the Modern Universit
(Ithaca, N.Y., Cornell University Press, 19425, pp. 210-17.
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a wide variety of fields from business to music could be studied-——
and at the undergraduate level., Rudolph argues that this was a sig-
nificant change in a fundamental aense:

The old professionalism was characterized by a serious regaxrd

for the liberal studies and by the degree to which the central

subject of every liberal study was man himself. The new
professionalism, on the other hand, studied thinga, raiged
questions not so much about man®s ultimate role and his uwlti-
mate responsibility as it did about whether this or that was

a good way to go about achieving gome immediate and limited

object., There was, therefore, a difference, a real difference

in kind between the old and the new professions, a difference
that had once been clari?%ed by the distinction between
profession and vocation,

Ag the twentieth century opened, many people were begimning to
feel as White did, i,e., that the spirit of individualism and compe-
tition so prevalent in the nineteenth century must be balanced by a
concern for the nature of society. They objected to the concentra—
tions of economic and political power which were appearing in businesses
and cities as the country shifted in the direction of an urbanized,
industrialized nation. Their attempts at reform, the Progressive

movement, affected the entire nation, including higher education—-—

but novhere woo the cpirit of this pericd oo captured 29 in Wiasconsin

where it gave rise to an educétional philosophy, the "Wisconsin Idea."76
Progressivism was extremely important to the development of col-

leges and universities because it gave new life to the concept of higher

education's contribution to the publice ﬁortion of society, a concept

which had been widely accepted up to the nineteenth century but

75Rudolph, American College, pp. 342-=3,

76Merle Curti and Vernon Caratensen, The University of Wisconsin:

A Higto 1848-1925, Vol. 2 (Madison, Wis,, University of Wiaconsin
Press, 1949), DPP. 3-4.
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overshadowed since then by an emphagis on the individual and his ma-
terial success. The Progressives were not opposed to the ideals of
democracy and material progreass; on the contrary, they were among
their strongest supportexrs. The cures for soclety were more democracy
and more progress through healthier competition: voting rights were
expanded, balloting procedures changed, trusts dissolved, and unethi-
cal behavior exposed and legislated against. The suppoxrt and adoption
of such reforms required both an informed populace and leadership,
hence the need for extemsion work and the creation of expertise in
government circles. Both of these represented opportunities for the
miversities to close the gap with society. Another indication of the
Progressive spirit was the development of settlement houses in urban
areas by concerned students, whose activities axre often a useful baro-
metexr of the times.77

The Universlity of Wisoonsin gave expression to all of the above
ideas and more. Industrial problems were attacked and often solved,

such as in the case of the Babcock fat test which an enthusiastic

ohaerver credited with anvine th »otiv
Extension Division was sending faculty to outlying villages, conducting
correspondence courses (enrolling 5,000 by 1912), serving as a refer-
ence bureau for citizen inquiries, and organizing discussions of the

major public questions.79 Faculty were serving on the boaxds and

"Tcaroline Williamson Montgomery, Bibliography of College, Social,

University and Church Settlements (Chicago, 11l., The Blakely Press,
1905) .

T8prederic C. Howe, Wisconsgin: An eximent in Democracy (New
York, N.Y., Charles Scribner's Sons, 1912), p. 175.

Tocnarles MoCart s The Wisconsin Idea (New York, N.Y., The
MacMillan Company, 1912), pp. 131-6.
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commigsions of the stiate with the enthusiastic backing of both Gover—
nox La Follette and Charles R, Van Hige, president of the University;
state administrators and professors met informally each week in a
Saturday Lunch Club while the legislature was in seseion.ao This
Progressive era, and particularly the Wisconsin experience, was the
beginning of the use of the expertise of faculty in governmental af=
fairs, which has now become widespread at the national level,

The involvement of faculty in societal conflict, plus the in-
creaged emphasis on research, the rapid growth of knowledge and the
expansion of institutions, led to their professionalization, ice.,
they tended to be Jjudged by their peers rather than their clients and
to have a decisive voice as to who entered the faculty.e1 As original
scholarship came to be emphagized, the Ph.D, became the admission
ticket to the profession and the published article the means by which

82 yithin the universities the

one insured his continuing membership.
faculty organized into departments centered on disciplines and broke
into ranks in order to facilitate both increasingly specialized scho-
larship and the administrative needs ol a large instii;ution.a3 both

the enphasis upon publishing and the geparation into disciplinary

80Robert S. Maxwell, La Follette and the Rise of the Progressives
in Wigconsin (Madison, Wis., State Historical Society of Wisconsin,

1956), pp. 58-9.

81See Christopher Jencks & David Hiesman, The Academic¢ Revolu-—
tion (Garden City, N.Y., Anchor Books, 1969) for a discussion of higher
education which places great emphasis upon this point.

821%‘11doljph, American College, pp. 395-T7, 402-7.

831pid,, pp. 398-402.
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departments tended to replace local and institutional loyalties with
a commitment to a national, and even international, body of scholars.
The inevitable claph with vested interests, often represented
by benefactors or trustees, which arose as faculiy increasingly
entered into public debate on policy issues gave rise to a heated
discussion of academic freedom and temure. The German model described
earlier was an important factor in the controversy, but its applica~
tion was too narrow for many American professors. The German concep-
tion of academic freedom applied only within the academic community;
in the wider society the German professor was expected to defer to
the German state, as were all German citizens.84 The American pro-—
feasoxr claimed that he should be accorded the same right of free speech
as all citizens and that he, in contrast to others, should not be
subject to losing his position foxr doing 90.85 With the formation
of the American Aassociation of University Professors (AAUP) in 1915
the professoras created an inatrument which could both artionlate and,

86  Mheir 1915 statement

as time would prove, ably defend their views.
ol principles declared, in part, the responsivilivy oif the prolfessor
wag primarily to socletyi the governing board and president may
"appoint", but the termination of an appointment should result from

a decision by peers, Furthermore, the function of creating an informed

and critical public opinion would suffer from any restriction of

84R1¢hard Hofgstadter and Walter P, Metzger, The Development of
Academic Freedom in the United States (New York, N.Y., Columbia
University Press, 19555, PP. 383=91,

®5Ipid,, pp. 405-7.

865 rubacher and Rudy, ops cits, pp. 318=21.
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academic freedom; the professor should be free to express his ideas
within the classroom, university and society, but he should do so
responsibly—especially encouraging students to examine the opinions
of others.87 There could ho longer be any doubt—~the appearance of
the AAUP signified the arrival of the professional academic man.

Related to the issue of the role of a faculty member has been
the question of the corporate role of the university. The predominant
opinion was, and still appears to be, that the university must remain
neutral in political affairs so far as is possible. However, the
igsue is still a subject of debate, which we will return to in more
detail in the next chapter,

A phenomenal increase in enrollment took place over this period.
In 1869~70 there were 52,000 students in higher education. The ratio
of 1869-70 enroliment to the 18-21 age group was 1.7 per cent. (While
this is a useful rule~of=thumb figure for purposes of comparison, it
has striect limitations for all students are not members of this age
group,) Forty years later, in 1909-10, enrollment was 355,000 students,
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was 76,000 students or .8 percentage points. However, by 1939-40
student enrollment was 1,494,000 or 15.6 per cent; these three decades
gaw an average increase of 380,000 students or 3.5 percentage points

pexr decade.BB Young people were obviously responding to public attempts

to make higher education more democratic and more relevant to a technical,

8
Tibid,, p. 320.
®8y.,5. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National

Center for Educational Statistics, Digest of Fducational Statistics
1970 (Washington, D.C., U.S. Govarnmé&% Printing Office, 1970),
Table 88, p. 67.
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scientific world-—and nowhere did these ideals come to be more olearly
expressed than in the junior or community colleges.

The junior colleges played an important role in the expansion
of higher education opportunities., The junior oollege was originally
conceived as a splitting-off of the "collegiate"llevel of instruotion
from the more advanced and speclalized "university" curriculum, fol-
lowing the German distinotion between the "gymnasium" and "University.“89
However, it soon became evident that it was a terminal institution for
moat of its students, and the curriculum broadened from a liberal arts
"transfer" program to include many specialized vocational-technical
coursea.90 The drawing point of the junior collegea is evident in
their growth; in 1900-01 8 colleges enrolled 100 students, less than
.1l per cent of total higher education enrollment; by 1921-~22 207
colleges enrolled 16,031, almost 3 per cent of total enrollment; and
in 1939-40 610 colleges had an enrollment of 236,162, 16 per cent of
total enrollment.91 Thus, American society had aspawned yet another

viable institutional form of higher education-—a college located c¢lose

4+ Vs

student of all ages, and offering a broad curriculum short of the
baccalaureate degree,
Two new developments were cxmcial to the financing of the rapid

expansion of higher education in both scope and magnitude, First, a

89Brubaoher and Rudy, op. cit., pp. 258-61,

9OIbid=, PPe 264=5.

g 91U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, o clt.,
Pe 7an.d.

Edmund J, Gleazer, Jr., "Junior College Growth," Junior College
Journal, Vol. 31, February, 1961, pp. 353-4.
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pattern of regular tax support developed for public insiitutions after
the Civil Waxr. The precedlent was again set in Michiganj although
state appropriations had been made earlier, in 1873 the legislature
provided that the revenue from a statewide properiy tax of one-~twen-
tieth of a mill should regularly go to the University.92 This prace
tice gave the institution a more stable income which allowed for
better planning, and it also resulted in greater flexibility with
regard to the internal allocation of funda.93 The leaders of private
higher education quickly forgot their own past reliance on the public
treasury and fought this trend, alleging that a laissez faire policy
was preferable and that governmental support was a corrupting influ-
anoe.94
The seocond major development was the accumilation of personal
fortunes which resulted 1n large gifts to higher education. Some of
the largest were $500,000 by Ezra Cornell, $1,000,000 by Cornelius
Vanderbilt, $3,500,000 by Johns Hopkins, $20,000,000 by Leland Stan—
ford, and $30,000,000 from Rockefeller to the University of Chicago.95
92R10hard Bees Price, The Financial Support of State Universities,
Vol. 6 of the Harvard Studies in Educabicn (Cambridgs, Maos,, Harvard
University Press, 1924) as reprinted by (New York, N.Y., Johnson
Reprint Corp., 1969}, p. 58 and The Financial Support of the University

of Michi : Jts Ori sand Development, No. 8 of the Harvard Bulle-
tine in Education iCambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1923),
PP. 35-6.

93James B. Angell, Beminiscences (New York, K.Y., Longmans,
Green, and Col, 1912), pp. 243-4.

2 Rudolph, American College, pp. 189-90, 278-9,
Brubacher and Rudy, op, cit., p. 160 and
Charles K, Adams, "State Aid to Higher Edusation," in State
Aid to Higher Fducation, Herbert B, Adams, ed., Vol. 18 of the Johns
Hopkins University Studies Iin Historical and Politiocal Science (Balti—
moxre, Md,, The Johns Hopkins Fréss, 1898), pp. 1=14,

953rubaoher and Rudy, op. cit,, rp. 273, 275.
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Although the individual gifts were of course much smaller, the res—
ponse of alumni to fund-raising drives was no less important--empecially
in the private sector.

With the coming of the twentieth century there arose a new style
of giving, the philanthropic foundation. These foundations used their
money and staff as a lever to modify existing institutions xrather than
create new ones, and a powerful lever it proved to be. Institutions
were encouraged to raise their endowment funds by $140,000,000 between
1902 and 1925 in order to obtain $60,000,000 from Rockefeller's General
Education Board.96 The Carnegie Foundation, through the eligibility
standards for institutional participation in its pension plan,

(1) raised the standards of admission to four years of high school or
ite equivalent, (2) established the minimum size of a college at mix

to eight departments, in effect, by requiring a four-year curriculum
manned by at least six (eight in 1921) full professors, (3) promoted
the Ph,D, as a standard by requiring it of all department heads,

(4) weakened denominational colleges by excluding them, and (5) affec-
ted many other equally importaut uaiters.”! Tk
tions, such as that of President Jacob G, Schurman of Cornell Univer-
aity: "The very ambition of such corporations to reform educational
abuses is itself a source of danger. Men are not eonstituted educa-

tional reformers by having a million dollars to spend.“98

96Erneat Victor Hollis, Philanthropic Foundations and Higher
Edugation (New York, N.Y., Columbia University Press, 1938,, PPe 200-1,
?T1via,, pp. 127-41.

®ibia,, p. 39.
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The last decade of this period, the 1930}5, was one of severe
economic depression. It was a time when all ingtitutions and all of
social philosophy, including matters related to highexr education, were
subjected to intense critical review. This, plus the growing disaffec-—
tion of the humanists as the vocational and technical fields expanded,
led to a wvigorous debate which went to the roots of higher education.
The leading spokesmen for the two philosophies were men well-gqualified
for such a serious and important confrontation; Robert M..Hutchins,
president of the University of Chicago,rand John Dewey, pragmatie
rhilosopher of Columbla University. A close examination of their
opposihg viewpoints is more appropriately a paxrt of the next chapter,
but a history would not be complete without mention of some of the
highlights of this historic battle,

The proper role of higher education, according to Hutchins,
was not vocational but rather the cultivation of a liberal training
which was unchanging over time. He maw the growing emphasis on
durrent problemeselving as leading to a trivial, fragmented, ad hoc,
empirical study; such matiers were ihe proper realm of technical instie-
tutes, but the university must concentrate on its unique funection of
analyzing, and training others to analyze, in terms of allong-range
theoretical perspective.99 Dewey and his followers countered that
theory was an instrument of inquiry which could be tested and advanced
only by application to current problems. The role of the liberal arts
wag one of insuring that the technical subjects were applied in a

humane direction; what constituted liberal education depended upon

?9Brubacher and Rudy, op. cit., pp. 297-301.
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100 41though the debate

what forces, such as democracy, were at work,
was vigorous, the verdict was probably never in doubt—~the people,
through their elected bodies and with their own presence, had been
choosing the path which led to vocational training and applied
pProblem=-solving for nearly one'hnndwed years.

Before moving to the next section, let us briefly summarize the
events of this complex era. To the college of English origin, which
emphasized the training of the “"total gentleman,'" had been added the
German concept of scholarly inquiry. But neither was transplanted
without change. The American college and university was more demo-
cratic and more dedicated to seivice. Never before had a nation set
out tco provide higher education for so many people in so broad a
curriculum., Nevexr before had a faculty become so involved in society's

current problems, both as researchers and as advisers.
Serving The Nation: World War II - 1965

The underiying theme for this period can be summarized in one
word, "growiil,” Growilh in enrollwments, buiidings, institutions,
budgets, research monies, professionalization, and so on. All of the
trends established in the last period seemed to be contimiing at an
accelerating rate——and the public seemed happy to make the required
investment. In the immediate post-—-war period a commission appointed
by President Truman returned with a report entitled Higher Education
for American Democracy and this ringing challenge: "We may be sure
our democraocy will not survive unless American schools and colleges

10051y54,, pp. 301-5.
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are given the means for improvement and expansion,..America's strength
at home and abroad in the years ahead will be determined in large
measure by the quality and the effectivenesa of the education it

101 All levels of government responded,

provides for ita citizens,"

but the federal gowernment's role became especially crucial.
Enrollments, after falling in the war years, soared from

1,677,000 in 1945-46 to 2,659,000 in 1949-50 with the return of the

veterana.102

Following a short respite, enrollments again climbed
as the post-war baby boom wave came of college age. By 1965 there
were 5,526,000 students enrolled in higher educa.tion.103 The same
pattern held in Michigani enrcllment in colleges and universities
grew from 45,900 students in 1945 to 101,000 in 1949 to 268,000 in
1965.104
World War II was also instrumental in the pattern of reseaxrch

support, for it was the expertise of the university faculties which
developed many major technical devices such as radar, the proximity

fuse, and the atomic bomb., The continuing Cold War led to a sustained

101President'a Commission on Higher Education, Higher Fducation
for American Democ » Vol. 1 (Washington, D.C., U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1947;, pe. 103,

102U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, op. cit.,
p. 67.

103U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National
Center for Educational Statistics, Projections of Educational Statlg-~
tice to 1978~79 (Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office,
1969), Table 13, p. 30.

104U.S. Office of Education, Biennial Survey of Education in the
United States (Washington, D.C., U.S. Govermment Printing Offioes,

1944—43 and 1948=-5Q and
Michigan Department of Education, A Report on Enrollments in
Michigan Colleges and Universities (Lansing, Michigan, 1968).
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support of research, especially in the natural sciences., In 1957 the
launching of the Russian Sputnik gave a renewed impetus to federal
support for higher education,

The growing extent of the federal involvement is probably best
shown by the changing sources of income of higher education. Before
World War II, in 1939-40, the federal government contributed about
$40 million (5 per cent) of the $720 million current fund income,
$32 million of which was to land=grant institutions. Ten years later,
in 1949-50, the federal government's share of a total of $2.39 billion
was $527 million (22 per cent) and in 1959-60 the corresponding figures
were $5.81 billion and $1.04 billion (18 per cent). Finally, in 1965-
66 the federal government contributed $2.66 billion (21 per cent) of a
total current fund income of $12.80 billion.105

Despite the magnitude and importance of its support, by 1965 the
federal government still had not formed any comprehensive plan for its
funding of higher education. It was still operating many categorical

programs, largely uneooxrdinated, to deal with specific needs—~basically

first Morrill Act, The G.I. Bill was prompted by a concern for veterans,
much of the contract research was motivated by the interest in national
defense, the need for facilities gave rise to separate programs such

as the Higher BEducation Facilities Act of 1963, and one could go on—
gseemingly for pages and pages. While this ungquestionably produced
positive results, the practice was often criticized for its concentra-

tion of support to a relatively small number of fields, faculty, and

1050.8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Digest,
Table 126’ Pe 95.
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inetitutiona., After careful study one observer concluded, "The govern-
ment (and vaster historical forces) has divided the liberal axts
faculty into a contingent of relatively young scientists and social
scientists with lighter teaching loads, higher income, substantial
research support, and other perquisites, and another contingent of

older humanists, with heavier teaching loads, lower incomes, and little

Tresearch support.“106

The Bigher Education Act of 1965 might be viewed as a culmina-
tion of such efforts. Although it recognized a broad federal respon-
8ibility, both in the public and private sectors and at the undergra~
duate and graduate levels, there still did not exist a comprehensive

underlying philosophy. The Act is sumrmarized as follows by Brubacher

and Rudy:

The omnibus act of 1965,..authorized federal financing to
enable colleges and universities to assist in the solution of
commmity problems such ag housing, public health, and poverty
by way of research, wniversity extension, or continmuing edu-
cation programs. It established a program whereby federal
funds would be appropriated to help institutions of higher
education improve and expand their libraries, It made provi-
sion for federal assistance to help riise the gquality of

axe struggling for survival and a:e isolated from thn main
currents of academic life.” National Teaching Fellowships
wore established to encourzage graduate students and Junior
faculty members to teach at such inatitutions, Foux types

of federal amsistance were provided to academically gualified
students in financial need, including Educational Opportuntity
Grants, an expanded program of low-interest insured loans,
and inoreased college programs offering the opportunity for
part—-time employment. Fellowships were established for the
university training of those who wished to. egnter or re-enter
the field of elementary or secondary education. Finally, the
legislation made available financial assistance for the ace
quiagition by collegesa of laboratory equipment, audio-vigual
materials, and television equipment and materials for the

10643101d Orlans, The Effects of Federal Pro on Higher Edu-
cation (Washington, D.C., The Brookings Institutiony 1962), DP. 295~4e
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improvement of undergraduate instruction. The federal govern-

ment, already the principal financier of America's programs

of higher education, had, in 1965, turned a significant corner.

It was now permanently committed to a continuing broad-based

effort to maintain academic quality and encqafage, where neces-

saxry, collegiate improvement and expansion,

Thus, by the mid-1960%s higher education was viewed as a service
to the nation and enjJoyed support coordinate with that role, Young
people were flocking to the campuses and paylng increasing tuitione for
the privilege. Poundations and businesses were funding a wide variety
of projects in the firm belief that the expertise within the university
offered the best hope for the solution of problems. Government bodies
at all levels had comprehensive programs for the support of higher
education, Problems existed, but they were primarily problems of
providing for the needed growtheeand with such widespread support, few
questioned whethexr the nation and its citizens would be equal to the
challenge.

If one listened closely, however, he could hear the faint roar
of the rapide downstream--for higher education was scon to learn that
the mainstream was not always calm and well-~charted. The buffeting
which was to come would cause a complete re-examination of the chosen

course, the vessel, and even the crew.
Seeking A Migsion: Present

The recent turmoil surrounding higher education is all too fami-
liar to most of us and requires only a brief review, Somewhat ironi-
cally, the first cracks in the solid base of support for higher educa-

tion appeared among students—the very group reaping the most benefits

107Brubacher and Rudy, op, ecit,, pp. 241=2,
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in the opinion of many people,

At a time vhen the entire nation:was becoming more senaitive
to racial, economic and other injustices, the students were perhaps
more caught up in the spirit of idealism than any other group. They
discovered poverty along with John F. Kemnedy and joined in the fight
to eradicate it both at home and abroad. They marched, rode buses,
and regiastered voters in the South in support of expanded political
and economic power for blacks, And, with ever increasing intensity
and resulting violence, they protested against a war in Sou.heast Asia
which they viewed as an immoral expedition whose only results were
death and destruction' for the Indochinese, consumption of federal
regources urgently needed elsewhere, and exploitation of their own
generation., From the viewpoint of many students, U.S5. society required
reform and renewal.

But the colleges and universities, in the wyes of a significant
nmumber of students, were catering to the demands of the verxry elements

most in need of reform, College administrators and trustees were geen

- £ vy

o5 willing, ond cven anvions, 4o prohibit contrawaraial ansakera from

appearing if theilir presence might antagonize legislators or alummi,

On most campuses, the students found that minority groups were as un-
derrepresented on the staff (except as custodians, of course) and in
the student body as was true in other influential groups. The research
program came to be viewed as primarily a tool of federal agencies,

such as the Department of Defense, whose goals were not shared. In
sum, higher education was as badly in need of reform, if not more so,

than the reat of society. To those who expressed skbptiocism concerning

their description of the forces at work, the student critics could
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point to a book by one of the most respected university administrators,
Clark Kerr, who wrote (in a much less eritical wvein), "The location of
power has generally moved from Iingide to ocutside the original commmuni-
ty of masters and students, The nature of the maltiversity makes it
inevitable that this historical transfer will not be reversed in any

.108

gignificant fashion... and "The university and segments of industry

are becoming more alike,..The two worlds are merging physically and
psychologically."109

The controversy over these issueg and others soon spread from a
limited number of students on a few campuses to many groups across the
nation, Portions of the general public and their legislators supported
reprieals against demonstrating students, administrators who were
"regponsible for a break-down in discipline," and even institutions
in which disturbances occurred. Others were sympathetic to the argu-
ments of the crlitics., But most citizens were probably unsure of who
wasg right--puddenly feeling lese certain about what was taking place
in the colleges and universities and, more importantly, what should
be happening.

At the same time as internal divisions became more apparent, many
of the anxieties associated with international issues subgided—adding
to the uncertainties facing higher education. The United States space
program landed the first man on the moon, the much touted "missile gap"
proved to be an illusion, our economic growth rate overtook and even

surpassed that of the Soviét Union, the Cold War thawed significantly,

10801 axic Kerr, The Uses of the University (New York, N.Y., Harper
& Row, 1963), p. 26.

109Ibid., Pp. 90-1,
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and the Soviet Union and China were obviously rivals rather than allies
in many respects, That support for higher education which was rooted
in the fear of external forces tended to decline or even disappear.

As general public support for higher education wavered, the po=
tential fiscal resources also became tighter. Increased expenditures
for the Indochina War and the Great Society programs put intense
pregssure on the federal budget, leaving little or no room for greater
support of higher education. The difficulties were compounded when
the economy entered a recession, but recovery from that recession did
not eliminate the gemuine fiscal crisis facing colleges and universi-
ties at a time when their credibility seemed to be sinking to the lowest
level in decades.

Thus, the higher education ccmmunity now finds itself the subject
of both internal and external reexamination-—partly to justify its
funds but maybe even more to find and justify its proper role in
society, In the next chapter we will examine and compare some of the

major proposals being made in the course of the deliberations.



Chapter TII

Financing For What?

Controversies over matters of political philosophy, since

they are controversies over fundamental beliefs, are excee-

dingly dangerous for any nation. They certainly ought not

to happen too often, for they then make civilized political

life wvery difficult to sustain., But they ocught to--they

inevitably wille=rise occasionally. We seem to be living

through such a moment now; and the first thing to do is
consciously to face up to this critical fact and make it
manifest in all its implications. We must go behind the

smaller questions in_order to contemplate the larger answers

they tacitly demand.?

In many respects the present financial crisis in higher education
is a derivative of even more basic controversies in higher education
and society. Until there is agreement on the purposes of higher edu=-
cation, the propects for resolving the financial crisis are exceedingly
poor; but agreement on the pmrposes of higher education is posasible
only within the context of a2 general consensus as to the appropriate
goals and values for our mociety.

Evidence abounds that the United States is experiencing a period
of uncertain and conflicting goals. The traditional values associated
with national security, national prestige, private consumption, and
economic growth have been rejected by many—-—and questioned by many
more, Billions are spent on war materials, subsidies to business, and
luxury items while the environment deteriorates, cities decay, children
hinger, and crime grows. The forces of change meem to press from all
directions, and yet a large number viewcchange as a threat which must

be resisted, If higher education-——as a "prime instrument of national

1Irving'Kristol, "From Priorities to Goals," The Public Interest,
Summer 1971, p. 4.
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purpose" or "a means to the achievement of the country's idealg™—-
peems harried and confused, it is at least partly due to a bewlldered
society;z

If society is confused about what it expects from the colleges,
the colleges are at least as confused over how to define current so-
cietal problems and their own responsibilities for achieving solutions.
Proposals range from more basic research to political action, from
greater attention to the intellectuel elite to open admissions. Inter-
nally, the "community of scholars" has often broken into factiong—
students, faculty, administrators, and trustees each striving to gain
or retain power over some part of the decision process.

The importance of the above to the financing question is that the
chosen means of finance will in large measure determine who will exert
influence~=thus determining the purpose of higher education and affec-
ting national policy. The historical record reviewed in the previous
chapter contains wnany examples of such shifts in influence: the Morrill

Act led to a great expansion in educational opportunity and vocational

programs; nuge foxtuncs cnoblcod individunlis to eatabliah inatitntione

of their choosings; the Carnegie Foundation, through its pension plan,
set admission standards; the G.I. Bill enabled a hugecwave of returning
veterans to demand, and gain, higher education; federal grants changed

the research emphasis within institutions and increased the power of

2

Clark Kerr, The Uses of the University (Cambridge, Mnss., Har-—
vard University Press, 19335, P. 8T.

Robert M. Hutchins, The University of Utopia (Chiecago, Ill.,
University of Chicago Press, 1953), p. 100.
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the faculty who received them, and so on.3 Of course, one must haasten
to add that instituting a financing scheme consistent with a given set
of goals and values does not gumrantee their dominance, There are many
other control mechanisms, such as the system of governance and the
rules of denure, which will influence the purpcse of higher education,
But moat would agree that control of a significant portion of the
budget is an important source of leverage,

Thug, it is clear that the problem of financing higher education
is in a fundamental sense a problem of conflicting values, The gues-
tion relevant to the policy process is not so much "how valuable is an
education?” as "how is an education valuable?". The work of economists
up to now has tended to concentrate on the former, resulting in esti-
mates of private and social money rates of rebturn using the well-=known
maximizing and minimizing principles of economic theory.4 The approach
followed here is rmuch broader, It might be best characterized as
"political economy;® the emphasis is not on finding the most efficient

means to achleve a given end (such as maximum money wealth) but on

5Many others have noted the connection between the control of
finaneial support and the wlelding of power., Among them are:

Sir Eric Ashby, Person Study (New York, N.Y., MoGraw-
Hill Book Company, 197.).
Robert M, Hutchina, The Higher Le in America (New Haven,

Conn., Yale University Press, 1936), especially pp. xi-xii in the
preface to the 1962 printing,

Christopher Jencks and David Riesman, The Academic Revolution
(Gaxden City, N.Y., Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1969).

Kerr, op. cit.

Edgar Litt, The Public Vocational Univeraity: Captive Knowled
and Public Power (New York, N.Y., Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inec.,
1969).

4Fbr example, see the papers on "Cost-Benefit Analysis of Educa~
tional Expenditures™ in M, Blaug, ed., Economics of Education 1 (Bal~
timore, Md., Penguin Books, Inc., 1968).
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comparing the characteristicas of ends so that decision makers will be
better informed as they make the hard goal choices.5 Let us hope that
if a change comparable to the Morrill Act occurs in the near future,
we will this time have the foresight to recognize its gsignificance.

Many roles have been proposed for higher education, They differ
in many respects, but disagreements related to the role of the higher
education community as crities of soclety appear to be at the core of
mich of the conflict. Some ﬁonld have colleges and universities pro-
vide the means for attaining goals set by the larger society, and any
attempt by faculty and students to promote alternative goals is viewed
as arrogant behavior undeserving of support., At the other end of the
spectrum are those who argue that the institutions of higher education
and the people asgsociated with them have a responsibility to vigorously
support dragtic changes throughout society.

Attention begantto focus on the potential role of higher educa-
tion as & c¢ritic of smociety quite recently, relative to the pexriods

vwhen othex roles were articulated, As was observed in the hiastorical
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not reconstruct it. Despite being eroded somewhat by the spread of
ideas associated wit.. the Enlightenment, this general thrust held

sway until the Progressive era less than one hundred years ago~—ocut of

5iThe:r:e are strong indications that this approach will be of in-
creasing importance. The Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) concludes in its report Science, Growth and Soocie
(Paris, France, OECD, 1971) that "economic growth per se is no longer
assufficient overall objective." Interested readers might also look
at the section on "From Econemics to Political Philosophy" in The
Public Interest, Summer, 1971. -
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which arose the AAUP, largely as a protector of the faculty's oritical
role. Certainly the German model of scholarship with its deference
to the state was not a positive influence in this matter.

In this chapter a broad range of activities and roles are exa-
mined which span the continmuum from uncritical acceptance of existing
institutions to frankly revolutionist ideas., Our central concern will
be to relate these different poeitions to compatible financing frame-
works, If this link can be established, we are then in a position to
reason in both directions, i.e., (1) that a given role of higher edu-
cation will be consistent with, and encouraged by, a certain financing
scheme and (2) that a proposed means of finance is likely to stifle
some roles while encouraging others, Using an analogy from economic
theory,..we will be in a position to specify the opportunity cost of
alternative financing proposals in terms of the values and goals im-

plicitly rejected.

Adaptation To Existing Societal Goals

institutions of higher education, and more specifically their émployees,
are means to be used for attaining goals chosen by others in society.
The faculty is regarded as a source of skills, expertise, and ideas
upon which individuals and groups may wish to draw for enhancement of
their own goals. There 1s, however, considerable disagreement as to
who should have priority access to this poocl of resources and upon what
terms access should be granted., Three rather different approaches will
be examined: (1) laissex faire, (2) socletal goals asmigned precedence,

and (3) student gomsls assigned precedence.
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Laisgsez faire

From this vantage point colleges and universpities are seen as
selling a service to individuals and other institutions; the service
may be purchased for its consumption value (attending a college or
university is an end in itself) or as an investment (the higher educa—~
tion service yields to the purchaser both monetary and non-monetary
returns which are the desired end) oxr, more typically, a combination
of the two aspects. In any case, the ability and willingness of buyers
to pay and the desire of educators to reap monetary gain are the forces
at work which determine who receives educational services and what form
these services take., The well-known theorems of economics are used to
“prove!" that the most efficient allocation of resources will occur if
each individual or group bears the full cost of his higher education
experience; this assumes, of course, that all individuals wish to
maximize their own utility, people are completely independent with res-
pect to their utility functions (no one}s enjoyment ig affected by the
joy or misery of others), individuals can obtain funds in a perfectly
functioning capital market, the coumon denowinaiur of monetary value
is adequate to provide a basis for the aggregation of all the "good"
and "bad'" effects, expenditures on education are subject to diminishing
marginal productivity and utility (mathematical "second order" condi-

6

tions), and several other things.

6For a more detailed discussion of the limitations of the cus-
tomary assumptions of economics see Glenn L. Johnson, "The Quest for
Relevance in Agricultural Economics,'" American Journal of Agricultural
Economics, Vol. 53, No. 5, December 1971, pp. 728=739.
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The existence of a "public good" component is not recognized——
or the public good component of training is said to be irrelevant for
public policy purposes because the private rate of return is so high
people will invest in higher education without the spur of a public
subsidy.7 Thus, expenditures on higher education become completely
analogous to purchases of automobiles or housing which also yield a
mix of consumption and investment services. The various political
bodies and coxporate organizations act as the representatives of
groups for the purchase of mervices, primarily research, whose impact
is on a set of individuals; the analysts thus assume that the existing
politlcal system provides an appropriate weighting of the goals and
values of individuals,

This role as a ''service station" for the needs of others has a
long history and is recognized as being an important element in con-—
temporary higher education even by those who condemn much of its
influence.8 For example, it was encouraged by the Dartmouth Case in

1819 which guaranteed the right of special interest groups, primarily

TMilton Priedman, Capitalism & Freedom (Chicago, Ill., The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 19325, pPp. 85-107.

W. Lee Hanson and Burton A, Weisbrod, "A New Approach to Higher
Education Finance," Discussion Paper 64-70, Institute for Research on

Poverty, University of Wisconsin (February, 1970), especially pp. 7-8.

8For example, see William M, Birenbaum, Overlive: Power, Povert
and_ the Univexrsity (New York, N.Y., Dell Publishing Co., Inc., 19395,
eapeclally pp. 114-=9.

Edgar 2. Friedenberg, "The University Community in an Open
Soclety," Daedalus, Winter 1970, pp. 56-=T4.

Paul Goodman, The Community of Soholars (New York, N.Y.y Vintage
Books, 1962), especially Dp. 30—1e -
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the development of wvocational skills and applied research, The moves
toward regular institutional support and faculty termare, however, are
events which arguably reduced the necessity or ability of colleges to
respond to external demands and thereby diluted this role.

An appropriate financing scheme given the above philosophy of
education is fairly obvious. In general, students should be required
to pgy the full cost of their education, for they reap the benefits.
Special interest groups, such as religious denominations, might desire
to subaidize certain kinds of education-—ministerial, for example-—
when they:see the group benefiting; this is consistent with, and in
fact commendable within, the framework outlined above. The important
point is that general tax revermes should hot be used to defray the
costs of training individuals. If concern for the unequal distribution
of wealth leads to public subsidies for the poor, these subsidies
should be given directly 4o the poor rather than to the institutions;
presumably this issue should not arise, however, for if highex educa~
tion is equivalent to other goods, there is no reason to tie subsidies
o nigher cducatlion.
finance a student's costs of higher education. Research projects would
be financed by those who wish to see the project done, be they indivi-
duals, private corporations or public bodies.

The obvious, and intentional, impacts of this policy are:

(1) students would have a greater impact on educational policy, (2)
government bodies would lose any control over curriocula associated

with the financing functions, but would influence research, (3) colleges
and universities would experience greater financial pressure to adjust

their programs quickly in a manner consistent with current public
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opinion, and (4) there would be no distinction between the public and

private sector with regard to financing.

Socletal goals asgsigned precedence

Although agreeing, implicitly ox explicitly, that the proper role
of higher education is to facilitate the attainment of the goals of
others, some reject the laissez faire position in the belief that there
are over-riding public interests which should take precedence over
student concerns. In their view an important function performed by
the college and university system is the identification of the level
of ability of young people and the cultivation of that ability in a
mannexr consistent with society's needs., Part of the responsibility of
higher education, they maintain,iis to insure that sufficient numbers
of trained individuals, such as medical doctors, teachers and accoun-
tants, are available to fulfill perceived needs,

Two related concepts, selection and equal opportunity, are in-
volved, Before considering each individually, let us more carefully
examine their relationship. If the nation is to reap the full benefits
of the available intellectual resourcea, it is essential that no group
be excluded from the educational process; thus, the functions of se-
lectivity and equal opportunity are complementary in that the former
can operate to its fullest only when the latter is also fully realized.
On the other hand, the constant pressure of ascarce reasources forces
ua to chooge at the margin between a greater expenditure on those who
have proven superiox ability and thoae with less education who may
prove to he equally able with additional education; in this sense the
two concepta are competitive., This last aaspect, of course, is the one

that colleges, universities, and societies are struggling with in the
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policy process.9

The importance for society's welfare of identifying and cultiva~-
ting an elite on the hasis of ability so the best possible leadership
would appear in both the private and public sectors is usually linked
to Jefferson's concept of an aristooracy of ability rather than origin,
It is widely accepted among educators that higher education has played
an important roke in this regard, and it is felt this function must be
defended against the threat of Jacksonian populiem.1o A relatively few
private colleges and universities have been most instrumental in this
regard, especlally at the undergraduate level, according to some ob-
Bervers.11 Although not as olosely linked to the education of a small
group of elites, public institutions have played a major paxrt in en-
couraging some young people to continue their education and certifying

_them ag competent while discouraging others.,

Insuring equal opportunity to higher education with respect to

peoplets mocio—economic background has been widely discussed in almost

every forum--e.g., Jjournals, books, newspapers, legislative—— and needs

For example, see OECD, op, cit,, P. 99.
1OFor example, see Ashby, op, oit., Pp.. 31-=2.
John S. Brubacher and Willis Rudy, Higher Education in Trangi-—
tion (New York, N.Y., Harper & Row, 19685. P. 402,

Jencks and Riesman, o cit., . 12.

Kerr, op, cit., p. 121,

Edward H., Levi, Point of View (Chicago, Ill,, University of
Chicago Press, 1969), pp. 35-6,

" pehby, ope cits, pp. 31-2.

Jencks and Riesman, op. cit,, pp. 282=5.
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principle, although the priority placed on its achievement varies mar-
kedly from one setting to another, Some of the important milestones
in our American heritage which bear witness to our commitment to this
ideal are the American Revolution, Jacksonian populist ideas, Emanci-
pation Proclamation, Morrill Acts, and G.I. Bills,

A compiehensive program to provide more equal opportunity of
education would involve several elements, With regard to the financial
component, public subsidies should focus on the economically disadvan-
tagad, Such aid should be tied to attendance in a college or univer-
sity only if higher education is viewed as at least partially a publiéc
good. In order to ®remove any financial disincentive which might other-
wige affect admission policies, institutions should receive supplemen-—
tal grants to cover any additional costs they incur as a result of
admitting educationally disadvantaged students rather than more typical
students. Organizationally, institutions should be prepared to admit
a more diverse group and to offer them a curriculum geared to their
special needs, Higher education would increasingly be expected to
provide levels of achicveoment crdincoxily attained in other metktings,
i.e., admit students according to some measure of innate capability,
rather than past performance, and offer them an appropriate curriculum,
This, as evidenced by our diacussion of the early colleges, especlally
the land-grant movement, is not as much a new issue as one of renewed
relevance.

A policy emphasizing the ldentification and cultivation of those
with greater ability would ideally start from a broad base such as
that outlined above, but other elements would increasingly become

dominant as the students moved through the system. Screening deviceu
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would be neceasary to identify the more able, Once identified, they
should be given the necessary financial incentive to continue their
education, The number receiving such awards would decrease at each
stage, leading to a hierarchy of groups and associated institutions
based on ability. Finally, those allocating funds would recognize
that it is appropriate to have different levels of funding for dif-
ferent institutions. Those students having different levels of intel-
lectual ability and/or different ambitions reguire different kinds
of educational experiences which implies different costs.12 Presumably,
following the elitist argument, the best faculty and the best students
will tend to gravitate to that institution with the most resources
and this critical mass will give society its best hope for renewing
and transforming itself,

Recently, however, the function of screening the population
has come under intense criticism. One complaint ig that this has led
to an over-emphasis on certification by highexr education which has,
in turn, subverted the educational process.13 It is alleged that a
crsen's college rocexd, eopecia2lly hie depree shatus., has become an
important criteria used by employers in their hiring decisions. This

has the consequence of causing many people to associate (correctly-—

1 Ibid., Pp. 9-17-

American Academy of Arts and Sciences (AAAS), The Assembly on

University Goals and Governance: A Pirst Report (Cambridge, Mass.,
AAAS, 19715, Pe. 29.

Ralph A, Dungan, "Higher Education: The Effort to Adjust,"
Daedalus, Winter 1970, pp. 143=6.

1358008, op. cit., p. 14.
Dungan, op. cit., pp. 147=9.



55

the evidence would indicate) a higher income with possession of a
college degree; this leads, of course, to attendance merely to make
money (attain a degree), with little or no genuine intellectual moti-
vation.14 If there was a2 high level of confidence that those who
attained degrees were in fact superior in some respect, this would

not be a severe problem, The solution would be to weed out accurately
and as quickly as posaible those who were not capable or not motivated;
such students would recognize they were not as well suited as others
for such training and they could then search for their own area of

comparative advantage. But such confidence is sorely lacking.

Student goals assigned precedence

A growing number of people, especially the young, have come to
doubt the legitimacy of the present professionals and leaders and,
in turn, the processes by which they are aelected.15 This is trué not
only in education but also in our political system, &ivil sexvice, and
busineases. The educational system, it is argued, does nothing but
legitimize the contirmued holding of power by the sons and daughters of
the powerful; the rhetoric and actions disguised under "equal oppor-—

tunity" are merely means of making the disadvantaged feel their failure

14Ashhy, OP. cit., DP. T.

15Jill Conway, "Styles of Academic Culture," Daedalus, Winter

1970, pp. 45-6.

Edgar Z. Friedenberg, The Vanishing Adolescent (WNew York, N.Y.,
Dell Publishing Co., 1959), De. 27.

Stanley Hoffman, "Participation in Perspective?'", Daedalus,
Wintexr 1970, p. 180.

Ivan Illich, "Why We Must Abolish Schooling," The New York
Review of Books, July 2, 1970, pp. 9~15.
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is due to their own lack of ability rather than to the system they must
inhabit.16 What is needed, they contend, is a higher education system
which caters to the needs of students-—-—rather than to those of a soci~
ety rife with injustice and inlHumanity.

Using results from the study of psychological development, es-—
pecially among the young, several prominent critics of higher education
have hypothesized that our individual, educational, and societal prob-
lems revolve around the issue of individual self-identity.17 Their
line of reasoning proceeds as follows: A crucial stage in the develop-
ment of an individual is the period in which he defines his life style
in relationship to both the people and objects in the surrounding
environment; this time, which usually containg elements of conflict
between the individual and society, is customarily referred to as

"adoleacence.' 'O

It is only after this period of critical evaluation
of himself and others that he begins to act as the free moral agent
which is prized in our Western tradition. He makes choices which,
although affected by the environment, are designed to further the

ideals he holds in his mindi thus, he exnibiis personaliiy and maturity.

16Friedenberg, The Vanighing Adolescent, p. 117.

Ivan Illich, "Schooling: The Ritual of Progress,' The New York
Review of Books, December 3, 1970.
Jencks and Riesman, op, cit., pr. 491.

17Erik H, Brikson, Identity: Youth and Crisis (New York, N.Y.,
Norton, 1968).
Friedenberg, The Vanishing Adoleacent.
Kemneth Keniston, Yo Radicals: Notes on Committed Youth
(New York, N.Y., Harcourt, Brace and World, 1968).
Harold Taylor, How To C Colleges (New York, N.Y., Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1971).

Robert Paul Wolff, The Ideal of the University (Boston, Mass.,
Beacon Press, 1969).

18Friedenberg, The Vanishing Adolescent, pp. 19-38.
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Such a person is thought to be worthy as an individual and an asset to
socliety.

Continuing to develop their case, they maintain that contemporary
pociety 1s fagst deserting the above model forcone that describes the
matare, well-adjusted individual as one who does not resist change,
conforms to the group mode, and--in general-—accepts the environment.19
One must be prepared to go to work at 8 a.m. and leave at 5 p.m.,
repeat the same mechanical task every four mimites on an assembly line,
change jobs several times in a life-~time, make and break friendships
every few years with a change in residence, not "make waves" but be a
good "membexr of the team," refrain from "stapling, spindling, folding
or otherwise mutilating" scores of times each year, and a million
other big and little things. The fact that we are a society of mass-
production, huge bureaucracies, mass-communicationy and othexr genera-
lized institutionalized means of impersonally handling human beings
and their problems becomes the dominant fact in our lives,

Rather than providing a counter-vailing forxrce as those holding
this position would deem appropriate, higher education is viewed as
alding and abetting the move towards a bland society where adjustment::
and conformity are values in themselves, i.e., performing the role
outlined in the previous section with deadly efficiency. Although our
concern centers on contemporary higher education, it may be woxth
noting that almost 500 years ago Erasmus, while at the University of
Paris, "mentioned in a letter that, as he wanted to obtain the doctor's

degree, he tried to say nothing either graceful or witty."20 Modern

Tvid,, pp. 17, 24-9, 65, 200-12.
20

Bertrand Russell, A History of Western Philosophy (New York,
N.Y., Simon and Schuster, 1945), p. 513.
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critics describe the impact of colleges and universities in the follow-
ing manner, The emphasis is on teaching the student how to move into
the world as it now exists with a minimum of anxiety for both himself
and o't;he::-ﬂ.z.I The young person learns to defer to faculty authority
in his selection of courses because they know '"what the role requires;"
to look upon education as 60 separate units of 3 credits each because
of "adminigtrative necessity;" to exhibit the proper decorum when
addressing those in authority, which must, of course, be done "“through
channels;" and even to submit to regulations concerning where he lives,
when he eats, and when he (increasingly only "she") muet be in his
room, In summary, the entering eager, potentially idealistic adoles-
cent emerges as one of thousands with a ready-made Jjob-orientation
and a ready-made psyche~—a victim of, in Harold Taylor's words, "in-
stitutions organized against the interests of those who attend,"22
The alternative system of higher education proposed by those
whose views are deacribed above would focus on fulfilling the needs
of students rather than serving the demands of corporate, govermmental

. -5 LIS T — ATl R - N LT Aa
and obher esvavlished powesrs. In th

Hy

cllcowing porogrorhs their ideaan

0

for reform are presented, accompanied by a financingiproposal consig~
tent with their framework.

Higher education should, if it is to encourage the development
of people with firm self-identities, offer the student an oppoxrtunity

to explore, free from restrictive rules, the world and his relationship

Hutchins, The Higher Legggigg in America, pp. 26=7.
Taylor, op. cit., pPp. 30-6.

22

21

Taylor, op, cit., p. 35.
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to it. Students should design their own programs with advice from
others, including faculty; the present practices merely regtrict the
experience of the student, serve the interests of employers who desire
a uniform output (not unlike produce buyers), and distort the relation-
ship between students and faculty--which should be one of equals in a
commnity of scholars.25 Colleges and universities, as virtually the
only means to socio-economic mobility, must acknowledge and reward a
much.broader range of competencies; "society must recognize the claims
to dignity and opportunity of all its constituent groups."24 Every
student should have the opportunity to experience the creative arts
as a way of expressing one's feelings concerning himself and life,
instead of the usual view which leads people to expect only diversion
and decoration.25
Several current characteristics of higher education should be
moderated or eliminated completely. The “"manpower'" approach is com—
pletely inappropriate: higher education is not a factory turning out
"x-number of engineers" and "y-number of teachers" but a place where
peonle can come to know their own unigue competencies and ideals. The
dogsier-bullding and certification functions are destructive to learn-
ing; not only do they put an emphasis on serving the current employment
market and inhibit social mobility as discussed earlier; but they des-—

troy the personal relationships between students and others which are

23Goodman, op, cit., pp. 259-61, 312-6.
Taylor, op. cit., pp. 76-84.

24Friedenberg, "The University Commmunitye..," p. 61.

25Friedenberg, The Vanishing Adolescent, p. 96.
Taylor, op, cit., pp. 120-8,
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important in both moral and intellectual growth.26 Finally, the influ-

ence of administrators mast be decreased and kept at a minimum, The
administrative tendency to preclude conflict, controversy, and confron-—
tation in the interests of a bland consensus both within the institution
and between the institution and society is exactly the disposition
which must be resisted.27
The key element in this approach to higher education is the free-
dom of students to choose and thus put pressure on the institution to
respond to their desires rather than those of external power centers,
The students! influence would be greatly enhanced if they, in addition
to having free choices among courses and instructors, were the major
gsource of financial support for the instructional program. This could
be accomplished by a voucher system, 1.e., all public funds for higher
education would be distributed to students as an automatic feature of
admission rather than, as is now customary, giving public grants to

institutions. A wide range of institutions must be acceptable places

for the use of the vouchers; efforts of established powers to restrict
the character of gqualifyine inati-
tutions should be resisted. Those inastitutions, departments, and
clagses that were not responsive to students would soon be vacant.

This approach should not be construed as a threat to non~teaching
faculty hired for other purposes, such as the performance of research

or public affairs functions. These other activities would continue

to be appropriate when specifically authorized and funded. What would

26Frieden‘berg, The Vanishing Adolescent, pp. 102=5,

ZTBirenbau.m, OE. Cit., pp. 109-11-

Goodm' O . Ci't [ pP. 172-4’ 186""8, 192-5-
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not be appropriate is hiring researchers who "go through the motions"
in the classroom for required courses and receive instructional support
undexr the guise of serving students; these faculty would find their
clagssrooms vacant under this new procedure and the administrators would
be under great pressure ho support these people with non-instructional
funds or drop them from the faculty. Thus, through greater freedom
and budget leverage, the students would find both faculty and adminis-
trators more responsive,

The proponents of this student centered model would probably
contend that continued public support, in the form of vouchers, is
justified, In their view the development of a strong sense of self~
identity, which is encouraged by the above system, is absolutely essen-
tial if our society is to maintain and increase its vitality in a
manner consistent with our democratic heritage.

Before leaving this section, it might be well to note that a
substantial majority of students within a voucher. system might opt for
a highly vocational program with little or no emphasis on obtaining a
libexal cducaticn. hisc would almost cexrtainly disappoint those wrl
who emphagize:the place of the liberal arts in a gocd educational ex-—
perience. One can only speculate concerning their continued support

of a "student oriented" model under such admittedly hypothetical condi-

tions, but some defections would not be surprising.

Concluding comments: adaptation to existing societal goals
Despite the range of views contained in this first section——from
laissez faire economists to self-identity psychologists, there is a

common theme running through their statements. Higher education
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assumes a passive role of responding to the needs of individuwals and
other institutions: it is essentially a means to be used to attain ends
gset by external forces. The Ilmportant decisions concerning the goals
of education are left to those with economic power, political powex,

or students——depending on the values of the particular writer, The
colleges and universities are expected to facilitate the endeavors of
others, not criticize them.

The organizational and financial systems consistent with the
above are designed with clear, responsive linkages between higher edu-
cation and those to be served. Any lack of responsiveness on the part
of educational institutions is to be met by a cut=off in support so
severe that the institutions must adjust quickly if they are to survive.
Financially, :this is beat accomplished by giving control over funding
decisions to those who are to be served., If the economic powers are
to be served, then they should be the sources of funds; if students
are to be gerved, then all funds should be channeled through them; and

80 0N,

Neutral To Existing Societal Goals

Advocates of this role maintain that a detached pursuit of know-
ledge leads to the best formulation of problems and solutions. They
believe that those who are committed to a position will, at best, be
unconsciously biased,or, at worst, deliberately deceptive, and that
either represents inadequate service to mankind, The fullest flowering
of this position was found in the German university, which, as was

previously mentioned, greatly influenced Jefferson at the University
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of Virginia, Tappan at the University of Michigan, and especially

Gilman at Johns Hopkins University. The spokesmen for this position

are well=known and eloquent; liberal use will be made of gquotations

from their works.,

kins,

Abraham Flexner who was one of the early students at Johns Hop--
later wrote:

The university professor has an entirely objective responsi-
bility—~a responsibility to learning, to his subject, and
not a psysgological or parental responsibility for his
students.

I have not in mind the training of practical men, who faced
with responsibility for action, will d02§he best they can,
That is not the task of the university.

(The faculty member) has, I repeat, no practical responsibi-
lity for the trouble he makes; it is his business and duty
to preserve his independence and irresponsibility. But he
meat go on thinking; in that realm his responsibility is of
the gravest. And, perhaps, in the fullness of time, the
very license of his thought may, without intention or fore-
thought on his part, suggest inventions oxr prongndly
influence solutions, as it has done heretofore.

For those who prefer a modern spokesman, let us turn to Edward H. Levi,

president of the University of Chicago. Addressing those who urge

Today, with the growth of specialization and freedom, we
ask of the individuwal scholar only that he formaxlate his
views so that they may enter into some kind of marketplace
for rational discussion......lt 1a assumed the exchange cf
ideas will build upon the individual work of many persons,
and we relg1on this proceass to somehow achieve a kind of
coherence.

York,

28Abraham Flexner, Universities: American, English, German (New

N.Y., Oxford University Press, 1930), p. 8.

291p1d., p. 11.

O1pid,, p. 22.
31

LeVi, Q cit ] P. 64.



64

It is important to note that the above principles outline a strategy

for dealing with inquiry, including that related to current problems,

Toc describe this approach as unrelated to current issues is inaccurate,

32

although most who subscribe to it would exclude the more applied fields
of inguiry from the university.33
The supporters of this role stress the following principles with
regard to the students., The education of students is not to be governed
in any large part by their whims; such an approach would inevitably
lead higher education into striving to adjust to the transitory needs
of the public, rather than concentrating on long-range issues of sub-
sta.nce.34 Young people must be made aware of the basic premises of
our culture and civilization; this requires intellectual effort in a
prescribed course of studies.35 Given this common base, the faculty
and advanced students can then proceed to the specialization made
necessary by the knowledge explosion and yet retain an ability to com-
mmnicate; the communication among specialists which is a necessary

rart of the advancement of knowledge must be of a free, informal

fasnion ratuer than a forced typc thot degtroys freedom and apeciali-~
6 . .
za.tion.3 This approach will not only yield good scholarss it is also

52Flexner, op._cit., pp. 11-12,
33For example, see Levi, op. cit., pp. 167-8,

34Hu'bchins, The Higher Learning in America, pp. 5-6.

35Flexner, op. cit., pP. 97.

361pid., pp. 97, 114=9.

Hutchins, The Higher Learning in America, ppr. 57-9.

The emphasis upon specialists interacting tc form a productive
union seems very close to what Johnson, op., cit., describes as a pro-
ductive way to organize problem-solving research. Johnson terms the
distinction one of milti-disciplinary rather than inter-disciplinary
teams,
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a source of strength for a democratic society, whose health depends upon

the understanding by its citizens of the moral, intellectual, aesthetic,

and spiritual values underlying their culture.37

Industrialism and consumerism, such as that outlined in the pre-
vious gection on Adaptation To Existing Societal Goals, are roundly
condemned., Writing in his usual blunt way about these matters, Robert
Hutchins states:

Art and thought are the highest activities of man. They are
the aims of life, and society should be organized to promote
them first of all., It is a sign of a backward civilization
when in a financial crisis the first thing a community thinks
of is to close the art maseums and reduce expenditures on
education. A civilization without art and thought, or one 38
that does not value them, is a pack rather than a civilization.

and he quotes a contemporary (otherwise unidentified) who was pondering
man's attempts to master the world for his own use:

Behold man the center of the world, a world all the parts of
which are inhuman and press against him, ...In such a morality,
not man nor human life as such, but agents exterior to man,
material forces, instruments of human life, are subjected to
reason. ee..This morality does not liberate man but on the
contrary weakens him, dispossesses him, and makes him slave

to all the atoms of the universe, and above all to his own
misery and egoism. What remains of man? A consumer crowned

with science.?”

PFPinancing this type of higher education is a more complex matter
than that of the "adaptation" model for people are now being asked to
finance what a small group feels the public needs, not necessarily

what it wants., The firgt important point is that those supporting this

37Hutchins, The University of Utopia, p. 14.

58Ibid., pp. 17-18.

39Hutchins, The Higher Learning in America, p. 100,
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role also support vocational education and applied research in institu-

tions separate from true highex education.40 Thus, the first logical

move would be to select a very few universities most closely approxi-

mating the desired neutral model and humanely shift their vocational
and applied work to other institutions. One step might be to phaze

ont all research grants coming from private businesses and governmental
action agencies (e.g.,, HEW, USDA, and DOD but not NSF or NIH); this
would help to insure that most research was a result of faculty ini-
tiative, unbiased, and of basic (as opposed to applied) importa.nce.41
These select universities would admit only those students who wexe
committed to unbiased, detached study for its own sake.

In theibest of all worlds, viewed from this position, the inde-
pendence of the institution would be buttressed by an endowment suffi-
ciently large to place the university's income entirely within its
control. The fortunes of Hopkins and Rockefeller were undoubtedly
significant factors in the successful endeavors of Gilman at Johns
Hopkina University and Harper at the University of Chicago, as compared
to the sarxlier frustzaticons cf Jefforcen ot the University of Virpinia
and Tappan at the Universgity of Michigan. The appropriate strategy

for those who must rely on external funding sources, which would pro-

bably include all cases to some extent, is to obtain funds from a wide

40

41This may seem drastic (and it probably would tend to decrease
the number of volunteers for "select" gtatus!), but the United Kingdom
system of financing research comes quite close to approximating this
scheme; see Ashby, op. cit., pp. 85-9. Moreover, it was recently ad-
vanced as the preferred scheme for the United States by Philip C.
Ritterbush, "Adaptive Response Within the Institutional System of
Highexr Education and Research," Daedalus, Summer 1970, pp. 649-51.

For example, see Flexmer, op. cit., p. 28,
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variety:.of sources so that no one source has controlling influence.
The primary sources of general fund support are student fees, local
and state government, private gifts, and endowment income, Most insti-
tutions would gain a greater degree of independence from their present
spources of funds if the federal government would, as has been proposed
elsewhere, make direct institutional grants based on enrollment; the
possible exceptions are universities now receiving a major portion of
their money from the federal government by wvirtue of research grants.
Public support is completely appropriate, it is argued, for nothing
could be moxe of a public good than guarding our culture and civiliza-
tion, cultivating perceptive and sensitive citizens, and searching for
ways to improve the state of mankind,

Finally, to those who suggest that the public will support only
tangible results, Flexmer would retort:

The problem of America is not "Main Street;'" there are Main

Streets in all countries. The hopelessness of America lies

in the inability and unwillingness of those occupying seats

of intelligence to distinguish between genunine culture and

superficial veneer, in the lowering of institutions which
should exemplify intellectual distinctions to the level of

the venders of patent medicines. So, %00, there are Dabbiiis
in all countries, not only in the United Statesj; but "Babbittxy"
in the presidency of great universities is an exclusively-—-

as it is a widespread-——American phenomenon.42

Critical Of Existing Sccietal Goals

Many people, disturbed by what they see in society and even more
alarmed at the uses to which new knowledge is put, are unwilling to

see higher education remain neutral or--worse yet——adapt 1iteelf to

42F1exner, ops. cit., pp. 151-2,
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prevailing notions, They maintain that those in the higher education
commmity have a responsiblility to assess the present culture and
inform the citizenry of their judgement. Only in this way, it is ar-
gued, can society transcend its present state to attain a better one,
Higher education must, in their view, maintain a careful balance be-
tween responding to the wishes of those served and simultaneously
offering advice as to alternative goals and means., Stated differently,
they see higher education's role as serving the perceived needs of
society through research, problem-solving, and teaching activities in
such a way that those served emerge with a broader, more liberated
view of mankind and his cultural possibilities.

Before examining this position in more detail, it will be useful
to distinguish between "acience" and "technology'"—making a distinction
which is not original but yet not universally a.pplied.43 The upheavals
in society as a result. of technologies developed in large part within
universities have been instrumental in stimulating a reexamination of

the relationship between higher education and society.

Distinction of science and technology

Science is inguiry conducted within rules of evidence which eli-
minate the variation due totthe wvalues held by the investigator; these
rules are not neutral themselves, i.e., the decision as to what evi-

dence is permitted as valid depends on one's values, However, the

43The usefulness of this distinction became evident from my rea-
ding of the following two books, and it is from these that I draw the
defining concepts:
Sir Eric Ashby, Technology and the Academics.{(London, England,
Macmillan.:and Company Ltd., 1958?, especially pp. B1i=3,
OECD, op. cit., especially pp. 17, 49, 70-1,
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world community of scholars has by-and-large come to accept a common
set of rules of evidence which then neutralizes their judgements so
long as no rule is violated.44 A more common, but less precise, way
of describing science is to refer to it as the production of new know-
ledge. Technology consists of applying the results of science to the
affairs of man, i.e., the application of knowledge to human purposes.
Thus, the problems of technology include, by definition, an element of
human values==ecven if the technologist is utterly ignorant of any such
implications. Science and technology are, of course, intimately rela-
ted; indeed, one of the pressing problems of society is how to institu-—
tionalize their relationship to attain a productive complementarity.45

The importance of this distinction is stated well in the OECD

report on Secience, Growth and Society:

It is essential to distinguish joint enterprises whose objec-~
tives are purely scientific from those aimed at application.
Once the enterprise is launched, the weight of political fac-~
tors is obviously lighter in the first case than in the secondj;
there is less dispute about the objective pursued and the
results hoped for; whatever the differences in investment,

the gain is always a common good, because knowledge is not
diminished by being shared. Moreover, precisely because it

is the extension of knowledge alone that is invoived, the
result can be evaluatéd only by the yardstick of scientific
achievement, which is universal and does not touch naticnal
values or interests. The scientists, who alone can make this
evaluation, belong to a single community with a common standard

44‘1‘his rather difficult, but fundamental, point is discussed
very well in John F.A. Taylor, The Masks of Society (New York, N.Y.,
Meredith Publishing Co., 19665, Ppe. 156=172 in the chapter on "Science
and the Covenant of Inquiry."

45The experience of the agricultural sector in the United States
may be one of the more successful efforts which will help to suggest
guidelines, See James T, Bonnen, "Some Observations on the Organi-
zational Nature of a Great Technological Payoff," Journal of Farm
Economics, December 1962, pp. 1279-94.
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of values so far as their science is concerned...

On the other hand, when application becomes significant, the

welght of politieal factors increases and sétentists are no lon-

geYr solely responsible for deciding on the orientation of the
project and the value of the results. The balance of political
and technical factors varies from one joint entexrprise to ano-
ther, but both are always present. From the point of view of
the management and execution of the research programmes, poli-
tical congiderations become, in effect, multipliers of diffi-
culties,46

Role of highexr education

With the above distinction in mind, we will now consider the
appropriate role of higher education as defined by the people urging
that it be more critical.

In their research programs, the institutions of higher education
have a responsibility to evaluate all costs and benefits of actual orx
proposed technologies, i.e.,, not merely economic aspects but the im-
Plied social alterations, value adjustments, institutional changes,
and so on.47 Change almost inevitably has the result of rendering

certain production processes, groups, and regions as obsolete or com=-

paratively worse off; such implications should be included in the

48 The results of such research would take the form of a

analysis.
delineation of the consequences of alternative policy choices, inclu-
ding both choices of ends and of means.49 The purpose is not to usurp

the decision-making function now residing in the political process but

485ECD, op. cit., pe 49.
*T1via,, pp. 15, 82.
481p13., pp. 30, 98.

491via., pp. 63~5, 78.
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to inform it so that choices are less arbitrary.so Technological
change should not be an end in itself, but a means of attaining ends
conscilously chosen.51 Thus, applied study is neither rejected as inap~
propriate or circumscribed completely by society's current preferences.
Turning to instruction, those holding this view argue that higher
education shbuld create in students an awareness of the full implica-
tions of their own framework of values and of their chosen technologi-
cal pursuits. The student should be made aware of inconsistencies
within his personal wvalues and those proposed by different philosophers
as necessary for a truly human community; he should be confronted with
a Tealization of the means required to attain his preferred end-——and
one could go on.52 In his technological studies he should develop a
habit of considering the full range of conseguences flowing from his
work~-gsocial, ethical, economic, environmental, and others. Ashby
writes, "A student who can weave his technology into the fabric of so-
ciety can claim to have a liberal education; a student who cannot weave

his technology into the fabric of society cannot claim even to be a

gtudents to sample a variety of courses; the students! exposure to the

humanities and sciences must be related to his specialty.54

soIbid.. ] pp. 65’ 880

51

Ibid., pp. 39, T7.

52prederic Lilge, The Abuse of Learning (New York, N.Y., The
Macmillan Company, 1948), pp. 136=45.

53Ashby, Technology and the Academics, p. 85.

41pid., pp. 77-86.
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This same point was stressed by John Dewey, whom we encountered
in the last chapter as a major participant in the turmoil of the 1930's
which saw the problem~solving, scientific emphasis replace the older,
classical tradition., He wrote:

Isolation of subject matter from a social context is the

chief obstruction in current practice to securing a general

training of mind., Literature, art, religion, when thus dis-

associated, are just as naxrrowing as the technical things

which the profegsional upholders of general education stre-
nuously oppose.

Knowledge is humanistic in quality not because it is about
human products in the past, but because of what it does in
liberating human intelligence and human sympathy. Any sub-—
ject matter which accomplishes this result is humane, and
any subJect m%tter which does not accomplish it is not even
educational.?
Again, the suggested approach is not to exclude the vocational and
profeasional areas of training but, on the other hand, not to accept
as adequate society's existing standards for what such training should

include.

Criticism of the adaptation model

Although much of Dewey's energy was focused on persuading human-—
ists, such as Robert Hutchins, that current problem—solving and techni-
cal studies should be included in education, he also emphasized that the
resulting tendency towards making educational institutions mere adjuncts
of existing economic and social organizations must be strongly resisted.

Dewey warned of the "grave dangexr" that Y any scheme for vocational

23 John Dewey, Democracy and Education (New York, N.Y., The Mac-
millan Company, 19485, PP. 133:35.

561h14., p. 230,
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education which takes its point of departure from the industrial regime
that now exists, is likely to assume and to perpetrate its divisions
and weaknesses, and thus to become an inatrument in accomplishing the
feudal dogma of mocial predestination."57

Many concerned observers feel that today's colleges and univer—
sities have ignored Dewey's warning and devoted themselves to merely
gearching for efficient meanscof attaining the ends determined by
existing power centers in society, i.e., they have adapted to existing
societal goals (a position supported by others, as we saw in the first
nection of this chapter).58 These people argue that we have allowed,
some would say encouraged, our activities to be dictated by those with
regources available for specific types of inquiry, which almost invari-
ably means: (1) those who control large amounts of private wealth,
(2) those governmental agencies with strong political backing, or
(3) a team composed of elements of both=-for they are usually related.
They see the system turn out a torrent of men and procedures designed
to cope with the limits imposed by nature (questions of efficiency, of
means) but only a
upon himself.59 Bertrand Russell, in assessing the impact of science

on philosophy and society, observed:

>T1bid., p. 318.
58For a sample see Ashby, op. cit., pp. 74-5.
Birenbaum, op., cit., pp. 110-11.
Robert 5. Morison, "Some Aspects of Policy-Making in the Amer—
ican University," Daedalus, Summer 1970, pp. 609-10,

Edward Joseph Shoben, Jr., "Cultural Criticism and the American
College," Daedalus, Summer 1970, especially pp. 677-82.

John ¥,A. Taylor, op. cit., pp. 6-8, 245-9,

99Fohn F.A. Taylor, op. cit., pp. 6-8.
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The philosophies that have been inspired by scientific technique
are power philosophies, and tend to regard everything non-human
as mere raw material. Ends are no longer considered; only the
skillfulness of the process is valued, This...is a form of mad-
neas, It is, in our day, the most dangerous form, and the one
againat which a sane philosophy should provide an antidote, 60
In a context fooused more directly on education, another philosopher,
John F,A. Taylor, wrote:
The dilemma of twentieth~century man is at his core, not at his
surface. His dilemma is philosophical: it concerns his funda-

mental commitments, not his incidental acts, the quality of
the ends he pursug?, not the efficiency of the means he commands

in pursuing them.,

and Taylor's conclusion:

We have lost in the modern world our6§apacity for regarding
the destiny of mankind as a problem.

This situation did not arise overnight but developed over a long
period, probably centuries. The growth of science was intimately
involved in at least three important ways., First, the skepticism con-
cerning absolute truth quickly led to a doubting of all proposed ends
and a concentration on means which has more gradually led to a reluc-
tance ewven to consider ends.63 Second, the explosion of knowledge en-
couraged specialization and organization along disciplinary lines,
cutting the breadth of any one person?s knowledge and creating barriers
between humanists, scientists, and technologists.64 Third, from the

plausible contention that all scientific advance represents progress

60Russell, op. oit., p. 494.
61

6

John P.A. Taylor, op. cit., p. 246.
°Tbid., p. 248,
63Moriaon, op. cit., pp. 609~10.

64Ashby, Technology and the Academics, p. 38.
Lilge, OPDea cit.' Pp. 72-40



75

and "good"e=in the sense that it inoreases man's understanding of him=-

B
o

self, his environment and their relationship to each other, there *

grown a feeling that all technologicval change represents progress and
“good;" the latter is, as is obvious from the earlier discussion, com—
pletely erroneous and catastrophic in its implications.ss

A reluctance by many scientists and humanists to accept technolo-
glical studies as legitimate has exacerbated the natural tendency to
specialize as knowledge expands, The origins of this attitude may go
back to the fact that in many early cultures the vocations were often
filled by slaves, but regardleas of whether one accepts this, the pre-
vious chapter demonstrated the hostility with which the early colleges
greeted the new scientific and technological studies.66 It would only
be natural for the condescending nature of others in that peried, and
today, to cause the technologists to minimize their contact with the
rest of the college or university and, all too often, develop their
own inflated sense of importance. BRudolph, as pointed out in the pre-
vious chapter, saw a significant change in higher education following
the Civil War when higher education absorbed many new professions
which concentrated on things rather than man,

More recently, scientific and technological research has come to
require such large outlays of funds that those controlling the funds
wield considerable leverage on the direction of research. In the

period prior to World War II moast investigators were content with a

quiet study, a good library, and maybe a modest laboratory--with a few

5Li1ge, ops cits, pP. 76, 136.
OE;CD' ODe Cit., P. 45.

663rubacher and Rudy, op. cit., p. 305.
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exceptions. In recent decades, however, the use of such tools as par-
ticle accelerators, intricate measuring devices, huge surveys, and the
67

all-pervasive computer has been deemed essential for further advances.

The dominant practice in the United States, and this is very signifi-

cant, igs and has been that decisions concerning the allocation of funds
for technological research are left in the hands of action agencies

with vested interesats of their own and, quite often, well-identified

private clientele. This is in sharp contrast to the allocation of
funds for scientific research which tends to be administered by inde-
pendent agencies whose decision panels are dominated by members of the

scientific community.

Financial and organizational implications

With the above as a framework, what can we say about a financing
system which will promote the desired ends? First, although society
certainly has the right to determine the total amount of funds to be
allocated to scientific and humanistic research and possibly should
delineate general areas of emphasis, the bulk of the allocative deci-
sions should be the responsibility of the scientific and scholarly
commnity, for they are the best judges of what areas are ripe for
breakthroughs and what projects are well-designed., This research is
of potential benefit to all of society, and thus it is appropriate that
the federal government should fund it.

Second, funding for technological research should come from both

an independent agency, let us call it the Foundation foxr the Appraisal

of Societal Change (FASC), and from groups with decision-making

GTMWison. Ops Oit., PDe 628""30.
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responsibilities.68 The FASC would be responsible for funding projects

which would analyze the costs and benefits of actual and proposed tech-
nologies as outlined earlier. The decision-making boards of the FASC
gshould include a mix of scientists, humanists, technologists, and
political representatives—~for all can contribute to the assessment of
what technologies most need to be asgsessed., It would be a mistake to
eliminate all funding from bodies other than the FASC for it is through
these contacts that higher education is kept conscious of pressing
problems and decision-making groups are kept abreast of the most recent
scientific research, What is crucial, and now lacking, is a proper
balance (undefined by anyone to the best of my knowledge) between FASC
funds and other sources more closely tied to vested interests.

Finally, since the education of students provides them with both
saleable skills and some knowledge of the broad non-market Implications
of events, the cost.:should be shared by the student and society as a
whole., The latter knowledge, such as an awareness of the impacts of
pollution or an appreciation of the tramma experienced by people left
behind when economic progress is recorded, can rarely be translated
into higher incomes by those who acquire it., Yet it is upon such under—
standing that the humanity and justice of society rests--and thus soci-
ety must take meapures to encourage it, according to this viewpoint.
This assumes, of course, that the students' educational experience does
create awareness—~which is presently true only to a very limited extent.
The creation of the FASC would be of assistance since research money

in an area is followed by faculty research, graduate research,

68OECD, op. cit., pp. 61, 66, 69, 102 presents a similar proposal.
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graduate education, and undergraduate education-—probably romghly in
that order.69 But more help is needed., Seminars are needed where
gtudents from various specialties focus on the same problem area; in-
atruction is needed on the history of technologies and the relationship

between technology and social change.70

Without such measures, the
justification for public support dissolves in a flood of courses focu—
sing on purely private concerns, i.e., increasing the employability of

the students.

Rejection Of Existing Societal Goals

At the opposite end of the continuum-from those who see the role
of higher education purely as a facilitator of the goals of others are
people who believe that higher education should be instrumental in
overthrowing existing institutions, They maintain that colleges and
universities as corporate institutions, as well as the people associa~
ted with them, should take action to solve the problems of individuals
and society., Most argue that it is impossible for institutions of
higher education to remain neutral, leaving the only real cholce to be
one of whom shall be served-—the establishment or a counier—culture.
When identifying pressing problems warranting such action, they usually
speak of the disadvantaged, the poor, the exploited (politically and
economically), the non-white, the hungry, and the war-ravaged--both in

this nation and others.

69For example, see Jencks and Riesman, op. cit.

7QAshby, Technology and@ the Academics, pp. 86~7 makes a set of

specific suggestiona for courses.
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Higher education as it now functions, they contend, serves the
71

existing centers of power to the detriment of the powerless. Along

with others discussed in previous sections, they see it as preparing
young people for job roles as they exist in society, emphasizing confor-
mity, certifying the young of the powerful but excluding others, and
performing research for vested interests. Their feelings are summarized
well by Edgar Z. Friedenberg:

The American University system, like Dr. Frankenstein and

Dr. Faustus, is in trouble not because it has failed, but
because it has succeeded; and succeeded in undertakings to
which it would not have committed itself had it not relin-
quished moral responsibility in favor of empirical mastery in
the first place. If this is too harsh an indictment, it is
go for one reason only: that it attributes too much autonomy
to the university. University faculty, especially, are
inclined to be taken in by their own traditional, but increa-
singly deceptive pretense that they run the place. 1In fact,
universities are run as America is run: indirectly, by a
power structure that depends on the ambitions of the faculty
and the lust of its individual members to be close to sources
of power to induce it to organize itself so as to do what is
expected of it., Power within the university aligns itself

to power outside of it.72

It is argued that part of the reason for the above is a futile
attempt by institutions to remain neutral when this is impossible, for
reasons such as the following., An institution hires people, displaces
people when it expands, invests its assets, and interacts with society

in many other ways merely by virtue of existing.73 But furthermore,

71Birenbaum, op._cit., pp. 16-18,

Goodman, op. cit.,, p. 210,
Litt, op, cit..
Harold Taylor, op. cit., pp. 2-3.

72Friedenberg, "The University Community...," pp. 73-4.

73Biren‘baum, op. cit., pp. 37-9.
H. Lynn Jondahl, Unrest on the Campus (New York, N.Y., Friend-
ship Press, Inc., 1970), pp. 59-61.




80

the very purposes of higher education——education, problem-solving, re—
search-—imply possession of a great deal of influence and power as to
the direction of society in a culture heavily dependent on educated
people and new knowledge; the choices of who to admit, what to teach,
and what research to pursue have an immense impact which cannot be
construed as neutra.l.74 Given the above power plus the fact that many
other centers of power recognize higher education's importance and
strive to direct it to their own means, a stated policy of neutrality
only lessens higher education's sense of identity and increases the
probability that other powerful institutions will be successful in using
it for their own purposes.75
An attituvde that disturbs those who hold this view is that action
biases thought, an attitude found in its most extreme form in the
"meutralist" case but also held elsewhere. The revolutionists main-
tain that action and thought are, and should be, intimately related.—

and that the educational process should reflect this. Learning and

working often take place simaltaneously and are often complementary;

gage in work related to their area of study while in college, and more

faculty should be drawn from the greoup of practicing professionals in

76

the commmity. Similarly, those who hope to solve our pressing

social problems must often become intimately involved in the problem

74Biren'ba.um, op._cit., pp. 69-71, 139-46.
Jondahl, op. cit., pp. 76-7.

TS30ndahl, op. cit., ppe TT=9.

76Birenbaum, op. cit., pr. 52, 86, 177-80.
Goodman, op. cit., pp. 300-6,
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area bhefore the necessary understanding will evolve.77 Another point
at which the connection between thought and action becomes crucial is
the definition of a problem; the diagnosis "links knowledge to practice,
binds thought to action."’® In summary, the habit of thinking must
often be linked to action if it is to be insightful, and action must

be linked to thinking if it is to be effective. An institution which
does not encourage its members to act in controversial problem areas
may thus be abdicating any responsgibility for their solution,

It is difficult to conceive of a financing scheme which will lead
to broad support for institutions which openly advocate political posi-
tions, especially positions sympathétic to the economically and poli-
tically powerless, However, some suggestions can be made which, even
if they do result in a drastic decrease in the scope of public support
for higher education, might create institutions more responsive to
the needs of the disadvantaged., The first step would be to eliminate
all funding from vested interests with no sympathetic concern for the
disadvantaged; this might mean all funds from businesses and governmen-
tal action agencies. To the degwes Ul wWluences ars
positive, and most subscribing to the "“revolutionist" purpose find the
gtudents' attitudes much more promising than those held by faculty and
administrators, the voucher scheme outlined in the previous section
should be instituted. As mentioned earlier, however, the flexibility
embodied in a voucher scheme can be effectively neutralized by res-—

trictions on where the vouchers can be redeemed; it seems unlikely that

77Birenbaum, op. cit., p. 86.

"B1pia,, pp. 125-6.
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public bodies will extend eligibility to students enrolled'in revolu-
tionary institutiona., Finally, that money which the political process
does allocate for study of the problems of the disadvantaged could be
&iven to the disadvantaged with the stipulation that they use it to
contract for the services of an accredited college or universitys; this
would help to insure that colleges and universities would be genuinely
responsive Bince the disadvantaged could gspend their funds elsewhere,
Under the present system, where the researcher usually receives the
grant, a commnity often finds itself being examined and analyzed in
a framework wholly or largely developed by the researcher in total

isolation from the community.
Conclusion

The chosen manner of solving the present financial crisis in
higher education will reveal a great deal about our view of society,
higher education, and ourselvea, Does society need more or less cri-

ticism? What is the responsibility of the faculty? Should higher

mdneation lesd or follow enlturesl choanew? Ta the nwimary moal of man

greater material success? Are students responaible enough to choose
their own ocurriculum? Whom shoudd higher education respond to? Are
human beings best regarded as unique individuals with freedom and dig-
nity or as components of a complex mocial organization whose health
depends upontthe careful replacement of aging parts?
The desired solution will vary with the surrounding circumstances,

even given a cetrtalin framework of values. For example, if one accepts
the argument that faculties will tend to be even more conservative in

the next two decades bacause of growing unionism and few additions of
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young people (the reasons for a low rate of growth will become clear in
later chapters), then one may be inclined to increase the ability of
non=-faculty groups to exert pressures for change as compared to the
1950%s and 1960's, Thus, it is to be expected that the financing scheme
should change over time in such a way as to always offer an incentive

to move from the existing to the desired pattern of behavior.

Although society will wield a great deal of influence in the de-
termination of higher education's role, those in the higher education
commnity could be very persuasive if they would agree among themselves.
This does not imply that all individuals and institutions perform the
same function—=-—only that they recognize as legitimate a set of purposes
which they and others have a responsibility to pursue, If the intermal
political processes of higher education do not yield such an under-
standing, external political bodies are likely to dictate a solution
bagsed on their own perceptions and needs.

The struggle over the financing gquestion has created, and will

likely continue to create, umisual alliances, Radicals, self-identity
psychologlats, aud lalsses lalre econouisid Jjoln il supporiiuyg Liue
principle of wvoucher systems—~the economists often seeing these as the
first step towards elimination of all subsidies to the proasperous.
The defenders of the ivory tower, the faculty using their appointment
as a base for consulting and grantsmanship, and administrators who are
Jjealous of their authority agree that student influence should not be
broadened.

There is a great danger that the financial crisis in higher edu-
cation will lead to solutions based on short-run expediency rather

than an effort to harmonize the finanéing system and the goals of
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society. The importance of the latter approachhhas been demonstrated
in this chapter through a study of the inter—-relationships between
various educational philosophies and financing systems. The two must
be arrived at jointly if higher education is to serve the difficult
taskas which society demands of it.

Up to now nothing has been said concerning the resources required
to implement the roles outlined above, In the following chapters the
specific came of Michigan higher education will be examined in oxrder
to explore the (.conomic costs associated with the various alternatives.
A final decision on the best means to finance higher education mist
await such a comparison, for the additional benefits flowing from a
preferred philosophical orientation may be more than off-set by the

added cosats.



Chapter IV

The Aggregate Demand For Higher Education

With this chapter, we begin dealing with the second objective
presented in the introduction: develop a model which specifies in
guantitative terms the causal links between the physical wvariables of
primary concern. The observations concerning wvalues, institutional
forms, and compatible financing systems which were presented in Chap-
ters II and I1II will be set aside for the moment, Only after an
examination of the modeling effort will we bhe in a position to combine
the philosophical material with the necessary quantitative data in an
evaluation of policy alternatives, which will be done in Chapters VI
and VII,

The demand for higher education is a c¢rucial element in almost
all phases of higher education planning., The number of faculty, class-—
rooms, and administrators required is closely related to the size of
the student body. Over the last two decades enrollment has expanded
at an unprecedented pace, made possible only by an equally impresgsive
commitment of financial resources«-both public and private. It would
be impossible to analyze the future financial requirements of higher
education without first giving careful attention to expected enroll-
ments,

An econometric model is presented in this chapter which funishes
estimates of the impacts of the size of the college-age population,
discharges from the Armed Services, income, and unemployment on each
of statewide undergraduate and graduate enrollments. The model is

used to derive enrollment projections which, with the aid of additional

85
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assumptions, are disaggregated into three sectors——public four-year,
public two-year, and private. The material in the chapter is organized
into six sections: 1) review of selected research, 2) presentation of
the model, 3) discussion of the data, 4) discussion of the statistical
results, 5) derivation of enrollment projections, and 6) summary of
results,

Looking ahead to the application of the analysis in this chapter,
it will form part of the bagia for a statistical model in Chapter V
designed to yield estimates of the’ influence of tuition and student
aid variables at the institutional and sectorial levels, respectively.
The enrollment projections will be a primary input into the analysis
of the future financial requirements based on alternative policies,

to be presented in Chapters VI and VII.
Review Of Selected Resgearch

Because of their importance to planning, enrollment models and
projectionas have been constructed by many individuals and organizations.

vl s~ o
LN S e )
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forecast enrollments. Rather than attempt a comprehensive review of
this area, the following section contains a brief review of two as-
prects, First, some examples of a procedure typically used to
project enrollments are examined. Seoond, the major pieces of research
which have attempted to identify the factors causing variations in
enroliment are reviewed.

The procedure used by the United States 0ffice of Education to

derive enrollment projections is representative of most attempts,
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egpecially among public agencies.1 The ratio of enrollments to an age
group considered to be most typical among college students, usually
18~21 in the case of undergraduates, is computed for several recent
yvears. The trend in this rate is then assumed to continue at an unal-
tered pace; this assumption, in combination with a projection of the
population in the age group, is the basis for enrollment forecasts,
i.e., the forecasts are the product of the assumed rate of enrollment
times the projected population. In addition to the 0ffice of Education,
the widely available work of Ronald B, Thompson sponsored by the Amer-
jcan Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers
uges such a framework, as did the Michigan Department of Education
until 1970—71.2 The advantages of this approach are its simplicity
of computation, ease of explanation to policy makers, and minimal
data requimements. However, the procedure ignores many of the factors
cauging the rate of enrollment to vary and thus results in an impre-
cise forecast in many cases.

Recent research has sghed important light on the variables rela-
tcd ¢
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this work has been to construct models which explain past patterns

1U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Projections
of Educational Statistics to 1979-80, National Center for Educational
Statistics, Office of Education, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 1971 (updated annually).

2Rona.ld B, Thompson, Projections of Enrollments, Public and
Private Colleges and Universities, 1970-1987, American Association of

Collegiate Registrars and Admissions O0fficers, Washingbon, D.C., 1970.

Michigan Department of Education, State Plan for Higher Educa~
tion in Michigan, Lansing, Michigan, 1969.
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of enrocllment; they have not forecast enrollments, although their work
could in most cases be used for such a purpose. In 1967 Campbell and
Siegel published results indicating that the aggregate demand foxr
higher education in the United States was positively related to dis-
posable income per family and negatively related to tuition, as well
ag to the size of the population group most prone to attend college.3
Their analysis was based on nine observations for selected years from
the 1919-1964 period; difficulties in obtaining estimates of tuition
costs limited the number of observations. Looking at the same period
but ignoring tuition in order to gain observations, Galper and Dunn
later demonstrated that discharges and changes in the size of the
Armed Forces also gignificantly affected total United States enroll-
ment; this, of course, was widely known to be the case during and after
World War II but had not been investigated in statistical models.4
Concerned that supply side effects had not been handled adequately by
Campbell and Siegel, Hight added supply relationships to their model
and found some evidence that the differential rates of growth in the
private and public sectors were partially due to ditterences in the

elasticity of enrollments with respect to subsidy income.5

5Rober'b Campbell and Barry N. Siegel, "The Demand for Higher
Education in the United States, 1919=-1964," American Economic Review,
Vol. 57, June 1967, pp. 482-494.

4Harvey Galper and Robert M, Dunn, Jr., "A Short-~Run Demand
Function for Higher Education in the United States,"” Journal of Poli~
tical Economy, Vol. 77, Sept.~Oct. 1969, pp. T765-777.

5Joseph E., Hight, "The Supply of Higher Education in the U.S.:
The Public and Private Institutions Compared," Paper presented at the
Allied Social Science Association Meetings, Detroit, Michigan, Dec-
ember, 28«30, 1970,
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Regearch based on cross—spection samples has verified the impore
tance of income and tuition variables. In addition, measures of paren=—
tal characteristics, student ability, student financial aid, unemploy-
ment, and student location have been identified as factorxrs relevant to
the decision to enroll in a college or university.

Using the above work as a source of ideas, the following model

of the aggregate demand for higher education was formulated.

Pregsentation Cf The Model

A model's structure depends in part upon the objectives of the
investigator and the time and resource constraints imposed, either by
himself or others. In this case the objective was to develop a model
of enrollments in Michigan higher education which could be used to
project future enrollments based on alternative assumptions. The pro-

jections were a matter of interest in themmelves, but the ultimate

6See A.J. Corazzini, D. Dugan, and H.G. Grabowski, "Determinants
and Distributional Aspects of Enrollment in U.S. Higher Education,"
Paper presented at the Allied Social Science Association Meetings,
Datroit, Michigan, December 28=30. 1970, and later published in Jour—
nal of Human Resources, Vol. VII, No. 1, Winter 1972, pp. 39-=59.

Stephen A, Hoenack and Paul Feldman, "Private Demand for Higher
Education in the United States," Research Paper P-649, Institute for
Defense Analysis, Arlington, Virginia, 1969. This paper is essen-
tially reprinted, except for the omission of detailed technical appen=
dix material, in The Economics and Financing of Higher Education in
the United States, a Compendium of Papers submitted to the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, Congress of the United States (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969), pp. 375-95.

R. Radner and L.S. Miller, "Demand and Supply in U.S. Higher
Education: A Progress Report," American Economic Review, Vol. 60,
May, 1970, Pp. 362-34.
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ajm was to use them as a basis for forecasts of the financial require-
ments implied by diffexrent policy frameworks, A lack of both time and
resources precluded any possibility of using a sample survey as a
source of data.

In the early stages of the investigation it became apparent that
accurate data on tuition and student financial aid were available for
only the moat recent years. Rather than limit the entire analysia to
such a narrow data base, a two stage process was formulated. The first
component, presented in this chapter, consists of an aggregate demand
model containing implicit assumptions concerning tuition. The second
stage, to be presented in the following chapter, concentrates on an
analysis of the impact of tuition and student financial aid-——based in
part upon the results of the study of aggregate demand.

The aggregate demand model has its foundation in the convention-—
al demand and supply framework, illustrated in Figure 1, The short-
term demand and supply curves are assumed to intersect within a rela-—

tively elastic "band" which is the long-term expansion path.

Tuition

Enrollment

Figure 1
Illustration of the Aggregate Demand Model
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The shape of the expansion path is determined primarily by the willing-
ness of public bodies to subaidize higher education., The principle
adjustment mechanisms are hypothesized to be reactions of political
bodies to (1) tuition levels, (2) use of available facilities, and

(3) complaints from constituents whose sons and daughters were not
admitted to a college. If the advance of ghort-term gsupply exceeds
that of demand so their intersection tends towards the lower edge of
the band (such as in the case of period t+1 in Figure 1), either
tuition rises more alowly compared to the long—term trend or-—~if the
long=term rate of increase in tuition is maintained so that excess
suppltyiexists—colleges are perceived to contain excess capacity; in
addition, it is unlikely that there will be many constituent-:cowmplaints
growing out of the use of non-price rationing because of excess demand,
All three of these factors tend to cause a slow=down in the publicts
tendency to increase the supply of higher education., On the other
hand, if the advance of demand exceeds that of supply--causing their
intersection to tend towards the upper edge of the band (period t+2
moxre cf the folles
tuition charges rise at an increased rate, college facilities are
crowded, and constituent complaints increase due to non-price ration-
ing and higher tuition. These forces create pressures for an increased
provision of higher education., Thus, s0 long as the philosophy of
prolitical representatives with respect to tuition charges and consti-
tuent pressures does not change radically, the long-term expansion
path can be regarded as a relatively stable function, In other words,
we can be confident that sufficient facilities are provided to insure

that tuition charges do not exceed certain levels while, on the other
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hand, facilities are not expanded so rapidly that they can be fully
utilized only if tuition rates drop to unprecedented levels,

The modeling, and forecasting, problem can now be stated as one
of estimating the shift in the short-term (annual, in this case) demand
function along the stable long-run expansion path., The validity of
the forecasts will, of course, depend heavily on the degree to which
decision makers maintain stable values in the future with respect to
higher education. If such stability exists, then accurate estimates
of shifts in short-=term demand provide a firm basis for the provision
of needed short-term supply, i.e., a supply which insures that the
intersection of the short-term supply and demand curves will be along
the long-term expansion path. However, if a major change (i.e., a
large shift which is inconsistent with past trends) occurs in the
level of tuition charges or the amount of student aid awards, these
projectiona would lose much of their value as a tool for policy stu-—
dies. What remains to be done is a specification of the variables

which cause the demand for higher education to shift and for which

data axre available.

Higher education represents both an investment and a consumption
good from the viewpoint of most individuals. The exact mix varies
from one to another and is the subject of some debate., Although the
implications of these two factors differ in many respects, for our
purposes the two suggest similar variables are likely to be important;
no attempt will be made to isolate separate investment and consumption
effects. As direct cosits or opportunity costs rise, higher education

becomes less attractive either as an investment or a consumption good.

Higher levels of income ghould tend to increase enrollments as a
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consumption good and may also have a positive effect on education ine-
vestment decisions due to gignificant imperfections in the capital
market in providing funds for investment in people. A population
measure is essential in either approach. The investment approach
places a great deal of emphasis upon the added future monetary and
non-monetary benefits due to higher education; measuring or predicting
these is difficult or impossible, of course., A consumption model
might include a Ykeeping up with the Joneses' wvariable such as the
educational attainment of those in the relevant environment,

The follqwing variables were chosen as empirical measures of
demand shifters, The population in the age group constituting the
bulk of the college population in the future, assuming that most col-
lege students enter college in the fall following their graduation
from high schools, was assumed to have a major impact on demand, A
demographic measure consisting of the discharges from the Armed Ser-
vices was also included because of its marked effect on enrollments;
most of thege Individuals are young people who are eligible for bhene=
fite wnder the nroviaiona of the "G.T. Bil11l" if theyv become students.
Income and unemployment variables were considered because of their
relevance to a person's ability to pay for higher education and to
his opportunity cost.. The income variable probahly serves as a proxy
for many other variables relevant to higher education such as the
increasing technological nature of society and the consequent need for
a greater mumber of highly trained people,

As mentioned earlier, data on tuition and student financial aid
were not available for this analysis. Since both play a role--2id as

a demand shifter and tuition as an indication of society's location
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on the demand curve, it is important to examine the impact of their
omission on the resul-bs.7 The estimated parameters for the included
variables will be unbiased 1f the omitted explanatory variables are
uncorrelated with the included variables. In this case we might ex-—
pect that the tuition and aid variables would be positively correlated
with the population and income variables but not correlated with the
discharges and unemployment variables. Since the expected sign of
the tuition coefficient is negative, the estimated coefficients of the
population and income variables will be biased negatively due to this
omission. But since the expected sign of the student aid variable is
positive, the omigsion of the aid wariable causes a positive bias in
the estimated coefficients of the population and income variables,
Thus, the net impact of the omitted variables on the estimated coef-
ficients of the population and income variables is indeterminate, but
is at least partially offsetting.

Finally, the timing of the planning and budget cycle was crucial

to the structure of the model since it was to be used for decision-—

"ﬂﬁ‘ 3 rm Lad
molinse purposec T

1T puTposes. the cage of atate surrort for hisgher education

the examination of institutional reguests begins in the fall of the
fiscal year preceding the fiscal year of the request. For example,

in fall 1972, the institutional requests for the 1973-74 fiscal year
were reviewed. Thus, planning for the ensuing year must be done with-
out knowing the results of decisions made concerning the present year.
Reflecting this, the equations which will be used to forecast enroll-

ments in time t and beyond assume knowledge of data pertaining to t-2

7See Jan Kmenta, Elements of Econometrics (New York, N.Y., The
Macmillan Co., 1971), PPe 392-5, for a general discussion of this issue,
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but not to t-=1.

Undergraduate and graduate enrollments were analyzed separately
on a statewide bagis. The equations which compose the model are lis-
ted in detail in Table 2 where the regression results are displayed.
Before discussing these results, the nature of the underlying data

will be examined in the next section.
Discussion 0Of The Data

Obtaining the necessary data was a difficult and time-—consuming
task. Needless to say, the quality of the results are directly depen-
dent on the quality of the data. What follows is a very brief des-—
cription of the nature of the dataj; all data used are listed in Appen-—
dix A accompanied by a detailed listing of the sources and a comment
by the author as to their characteristics.

The period of analysis includes headcount enrollments in Michi-
gan higher education in fall term, 1951-69. A beginning date of 1951

avoids essgentially all of the post-World VWar II enroliment bulge, but
the period deoes ineclnde a2 variety of rates of pomnlation growth, Armed
Services discharges, and economic growth, Such variation is desirable
because it enables a better test to be made of whether the specified
variables and functional form accurately describe the behavior of the
system, i.e., the researcher finds it easier to see if his assumptions
are credible,

The enrollment series for higher education, presented in Table 1,
wag constructed from a wvariety of sources. All figures pexrtaining to

the 1960's appear to be very reliable, as do those for the public four—

year institutions in the 1950's., The least reliable data are those
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Table 1

Fall Headcount Enrollment in Michigan by Student Level and Type of
Institution, 1951-T1

Public Four=Year

b/ Not available at the time the statistical analysis was done.

Sources: See appendix Table 26,

Public
Under- Grad- Two=

Year grad uate Total Year

1951 5445395 14,311 68,706 4,900
1952 54,834 14,661 69,495 6,854
1953 56,600 14,958 71,558 8,102
1954 61,439 16,097 775536 9,759
1955 68,642 174239 85,881 13,652
1956 75,046 19,6871 94,733 16,176
1957 78,165 21,473 99,638 19,837
1958 78,447 23,525 101,972 22,784
1959 78,789 24,274 103,063 24,592
1960 80,653 27,005 107,658 27,229
1961 83,290 28,792 112,082 31,619
1962 89,374 30,560 119,834 344356
1963 97,023 32,090 129,112 38,001
1964 107,528 35,586 143,114 46,123
1965 122,632 39,680 162,312 58,216
1966 132,677 43,810 176,487 69,496
1967 141,203 46,505 187,708 79,698
1968 149,841 48,578 198,419 95,065
1969 158,639 49,684 208,323 115,299
1979%5 164,525 53,277 217,802 125,552
1971 169, 0R0 51,085 220,165 132,059
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Private
Under— Grad-
Year grad uate Total
1951 21,536 14595 23,129
1952 21,367 1,589 22,956
1953 21,766 1,598 23,364
1954 24,000 1,773 25,775
1955 26,857 1,911 28,768
1956 28,227 1,816 30,043
1957 28,999 1,929 50,928
1958 30,541 24251 32,792
1959 31,763 2,350 34,113
1960 34,065 24333 36,398
1961 35,184 3,094 58,278
1962 36,436 3,264 39,700
1963 37,015 34596 40,611
1564 39,697 34775 43,472
1965 43,766 4,130 47,896
1966 45,060 4,402 49,462
1967 45,979 4,462, 50,461
1968 46,297 4,48 50,777
1969 46,282 4,477 50,759
19708/ 47,861 4,487 52,348
1971 48,039 4,889 52,928

a/ Estimate

All Institutions

Undexr—

grad

80,831
83,055
86,468
95,178

109,151
119,449
127,001
131,772
135,144

141,947
150,093
160,066
172,039
193,348

224,614
247,233
266,880
291,203
320,220

3375939
349,178

Grad-

uate

15,904
16,250
16,556
17,870

19,150
21,503
23,402
25,776
26,624

29,338
31,886
33,824
35,686
39,361

43,810
48,212
50,987
53,058
54,161

57,764
55,974

Total

96,735
99,505
103,024
113,048

128,301
140,952
150,403
157,548
161,768

171,285
181,979
193,890
207,725
232,709

268,424
295,445
317,867
344,261
374,381

395,703
405,152

b/ Not available at the time the statistical analysis was done.
Sources: See appendix Table 26.
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for private colleges in 1951-59, but these too are probably reasonably
accurate,

Some of the necessary population data are based on primary
and secondary school enrollment by grade by year (see appendix Table 27)
wvhile the remainder are based on cemsus figures by single years of age
{see appendix Table 28). The former have two major advantages: they
are available for all required years, except for a portion of the
private school enrollments, and they do not include school drop-outs
in the base from which college enrcllments are calculated., Adjusting
the series for the missing private sector data was very important be-
caugse of the recent decline in the percentage of students in the pri-
vate sector. If the percentage in private schools had been constant
and was expected to remaln constant, public school enrollment would
have exactly the same predictive powers as total enrollment in a regres—
sion model, However, in present circumstances a model including only
public school enrollments would contain a misleading upward trend

attributable to a trangfer of students from the private to the public

Since data on the population by single years of age are availa-
ble only for census years, it was necessary to do a great deal of
interpolating using the number of live births. This procedure yields
a set of figures which are rough approximations, but since they enter
only into the calculation of long-term projections which are them—
selves rough estimates, this difficulty is not crucial,

A more disturbing characteristic of the data is the lack of con-
gistency between the school enrollment and population statistics. Al-

though exhibiting the same pattern of year-to-year variabion, the
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enrollment figures exceed the population in the age group normally
asgsociated with the grade. For example, the 1940 census indicates
there were 78,286 six yearwolds while enrollment figures show there
were 93,978 students in the first grade; in 1960 the respective figures
were 181,638 and 195,300. To the degree that the census figures or
the enrollment figures err in a consistent fashion, the predictive
power of the regression model is not affected. However, a fluctuating
or changing pattern of coverage might have significant effects.

The data on discharges from the Armed Services were obtained
from unpublished records of the Department of Defense. There is no
reagson to doubt their accuracyi the series is oonsistent with the
published figures on the gize of the Armed Services. The economic
variables, Michigan real personal income (total and per capita) and
U.S. unemployment, are the standard indicators widely published and

used,

Discussion Of The Statistical Results
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The numbers to the left of each equation indicate the number of years
into the future the egquations are designed to forecast. For example,
if in fall 19735 one were to want a forecast for fall 1980, he would

use equation 7 and set the subscript "t' equal to 1980, It is inter—

esting, and may be useful, to note that one should be able to obtain

a reasonable forecast by using any equation with a number greater than

or equal to the interval between the present and the year of the de-

sired forecast, Choosing a number, and equation, greater than the

interval would probably not yield the best estimate, however, for the
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Statistical Fesults of the Analysis of Aggregate Demand

Undergraduate regressions-
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Graduate regressions:
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d =1021

R™ =,9880
S =1509
d =1,50

R2 =.9867
S =1548
d =1045

RY =,9973
S =714
d =2.,12

R% =.9947
S =969
d =1.60

R2 =,9819
S =1945
d =0¢96

R® =,9825
S =1914
d =1,02

¢otb



Table 2 (cont'd)

*x ** *% *¥%
8 G = =37,489 + 90,5(H(8) + H(3) + H(10))t_9 + 19561, + 1462E,
(34236) (30.7) Grs)Y's  (374)°

*¥% * % *
9 G, = =40,151 + 82,6(H(7) + B(3) + E(9)), .. + 2101% + 16138,
"t = "51808) (2605) =10 o (388)°

% * ¥k *¥%
10 G, = -42,104 + 79.5(H(6) + H(T) + H(8)) _qq + 2179, + 1760E
b (4,432) (28.7) =117 M (414)F

F*% * *% **

11 G, = -42,599 + 78,1(H(5) + H(5) + K(7)), ., + 2205Y, + 1784E,
"= aod) (Goss) =2 GEf (a31)

¥ * *¥% £ X3

12 G, = -43,508 + 8O, 7(8(4) + H(3) + H(6)) + 21937, + 1835E
27 T60763) (51:6) S0 Gu (4a4)°

k33 * ¥ *¥*

13 = =42,582 + T2,5(H(3) + H(4) + H(5)),_,, + 2289%, + 1727E,
- (5,059) (30.1) S G (asn)®

Lxa * ** **

14 t = «42,294 +68,5(H(2) + H(3) + H(4))t_15 + 23411, + 1660,

(5,128) (29.6) G150 (430)"

See last page of table for definitions of variables and other symbols,
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Table 2 (cont'd)

*¥% * ** *¥%
~43,106 + 68.5(H(1) + H(2) + H(3)) + 2357Y. + 1625E
(5.285) (28.8) 167 300 (420)°
. = **
46,834 = 13,4P(5), - + 120,4(H(1) + H(2)), ., + 2417, + 1666E
(6,017) (13.1) 1 (57.2) 1T 7 (253 (425)°
¥ *X% *¥*
~48,240 + 32,7(B(4) + B(5)), 4o + 158.TH(1), ,o + 2466Y, + 1837E
(6,327 (39.8) 18 7 (30.2) T (23 (a46)°
*¥* * ¥*¥* ¥*¥
45,501 + 63.1(B(3) + B(4) + P(5)), _q + 2555%, + 1963E
(6,420) (28.0) =19 " 3ar * (Gos) !

¥ * Kk **

G, = ~45,447 + 63.8(2(2) + B(3) + P(4)), o + 2555YMt + 1980E,

(6,404) (28.4) (234) (505)

* * AW **

G, = 45,136 + 64.3(P(1) + B(2) + B(3)),_,q + 2546Y, + 1993B,

(6,313) (28.8) 239" (510)

See last page of table for definitions of variables and other symbols.

R =.9818

S =1953
d =1,03

R® =,9835
$ =1923
d =0,99

R" =.9838
S =1907
d =0,84

R =.9872
S =1981
a =0.91

R2 = 9812
S =1982
d =0.91

R® =,9812
5 =1985
d =0.91

401
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Table 2 (cont'd)

List of Symbols with Their Definitions

The numbers to the left of each equation indicate the number

of years into the future the equations are designed to forecast.
For example, if in fall 1973 one were to want a forecast for
fall 1980, he would use equation 7 and smet the subscript "t"
egual to 1980,

Year, 1951-~69 for purposes of estimation.

Michigan undergraduate enrollment in year t, in actual head-
count figures (see appendix Table 26).

An estimate of Michigan undergraduate enrollment in year t
obtained by the use of a regression equation, in actual head-
count figures,

Michigan graduate enrollment in year t, in actual headcount
figures (see appendix Table 26).

An estimate of Michigan graduate enrocllment in year t obtained
by the use of a regression equation, in actual headcount figures.

Sum of total discharges from the U.S. Armed Services in fiscal
years t, t~1, t-2 and t-3, in millions of persons (see appendix
Table 30).

Michigan enrollment in grade A in year t, in thousands of head-
count students (see appendix Table 27).

Michigan population of age B in year t, in thousands of pecple

(ano arnnmandiv Mohle 98‘-
feo appendli¥ able Z0):

Real per capita income of Michigan residents in year t, in
dollars (see appendix Table 31).

Total Michigan real personal income in year t, in billions of
dollars (see appendix Table 31).

U.S. unemployment rate in year t, in percentage terms (see
appendix Table 31).

The parameter below this is significantly different from zero
at the 95% confidence level,

The parameter below this is significantly different from zero
at the 99% confidence level.

The number within the parenthesis is the standard error of the
estimated parameter which appears immediately above the paren-
thesis.



107

Table 2 (cont'd)

R2: Coefficient of determination.

Standard error of estimate.

4]
"

Durbin Watson statistic.

&
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forecaster would be ignoring known information about the relevant
population cohort., Returning to the example, note that using equation
7 in 1973 to forecast undergraduate enrollments in 1980 requires know-
ledge of the number of students in the fifth through eighth grades in
1972. TUse of eguation 10 in 1975 for a 1980 forecast requires know-
ledge of the second through fifth grades in 1969, and thus ignores
three years of information concerning those people most likely to
attend college in 1980,

The coefficient of determination, R2, is consistently very high,
and the standard error of estimate, S, is quite small relative to the
magnitude of enrollments; both of these results are encouraging in a
model to be used in forecasting. As is to be expected in an enroll-
ment analysis, there 1is strong evidence of positive autocorrelation
among the disturbances; however, it is not so extreme as to place major
doubts on the utility of the model.®

The estimated parameters have the expected signs and tend to be
very significant in a statistical sense and of reasonable size, In
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rercent of those discharged from the Armed Services are likely to en-—

roll in Michigan higher education. The parameters associated with the

8'I'he Durbin Watson statistic, d, is used to test for the presence
of autocorrelated disturbances, i.e., the degree to which a random
disturbance in one period affects the observation in the ensuing period.
An enrolliment series is very vulnerable in this respect; for example,
if for some unexplained reason 5,000 students enter college in year t,
we would expect to have an unexplained component in years t+1, t+2 and
t+3 because 1t would take this long for a typical student to receive a
degree. The greater the difference between two and d, the greater is
the probability of autocorrelated disturbances—-—which ias a violation
of the assumptions underlying the regression technique., In this case
we can reJect the assumption of no autocorrelation with 95 percent
assurance of being correct when d@ is about .90 or less.
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population variables range from about .50 in the near term to about
.60 for 10-20 year projections which is consistent with the percentage
of students now going on to higher education. In the equations forx
10=20 year forecasts the parameter corresponding to lower division
students is greater than that corresponding to upper division students;
this is to be expected since many students leave college after a period
of lesas than four years, so upper division students represent a smaller
proportion of the population cohort than do lower division students.
It is not surprising that this pattern is not apparent in the near-
term equations since high school drop-outs would tend to weaken it oxr
even reverae it.9
The income variable is very important in a statigtical and a
decigion-making sense; the results demonstrate the importance of finan-
cial factors in affecting how many people enter higher education.
Choosing between the per capita income and total Michigan income mea-
sures was an interesting problem, Each yielded models which performed

nearly identically on an overall statistical basis, but the set 6f
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ulation variables relative to the income variable. The hypothesized

9Eventua1 college enrollees as a percentage of their pre-~college
grade will tend to be greater for the higher grades because of high
achool drop-—outs——all other things being equal. For example, assume
there are 1000 gtudents in the aAinth grade of which 800 enroll as
twelfth graders and 500 attend college. The college enrollees as a
percentage of ninth and twelfth graders would be 50,0 and 62,5, res—
pectively., Of course, the college drop-out phenomenon described in
the text means all other things are not equal, and hence we have the
high school and college drop-out phenomena working in opposite direc-
tions with respect to the relative size of the two population varia-
bles.
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reagson for the difference is in-migration. In-migration prior to 1950
but within the period of analysis would tend to inflate the parameters
assoclated with the population variables in both modele in equal fagh-
ion, e.g., if the numbexr of eighth graders in 1945 is used to explain
college enrollment in 1952 and there was substantial in-migration during
the intervening years, it would appear that a higher proportion of the
original eighth graders were entolled than had actually occurred. In
the cage of in-migration taking place after 1950 the above effect will
again be present, but there is an additional factor., The in-migration
will tend to raise total Michigan income but have an indeterminate
effect on per capita income, Thus, in the model containing Michigan
income the effects on in-migration will be present in both the para-—
meters assoclated with the population variables and in the parameters
of the income variable., However, the in-migration effect in the model
contalining per ecapita income will be concentrated entirely in the
parameters of the population variables. Since it appears that future
periods of economic prosperity are not likely to result in the scale

120 Wersd
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of dn-migzation atcs, zuch oo Mic
existed over the last two decades, the model containing per capita
Income was selected—-=to have done otherwise would have been to impli-
citly aspume in-migration in future periods of prosperity.

A somewhat disturbing feature of the results of the undergraduate
regressions is the relatively high value of the coefficient of income
in equations 12-14. The unique feature of these three equations i=s
that they each contain a mix of enrollment and population wvariables,
Evidently the lack of consistency of these two meries (see the discus-—

sion of the data in the previous section) is sufficient to cause
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problems; the existence of errors in the population-related variables
would be expected to depress the magnitude of these coefficlents and
raise those associated with highly-correlated variables, such as income,
When the model is used for forecasting, it will be important to exa-
mine the results from equations 12-14 with a healthy skepticism, pos-
sibly also uéing subsequent equations to forecast the relevant periods
g0 that a more "typical"™ result can be computed.

The results of the graduate enrollment regressions appear to
demonstrate that economic considerations are of greater importance
relative to population variables than is true in the case of under-
graduate enrollments. The decision to use total Michigan income rather
than per capita income was based on a general review of the relative
statistical properties of the resulting models. Although the in-mi-
gration effect mentioned above undoubtedly also exists in the case of
graduate enrollments, this effect appears to be overwhelmed by more
influential factors, such as the possibility that the need for research
has grown at a rate more comparable to the growth of the total Michigan
economy than that of per capita growth.

The positive sign and significance of the unemployment variable
indicate that when people are having difficulty finding Jjobs, more
graduating college seniors enter graduate school——an example of a
responge to a declining opportunity coat. The U.S. unemployment vari-—-
able is more significant than the Michigan unemployment rate when
equations similar in all other respects are compared; indicating that
college graduates tend to respond to a national, rather than a state,
labor market. When the unemployment variable was inserted into the

undergraduate model, its coefficient was of the expected sign
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(positive) but too small to be statistically asignificant. Discharges
from the Armed Services were included in trials of theligraduate enroll-
ment model, but were omitted from the final version due to a lack of
gignificance and mixed signs. Similarly, attempts to disaggregate

the population-related variables to correspond to different levels of
ingtruction, as was done in the final version of the undergraduate
model, did not improve the statistical properties of the model or yield

a consistent pattern of coefficientsa,
Derivation 0f Enrollment Projections1o

It should be emphasized that the value of an enrollment model is
not that it removes all uncektainty as to what enrollments will be in
the future, for this 1s dependent on public and private decisions be-
tween now and that future date. Rather, its value lies in its power
to assist those who make the decisions which will in large measure
determine future enrollments. It helps us to gain greater insight
into tie posasible outcomes of different policy alternatives.

S + vy eyl
of conrecllments of five impertont dimen-

The implicaticns in
siona of higher education policy will be explored in this section.
Many others are of potential interest, but these five should be suffi-

cient to demonstrate the broad range of possible cutcomes, As

1OA similar set of enrollment projections based on this analytic

model appeared in Financial Requirements of Public Baccalaureate Insti-
tutions and Public Community Colleges, Michigan Department of Education,
Langing, Michigan, 1971. The availability of new data on economic vari-
ables, armed forces discharges, school enrcllment, and population jus-—
tified~~almost required—a revision. Note that the basic equations
forming the foundation of the model were not revised,
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mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, additional assumptions
will be added to those implicit in the above statistical model in
order to disaggregate the enrollments into three sectors-—public four-
yvear, public two=year, and private. The five alternative policies,
which are each described in detail in the following pages are: (1)
present policies, (2) uniform stabilization poliocy, (3)=curtailed
graduate enrollment policy, (4) nondiscriminatory policy, and (5) equal

educational opportunity policy.

Pregent policies

The following assumptions are the basis for the projectione of

state-wide enrollments at the undergraduate and graduate levels.11

Armed Services Discharges: Discharges from the Armed Services
will continue to decline from a peak of 1.12 million men in
1970 until the peace~time level of 0.4 million discharges is
reached in 1976. This latter figure is assumed to prevail
throughout the remainder of the period.

Income and Population: Michigan real personal income will
increase 5.9 percent from 1971 to 1972, 5.3 percent from
1972-1973, and 4.8 percent annually thereafter, Per capita
income is forecast based on the agsumption that the increase
from 1971 to 1972 will be 4.9 percent, 4.3 percent from
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difference between the two series implies a one percent
annual rate of incerease in population.

Unemployment: The unemployment rate in the United States
will deecline slightly to 5.6 percent in 1972. The decline
will ceéentinue so that in 1975 and beyond a neaxr full ems
ployment rate of 4.1 percent will exist.
Once these assumptions have been made and the necessary enrollment and
porulation data collected, calculating the projections is simply a

matter of using the relationships discusséd in the previous section-—-—

or, to be more specific, of substituting the data into the regression

11The detailed data assumed and the rationale for their choice
are presented in Appendix B.
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equations. In order to remove unrealistic year-to-year variations
wvhile preserving the trends the estimates were graphed and “smoothed"
by visual inspection. This smoothing process was unambiguous except
for two possible exceptions. First, those projections using lagged
undergraduate enrollment appear to be indicating a higher level of
future enrollments than thoge using primary and secondary enrollment.
After examining the pattern of estimated coefficients (Table 2), the
author judged that the lagged variables were wéighted too heavily
relative to the high school enrollment variables, This result causes
the equations with the lagged variables to understate changes in
trends, and so the projections derived from these equations were dis-—
counted somewhats Second, the undergraduate forecasts for years
1982~-84 which include both primary grade enrollments and population by
age groupings as explanatory variables are inconsistent with the pre-
ceding and succeeding years. This problem was anticipated (see the
comments in the sections on data and statistical results and Appendix
4), and these results were largely ignored.

Several additional assumptions wersc made
enrollments by type of institution.

Private Institutions: Undergraduate enrollment in the private
insitutions will increase by 1590 students each year except

in 1977-=78 when total Michigan undergraduate enrollment sta-—
bilizqg. Graduate enrollment will grow by 160 students each
Yyear.

12Performing a time trend regression on total private enrocllment

from 1951 though 1969 yields
2

U, = 19,291 + 1753(t=1950) R® = .985 where
.b

Ub : total private enrollment in year t, in headcount students
t

t: year,
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Public Institutions: In future years 25 percent of the under—

graduates will be upper division students (juniors ot seniors).

The percentage of lower division students (freshmen or soph-

mores) enrolled in the community college system is assumed to

increase at a decreasing rate from 58.5 percent in 1971 to

70.0 percent in 1983.13 After 1983 the percentage is assumed

to stabilize at T70.0 percent. The above assumptions imply

that the public two-year colleges will contain 49,1 percent

of the undergraduatescenreolled in public higher education by

1977 and 52.5 pexrcent oy 1983, as compared with 43.9 in 1972.

The projections are presented in Table 3. The outstanding fea-
ture of the undergraduate projections is the relatively stable level of
enrollments in the 1976-88 period; if it were not for the influence of
rising incomes, the absolute decline from 1978 to the early 1980%'s
would be much greater. Undergraduate enrollment in the public two-
year institutions grows very slowly from 1976 to 1988 despite the fact
that these colleges are assumed to increase their percentage of lower
division enrollees. The public four~year colleges experience a decline
in undergraduate students from 1976 to 1983 followed by several years
of stable enrollments. If a public policy appropriate to a period of
stable undergraduate enrollments has not been articulated and supported
ion by he mid-1570's, a Tfiexrce
competition for undergraduates could develop among insitutions.

The growth rate of four-year institutions will depend heavily
on future trends in graduate ednocation, which are very difficult to

anticipate, Many uncertainties are besetting today's graduate schools

This would indicate that a "normal growth in this sector is 1753 stu—
dents per year, In recent years about 8.8 percent 6f enrollment hasm
congisted of graduate students.

13Specifica11y, the percentage is agsumed to increage from 58.5
pexrcent in 1971 to 61.5 in 1973 in two stepssof 1.5, from 61.5 in 1973
to 68.5 in 1980 in seven steps of 1.0, and from 68.5 in 1980 to 70.0
in 1983 in three steps of 0.5.



Table 3

Present Policies Enrollment Projections by Student Level and Type of Institution, 1972«91%

(thousands)
Public Four=Year Private All Institutions
Tnder- Grad=- Public Under— Grag- Undexr- Grad-
Year Grad uate Total Two=Year Grad uate Total Grad uate Total
1972 172 60 232 140 50 5 55 362 65 427
1973 175 67 242 150 51 5 56 376 772 448
1974 178 72 250 157 53 5 58 388 17 465
1975 181 76 257 165 54 6 60 400 82 482
1976 183 81 264 172 56 6 62 411 87 498
1977 182 85 267 176 58 6 64 416 91 507
1978 179 89 268 179 58 6 64 416 95 511
1979 175 94 269 179 58 6 64 412 100 512
1980 170 99 269 179 b8 6 64 407 105 512
1981 168 104 272 181 58 6 64 407 110 017
1982 167 108 275 182 58 T 65 407 115 522
1983 166 113 279 183 58 T 65 407 120 527
1984 166 119 285 183 58 7 65 407 126 533
1985 166 12% 291 183 58 7 65 407 132 539
1986 166 132 298 184- 58 7 65 408 139 547
1987 167 141 308 184 58 T 65 409 148 957
1988 168 148 316 186 58 8 66 412 156 568
1989 172 155 327 191 59 8 67 422 163 585
1990 180 162 342 200 61 8 69 441 170 611
1991 191 170 361 211 62 8 70 464 178 642

* See text for the assumptions used in caloulating these projections,

9Lt
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and their degree recipients. These are sure to be exacerbated if
undergraduate enrollments stabilize, thus decreasing the need for new
college instructors. The model would lead one to believe that all
will be well for those with advanced degrees if the economy is healthy,
However, one is well advised to regard all projections of graduate
enrollment with skepticism. A lower forecast will be presented in

the third alternative to be explored, curtailed graduate enrollment

policye.

Uniform gtabilization policy

The above gset of projections revealed that if the public two-
year colleges continue to increase their percentage of lower division
students there is likely to be a drop in undergraduate enrollments in
the public four-=year institutions of about 17,000 students from 1976
to 1983, Let us now examine a policy which is designed to avoid a
large drop in undergraduate enrollments in either public sector., Sta-
ted more positively, the intent is to stabilize undergraduate enroll-
ments in a uniform faghion with respect to the public two=year and
public four-year sectors, rather than experience increases in the for-
mer which are approximately offset by decreases in the latter, All
agsumptions are identical to those stated in the case of the present
policiesa projectiona except for the following change.

Public Institutions: In future years 25 percent of the under--

graduates will be upper division students. The percentage of

lower division students enrolled in the community college

system is assumed to increase at a decreasing rate from 58.5

percent in 1971 to 60.0 percent in 1976.14 After 1976 the

rercentage is assumed to stabilize at 60.0 percent., The above

asgumptions imply that by 1976 the public two=year colleges

will contain 45.0 percent of the undergraduates enrolled in
public higher education, as compared with 43.9 in 1972,

14Specifically, the percentage is assumed to be 59.0, 59.4,
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Note that it has been assumed the above change has no effect on the
total number of students receiving higher education. This is certainly
unrealistic to some degree, for a number of the students who attend a
two=year college would not or could not attend a four-year institution.
The magnitude of this lack of shwbstitutability is uncleéar; it undoub-
tedly varies with the social setting and the relative size of the
commanity college sector. What is being varied in this came is the
nature of the system of higher education, i.e., the kind of institution
within which the students receive their eduncation. Exploring the many
alternatives of this sort is an important part of the planning func-—
tion.

Comparing the present policies projections with the uniform sta-
bilization policy projections (Tables 3 and 4, respectively), in the
latter case undergraduate enrollment in the public four-year institu-
tions reaches a higher peak in the late 1970%s and declines much less.
Whereas the public two-year colleges exhibited slow but continuous

growth in the case of the present policies assumptions, the second set
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followed by over five years of stable enrollment.

Curtailed graduate enrollment poligy

As was mentioned earlier, graduate education is in a very unset-
tled state which makes all forecasts subject to a great deal of doubt.
The key test of the continued wvalidity of the econometric model pre-
sented earlier will come when the economy rebounds, If the hiring of

those with graduate degrees inoreases and research and development

59.7, 59.9 and 60,0 in years 1972 though 1976, respectively.
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Table 4

Uniform Stabilization Policy Enrollment Projections
by Student Level and Type of Institution, 1972-91%

(thousands)
Public Four~Year
Under— Grad— Public
Yeax grad uate Total Two-Year
1972 174 60 234 138
1975 180 67 247 145
1974 185 72 257 150
1975 191 76 267 155
1976 195 81 276 160
1977 197 85 282 161
1978 197 89 286 161
1979 195 94 289 159
1980 192 99 291 157
1981 192 104 296 157
1982 192 108 300 187
1983 192 113 505 157
1984 192 119 311 157
1985 192 125 317 157
1986 192 132 324 158
1987 193 141 534 158
1988 195 148 345 159
1989 200 155 355 163
1990 209 162 371 171
1991 221 170 391 181

*See text for the assumptions used in caloulating these projections.
See Table 3 for the enrollment figures for “"private" and "all insti-
tutions.”
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outlays (especially federal) resume their growth, the present policies
projection may be realized. However, the feeling that graduate enroll-
ments will nét and should not grow as fast in the futurxe as in the

past is so widespread that it geems appropriate to examine a more
conservative forecast. This will allow us to examine systematically
the consequence of alternative levels of graduate education.

The new assumption is that the absolute increase in graduate
enrollment in future years will be egual to the average increase in
the past, 2326 students per year.15 With this single exception, all
cther assumptions are identical to those stated in the camse of the
present policies projections, The results are presented in Table §
and compared graphically with the present policies forecasts in Figure
2. The downward shift is of significant size and of particular impor-
tance in the public four-year sector since these institutions contain
the overwhelming majority of the graduate students. Graduate enroll-
ment in this sector is decreased by 7000 students in 1972 (12 pétcent),
17,000 students in 1975 (22 pes¥cent), and 28,000 students in 1980
(26 percent) relative to the present policies projections. Although
undergraduate enrolliment exceeds graduate enrollment in the public

four-year sector, the above declines would alsc represent a significant

15Performing a time trend regression on total graduate enrcllment
from 1951 through 1971 yields

G, = 8561 + 2326(t~1950) R® = 9735 where
G,

n graduate enrollment in year t, in headcount students

t: year



Table 5

Curtailed Graduate Enrollment Policy Projections by Student Level and Type of Institution, 1972-01%

(thousands)
Public Four=Year Private All Institutions
Under- Grad=- Public Under- Grad- Undere Grad-

Year Grad uate Total Two=Year Grad uate Total Grad irge Total
1972 172 53 225 140 50 5 55 362 58 420
1973 175 56 231 150 51 5 56 376 61 437
1974 178 58 236 157 53 5 58 568 63 451
1975 181 59 240 165 54 6 60 400 65 465
1976 183 62 245 172 56 6 62 411:= 68 479
1977 182 64 246 176 58 6 64 416 70 486
1978 179 66 245 179 58 6 64 416 72 488
1979 175 69 244 179 58 6 64 412 75 487
1980 170 T 241 179 58 6 64 407 il 484
1981 168 13 241 181 58 6 64 407 79 486
1982 167 75 242 182 58 7 65 407 B2= 489
1983 166 11 243 183 58 T 65 407 84 491
1984 166 19 245 183 58 T 65 407 86 493
1985 166 82 248 183 58 7 65 407 89 496
1986 166 84 250 184 58 T 65 408 91 499
1987 167 86 253 184 58 T 65 409 93 502
1988 168 88 256 186 58 8 66 412 96 508
1989 172 90 262 191 59 8 67 422 98 520
1990 180 92 272 200 61 8 69 441 160. 541
1991 191 94 285 211 62 8 70 464 102 566

*See text for the assumptions used in caleulating these projections.
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decline in the sector's total enrollment--3, 7 and 10 percent, respec-

tively.

Nondiscriminatory policy

A basic premige of our democratic society is that no one should
be discriminated againat because of his racial—=ebhnic background. How-
ever, we are painfully aware that a child's chances of success in this
gociety are much greater if his skin color happens to be white, Part
of this unjustified differential treatment is a result of publicly
provided sexvices failing to reach all citizens in equal qguantity and
quality., Higher education is no exception.

The United States Census of Population for 1970 indicated that
slightly less than 13 percent of the population group which is now,
or will soon be, entering the college age level in Michigan were non-
white.16 The most recent data on minority enrollment in Michigan
higher education were collected for fall, 1970 in the Civil Rights
Compliance Report of Institutions of Higher Education. ! Although the
best we have, these data are incomplete and imprecise in many respects;
(1) coverage was limited to full-time students but some institutions
may have ignored such a distinction, (2) methods for obtaining the
information varied considerably among the institutions, (3) non-response
rates were high in institutions dependent upon voluntary designations,

and (4) foreign students may have been erroneously included. A summary

1GU.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, General
Population Characteristics, Final Report PC(1)-B24 Michigan, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1971, Table 19, p. 65.

1?Michigan Department of Education, "A Summary of Raclal-Ethnic
Enrollments in Michigan Inatitutions of Higher Education, Fall 1970,"
Planning Division, Bureau of Highexr Education, Lansing, Michigan
(undated).
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of the survey results is premgented in Table 6.

Table 6

Full~Time Minority Student Enrollment in Michigan as a Percent
of Full-Time Enrcllment by Sector and Level, Fall 1970

Tvpe of Institution Undex uate Graduate Total
Public Four-Year 6.6 9.6 T.0
Public Two-Yeaxr 10.6 N.8.s 10.6
Private 7.1 5.6 7.0
All Institutions Te6 9.5 Te8

n.a.: not applicable

Source: Michigan Department of Education, "A Summary of Racial-Ethnic
Enrollments in Michigan Institutions of Higher Education,
Fall 1970," Planning Division, Bureau of Higher Education,
Lansing, Michigan (undated). See text for impoxrtant quali-
fications associated with these data.

The set of nondiscriminatory enrollment projections is based on
attaining at leagt a 12.8 percent minority enrollment in each sector
of Michigan higher education by 1976 without displacing any person
who wonld normally enroll., A reasonable plan for implementing this
alternative would be to admit as close to 12.8 percent minority students
agarooraible 1n 1972 and to admit 12.8 percent ox» more in 1973 and he-
yond; the normal turnover of students would insure that the institu-
tions would reflect the composition of the entering classes after about
four years, assuming no difference in the drop-out rate among the dif-
ferent raciale~ethnic groups. The following assumptions were made in
order to derive gpecific figures despite the lack of detailed datag

the present policies projections were used as the base data.
The percentages of minority students implicit in the present
policies projections are those shown in Table 6,18

18A survey similar to that described for fall, 1970, was also
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First-time atudents are 20, 40 and 27 percent of the under—
graduate ptudent bodies in the punblic four-year, public two=-
year, and private sectors, respectively.

Upper division students in the private sector are 35 percent
of the undergraduate student body.

The percentages of minority students admitted in 1972 will be
9,7 among undergraduates and 11.2 among graduates in public
four-year inagtitutions, 11.7 in public two-year institutions,
and 9.9 among undergraduates and 9.2 among graduates in
private institutions. In 1973 and beyond entering student
groups will contain 12.8 percent minority students. Students
who transfer into a system will reflect the same percentage
of minority students as the level they enter,

The nondiscriminatory enrollment projections are listed in Table
7 and graphed in Figure 2.19 Relative to present policies projections,
the required increage is not extremely large., On a statewide basis,
total enrollment must rise by an additional 17,000 students by 1974
and 24,000 studerts by 1976. Putting this another way, compared to a
projected statevide annual growth rate of 4.2 percent from 1971 to
1976 under the present policies gssymptions, there is now a need for
a 5.2 percent annual rate of increase~~certainly not an intimidating

change, especially in view of the more rapid growth of the 1960's.

M o ——— B T = P P e [P 3
Cue must be exvrenmely cauticus in cexpoxicono cmoeng iy naotitn

tions not only because of data limitations but also becanse the indi-

cated changes in enxrollment may be a poor indicator of where maximum

conducted in fall, 1968, The data are:so rough that comparisons are
dangerous. The important point to be made here is that there is no
indication of a clear upward trend in the percentage of minmoiity stu~
dents enrolled., The percentage in 1968 was the same in the private
sector (7.0), higher in the public two-year sector (11.2), and lower
in the public four-year sector (5.2).

19For a detailed explanation of the computing of these projec-
tions, see Appendix C.



Table 7

Nondiseriminatory Policy Enrollment Projections by Student Level and Type of Institution, 1972-76%

(thousands)
Public Four=Year Private All Institutions
Under- Grad- Public Under= Grad- Under- Grad-
Year Grad nate Total Two=Year Grad nate Total Grad uate Total
1972 173 60 234 141 50 5 56 364 65 430
1973 180 68 247 153 52 5 58 385 73 458
1974 186 74 260 161 56 6 61 403 79 482
1975 192 78 2T 169 57 6 63 419 84 503
1976 196 84 280 176 60 6 66 432 90 522

The sums of the components may differ from the totals due to rounding
*See text and Appendix C for the assumptions used in calculating these projections,

9zt
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efforts muet focus. If tlue public four-year and private institutlons
increase their minority enrollment by attracting members of minority
groups who would otherwise have attended public two-year institutions,
the brunt of the effort to increase the number of minority students in
higher education will fall on the public two-year system as it strives
to maintain and increase its service to minority communities (the data
cited in footnote 18 are consistent with such a hypothesis). Thus, if
this alternative wexre to be implemented, it would not be safe to as-
sume that the public four-year sector would have the most difficult
adjustment requiring the most attention and rescurces.

The problem of attaining a 12.8 percent minority enroliment is
not go mach one of inundating our present system of higher education
with a flood of new students-—-for such would not be the case, but of
bringing about a major transformation of attitudes and programs within
education. In a 1971 suxvey of all public and private high schools in
Michigan, of which 96.1 percent responded, the Department of Education
found that only about 8.6 percent of the 1971 high school graduates
were members of a minority group.zo The survey also found that about
49 percent of white and 46 percent of nonwhite graduates planned to
enroll in an ingtitution of higher education, The importance of these
figures is that if minority groups are to be 12,8 percent of the stu-
dents in higher education but only 8.6 percent of the high school gra-

duates and if 50 percent of the white graduates continue on to higher

education, then 68 percent of the high school graduates who are members
of minority groups must continue on to higher education if colleges

2O.Michigan Department of Education, "Survey of Post=Secondary
Educational Plans of Michigan High School Graduates," Student Finanoial
Assistance Services, Lanping, Michigan, September, 1971,
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recruit only from the pool of high school graduates. This appears to
be highly unlikely.21 Thus, the policy of attaining a percentage of
minority students in higher education equal to the percentage in the
population is a realistic planning possibility only if high schools
improve their retention rate and/ox colleges improve their ability to
handle students with a low academic rank in their graduating class and

even those without a high school diploma.

Equal educational opportunity policy

The opportunity to receive higher education depends not onliy on
one's racial-ethnic background, but also upon many other sccio-economic
factors such as income and home environment., It is not clear how many
votential college students cannot attend because of such factors, but
the study by Berls cited earlier provides a clue. He found that about
70 perceht of the high schouol graduates in the top socio-~economic
quartile sient to college; only 3.2 percent of this quartile failed to

complete high school.22

Using this information, a final projection is
computed which assumes:

By 1981 all socioeconomic groups attend colleges at the same
rate., This rate will be such that undergraduate enrollment

21Robert H. Berls, in “"Higher Education Opportunity and Achiev-

ment in the United States,”™ The Economics and Financing of Higher FEdu-
cation in the United Statea (Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the
United Statess, U,S. Government Printing Office, 1969, estimates that
the ceiling on the percentage going to college is about 7T0 percent.
This estimate is a result of conaidering how many students would attend
college "if high school graduates from all socioeconomic categories
went to college in the same proportion as high school graduates of the
same ability level, but in the top socioeconomic quartile."”

221b4d., p. 146.
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will be equal to 70 percent of the population in the 18

through 21 age group; this percentage was approximately

51 in 1971 and will increase by 1.9 percentage points each

year up to a maximum of 70 in 1981,

Although the assumption deals with total undergraduate enrollment ra-
ther than just first-time students as did Berls, the TO percent figure
is still realistic., The fact that many college students do not complete
four years of higher educeation would tend to make a lower figure more
reasonable, but the existence of many undergraduate students outside

of the 18 through 21 age group argues for a higher figure; this analy-
sis assumes that these two effects negate each other in the future as
they now appear to do.

Attaining such a goal wonld require a determined effort by all
sectors, but an especially heavy reliance 1s likely to rest on the
community college sector. It will be assumed that undergraduate enroll-
ment in the private sector grows throughout the period and that the
rercentage of lower division students enrolled in the community colleges
increases at a more rapid pace than was the case in the other projec~
tions, i.e.:

Undergraduate enrollment in the private institutions will

increase by 1590 students each year. The percentage of

lower division students in the public sector enrolled in

the community college system is assumed to increase from

58.5 percent in 1971 to 74.5 percent in 1981,.25
All other assumptions will remain identical to those used in deriving

the present policies projections. The projections are presented in

Table 8 and Figure 2.

233pecifically, the percehtage is assumed to increase from 58.5
percent in 1971 to 62.5 percent in 1973 in two steps of 2.0 and from
62,5 in 1973 to 74.5 in 1981 in eight steps of 1.5,



Table 8

Equal Educational Opportunity Policy Enrollment Projections
by Student Level and Type of Tnstitution, 1972-81%

{thousands)
Public Four-Year Private All Ingtitutions
Under- Grad- Public Under- Grad- Under= Grad-
Year Grad uate Total Two=Year Grad nate Total Grad uate Total
1972 180 60 240 149 50 5 55 379 65 444
1973 187 67 254 165 51 5 56 403 72 475
1974 195 72 267 180 53 5 58 428 17 505
1975 203 76 279 196 54 6 60 453 82 535
1976 207 81 288 209 56 6 62 472 87 559
1977 210 85 295 223 58 6 64 491 91 582
1976 212 89 301 234 59 6 65 505 95 600
1979 209 94 303 242 61 6 67 512 1000 612
1980 207 99 206 250 62 6 68 519 105 624
1961 202 104 206 257 64 6 70 ”23 110 633

*See text for the assumptions used in calculating these projections,
The population groups serving as the basis for these projections are from U,S. Bureau of the Census,
Census of Population: 1970, General Population Characteristics, Final Report PC(1)-B24 Michigan, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washingion, D.C., 1971, Table 19, p. 65§ the 1970 age group 15=18 is the
bage for 1972, 14-17 for 1973, and o on up to 6=9 for 1981,

oflL
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The forecasts using the equal educational opportunity assumptions
are considerably greater than those derived from an extension of pre-
sent policies. Total enrollment in all institutions is greater by
27,000 students in 1973, 53,000 students in 1975 and 116,000 students
in 1981, A comparigon of the nondiscriminatory undergraduate enroll-
ment projections with the equal educational opportunity set is also
useful because the latter is a generalization of the former, i.e., the
latter assumes complete elimination of digerimination at the undergra-—
duate level based upon socioeconomic criteria while the former is
concerned with elimination of discrimination based only upon racial-
ethic considerations. As one would expect, the equal educational
opportunity projections exceed the nondiscriminatory projections; in
this case the differences in undergraduate enrollment for all institu-
tions are 18,000 students in 1973 and 34,000 students in 1975, Thus,
although providing equal accesa for all racial-ethnic groups is a
major task, the provision of equal educational opportunities for all

groups regardless of their socioeconomic status is a problem of even

rrasntney macaddnds
SLCAToT magnituce,

Sumaxy

The process of building a quantitative model which can be used
to analyze the implications of alternative higher education policies
was begun in this chapter. Linkages were identified between enroll-
ments and underlying causal factors. Understanding these relationships
is important for many pupposes, one of which is to improve our capabi-

1lity to forecast enrollments.
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The statistical analysis used data on statewlide undergraduate and
graduate enrollments for the 1951-69 period. The independent, or ex-
planatory, variables which were found to exert a significant influence
on enrollments are the college-age population, number of discharges
from the Armed Services, personal income, and the unemployment rate.
Increases (decreases) in each of these factors tend to be associated
with increases (decreases) in enrollment., The effect of tuition
charges is not made explicit in this model; the implicit assumption is
that there will not be any dxastic changes in attitudes and policies
concerning tuition. In the next chapter the results of this analysis
and additional, more detailed data for a shorter time pexriod will be
used to examine the impact of tuition and student aid wvariables on
enrollments.

The model was used to develop enrollment projections, disaggre-
gated by type of institution with the aid ¢f additional assumptions.
An examination of five different policies revealed a broad range of
pogsible enrollments. A contimmation of present policies is likely to
resmlt in A denlining rate of growth in undergraduate enrollment until
the mid-1970%a, followed by approximately ten years of stable enroll-
ment. As a result, a policy of continuing to increase the pexcentage
of lower-division students attending public two—year colleges,would
probably result in decreases in undergraduate enrollment in four-year
institvtions. Attempts to avoid such decreages in four-—year institu-
tions would soon halt the growth of two-year colleges, which proceeded
at a phenomenal rate in the 1960's, Graduate students will make up a
larger share of total enrollments as the nmumber of undergraduates tends

to stabilize, but so many uncertainties are besetting graduate schools
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and research programs that the forecasta bagsed on this simple model are
subject to a great deal of doubt.

Two policy alternatives were studied whose geoals were to increase
equality of access to higher education., In the first case, admitting
minority students in a ratio equal to their representation in the popu-
lation did not involve extremely large numbers——the problem appears
to be primarily one of insuring that appropriate programs are available
for the academically disadvantaged rather than one of expanding higher
education considerably to handle a hige influx of students, Elimina-
ting all biases associated with socio-economic background, however, is
a much larger task requiring a major commitment of additional resources.
Such a policy, if successful, would require annual increases in enrolle-
ment of approximately the same magnitude as occurxed in the 1960%'s

when the bulk of the post-war baby boom generation came of college-age,



Chapter V

Impact Of Student Financial Aid And Tuition On Enrollments

Student financial ald and tuition are policy variables whose im-
pact is of great concern to all associated with higher education. In-
creasgses.in student ald are advocated as a means of attaining greater
equality of access to higher education, but many wonder if such claims
are justified. The latter fear that much of the aid is granted to
students who would have atitended college, and even a specific college,
regardless of the ald received. Another question centers on the impact
of different types of aid, i.e., granta, loans, or work-study plans.
Tuition is of concern because it is the most visible policy wvariable
relatéd to the financial barriers to higher education., Student aid
and tuition are often considered simultaneously in the policy process
in the hope that students who would otherwise be discouraged from at-
tending college by inoreased tuition rates can be given sufficient
additional student aid to offmet the added tuition burden. Despite
this high level of interest, almost no analytical work has been addressed
to ascertaining the effect of changes in ald programs and tuition—-—
leaving decision makers with no alternative but that of making crude
estimates based on their own and their associates'! impressions.

There are two important exceptions to the above characterization
of the state of our research. The first is a series of three papers
which derive estimates of the aggregate United States demand for highex

education in the post-World War I period.1 Two of these include a

1Robert Campbell and Barry N. Siegel, "The Demand for Higher Edu-
cation in the United States, 1919~1964," American Economic Review,
Vol. 57, June 1967, pp. 482=494,

Harvey Galper and Robert M. Dunn, Jr., "A Short-Run Demand

134
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tuition variable; none of the three models contain any consideration

of student financial aid. The degree of aggregation and the quality
of the older data place severe limitations on the use of the results.
These authors have, however, developed conceptual frameworks that will
aid our analysis, and they demonsitrated that national trends in enroll-
ment are affected by variables such as tultion levels and Armed Foxoces
manpower policies,

The distinguishing feature of the other analytic approach is the
use of cross-section samples to ascertain those variables which influ-
ence the probability of a high school graduate enrolling in college.2
To the authort!s knowledge, only the work of Radner and Miller considers
tuition disaggregated to the level of type of institution within a
state; the remaining two papers cited hexre use state averages for their

tuition data. Only one of these studies, that of Hoenack and Feldman,

Function for Higher Education in the United States,” Journal of Politiw~
cal Economy, Vol. 77, Sept.=-Oct., 1969, pp. 765-~T777.

Joseph E. Hight, "The Supply of Higher Education in the U.S.:
The Public and Private Institutions Compared," Paper presented at the
Allied Social Science Association Meetings, Detroit, Michigan, Decem—~
ber 28-30, 1970.

QSee A.J. Corazzini, D. Dugan, and H.G. Grabowskl, "Determinants
and Distributional Aspects of Enrollment in U.S. Higher Education,"
Paper presented at the Allied Social Science Association Meetings,
Detroit, Michigan, December 28-30, 1970, and later published in Journal
of Human Resources, Vol, VII, No., 1, Wihter 1972, pp. 39-59.

Stephen A, Hoenack and Paul Feldman, "Private Demand for Higher
Education in the United States," Research Paper P-649, Institute for
Defense Analysis, Arlington, Virginia, 1969. This paper is essentially
reprinted, except for the omission of detalled technical appendix ma-
terial, in The Economics and Financing of Higher Education in the United
States, a Compendium of Papers submitted to the Joint Economic Committee,
Congress of the United States (washington, D.Ces U,5. Government Prin-
ting Office, 1969), Pp. 375-95.

. Radner and L.S, Miller, "Demand and Supply in U.S. Higher
Education: A Progress Report," American Economic Review, Vol. 60, May

1970, pp. 326-34.
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includes a atudent financial aid variable, total funds granted in a
state (as best as could be determined) divided by the seventeen-year—
old population of the state. However, one can determine this only by
reading the technical appendix material; Hoenack and Feldman do not
discuss this aspect in their text and omit it entirely from the more
widely available version of their work published by the Joint Economic
Committee, Thus, it is very difficult to understand the results with
regard to student aid or feel any confidence in them; an examination
of the regression results reveals a mix of signs and a wide variation
in the t statistic associated with the estimated parametersa,

The analysis to be presented in this chapter differs in important
respects from those cited above., Both tuition rates and student finan-
cial aid awzidsn!are included, The:parameters estimated for the tuition
variables are unique to the institution, the relevant decision-making
unit; the parameters of the finandial aid variables are unique to the
program and the: type of institution, reflecting the level at which
most state and federal decisions are made. Another important property
of the model is that the data required for its estimation are, for most
states, publicly available~—although usually in an unpublished form.

The following discussion of this investigation of the impact of
tuition charges and student financial aid on enrollments in Michigan
higher education is divided into five sections: 1) theoretical frame-
work, 2) econometric model, 3) tuition and student aid data, 4) statis—

tical results, and 5) conclusions.
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Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework 1s an extension of the demand-orien-—
tated statewide model (Bee Chapter IV) to individual institutions.
Referring to Figure 3, an institution wholly subject to the demand

for its form of higher education would experliénce a growth of U't_1-Ut
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Figure 3

Illustration of the Forces Determining
Ingtitutional Enrollments

in enrollment (U) from time % to t+1 and a rise of T,,q = Ty in tuition
(T)s. Thesme movements are the net result of an increase in demand of Wy
and a shift in the supply of Xz. Those same factors which determine
aggregate demand—-~real income, population changes and discharges from
the Armed Services--are undoubtedly significant factors at the institu-
tional level, In addition, financial aid funds shift demand in a fashion
analogous to that of income, i.e.,, increased aid awarde increase the
ability of potential students to fund their éducation. The negative
slope of the demand function reflects the usual expectation that as
tuition increases fewer students will seek entrance into college. The

lack of slope (perfect elasticity) of the supply function implies that
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institutions do not vary the tuition charged charged within each year
as a result of enrollments; the model does allow for changes in tuition
from one year to another, This conceptualization of the supply, which
appears to be a good representation of reality, has important implica-
tions for the econometric model to be outlined in the next section,

Some institutions appear to be relatively free of external demanrd
factors in the sense that their desired enrollment is less than the
demand for spaces at prevailing tuition rates, resulting in potential
students who meet all basic qualifications being turned away. These
colleges may exhiblt a growth pattern quite unrelated to demand factors.
To the extent that institutional policy with reapect to growth remains
constant over time, such an institution will grow at a regular pace

(which may be zero).
Econometric Model

The model may be specified as

N
Unyit = ®n,i F Pnyi¥ * %n,i% * 4 1T i, * ®nOn,i,t T304,

A

B 4 kU 4+ T 4=
“nm,i,t nnyi,t nn,i,t Nyiut

vwhere
n=1,2,3, to denbte the type of institution, i.e., public four—
year, public two-year, or private
i= 100000y 12 if n =1
= 1’....., 19 ifn=2
= Tyeeeeey 26 1if n = 3 to denote the specific institution
t = 100000y 6 to denote the year of the observation,(1965/66 -
1970£71
Un,i = observed undergraduate enrollment at institution i of type n
’ in year t, actual fall headcount students
)
Ut = estimated statewide demand for higher education in year t as=s

revealed by the model developed in chapter IV, thousands of
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fall headcount undergraduate students

real tuition rate at institution i of type n in year ¢, dollarxrs

Th,i,t

Sn it State Scholarship funds, in real terms, awarded to students
e at institution:i of type n in year t, thousands of dollars

Tuition Grant funds, in real terms, awarded to private insti-
tution:i in year t, thousands of dollars

G, .
Beist

En it = Educational Opportunity Grant funds, in real terms, awarded
$e to institution i of type n in year t, thousands of dollars

Wh 1.t = College Work-Study funds, in real terms, awarded to institu-
LA tion i of type n in year t, thousands of dollars

Lyoj.¢ = National Defense Student Loan funds, in real terms, awarded
e to institution i of type n in year t, thousands of dollars

The deflator used to convert current monetary wvalues to real terms is
the Consumer Price Index, which is not ideal but adequate for these pur-
poses. A model consisting of a single demand equation is sufficient
gince supply is perxrfectly elast:!.c.3
The role of the tuition and student financial aid variables is
obvious from the presentation of the theorectical model. The ptatewide
demand pressure ig represented in the form of ﬁt rather than individual
factors in order to preserve degrees of freedom. At a later date when
more observatlions have become available it would be interesting to in-
clude real income, population changes, and discharges from the Armed
Services as gseparate variables and thus discover how institutions res-
pond differently to these pressures, e.g., the different implications
for the private sector of an increase in statewide demand as a result

of increased per capita income versus that due to increased mumbers of

young people, Inclusion of the individual demand factors rather than

3E. Malinvaud discusses this gquestion in some detail in Statis-
tical Methods of Econometrics (Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 19 0
PP. 497=-511., He notes on page 510 that "the fitting of quantity to price
ii parﬁicularly well suited to the study of the demand foxr public sexr~
cesn,
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ﬁt would also be prefexrable from a purely statistical viewpoint for, as
pointed out in Chapter IV, the estimated parameters of the population
and income variables are subject to an indeterminate blas. However,
the possible influence of such a bias is probably relatively unimpor-
tant when compared to the larger problem of using a single time series
to represent demand pressure across a wide variety of types and loca—
tions of institutions.

An estimate of statewide demand, ﬁt’ derived from the model pre—
sented in Chapter IV ls used rathex than actual statewide enrollment,
U{, since the former is a purexr representative of the aggregate demand
factors included in the model in Chapter IV than the latter. For exam-
ple, 1f statewide enrollments grew by an unusual amount in one year
due to an influx of student aid funds, an equation containing-ﬁf and
aid variables would tend to indicate (correctly) that increases in aid
were regponsible, But an equation containing'Ut and aid variables
would erroneously attribute a portion of the increase due to increased
aid to increased statewide demand. In other words, U£ itself reflects
variations in tuition and student aid while such variations are reflec-
ted in ﬁt only to the extent of the indeterminate bias noted above and
explained more fully in Chapter IV, Technically, ﬁt is an essentially
exogenous variable since it is a linear combination of exogenous varia—
bles but Ut is endogenous and, therefore, use of Ut would result in an
identification problem.

The inclusion of a time trend (1) is an attempt to discover the
influence of stable institutional goals with respect to growth, which
are expected to be the prime causal factor in those institutions re-~

fexrred to earlier as relatively free of external demand restraints. The
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subscripts of the coefficients imply that the model assumes a unique
parameter for each institution with regard to its intercept term,
responsiveness to statewide demand, internal growth policy and tuition
charges; but the effects of the financial aid programs willibe evalu-—
ated by type of institution.

Summarizing the interpretation of the coefficients, . e f5’ &,
hn and kn reflect theiincrease in enrollment in each sector associated
with an increase in student aid funds in the respective programs, all
other things being equal. The coefficient of the tuition variable,
dn,i’ is expected to have a negative sign, and it indicates the de-
creagse in enrollment in each institution associated with an increase
in tuition charges, all other things being equal. Similarly, bn,i‘
reveals the increase in enrollment in each institution associated with
an increase in statewide demand, ceteris paribus. ¥Finally, cn,i re-
Presents the increase in enrollments in each institution whioch is due
to internal plans which can be maintained despite variations in othexr

factors.
Tuition And Student Aid Data

The period covered by this analysis contains six years, 1965-66
through 1970-71. Since this span of time is a subset of that used in
estimating the enrollment parameters in Chapter IV, all of the data
series used in that work are adequate for use in this subsequent ana-
1ysis.4 In this case, however, the enrollment figures for individual

institutions as well as for aggregatesbby type of institution are

“The data relative to 1970~71 became available after the work
in Chapter IV was completed but before this analysis was done.
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ugsed, A section in the previous chapter analogous to this one diaw
cusses in some detail the nature of the data used in that model. Thus,
in the following the emphasis will be placed on the two additional
types of data needed, namely, tultion charges and student financial
ald awaxrds.

The tuition data were obtained from unpublished records kept by
the Division of Student Financial Aids, Bureau of Higher Education,
Michigan Department of Education.’ Both tuition and other fees are
included so as to avoid most problems of differing definitions of
student charges. The primary purpose governing the collection of
thege data is the need to arrive at an eastimate of student expenses
for each institution participating in state~sponsored programs, which
included many-~but not all-==private colleges and universities. The
figures appear to be very reliable, based on a few spot chetks with
alternative sources, such as college catalogs and the Higher Education
General Information Survey (HEGIS), when these wexe readily available.

Data on student financial aid awarded by the State of Michigan
were also obtained from unpublished records of the Division of Sitmdent
Financial Aidg, Bureau of Higher Education, Michigan Department of
Education. These grants, and also the federal grants to be discussed
next, are listed by program, institution, and year in Appendix D,

The State of Michigan awards funds directly to Michigan students at-
tending colleges or universities in Michigan through:-two programs,
"Competitive Scholarships"” and "Tultion Grants." The scholarships

are awarded on the basis of a State Competitive Scholarship Examination,

5These data are availadble upon request.
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high school record, and demonstrated financial need; they may be used
in either public or private Michigan colleges. Although student appli-=
cants mast also take the State Competitive Sbholarship Examination,
tuition grants are awarded on the basis of financial need and enroll-
ment at a private Michigan college. In both the scholarship and grant
programs the maximum award is limited to the cost of tuition and fees
or to $800 per year, whichever is leasser., The data used in this study
are ldentified with respect to institution, i.e., the sum of the scho~
larships and the sum of the grants spent at each institution in each
year are the basic units of observation. A third state program, the
"Guaranteed Loan Program," involves almost no state funds and is not
congldered in the models the state's financial stake is limited to
reimburasing banks for defaults by students on approved loans, which
occurs very infrequently.

Federal finandéial aid data are taken from "notifications to mem—
bers of Congress" with regaxrd to approved institutional grantsg these
source documents were obtained from the Division of Student Financial
Ald, United States Office of Education. Several grants were oftan
awarded during the course of the academic year which made it necessary
to do a great deal of aggregating. Note that these data represent
awards rather than expenditurea, which was not true of the state-
related data; awards will be greater than expenditures when an insti-
tution does not use the entire award, and thus must remit the unspent
balance, Expenditure data are recorded, of course, but not in a man-
ner that makes them available to researchers at a reasonable cost.

Three federal student firpancial aid programs are included in the

analysis. Each is well-known and will be given only a brief review,
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The "College Work-—Study (CWS) Program" provides funds to.colleges to
hire students who demonstrate financial need. The "National Defense
Student Loan (NDSL) Program" supplies institutions with money which is
loaned to students at a low interest rate, three percent, that is not
chatged until after the student completes his educationj repayments,
extending over a maximum of ten years, go to the college or university,
where they are lent again just as in the case of the original federal
grant., The large element of subasidy to the student implies that the
gize of the loan fund in constant—value dollars would quickly shrink
in the abesence of new infusions from the federal government., Finally,
the “Educational Opportunity Grants (EOG) Program" consists of scho-
larships awarded to students who demonstrate exceptional financial
need, defined as cases where parents canmnot be expécted to pravide
$600 or more toward the studenta' expenses; the only academic require-
ment is enrollment in a postsecondary institution., As is the case of
CWS and NDSL, EOG funds are given to the colleges which in turn pro-
vide the grants to students. All of the federal programs require a
small amount of matching institutional funda to bhe Allocated to the
prrogrami the data used in this analysis include only the federal com—
ponent.6

A few summary statistics of student aid are presented in Tables
9 and 10 in order to illustrate the trends with respect to some of

the more important dimensions. The actual dollar awards are presented

GThoee interegted in more detail concerning student financial
aid programs are referred to Financing a College Education: A Guide
for Counselors, an annual publication available for a small charge
from the College Entrance Examination Board, Publications Order Office,
Box 592, Princeton, N.J. 08540,



Table 9

State and Federal Student Financial Aid in Michigan by Type of Institution, 1965~66 through 1970-T1
(thousands of actual dollars)

1965=66 1966=67 1967=68
Type of Institution State Federal Total State Federal Total State Federal Total
Public Four-Year L1115 5,566 6,682 1,977 10,686 12,663 3,457 13,7719 17,236
Public Two-Year 90 824 914 137 1,124 1,261 262 1,459 1,722
Private 97 1,531 2,135 2,219 12,586 4,805 3,976 3,215 7,250
All Institutions 2,002 T, 727 9,730 44333 144396 18,729 17,695 18,513 26,208
19€8=69 1969-70 . 1970=T1
Type of Institution State Federal Total State Federal Total State Federal Total
Public Four-Year 4,163 13,662 18,025 5,041 13,641 18,683 4,919 16,026 20,945
Public Two-Year 202 2,212 2,414 194 2,776 2,970 293 34354 3,647
Private 5¢173 34684 9,057 6,877 4,071 10,948 7,008 4,879 1,887
All Institutions 9,538 19,458 29,496 12,112 20,488 32,600 12,220 24,259 36,478

Totals may not equal the sum of components due to rounding.

Source:

Summary data obtained from Appendix D,

1944



Table 10

State and Federal Student Fimancial Aid in Michigan by Type of Imstitution, 1965-66 through 1970-=71
(thousands of 1970~71 dollars)

1965=56 1966=67 1967-58
Type of Ingtitution State  Feceral Total  State  Federal Total State  Federal Total
Public Four-Year 1,390 6,950 8,340 2,390 12,910 15,250 4,050 16,150 20,200
Public TwowYear 110 1,030 1,140 160 1,360 1,520 310 1,710 2,020
Private 990 1,670 2,660 2,680 3,120 5,800 4,660 3,840 8,500
A1l Institutions 2,500 9,640 12,140 5,230 17,390 22,610 9,020 21,700 30,720
1068-69 1969=70 1970-71
Type of Institution State  Federal Total State Federal Total State Federal Total
Public Four~Year 4,660 15,520 20,180 5,320 14,390 19,710 4,920 16,030 20,950
Public Two-Year 230 2,480 2,700 200 2,930 3,130 290 3,350 3,650
Private 5,790 44350 10,140 7,250 4,290 11,550 7,010 4,880 11,890
A1l Institutions 10,680 22,350 33,030 12,780 21,610 34,390 12,220 24,260 36,480

Totals may not equal the sum of components due to rounding,

Source: Derived from Table 9 by use of the Consumer Price Index,

atL
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in Table 9 while in Table 10 the figures are adjuasted for changes in
the price level; the following comments pertain to the adjusted sexries.
The trends are qulite surprising-—at leagt to one who has had only a
casual assoclation with these programs. Financial aid awards grew
mich faster than undergraduate enrollments from 1965=66 to 1967-68.

(A1l subsequent references to enrollmenta are based on undergraduate

enrollments, the primary target group for the aid programs bheing dis-
cussed.) Since 1967=-68 aid funds have increased at a much slower pace,
usually less than the rate of increase in enrollments. State funds
have increased nearly five—fold while federal funds bave grown at about
half this rate, resulting in an increase in the state share of aid from
about one~fifth in 1965-66 to approximately one~third in 1970-7l.

The trends in awards by type of institution also reveal inter-
esting contrasts. Students in private institutions have experiénced
a 50 percent increase in their share of student aid, from 22 percent
in 1965~66 to 33 percent in 1970~T1l, despite the fact that the share
of enrollment they represent has dropped by 30 percent, from 20 percent
& tulltion graai

in 1965-66 4o 14 percen

be
s r W ek

pProgram, targeted specifically on the private sector, has played an
important role in this trend, the private institutions and students
have increased their share of both state and federal student aid.
This, of course, implies a great increase in the average aid per un-
dexrgraduate student—from about $60 in 1965=66 to $260 in 1970-T1.

On the other hand, the public two-year sector has steadily increased
its share of students, from 26 pexrcent to 37 percent over this pexriod,

but in 1970-71 it was recovering from a drop in its share of aid funds

to the point where it was again receiving approximately the same share
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as in 1965-66, about 10 percent. These institutions, often billed as
'open door collegea'" and described as embodying out best hopes for
attaining equal educational opportunity, were awarding an average of
only $29 in aid per enrolled student in 1970=71l. Finally, in the pub-
lic four-year sector the shares of both student aid funds and undexr-
graduate enrollment declined at a modest rate over this period, In
1970-71 these institutions enrolled 49 percent of the students, who
received 57 percent of the aid; the result was $127 in aid per enrolled
student.

The interested reader will find many more fascinating aspects
of student financial aid programs in the detailed material in Appendix
D, For example, in 1970-71 two Michigan institutions each received
more student aid funds than the sum total for all public two=year in-—
stitutions. Such relationships are not well-kmown and need examination
if future aid programs are to be designed and administered so as to
reach the desired target group.

Student aid from institutional sources is not included in this
analyvaia. Thia in Aan impavkant omicnion nince these funds a3s ©
of considerable size; a comprehensive study of student financial aid
would have to include considerationsof this aspect. Such an approach
was not possible in this research because the necessary data were not
available—at least not without mx much greater expenditure of time,
effort, and resources than waas devoted to the project.7 However,
since this work is focused primarily on public policy as reflected in

state and federal decisions, the omission of the institutional

TThe HEGIS data were rejected as much too inaccurate following
spot checks and consultations.
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decision-mzking area is not a cruocial matter. The purpose of this

chapter is to ascertain what impact governmental decisions with regard

1o student finanoial aid have had in the recent past.

After omitting the institutions for which a complebe get of six
years of data was not available, the available sample contained 57
colleges and universities—12 public four-year, 19 public two~year,
and 26 private institutions.a Most of the omissions were due to the
college not existing in 1965-66 (in the case of public two—year col&c
leges) or missing tuition data (in the case of private institutions).
General Motors Institute, a part of the General Motors Corporation,
was omitted because ite enrollment and tuition charges are egsentially
tools of management policy rather than the result of market-like
forces; this unique case accounts for approximately six percent of
the students in the private sector. The institutions included in the
analyeis enrolled 97 percent of Michigan undergraduates in fall 1965;
by sector the figures were 100 percent in the public four-year, 100
percent in the public two-year, and 83 percent in the private sector.
By fall 1970 the total coverace had dronpad +o 90 parcent—100 Darcent
in the public four-year, 80 percent in the public two-year, and 81
rPexrcent in the private sector. The percentage of student financial
aid included in the sample is higher——95 percent in 1970-71. Thus,
ensuing conclusions are based on analysis of a recent six-year period

for which data covering at least 90 pexrcent of undergraduate

eLake Superior State College was combined with Michigan Techno-
logical University, reducing the number of public four-year institu-
tions from fourteen to thirteen. Lake Superior State College was ori-
&inally a branch of Michigan Techno .ogical University, and it proved
tondbesipesstble to allocate the student aid awards glven early in the
period used in this analysis.
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enrollments and 95 percent of gtate and federal aid funds were availa-

ble in ouitable form.,

Statistical Results

Caoefficients were estimated independently for each of the three
sectors of Michigan higher education, i.e., public four-year, public
two-year, and private institutions. The firat computations of the com-
plete model were characterized by an obvious interaction between the
statewide demand and time trend coefficients—the larger one was, the
smaller the other tended to be. In most cases one was negative and
the other positive., This was not unexpected. It merely confirmed
earlier expectations that the data were too limited to digtinguish
the aseparate impacts of such highly correlated phenomena, Subseguent
regressions described in more detail below included assumptions that
some of the coefficlents specified in the econometric model are zero.

The next step in the analysis assumed all institutions were sub-
Ject to "market" forces and the ability to act independently of these
influences was negligible. TUnder thesge conditionsa the coefficiants
of the time trend variables would be zero, so they can be omitted from
the model., The results of these compmtations for the public four-
Year, public two-year, and private institutions are presented in

Tablea 11, 13 and 14, respectively.

Public four-year sector
Turning first to the public four-year gector (Table 11), we find
the estimates to be quite consistent with our prior expectations, All

but one of the institutions show a positive response to increases in
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Table 11

Estimated Impact of Statewide Demand, Tuition Rates, and Finanoial Aid
Programs on Enrollment in Public Four-=Year Institutions, Assuming Ro
Time Trend: Effects; R = ,9997

Impact of Financial Aid Programs on Enrollmente/
(inﬁividual variables measured in thousands of 1970~71 dollars)

State Educ., Opportuntity Nat'l Defense College
Scholarships Grants Student Loans Work-Study
2. T78%* 0,072 =~0.475 0.106
(0.734) (0.413) (0.456) (0.612)

Impact of Statewide Demand and Tuition Rates, plus Intercept Term,
for Bach Institution

Statewide Demand Taition Rate

ITnatitution (thousands) (1970-71 dollars) Intexrcept
1. Cen, Mich. U. A5, 161%% =11, 748%* 2693%%
(4.483) (4.167) (1238)
2, East, Mich., U. 72.931%% -6.943 ~4795
(5.903) (12.779) (3614)
3, Ferris S.C. 25, 134%% 4.318 ~895
(3.667) (9.956) (3056)
4, Gr. Val., S.C. 19, 355%% -4,218 -1763
(3.686) (5.811) (1996)
5 Mich. State U. 18=141* _90263 29’045.1.-.
(10.887) (4.435) (1838)
6., Mich. Tech. U. 12, 704 % ~0,792 1854
(4.759) (4.053) (1193)
7. No. Mich. U. 15.090%* -1.,018 2627%
(4.068) (4.329) (1362)
8. Oakland U. 29,866%% -1,840 ~3612%%
(11.664) (4.591) (1076)
9. Sag, Val, C. 16.802%* 1.136 —~4419%*
(3.448) (0.864) (1194)
10, U. of Mich. ~2,087 5548 18,7554
(11.173) (5.120) ?*385)
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Table 11 (cont*d)

Statewlide Demand Tuition Rate
Institution (thousands) (1970-71 dollarxs) Intercept
11. WaynecState U, 35.,9535%* ~5+310 14,069%*
(4.994) (3.916) (1102)
12, West. Mich. TU. 31, 646%% 6.739 4T766%%
(4.263) (5.303) (1712)

The figures within parenthesis below the estimated parameters are the
standaxd errors of the estimates,

¥indicates the parameter ia significantly different from zero at the

90 percent confidence level,

**indicates the parameter is significantly different from zero at the
95 percent confidence level,

a/ These variables are assumed to have a uniform effect on all insti-
tutions; see the gection, "Econometric Model,"
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the statewide demand for higher educationi the exception, to which we
sghall return, is not statistically significant. Rising tuition rates
are associated with a decline in enrollment, holding other factors
constant, in eight out of twelve cases——and again the exceptions are
not statistically eignificant. The financial aid program which has a
statistically significant coefficient, State Scholarships, has a posi-
tive impact on enrollments.

Several factors were considered in a closer examination of the
four ingtitutions whose estimated response to increases in tuition
was poaitive. First, the disorepancy from the expected pattern of
coefficients ranges from most to least severe in the order of the
Universgity of Michigan, Saginaw Valley College, Western Michigan Uni-
veraity, and Ferxis State College., Second, the reasults of the first
regression {which included the time trend variable for each inatitu-
tion) showed that in the case of the first three of these four insti-
tutions the statewide demand coefficient was negative, the time trend
coefficient positive, and tultion coefficient positive. Thus, only
the time trend variable was having the expected impact. The Ferris
State College enrolliment revealed a positive response to all three
variables., Third, there exists a general consensus that the University
of Michigan exercises a great deal of internal control over the sgize
of its student body since the number of well qualified applicants
regularly exceeds those admitted, There is some feeling that in recent
years Western Michigan has increasingly found itself in a similar po-
sition., Saginaw Valley and Ferris State enrollments, on the other
hand, are not widely regarded as relatively insulated from the fluc-

tuations in tuition or the demand for higher education., Finally,
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Saginaw Valley changed from a private to a public institution during
the period covered. Although the resulting drop in tuition could be
regarded as a fine opportunity to discover the iimpact of tuition
changes, one could also argue that such a drastic structural change
could not be explained by a simple demand model.

After considering the above evidence, a third regression was
computed in which the enrollments of the University of Michigan, Sagi~
naw Valley College, and Western Michigan University were made a func-
tion of only time., All other institutions, including Ferris State
College, were left exactly as before., It seemed clear that the Uni-
versity of Michigan enjoyed a great deal of control over its enrollment
under a wide variety of tuition and externsl demand conditions. The
case of Saginaw Valley also seemed clear-—it had undergone a massive
institutional change far beyond the explanatory capability of this
simple model, Western Michigan was a more complex case, but on the
basis of the combination of statistical and other supporting evidence
it was regarded as exercising internal control over its enrollment
growth, In the other borderline case, Ferris State, the evidence wasn
much weaker and was rejected as inadequate., The results are presented
in Table 12,

Comparing the estimated parameters in Tables 11 and 12 reveals
several interesting developments. As expected, the time trend variables
do such an excellent job of explaining the enrollments previously a
function of statewide demand, tuition, and financial aid variables
that R2 has not fallen, Also encouraging because of its consistency
with the theoretical basis of the model is the rise in the estimated

value of three of the four financial aid parameters. Those universities
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Table 12

Egtimated Impact of Statewide Demand, Tuition Rates, and Financial Aid
Programs on Enrollment in Public Four-Year Institutions, Assuming
Selected Institutions Maintaln Intermal Control of Their Growthj

RZ = .9997

Impact of Financial Aid Programs on Enrollmentgzh/
(individual variables measured in ‘thousands of 1970-T71 dollars)

State Educ. Opportunity Nat'l Defense College
Scholarships Grants Student Loans Work-Study
3, 608%% -0,216 0.838 0.400
(0.741) (0.485) (0.829) (0.592)

Impact of Statewide Demand and Tuition Rates, plus Time Trend and
Intercept Terms, for Each Institution

Statewide Demand Tuition Rate Time

Institution {(thousands) £1970~71 dollars) Trend Intercept
1. Cen, Mich. U, 43,034%% =12, 153%* N.ae. 2479%*
(3.839) (3.532) (1090)
2e East. Hicho U, 74.865** —16. 155 N.3e —2696
(5.497) £12.296) (3381)
3. Ferris S.C. 24, 576%* 6.653 N.G. -1902
(3.100) (8.523) (2654)
4. Gr. Val, S.C. 16.,951%% -4.362 N.a. =3286
(3.269) (4.910) (1696)
5. Mich, State U, 18.760* -180187** Nelo 30'169**
(9.474) (5.384) (1606)
6. Mich, Tech. U. 13.880%* -1.,979 N.a. 1617
(4.182) (3.454) o (1050)
7: No., Mich. U. 15, 568#% =1,951 N.2. 2366%*
(3.496) (3.698) (1174)
8. Oakland U, 26,.831%% -0.726 Nele = 020%%
(9.908) (3.915) (970)
90 Sag. Val. C. Ne8e Nela 340.89** -'403*
(55.69) (217)
10. U. of Mich. N.a. N.a. 718,29%% 19,919%*
(55.69) (217)
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Table 12 (cont’d)
Statewide Demand Tuition Rate Time

Institution {(thousands) (1970-71 dollaxs) Trend Intercept

11. Wayne State U, 34 .885%% -6, 605 Nea. 14,472%%
(4.247) (3.922) (982)

12. West. Mich. U. Neds Ne2ew 919.89‘**13.626“
(55.69)  (217)

The figures within parenthesis below the estimated parameters are the
standard errors of the estimatesn,

n.a., indicates "not applicable,” i.e., the parameter was assumed to
be zero.

* indicates the parameter is significantly different from zero at the
90 percent confidence level.

#* indicates the parameter is significantly different from zero at
the 95 percent confidence level.

a/ These variables are aspumed to have a uniform effect on all insti-—
tutions; see the section, "Econometric Model.,™

2/ Excludes Saginaw Valley College, the University of Michigan, and
Western Michigan University.
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following their own institutional goals with regard to growth, such as
the University of Michigan and Western Michigan, would not be expected
to respond in terms of total enrollment to an inorease in financial

aid funds. Rather, well-=to-do potential students would be "bumped out"
by econcmically disadvantaged atudents as aid funds increased. Since
this model is limited to measuring impacts on total enrollment, inclu-
ding such institutions biases the estimates downward if one is interes-
ted in more "typical® institutiona.9 Finally, although most of the
statewide demand parameters remaining in the model did not change a
great deal, there was a marked tendency for the tuition rate parameters
to decrease (to have larger negative values) and thus become more sig-
nificant,

A detailed discussion of the conclusions will be developed aftexr
considering the statistical results for the public two-year and priwate
sectore., At this juncture it is sufficient to note that total enroil-
ments in at least two cases do not appear to be primarily a function
of ptatewide demand for higher education and tuition, but that in most
cases these two factors appear important. Thoee students receiving
State Scholarships and attending public four-year colleges and univer—
sitites appear to represent additions to enrollment rather than students

who would have attended these colleges without this aid, The federal

Frttempts to estimate the numbsr of potential students "bumpéd-
out" of selective institutions by economically disadvantaged students
were not succeasful., The method of estimation was to inoclude an inde-
rPendent variable defined as the sum of the aid funds going to the se-
lective universities; this assumes that as more aid funds are received
by selective ingtitutions, the displaced well-to~do students will
attend elsewhere so tétal enrollment in the system will increase.
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ald funds, which go to the college and then to the students, do not
appear to have increased enrollmenta above what they would otherwilse

have been.

Public two-year sector

The estimates for the public two-year colleges, displayed in
Table 13, are largely consistent with prior expectations. Only two of
the nineteen coefficlents of statewide demand are negative, and neither
of these is mtatistically significant. Five (26 percent) of the tui-
tion parameters appear with an unexpected positive aign, one of which
is statistically significant., The significant exception, Henry Ford
Community College, appears to be the result of an unusual set of forces.
During the six year period under examination, and especially in the
latter years, other colleges in the Detroit metropolitan area grew to
offer increased competition to Henry Ford, whose enrollment growth
slowed and then reversed. In an apparent effort to diminish the impact
of the increased competition on its enrollment, Henry Ford reduced its
tuition in real dollars over the entire period and even in current
dollars from 1969-=70 to 1970-71l. There are limits to such a policy,
however, and data for fall 1971 (not available at the time the statis-
tical estimates were computed) show tuition rising by 63 percent and
enrollment continuing to fall, One guspects that an up-date of the
estimates would find the tuition coefficicnt of Henry Ford much smaller.
There is, however, less of a tendency in this sector than in the public
four~year group for the estimated coefficients to be statistically
aignificant, despite their conforming to the expected pattern with re—
gard to sign.
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Table 13
Estimated Impact of Statewide Demand, Tuition Rates, and Finanoial Aid

Programs on Enrollment in Public Two-Year Institutions, Assuming MNo
Time Trend Effectss R° = .9956

Impact of Financial Aid Programs on EnrollmenbE/

(individual variables measured in thousands of 1970~71 dollars)

State Educ. Opportunity Nat'l Defense College
Scholarshipsa Grants Student Loans Work-Study
(10.410) (6.237) (2.944) (3.148)

Impact of Statewide Demand and Tuition Rates, plus Intercept Term,

for Each Institution

Institution (thousands) {1970-71 dollars) Intercept
1. Alpena CC 2.281 —3.365 521
(8.293) (10.629) (1407)
2., Bay de Noe CC -4.719 13.661 -1939
(12.154) (16.767) (1774)
3, Delta Col. 26, 326%% 0.283 -3527
(6.136) (11.649) (4243)
4. Genegee CC 21.699%% 13.T760 —=3820%*
(7.267) (9.497) (1847)
S5e Gogebic GG 5010 —i.9i5 -226
(6.072) (5.983) (1431)
6. Gr. Rapids JC 15.255% -11.301 3529%
(7.686) (9.122) (2045)
7. H, Ford CC 42,882%% 70.444%% ~16,827
(11.551) (24.488) (8530)
8. High. Park Col. 12,460%% -19,928% 3157
(5.895) (10.263) (2430)
9. Jackson CC 15,84 5% =3.579 ~43
(6.285) (3.840) (1140)
10. Kellogg CC 6.758 -1.065 1053
(6.682) (12.784) (3054)

Statewide Demand Tuition Rate
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Table 13 (cont'd)

Statewide Demand Tultion Rate

Tneatitution !thouaands] !1210—11 dollara! Intercept
11. Lake Mich, Col. -4 4,826 -14.284 7336
(5.850) (12.207) (4424)
12. Lanasing CC 42,.488%% -10.853% -3462
(8.295) (12.736) (2093)

13. Mac., Co. CC 89,610%* (326210 =12, 768%%
(8.105) (7.895) (1435)
14. Muskegon CC 10.310%% -4 ,880 2053
(4.890) (6.453) (1889)
15. N. Cen. Mich. Col. 2.816 0.062 =312
(3.899) (6.516) (2450)
16, N¥. Mich., Col. 7.000 -2.110 216
(5.202) (7.423) (2749)

17. Oakland CC 137 .Q07T** -3,659 =294,925%%
(12.224) (4.041) (2730)
(4.555) (5.068) (1459)
19. Schooloraft Col. 25, 287T** -5.803 -1243
(4.529) (14.723) (5246)

The figures within parenthesis below the estimated parameters axre the
standard errors of the estimates.

* Indicates the parameter is significantly different from zZerc at the
90 percent confidence level.

** indicates the parameter is eignificantly different from zero at the
95 percent confidence level.

a/ These variables are assumed to have a uniform effect on all insti-
tutions; mee the section, "Econometric Model,"
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Ag in the case of the public four-year institutions, only one
of the student financial aid programs has a statistically significant
impact on total enrollments, But in this instance it is the NDSL pro-
gram rather than the State Scholarship program. There is also some
indication that the CWS program is having the desired effect, but the
evidence is weak, The negative sign of the EOG parameter is of some
concern since the eatimate does exceed its standard erxror and this
program also had a negative impact in the public¢ four-year sector.
(See Table 12.)

Little sftatistical or other evidence exists which would lead
one to believe that any of these colleges operates sufficiently inde—
pendent of demand and tuition factors to warrant the use of a time
trend variable to describe their growth. In fact, they are quite
proud of their reputation as "open dooxr" institutions which stand ready
to meet the needs of the community so far as their resources permit.
Thus, no follow-up rTegressions were computed simjilar to those deacribed

for the public four-year colleges.

The last set of results in Table 14, pertaining to the private
sector, is the least satisfying in terms of yielding estimates consis-—
tent with the theoretical framework. Only eight colleges (51 percent)
show the expected positive reaction to increases in the statewide de-
mand for higher education, and only fourteen (54upercent) of the tui-
tion parameters have the expected negative sign. In addition, all
demand and tuition coefficlients which are statistically significant
have the "wrong" sigm; of course gince only 9 of the 52 gastimates are

significant some, and maybe most, of these instances are best regarded
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Table 14

Estimated Impact of Statewide Demand, Tuition Rates, and Financial Aid
Programs on Enrollment in Private Institutions, Assuming No Time Trend

Effects; R2 = ,9987

Impact of Financial Aid Programs on Enrollment®’
(individual variables measured in thousands of 1970-71 dollars)

State State Educ, Opportunity Nat'l Defense College
Scholarships Tuition Grants Grants Student Leans Work=Study
~0.375 1.660%% ~0.909 =0.157 1.188
(0.514) (0.246) (0.642) (0.522) (0.724)

Impact of Statewide Demand and Tuition Rates, plus Intercept Term,
for EBach Institution

Statewide Demand

Tuition Rate

Institution (thousands) (1970-71 dollars) Intexrcept
1. Adrian C, 6.567 -1.431 16T0%*
(5.499) (1.098) (270)
(2.145) (0.517) (497)
3+ Alma C, =2,074 0.834 245
(2.750) (1.015) (893)
4, Andrews U. -Te551 1.462 16Q7**
(7.384) (1.985) (662)
5. Aq_u.ims Ce -0. 856 -0. 546 21 53**
(2.195) (0.450) (283)
6. Calvin C. 3.916 -2.166 4356%%
(6.648) (1.503) (422)
70 Detr. C. Of Bllso —2. 260* 0. 613 1164**
(1.143) (0.582) (448)
8. Detr. Inst. of Tech. —14. 806** Oo 671 5078**
(1.336) (0.494) (339)
9. Gr. Rap. Bapt. 3.131 -0.549 42
(3.897) (1.787) (536)
10. Hillsdale C. 0.009 -0,019 1165%%
(4.207) (0.595) (305)
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11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

21,

22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

Hope C.

Kalamazoo C.

Law,Inst. of Tech.

Madonna C.

Marygrove C.

Merocy C.
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Table 14 (cont?d)

Statewide Demand

thousandsg

0.164
(2.780)

-1.525
(1.934)

~9, 044 %%
(2.236)

-0.977
(1.394)

(1.196)

(2.510)

0.462
(1.091)

-0.8T72
(0.930)

-0.269
(1.733)

0.307
(1.229)

-H,013
(5.119)

~0.033
(2.011)

=6.330%%
(2.526)

~0.622
(3.060)

-1.548
(3.500)

(4.120)

Tuition Rate

(1970=71 dollars) Intercept

0.200
(0.494)

0.109
(0.910)

7« 8919
(1.748)

-0,006
(1.018)

0. 140
(0.411)

34 550%%
(1.166)

-0,0T1
(0.380)

=0.215
(0.587)

-0.565
(0.684)

0.346
(0.414)

~0.127
(1.155)

~0.341
(0.584)

1.402
(0.875)

-0,016
(0.826)

~0,094
(0.712)

0.335
(o.528)

1491%#
(305)

1399
(968)

391
(862)

773
(512)

2620k
(442)

~939
(660)

-3
(246)

659

(585)

1065#%
(384)

A41

(376)
872%%

(387)

A9B**
(237)

1383%%
(240)

T32%H%
(332)

T95%*
(268)

10,042%%
(709)
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Table 14 (conttd)

The figures within parenthesis below the eatimated parameters are the
standard errors of the estimates.

% indicates the parameter is significantiy different from zero at the
90 percent confidence level,

#% indicates the parameter is pignificantly different from zexro at the
95 percent confidence level,

a/ These variables are assumed to have a uniform effect on all insti-
tutionsi see the section, "Econometric Model,"”
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as the products of random variation.

Part of the explanation for the above results is found in the
nature of the data. In many cases enrollment has been quite stable
while statewide demand and tuition have shifted, resulting in a signi-
ficant intercept term and insignificant coefficients of demand and
tuition variables, One suspects that the underlying relationship is
not so nuch one of an indépendence of enrollment with respect to demand
and tuition, but rather one of experienced amdministrators under finan-
cizl pressure raising tuition at the maximam rate consistent with
maintaining enrollments. Even when enroliment did vary substantially,
the fact that demand and tuition were &6ften both rising in roughly
gimilar patterns causes difficulties in attempts to estimate their
aseparate impacts. However, it is possible that enrollments in many
private institutions are not affected by changes in tuition or state-—
wide demand due to things suchcas the high incomes of the parents of
potential students or a special appeal based on religion or alummni
identification, Additional observationa from future time periods,
when it is expected that statewide demand will grow at a slower rate
while cost preasures contimie to press tuition rates higher, should be
egpecially valuable in jidentifying and quantifying causal relation-—
ships within the private sector.

There is a danger, of course, in dismissing all "unexpected" co-
efficients as gstatistical perturbations. As the demand for higher edu-
cation in general grows, the demand for the programs, sometimes rather
unique, offered by some of the private institutions may fall. The
results in Table 14 would indicate that such may be the case for insti-

tutes of technology and Catholic—affiliated institutions such as
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Aquinas, Madonna, Marygrove, Mercy, Nazareth, and Siena Heights Colleges
and the University of Detroit., Tuition and enrollment might rise ai-
miltanecusly because of some influence such as a new program, but the
author does not know of any such change at either the Lawrence Insti-
tute of Techneclogy or Mercy College which would explain their coeffi-
clients.

The State Tuition Grant program has a larger impact on private
college enrollments than any other ald program, as one would expect
given its design. Its estimated impact was essentially identical,
1.681 as compared to 1.660, when the model included a time trend vari-
able for each institution., Thus, the program's significance is not
likely to be an artifact of the model?s specification. Two of the
remaining programs have coefficients which exceed their standard errors
in absolute magnitude==CWS with a positive impact and EOG with a nega-
tive influence,

We will now turn to a more detailed discussion of the conclusions

which can be drawn from these statistical results.

Conclusions

Aggregate demand and tuition

It sesms quite clear that enrollments in public institutions
have tended to rise as statewide demand for higher education has grown
and to fall as tuition charges have increased. The net effect, of
course, has been one of large gains in enrollment, but this shounld not
be allowed to overshadow the fact that the burden of tuition has ap-
pParently discouraged some potential studehnts., The impact of tuition

appears to vary a great deal, as one would expect given the varying
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size and character of the colleges. A highly selective institution,
such as the University of Michigan, can maintain desired growth despite
increases in student charges, while other large universities, such as
Central Mibhigan, Eastern Michigan and Michigan State, apparently lost
about twelve to eighteen students for each one dollar rise in tuition.10
Pautting this another way, the $65 increase in tuition (in 1970 dollars)
at Central over this six year periocd discouraged approximately 780
gtudents, the $51 at Eastexn about 820 students, and the $224 at Michi-
gan State about 4000 students., It is important to note, however, that
this model ig limited to identifying the impact on total enxolliment

in a particular institution. Thus, students discouraged from attending
a given ingtitution might attend another college——one cannot add the
tuition coefficients to obtain a valid estimate of the effect of a
uniform increase in tuition across a set of institutions. The public
two-year colleges exhiblit a similar range of wvariation.

As noted earlier, the demand and tuition coefficients estimated
for the public two-year mector are slightly less likely to be statisti-
cally significant than those calculated for the public four-year sec-—
tor., Several possible reasons can be postialabed. Statewide demand
may be the appropriate demand factor for four-year colleges not domi-
nated by commiting students, but only a crude proxy for the demand
relevant to a two-year college drawing almost exclusively from the

local community. After identifying the trends in population and income

in each community containing a public two-~year college, one could then

1thia may partly reflect an unwillingness on the part of these
institutions to lower admigsion standards below some given thresholds,
i.e., they could have inoreased their enrollments despite inocreases in
tuition by admitting applicants below normal standards but chose not to.
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adjust the demand factor to better reflect the local demand. Another
factor, closely related to the first, may be that the mobile student
attracted to four-year institutions is much more likely to respond to
small variations in tultion-—i.e., attend Eastern rather than Michigan
State if the latter raises its tuition more——than is the two-year
college's community student—whose essential choice 15 one of attending
the local college or not attending any college. Finally, if the com~
nunity college sector contains many students whoge firast preference

is attendance at a four-year institution but find themselves unable to
qualify for or afford admission to such a college, then enrollment in
public two=year colleges would be largely a function of the policy
variables set in the four-year colleges—-none of which are included
here. The more sophisticated models which would allow such hypotheses
to he testédiwere not formulated intthis study, largely because of the
limited data but also because of time and resource constraints.

For the reasons outlined in the previous section of this chapter,
it is difficult to say anything based on this analysis about the impact
of statewide demand and tuition on enroliments in private institutions.
Intuitively, one suspects that the slow growth in enroliments while
tuition rates soared was possible only because demand also grew rapidly.
However, the limited nature of the data now available does not allow

either confirmation or rejection of such a hypothesis.

Michigan dtudent ajid programs
The evidence does seem sufficient to warrant a firm conclusion
that the Tuition Grant program designed to stimulate enrollments in

Private colleges is performing as planned. Based on the estimate
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derived here, one student who would not otherwise have done so has
been stimiliated to attend a private cocllege for each $600 awarddd in
the Tuition Grant program. If this is correct, the §5 million awarded
in 1970~71 were responsible for increasing private college enrollments
by about 8300 students over what would have been the case if all other
factors were constant while Tuition Grant awards were reduced to zero,
In 1970-71 the state appropriated $330 million in operating funds to
public institutions contalning 343 thousand students, a ratio of about
$960 per student-——indicating that the Tuition Grant program is not
prohibitively expensive and may even save the state a small amount of
money. The comparison is very crude, of course, ignoring such factors
ag physical plahmt costs in the public sector, on the one hand, and the
mix of graduate and undergraduate students contained in the public
figure, on the other hand.

The other state-sponsored program, State Scholarships, also ap-
rears to have been effective but in a very uneven fashion. Most of
the funds, 67 percent in 1970~71, were spent by students attending
Public four-year institutions. TUsing the estimate in Table 12, it
would appear that the average public four-year college has gained one
additional atudent for each $280 in Scholarship funds awarded to its
studenta; for the sector as a whole, the result indicates that about
18,000 students enrolled in 1970=71 due to the Scholarship program.
Since students attending public two-year colleges receive only a minig-
cule proportion (4 percent in 1970-=71) of these awards, it is not sur-
prising that the program does not have a significant impact on enroll-
ments in these institutions, The remainder of the funds go to students

in private colleges; the model did not detect any tendency for these
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gtudents to be additions beyond the numbers who would have attended in
the absence of the program. In summary, the State Scholarship program
which 18 designed to impact high achieving, needy students almost in-—
variably benefits students in four-year institutions; in the case of
those students attending public ingtitutions there is strong evidence
that they would not have enrolled in the absence of the award. The
students receiving State Scholarships apparently have a personal pre-~
ference for four=year programs and institutions which they can make
operative once they receive the sholarship. If such a preference is
widespread, a shift from institutional funding to individual vouchers
would have a major impact on the relative importance of two-year and

four-year institutions,

Federal student ald programs

Except foxr a single exception in one sector, there is little
evidence that federal student aid is resulting in enrollments above
what they would otherwise be. One of the major differences, mentioned
earlier, between fedexral and state aid programs is that the former rely
on colileges to identiry rectpients whiie the latter award funds directly
to the target group. Thus, these results imply that financial aid
officers in the colleges are primarily making awards to students who
would remain in attendance without benefit of such aid. The exception
is the NDSL program in the public two-year colleges; in both the re-
gression reported in Table 13 and the original run of the complete
model (containing time trend variables) the program is eastimated to
have had a strong impact. If the indicated leverage of one additional

student per $63 is correct (it seems high), the $719,000 in NDSL funds
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distributed in 1970=T71 by public two-year colleges were resppongible
for adding about 11,000 students to the enrollment in this sector,
There is some indication that the CWS program is having a positive
impact on enrollments in the public two—yesr and private colleges, but
the evidence is statistically weak (significant at the 0.19 and 0,11
levels, respectively). Remembering the preference for four-year
ingstitutions that seemed to be revealed by the State Scholarship pro-
gram, it may be meaningful that the programs associated with an in-
creage in enrollments in public two~year colleges are those tied to
the college. In other worils, it is possible that the only student aid
programs which can be expected to cause large increames in enrollments
in community collegesg are programs which give funds to the colleges
which then distribute grants to their students; programs which award
grants directly to students would impact four-year colleges, assuming
that the students prefer such ingtitutions and that the grants enable
students to realize their first preference.

One cannot disregard the tendency for the EOG program to have an
estimated negative impact on total college enrollment. The atatiastiecal
significance of the negative parameters for the three sectors, 0.66,
0.22 and 0,16, are not strongi one is tempted to dismiss them as the
products of random chance, which might well be the case., However, if
each is regarded as an independent estimate, the probability that such
results would be obtained when EOG funds had no effect would be about
0.02, the product of the three estimates (the resulting probability
would be even smaller if one aspumed the "true" effect of EOG funds is
positive). It does not seem unwarranted to speculate as to the clircum-—

stances which would give rise to a negative result.



172

Since the model is limited to a measure of impact in terms of
total enrollment, a negative result might be a consequence of actions
of either those directly invoelved in the EOG program or of potential
students only indirectly affected by EOG funds. We would expect a
zero coefficient if ECG money was being awarded to students who would
otherwise have attended the college. A negative value would result
if the students attracted by EOG funds repelled other students in even
greater numbera; the fact that minority students are disproportionately
represented among the economically disadvantaged and the current con-
troversy surrounding integration of primary and secondary schools lend
credence to this possibility. A different, but similar, phenomenon
would be one in which the "near-poor" perceive those institutions with
the most EOG funds as giving all of their aid money to the "poor"——=zo
the "near-poor" attend other institutions where they expect to have a
better chance of receiving aid. Another possibility is that 1if colleges
look upon the economically disadvantaged student as less desirable
than others, those institutions experiencing the most difficulty in
achieving their desired enrollment may be the ones most likely to
expend their allotted EOG funds and to seek more. Lastly, if the
cost per student with EOG aid exceeds the cost per non-poor student
becaune of the additional services required, an ingtitution with a
fixed budget from non-student sources would tend to admit fewer atudents
ag the mix shifted in favor of those receiving EOG funds--all other
things being equal.

Finally, since these results pertaining to federal student aid
Programs are inconsistent with the stated aim of these programs (to

glve access to higher education to people who could not otherwise
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enrcll) and thus have major policy impliocations, it is important to
explore in more detail the possible weaknesses of this analytic frame-—
work, The key question is, "Could federal student aid funds be in-
creasing enrollment of poor students in such a way that this analysis
wounld not detect the increase?'" The reader will recall that this

issue arose earlier in the context of the public four-year institutions.
The conélusion wag that in two institutions, the University of Michigan
and Western Michigan University, there were good reasons for believing
that nonpoor potential students would be "bumped out" by economically
disadvantaged students due to an enrollment ceiling. Assuming that
some of the nonpoor enroll elsewhere, enrollment in higher education
would increase but not be detected by this model (mee footnote 9 for
an explanation of an attempt at detection which failed). Ia it possi-~
ble that such a phenomenon is widespread?

As mentioned previously, bumping is not likely to have been com-
mon in either the public two=year colleges or the private institutions.
The commitment of the public two-year sector to provide a place for all
who can pay the required tuition, from private or student aid funds,
appears sufficiently strong that bumping is rabe. In addition, the
state appropriation to these colleges is based on an enrollment formu—
la so additional students automatically attract more funds, i.e., the
per student appropriation does not decrease if the institution's enroll-—
ment exceeds the level estimated by the state. In the case of the
private sector, most colleges were concerned that their rapidly rising
tuition levels would make it impossible for them to maintain their
enrollments or grow at a slow pace; it seems improbable that many col-

leges were refusing admission to well-to-do, academically qualified
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applicants. Thus, the author feels quite confident that little or no
bumping was taking place in the public two-year and private sectors,
with the possible exception of a few private colleges, and that the
estimated parameters for the federal student aid programs are not
under—-estimates due to such 2 phenomenon,

The case of the public four-year colleges (other than the Unji-
versity of Michigan and Western Michigan University) may be more com-
plex., The demand for higher education was growing very fast over the
period analyzed, as were moat of these Institutions., The state legis-
lature appropriated a given amount of funds to each college based on
an expected enrollment, creating a situation where the colleges con-
ceivably felt no incentive to enroll additional students after they
had met the state’s "expectation." However, the non~zero coefficients
egtimated for the statewide demand and tuition variables indicate that
if rationing was occurring, it mmst have been carried out by indivi-
duals very cognizant of the natural forces at work.

Adding up the above facts on the punblic four-year colleges, we
can state the following propositions. If enrolliment ceilings were set
higher in years when statewide demand was increasing faster (ceteris
paribus), if tuitions were raised more in years when enrollment celilings
were increased less (ceteris paribus), if needy students receiving
federal aid were admitted in such a marmexr that their admission did
not push total enrollment over the ceiling, and if admissions of aca~
demically qualified students without aid were not permitted once the
ceiling had been reached ( and it must bave been reached, in generxral),
then the pattern of estimated coefficients presented in this chapter

would appear and bumping would be occurring, i.e., enrollment in higher
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education would be increasing due to increases in student aid but this
model would not detect it, Each must judge for himgelf the probability
of the above, at least until a "model of bumping" is hypothesized
which is empirically testable.

The author's judgement is that while the above is plausible, es-
pecially if limited to a few cases, the simpler hypothesis that most
of these institutions were responding to market forces in the manner
outlined in the theoretical model is a more probable explanation.
This implies, of course, that the conclusion that federal student aid
did not have a significant impact on enrollment is substantially

correct, although admitting the possiblility of some downward bias due

to bumpin.gc



Chapter VI

The Financial Requiryements 0f Michigan Higher Education

This chapter has two major objectives, the first of which is to
complete themmodeling effort required for an evaluation of the impli-
cations of slternative financing proposals for Michigan higher educa~
tion, Reviewing briefly, the development of this model began in
Chapter IV with an analysis of some of the major factora influencing
the level of enrollments, such as the size of the college-age popula-
tion and economic conditions., Based largely on this analysis, the
level of enrollments was forecast by sector assuming several different
policies. Up to that point (the end of Chapter IV) two very important
policy variables, tuition and atudent aid, had not entered into the
analysis in explicit fashion, primari}y due to the lack of data for a
sufficient number of years. This omission was remedied in Chapter V
by means of an econometric model using more detailed (institutional)
data available for a shorter periocd than was the case in Chapter IV.
The results provided strong evidence that increases in tuition have a
major impact on enroliment decisions in the public tour-year sector
and a lesser impact in the public two-year sector, but an inconclusive
effect in private institutiona., The Michigan student aid programs
seemed to be influencing the enrollment decisions of the recipients,
but federal programs showed little or no tendency to do so. Thus,
the research contained in Chapters IV and V provides a firm basis for
evaluating the impacts of alternative policies on enrollments.

The final element needed to complete the model is a system of

linkages between student enrollments, the financ¢ial requirements of

176
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higher education, and the incidence of the costs. A conceptual frame-
work 1s presented in the first section of this chapter, and the second
gection contains a guantitative description of existing relationships

which will serve as a base for susequent extrapolations and modifica~

tions of policy.

The gecond major objective of this chapter is to evaluate six
alternative financing proporals. Extensive use is made of the model
described above, of course, but the choice of the alternatives also
reflects the differences in philosophy discussed in Chapter III, The
six alternatives, to be taken up in the third section, are: a continmu-
ation of present patterns of support assuming 1) a rather conservative
forecast of enrcllments which provides a benchmark for the ensuing
alternatives, 2) a larger forecast of enrollments consistent with the
trends of the 1960's, 3) an increased student-faculty ratio, and
4) a decrease in the rate of increase in faculty salaries; and also
5) a vouchers polioy which implies full-cost tuition and 6) a policy
of increased federal aid in a pattern consistent to a great extent
with existing grants.

Although in some cases rather detailed data will be presented as
back-up material for the figures used and as an aid to readers who
wish to explore alternatives of their own choosing, it must be empha-
sized that the relationships presented here are not adeguate for use
in the appropriations proceas. This model is a useful tool for ex—
rloring basic policy questions and may provide a base of ideas from
which a more detailed analysis might proceed, but the actual allocation
of funds should be based upon a framework which is more cognizant of

ingtitutional differences with respect to student body, faculty,
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commnity, and programs.

Conceptual Framework

The financial requirements model contains several sequential
steps, illustrated in Figure 4., Before discussing the detail, however,
gome general comments are:appropriate. The model developed and used
in this study is gquite simple in most respects. Capital fund require-
ments, i.e., monies needed for the construction and furnishing of fa-
cilities, are entirely excluded from consideration. Of the remaining
(operating) funds recorded by universities and colleges the auxillary
fund is also omitted. This portion of the budget, consisting primarily
of food and housing services supplied by the college, is usually mana
aged so as to be gelf=liquidating and is thus of little concern in
most state and federal policy deliberations. The analysis focuses on
1) the general fund, those dollars necessary for maintaining the in-
structional program of the institution (often including some allowance
for the time which faculty spend in complenehtary activities, such as
research and college governance)j 2) the restricted fund, primarily
grants and contracts from a variety of sources which require rather
specific activities and ocutputs am a condition of their receipt; and
3) student aid funds, which may or may not pass through the restricted
fund of colleges on their way from state and federal treasuries to
students, The instructional component will be dealt with in the grea—
test detail. For example, student-faculty ratios and faculty salarles
will be explicit, but the number of other persomnel and the quantity
of physical suppliea such as coal or papér will notibe identified,

The set of priorities cutlined above reflects the degree to which
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elements are the subject of discussion and dispute in the policy pro-
cess.

Most of the components of the model outlined in Figure 4 will
be discussed in some detail in the next section, but a gquick overview
is probably useful before examining the data., The first dependent
variable, headcount enrollment, is computed on the basis of the work
done in Chapters IV and V., The next step is to convert the heteroge-
neous variable "students," into a more standardized measure, "student
oredit hours (SCH)," commonly used in higher education administration.
Having done this, one can then determine the rmumber of faculty needed—
bagsed on the important policy variable, the student-faculty ratio—— and
also the need for other inputs. After a decision is made on the next
polipy variable, faculty compensation, total expenditures for faculty
compensation can be computed. Following the addition of expenditures
for non-faculty inputs and for research and development programs, the
total costs are allocated to participants on the basis of the assumed
financing policy. These policies have their origins in the history
and goals discussed in Chapters II and ITII., Finally, the portion of %
the costs borne by students is reflected in tuition charges, and one
must be careful to add student aid coasts to the direct educational
costs supported by governmental units.

It may be surprising to some readers that we still have not
touched upon the largest cost item, despite the fact that all variables
usually considered in the policy process have been noted. The omitted
entry is the value of the students' time., If the students were not in
school, most could presumably be employed at jobs which would yield

earnings well-above what they earn as students; the difference is their
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opportunity cost, which will be estimated in this analysis. As will
soon beocome evident, it is a major item whose almost total omission
from policy discumssions is completely unwarranted.

We will now turn to a brief consideration of the data which
forms the foundation from which alternative financial requirements forx
the future will be calculated., The order of presentation will follow
that of the overview, which is also that of Figure 4 reading from top

to bottom,.
Bage Financial Requirements Data

The development of even the rathexr simple statistical descrip-
tion of Michigan higher education which follows was a tedious, time-
consuming task—despite the fact that the author enjoyed access to
data assgociated with a position in state government and the assistance
of willing, competent state employees. BEven recognizing the qualifi-
cations stated earliexr in this chapter in relation to the model, it
would appear that this framework is in many respects an improvement
over that used in many analyses of higher education budgets. Quite
clearly there is a tremendous need for better information systems on
the inputs and outputs of higher education.

Moast of the more important base data relating to the financial
requirements of Michigan higher education are summarized in Table 15.
The commitment of resocurces is indeed large; about %1710 million in
instruction and $140 miliion in research and development, yielding a
total of $1850 million in 1969-70. A gubstantial majority of these

costs, $1240 million, is associated with the public four-year sector.



Table 15

Base Data Relating to the Total Financial Requirements of Michigan Higher Education by Type of Institution,
1969=70 Except Where Noted Otherwisa

Public Public All
Four=-Year Two=Year Private Institutions

Instructional Costs by Source (mil., §)

Total 1/ 1097.8 358.6 255,8 1712,2

Cash Outlay 388, 7 94,6 75.0 558.3
Students

Total 1/ 807.2 287.1 222,6 1316.9

Cash Outlay 2/ 98, 1 2341 41.8 163.0

Gross Tuition & Fees 3/ 116.8 26,1 52.7 195.6

Governmental: Total 4/ 262.9 68.4 1143 342.6

Local — 19.7 — 19.7

State 24903 4207 401 296.1

Federal 1346 6.0 7.2 26.8

Other 27.7 3.1 21.9 52.7

Research & Development Funds (mil. &) 5/ 139,3 —11/ —11/ 139,3

All Funds: Cash Outlay (mil. §) &/ 528,0 9446 7540 697.6

Aive. Tuition per Student Credit Houx(SCH) ($) 7/ 20.8 11,9 35.8 21,1

Ave, Student Aid per SCH (§) 8/ 3.3 1ed 7.4 3¢5

Ave, SCH per Full-Time Equivalent(FIE) Faculty 9/ 550 610 na, NeBs

cgl



Table 15 (cont'd)

Public Public All
Four-Year Two=iear Private Ingtitutions
Ave, FIE Faculty Compensation (197071 §) 10/ 15,600 12,900 NeBe n.a,

n.a, indicates "not available”

Includes the opportunity cost to students as well as actual cash outlays.

Students cash outlay is defined as gross tuition and fees mimug all student aid funds from state and
federal sources.

Receipts of tultion and fees as recorded by the institutions in their financial reports.

Includes grants to both instituiiions and students,

Includes the overhead portion which is usually placed in the "general fund" portion of financial
reports,

Ingtractional plus researoh and development cash outlay costs; note that auriliary funds, vhich include
such things as food service and doxmitory costs, are not included,

Gross tuition and fees divided by total student credit hours (SCEH).

Total student aid funds from stete and federal sources divided by total student credit hours (SCH),
See Tables 16 and 17 for more detail,

See Tables 18 and 19 for more detail,

11/ These figures are probably positive but extremely small relative to the research and development

funds awarded to thespudlis:fotiwyear institutions, The figures are assumed to be zero throughout
the analysis which follows.

e

Elskiek & Rk

Sources: Audited finaneial reports for 1969-70,
Institutional Budget Requisis for FPiscal Year 1971-72, Bureau of the Budget, State of Michigan.
Higher Education Gemsral Information Survey data,
Student aid data is from ippendix D,

<8l
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Note that the portion of the funde represented by cash outlays, which
receives nearly all the attention, is approximately $700 million, only

about 38 percent of the total coat to society.

Tuition charges and student aid awaxrds

The pattern of average tuition per student credit hour (SCH) is
conaslsgtent with prior expectations—~—the public two-year colleges are
charging the least while the private colleges have the highest fees
with the public four—year institutions falling between the other two.
But note that the distribution of student aid funds tends to reduce
thege differences., Whereas the "before student aid" tuition per SCH
at public two-year colleges is $9 less than that charged by public
four~year institutions and $24 less than the tuition of private col-
leges, the differences drop to $7 and $18, respectively, when student
aid awarde are considered. Similarly, private institutions charge
tuitions which exceed those in the public four-year sector by $15 per
SCH, but the differential decreases to $11 when student aid is taken
into account. Obviously, comparisons of student charges which ignore
the ability of the institution and its students to attract outside
financial aid may lead to incorrect conclusions with respect to student
costs. It is important to remember that the above figures are averages
and not actual charges or awards. An institution may, and often does,
choose to charge certain groups, such as graduate students and ocut—of-
state students, more than others and to concentrate the available

student aid among the lower—income students.
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Student credit hours per headcount student

The SCH is often a useful standard of comparison across institu-
tions, as is evident in cur discussion of tuition rates and student
aid, We will continmue to use it in several different contexts, so it
is important that we explore the link between headcount enrollment and
the production of SCH., A full-time undergraduate student is usually
asgumed to enroll for 31 (semester) SCH in a two—-semester academic
year and a graduate student for 24 SCH. Dividing the total mumber of
SCH by the appropriate one of the above factors yields a quantity
defined as "full=time equiwvalent" (FTE) enrollment. Headcount enroll-
ment will usually exceed FTE enrollment due to the presence of part-
time students, but the reverse does ococur in some institutions where
nearly all of the studenta are full-time and heavy coursework loads
are common,

Records for 1969~70 in Michigan higher education reveal a varied
pattern of enrollmaht.1 The part-time student is an important factor
in public commnity colleges, where only 1900 SCH were produced per
100 students enrolled in the fall term, Attrition following the fall
term, of course, is partly responsible for the difference between 1900
SCH and the 3100 SCH defined as a full-time load for one academic year.
In the public four-year sector the comparable figure for undexrgraduates
was 2960 and for graduates 1880 SCH, It is clear that there are fewer

part-time students at the undergradunate level in public four-yeaxr

1All SCH figures are gemester credit hours; quarter credit hours
were multiplied by .666667 to convert them to a semester basis. The
SCH figures are from Institutional Budget Requests for Figcal Year
1971-72, Bureau of the Budget, State of Michigan. The headcount fi
ures are from the Higher Education General Information Survey(miﬂlsg—
for Fall 1969, Higher Education Planning and Coordination Sexrvices,
State of Michigan.
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institutions, The small difference between the observed figure of
2960 SCH and 3100 could easily be explained by attrition following the
fall term, i.e,, the typical undergraduate student is probably carry-
ing a full=time load of 15=~16 credit hours per term, Ko data wexre
available on SCH produced in private institutions. 8Since these insti-
tutions resemble those in the public four-year sector more than those
in the public two~year sector, it will be assumed that the average

undergraduate enrolls for 30 SCH and the average graduate for 19 SCH,

Student-faculty ratios

The ratios of SCH to FTE faculty reported in TPable 15 are summary
figures which will be used as benchmarks in subseguent analysis. In
this narrow sense, the two figures (550 SCH per FTE faculty in the
public four—year institutions and 610 in the public {wo-year sector)
provide an adequate base for all of the analysis in Chapters VI and
VIiI. However, there is a great deal of variation in student-faculty
ratios among institutions and programs. More detailed data are pre-
gented in Tables 18 and 17 which have impoxrtant policy implications if
partioular programs or types of institutions are expected to expand
or contract at a disproportionate rate.

Turning firast to the public two-year colleges, the four program
areas delineated in Table 16 are specified by the Michigan Bureau of
the Budget, and it seems reascnable to asgpume that their definition
is quite consistent in all of the institutions. The smalleat size
category contains 10 colleges which produce about 8 percent of the SCH,
the middle category contains 15 Znetitutions producing approximately

46 percent of the SCH, and the largest size category involves #



Table 16

Student Credit Hours per Full-Time Equivalent Faculty by Program and Size of Imstitution in Michigan
Public Two-Year Colleges, 1969=T0, 1970=71

Size of Programs All Credit
Institution Liberal Arts Buginess Yoc=-Tech Health Courses
{Student Credit Hou.rs) I
0=-29,999

1969=70 565 423 419 302 493
(66) (106) (141) (139) (30)
1970=71 952 421 423 362 491
(81) (175) (120) (125) (24)
50,000-164,999
1969=T0 602 613 514 288 517
(66) (163) (215) (155) (55)
1970-71 605 617 530 322 574
(78) (132) (145) (162) (54)
165,000 and Over
1969=T70 T76 T47 685 257 726
(14) (56) (92) (75) (56)
1970-T1 187 795 644 430 734
(=) (=) (143) (252) (63)

L8t



Table 16 (cont'd)

Size of Programs All Credit
Institution Liberal Arts Business Yoc~Tech Health Coursges
[Student Credit Hours) A
All Institutions
1969-70 644 636 567 346 610
(96) (165) (191) (150) (94)
1970=T1 656 651 562 352 612
(108) (168) (159) (186) (102)

The figures within parentheses are the standard deviations associated with the mean figure immediately
above them, The standard deviations are computed from institutional averages, not from data for indivie
dual faculty,

Source: Institutional Budget Requesis for Fiseal Year 1971-72, Bureau of the Budget, State of Michigan,
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Table 17

Student Credit Hours per Full-Time Equivalent Faculty by Program and Undergraduate~Graduate Composition
of Institution in Michigan Public FourweYear Colleges, 1970=T1

Percentage of Graduate Studenis in the Institution ‘Headcount! All
Programs 0=12.4 12,5=24.9 25,0 and Over Institutions
Arts & Sciences 663 658 607 631
(70) (25) (36) (47)
Edueation 564 630 581 602
(137) (107) (79) (102)
Business 698 677 132.. T10
(134) (62) (147) (125)
Engineering 393 340 298 331
(34) (one institution) (36) (56)
Buman Medicine - - 201 201
(81) (81)
Other Graduate - 289 414 402
& First Prof, (one institution) (129) (128)
Other 456 415 282 214
(59) (one institution) (59) (80)
All Credit Courses 589 637 497 590
(60) (42) (61) (84)

The figures within parentheses are the standard deviations associated with the mean figure immediately
above them, The standard deviations are computed from institutional averages, not from data for indivie
dual facultyo

681
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Table 17 (cont'd)

Source: Institutional Budget Requests for Fiscal Year 1971-72, Bureau
of the Budget, State of Michigan.
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colleges producing about 46 percent of the SCH.

Despite the aggregate nature of the data, several conclusions
about the student=faculty ratio in public two=year colleges seem war—
ranted. Larger institutions tend to exhibit larger student-faculty
ratios, but the magnitude of the difference varies a great deal among
programs, Considering all credit courses, large institutions produce
about 49 percent more SCH per FTE faculty than the small inatitutions.
At least part of the reason for the relatively constant student-faculty
ratio in the health programs probably lies in the control which the
health professions exert over the instruction of prospective profes-—
sionals. JFocusing on programs for a moment, the averages for all in-
stitutions indicate that an FI'E faculty member in liberal axrts or
business is likely to produce about 14 percent mere SCH than his coun-
terpart in health, but the difference varies a great deal by size of
institution. Except in small institutions, the production of SCH per
FPE faculty in the liberal arts is essentially identical to that in
the business progran.

Shifting to the public four-year sector and Table 17, one would
ordinarily assume that the addition of an undergraduate—graduate dis-—
tinction would imply that the analysis of student-faculty ratios must
now contain three dimensions in order to be consistent with the pre-~
vious discussion. The three dimensions would recognize differences in
Programs, size, and undergraduate-—-graduate mix, However, in the case
of Michigan the size of the student body in public four-year institu-—
tions is so highly correlated with undergraduate~graduate mix that it
is impossible to ascertain their separate effects without a much moxre

detailed and sophisticated analysis than is developed in this
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chapter.2 The dimensions which will be used in the presentation of
the data are percentage of graduate students and program categories;
the reader should recall, however, that the former grouping could also
be regarded as essentially a size classifica.tion.3
The figures in Table 17 must be interpreted even more cautiously
than those presented for the public two=year institutions. In this

case the 1969~T70 data were so incomplete as to be useless, leaving

2If one groups the institutions, using fall 1970 headcount
enrollment figures, into three aize groupings of 0-14,999, 15,000-
29,999, and 30,000 and over by total enrollment and then repeats the
grouping using a criteria of 0-~12.4, 12,5~24.9, and 25,0 and over per—
cent graduate students, he obtaina identical groups with a single ex-
ception. The exception is Oakland Univeraity which is in the 0=14,999
size class, but in the 12.5-24.9 percent graduate student category;
this unique case is probably partly explained by noting that until very
recently Oakland University was a branch campus of Michigan State Uni-
verpity, an institution falling in the largest size class and the
greatest percentage of graduate students category.

3There are many possible reasons for the linkage between size
and graduate study. One is that the difference between undergraduate
and graduate tuition is not large enough to reflect the actual differ-
ences in costs; one way the necessary reascurces for a graduate program
can be obtained is by attaining sufficient size in the undergraduate
program to attain economies of scale go that revemues per undergraduate
comparable to those of dther institutions will yield a surplus, Simi~
larly, if state appropriations are made without a realistic differential
Ior undergraduate and graduate students, realizing economies of scale
in the undergraduate program is a conceivable method of freeing re-~
souxrces for the more expensive graduate program. Another posaible
cause for the observed relationghip is that the presence of graduate
students creates, nearly by definition, a pool of relatively inexpen-
sive potential instructors of undergraduates. A large undergraduate
student body is therefore complementary to a large number of graduate
students—the undergraduates receive instruction, the graduates earn
enough to support themselves, and the institution lowers per student
costs in the undergraduate program. One more reason, which does not
exhaust the possgibilities, is that graduate education is specialized
education which requires a specialized faculty (even within depart-
ments). Such a faculty can be attained over time only with increases
in the pize of the faculty which can be justified only by increases
in the number of students.
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only one get of observations, Another difficulty is that the public
four-year institutions submit thelr budget requests to the State of
Michigan using colleges, as defined by each institution, as the most
detailed breakdown. There is a great deal of variation in the size

and composition of the college-~units; the author has attempted to be
careful and consistent in the necessary decisions leading to the pro-
grams presented in Table 17, but many problems remain, most of which

are insurmountable given the present data base. Finally, note that

the pexrcent of graduate students refers to the compogition of the entire
ingtitution, not to each program.

Remembering the problems Jjust noted and observing that large
standard deviations are associated with the student-~faoculty ratios,
only a few generalizations seem warranted. The business curriculum
consistently shows a high student-faculty ratio; engineering, medicine,
and the graduate and first professional programs isolated am a group
are characterized by a low ratio, There is no clear tendency for the
student=faculty ratio to rise or fall when size and percentage of
graduate students increase simultaneously. A hypothesis that increa~
sing the percentage of graduate students in the arts and sciences,
education, or business has less of a tendency to decrease the over-all
student-faculty ratio than does an increase in some other program
would be consistent with this data, but not necessarily true.

No data on SCH and FTE faculty in the private sector exist which

are comparable to those available for public institutions.
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Faculty compensation
The situation with respect to faculty compensation is much like

that of student—faoulty ratios, The two gurmary figures in Table 15
can be appreciated only in the context of the more detailed data in
Tables 18 and 19, whose format is analogous to that in Tables 16 and 17.
The compensation figures do include fringe henefits.

Even a guick glance at the astandard deviations of the figures
for the public two~year sector in Table 18 should provide sufficient
evidence to indicate that differences in faculty compensation must be
analyzed with extxeme caution, i.,e., in moat cases the differences
could easily be explained merely by random variation in the data rather
than by underlying causal relationships., However, there does appear
to be a consistent tendency for the institutions in the smallest grou=-
ping to have a lower rate of compensation and for vocational-technical
faculty to receive a higher-than-average compensation while health~
related faculty receive a lower-than-average compensation.

One of the problems associated with using institutional averages
is vividly illustrated in Table 18 in the "165,000 and Over" clasa of
Ingtitutions., Note that the mean compensation appears to have fallen
in both the liberal arts and vocational-technical programs from 1969-
70 to 1970-71l. A check of the components showed that the drop occurred
in one college, Macomb, where both the liberal arts and vocational-—
technical faculties expanded a great deal, 20 and 43 pexrcent, respec-
tively. Although one cannot be sure without more detailed data, the
apparent reason:for the decrease in average compensation is that a
great many new people were added at salaries lower than the 1969-70

average——which is not unmusual since most colleges reward experienced



Table 18

Mean Full-Time Equivalent Faculty Compensation by Program and Size of Ingstitution in Michigan Public Two=
Year Colleges, 1969=70, 1970=71

Size of Programs All Credit
Institution Liberal Arts Business Voc«~Tech Health Courses
(Student Credit Hours) D _— —— ——
0-29,999

1969=T0 10,860 9,140 10,200 8,710 10,350
(1,940) (1,840) (1,580) (640) (1,690)
1970=T1 11,090 10,590 11,450 9,540 10.950
(1,190) (1,430) (1,860) (980) (1,200)
30,000~164,999

1969=70 12,170 12,560 14,040 11,670 12,400
(1,182) (2,080) (3,730) (1,390) (1,360)
1970-T1 13,030 13,100 14,810 12,610 13,260
(1,380) (1,510) (2,880) (1,400) (1,420)

165,000 and Over
1969=70 13,099 11,110 14,350 11,890 13,020
(530) (2,450) (2,520) (2,440) (260)
1970=T1 12,882 12,940 13,130 13,590 12,960
(992) (21290) (560) (3,230) (460)

G6L



Table 18 (conttd)

Size of Programs All Credit
Ingtitution Libernl Arts Business Voc=Tech Heaith Courses

(Student Credit Hours)

All Ingtitutions

1969-T0 12,450 11,590 13,650 114290 12,450
(1y250) (2,460) (34250)-= (2,050) (1,340)
1970=T1 12,760 12,740 13,720 12,370 12,900
(1,350) (1,970) (2,480) (2,280) (1,350)

The figures within parentheses are the standard deviations associated with the mean figure immediately
above them. The standard deviations are computed from institutional averages, not from data for indivie
dual faculty,

Source: Institutional Budget Requesrts for Fiscal Year 1971-72, Bureau of the Budget, State of Michigan,
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Table 19

Mean Full-Time Equivalent Faculty Compensation by Program and Undergraduate-Graduate Composition of
Institution in Michigan Public FowsYear Colleges, 1970=T1

Programs

Arts & Sciences
Education
Buginess
Engineering
Buman Medicine
Other Graduate
& First Prof,

Other

A1l Credit Courses

Percentage of (;raduate Students in the Institution (Headcount)

0-12.4 12,524, 25,0 and Over

12,810 14,550 15,710
(1,970) (310) (1,680)
12,740 14,660 15,200
(670) (210) (1,220)
13,020 15,270 18,340
(2,690) (650) (2,640)
14,020 16,400 18,310
(2,580) (one institution) (610)
- - 21,100
(820)

- 14,510 19,960
(one institution) (4,080)
13,210 15,180 15,990=
(1,870) (130) (1,740)
13,220 14,660 16,760
(1,980) (220) (1,410)

A1l
Institutions

14,940
(1,740)

14,750
(1,080)

15,970
(3,090)

16,750
(2,600)

21,100
(20)

19,470
(4,200)

15,700
(1,720)

15,640
(1,900)

The figures within parentheses are the standard deviations associated with the mean figure immediately
above them, The standard deviations are computed from institutional averages, not from data for indivie

dual faculty.

L6t



198

Table 19 (cont'd)

Source: Institutional Budget Requests for Fiscal Year 197172, Bureau
of the Budget, State of Michigan.
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instructors with higher msalaries. Those faculty members who taught at
Macomb College in both 1969~70 and 1970-71 almost certainly enjoyed an
increase in compensation,

A very clear pattern emerges in the case of faculty compensation
in the public four-year institutions, presented in Table 19. Those
institutions which contain a greater percentage of graduate students
(or, alternatively, have a larger student body) tend to provide a
higher level of faculty compensation; this is true in every program
identified., The faculty in those graduate and first professional pro-—
grams isolated in this presentation receive the highest mean compensa-
tion., Arts and sciences and education faculty tend to receive the
lowest compensation, regardless of the composition of the student body.
The clear implication, of course, is that those faculty responsible
for graduate instruction tend to be paid more than those engaged total-
ly or primarily in undergraduate instruction; the data, however, are
not sufficiently detailed to unequivocably confirm this hypothesis.

Data on faculty compensation in the private sector are not avai-
lable, as was the camse for SCH and ¥TE faculty figures, The procedure
used to estimate faculty costs in this case (outlined at a later
point) is very similar to that used to approximate nonfaculty expenses

in each sector, to which we now turn,

Nonfaculty inputs and expenditures

The nonfaculty component of expenditures in the general fund
budget will be estimated in the following mammer. First, it is assumed
that increases in the physical amount of nonfaculty resources required

will be directly proportional to the increases in number of student
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credit hours produced. For example, the requirement for administrators,
maintenance personnel, secretaries, paper, computer time, and s=o on
will increase by ten percent if the number of student credit hours
produced goes up by ten percent. Second, the price of these nonfacul-
ty goods and services will increase relative to the general price le-~
vel at a rate consistent with recent trends. The price index used is

a modification of one developed and presented by June O'Neill in

Reasource Use in Higherx Education.4 QO'*Neill has combined various ine

dexes which seem to be reasonable proxies for the resources used in
higher education. The result, as she makes explicit in her presenta-
tion, iz a very rough index whose potential biases are both negative
and positive, with no clear indication of what the net bias might be.
For ouxr purposes of obtaining an approximate estimate of future finan-
cial requirements the index appears to be adequate, although its limi-
tations should be kept in mind as the results are interpreted. The
indexes developed by O0'Neill are presented in Table 20, The figures
in Table 21 are a modification of the indexes in Table 20, having been
deflated by the consumer price index so as to yield an index of real
costs for these inputs.

The data presented in Table 21 indicate that in the gixteen-year
period from 1951-52 to 1967-68 the prices, in constant-value dollars,
of all inputs increased at an annual rate of 2.33 percent per year and
nonfaculty unit costs rose 1.32 percent per year. Thus, nonfaculty
components have been a smaller factor than faculty inputs in the rise

in the real unit costs of higher education.

4June O'Neill, Resource Use in Higher Education: Trends in Out-—
puts and Inputs, 1930-to 1231 (Berkeley, Cal.: Carnegie Commission on

Higher Education, 1971), Table B-1, p. 81.



Table 20

Deflator for Instructional Operating Expenditures for Colleges and Universities and Component Indexes,
Setected Years, 1951-52 Through 1967~68 (1957-59 = 100)

Academic Nonfuculty Components Faculty Overall
lear Salaries Supplies & Services Aggregate Salaries Index
195152 4.5 88.9 81.8 7.5 80.0
195354 81.9 90.6 86,3 83,6 85,2
195556 89,2 95.9 92.6 87,2 90.3
1957-58 975 9%.7 98,6 97.4 98,1
1959=60 106.6 100.8 103.6 108.9 105.9
196162 114.8 102,2 108.4 121.0 113.8
1963=64 123,2 101.8 112,3 133.9 121,6
1965~66 133.4 105.1 119.0 151.8 133,1
1966-67 140,6 | 107.6 123,8 161.7 140.1
1967-68 150,0 109.9 129,6 173.5 148.5

Source: June 0'Neill, Resource Use in Higher Education: Trends in Outputs and Inputs, 1930 to 196
(Berkeley, Cal,: Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 1971), Table B-1, p. 81,
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Table 21

Indexes Deflated by the Consumer Price Level for Imstructional Operating Expenditures for Colleges and
Universities, and Component Indexes, Selected Years 1951-52 Through 1967-68 (195759 = 100)

Academic Nonfaculty Components Faculty Overall
Year Salaries Sipplies & Services Aggmesate Salaries Index_
1951-52 82,4 98.2 90.4 85,6= 88.4
1953-54 87.9 97.2 92,6 89.7 9.4
1955=56 95.6 102,.8 99.2 93.5 96.8
1957=58 99.5 101.7 100.6 99.4 100,1
1959-60 105.0 99.3 102.1 107.3 104.3
1961=-62 110,2 98.1 104.0 116, 1 109.2
1963=64 115.5 95.4 105,2 125.5 114.0
1965-66 121.4 95.6 108,3 138.1 121.1
196667 124.3 95.1 109.5 143,0 123.9
1967~68 129.0 94.5 111.4 149.,2 127.7

Source: The figures in Table 20 wer> deflated by the consumer price index in order to obtain the figures
in Table 21.

c0c
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An examination of institutional budget regquests, andited financial
reports, and Higher Education General Information Survey forms yielded
the following estimates of the total general fund, faculty, and non-
faculty components for each sector (millions): public four-year,
$400.3, $157.2 and $243.1; public two-year, $94.6, $44.8 and $49.8;
private, $75, $32 and $43.

Turning to the matter of faculty compensation in the private
sector, future requirements for faculty compensation will be based on
two varying assumptions: 1) changes in student enrollment will be ac-
compantediby an assumed proportionate change in the number of faoculty
and 2) average faculty compensation will increase by an assumed percen—
tage, Note that this approach does not require knowledge of present
student-faculty ratios and faculty compensation, but only of the total

budget for faculty salaries in some base period, i.e., $32 million in

1969-70,

Incidence of costs

Since such a large proportion of the total coat is the opportu-—
nity coast of the students, it is not surprising to obsetrve in Table 15
that students bear the major share, 77 percent, of the total financial
burden of college inatruction. This is often not realized or remem—
bered due to the general emphasis on cash outlay costs, to which stu-
dents contribute 29 percent of the total. At this point two conclusions
with important policy implications are already clear: 1) statements
such as "gtudents pay for only one-third of the cost of their college
education” are false and misleadinéh—they actually bear over three-

fourths of the burden, and 2) educational alternatives which reduce
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the time required for an education have great potential as a means of
reducing the cost of higher education. The figures on opportunity
cont, i.e., foregone earnings, are, of course, estimates which are sub-
ject to dispute, These estimates assume that the earnings foregone
by a typical student are equal to the average gross weekly earnings in
private nonagricultural industry, with downward adjustments for summer
earnings, part—time students, and labor force participation rates
(including male~female differences). The detalls are presented in
Appendix IEj; this procedure ylields estimates which are probably slightly
higher than thoge of T.W. Schultz but markedly lower than those of
Howard R. Bowen.5

Agide from students, the state governmment is the other main con-
tributor to instructional costs, appropriating $296 million which is
17 percent of total costs and 53 percent of cash outlays. Most of the
research and development funds, $94 million or 67 percent, oxriginate

with the federal government.

Summary

Given a forecast of enrollments, the above information provides
a bagis for computing a rough estimate of the operating funds required
for Michigan higher education, with the exception of the auxilliary

activities (primarily houesing and food services) budget. After first

5See Theodore W. Schultz, Investment in Human Capital (N.Y.: The
Free Press, 1971), pp. 82-90.
Howard R. Bowen, "Tuitions and Student Loans in the Finance of

Higher Education,™ in The Economicgs and Financing of Higher Education
in the United States, a Compendium of Papers pubmitted to the Joint
Economic Committee, Congress of the United States (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969), p. 619, especially footnote 1.
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converting the headcount enrollment figures to SCH, the required number
of faculty and total faculty compensation are calculated. The remain-
der of the budget, except for research and development monies, is also
based on the enrollment estimate but no particular gquantities or prices
are identified. The estimate can be modified to reflect alternative
policies concerning changes in the student-—faculty ratio, faculty
compensation, mix of imstitutions with respect to size, relative pro-
gram emphasis, and many other factors. In the next sectlion this frame-
work will be used to evaluate the fimancial consequences of alternative

proposals for the financing of higher education,
Financial Implications Of Alternative Financing Proposals

The interesting possibilities are so mumerous that choosing a
few cases for discussion is difficult. A virtuzlly limitless number
of variations exist in both the public policy and private demand dimen-—
sions, to say nothing of their possible interactionas. In this section
we will focus on six alternative projections which shed light on some
of the more important policy avermues. In the next chapter, presenting
the author's "conclusions and recommendations,"™ two additional projec—

tiona will be considered——making a total of eight.

Interpretation of concepts

The six gets of projections are presented in Table 22, accompa-~
nied by the 1969~70 figures used as a base year. Note that all figures
are in terms of constant 1972-73 dollars. Using constant value dollars

facilitates comparisons over time, but actual expenditures and growth

rates in the future muat, of course, be greater by a factor sufficient



Table 22

The Financial Implications for Michigan Higher Education of Alternative Financing Proposals
(1972=73 dollars)

Current Patterns- Current Patterns-
Base Curtailed Grad. Enroll, Pregent Enroll., Trends

| (1969-70) 72=73 75=16 80=81  72=13 15-16 8081
Instructio;i} Costs by Source (mil $)

Tota 1913 2222 2576 2906 2262 2651 3014
Cash Outlay 624 725 854 997 T4T 888 1038
Studentsl/
Total: ” 14711 1709 1972 2200 1733 2023 2278
Cash Outlay-/ 182 212 250 291 218 260 302
Gross Tuition & Fees 218 254 297 348 260 307 359
Governmenta 383 446 52 612 460 547 640
Local 22 28 33 38 28 35 43
State 331 385 455 529 399 474 551
Federal 30 33 37 45 33 38 46
Other 59 67 19 94 69 81 96
Ave, Tuition per Student Credit Hou:(SCH):Tcta.l(S)-A'-/ 23,6 25 26 29 25 26 30
Public FoureYear 23,2 24 26 29 25 27 30
Public Two~Year 13,3 14 15 17 14 15 17
Private 40,0 43 45 50 43 45 50
Ave, Student Aid per SCH: Total (§)&/ 3.9 4.1 42 4.8 40 41 47
Public Four=Year 307 309 4.0 4.6 3.8 3.9 404
Public Two-Year 1.6 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.7 1.7 2.1
Private 8.3 8,5 8,7 10.3 8.6 8.9 10,8
General Fund: Total (3)5/ 624 725 854 997 747 888 1038
Public Four-Year 434 496 582 681 516 606 696
Public Two-¥ear 106 133 160 182 135 170 208

Private 84 9% 112 134 96 112 134

902



Table 22 (cont'd)

Current Patterns= Current Patterns~

Bage Curtailed Grad, Enroll, Present Enroll, Trends

(1969=70) 7273 1516 80-81 T=T5  75=16 80=81
Restricted Fund: Total {(mil 3)1/ 179 184 197 221 190 213 260
All Funds: Total (mil 3)9/ 803 909 1051 1218 937 1101 1298
Public Four-Year 605 670 768 888 696 808 941
Public Two=Year 109 137 165 188 139 175 215
Private 89 102 118 142 102 118 142
Headcount Enrollment: Total (1000's) 374 420 465 484 427 482 512
Public Four-Year 208 227 250 263 232 257 269
Public Two-Year 115 138 155 157 140 165 179

Private 51 55 60 64 55 60 64
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Table 22 (cont'd)

Increagse Student-Faculty Faculty Salaries Increase Full-Cost Tuition

_Ratio by 5 Percent By gﬁ !in place of 2.2&! & Vouchers
72-73  75=76 80-81 12=75 75=76 80-81 72=T5 75=16 80-81

Instructio : Costs (mil §)

Tot 2237 2558 2885 2212 2550 2844 2517 2717 3102
Cash Outlay 710 836 976 715 828 935 763 904 1054
Studentsl/
Total 5 1793 1966 2194 1705 1964 2180 1804 2113 2396
Cash Outlay-/ 276 244 285 208 242 271 250 300 348
Gross Tzi%}on & Fees 248 291 342 250 289 328 691 819 953
Government 437 514 600 440 509 517 446 525 612
Local 27 32 37 27 32 35 _— = e
State 378 445 518 381 440 497 413 488 567
Federal 32 37 45 32 3T 45 3 37T 45
Other 57 76 N 67 1 87 6T 719 9%
Tuition per SCH: Total (3)4/ 24 25 29 24 25 28 64 68 176
Public Four-Year 24 25 29 24 25 28 1 82 92
Public Two=-Year 14 15 16 14 15 16 AT 51 57
Private iy 44 50 42 44 A7 42 AT 55
Stud. Aid per SCH: Total (3)5/ 4.1 4.2 A8 4.1 4.2 4,8 41 43 48
Public Four-¥Year 3,9 4,0 4.6 349 4,0 446 41 43 50
Public Two=Year 1.7 1.7 2,0 1.7 1.7 2.0 45 47 51
Private 8.5 BeT 10,3 8.5 8.7 10.3 36 37 40
General Fund: Total (mil 8)§/ T10 836 976 715 828 935 763 904 1054
Public Four-Year 486 571 667 490 565 640 527 607 670
Public Two=-Year 130 156 178 130 154 169 139 172 202
Private 94 109 131 95 109 126 91 125 182

Restr, Fund: Total (mil §)L 184 197 221 184 197 221 184 197 221
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Table 22 (cont'd)

Increase Student-Faculty Faculty Salaries Increase Full=Cost Tuition
Ratio by 5 Percent By % (in place of §.ﬁ[ & Vouchers
T2=15  T15=T6  80=-81 72=75  T15-76  80-81 T2=73 15=16 80-81

All Funds: Potal (mil 3)5/ 894 . 1033~ 1197 899 1025 1156 947 1101 1275
Public Four-Year 660 757 874 664 751 847 701 793 877
Public Two=Year 134 161 184 134 159 175 143 177 208
Private 100 115 139 101 115 134 103 131 190

Hdent. Enroll.: Total (1000's) 420 465 484 420 465 484 438 494 525
Public Four-Year 227 250 263 227 250 263 23T 260 264
Public Two-Year 138 155 157 138 155 157 145 167 114
Private 55 60 64 55 60 64 56 67 87

602



Table 22 (cont'd)
Increased Federal Aid
In Exist Pattern
=13 15=16  80-81

Instructiong] Costs (mil §)

Total: 2222 2576 2906
Cash Cutlay 725 854 997
Studentﬁl/
Total: 1677 1864 2035
Cash Outlay 180 142 126
Gross Tuition & Fees 243 272 311
Government 478 633 T17
Local 27 32 25
State 33 424 486
Federal 78 177 256
Other 67 19 94
Tuition per SCH: Total (3)5/ 23 24 26
Public FourwYear 23 24 27
Public Two-Year k.| 14 16
Private 39 39 Y|
Stud, Aid.per SCH: Total (8)5/ 6o 1 1 16
Public Four-Year 7.5 13 18
Public Two-Year 2.8 He9 8.2
Private 1 18 24
General Fund: Total (mil s)é/ 725 854 997
Public Four-Year 496 582 681
Public Two-Year 133 160 182
Private 96 112 134

Restr, Fund: Total {mil 3)1/ 201 270 336

oiL2



Table 22 (cont'd)

Increased Federal Aid

.In Existing Pattern
72=75  T5=76  80-81

All Funds: Total (mil 3)9/ 926 1124 1333
Public Four-Year 684 822 971
Public Two-Year 136 168 194
Private 106 134 168

Hdent, Enroll,: Total (1000's) 420 465 484
Public Four-Year 227 250 263
Public Two=Year 138 155 157
Private 55 60 64

Lie
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Table 22 (cont'd)

J/Includes the oprortunity cost to students as well as actual cash
outlays.

g/Cash outlay is defined as gross tuition and fees minus all atudent
aid fundzs from state and federal sources.

i/includes grants to both institutions and students.
AjGross tuition and fees divided by total student credit hours.

E/éotal astudent aid funds from state and federal sources divided by
total student credit hours.

é/Does not include the overhead portion of research and development
funds, which is usually placed in this fund.

I/Includes the overhead portion which is usually placed in the '"general
fund" portion of financial reports. In accordance with usual prac-
tice, federal student financial aid funds administered by the colleges
are included as paxrt of restricted funds; since a portion of these
funds are used by students to pay tuition, the addition of the general
and restricted fund figures involves an element of double-—counting.

gyéeneral Plus restricted funds; note that auxiliary funds, which in-
clude such things as food service and dormitory costs, are not in-
cluded. _—
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to neutralize the impact of inflation. Before examining the projec-—
tions in some detail, let us first briefly examine some of the items
in the table for their meaning and significance. Most are largely or
completely self-explanatory, but a few probably warrant special com-
ment.

Understanding the distinction between the different concepts of
student costs lies at the core of this analysis., The item "gross tui=
tion & fees" is the familiar entry denoting the amount which students
muet pay to the college in order to partiéipate in the instructional
program. Many students, of course, receive financial aid originating
from state and federal sources; reflecting this, "cash outlay"” is de-
fined as gross tuition and fees minus all student aid funds from state
and federal sources. ﬁ0wever, the cash outlay costs of attending col-
lege are not the only costs bormne by students=~they forego substantial
earnings, as pointed out earlier in this chapter., The "total" costs
of students include this opportunity cost as well as actual cash out-
lays, ‘Note that none of these cost concepts includes the living, i.e.,
room and board, expenses of students. In this analyais we are concen—
trating on the change in the level and incidence of costs as a result
of shifts in public policy. Since people must sustain themselves re-—
gardless of their status, living expenses are not a cost of higher
gducation. This, of course, in no way negates the argument that living
coste should be a factor in the determination of aid to low-—income
students.

Understanding the above distinctions is a necessary, but not
sufficient, condition for kmowing the significance of the measures.

The leverage of students (and/oxr their parents, in many cases) on the
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institution is best represented by gross tuition and feesj one might
expect that when this item is a largexr proportion of an institution's
budget that such a college must be more conscious of catering to the
perceived needs of students and their parents, oxr risk severe financial
pressure as a result of defections., Cash outlay costs reveal the ad-
ditional cash expenses which students must cover from their private
sources as a result of their decision to attend college, Although
both of the above concepts are often used, relative to the general fund,
as measures of the studentsa' share of costs, neither is appropriate.
In agsessing the incidence of costs of higher education it is impor-
tant that the measures be based on the total costs of students, i.e.,
opportunity costs should be included.

The remaining dimensions in Table 22 and their implications are
self-evident, or will become so as the financing alternatives are dis-—

cugged,

Policy assumptions

The first set of projections, éntitled "current (financing)
ratterngs—wcurtailed graduate enrollments," is an extension of current
policies in conginction with the lower of the two projections of gra-
duate enrollment derived in Chapter IV. At the undergraduate level
the students are distributed in accord with the '"uniform stabilization"
policy (see Chapter IV), so that public four-year and public two-year
institutions each experience relatively stable undergraduate enroll-
ments in the 1976-88 period. Each scurce of instructional funds cone
tributes the pame percentage to the cash outlays instructional budget

in each sector as it did in the base period, with the exception of
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student aid awards which grow 4 percent per year-—a rate comparable to
the poténbial growth in the real gross national product (GNP)., Funds
for research and development increase at a rate of only 2 percent per
year, a pace actually faster than recent growth but consistent with
the sluggish expansion assumed for graduate enrollments., Other key
policy factors are no change in student-faculty ratios, a 3.5 percent
anmaal increase in faculty compensation, a 1.32 percent annual increase
in the unit cost of non~faculty inputs, and a continuation of the pre=
sent differential rate of aid awards per undergraduate student in each
of the three sectors. In summary, this first projection is an exten~
sion of present policies in conjunction with a rather coneerxrvative
forecast of enrolliments.

In the second set of projections, "current (financial) patterns—
pregent enrollment trends,”™ nearly all policy parameters are identical
to those in the first set, but these policies are applied to a larger
enroliment base, the present policies projections presented in Chapter
IV. The only policy change is an increase from 2 to 4 percent in the
annual rate of increase in funds for research and development. which
is probably a necessary condition if graduate enrollments are to grow
at bthe planned pace, Thus, this set of projections is also designed
to illustrate the future impacts of a continuation of present policies
but with a less congervative forecast of enroliments than was used in
the first set.

Two of the remaining four altermatives in Table 22 alsoc depict
rather minor policy changes from the framework outlined under'"cur-
rent patterns——curtailed graduate enrollments.'" The two are designated

as "increase student-—faculty ratio by 5 percent" and "faculty salaries
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increase by 2 percent (in place of 3.5 percent);" they entail exactly
what their titles imply. All other factors are identical to those in
the first projection. Although simple in conception, these two varia-
bles are always central in any discussion of possible economies in the
educational process.

The "full=cost tuition & wvouchers" peplicy is a much more drama~
tic shift away from present practices and consequently requires more
changes in the basic model, which we continue to represent by the
"eurrent patterns=-—curtailed graduate enrollment" program., The fol~-
lowing framework 1s baged on the recommendations contained in the final
report of the Wisconsin Governor's Commission on Educationj; thus, the
plan is well beyond the "pipe-dream" phase, despite its more radical
ben.t.6 The essence of the voucher policy is quite simple. Instead of
giving funds to public colleges and universities, the state awards the
funds directly to students admitted to any institution of highex edu-
cation, glving priority to students from low=income families, In or—

der to continue to pay for instructional inputs in the absence of a
state ambeidy, mmblic institntione «will £ind it nococcory o roic
their tuition charges., In this specific case total grants to astudents
from state sources will equal the sum of the state and local appropri-
ations to institutions and also the state student aid grants in the
basic model, ji.e., $413, $488 and $567 million in 1972=73, 1975-76
and 1980-81, respectively, A flat grant of $500 per FTE student is
awarded to all undergraduates in 1972-73 (increased to $535 in 1975-76

and $600 in 1980-81). The Wisconsin commission recommends that

6Goveznor's Commisaion on Education, A Forward Look: Final Re—
port, State of Wisconsin, November 1970, pp. 41-51, D1=D3,



217

professional and graduate students from Wisconsin be awarded grants
covering the full cost of their education (including a maintenance,
or living, allowance) inttheir second and third years of post-bacca-
laureate atudy.7 The twin factors of residency and year of study,
plus the near——if not complete—&impossibility of isolating graduate
student costs from the other teaching and research endeavors, make it
extremely difficult to ascertain the impact of this reccocmmendation.
Based on estimates that the relative SCH=FTE faculty ratio for under—
graduates is 1.5 that of graduate students while graduate level faculty
receive compensation 1.5 times that of undergraduate teachers, it is
reasoned that the average graduate SCH is 2.25 times as costly as its
undergraduate counterpart; including a maintenance allowance of $1750,
the full-cost grant ie calculated to be $5410, §5530 and $5470 in
1972=T73, 1975«~76 and 1980-81, respectively. Finally, it is assumed
that one~third of the graduate students will be eligible for the grants.
The state funds which remain after the flat grants have been
allocated to both undergraduate and graduate students would be avai-~
lable for suvpplemehital grants to low—income gstudenta. In thia parti-
cular case the remaining amounts would be $168, $189 and $204 million
in 1972-73, 1975=76 and 1980-81. The assumption as to which students
receive aid is crucial to the analysis of the impact of vouchers on
the different sectors of higher education. Students in two-year col-
leges presently tend to come from low-income families relative to

other students,s and it appears that these colleges would continue to

Tibid., p. 49.

8Ca:rnegie Commission on Higher Education, The Open~Door Colleges:

Policies for Community Colleges (N.Y.: McGraw~Hill Book Company, 1970),
especially p. 5.
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be cheapszr than public four-year institutions and more accessible than
private colleges aftexr the initiation of wouchers. For these reasons,
in the analysis of this policy option it is assumed that the average
aid per SCH (or FFE student) in the public two-year sector is twice
the supplementary aid per SCH in the public four-year and private in-
stitutions.

Finally, the combination of full-cost tuition and vouchers will
undoubtedly affect student enroliment. Fewer upper—income young people
are likely to attend because of higher tuition charges (Bee Chapter V)
while more lower-income youth would be encouraged to enroll because of
greater student aid awards; the net effect is impossible to foretell.
The Wisconsin Commission estimated that undergraduate enrollments
would exceed present trend levels by 3.1 percent, which is what will
be used here.9 The other modifications in the "current patterns——cur~
tailed graduate enrollment" enrollments are 1) a faster rate of under—
graduate growth, 6 percent per year, in the private sector and 2) under—
graduate enrollments in the public sector are divided between two-year
and fourwyear instltutions on the basis of the present policies pro-
jection (this':change places a heavier emphasis on the two-year insti-
tutiong~~see Chapter IV). The reasons for these changes will become
clear when we examine the shifts in student coats which will take
place.

The last Bet of projections, "increased federal aid in exiating
pattern,” represents a policy of increased federal aid to students

along lines of existing programs but with an additional "cost of

9Governor's Commission on Education, op. cit., r. D2.
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education" institutional grant awarded to institutions in direct pro-
portion to the aid received by students. As before, the base from
which we begin is the first projection, "current patterns——curtailed
graduate enrollment." The commitment of the federal governmment grows
over time, being 10, 20 and 25 percent ($73, $171 and $249 million)
of the general fund budget in 1972-73, 197576 and 1980-81, respective-
1y (in addition %o other minor outlays); two-thirds of the funds are
awarded to students while the remaining one-~third is given directly to
institutions for general instructional purposes. These proportions
are items which would be negotiated in the political process; the Car-—
negie Commission on Higher Education recommended a formila which showed
institutional aid of 28 percent in 1970-71, 38 percent in 1976-77, and
42 percent by 1979-80.10 The non=federal aid components of the genexral
fund budget retain the same relative importance which now exists, e.g.,
the ratio of total tultion receipts to state appropriations remains
the same.

We will now compare the implications of the above policies for

. oy £
the important perties concermed with Michicoonm hisher cducoticon.

—— -

Policy implications

The results, displayed in Table 22, clearly indicate that there
will be a continued expansion of the financial requirements of higher
education under a wide variety of policies. This is true regardless

of whether a measure of total costs or of cash wutlays is used. There

100arnegie Commission on Higher Education, Quality and Equalitys:
Revised Recommendations-——New Levels of Federal Responsibility for

Higher Education {New York, N.Y.: McGraw-Hill, 1970), pp. 32=33,
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is a significant change from the 1960's, however, in that the rate of
increase appears likely to slow to an average of about 3-4 percent per
year in the 1970's. Since the long-term growth in real GNP is usually
agsumed to be about 4 percent per year, the resources neceasary for
higher education could be made available without an important shift in
priorities-=as reflected in the share of the GNP devoted to higher
education, The most important factor behind this turn of: events is
the anticipated slow~down in enrollment growth as the last of the
"baby-=boom" generation completes college. Because this slow=down is
gtill unfolding, we can expect the financizl requirements to grow more
than 4 percent in each of the next few years but significantly leas
than 4 percent in the late 1970's.

The easing of the financial crunch will be especially marked if
the rate of increase in faculty salaries diminishes just as the growth
in enrollments moderates, There is some reason to believe this will
occur; the market for those with graduate degrees is presently dew
pressed, and a stabilization of undergraduate enrollments should con-
tinue to dampen demand. In the 1970%'s and early 1980's colleges and
universities may find themselves in a buyer®s market as they hire
faculty. The movement towards collective bargaining among faculty is,
of course, designed to couhberact such a tendency, and unionization
would undoubtedly be stimulated by a trend towards lower increases.
The net effect of these cross-currents is impossible to predict. But
it is important to note that decreasing the amnual rate of increase
of real compensation by 1.5 percentage points (from 3.5 to 2.0) re-
sults in savings of $26 million in 1975=76 and $62 million in 1980-81,

3 and 6 percent of cash outlay costs, respectively.
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Increasing the student~faculty ratio is usually the othexr "eco-
nomy" move (in addition to lower faculty salaries) considered at the
start of any budget processa, Changes in the ratio may oconsist of
larger numbers of students in each class while faculty teach no addi-
tional classes, a larger nmumber of classes of a constant size taught
by each faculty member, oxr some combination of the two. This model
indicates that a policy of increasing the student-faculty ratio by 5
percent reduces eash outlay costs for instifiction by 2.1 percent, all
other things remaining constant.

The students will continue to bear most of the costs. Total
students costs are about 76-77 percent of total costs in all cases
except that of "increased federal aid in existing pattern" where the
student share drops to 70 pexrcent by 1980~81, Average figures, how-
ever, become very misleading as student aid becomes a significant
factor, i.e., many students receive aid and thus pay less than the
average while othexrs who do not receive aid pay more than the average.
This will become clear when tuition and student aid figures are consi-
dered explicitly. The total cash outlay of studenta for instruation
is not as useful as some of the other figures for analytic purposes,
and we will merely note that it rises in all casea except that of
"increased federal aid in existing pattern.”

The data on gross tuition and fees are very important; as noted
above these funds are the most concrete form of leverage held by astu—
dents and their parents. Gross tuition and fees account for 35 per-—
cent of institutional receipts for instructional purposes in the base
period, and this pattern is maintained in four of the six sets of

projections, The direct grants to institutions under a policy of
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"increaged federal aid in existing pattern" result in somewhat lesas
dependence on tuition charges, so that these fall to 31 percent of the
instructional budget by 1980-81., The really dramatic change occurs in
the case of the "full-cost tuition and wouchers" policy. Fully 90
percent of instructional funds are now channeled through students.
This reflects one of the central concerns of the proponents of vouchers,
that institutions muat respond to the deaires of students and their
parents if they are to receive any financial support for instructional
purposes,

State appropriations for instructional costs, 86 percent of go-
vernmental funds in 1969-70, continue to dominate other levels of
government in each of the policy alternatives examined. The most
significant shift in pattern takes place with the "increase federal
aid"ooption, in which the federal government assumes approximately
25 percent of the general fund obligations in 1980-81-=which enables
the state to gain some relief, By 1980-81 the federal share of govern-
mental funds has risen to 33 percent while the state portion has
dropped to 63 percent, although the latter increases from $373 million
to $486 million from 1972=73 to 1980-81., The other change in pattern,
lesas significant in:monetary terms, is the atate takeover of the tocal
support of the community colleges under a "full~cost tuition and vou-
chexrs" policy. Suchra takeover is not inherent in such a policy but
is consigtent with the ideal of directing funds to students instead
of institutions.

Few people pay a great deal of attention to the above factors.
Most are concerned with the level of tuition per student or SCH, the

"cost" of college which seems to be the most obvious. The projections
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in Table 22 indicate that if present policies are retained tuition will
continue to rise., The rate of increase will be approximately 2-3 per-
cent per year—tending to be less if faculty compensation rises at a
slower rate in the future but greater in the public four-year sector

if graduate student enrollments were to resume a more rapid rate of
growth., The relative levels of tuition in the three sectors would be
expected to remain gquite constant in the 1970's if present policies
were extended.

Tuition charges in the public sector would jump to over three
times their present level under a policy of "fullw~dost tuition and
vouchers." A full-time student without aid in 1975=76 would be paying
tuition of about $806 per year under present policies or $2542 per
year under the "full-dgoat tuition™ policy in the public four-year sec—
tor; in the public two-year sector the analogous figures are $465 and
$1581 per year., Since the private institutions do not receéeive any
state appropriations under present policies, the shift to a "full-cost
tuition” policy has little impact on their tuition charges; the small
increase is due to the assumption that enrollment in the private sec—
toxr would grow more rapidly due to higher costs in the public sector.
Tuition charges in both the public four-year and public two-year sec—
tors would rise above those in the private sector, thus moving the
latter from a position of being most expensive to one of being least
expensive., Such a change would obviously have tremendous implications
for where students would choose to "cash in" their vouchers. Much of
the higher cost in the public four-year sector is a result of the
greater emphasis on graduate education. One might expect that pubdblic

four-year institutions would charge undergraduates a tuition rate
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comparable to that in the other two sectors and raise graduate tuition
enough to cover the coat of the programs——probably most would fall be-
tween $100 and $200 per SCH but medicine and others would undoubtedly
be higher. It would appear that the first year of graduate or profes-—
sional school work in which & student would receive no state aid would
represent a considerable financial barrier.

Since present federal student aid programs have a relatively
greater impact on students enrolled in»private and public four-year
institutions, and the "cost of education" grant to the Iinstitution is
proportional to the student aid awards, the "increased federal aid in
exlsting pattern®'"policy has little impact on tuitions in the public
two=year colleges. Comparing this policy option with the usual base,
"current patterng--curtailed graduate enrollment," we find that private
institutions benefit the moati the federal institutional granta enable
them to hold their tuition charges to the 1969-70 level, or about $9
per SCH less than the base projection in 1980~81., Tuition in the
public four-year institutions is $2 per SCH less than the base in the
late 1970's, and that in the public two-year colleges is $1 per SCH
less in the same period,

Tuition charges, as was observed earlier in an examination of
the base data, can bermisleading when comparisons are made in the ab-
sence of student aid funds., Historically, the pattern of student aid
grants has tended to narrow the actual differences in costs bhetween
the three sectors. The four projections presenting variations of pre—~
sent policy continue to exhibit this pattern. As the growth rate of
enrollments slows, it is anticipated that the average student aid per

SCH will rise, but hardly enough to cause any noticeable changes in
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higher education (about $1 per SCH from 1969-70 to 1980-81). In 1980-
81 with present policies the tuition charges in the public two-year
sector will be about $12 less than those in the public four~year sector
and $33 less than the private gector; when student aid grants are sube
tracted from tuition charges, the respective differences fell %o about
$9 and $25. If the federal government was to increase aid as outlined
in the last projection, the "after student aid" differences would fall
to $1 per SCH hetween public four-year and public two-year institutions
and $9 per SCH between public two~year and private colleges., Quite
obviously, the present federal student aid programs are providing re~
latively more assistance to students entering institutions with higher
tuition charges and expanding them would further compress the actual
differences faced by students.

Once,again, the policy of '"full-cost tuition and vouchers" 1is in
a class all1 by itself. Reviewing briefly, all undergraduates would
receive a flat grant of about $550 per year, and all second and third
year post-baccalaureate students receive a flat grant of about $5500
each year. The remaining state funds are awarded as supnlemental
grants to low=income undergraduate students, who make up a larger pro-
portion of the student body in the public two~year colleges than else-
vhere. The resulting distribution of aid funds is not toco surprising,
given the above. The award per SCH is greatest in the public two-year
colleges due to the presence of low—income students, but the public
four~year sector is close behind in aid per SCH due to the large grants
to graduate students. The private sector drops from first in aid per
SCH under present policies to last under the voucher poliocy, but the

absolute amount of aid per SCH jumps substantially--by a factor of 4.
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Combining the tuition and student aid factors and using 1980-81
as an example, present policies imply that tuition charges minus student
aid awards on & per SCH basis will be $24, $15 and $40 in the public
four-year, public two-year and private sectors respectively., The com—
parable figures for the "full-cost tulition and vouchers'" policy, $42,
$6 and $15, reflect a dramatic shift. A combination of a very large
tuition increase accompanied by an even larger input of student aid re-—
sults in the average public two year student still paying the least per
SCH from his own funds for his college education, and less than half
wvhat he would expect to pay given a continuation of present policies,
In the case of students enrolled in private institutions, their tuition
would xise very little while the average student would receive much more
aid==giving a net coast of about 40 percent the expected net cost assu-
ming present policies continued. Since the total input of public money
is equal in both policies, it is not difficult to guess what happens to
per SCH net costs in the public four—-year sector-—they skyxrocket to
nearly twice their previous level. This means the average full-time
student in the public four-year sector would have a net tuition (mirus
aid) charge approximately seven times that of students in the public
two~-year colleges and three times that of those in the private sector.
Such a development would regult in a contraction of the public four—
year colleges, or at least a drastic reorganization--—and probably a
combination of both. It is well to remind ourselves once again that
when we apeak of the "average student,” we are dealing with the
atypical case. Most students will either get no supplementary aid
and pay the full tuition or will get an amount of aid which will more

than cover their tuition costs. Nevertheless, these tuition and aid
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figures do illustrate the constraints within which atudents and insti-
tutions will make their decisions.

The remaining financial figures in Table 22 show the impact of
the alternative policies on higher education budgets as measured by
the traditional general and restricted fund measures. While providing
a useful comparison for some purposes, especially that of showing the
relative size of the three sectors, little would be gained by a detailed
discugsion of these funds which has not been brought out earliexr. The
game remark applies to the enrollment data. One item which may warrant
special notice is that Increasing the rate of growth in research and
development funds by 2 percentage points, from 2 to 4 percent per year,
results in an additional $16 million and $39 million in 1975-=76 and
1980-81, respectively, being made available for such purposes in Mich-

igan higher education.
Summary

The financial requirements model developed and used in this chap-
ter focuses on the instructional and research components of higher
education., Student costs are commonly measured in at least four dif-
ferent ways——gross tuition and fees, tuition and fees net of student
aid, total education costs including opportunity costs, and total costs
including living costs. Understanding the importance and relevance of
each is central to the financing question. The significance of oppor—
tunity costs, 60 percent of total instructional costs in 1969~70, is
not commonly recognizedj; including these makes it clear that students
bear most of the cost of their educationiin both the private and pub-

1lic sectors and that reducing the time which students devote to higher
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education is potentially a very important means to reduce costs. In
addition to the rather detailed discussion of student costs, the pre-
sentation of background data gives special emphasis to pattermn of
variation in student—faculty ratics and faculty compensation.

The future impacts of six altermative policies are examined in
the main body of the chapter, There are strong indications that the
rate of increase in total financial reguirements in the remainder of
the 1970's will be quite comparable to the rate of growth in the eco-
nomy, as opposed to the 1960's when higher education consumed an ever
increasing fraction of the GNP, An examination of two of the most
common approaches to cost-cutting yields estimates that 1) increasing
the student=faculty ratio by 5 percent would reduce cash outlay costs
of instruction by 2.1 percent and 2) a decrease of 1.5 percentage
points (from 3.5 to 2.0 percent) in the annual growth of faculty com-
pensation would reduce cash outlay costs of instruction by 3 and 6
percent in 1975-76 and 1980-81, xespectively.

Students, aB a whole, are likely to continue to bear the great
majority (slightly over three-~quarters) of the costs associated with
their education, although rather massive amounts of student-aid would
reduce this slightly. If present policies are continued, tuition
charges will rise at a moderate but persistent rate of about 2=3 per—
cent per year., Adoption of a full-cost tuition and vouchers policy
would raigse tuition levels by more than a factor of three in the pub-
lic sector. Considering the vouchers as well as the tuition charges,
the average student in the public sector is likely to experience a
mach largex net charge while those in private institutions would have

much lower net costs; although still having the lowest net cost in
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terms of tuition minus the value of the woucher for the average student,
those in public two-year colleges gain less than those in the private
sector. Expansion:of existing federal student ald programs with the
addition of a "cost of education" grant directly to the institution
would benefit private institutions and their students mos$, public
two=year colleges and students least, with public four-year institu-
tions and students in an intermediate position.

Increasing the growth rate of research and development funds by
2 percentage points (aasuming 4 rather than 2 percent per year, both
of which are higher than recent rates) yields an extra $16 million in

1975=76 and $39 million in 1980-81 for these purposes.



Chapter VII

Conclusions and Recommendations

Up to this point the author has deliberately tried to minimize
the influence of his values on the analysis. The original chéice of
the problem and the dimensions {0 emphasize imply a set of values, of
course, in the sense that problem identification depends on an original
determination of "what ought to be" before one can say "what is" is
not "what ought to be." By and large, however, the problem of the
financing of higher education and the facets of the question examined
in this s$tudy have been debated by many people; this framework reflects
the mix of wvalues held by others in society at least as much as the
values of the author., The intent in previous chapters has been to out-
line the historical development of the values and institutions in U.S.
higher education, the views of those holding different positions, and
the links between such factors as population trends, economic growth,
tuition charges, enrollment, faculty compensation, and total financial
requirements. The reader should now be in a better position to choose
a policy consistent with his personal and state and national goals.

What follows is the auwthor's statement of his own position, with
recommendations for the future direction of policy. While not as ege
sential to understanding the discussion of higher education finance
as the preceeding material, it is hoped that this chapter will repre-
sent a specific, constructive addition to the continuing debate. The
comprehensive proposal represents an attempt to develop a system of
financial support which will extend the opportunity for a college edu—

cation to more citizens while strengthening the critical role of those
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in our institutions of higher education.

In the first section on '"goals, values and general principles"
the underlying beliefs upon which this recommendation is grounded are
made explicit, using the terms and framework of the material in Chap-
ter 111 on alternative philosophles of higher education. Specific
policy recommendations are presented in the second section, labeled
"a working plan.'" The third gection on "future financial implications"
is devoted to developing projections similar to those in Chapter VI,
baged on both a conservative and expansive set of enrollment assump-—

tions. Finally, a brief "summary" recounts the highlights.
Goals, Values And General Prinéiples

A viable philosophy of higher education must deal with and, I
would argue, reflect the very real tension which exists between educa-
tion's role as a gervice to the prevailing culture and as a stimulus
to change., Solutions which go to either extreme are dangerous, even

deadly, for both higher education and society. A society which does

not provide for itc ovm mechonioms o ticism and adjustment
will soon find itaelf stagnant and doomed to live with existing evils—
until its citizens in some manner revolt in hopes of creating something
better, But a college or university which takes partisan stands in

the political arena will soon find itself losing the very intellectual
legitimacy upon which its moral role originally depended and will
eventually lose its public support. Thus the tension is inevitable.
One can only hope that it will be creative and understood as such,
i.e., the individuals and institutions which have a vested interest in

the status quo cannot be expected to be happy about criticisms of their
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role or new technologies which destroy their comparative advantage,
but they can be expected to take the route of refutation through dia-
logue or research rather than through the destruction of higher educa~
tion=-=if they recognize highex education has a creative role which it

acts out for the benefit of all mankind.

Regearch program

Moving to & more specific level, the system of support for scien-—

tific and humanistic research which we now have and which is outlined

in Chaptexr I1I1 appears to be appropriate. Reviewing briefly, this en-
tails a determination by society of the total funds to be allocated to
scientific research, but the scientific commmnity has the major respon-—
gibility for making allocative decisions.

The present system of funding all technological research through
vested-interest groups, however, is akin to Russian roulette and is at
the root of many of the problems of higher education and society. It
would be fooligh to ignore the comments of those critics who point to
numerous examples of technological research being done in universities
without adequate attention to their effects outside of the end socught
by the funding agency, e.&., agriculturalists develop: machinery and
chemical products which lower private costs of production but largely
ignore the public and private problems associated with the displaced
labor, engineers perform large amounts of research on how %o improve
automobile transportation but little on mass transit, and economists
study how to increase GNP oblivious to the detrimental effects of
economic expansion.

An agency such as the Foundation for the Appraisal of Societal

Change (FASC) outlined in Chapter III is needed; one might say it
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allows society a peek into the chamber before a decision is made as
to pulling the technological trigger. As mentioned earlier, the FASC
would fund projects designed to evaluate the implications of both
exigting and proposed innovations, thus providing a counter-weight to
research directed at ends defined by existing vested interests. The
decision-making boards of the FASC should include a mix of scientists,
humanists, technologists, and political representatives—~—for all can
contribute to the assessment of what changes most need to be appraised.
The FASC would receive direct governmental appropriationz in a manner
analogous to the National Science Foundation (NSF), National Institutes
of Health (NIH), and so on. In view of the present interest in dis-
covering the environmental and social impacts of new developments,
there may be no need to take special measures to insure that the FASC
is adequately funded. However, if it seemed an appropriate method of
demonstrating the concerm that our technological research program maine
tain a better balance in the future, the enabling legislation could
contain a clause expresaing the intent of our lawmakers that FASC funds
should be equal to or greater than some percentage of the research and
development funds administered by action agehcies.

In addition to the direct impact it has through the sponsoring
of projects, the existence of the FASC might encourage other agencies
and researchers to investigate more fully the ramifications of their
research with their own funds, for few investigators like it to be
shown by othexrs that they ignored many of the most imporiant implica-
tions in their original work. It is also likely that if faoculty were
working on FASC~funded projects, they would be more conscious of the

broad implications of technology and moxre inclined to include these in
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the curriculum.

The influence of the FASC should not be one of consistently pro-
viding evidence for maintaining the status quo. The benefits of new
developments and the problems inherent in existing practices should
receive as much attention as the risks asgociated with change and the
advantages of present arrangements, The important point is that the
FASC be organized with the purpose of encouraging a more objective
appraisal of changes than is likely to be forthcoming from vested in-
terests, no matter what position they occupy in a liberal-—-conservative
spectrum,

Although encouraging, the present efforts of the NSF and the
Congress with respect to technology assessment do not preclude the
value of an agency such as the FASC. The NSF has been rather isolated
from political concerns, which is an asset in view of the major role itm
Plays in funding basic, scientific remearch but which is a liability
if analysis is to be relevant to policy. In addition, the NSF woxk
has tended to over—emphasize impacts on the physical environment rela-
tive to mocial concerns. The newly anthorized O0ffice of Tochnolosy
Assegsment, which will be responsible to the Congress, is likely to
devote most of ite energies to the investigation of problems with im-

1 The formation of the 0ffice appears to be

mediate political impact.
a response to Congressional concerns that members of Congress need
their own assessment, independent of that of the executive branch, on

such matters as the supersonic transport, anti-ballistic-migsgile

1U.S. Congress, "Technology Assessment Act of 1972," Public Law
92-484, 92nd Congress, H.R. 10243, October 13, 1972.
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syatem, and Alasgkan oil pipeline.2 Such an 0ffice will undoubtedly be
useful to the Congress, but an agency less dominated by political re-
presentatives and immediate problems is needed to serve the longer-run
interests of society.

Another jidea whose value is worth at least a trial is that of
giving to disadvantaged groups grants specifically for hiring the re-
gearch sexrvices of an institution of higher education. There is little
doubt that the disadvantaged have not recelved service comparable to
the powerful; researchers who have gone into poor communities under
the guise of wanting to "help" and who have then done nothing more than
interview people, often about personal matters, and then write a jour-
nal article or thesis have left a legacy of resentment and disillusion-
ment, If leaders Iin these communities wexe able to bargain with cols
leges and universities from a position not unlike that of federal agen-—
cies and priwate corporations, they would probably find themselves lig-—
tened to more closely——and hopefully both they and the researchers
would gain new insights. This is not a proposal to finance all of our
research dealing with the disadvantaged in +the above fashion, merely =2
suggestion that we explore in several trials s relationshiﬁ whose pa~

ternal and exploitive tendencies run counter to our past experience,

Instructional program

The instructional program should be financed from a variety of
gsources as is presently the case, both because a good instructional
Program produces a public good as well as a private good and because

of the freedom it gives to the institution. The federal governmahtb

2See "Pechnology Assessment (Cont.)," Scientific American, May,
1972, p. 48.
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should award grants based on enrollment to all recognized institutions
of higher education; this would be consistent with both of the above
principles. These grants should reflect the different costs at the
different levels of instruction and in different programs. The above
grants might be used to reduce support from other sources rather than
to increase the gquality of higher education by increasing the resources
per student. Some will object to this and urge the adoption of a pro-
vision penalizing any institution, and thus state, not maintaining
its own contribution; this argument should be rejected. A student
should not be penalized by receiving less federal supprort merely be-~
cause his atate of origin gives higher education a lower priority re-—
lative to other states. Following the recommended approach would leave
the primary burden for recognizing and rewarding quality where it now
lieg=——with federal programs in the case of most research and with state
and local governments and individuals in the case of instruction.

Not only should the faculty be free of the need to cater to ves-
ted interests, but so also should be the students. The present role
of higher education in screening and certifyving people for rather ape-
cific vocational and professional roles does appear destructive to a
spirit of free, intellectual inguiry. In addition, there is little
doubt that many faculty and administrators pay less heed to teaching
responsibilities than to research interests. One change which appears
appropriate is that of giving students increased opportunities to pass
courses and blocks of courses by exam for a fee which recognizes the
institutional savings in direct instructional costs. Another step with
Positive potential is freeing students from a spedified curriculum

except for a core in their major field of interest. Care must be taken
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to insure that the freedom is not abused by overzealous departments and
colleges which feel their students need a great many of their own course
offerings, e.g&., regulations limiting the credits required for a major
field—or even stronger acts—~—might be needed.

Measures such as those just mentioned would allow aistudent grea—
ter freedom to follow his own interests and enable students to avoid
poor instructors——either by not enrolling in their courses in any fash-—
ion or by taking them on an exam—only basis. Yet the institution
would not be solely subject to students! desires for much of their
funding would come from other sources, and departmente and colleges
would retain the right to require a given level of competence in a
specialty.3 The primary component which is sacrificed is that of xe-
quiring students to sample a wide variety of courses in order to acquire
a "liberal education." Although supportive of students who enroll
with such a goal, the authox is reluctant to force it upon others.

The arguments of Ashby and Dewey (cited in Chapter III) that any sub-
Ject is liberating, or humanizing, to the extent that it widens the
student®s knowledge of how his own interests and actions impact others
in society are persuasive. The author believes that every effort
should be made to insure that part of the competence reguired by de-
partments and colleges includes a knowledge of the broad impacts of

technology as outlined in the "critical of existing societal goals"

3If an institution would decide that it should increase its
flexibility to adapt to changing student desires, there are many things
it could do, such as require that vacated positions revert to a common
pool to be reallocated by the central adminigtration, reduce the pro-
portion of tenured to non-~tenured faculty, and give sabbaticals on a
preferential basis to those who use them as vehicles for shifts in
their areas of emphasis,
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gection of Chapter III; and he also feels that such an effort will
often create an urge within students to gain additional background in
the arts and humanities. However, without such internal motivation,
albeit originally stimulated by external sources in a rather conacious
fashion in many cases, students are unlikely {to learn much of lasting
value,

Serious congideration should be given to implementation of a
pass~fail system in which only those courses passed would be entered
on the gtudent's transcripts., The transcript, which would also carry
information as to any degree granted, would be the sole piéce of infor-
mation given to outside agencies by the institution--and this only at
the student's request. The student would be free, of course, to re~-
quest letters of recommendation from faculty as from others. These
steps would eliminate the fine gradations used by many employers, thus
forcing them to develop other measures. Much of the burden of cexrti-
fying people as qualified for specific roles might shift from indivi-
dual colleges and uvniversities to other institutions, and fewer stu-~
dents would attend merely to gain certification. On the other hand,
considerable significance would still be attached to which institution
a student attended, i.e., the initial entrance criteria would contimue
to play an important role in sifting and certification. Another pos-
sible outcome is that employers would shift their attention from gra-
dations in achievement (grade point averages) to differences in the
time required to achieve certification. The problems of how to identi-
fy expexrtise and who should discharge this function are complex, and

solutions are likely to consist of uneasy compromises.
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Regaxrdless of whether the specific measures noted above are en-
acted, two related concerns desexrve strong support in the author's opi-
nion., First, there should be a program of direct grants to financially
disadvantaged students in order to eliminate differential financial
barriers to higher education in so far as this is possible. Second,
institutional diversity should be encouraged so students and others
can find an environment suitable to their own interests,.:abilities,cand
ambitions, This implies that there will, and should, be differences
among institutions as to sources of funds and levels of funding per

student, faculty member, or any other input mezsure.

Concluding comment

Deciding upon a consistent set of goals and values is not an
eagy task, and conceptualizing an institutional framework to sustain
and encourage those goals may be even more difficult, This is espe-
cially true if one views higher education as having multiple roles,
including an obligation to criticize society and yet be of service to
many of societyt's felt needs. The thoughts in this section are the
reoult of the author®s grappliing with these issues; others will support
different goals and even alternative means for attaining identical goals.
The truly important point is that we reason carefully and be as expli-
cit as possible about our underlying beliefs. Only in this way will
we be able to understand and debate the full implications of specific

financing proposals, such as the one to which we now turn.
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A Woxrking Plan

A significant change, and expansion, in the federal role lies at
the heart of this proposal. One component is a system of federal aid
to all institutions designed to provide for approximately 25 percent
of cash outlay instiuctional costs by 1980-8l., This institutional aid
is to be based on a formula recognizaing the number, level, and field
of student credit hours (SCH) produced——but not including any other
factors such as the type of ingtitution or the cost of tuition. For
the first time the nation would recognize in accomprehensive fashion
the national benefits of higher educationi the federal presence, how-
ever, would be neutral as to types of institutions and sufficiently
limited Bo as to make fedexral domination of higher education unlikely.
Raising the federal contribution above 25 percent would increame the
influence of national interests relative to state, local, and private
concerng, while lowering it would have the opposite effect. The figure
of 25 percent reflects the author'’s judgment that such a commitment
would enhance the independence of most public institutions from state
dources but not in any way eliminate the gtate influence, especially
in the public four-year colleges; it also provides sighificant fiscal
relief to the private sector while leaving private sources in a clearly
dominant role. (These points will become clearer at a later point.)

Another facet of the federal involvement is a complete revamping
of the student aid program—-shifting from grants to institutions for
aid purposes to variable grants to students based on a formula, in-
cluding factors such as family income in recent years, family assets,

and the number of other children and their ages. Students should be
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made aware of the program late in their junior year and throughout their
genior year in high school; state departments of education, with their
existing connections to secondary schools, would thus be a logical
choice for the unit to publicize and administer the aid program. Since
their aid could easily be determined by applying the formula, students
in high school would have full kmnowledge of the federal aid they would
receive if and when they attended college and could plan accordingly-——
as could college officials who might wish to coffer supplements from
institutional funds. This program would almost certainly do more to
extend equal educational opportunity than the present mix described

and analyzed in Chapter V.

Finally, the federal government should also provide the necessary
guarantees 80 that all students would have access to loans. No subsidy
would be involved, merely a facilitating function to compensate for
the unique properties of human capital, A repayment schedule based on
a proportion of the students'! future incomes might be a useful but not
necessary alternative.

The above provisions are the major policy changes embodied in
this proposal. In the following paragraphs specific parameters will
be added to flesh out this skeleton. As was the practice in Chapter VI,
the "current (financial) patterns~-curtailed graduate enrollment" pow
licy asgumptions will serve as a bases everything not specifically men-—
tioned below is identical to the base conditions. Largely because of
the student aid program but also for purposes of analyzing the sensi-
tivity of other program parameters to enrollment changes, the proposed
pPolicy will be examined assuming two alternative conditions: a rela-

tively small student aid program and increase in enrollment, and a
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larger student zaid program with a substantial increment in total en=
rollment., The detailed policy assumptions will be dealt with in the
following order: (1) federal imstitutional aid, (2) non-federal insti-

tutional aid, and (3) student aid.

Federal institutional aid

Deriving an appropriate formumla for federal institutional aid
pregsents many difficulties. Different levels and programs of instruc-
tion have different costs, which it would seen appropriate to reflect
in the formula. On the other hand, a college or university eduecation
is probably bhest regarded as a Joint preduct arieing from many inter-
related processes which makes the allocation of costs meaningless and
arbitrary. In addition, as mare dimensions are included in the for-
mula, the regulatory problems become more severe; institutions have an
incentive to classify their students in the higher-paying categories,
and some agency must review existing practices to insure that all are
being treated equitably. The compromise adopted here is to recognize
three levels of instruction—lower division, upper division, and post-
baccalaureate—but no program distinctionsi a few of the latter might
well be included in the actual program. A comparison of the cosgt:data
for different levels and types of institutions in Chapter VI led to a
choice of an upper division and post-baccalaureate SCH being 1.75 and
2,9 times as costly to produce as a lower division SCH. Using the
base data indicated above and the goal of providing 25 percent of cash
outlay instructional costs by 1980-81 (with interim targets of about
10 and 20 percent in 1972-73 and 1975-T76, respectively), the aid for-

mila presented in Table 23 was derived.
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Table 23

Proposed Institutional Aid Pexr Student Credit Hour from Federal Sources,
1972-73, 1975~76, 1980-81 (1972 dollars)

Level of Student Credit Hour

Undergraduate Pogt=
Year Lower Division Upper Division Baccalaureate
1972=T5 $ 6.25 $10.94 $18.12
1975=76 12,50 21.88 36425
1980-81 15.60 27.30 45.24

Non-federal institutional aid

After determining the amount of institutional aid from federal
gsources, the next step is to choose policy parameters for the tradi-
tional sources of funds which are consistent with the change in federal
policy. In the public sector it is recommended that state officisals
chooge the following targets with regard to tultion: in the public
four~year mactor gross tuition and fees should continue to account for
30 percent of general fund receipts, but in the public two~year sector
an effort should be made to reduce gross tuition and fees from the
present 28 percent o about 25 percent of the generai fund vuaget in
order to lower the costs to students of attending community colleges.
Local governments should be encouraged to continue to provide 20 per—
cent of the general fund requirements of the public two-year colleges,

50 ag to preserve their influence on the program of these institutions.4

4Idea.lly, these local funds should be raised in such a way that
equal tax effort would result in equal revenue per person, i.e., the
state would play an equalizing role by subsidizing the tax yield in
poor districts and/or absorbing a portion of the receipts in the richer
districts. For a discussion of such a policy, see John E. Coons,
William H. Clune III and Stephen D. Sugarman, Private Wealth and Public
Education (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1970).
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We will assume that the non-student and nongovernmental funds will
continue to account for only a small percentage of the general fund bud-
gets in the publiec sector, 5 percent in the case of four-year institu-
tions and 3 percent in two~year colleges. Finally, the residual need
remaining in the public institutions after all of the above sources are
considered should continue to be met by the state government—--much as
it is now. We would expect this need to be about 40 percent and 25
percent of the general fund budgets of the public four-year and public
two-year sectors, respectively, by 1980-81, a considerable drop from
current patterns (see Table 15 in Chapter VI).

Institutions in the priwvate sector would receive funds based on
the formula in Table 23, but they would receive no other general fund
appropriations from public sources, In this case we first assume that
other non-tuition sources will fall as a percentage of general fund
ﬁeceipts from about 29 percent in 1969-70 to 20 percent in 1980-81.
This appears to be a conservative estimate of the funds available from
these scurces. Student tuition and fees are the logical choice for
the residual category. The expectation, under the proposed policy,
would be that these student charges would decline as a percentage of
general fund wreceipts from 70 percent in 1969-70 to 50~55 percent in
1980-81, reflecting the net impact of increased federal aid and a re-

lative decline in "other" sources.

Student aid
We now come to the student aid grants and the two variations men-
tioned earlier. In both cases student aid from state sources will to-

tal the same as in the base, current patterns—-—curtailed graduate
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enrollment, and will be awarded in the same pattern., The difference is
limited to federal student aid policles and the amsciated enrollment
projections.

In the first case federal student aid is assumed to be $41, $63
and $100 million in 1972-73, 1975=76 and 1980-8l, respectively, as com-
pared to $26 million in 1970-71 (all figures in 1972-73 dollars). In
a fashion similar, but not identical, to that of assigning the supple~
mental grants in the case of vouchers (see Chapter VI), we assume that
the most needy students will tend to continue to enroll in public two-
year colleges and the least needy in private institutions. As a result,
average aid per SCH in the public two~year and four-year institutions
is projected to be 1.8 and 1.4 times, respectively, that of avezrage
ald per SCH in the private sector. The public four-year colleges re=-
tain more of their attractiveness to low=income students under this
policy as compared to wvouchers becaugse their tuition costs do not rise
so mich, as we shall see later., Enrolilment is assumed identical to that
in the base projection, which may be an underestimate in view of the
aid funds being targeted more effectively on the needy.

In the gecond case the implications of an expanded student aid
Program accompanied by a large increase in enrollments are explored,
Pederal student aid is placed at $61, $113 and $200 million in 1972=73,
1975-76 and 198081, respectively. The distribution among sectors is
agssumed to follow the same proportions as outlined in the above para-
graph., Undergraduate enrollment exceeds the present policies projec—
tion by an amount equal to one-half the difference between the present
policies and equal educational opportunity policy projections (see

Chapter IV), The relatively lower tuition costs in the private sector
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due to the federal institutional aid program cause undergraduate enroll-
ments to grow at an estimated 5 percent per year; the remaindexr of the
undergraduate students are allocated within the public sactor using

the parameters outlined for the equal educational opportunity policy

in Chapter IV. Graduate enrollment is projected to increase at the

rate of the present policies projection rather than the "curtailed"

rate used in the basej as in Chapter VI, internal consistency is pre-
served by adopting a policy of a more rapid growth in research and de-
velppment funds, i.e., 4 percent per year in place of 2 percent per

year.

Concluding comments

In summary, the working plan consists of a federal formula for
institutional aid which recognizes the different costs associated with
different levels of instruction and a federzl student aid program tar-—
geted directly on students from low-income families., Other traditional
sources of funds behave much as they do now, with most of the financial
relief flowing from increased federal involvement accruing to the state
in the public sector and to students in the private sector. Since
enrollment projections are often imprecise even when done with care,
the proposed policy is examined under conditions of both a conservative
and a liberal forecast of enrollments, which allows us to determine
vwhat parameters and burdens are particularly sensitive to changes in
enrollment, In the next section these and other matters are presented

in detail,
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Future Financial Implications

The results of applying the financial requirements model to the
proposed policy are displayed in Table 24, accompanied by the results
for the other policies examined in Chapter VI in oxder to facilitate
comparisons. More detailad data pertaining toc the proposal and its
impact on each sector are presmented in Table 25 of this chaptexr; com—
parable details fox the 1969-70 base period are shown in Table 15 in
Chapter VI. Note that all figures are in terms of 1972-73% dollars, as
was the case in Chapter VI. Using constant value dollars facilitates
comparisons over time, but actual expenditures and growth rates in the
future must, of course, be greater by a factor sufficient to neutralize
the impact of inflation., In the following examination of these data
and their implications we will first consider the absolute magnitude
of the required resources, then look at the student aid program, and

lastly; explore the distribution of costs.

Magnitude of the required resources

The inerease in total instrnotional cogta in the coase of the
conservative enrollment projection ("curtailed enrollment" in Table 24)
is identical to that of the first, or base, projection since the enroll-
ments and other cost parameters are idenbtical., Assuming the liberzal,
or more expansive, enrollment projection raises total costs considera-
bly, $306 million in 1980-81 (of which $132 million is an increase in
cash outlay costs). But it is important to note that even in this most
extreme case, the rate of increase in financial requirements in the
second half of the 1970's is comparable to that of real GNP, i.e.,

about 4 percent per year, This is encouraging for it indicates that



Table 24

The Financial Implications for Michigan Higher Education of Alternative Financing Proposals, Including the
Author's Recommendations (1972~73 dollars)

Current Patterns- Current Patterng=-
Bage Curtailed Grad. Enrocll. Present Enroll. Trends

(1969=70) T2=T3 75=76 80-81  72-73 75-76 B0~81
Instructional Costs by Source (mil §) :

Potall 1913 2222 2576 2906 2262 2651 3014
Cash Outlay 624 725 854 997 T47 888 1038
Student§1/
Total X 1471 1709 1972 2200 1733 2023 2278
Cash Outlay-/ 182 212 250 291 218 260 302
Gross Tuition & Fees 218 254 297 248 260 3017 359
Governmental 383 446 525 612 460 547 640
Local 22 28 33 38 28 35 43
State 331 385 455 529 399 474 551
Federal 30 33 37 45 33 38 46
Other 59 67 19 94 69 81 96
Ave, Tuition per Student Credit Hour(SCH) :Total(S)i/ 23,6 25 26 29 25 26 30
Public Four-Year 23,2 24 26 29 25 27 30
Public Two-Year 13,3 14 15 17 14 15 17
Private 40.0 43 45 50 43 45 50
Ave, Student Aid per SCH: Total (8)5’/ 3,9 4.1 4.2 4.8 4,0 4.1 4.7
Public Four-Year 3.7 3.9 4.0 4.6 2.8 3,9 4.4
Public TwoeYear 1.6 1.7 1.7 2,0 1.7 1.7 2.1
Private 8.3 8.5 8,7 10.3 8.6 8,9 10.8
General Fund: Total (mil s)é/ 624 725 854 997 747 888 1038
Public FoureYear 434 496 582 681 516 606 696
Public Two-~Year 106 133 160 182 135 170 208

Private 84 96 112 134 96 112 134

ghe



Table 24 (cont'd)

Current Patterns= Current Patiermsg=
Bage Cuxtailed Grad. Enroll. Present Enroll. Trends
(1969-70) ~ 72=73 175-16 80-81 72=73 75-16 80=81

Restricted Fund: Total (mil 8)1/ 179 18 197 221 190 213 260
All Funds: Total (mil 3)9/ 803 909 1051 1218 937 1101 1298
Public Four-Year . 605 670 768 888 696 808 941
Public Two=Year 109 137 165 188 139 175 215
Private 89 102 118 142 102 118 142
Headcount Enrollment: Total (1000's) 374 420 465 484 427 482 512
Public Four-Year 208 227 250 263 232 257 269
Public Two~Year 15 138 155 157 140 165 179
Private 51 55 60 64 55 60 64
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Table 24 (cont'd)

Increase Student~Faculty [Faculty Salaries Increage Full-Cost Tuition
_Ratio by 5 Percent Iy g'é (in place of ﬁ.iﬁ! & Vouchers
72=73  75=T6 B80=81 T72-73  75=76 8081 72=73 75~76 80-81

Instructional Costs (mil §)

Totall 2207 2558 2885 2212 2550 2844 2317 2717 3102
Cash Outlay 10 836 976 715 828 935 763 904 1054
Students l/
Total 5 1703 1966 2194 1705 1964 2180 1804 2113 2396
Cash Outlay—/ 206 244 285 208 242 271 250 300 348
Gross Tuition & Fees 248 291 342 250 289 328 691 819 953
Governmenta 437 514 600 440 509 577 446 525 612
Local 27 32 37 27 32 35 — = e
State 378 445 518 381 440 497 413 488 567
Federal 32 37 45 32 37 45 3 37T 45
Other 67 78 91 67 17 87 67 19 94
Tuition per SCH: Total (3)5/ 24 25 29 24 25 28 64 68 76
Public FoureYear 24 25 29 24 25 28 7 82 92
Public Two=Year 14 15 16 14 15 16 47 51 57
Private 41 44 50 42 44 47 42 47 55
Stud, Aid per SCH: Total (s)i/ o1 4,2 4,8 4.1 4,2 4.8 41 43 48
Public Four-Year 3¢9 4,0 4,6 3.9 4.0 4.6 41 43 50
Public Two-Year 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.7 1.7 2,0 45 AT H1
Private 8,5 8,7 10,3 8.5 8.7 10,3 36 37 40
General Fund: Total (mil s)é/ 710 836 976 715 828 935 763 904 1054
Putlic Four~Year 486 571 667 490 565 640 527 607 670
Public Two-Year 130 156 178 130 154 169 139 172 202
Private 94 109 131 95 109 126 97 125 182

Restr. Fund: Total (mil 3)1/ 188 197 221 184= 197 221 184 197 221
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Table 24 (cont'd)

Increase Student-Faculty Faculty Salaries Increase Full-Cost Tuition

Batio by 5 Percent ‘ in-place of 3. & Vouchers

72=73 715~T6  80-81 12=75  T5=76  80-81 72=T3 75-76 80-81

A1l Funds: Total (mil $)§/ 894 1033 1197 899 1025 1156 947 1101 1275
Public Four-Year 660 757 874 664 751 847 701 793 877
Public Two=Year 134 161 184 134 159 175 143 177 208
Private 100 115 139 101 115 134 103 131 190
Hdent. Enroll,: Total (1000's) 420 465 484 420 465 484 438 494 525
Public Four~Year 227 250 263 227 250 263 237 260 264
Public Two-Year 138 155 157 138 155 157 145 167 174
Private 55 60 64 55 60 64 5 67 87
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Table 24 (cont'd)

Increased Federal Aid Recommended Policy
.An Existing Pattern Curtailed Enrollment anded Enrollment
12=73  75=T 80-81 72-T3  15~16 80-81 T2-13 T5=76 80-81
Instructional Costs (mil §)
Totall 2222 2576 2906 2222 2576 2906 2300 2781 3312
Cash Outlay 125 854 997 725 8% 997 %9 928 1129
Student%l/
Total 5 1677 1864 2035 1684 1915 2107 1719 2021 2327
Cash Outlay-/ 180 142 126 187 193 198 178 168 144
Gross Tuition & Fees 243 272 in 242 272 317 253 297 363
Governmentali? 478 633 1717 480 597 732 522 692 909
Local 27 32 35 27 532 36 28 37 49
State 315 424 486 326 311 344 338 320 349
Federal 78 177 256 127 254 352 156 335 511
Other 67 79 94 58 64 67 59 68 76
Tuition per SCH: Total (s)ﬁ/ 23 24 26 23 24 27 24 24 27
Public Four-Year 23 24 27 24 26 29 25 27 30
Public Two=Year 14 14 16 14 14 15 14 14 15
Private 39 39 41 36 33 37 36 33 37
Stud, Aid per SCH: Total (s)i/ 6.1 11 16 5¢3 6.9 10.1 7.0 10,5 16
Public Four-Year 75 13 18 4.5 5¢9 8.6 6,0 8.9 13
Public Two-Year 2.8 59 8.2 5¢6 7.8  12.1 8.1 13,1 22
Private 11 18 24 7.8 9.1 12,3 9,2 11,8 17
General Fund: Total (mil $}§/ 725 854 997 725 854 997 759 928 1129
Public Four-Year 496 582 681 496 H82 681 524 622 714
Public Two=Year 133 160 182 133 160 182 139 187 246
Private 96 112 134 96 112 134 g6 119 169

Restr, Fund: Total (mil $)1/ 201 270 336 15 165 182 162 182 222
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Table 24 (cont'd)

increased Federal Aid Recommended Policx
An E‘J:::i.:sﬂ:;gI Pattern Curtailed Enrollment Expanded Enrollment
T2=13  75=T 80=-81 T2=73  15=16 60-81 Te=73  75=16 80=81
A1l Funds: Total (mil S)é/ 926 1124 1333 851 1019 1179 921 1110 1351
Public Four-Year 684 822 971 652 747 863 686 804 936
Public Two-Year 136 168 194 133 160 182 139 187 246
Private 106 134 168 96 112 134 96 119 169
Hdent. Enroll.: Total (1000's) 420 465 484 420 465 484 435 508 568
Public Four-Year 227 250 263 227 250 263 235 263 275
Public Two-Year 138 155 157 138 155 157 145 181 212
Private 55 60 64 55 60 64 55 64 81
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Table 24 (cont'd)

Includes the opportunity cost to students as well as actual cash
outlays.

Cash outlay is defined as gross tuition and fees minus all student
aid funds from state and federal sources.

Includes grants to both institutions and studentse.
Gross tuition and fees divided by total student credit hours.

Total student aid funds from state and federal sources divided by
total student credit hours.

Does not include the overhead portion of research and development
funds, which is usually placed in this fund.

Includes the overhead portion which is usually placed in the
"general fund" portion of financial reports. In accordance with
usual practice, federal student financial aid funds administered
by the colleges are included ag part of restricted funds; since a
portion of these funds are used by students to pay tuition, the
addition of the general and restricted fund figures involves an
element of double-~counting.

General plus restricted funds; note that auxiliary funds, which
include such things as food service and dormitoxry costs, are not
included.
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the opportunity for higher education can be extended to an increasing
proportion of the next generation without a major re~ordering of socie-
ty's priorities, as was necessary in the 1960's when the "baby boom"
generation became of college age. As noted in Chapter VI, the slow-
down in the rate of increase will be especially significant if faculty
compensation ceases to rise at the pace of the 1960's, Both of the
projections for the proposed policy are based on a continuation of the
1960's trend, and may be generous in terms of faculty rewards.

In addition to total costs, we are also interested in the absolute
level of support from the various contributors. Comparing the base
period of 1969~70 with the proposed policy in Table 24, every source
except state government expands its commitment. State outlays remain
at approximately the same level throughout the 1970%'s, with some ten-—
dency for a slight decline in the first part of the decade followed by
a slow rise. This is in marked contrast to the other alternatives,
vhich imply a continued growth in state costs, Thus, federal inter-
vention along the recommended lines would give major fiscal relief to
the gtata,

The costs to the federal treasury are somewhat dependent on the
degree of expansion in enrollments due to the revamped and expanded
student aid program. Based on the assumptions of this analysis, rea-
sonable estimates of federal outlays in Michigan are $125=155 million
in the initial year (1972-73 in this case) and $350-510 million by
1980-81; these are about $100 million and $300-450 million more than
would be allocated for instructional ends with a continuation of pre-

sent policies.
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Local government obligations would expand in the future much as
they have in the recent past. These units would share in the increased
costs resulting from expanded enrollments, but their responsibility
would be in line with their present relative commitment. Students and
the federal and state governments would also be providing support for
increases in the size of the community college system.

Student costs, as measured by tuition levels (aid will . be consi-
dered in a moment), exhibit trends different from those of the other
policy alternatives., In the public four-year sector tuition charges
increase at a rate identical to that anticipated with a continuation
of present policies. The charges do not vary with the level of enroll-
ment since public appropriations alter in response to enrollment
changes; the slight increase in tuition in the public four-year sector
which occurs in response to the "expanded enrollment" assumption is a
result of an increase in the proportion of graduate students, whose
education is more costly than that of undergraduates. Student charges
in the public two-year colleges are essentially stable under the pro-
posed policy, while they would continue to increase under present poli-
cies, But the greatest amount of relief is found in the private sector.
The recommended policy would enable private institutions to decrease
immediately tuition slightly from present levels and to contimie a
slow downward trend into the mid-1970's, after which student charges
would resume their upward climb, Note, however, that although the de~
crease 1s of significant size it still leaves the private sector as the
most expensive source of higher education; this would be especially
true if graduate students in the public four—year sector pay a higher

tuition than undergraduates, so that the average figures in Table 24
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are an overstatement of undergraduate charges, In summary, tuition
charges under the proposed policy would increase in the public four-
year sector, remain stable in the public two=-year colleges, and fall
slightly in the private sector., Although the public two—year colleges
would continue to be the least expensive and private colleges the most
expensgive, the costs of both would decline relative to those of public
four-year institutions., These conclusions are strictly true only for
those students not receiving student aid, the topic to which we now

turn.

Student aid program

Both the level and the distribution of the aid are important con~
siderations, The decision as to level is easy to understand and its
implications are clear., Either of the two variations of the proposed
pelicy represent a significantly larger commitment to student aid than
would be expected from an extrapolation of current policies, On the
other hand, neither even approaches the scale of the grants under a
voucher scheme where essentially all public funds for instruction are
funneled through students. The distribution of student aid funds is a
more subtle question and one which is not understood by many. As was
mentioned earlier and is clearly shown in Table 24, present practices
tend to direct the aid towards students in private colleges to the
greatest degree, to those in public four-year colleges to a somewhat
lesger degree, and to community college students least of all——despite
the tendency for low-income students to be in attendance in the reverse
order. The recommended policy would match federal aid much more

closely with needy students, resulting in a much improved position for
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the low—income commmnity college student. If one subtracts the aid
figures from the tuition charges, the result shows that the student aid
program does not change the ranking of the sectors with regard to stu-
dent costs, private colleges being most expensive and public two-year
least expensive. Finally, it is well to remind ourselves that the state
student aid programs would continue to operate as they do now, giving
preference to a combination of academic ability and financial need
through the state scholarsghip program and to students in the priwvate

sector through the tuition grant program (see Chapter V).

Distribution of costs

Students continue, on the average, to pay the bulk of instruc-
tional coata, although the expanded federal student aid program tends
to reduce this percentage a few points from its present mid-~70's range.
This slight decrease seems appropriate, for the low-income students re-
ceiving the aid are not, and should not be, expected to pay as high a
rercentage of their costs as more well=to=do students. The average
is once again misleading, of course, The higher income students with
ne aid would probably be bearing close to 80 percent of the total costs
of their education, while the percentage would fall as the students?
available resources fell and the size of their aid increased. This
prroposal leaves the higher-income student in much the same poaition as
he currently occupies, and offers significant help to those from dis-
advantaged backgrounds. Implicit in this proposal and current policies
is an assumption that the well-to=do student is the major beneficilary
of hig education and he should bear most of the costs {over three-

fourths), but that significant public good is also derived from
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increasing the level of education which should be encouraged by public
funds=-~cspecially in the case of lower-income citizens. The bhelief

that greatexr public benefit accrues from the education of lower-income
people is based on a variety of assumptions, each of which is accepted
by some and rejected by others. Examples of such underlying assumptions
are: 1) the marginal utility of income is greater for low=income than
high-income people, so transfers result in a benefit to the former which
exceeds the cost to the latters; 2) higher income people are distressed
by the relative poverty of others, so a transfer yields a benefit to
both parties; 3) education is a human right, just as is legal Jjustice,
and the state has a responsibility to see that such rights are furnisghed
to those who could not otherwise afford them,

Students do not financially dominate the institutions of higher
education within the framework of this proposal, as they do in the con-
text of a voucher scheme. As a percentage of cash outlay costa for
instruction, their contribution in the form of tuition and fees is
about 32 percent—certainly enoughito enable appreciable leverage but
not anfficient +o drown ont other woicea. A maior theme rmming
throughout this study is the importance of the pattern of financial
support of higher education, with the author preferring pluralism ra—
ther than domination by any one influence. The proposed policy reflects
this concern; Pable 25 contains a more detailed examination of the re-
commended policy.,

The first thing to note is that the distribution of support dif-
fers by sector, reflecting a healthy diversity which has been charac-
teristic of United States higher education. On the other hand, no sec-

tor is completely dominated by a mingle source. Another important



Table 25

Detailed Financial Implications for Michigan Higher Education of the Recommended Policy
(millions of 1972-73 dollars)

Curtailed Enrollment Expanded Enrollment
Sector 1972~ 1 6 1980=-81 1972 1 6 1980=81

T g %‘ % 4 %:z '%"7}%' ‘wz's _H'
Public Four-Year: Tota 652 n.a. 747 n.a. 863 n.a. 686 n.a. 804 n.a, 936 Nea.
General Fund: Tota 1 496 100 582 100 681 100 524 100 622 100 714 100
Tuition: Total 148 30 174 30 203 30 157 30 188 30 214 30
Gross per S 2401 Nede 2507 N.2. 2809 o Y- 1% 24;9 N.2, 27.0 Nede 30-3 Nede

Net: Tota:f 120 (24) 134 (23) 143 (21) 119 (23) 126 (20) 121 (17)

Net pexr SC 19,5 n.a. 19.8 n,a, 20,4 n.a, 18.9 n.a. 18,1 m,a. 17.1 n.a,
Fedezz}ﬂ? 56 " 124 21 166 24 64 12 147 24 199 28
Stat 262 53 249 43 278 41 272 52 250 40 265 bYi
Other 30 6 25 6 34 5 31 6 37 6 36 5
Restricted Fund: Totali/ 156 100 165 100 182 100 162 100 182 100 222 100
Federal 105 68 112 68 123 68 110 68 123 68 151 68
State 14 9 14 9 16 9 14 9 16 9 19 9
Private 30 19 32 19 35 19 3 19 3% 19 42 19
Other 7 4 T 4 8 4 1 4 8 4 10 4
Public Two=Year: Total 133 Nea. 160 n,a. 182 n.a. 139 n.a. 187 n.a, 246 n,a,
General Fund: Total 133 100 160 100 182 100 139 100 187 100 246 100
Tuition: Total 36 27 40 25 46 25 38 27 47 25 62 25
Gross per S 14 n.a, 14 n.a. 15 n.a. 14 n.a, 14 n.a. 195 n.a,

Net: Totalg/ 21 (16) 17 (1) 10 (5) 16 (12) 2 (1) =25 —

Net per SC 8 n.a. 6 n.a. 3 n,a, 6 n.a. 0.6 n.z. =6 n.a.
Fedezz}&y 16 12 37 23 47 26 17 12 43 23 63 26
Stat 50 38 46 29 47 26 52 38 54 29 65 26
Local= 27 20 32 20 36 20 28 20 3T 20 49 20
Other 4 3 5 3 6 3 4 3 6 3 7 3

Restricted Fund: Total -— — — — — — -— - —— e — —
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Table 25 (cont'a)

Curtailed Enrollment Expanded Enrollment
Sector 1972~73 1975«76 1980=81 1972=73 1975=76 1980=-81
$ % $ % $ % 8 % $ 2 % %
Private: Total 96 1.3, 112- n.a. 1234 n.a. 96 n.a. 119 n,a, 169 n.a.
General Fund: Total 96 100 112 100 134 100 96 100 119 100 169 100
Tuition: Total 2,/ 58 60 58 52 68 51 58 60 62 52 87 5
Gross per SCH 36 ea. 33 MN.2, 37 n.a. 36 N.a. 32 n,.a, 31 n.a.
Net: Tota 46 (48) 42 (38) 45 (34) 43 (45) 40 (34) 48 (28)
Net pey SC 29 n,a, 24 n,a. 24 n,a, 27 n.a. 22 mn.a. 20 n.a,
Federal: 14 15 30 27 39 29 14 15 32 27 49 29
Private 18 19 18 16 20 15 18 19 19 16 25 15
Other 6 6 6 5 7 5 6 6 6 5 8 5
Restricted Fund: Total — —— — — — —_— — -_—

n.a. indicates "not applicable™

S

Does not include the overhead portion of research and development funds, which is usually placed in
this fund,

SCH refers to "student credit hour."

Net tuition is defined as gross tuition and fees minus all student aid funds from state and federal
S0UTCes,

Does not include grants made directly to students.

R R

Includes the overhead portion which is usually placed in the general fund,

L9c
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point concerning the general pattern is the high degree of stability

in the face of enrollment changes, i.e., this policy would share the
burden of unexpected, or expected, increases in enrollment among all of
the funding agents rather than placing the entire load on one or two
partic¢ipants.

The state continues to be the major supporter of public four-year
institutions, but part of its responsibility is gradually shifted to
the federal government. Student tuition charges continue to provide
30 percent of the general fund receipts, with only minor amounts coming
from sources other than these three. The instructional program of
these colleges would still be dependent on student and state support,
as is true now, but the federal government would also be expected to
have an influence in the form of criteria associated with its zid.

Public two~year colleges would receive major support from four
sources, one more than in either of the other two sectors., Receipts
from student tuition decline slightly, in relative terms,tto about 25
rercent of the general fund, in accord with the policy objectives of
keeping tuition charges low in this sector. Local sources continue to
provide 20 percent of the budget, which is also a "target" figure in
the proposed policy. As was true in the public four-year sector, the
major change i3 a shift of a portion of the state burden to the federal
government; by 1980-~81 each level of government contributes an equal
share, 26 percent of general fund monies. Thug, %to the degree that
budgets do reflect influence, these local colleges would find themselves
responding to the needs of their students and three levels of govern-
ment——local, state and federal. One would hope that the local compo-

nent would be sufficiently strong to produce in these institutions a
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respongiveness to local problems and people not normally expected or
found in the four-year colleges, public or private.

The private sector exhibits a distinctly different pattern, in
keeping with its important tradition of providing a home for endeavors
which may lack broad public support., The bulk of the funds would still
come from students and other private groups, e.g., 51 percent and 20
percent, respectively, in 1980~8l. This should, it is'.hoped, be suffi-
cient to insure that special interest groups now exerting a major in-
fluence on these institutions will continue to be the dominant force.
For example, religious groups would still have a special, close rela-
tionship with some institutions and those students loocking for a good
liberal arts education in a small college atmosphere would continue to
be able to find such an experience. The balance of the funds, 29 per-
cent in 1980-81, originate with the federal government. These federal
dollars will help to reduce the cost to special interest groups of
realizing their preference, but will undoubtedly caxrry restrictions
vhich will 1imit the recipients to some extent. Exactly how this trade-
off would be resolved is impossible to foresee. but the author hoves
it would be in the direction of continued, and even expanded, diversity
in private colleges due to relatively lower student costs (as compared

to other colleges in the system) and few federal restrictions.
Summary

The proposed policy for the financing of higher education strives
for a balance between providing a service to existing society and being
a stimilus for change. It would be incorrect to look upon the desired

neutrality as derived from a detachment from society. A more accurate
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view would be one of higher education as the focus of a variety of
forces, some strong and others weak, bub:none sufficiently powerful to
dictate policy. The situation is like that of a satellite in a sta-—
tionary orbit above a point on the earth's surface, whose apparent
gtability is the result of a carefully balanced set of forces.

BEach sector receives suppoxrt from a variety of sources, each
with its own viewpoint of the world and its problems. In addition,
and equally important, the pattern of financing differsifrom one sec—
tor to another. This plan would not destroy, but instead encourage,
diversity among our colleges and universities.

The federal government retains its central role in the promotion
of research and development and expands its commitment to instruction.
All federal student aid programs are combined into one grant program
which would focus on aiding low=income students directly, rather than
through the colleges. A non-subsidized loan program would be availa—
ble to all who required additional funds for their education. Insti-
tutions, both public and private, would receive aid on a formula basis
recognizing differences in levels—and possibly fieldg=—of instruction.

State and local governments would continue to have a major res-
pongibility for recognizing and supporting good instructional programs
in the public colleges. Their functions would change very little with
the adéption of the proposed policy, although the federal institutional
aid would provide a significant measure of fiscal relief to the state.

The bulk of the costs of instruction, 70 percent or more (in~
cluding opportunity costs), would be borne by students, just as they
are now, Students would be an important source of cash funds in all

sectora, but they--in combination with other private interests—would
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be most dominant in the private colleges. The private sector would
remain distinet in fts distribution of financial support, as well as
in other dimensions such as governance.

Students from higher~income families would find themselves facing
an array of tuition costs much like the present one, except for a
slight decline in the relative cost of public two=year and private
colleges. Low-income students would have an increased probability of

receiving aid and a great deal of latitude as to where they used it.



Chapter YIIT

Summary

The research on the financing of higher education which is the

basis for this report had three prime objectives:

1) Identify the relationships between the goals recommended for
higher education and the alternative methods of finance.

2) Develop a model which specifies in quantitative terms the
causal links between the physical variables of primary con-
cern.,

3) Evaluate several policy alternatives in order to assist
those who are making public policy decisions and to demon-—~
strate the use of the frameworks developed under objectives
1) and 2),

The major results of the analysis are summarized in this chapter.

American higher education must be understood in dynamie¢, rather

than static, terms. The firat institutions represented attempts to
copy linglish colleges. Education in this period was not to focus
narrowly on the intellect but on the whole person, which was accom—
plished best in residential colleges. The curriculum, consisting
primarily of the classical languages and literatures, was designed to
develop men who would preserve culture—-not reconstruct socciety. The
English~based model, although challenged, dominated the scene until
the Civil War, a period of approximately 200 years. The other impor-
tant foreign influence, the German university, rose in importance
throughout the 1800's, This model centered on a concept of the uni-
versity as a place where truth would be pursued through original sci-~

entifiec investigation by free agents.
266
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Neither the English nor German influence was transplanted with-
out change, however, Ideals distinctly American in their oxrigin
gained increasing importance in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
American higher education is more democratic, both in its large stu-
dent body from diverse backgrounds and its wide-ranging curriculum.

The American college or university is more dedicated to service to
gociety; those expecting, and often obtaining, service range from small
farmers to corporate heads, from county commissioners to the President.
In most cases the growth in the scope and magnitude of higher educa~-
tion in this country has come in response to external pressures from

a wide variety of sources, with little attention paid to broader is-
sues, The resulting lack of a comprehensive philosophy or understan-—
ding as to the proper role of higher education is at the root of the
present crisig in higher education, which encompasses financial con-
cerns as well as many other dimensions.

The main points of view differ in many respects, but disagree-—
menta related to the role of the higher education community as critics
of society appear to be at the core of mach of the eonflint. Many
people expect the colleges and universities to facilitate thecendea~-
vors of others, not criticize them. The important decisions concern-
ing the goals of education should be left to those with economic power,
political power, the faculty or students——depending on the values of
the particular writer. A different group maintains that a detached
pursuit of knowledge leads to the best formulation of problems and
gsolutions; they argue the aim of those in higher education should be
to insulate themselves as much as possible from the contemporary con-—

cerns of mankind. Others urge those in higher education to be active
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critics of society, maintaining a careful balance between responding
to the wishes of those served and simultaneously offering advice as
to alternative goals and means., Finally, there are those who believe
that the higher education community, both individuals and institutions,
ghould play a leading role in overthirowing existing centers of power.,
The importance of giving careful consideration to these differ-
ences in role orientation is that many organizational and financial
implications flow from each. Those who expect higher education to
agsume a passive role of responding to the needs of individuals and
other institutions tend to favor clearly defined, responsive lihkages
between higher education and those to be served. Such linkages insure
that a lack of responaiveness on the part of educational institutions
is met by a cut-off in support so gevere that the institutions must
adjust quickly if they are to survive. The people who prefer that
higher education maintain a detached perspective abhor linkages such
as the above; ideally, they favor sources of funds completely within
institutional control such as endowment fundas, but where this is im-
poasible they tend to favor a2 diverae set of gources co ne cne influ-
ence can dominate, Such diversity is also supported by those who
urge higher education to play a critical role, as a means of insuring
that higher education be relevant to current problems while limiting
the power of any mingle force to retaliate. Those who argue that
higher education serve a counter-culture find it difficult to identify
a viable aystem of finance, but they do condemn the use of funds from
established powers such as corporate business and many of the action

agencies within the federal government.,
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While essential, kmowledge of the relationships between the
goals of higher education and the alternaitve methods of finance is
not adequate for planning purposes, A framework, i.e., model, is
needed which allows decision makers to estimate the resource require-
ments of alternative goal (policy) choices.

Statistical analysis of aggregate undergraduate and graduate
(analyzed separately) enrollments in Michigan over the last two de-
cades indicates that changes are associated with variations in the
college-age population, number of people discharged from the Armed
Services, income, and unemployment. Projections based in part on the
statistically estimated parameters and in part on supplemehtary policy
agsumptions indicate that subgstantial differences in enrollment can
be expected as a result of variations in economic growth and higher
education policy. However, there is very strong evidence that the
growth in undergraduate, and to a large extent total, enrollments will
slow to a very small rate by the late 1970's,

Using the results of the analysis of aggregate undergraduate

- _— - pet4-a -

enrollmente pluc rch more deot
Yyears, 1965/66=70/71), the impacts of tuition and student aid variables
on enrollments were investigated. Increases in tuition at the public
four-year institutions did appear to have a negative impact on enroll-
ments; the evidence was inconclusive elsewhere, The two student aid
Programs administered by the State of Michigan, which both award

grants to students who then have considerable flexibility with regard
to their choice of college, did appear to be affecting enrollment
ratterns and possibly levels. There is very little evidence, however,

that federal student aid programs had an impact on enrollments. The
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federal funds are given to colleges which are responsible for selec-—
ting recipients, In the case of two universities it seems probable
that students receiving federal aid replace other students, with the
result that enrollment in each university is unaffected but total
enrollment in higher education may increase., This "bumping! may also
be occurring in other institutions; it was impossible to determine
the scale of such displacement with this analytic model:: Indithe au-~
thor's judgment, the analytic results imply that in many instances
financial aid officers in the colleges are primarily making awards to
students who would remain in attendance without benefit of such aid.
The final modeling effort regquired before policy alternatives
could be analyzed was the development of a rather simple framework
which énables estimates of future financial requirements to be compu-—
ted, assuming alternmative public policies and enrollments. After
first converting the headcount enrollment figures to student credit
hours, the regquired number of faculty and total faculty compensation

are calculated, The remainder of the budget, except for research and

particular quantities or prices are identified., The estimate can be
modified to reflect alternative policies concerning changes in the
student-faculty ratio, faculty compensation, mix of institutions with
regpect to size, relative program emphasis, and many other factors.

Turning to the policy implications, there are strong indications
that the rate of increase in total financial reguirements in the rTe-~
mainder of the 1970's will be quite comparable to the rate of growth
in the economy, as opposed to the 1360's when higher education cone

sumed an ever increasing fraction of the gross national product. An
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examination of two of the most common approaches to cogt=cutting yields
eptimates that 1) increasing the student=faculty ratio by 5 percent
would reduce cash outlay costs of instruction by 2.1 percent and 2)
a decrease of 1.5 percentage points (from 3.5 to 2.0 percent) in the
annual growth of faculty compensation would reduce cash outlay costs
of instruction by 3 and 6 percent in 1975~76 and 1980-81l, respectively.
Students, as a whole, will continue to bear the great majority
(slightly over three-quarters) of the total costs—including opportu-—
nity costs—-—associated with their education, although rather massive
amounts of student aid would reduce this sglightly. This is not often
realized or remembered due to the excessive emphasis on cash outlay
costs, to which students contribute 29 percent of the total. If pre-
sent policies are continued, tuition charges will rise at a moderate
but persistent rate of about 2+#3 percent per year. Adoption of a
full=cost tuition and vouchers policy would raise tuition levels by
moxre than a factor of three in the public sector. Considering the
vouchers as well as the tuition charges, the average student in the
public sector is likely fto exmnerience a mch larger net charme vhile
those in private institutions would have much lower net costs; al-
though still having the lowest net cost in terms of tuition minus the
value of the voucher for the average student, those in public two-
Year colleges gain less than those in the private sector. Expansion
of existing federal student aid programs with the addition of a "cost
of education" grant directly to the institution would benefit private
ingtitutions and their students most, public two~year colleges and
students least, with public four-year institutions and students in an

intermediate position.,
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Increasing the growth rate of research and development funds by
2 percentage points (assuming 4 rather than 2 percent per year, both
of which are higher than recent rates) yields an extra $16 million in
1975-76 and $39 million in 1980-81 for these purposes in Michigan
higher education.

The author recommends a system in which financial support comes
from a variety of sources. The aim is, on the one hand, to keep the
higher education commumity cognizant of a wide range of current and
future problems while, on the other hand, to insure that no single

outside foxrce is sufficiently powerful to dictate higher education

policy.
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Appendix A

Data Base For The Aggregate Demand Model

Appendix A contains all data used in the estimation of the para~
meters of the aggregate demand model presented in Table 2 of the text.
The data are accompanied by a detailed listing of the sources and a

comment by the author as to their characteristics.
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Year

1959
1952
1953
1954

1955
1956
1957
1958
1959

1960
1961
1962
1963
1964

1965
1966
1967
1968
1969

1970
1971

¥all Headcount Enrollment in Michigan by Student Level and Type of Institution, 1951-T1

Public Four=Year

Under- Grad-
grad uate Total
54,395 14,311 68,706
54,834 14,661 69,495
56,600 14,958 71,558
61,439 16,097 77,536
68,642 17,239 85,881
75,046 19,687 94,733
78,165 21,473 99,638
78,447 23,525 101,972
78,789 24,274 103,063
80,655 27,005 107,658
83,290 28,792 112,082
89,374 30,560 119,834
97,023 32,090 129,113
107,528 35,586 143,114
122,632 39,680 162,312
132,677 43,810 176,487
141,203 46,505 187,708
149,841 48,578 198,419
158,639 49,684 208,323
164,525 53,277 217,802
169,080 51,085 220,165

1/ Estimate

Table 26

Public Private
Two- Under- Grad-
Year grad uate Total
4,900 21,536 1,595 23,129
6,854 21,367 1,569 22,956
8,102 21,766 1,598 23,364
9,739 24,000 1,773 25,773
13,652 26,857 1,911 28,768
16,176 28,227 1,816 30,043
19,837 28,999 1,929 30,928
22,784 30,541 2,251 32,792
24,592 31,765 2,350 34,113
27,229 34,065 2,333 36,398
31,619 35,184 3,094 38,278
34,356 36,436 3,264 39,700
38,001 37,015 3,596 40,611
46,123 39,697 3,715 43,472
58,216 43,766 4,130 47,896
69,496 45,060 4,402 49,462
79,698 45,979 4,482, 50,461
95,065 46,297 4,48 50,777
115,299 46,282 4,477 50,759
125,553 47,861 4,487 52,348
132,059 48,039 4,889 52,928

All Institutions

Under-— Grad-
grad uate
80,831 15,904
83,055 16,250
86,468 16,556
95,178 17,870
109,151 19,150
119,449 21,503
127,001 2%,402
131,772 25,776
135,144 26,624
141,947 29,338
150,093 31,886
160,066 33,824
172,033 35,686
193,348 39,361
224,614 43,810
247,233 48,212
266,880 50,987
291,203 53,058
320,220 54,161
337,939 57,764
349,178 55,974

Totala

96,735
99,305
103,024
113,048

128,301
140,952
150,403
157,548
161,768

171,285
181,979
193,890
207,725
232,709

268,424
295,445
517,867
344,261
374,381

595,703
405,152

blz
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Table 26 (cont'd)
Sources

1969=7T1, ALL CATEGORTES: Michigan Department of Education, "Analysis
of Opening Fall Enrollment of Resident and Extension Students at Col-
leges and Universities in Michigan, Headcount Basis, by Type of Insti-
tution, 1967-1971," 19713 undergraduate and graduate enrollments ob-
tained from unpublished data collected by the Higher Education Plamning
and Coordination Services, Michigan Department of Education.

1968, ALL CATEGORIES: Michigan Department of Education, Enxrollments

in Michigan Colleges and Universities, ¥all 1968, 1969.

1960-67, ALL CATEGORIES: Michigan Department of Education, A Repoxrt
on Fnrollments in Michi Colleges and Universities, June 1968.

1951-59, PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR: Michigan Council of State College Presgi-
dents, Historical Enrollment Counts for Council Institutions 1950-51
to 1964-65, (Langing, Michigan), April 1966.

1951-59, PUBLIC TWO-¥EAR: Michigan Department of Public Instruction,

Biennial Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, all is-
sues during the 1952-61 period.

1951~59, PRIVATE: Michigan Department of Public Instruction, Biennial
Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, all issues during
the 1952—31 period; Michigan Association of Collegiate Registrats and
Admissions Officers (MACRAO), MACRAQ Enrollment Report for the years
1355-59, It was necegsary to subiract the enrollments in some of the
proprietory schools in order to make the 1951-59 series consistent

with the 1960~69 data. Missing observations were completed by refer—
ring to either MACRAQ oxr U.S. 0ffice of Education data. The procedure
used to separate graduate and undergraduate enrollments in the private
sector for 1951-59 is as follows: The Biennial Reports were the

source of total enrollment for all years. Graduate enrollments in
1955-59 were obtained from the MACRAC Report by subtracting undergra-
duate enrollment from total enrollment; the undergraduate enrollment
in the above table was then obtained by subtracting the MACRAO graduate
enrollment from the total enrollment figure in the Biennial Report.

The rationale for this approach is that the Biennial Report contains

no breakdown by level and that the MACRAO figures for graduate enroll-
ment are likely to be more consistent with our intent of including both
degree and non-degree credit enrollments than the MACRAQO figures for
undergraduate enrollment, i.e,, probably few, if any, graduate students
enrolled in private institutions were excluded from the MACRAO count

by virtue of being enrolled in courses for which credit toward a degree
was not normally granted. No figures for enrollment by graduate and
undergraduate level are available for the private sector during 1951~
54. Thus, it was necessary to extrapolate in this period using the
obgserved values in 1955~59; to the degree that the relative percentage
of graduate and undergraduate students changed in this period there
will be some error.
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Table 26 (cont'd)

1951=-59, ALL INSTITUTIONS: Calculated by summing public four-year,
public two~-year and private.
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Discussion of the Data in Table 26

The figures for all categories in the 1960-71 period appear to
be quite accurate and consistent. The data for the public four-year
institutions in the 1951-59 period also seem to be good, having under—
gone scrutiny by the institutions themselves as well as by a central
collecting agency. Thus, the bulk of the data is very reliable since
the public four-year colleges contained over 60 percent of the students
in the 1951-59 period.

The public two-year enrollment figurea prior to 1960 have not
been submitted to the same degree of review as those of the public
four-year ingtitutions. However, they appear to be quite good. These
figures tend to be slightly higher than those recorded by the Michigan
Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (MACRAO),
but this is to be expected since the MACRAO figures include "only stu-
dents enrolled in courses for which credit toward a degree is normally
granted," The MACRAQO series extends only as far back as 1955,

The figures for enrollments in the private colleges in 1951-59
are probably reasonably accurate, although to a lesser degree than the
public sector data. The weaknesses are quite obvious from the expla~
nation of sources and derivation given earlier. Since total state
enrollment is the variable which was used in the estimating procedure
and the private sector contained less than one-fourth of total enroll-

ment, small errors in this series are not particularly worrisome.
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Table 27

Sum Of Public And Private Enrollments In Michigan Primary and Secondary
Schools by Grades For Selected Years, 1933-67

Grade

Yeax 1 2 2 4 2 [

1933 104,114 96,742 96,741 97344 93,212 91,306
1934 102,549 98,893 96,790 97 177 97,457 92,781
1935 102,560 93,914 95,748 95,479 95,914 95,172
1936 102,229 94,348 92,428 94,540 94,492 94,240
1937 99,631 94,806 93,090 92,409 93,924 93,213
1938 95,291 91,103 92,520 91,868 91,046 92,172
1939 91,998 88,173 89,425 91,219 91,018 89,800
1940 93,978 85,576 86,644 88,964 90,354 89,759
1941 97,704 87,518 84,180 85,997 87,997 88,711
1942 99,941 91,180 85,785 83,310 84,610 90,776
1943 105,105 94,152 90,959 86,144 83,908 85,034
1944 110,649 96,627 92,461 89,269 84,285 81,953
1945 108,816 100,867 94,072 90,064 86,665 82,089
1946 111,319 100,152 98,476 92,067 874937 85,152
1947 118,830 103,082 98,782 97,166 90,596 87,140
1948 132,140 109,948 101,578 96,899 95,810 89,456
1949 133,540 124,440 109,119 101,759 97,283 96,045
1950 122,452 126,839 121,589 107,579 100,056 95,991
1951 123,372 117,874 126,213 121,040 107,380 99,838
1952 146,366 117,835 116,509 124,328 119,048 105,523
1953 171,413 140,331 118,149 117,359 125,395 119,840
1954 169,143 164,587 139,527 118,868 117,429 125,591
1955 173,688 162,365 163,508 138,578 118,412 117,475
1956 176,611 164,713 161,104 161,470 137,089 117,627
1957 185,329 165,983 161,645 157,898 158, 5684 154,830
1958 188,271 173,900 162,465 157,934 154,830 155,856
1959 188,988 177,711 170,670 159,285 155,446 152,638
1960 195,300 178,971 175,547 167,940 157,688 153,408
1961 198,006 185,262 1764375 1734340 166,304 156,199
1962 204,054 188,273 183,393 175,212 171,451 165,169
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Table 27 (cont'd)

ALL PUBLIC SCHOOL DATA:

Bureau of Administrative Serwvices, Department of Education.

Grade

Year i 8 ] 10 1 12

1939 91,673 90,410 84,336 76,684 63,954 57,212
1940 89,700 88,909 82,692 755243 64,870 56,923
1941 89,368 86,160 80,350 72,189 62,010 564123
1942 87,869 84,293 TTe372 674573 54,931 50,901
1943 87,140 85,752 76,503 65,376 54,578 45,331
1944 84,058 83,145 78,131 67,088 53,821 45,877
1945 81,545 79,849 76,047 69,405 57,023 47,788
1946 81,795 77,688 73,370 67,889 594276 524 536
1947 85,235 78,797 73.431 65,800 58,512 53,865
1948 87,286 82,3532 755069 66,682 574400 534299
1949 91,197 86,014 80,141 68,958 59,043 54,121
1950 95,560 87,869 80,989 70,375 58,3528 52,075
1951 96,906 93,142 84,154 73,666 62,597 535436
1952 98,770 92,958 87,834 74,643 62,798 56,4115
1953 107, 302 98,044 90,213 81,488 65,934 57,802
1954 121,261 105,311 95,236 83,077 71,992 60,974
1955 126,874 119,263 102,098 87,577 72,833 66,168
1956 118,435 123,951 115,215 94,755 T7.3518 66,586
1957 118,151 114,876 120,913 107,836 84,968 70,835
1958 134,476 114,211 111,337 112,842 96,736 77,815
1959 155,581 130,940 110,658 103,308 99,586 88,270
1960 153,810 152,325 128,079 104,830 93,580 92,888
1961 154,638 150,488 150,654 122,535 95,803 86,532
1962 158,595 152,456 146,167 140,695 111,425 88,502
1963 166,745 157.191 153,889 149.439 138.647 106,582
1964 168,973 161,376 154,135 149,336 135,074 126,255
1965 1734245 168,829 163,532 155,218 138,004 125,469
1966 181,806 174,543 171,744 164,240 143,863 128,191
1967 185,761 179,484 173,150 170,283 151,211 131,631

Sources

"Enrollments By Grades For Selected Years,"

1964-67, PRIVATE: Bureau of Research, Michigan Department of Education.

1949~63, PRIVATE: Michigan Department of Public Instruction, Biennial

Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, all issues in the
1950~64 period.
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Table 27 (conttd)
Derivation of total enrollment in 1933-48:

Since there is no data by grade for the private sector prior to
1949, it was necessary to egstimate the sum of the public and private
from the public school data. Using data available in the Bureau of
Research on the total enrollment in the private system in selected
years prior to 1950, it was determined that the private enroliment was
a slowly increasing proportion of the public enrollment.

A slight complicating factor is the apparent practice of many
students taking their first eight years of schooling in the private
sector and then transferring to the public system for grades nAine
through twelve. This manifests itself in the data as a drop in the
proportion of private to public students after the eighth grade, It
is assumed that the factors used to convert the public school data to
an estimate of total enrollment.

Grade
Year 1-8 9=-12
1933=42 1.18 1. 135
1943-46 1.19 1.145

1947-48 1.20 1.155



281

Discussion of the Data in Table 27

Including private enrollment is very important because of the
recent decline in the percentage of students in the private sector; if
this percentage was constant and was expected to remain constant, pub-
lic school enrollment would have exactly the same predictive powers
as total enrollment when the regression technique is used. However,
in present circumstances a model including only public school enroll-
ments would contain a misleading upward trend attributable to a trans-—
fer of students from the private to the public sector.

These data are probably an accurate measure of year-to-year vari-
ation. However, they are inconsistent with the population data which
casts some doubt on the general level of the figures. This point is
covered in greater detail in the discussion of the population data in

Table 28,
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Table 28

Michigan Population By Single Years of Age for Ages 0-5 For Selécted
Years, 1930-56

Yeax
S

1930
1931
1932
1933
1934

1935
1936
1937
1938
1939

1940
1941
1942
1943
1944

1945
1945
1947
1948
1949

1950
1951

1052

- -

1953
1954

1955
1956

Age
0 1 2 3 4 5
88,909 89,251 94,753 96,141
854243 89,897 94,155 95, 740 96,141
79,110 86,190 94,836 95,136 95, 740 99,114
74,581 79,989 90,925 95,824 95,136 98,701
73,992 755410 84,384 91,873 95,824 98,078
77,106 74,814 799553 85,263 91,873 98,788
78,687 779963 78,924 80, 382 85,263 94,714
81,010 80,016 82,247 79,747 80,382 87,900
84,838 81,911 84,413 83,104 79y 147 82,868
86,127 85, 780 86,412 85,292 83,104 82,213
87,092 87,084 90,493 87,312 85,292 85,674
92,972 88,060 91,869 91,436 87,312 87,930
104,205 94,005 92,898 92,826:- 91,436 90,012
113,526 106,520 99,170 93,866 92,826 94,264
108,758 114,774 111,152 100,203 93,866 95,697
103,566 111,148 119,764 112,310 100,203 96,769
115,059 104,692 114,733 121,011 112,310 103,302
138,964 117,560 108,069 115,929 121,011 115,783
146,010 140,459 120,081 109,195 115,929 124,754
145,792 149,150 143,447 121,312 109,195 119,514
148,766 147,343 150,720 144,941 121,312 112,572
156,278 150,349 148,894 152,290 144,941 125,064
1€€,386 159,£03 151,932 150,445 152,250 145,424
171,382 168,137 159, 603 153,514 150,445 157,000
178,159 173,186 168,137 161,265 153,514 155,098
184,489 180,035 173,186 169,889 161,265 158,262
166,253
Sources

Michigan Department of Public Health, Michigan Population Handbook 1965,

November 1965.

U.S, Department of Commerce, Census Reports for 1930, 1940, 1950 and

1960, Bureau of the Census.
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Table 28 {(cont?!d)
Derivation

Data on the population by single years of age are published forx
only the census years. Thus, it was necessary to do a great deal of
interpolating using the number of live births to estimate the above
data., The figures in the above table should be regarded as approximate

indicators of the general level of poputation and not as “exact'! in

any senge of the word.

In order to estimate the potential number of 0 year-olds on
July 1 (to correspond with census estimates) in year t, the number of
live births in yvear t-1 plus the numbexr of live birxrths in year + is
divided by 2. This number is the bagic figure from which all survival
ratios are calculated using census data, i.e., the number of 0 year
olds is compared with the potential numbexr in the current year, the
mumber of 1 year—olds with the potential number of O year—olds in the
previous year, etc. The following survival ratios are the result of
this exexrcise,

Year O . 2 2 4 -
1930-42 90 «91 .96 .97 .97 1.00

1943~=44 .91 .92 «96 .97 «97 1,00
1945=46 .92 .93 .96 <97 97 1,00
1947-48 . 95 094‘ 096 097 097 1 » 00

1949-51 094 - 95 096 097 .97 1 ™ OO
1052-55 .95 .96 .96 .97 .97 1.00
1956 .96 .97 .97 .97 .97 1,00

Two factors appear to be implicit in the above pattern: 1) de~
clining infant moxrtality and 2) declinine importance of in—migration.
Both of these are reasonable trends.
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Discugaion of the Data in Table 28

The author considers this set of data to be the weakest link in
the chain of support for the analysis. This conclusion stems not only
from the method of derivation, but also from certain tests of consis=
tency with the data on enrollments by grade.

The problem in the data appears to be one of the general level
of the figures and not one of faulty year-to-year variation. In 1940
census figures indicate there were 78,286 six year-olds while enroll-
ment figures showed 93,978 students in the first grade; in 1950 the
respective figures are 118,365 and 122,452; in 1960 the respective
figures are 181,638 and 195,300, To the degree that the census figures
and/or the enrollment figures err in a consistent percentage fashion,
the predictive power of a regression model will not be affected. How-
ever, a fluctuating or changing percentage of coverage might have sig-

nificant effects.

e ontimiatic view, the daita on

nomvmliatdinam hwvr airvnceln
hLIimiatie T popuniaTion Dy ZSiToLl

Years of age are used only in developing the long-term projections,

i.e., for 1982 and beyond, These long-term projections should be in-
terpreted only as very general indications of level; for this purpose
wve might be willing to tolerate a greater degree of error in the data

than we would in the short and intermediate~term.
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Table 29 Table 30

Apparent Size of the Armed Discharges from the Armed Forces,
Forces,* 1943-70 {thousands) Fiscal Years 1946~70 (thousands)
1943 95240 1946 9,000
1944 11,689 1947 14700
1945 12,355 1948 600
1946 5,004 1949 590
1947 1,560 1950 430
1948 1,463 1951 240
1949 1,610 1952 T10
1950 1,572 1953 1,140
1951 2,384 1954 1,000
1952 2,498 1955 1,160
1953 54543 1956 800
1954 3,436 1957 670
1955 54209 1958 730
1956 2,916 1959 620
1957 2,821 1960 530
1958 2,671 1961 500
1959 2,616 1962 470
1960 2,536 1963 620
1961 2,546 1964 610
1962 2,851 1965 540
1963 2,732 1966 550
1964 2,726 1967 600
1965 ' 2,711 1968 810
1966 2,905 1969 1,000
1967 34380 1970 over 1,000%
1968 54449
1969 3,472 * Opinion of Clayton Thompson
1970 3,386

Source: Unpublished data from
* Total vporvulation inelunding the Nepartment of NDefenoe: ob-
Armed Forces overseas minus tained 1946-67 from Dr. Harvey
civilian resident population. Galper and 1968=70 from Mr.

Clayton Thompson.
Sources: 1943-49 figures are for
July 1 and are calculated from U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Current Pop-
ulation Reports, Series P~25, No. 223,

1950~70 figures are for January 1
and are c€alculated from U.S. Bureau
of the Census, Current Population
Reports, Series P~25, No. 439.
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Table 31

Selected Economic Indicators, 1951-69

Michigan
Michigan Michigan Insured UaS.
Real Personal Real Per Capita Unemplo nt Unemployment
Year Income (Millions) Tncomes Rat e&7n
1951 13,454 2,071 2.7 33
1952 14,078 2,117 3.2 30
1953 15,649 2,294 2.2 2.9
1954 15,173 2,147 6.2 55
1955 16,825 2,310 2.9 4.4
1956 17,164 24299 5e3 4.1
1957 17,023 2,249 4.8 4.3
1958 164396 2,138 11,2 6.8
1959 17,412 2,242 5.3 55
1960 17,969 2,294 5e3 De5
1961 17,842 2,256 Te3 6.7
1962 18,904 2,386 4,5 565
1963 20,142 2,507 3.5 5.7
1964 21,828 2,675 2.9 5.2
1965 23,870 2,864 2.0 4.5
1966 24,914 24932 2.0 3.8
1967 254332 24943 2.7 5.8
1968 26,811 34068 2.4 2.6
1969 27,534 3,141 2.2 3.5
Sources

1/ and 2/ Executive Office of the Governor, Economic Report oftthe
Governor 1970, State of Michigan, February 1970,

3/ Gradvate School of Business Administration, Michigan Statistical
Abstract, Eighth Edition, Michigan State University, 1970.

g/ U.S. Department of Labor, Manpowexr Report of the President, "Table
A=12, Unemployed Persons 16 Years and Over and Unemployment Rates,
by Sex and Color: Ammual Averages, 1947~69," U.S. Government Printing
Office, March 1970.




Year

1970
1971
1972
1973
1974

1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

1985
1986
1987
1988
1989

Armed
Forces
Discharge

!1000'325/

1,120
1,014
900
750
600

500
400
400
400
400

400
400
400
400
400

400
400
400
400
400

Appendix B

Table 32

Base Data Used In Calculating The Enrollment Projections

Michigan Real Michigan
Personal Real - U.s.
Income Z/ Per Capiz? Unemployment

~(Millions ) Incom Rat
26,779 3,009 4.9
28,032 3,116 5.9
29,606 3,270 56
51,175 3,411 4.7
32,671 34540 4.2
34,240 3,675 4.1
55,883 3,814 4,1
37,606 3,959 4.1
39,411 4,110 4.1
41,302 4,266 4.1
43,285 1,428 4.1
45,362 4,596 41
47,540 4,771 4.1
49,822 4,952 4.1
52,213 54140 4,1
54,719 6,336 4.1
57, 346 54539 4.1
60,099 5,749 441
62,983 5,968 4.1
66,007 6,194 4.1

Population
By

Year=-Age Agp—Groupg/
19730 177,268
1972-0 172,470
19710 167,819
1970-0 162,375
1970-1 158,355
1970-2 155,355
1970-4 166,858
19705 176,499
1970=71

Enrollmeng
Grade by Grad
1 191,373
2 190,917
3 189,368
& 193,331
5 190,222
6 189,641
T 195,475
8 191,965
9 188,450
10 181,673

Lee



Table 32 (cont'd)

Armed Michigan leal Michigan
Forces Personal. Real U.5. 1970=71
Discharges Income 2 Per Capit Unemployment Enrollment
Tear (1000'5))/  _(Mil1ions)¥/ Incom Rat Grade by Gradet/
1990 400 69,175 64430 4.1 11 163,675
1991 400 72,495 6,674 4.1 12 144,695

1/ Morris Janowitz, "Toward Ap All-Volunteer Military," The Public Interest, No. 27, Spring 1972, p. 105

suggests that the size of the Armed Services will fall within the range of 1,5 to 2.0 million men by about
1975. Past experience would indicate that the assumed discharge figures are roughly consistent with this

trend; initiation of an all-volunteer force might change the rate of turn-over, of course.

g/ 1970-71: Executive Office of the Governor, Economic Report of the Govermor 1972, State of Michigan,
1972, Table X, p. 31; figures adjusted to a 1957=59 base.

1972: Ibid., p. 30,

This series is forecast based on the assumption that the increase from 1971 to 1972 will be 5.9 percent
(as forecast in the Economic Report of the Governor 1972}, 5.3 percent from 1972 to 1973, and 4.8 pexcent
annually thereafter, The historical annual rates of inerease are 3.7 percent from 1951 to 1971 and 4.6
percent from 1961 to 1971 but 5.6 vercent from 1961 to 1969, The difference between this series and the
per capita income series implies a 1 percent ammual rate of increase in vopulation which is less than
historical rates but consistent witl present birth and death rates.

3/ 1970-72: see footnote 2/,

Per capita income is forecast based on the assumotion that the increase from 1971 to 1972 will be 4.9 per-
cent (as forecast in the Economic Report of the Governor 1972), 4.3 percent from 1972 to 1973, and 3.8
percent annually thereafter. The historical ammual rates of increase are 2.1 percent from 1951 to 1971
and 3,3 pexcent from 1961 to 1971 but 4.2 percent from 1961 to 1969, The difference between this series

and the per capita income series implies a 1 percent annual rate of increase in population which is less
than historical rates but consistent with oresent birth and death rates.

882



289

Table 32 (cont'd)

4/ 1970-T1: U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Barnings, Vol,
18, No. 10, Bureau of Labor Statistics, April 1972, Table A-1, p. 22,
The assumption of a 4.1 percent umemploymént in the long-run assumes
that the economy will be operating at near full employment.

1970-0 through 1970-5: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Pop-
ulation: 1970, General Population Characteristics, Final Report PC(1)-
B24 Michigan, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1971,
Table 20, p. 66.
1971=-0 through 1973~0: Projections computed in the mid-1960's were
miltiplied by a factor of .863; the adjustment factor was derived by
comparing the actual 1970 census data with the projections for 1970.

§/ Unpublished data from the Bureau of Administrative Services, Michi-
gan Department of Education, Lansing, Michigan.



Appendix C

Computing The Nondiscriminatory Enrollment Projections

As mentioned in the text, the data used as a base for these com—~
putations are those in Table 3, the present policies enrollment projec—
tions. Deriving the nondiscriminatory projections is a simple process
which makes use of the following relationship:

= (100-P
E T00-F,, Ep

where

Enrollment which is consistent with the nondiscriminatory
pelicy assumpiions,

o
i

FE_ = Enrollment which is consistent with the present policies
assumptionse.

P = Percentage of minority students which is consistent with the
nondiseriminatory policy assumptions.

P = Percentage of minority students which is consistent with
the present policies assumptions.

In oxder to illustrate the use of this formula, consider enroll-
ment in the public four-year institutions.in 1974. TUsing the assump~
tions in the text we determine that the "present policies" figures con-
sist of 35,600 first-time students, 58,600 other lower division students,
83,800 upper division students and 72,000 graduate studentsj; another
agsumption is that 6.6 percent of the undergraduates are minority stu-
dents and 9.6 percent of the graduate students are minority students.

Turning to the nondiscriminatory projections, from the assumptions
we know that the following are the percentages of minority students by

student level: first time students, 12.8 percent; other lower division
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students, 12.8 percent (assuming these entered in 1973 or transferred
in); upper division students, one-half contains 9.7 percent and the
other half contains 6.6 percent (assuming these are students admitted
-in 1972 and 1971, respectively, or who transferred in); graduate, half
contains 12,8 percent, one-fourth contains 11.2 percent and the re-
maining fourth contains 9.6 percent (assuming these are students ad-
mitted in 1973-74, 1972 and 1971, respectively).

Now the formula can be applied. For example, in the case of
first~time students the total enrollment required under the nondisexri-

minatory assumptions is

100=6.6
—{1333753%7— 35,600 = 38,100

or in the case of graduate gtudents

qug:?é?%) 36,000 + %%%%E%%?%T 18,000 + 18,000 = 73,600,

This method yields an approximation,<of course, However, it

should be sufficiently accurate for most state~wide policy decisionsg

completely ignoring the normal progression of students through higher
education, i.e., using total enrollment figures without making refer-—

ence to the composition by student level.
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Table 33

State and Federal Financial Assistance for Students in Michigan Institutions of Higher Education by
Program and Institution, 1965-66

Federalg/
State ] National Defense College All
Institution Scholarships—/ Student Loans (NDSL)  Work-Study (CWS) Total Programs
Public Four=Year
Central Michigan 113,217 388,575 67,068 455,643 568,860
Eastern Michigan 39,695 426,219 507,864 734,083 173,778
Ferris State 18,394 138,600 38,378 176,978 195,372
Grand Valley 3,650 -— 24,081 24,081 27,731
Lake Superior 11,575 3/ 11,575§/
Michigan State 3574562 1,115,695 92,263 1,207,958 1,565,520
Michigan Tech. 59,766 191,995 89,808 281,803 341,569
Northern Michigan 39,254 222,300 73,481 295,781 335,015
Oakland University 48,470 294,930 29,086 324,016 372,486
Saginaw Valley — 9,000 —— 9,000 9,000
Univ. of Michigan 244,767 1,082,500 25,966 1,108,466 1,353,233
Wayne State 93,035 492,300 252,166 744,466 837,501
Western Michigan 86,005 121,351 82,585 203,936 289,941
Total 1,115,370 4,483,465 1,082,746 5,566,211 6,681,581
Public Two-Year
Alpena 34240 18,672 29503 48,175 51,415
Bay de Noc 490 —_— 11,010 11,010 11,500
Delta 7,338 21,420 — 21,420 28,758
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 11,784 28,935 83,468 112,423 124,207
Gogebic 1,720 — 1,530 1,530 3,250
Grand Rapids Jr. 15,706 18,225 13,646 31,871 47,577
Henry Foxd 6,761 13,990 — 13,990 20,751
Highland Park 1,092 —_ 694255 69,255 70,347

26e



Table 33 (cont'd)

State Federal All
Institution: Schl.rshps NDSL _Cws Total Programs
Public Two-Year (cont'd)
Jackson 4,558 — 12,059 12,059 16,617
Kellogg 4,230 - 3,196 66,116 69,312 734542
Lake Michigan 3,615 4,500 4,547 9,047 12,662
Lansing 3,638 28,682 13,285 41,967 45,605
Macomb — — 100, 164 100,164 100, 164
Muskegon 9,646 — —— e 9,646
North Central 4,362 4,269 —_— 4,269 8,631
Northwestern Michigan 7,097 18,000 2,430 20,430 27,527
Oakland C,C, 207 44,000 76,140 220,140 220,347
St. Clair 3,753 — 18,900 18,900 22,653
Schooleraft 501 —_— 17,982 17,982 18,483
Total 89,738 303,889 520,055 823,944 913,682
Private Colleges
Adrian 26,410 33,300 — 33,300 59,710
Albion 57,491 —— —— -— 57,491
Alma 41,085 — 19,646 19,646 60,731
Andrews 36,950 36,900 — 36,900 73,850
Aquinas 58,330 26,401 e 26,401 84,731
Calvin 116,594 109,440 — 109,440 226,034
Calvin Theo, — 6,480 — 6,480 6,480
Cleary —_— — — — —
Concordia 651 — 7,752 7,752 8,403
Cranbrook - — —— — —
Davenport — 49,500 10,800 60,300 60,300
DeLima — —— — — —
Detroit Bible —— 4,856 — 4,856 4,856
Detroit Col. of Bus, 210 — —— — 210

c6e



Table 33 (cont'd)

tate Federal All
Institution Schi.rshps NDSL CWs Total Programs
Private Colleges (cont'd)
Detroit Col, of Law —— ——— — — —
Detroit Inst. of Tech. 190 o~ e — 190
Dung Scotus —  — — — —
General Motors Inst. 5,640 — —_— ——m 54640
Grace Bible -— — — — —
Grand Rapids Baptist 296 — — — 296
Hillsdale 4,290 127,350 —— 127,350 131,640
Hope 62,670 81,000 — 81,000 143,670
Jackson Bus. — —— — — —
Kalanazoo 72,428 62,235 13,230 75,465 147,893
Lawrence Inst, of Tech, 600 -— 16,926 16,926 17,526
Madonna 4,278 - 12,537 12,537 16,815
Maryglade —— — e — —
Marygrove 57,678 — 27,466 27,466 85,144
Merey 13,836 89,959 34,220 124,179 138,015
Merrill~Palmer - 3,555 — 3,555 3,555
Michigan Christian 1,425 58,132 ——— 58,132 59,557
Michigan Col, of Osteo, —— — — — —
Midrasha —— —— — — —
Muskegon Bus. -—— ——— — — —
Nazareth 12,500 9,000 14,184 23,184 35,684
Northwood 800 N —— — 800
Olivet 14,620 48,177 14687 49,864 64,484
Owosso 308 15,435 9,180 24,615 24,923
Reformed Bible Inst. — —— — — —
Sacred Heart 1,440 — — — 1,440
St. John's —— — — — s
St. Mary's — — — —— a—

Shaw Col, (Mich., Luth,) —_

V62



Table 33 (cont'd)

S:ate Federal All
Institutions Scillrshps NDSL CWS Total Programs
Private Colleges (cont'd)
Siena Heights 6,440 — — ——n 6,440
Soc. of Arts & Crafts —— . e — — —
Spring Arbor 12,314 87,197 — 87,197 99,511
Suomi 6,105 41,020 22,296 63,316 69,421
U. of Detroit 181,732 222,300 30,640 252,940 434,672
Western Theo, — 4,500 e 4,500 4,500
Total 797,311 1,116,737 220,564 1,337,301 2,134,612
Total Higher Education 2,002,419 5,904,091 1,823,365 T, 727,456 9,729,875
Other — 10,859 —— 10,859 10,859
GRAND TOTAL 2,002,419 5,914,950 1,823,365 T,7384315 9.740,734

1/ State Tuition Grant program was not implemented until 1966-67.
2/ TPederal Educational Opportunity Grant program was not implemented until 1966~67.
3/ Pederal funds included in those granted to Michigan Technological University.

Sources:

State program data are actual expenditures as recorded by Student Financial Assistance Services,
Michigan Department of Eduvcation, Lansing, Michigan.

Federal program data are grants to institutions as recorded in Notification to Members of Con-
gress; these will differ from actual expenditures when institutions did not spend the entire
grant.

G662
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Table 34

State and Federal Financial Assistance for Students in Michigan Insti-
tutions of Higher Education by Program and Institution, 196667

Federal
Nat'l Def. College
Educ'l Oppor. Stu. Loans Work--Study
Institution Grants(EOG) (NDSL) (Cws) Total
Public Four=Year
Central Michigan 9,710 465,940 53,683 529,333
Bastern Michigan 153,420 578,400 629,213 1,361,033
Ferris State 94,580 256,284 54,855 405,719
Grand Valley 44,010 98,815 40,000 182,825
Lake Superior 1 1/ 1/ 1/
Michigan State 376,750 1,300,000 295,234 1,971,984
Michigan Tech, 48,060 180,028 25,317 253,405
Northern Michigan 70,300 303,768 146,153 520,221
Oakland Univ, — 416,250 78,507 494,757
Saginaw Valley _— 15,156 20,808 35,964
Univ. of Michigan 194,200 1,494,000 35,522 1,723,722
Wayne State 742,954 75245400 556,398 2,051,752
Western Michigan 159,180 751,500 244,273 1,154,953
Total 1,893,164 6,612,541 2,179,963 10,685,668
Public Two=Year
Alpena 15,980 17,183 47,090 78,253
Bay de Noc ———— e 574540 57,540
Delta —_— 19,260 —— 19,260
Genesee{Flint C.C.) 26,410 21,600 102,052 150,062
Gogebic F4570 g 22,680 30,250
Grand Rapids Jr. 21,840 31,950 72,700 126,490
Henry Ford 4,080 18,720 30,915 53,715
Highland Fark — — 054270 654270
Jackson 5,830 —_— 14,688 20,518
Kellogg 1,900 2,668 10,530 15,098
Lake Michigan 3,110 1,783 38,398 43,291
Lansing 52,040 21,455 41,192 94,687
Macomb — —— 21,820 21,820
Monroe 20,390 18,000 — 38,390
Montcalm ——— — ——— —_—
Muskegon — — 47,250 47,250
North Central —_— 64597 — 6,597
Horthwestern Mich. 10,200 16,470 12,040 38,710
Oakland C.C. -_— 21,542 68,040 89,582
St. Clair —_— — 38,925 38,925
Schooleraft 9,320 — 8,830 18,150
Southwestern Mich. — —_— 15,396 15,396
Washtenaw — — 56,418 56,418
Total 156,670 197,228 769,774 1,123,672
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Table 34 (cont'd)

Institution

Private Colleges

Adrian

Albion

Alma

Andrews

Aguinasg

Calvin

Calvin Theo,.

Cleary

Concordia

Cranbrook

Davenport

DeLima

Detroit Bible
Detroit Col. of Bus.
Detroit Col, of Law
Detroit Inst. of Tech,
Duns Scotus

General Motors Inst.
Grace Bible

Grand Rapids Baptist
Hillsdale

Hope .

Jackson Bus.
Kalamazoo

Lawvrenoce Inat, of Tech.
Madonna

Maryglade

Marygrove

Mercy

Merrill-Palmer
Michigan Chyristian
Michigan Col. of Osteo.
Midrasha

Muskegon Bus.
Nazareth

Northwood

Olivet

Owosaso

Reformed Bible Inst.
Sacred Heart

5t. John's

St. Mary's

Shaw (Mich. Luth.,)
Siena Heights

Soc, of Arts & Orafts
Spring Arbor

Suomi,

Federal

ROG NDSL CWS Total
— 424390 335750 765140
84540 128,250 7,775 154,565
35,760 88,740 17,435 141,935
34,660 58,500 64,883 158,043
23,600 30,240 — 53,840
16,310 123,750 13,500 153,560
—_— 9,405 ——— 92,405
—_— — 40,185 40,185
13:230 6;:5003 25:550 102,380
—_ 7,110 — 7,110
::: 102?200 ::: 104,400
42,000 94,500 27,360 163,860
37,870 63,720 35, 100 136,690
4,660 16,200 8,408 29,268
9,900 18,158, 10,802 38,860
24,280 72,450 40, 500 137,230
_—— 1099 604 609932 170’ 536
— 3,521 — 3,521
— 52,117 — 52,117
13:270 1;:500 18,000 47,170
19,340 49,950 13,905 835,195
9,900 11,250 10,970 32,120
—_ — 19, 500 19,500
— _— 34,600 3,600
— 113,922 o 113,922
13,980 41,400 36,135 797,515
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Table 34 (contt'd)

Fedexral
Institution EOG NDSL CWs Total
Private Colleges (cont'd)
T. of Debtroit 94,910 305,910 56,225 457,045
Walsh —— — a——
Weatern Theo, —— 4,500 — 4,500
Total 407,810 1,627,387 551,015 2,586,212
Total Higher Educ. 2,457,644 8,437,156 3,500,752 14,395,552
Other _— 94693 44,113 53,806
GRAND TOTAL 2,457,644 8,446,849 3,544,865 14,449,358
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Table 34 (cont'd)

State
Scholarships Tuition All
Tnstitution (Schol) Grants(TG) _Total Programs
Eublic Four—Year
Central Michigan 180,396 I 180,396 709,729
Eastern Michigan 81,733 N 81,733 1,442,766
Ferris State 33,908 E 535,908 439,627
Grand Valley 32,553 L 32,553 215,3731/
Lake Superioxr 16,351 I 16,351 16,351
Michigan State 667,235 G 667,235 2,639,219
Michigan Tech. 82,621 I 82,621 336,026
Northern Michigan 63,103 B 63,103 583,324
Oakland Univ. 83,062 L 83,062 577,819
Saginaw Valley 34765 E 3,765 39,729
Univ. of Michigan 463,235 463%,235 2,186,957
Wayne State 129,474 129,474 2,181,226
Western Michigan 139,844 139,844 1,294,797
Total 1,977,280 1,977,280 12,662,948
Public Two~¥ear
Alpena 3,125 I 3,125 81,378
Bay de Noc 3,890 N 3,890 61,430
Delta 9,265 B 9,265 28,525
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 6,142 pF 6,142 156,204
Gogebic 44055 I 4,055 34,305
Grand Rapids Jr. 21,952 I G 21,952 148,442
Henry Ford 59755 N I 5,755 59,470
Highland Park 1,632 E B 1,632 64,902
Jackson 6,801 L L 6,801 27,319
Kellogg 7,813 I B 7,813 22,911
Lake Michigan 7,398 I G 7,398 50,689
Lonzing 59504 N I 34504 28,281
Macomb 3,460 B B 3,460 25,280
Monroe 495 L L 495 38,885
Montcalm m— I B N oo
Muskegon - 15,670 I G 15,670 62,920
RNorth Central 7,876 N I 7,876 14,473
Northwestern Mich. 15,458 E B 15,458 54,168
Oakland C.C. 362 L L 362 89,944
St. Clair 9,525 I E 9,525 48,450
Schoolcraft 1,974 G 1,974 20,124
Southwestern Mich. 480 I 480 15,876
Washtenaw 200 B 200 56,618
L
Total 136,922 E 136,922 1,260,594
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Table 34 (cont'd)

State All
Institution Schol TG Total Programs
Private Colleges
Adrian 41,825 235,992 65,817 141,957
Albion 101,490 32,770 134,260 288,825
Alma 69,077 31,100 100,177 242,112
Andrews 574239 28, 700 85,939 243,982
Aquinas 100,335 49,000 149,335 203,175
Calvin 204,084 90,040 294,124 447,684
Calvin Theo. e — 9,405
Cleary 535 1,902 2,437 29437
Concordia 3,090 —— 3,090 43,275
Cranbrook —— —
Davenport 74536 65,092 72,628 175,008
DelLima 940 5,060 6,000 6,000
Detroit Bible 570 e 570 T, 680
Detroit Col. of Bus. 1,329 —_— 1,329 1,329
Detroit Col. of Law —— — — e
Detroit Inst. of Tech. 2,114 8,182 10,296 10,296
Duns Scotus — — ———
General Motors Inst. 54320 32,047 374367 37,367
Grace Bible 384 —— 384 384
Grand Rapids Baptist 18,232 8,975 27,207 27,207
Hillsdale 4,293 4,700 8,993 113,393
Hope . 98,839 28,945 127,784 291,644
Jackson Bus. — — — —
Kalamazoo 102,094 27,110 129,204 265,894
Lawrence Inst, of Tech, 8,430 65,186 73,616 102,884
Madonna 11,170 19,630 30,800 69,660
Maryglade —— — —  —
Maryegrove 96,378 24,227 120,605 257,835
Mercy 41,515 37,678 79,193 249,729
Vlerrill-=-ralmer —— —— —— 34521
Michigan Christian 8,747 10,535 19,282 71,399
Mich, Col., of Osteo. —— —— s ——
Midrasha — — — —
Muskegon 3,268 — 3,268 3,268
Nazareth 24,510 11,085 35,595 82,765
Northwood 2,377 39,174 41,551 41,551
Olivet 28,745 18,175 46,920 130,115
Owosso 3,051 9,350 12,401 44,521
Reformed Bible Inst. — —— —— —
Sacred Heart 12,030 — 12,030 12,030
St. John's —_— —— — —
St. Mary's —_— —~— —— ——
Shaw (Mich. Luth.) — 10,022 10,022 29,522
Siena Heights 11,670 17,223 28,893 32,493%
Soc. of Arts & Crafts —_— 6,410 6,410 6,410
Spring Arbor 33,902 28,307 62,209 176,131
Suomi 64330 24,600 30,930 122,445
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Table 34 (cont'd)

State
Institution “Schol TG “Total
Private Colleges (cont'd)
T, of Detroit 263,336 79,530 342,866
Walsh 545 5,030 5575
Western Theo. — e —
Total 1,375,330 843,777 24219,107
TPotal Higher Educ, 3,489,532 843,777 4,333,309
Othexr 261 1,250 1,511
GRAND TOTAL 34489,793 845,027 4,3%%4,820

All
Pro s

799,911
59575
4,500

4,805,319
18,728,861
55,317

18,784,178

1/ Pederal funds included in those granted to Michigan Technological

University.

g/ Adjusted from $26,410 because these funds not expended.

Sources: State program data are actual expénditures as recorded by
Student Financial Assistance Services, Michigan Department
of Education, lLansing, Michigan.

Federal program data are grants to institutions as recorded
in Notifications to Members of Congress; these will differ
from actual expenditures when institutions do not spend the

entire grant.
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Table 35

State and Federal Financial Assistance for Students in Michigan Insti-
tutions of Higher Education by Program and Institution, 1967-68

Federal
Nat?®'l Def. College
Educ'l Oppor. Stu. Loans Work-Study
Institution Grants(E0G) (NDSL) (cws) Total
Public Four-Yeaxr
Central Michigan 90,000 496,189 72,490 658,679
Eastern Michigan 176,850 622,903 1,527,322 2,327,075
Ferris State 176,600 215,826 51,333 443,759
Grand Valley 128,800 110,277 44,500 283,577
Lake Superior 10,900 11,343 16,950 39,193
Michigan State 1,082,000 1,925,458 620,231 3,627,689
Michigan Tech. 120,700 175,851 73,057 369,608
Northern Michigan 129,650 305,623 95,709 530,982
Oakland Univ. 8,250 291,247 100, 280 399,777
Saginaw Valley 14,500 64173 27,863 48,536
Univ. of Michigan 505,750 1,480,852 37,867 2,024,469
Wayne State 631,900 882,210 354,677 1,868,787
Western Michigan 398,650 569,827 188,737 1,157,214
Total 554744550 T+093,779 3,211,016 13,779,345
Public Two—Year
Alpena 18,750 13,785 54,173 86,708
Bay de Noc — - 58,581 58,581
Delta 24,000 33,871 29,009 86,880
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 48,300 21,157 100,218 169,675
Glen Oaks 15,000 16,542 48,825 80,367
Gogebic 3,000 12,093 15,09%
Grand Rapids Jr. 60, 700 29,888 64,005 154,593
Tenxry TFord 16,600 1142945 58,850 66,793
Highland Park ——— —_— 574979 57,979
Jackson 12,850 — 12,795 25,645
Kellogg 12,300 10,843 15,283 38,426
Lake Michigan 19,800 9,689 49,093 78,582
Lansing 23,200 18,117 22,057 634,374
Macomb 10,000 7,877 24,682 42,759
Monroe 18,700 15,754 22,695 57,149
Montcalm — 2,363 4,200 6,563
Muskegon 19,200 — 48,742 67,942
Noxrth Central — 4,412 4,500 8,912
Worthwestern Mich. 28,200 19,141 17,829 65,170
Oakland C.C. 15,000 — 54,600 69,600
St. Clair — 1,575 34,305 55,880
Schooleraft 8,000 — 54,980 42,980
Southwestern Mich. — — 15,568 15,568
Washtenaw —_— — 64,100 64,100
Total 353,600 216,357 889,362 1,459,319



305

Table 35 (conttd)

Federal

Institution EOG NDSL CWS Total

Private Colleges
Adrian — 32,019 12,596 44,615
Albion 20,350 152,882 324,860 206,092
Alma 764450 83,259 24,104 183,813
Andrews 90,050 46,080 58,200 194,330
Aguinas 80,600 29,538 27,000 137,138
Calvin 92,800 141,784 75,000 309,584
Calvin Theo. — 9,543 — 94543
Cleary ——— —— e s
Concordia — — 11,000 11,000
Cranbrook — —n ———— —

cxDavenport 53,300 51,594 25,380 130,274
DeLimza ——— —— —— ——
Detroit Bible ——t 11,500 — 11,500
Detroit Col. of Bus. ————s e ————
Detroit Col. of Law —— —_— —_— —_—
Detroit Inst. of Tech. e 24,445 —— 24,445
Duns Scotus ————— — —— ———
General Motoxs Inst, — ——— — —
Grace Bible —— —_— — ——
Grand Rapids Baptist 16,800 — — 16,800
Hillsdale — 112,245 N 112,245
Hope . 79,900 102,084 29,100 211,084
Jackson Bus, —— — —
Kalamazoo 49,750 61,085 23,479 134,314
Lawrence Inst. of Tech. 6,600 15,527 8,042 30,169
Madonna 15,500 14,763 65,218 95,481
Maryglade  ——— — — ——
Marygrove 45,200 50,412 31,350 126,962
Mercy 38,500 93,514 554697 187,711
Morr3i1l.-Prlmor 1,000 49427 —_— 64227
Michigan Christian 4,650 51,390 —— 56,040
Mich, Col, of Osteo. —— — —_— ———
Midrasha — a—— — e
Muskegon Bus. — — — ——
Nazareth 28,150 11,500 21,000 60,650
Northwood —— — —— —
Olivet 64,000 56,083 23,105 145,188
Owosso 24,450 12,840 8,131 45,421
Reformed Bible Inst. — - ——
Sacred Heaxrt —— — 32,217 32,217
St. John's P — —— ——
5t, Mary's U — — —
Shaw (Mich., Luth.) —_— — 18,511 18,511
Siena Heights —— AN — ————
Soc. of Arts & Crafts — ——— —— —
Spring Arbor — 89,796 — 89,796
Suomi, 29,000 43,323 35,471 107,794
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Table 35 (conttd)

Ingtitution
Private Colleges (contfd)
U. of Detxroit
Yalsh
Western Theo.
Total
Total Higher Educ.
Other

GRAND TOTAL

Federal

EOG NDSL CVWS Total
151,600 326,921 55,273 533,794
— 3,938 — 3,938
969,450 1,632,492 672,734 3,274,676
4,797,600 8,942,628 4,773,112 18,513,340
52,000 92,688 143,464 288,152
4,849,600 9,035,316 4,916,576 18,801,492
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Table 35 (cont'd)

State
Scholarships Tuition All
Institution (Schol) Grants(TG) _Total Programs
Public Four-Year
Central Michigan 307,874 307,874 966,553
Bastern Michigan 150, 506 150, 506 2,477,581
Ferris State 54,512 N 54,512 498,271
Lake Superior 23,220 L 234220 62,413
Michigan State 1,243,571 1,243,571 4,871,260
Michigan Tech. 164,541 1644541 534,149
Northern Michigan 106,992 106,992 637,974
Oakland Univ. 130,126 B 130,126 529,903
Saginaw Valley 6,670 L 6,670 55,206
Univ. of Michigan 697,225 E 697,225 2,721,694
Wayne State 255,506 255,506 2,124,293
Western Michigan 256,187 256,187 1,413,401
Total 3’456- 708 3’456’708 1712369053
Publiec Two-Year
Alpena 7,478 7,478 94,186
Bay de Noc 6,233 N 6,233 64,814
Delta 15,378 O 15,378 102,258
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 14,573 L 14,573 184,248
Glen Qaks 1,636 1,636 82,003
Gogebic 11,217 11,217 26,310
Grand Rapids Jr. 46,488 N 46,488 201,081
Henry Ford 7,507 E 7,507 74,4300
Highland Park 2,726 L L 2,726 60,705
Jackson 12,969 E 12,969 38,614
Kellogg 18,075 18,075 56,501
Lake Michigan 9,618 N 9,618 88,200
Langing 11,422 E 11,422 74,796
Macomb T+699 L L 74699 50,450
Monroe 2,970 E 2,970 60,119
Montcalm 285 285 6,848
Muskegon 27,620 N 27,620 95,562
North Central 10,020 B 10,020 18,932
Northwestern Mich. 25,225 L L 25,225 90,395
Oakland C.C. 2,957 I 2,957 72,557
St. Clair 11,915 11,915 47,795
Schooleraft 4,226 4,226 47,206
Southwestern Mich. 3,719 B 3,719 19,287
Washtenaw 500 L 500 64,600
B
Total 262,456 262,456 1,721,775



Table 35 (cont'd)

Inagtitution

Private Colleges

Adrian

Albion

Alma

Andrews

Aquinas

Calvin

Calvin Theo.

Cleary

Concordia

Cranbrook

Davenpoxrt

DelLima

Detroit Bible
Detroit Col., of Bus.
Detroit Col. of Law
Detroit Inst. of Tech.
Tuns Scotus

General Motors Inst.
Grace Bible

Grand Rapids Baptist
Hillsdale

Hope

Jackson Bus.
Kalamazoo

Lawrence Inst. of Tech.

Madonna

Maryglade

Marygrove

Mercy
Merrill—~Palmer
Michigan Christian
Mich, Col., of Osteo.
Midrasha

Muskegon Bus,
Nazareth

Northwood

Olivet

Owosso

Reformed Bible Inste.
Sacred Heart

5t. Johnts

St., Mary's

Shaw

Siena Heights

Soce of Arts & Crafts
Spring Arbor

Suomi

306

State All

Schol TG Total Programs
54,704 62,483 117,187 161,802
133,480 90,700 224,180 430,272
95,098 93,495 188,591 572,404
67,951 72,616 140,567 534,897
127,778 138,296 266,074 403,212
293,823 294,452 588,275 897,859
— —_— — 9,543
1,038 17,554 18,592 18,592
8,634 — 8,634 19,634
13,822 113,982 127,804 258,078
190 10,390 10,580 10,580
468 _— 468 11,968
800 ————— 800 800
600 —— 600 600
3,078 22,688 25,766 50,211
54515 564537 62,052 62,052
14,788 12,071 26,859 43,659
75520 11,925 19,445 131,690
115,475 95,492 210,967 422,051
131,004 65,876 196,880 331,194
144,163 168,896 183,059 213,228
11,965 19,640 31,605 127,086
— 500 500 500
104,593 59,364 163,957 290,919
57,747 99,039 156,786 240,407
180 200 380 64607
10,500 30,094 40,594 96,634
5’ 548 ——— 5' 348 5, 348
30,150 354,660 65,810 126,460
2,088 66,356 68,444 68,444
374875 17,805 55,680 198,868
5,829 18,221 24,050 69,471
20,860 — 20,860 53,077
195 — 195 195
— 25,369 25,369 43,880
12,970 384325 51,295 51,295
1,600 13,025 14,625 14,625
35,633 65,580 101,213 191,009
5,825 45,734 51,559 159,355
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Table 35 (cont'd)

State All
Ingtitutions dSehol TG Total Programg
Private Colleges (cont'd)
U, of Detroit 364,092 306,787 670,879 1,204,673
Walsh — 9,000 9,000 9,000
Western Theo. — — 3,938
Total 1,797,379 2,178,150 3,975,529 T5250,205
Total Higher Hduc. 5¢5164,543 2,178,150 7,694,693 26,208,033
Other 795 1,075 1,870 290,022
GRAND TOTAL 5517,338 2,179,225 7,696,563 26,498,055

Sourcesa: State program data are actual expenditures as recorded by
Student Financial Assistance Services, Michigan Department
of Education, Lansing, Michigan.,

Federal program data are grants to inastitutions as recorded
in Notifications to Members of Congress; these will differ
from actual expenditures when institutions do not spend the

entire grant.
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Table 36

State and Federal Financial Assistance for Students in Michigan Insti-
tutions of Higher Education by Program and Institution, 1968-69

Federal
Natt'l Def, College
Educ'l Oppor. Stu. Loans Work-Study
Institution Grants(E0G) {NDSL) (cws) Total
Paublic Four<=Year
Central Michigan 140,960 442,826 124,434 708,220
Eastern Michigan 164,330, 649,036 839,203 1,652,569
Ferris State 130,76 229,072 88,505 448,343
Grand Valley 158,670 132,584 47,300 338,554
Lake Superior 35,300 24,990 120,765 181,055
Michigan State 1,145,930 1,696,828 696,228 3,538,986
Michigan Tech. 98,740 109,274 39,500 247,514
Northern Michigan 159,550 300,431 170,100 630,081
Oakland Univ, 49,100 234,625 143,921 427,646
Saginaw Valley 21,710 11,176 29,600 62,486
Univ. of Michigan 570,260 1,542,571 165,768 2,278,599
Wayne State. 642,300 798,281 437,200 1,877,781
Western Michigan 481,300 616,335 372,107 1,469,742
Total 34798,916 6,788,029 39274,631 13,861,576
Public Two-Year
Alpena 21,070 13,397 101,133 135,600
Bay de Noc 8,460 —— 53,346 61,806
Delta 49,860 31,584 52,120 133,564
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 33,630 19,282 113,449 166,361
Glen Oaks 29,370~ 24,295 60,780 114,445
Gogebic 12,010 e 23,890 35,900
Grand Rapids Jr. 88,390 26,378 754392 190,160
Henry Ford 2,130 13,189 42,254 G4y 575
Highland Park — —_— 66,600 66,600
Jackson 16,270 7,886 23,115 47,271
Kalamazoo Valley 2,070 64942 37,009 46,021
Kellogg 17,630 10,624 23,334 51,588
Kirtland —_— —_— 49,608 49,608
Lake Michigan 47,150 28,877 59,575 135,602
Lansing 19,550 224,907 29,520 71,977
Macomb 17,160 79 566 39,700 64,426
Mid Michigan — e 4,502 4,502
Monroe 20,770 19,436 46,952 87,158
Montcalm — 2,082 12,155 14,237
Muskegon 4,110 —_— 61,872 65,982
North Central —— 3,818 54000 8,818
Northwestern Mich. 33,240 14,230 19,800 67,270
Qakland C.C. 50,820 41,649 30,000 122,469
St. Clair —_— 2,777 61,920 64,697
Schoolcraft 13,200 —_— 78,939 92,139
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Table 36 (cont'd)

Federal

Institution EOG NDSL CWs Total

Public Two-Year (cont?d)
Southwestern Mich. ———r —— 29,851 29,851
Washtenaw 82,930 69,417 635,760 216,107
Weat Shore — — 3,648 3,648

Total 576,820 366,336 1,269,224 2,212,380

Private Colleges
Adrian 23,220 39,185 21,322 83,727
Albion 34,260 102,933 564940 194,133
Alma 76,800 65,550 32,000 174,050
Andrews 78,970 584448 13,506 150,924
Aquinas 99,520 50,851 28,950 157,321
Calvin 146,650 142,302 110,682 399,634
Calvin Theo. — 9,107 ——— 9,107
Cleaxry — —— — ——
Concordia —_— 34611 79935 11,546
Cranbrook e —a ——— i
Davenport 51,970 40,400 28,750 121,120
DeLima 4,150 6,942 4,200 15,292
Detroit Bible — 10,586  — 10,586
Detroit Col. of Bus. o ——— — —
Detroit Col., of Law —_— — —
Detroit Inst. of Tech. 33,840 22,2153 13,501 69,554
Duns Scotus 24730 v T,030 10,760
General Motors Inst. m———— — e —
Grace Bible — e e e
Grand Rapids Baptist 16,190 —— 16,190
Hillsdale 20,730 79,134 21,630 121,494
Hope 114,980 98,917 374851 251,748
Jackson Buc, 2,591 8,501
Kalamazoo 64,390 58,031 63,650 186,071
Lawrence Inat, of Tech. 18,770 17,179 11,904 47,853
Madonna 23,000 19,662 75,549 118,211
Maryglada —— —— — —
Marygrove 52,560 40,261 26,400 119,221
HMercy 56,230 112,974 83,620 252,824
Merrill—~Palmer 2,500 5,866 — 8,366
Michigan Christian 15,090 44,495 10,260 69,845
Mich, Col. of Osteo, —e _— -
Midrasha —_— — —_— —
Muskegon Bus. —_— — 8,393 8,395
Nazareth 28,450 T,983 21,400 57,833
Northwood 11,200 6,942 16,735 34,877
Clivet 54,430 55,880 24,000 134,310
Owosso 36,590 10,943 13,910 61,443
Reformed Bible Inst. i — e ————
Sacred Heart — _ 44,248 44,248
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Table 36 {cont¥d)

Federal
Institution EOG NDSL CWS Total
Private Colleges (conttd)
St. John's e —_— S ——
St. Maz‘:y"s A— Sy a— L e —————
Shaw (Mich. Luth.) 3,48 —_— 22,949 26,429
Siena Heighta —r—— —— —— ——
Soc. of Arts & Crafts e v — —_—
Spring Arbor 13,680 83,993 — 97,673
Suomi 24,510 51,931 40,803 97,244
U. of Detroit 232,240 374,152 95,209 701,601
Walsh _— 8,678 — 8,678
Western Theo, — 34332 ———— 34332
Total 1,342,130 1,592,181 949,918 3,884,229
Total Higher Educ, 5,717,866 8,746,546 5,493,773 19,958,185
Other 654 300 90,132 125,446 280,878
GRAND TOTAL 5,783,166 8,836,678 5,619,219 20,239,063
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Table 36 (cont'd)

State
Scholarships Tuition
Institution (Schol) Grants(TG) _Total
Public Four-Year
Central Michigan 374,061 I 374,061
Bastern Michigan 172,147 N 172,147
Ferris State 52,677 B 524,677
Grand Valley 60,702 L 60,702
Lake Supexrior 24,145 I 24,145
Michigan State 1,489,049 G 1,489,049
Michigan Tech. 196,957 I 196,957
Northern Michigan 125,974 B 123,974
Oakland Univ. 173,812 L 173,812
Saginaw Valley 6,769 B 6,769
Univ. of Michigan 910,893 910,893
Wayne State 290,916 290,916
Western Michigan 286,913 286,913
Total 4,163,015 4,163,015
Publi¢c Two=Year
Alpena 7,184 I 7,184
Bay de Noc 3,330 N 34330
Delta 15,780 E 15,780
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 9,101 L 9,101
Glen Oaks:: 2,765 I 2,765
Gogebic 9,960 I G 9,960
Grand Rapids Jr. 30,059 N I 30,059
Henry Ford 8,620 E B 8,620
Highland Park 1,248 L L 1,248
Jackson 13,341 I E 13,341
Kalamazoo Valley 600 I G 600
rellogg I, 725 N I 9,725
Kirtland 570 E B 570
Lake Michigan 34,860 L L %4860
Lansing Ty 133 I E Ts 133
Macomb 8,537 I G 8,537
Mid Michigan 710 N I 710
Monroe 3,520 E B 3,520
Hontecalm 1,203 L L 1,203
Muskegon 19,707 I I 19,707
Noxrth Central 9,067 G 9,067
Northwestern Mich. 17,712 I 17,712
Oakland C.C. 2,060 B 2,060
St. Clair 7,070 L 7,070
Schoolcraft 5,344 E 5:344
Southwestern Mich. 2,412 2,412
Washtenaw 665 665
West Shore PR —
Total 201,883 201,883

All
Proggams

1,082,281
1,824,716
501,020
399,256
205,200
5,028,035
444,471
754,055
601,458
69,255
3,189,492
2,168,697
1,756,655

18,024,591

142,784
65,136
149,344
175,462
117,210
45,860
220,219
7759193
67,848
60,612
46,621
61,313
50,178
139,462
79,710
72,963

5,212
90,678
15,440
85,689
17,885
84,962
124,529
T1s 767
97,48%
32,263
216,772

3,648

2,414,263
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Table 36 (cont'd)

Tnetitution

Private Colleges
Adrian
Albion
Alma
Andrews
Aquinas
Calvin
Calvin Theo.
Cleary
Concoxrdia
Cranbrook
Davenport
Delima
Detroit Bible
Detroit Col. of Bus.
Detroit Col. of Law

Detroit Inst. of Tech.

Duns Scotus

General Motors Inst.
Grace Bible

Grand Rapids Baptist
Hillsdale

Hope

Jackson Bus.
Kalamazoo

Lawrence Inst., of Tech.

Madonna

Maryglade

Marygrove

Mercy
Merrill=Palmer
Michigan Christian
Mich, Col, of Osteo.
Midrasha

Muskegon Bus,
Nazareth

Northwood

QClivet

Owosso

Reformed Bible Inst.
Sacred Heart

St. John's

5t. Mary's

Shaw (Mich. Luth.)
Siena Heights

Soc, of Arts & Crafts
Spring Arbor

Suomi.

State All

{ Schol TG Total Programs
51,310 78,887 130,197 213,924
169,785 107,335 2774120 471,253
122,847 142,057 264,904 438,954
64,710 110,105 174,815 325,739
143,095 172,653 315,748 473,069
275,009 465,159 740,168 1,139,?82
—— ——— ————— 9’ 7
1,972 15,648 17,620 17,620
6,984 684 7,668 19,214
—— 350 350 550
10,482 119,604 130,086 251,206
650 T+425 8,075 23,367
1,014 —e 1,014 11,600
1,769 36,744 38,513 38,513
1,405 71,927 735332 142,886
s B —— 10,760
4,147 59,750 63,897 63,897
260 ———— 260 260
16,380 24,225 40,605 56,795
5404 20,475 25,879 147,373
140,552 151,802 292,354 544,103
— — — 8,59
127,155 82,766 209,921 395,992
16,183 234,124 250,307 298,160
9,100 57,875 66,975 185,186
73,060 100,539 173,599 292,820
50,809 115,261 166,070 418.894
———— 129 125 8,491
2,110 24,484 28,594 98,439
4,571 —— 4,571 12,964
23,513 57,145 80,658 138,491
1,612 175333 78,945 113,822
44,680 99,300 143,980 278,290
3,690 17,604 21,294 82,737
8,865 ——r 8,865 53,113
305 — 305 505
_— 55,805 55’805 829234
Ts435 48,505 55,940 55,940
1,313 18,099 19,412 19,412
34,166 96,611 130,777 228,450
4,700 56,698 61,398 158,642
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Table 36 (cont?d)

State All

Institution Schol TG Total Programs
Private Colleges (cont'd)

U. of Debtroit 415,460 578,181 993,641 1,695,242

Walsh 19,042 19,042 27,720

Western Theo. — —— — 34332

Total 1,848,502 3,324,327 5,172,829 9,057,058

Total Higher Educ. 6,213,400 3,324,327 9,537,727 29,495,912

Other 140 2,175 2,315 283,193

GRAND TOTAL 6,213,540 3,326,502 9,540,042 29,779,105

1/ Adjusted from $210,020 becaume not all of this was spent.

Sources: State program data are actual expenditures as recorded by
Student Financial Assistance Services, Michigan Department of
Education, Lansing, Michigan.

Federal program data are grants to institutions as recorded
in Notifications to Members of Congress; these will differc
from actual expenditures when institutions do not spend the
entire grant,
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Table 37

State and Federal Financial Assistance for Students in Michigan Insti-
tutions of Higher Education by Program and Institution, 1969-70

Federal
Natt'l Def. College
Educ'l Oppor. Stu. Loans Work-Study

Ingtitution Grants(E0G) (NDSL) (cws) Total

Public Four-Year
Central Michigan 205,035 461,821 155,022 821,878
Eastern Michigan 182,557 611,481 570,119 1,364,157
Ferris State 84,933 212,642 54,724 352,299
Grand Valley 156,088 163,628 82,981 402,697
Lake Superior 39,748 40,210 113,899 193,857
Michigan State 1,057,933 1,656,281 1,184,811 3,899,025
Michigan Tech. 96,101 47,321 84,541 227,963
Northern Michigan 157,117 209,978 180,903 547,998
Qakland Univ. 55,848 318,307 197,952 570,107
Saginaw Valley 31,423 18,455 27,551 77,429
Univ. of Michigan 469,096 1,463,483 307,549 2,240,128
Wayne State 552,245 790,185 434,650 1,777,080
Western Michigan 454,003 489,445 223,403 1,166,851

Total 54540,127 6,483,237 3,618,105 13,641 2469

Public Two=Year
Alpena 15,857 17,753 91,215 124,825
Bay de Noc 17,192 _— 65,480 82,672
Delta 60,427 374955 54,819 153,201
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 35,186 15,798 111,769 162,753
Glen Oaks 25,766 23,225 44,684 93,675
Gogebic 28,559 —_— 25,543 54,102
Grand Rapids Jr. 66,473 30,224 935,437 190.134
Henry Ford 8,567 17,339 46,326 72,2352
Highland Park 109,820 127,259 80,146 317,225
Jackson 25,713 11,148 22,816 59,677
Kalamazoo Valley 20,213 8,908 48,127 774248
Kellogg 254,424 14,219 35,826 735469
Kirtland —— 274533 274533
Lake Michigan 51,893 264343 99,937 178,173
Lansing 19,500 20,680 34,894 75,074
Macomb 34,845 30,256 40,576 105,677
Mid Michigan 2,745 64363 4,711 13,819
Monroe 14,4335 19,089 45,807 79,231
Montcalm 2,745 2,020 19,177 23,942
Muskegon 19,665 169035 55,356 91,034
North Central 5,820 5,653 8,883 20,356
Northwestern Mich. 25,737 16,461 14,773 56,971
Oakland C.C. 89,540 72,538 56,546 218,624
St. Clair 34569 2,927 69,437 15,933
Schooleraft 18,238 — 72,123 90, 361



315

Table 37 (conttd)

Reformed Bible.Inst.

Federal

Institution EQOG NDsSI, CWS Total

Public Two~Year (cont?d)
Southwestern Mich. 5234 — 26,792 32,026
Washtenaw 81,031 63,630 744297 218,958
Wayne Co. Comm. Col, — —_— — —
West Shore — — 6,842 6,842

Total 812,092 585,823 1,377,852 2,775,767

Private Colleges
Adrian 57,520 35,967 17,408 90,895
Albion 54,076 130,899 39,106 224,081
Alma 80,028 65,539 42,410 187,977
Andrews 63,723 46,768 8,682 119,173
Aquinas 104,398 30,440 37,683 172,521
Calvin 158,710 139,031 91,304 389,045
Calvin Theo. 9,544 e 9,544
Cleary —_— — —_— ——
Concordia —_— 3,137 8,320 11,457
Cranbrook —_—  — ——— ——
Davenport 28,615 29,461 22,882 80,958
DeLima 6,492 7,010 1,748 15,250
Detroit Bible — 9,646 — 9,646
Detxroit Col. of Bus,. — —— —— —e
Detroit Col., of Law — ——— — ———
Detroit Inst. of Tech. 41,099 17,816 18,618 775533
Duns Scotus 2,196 4,989 7,185
General Motors Inst. —_— — —_— —
Grace Bible e —— N —
Grand Rapids Baptist 17,820 — S 17,820
Hillsdale 41,298 70,788 32,958 145,044
Hope 155,297 109,761 31,281 296,339
Jackson Bus. e — 5,612 5,612
Kalamazoo 60,224 "10,941 65,544 196,709
Lawrence Inst. of Tech. 14,229 15,271 11,236 40,736
Madonna 15,041 23,067 69,331 107,439
Maryglade — — s —
Marygrove 99,621 86,409 34,082 220,112
Mercy 47,971 90,230 51,228 189,429
Mezrill-Palmer 2,474 2,055 _— 4,529
Michigan Christian 16,436 35,249 14,494 66,179
Mich. Col. of Osteo. — —_— — ——
Midrasha — —— — J—
Muskegon —_— — 59769 59769
Nazareth 26,442 6,999 21,014 54,455
Northwood 21,533 — 22,384 43,917
0livet 81,103 54,149 23,258 158,510
Owosso 16,483 10,845 13,367 40,695
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Table 37 (cont'd)

Federal
Institution EOG NDSL CWS Total
Private Colleges (contt'd)
Sacred Heart — —— 35,409 35,409
St. John's ———e — — —
St. Mary's — — — ——
Shaw (Mich, Luth.) 45,90 —— 36,546 82,452
Siena Heights ——— — — —
Soc, of Arts & Crafts enrar —— ann ———
Spring Arbor 58,251 T4,765 — 133,016
Suomi 28,346 394769 51,813 119,928
U. of Detroit 243,806 373,506 94,463 733,775
Walsh ——— e — ——
Western Theo., R — — —
Total 1,569,138 1,589,062 912,939 4,071,139
Total Higher Educ. 5,921,357 8,658,122 5,908,896 20,488,375
Cther 58,621 103,003 150,722 312,346
GRAND TOTAL 59979,978 8,761,125 6,059,618 20,800,721



Ingtitution

Public Four-Year
Cehtral Michigan
Eastern Michigan
Ferris State
Grand Valley
Lake Superior
Michigan State
Michigan Tech.
Northern Michigan
Oakland Univ.
Saginaw Valley
Univ. of Michigan
Wayne State
Western Michigan

Total

Public Two-Year
Alpena
Bay de Noc
Delta
Genessee (Flint C.C.
Glen Oaks
Gogebic
Grand Rapids Jr.
Henry Ford
Highland Park
Jackson
Kalamazoo Valley
Kellogg
Kirtland
Lake Michigan
Lansing
Macomb
Mid Michigan
Monroe
Montealm
Mugkegon
Horth Central
Northwestern Mich.
Ozakland C.C.
St. Clair
Schoolecraft
Southwestern Mich.
Washtenaw
Wayne Co, Comm, Col.
West Shore
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Table 37 (cont'd)

State
Scholaxrships Tuition All

(Schol) Grants(TG) . Total Programs
384,751 I 384,751 1,206,629
162,890 N 162,890 1,527,047
51,626 B 51,626 403,925
86,212 L 86,212 488,909
26,876 I 26,876 220,733
1,911,117 G 1,911,117 5,810,142
213,171 I 213,171 441,134
126,699 B 126,699 674,697
233,786 L 233,786 803,893
14,273 E 14,273 91,702
1,203,898 1,203,898 3,444,026
268,656 268,656 2,045,736
357,383 357,383 1,524,234
5,041,338 5,041,338 18,682,807
83877 I 8,877 133,702
3,915 N 3,915 86,587
15,325 E 15,325 168,526
) 7,106 L T, 106 169,859
1,099 I 1,099 94,774
8,861 I G 8,861 62,963
28,193 N I 28,193 218,327
8,297 E B 8,297 80,529
— L L — 317,225
9,145 I E 9,145 68,822
1,280 I G 1,280 78,528
8,514 N i 8,514 81,783
935 E B 935 28,468
2,375 L L 2,375 180,548
T+484 I E 7,484 82,558
5,298 I G 5,298 110,975
990 N I 990 14,809
2,980 E B 2,980 82,211
2,159 L L 2,159 26,101
22,825 X B 22,825 113,859
74267 I G 79267 27,623
19,846 N I 19,846 76,817
5,108 E B 5,108 223,732
9,283 L L 9,283 85,216
4,000 I B 4,000 94,361
1,822 G 1,822 33,848
680 I 680 219,638

— B — P
320 L 320 Te162
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Table 37 (conttd)

State All
Institution Schol TG Total Programg
Public Two-Year (cont'd)
Total 193,784 195,784 2,969,551
Private Colleges
Adrian 51,753 129,327 181,080 271,975
Albion 178,475 194,891 3734366 597,447
Alma 140,347 251,380 %91, 727 579, 704
Andrews 59,727 168,269 227,996 347,169
Agquinas 126,975 247,484 374,459 546,980
Calvin 348,722 644,882 993,604 1,382,649
Clavin Theo. — o — 9544
Cleary 1,028 8,697 9,725 9,725
Concordia T 745 54253 12,998 24,455
Cranbrook e ) — ——
Davenport 54508 148,540 154,048 235,006
DeLima 400 — 400 15, 650
Detroit Bible 2,642 ——— 2,642 12,288
Detroit Col. of Bus. 24390 84,451 86,841 86,841
Detroit Col,., of Law —— —— — ——————
Detroit Inst. of Tech. 2,350 106,380 108,730 186,263
Duns Scotus — _— e T+185
General Motors Inst. 34525 9,730 13,255 15,255
Grace Bible 1,268 1,268 1,268
Grand Rapids Baptist 25,821 50,197 76,018 93,858
Hillsdale 94794 37,929 47,725 192,767
Hope 155,660 242,844 598,504 694,843
Jackson Bug. — — — 5,612
Kalamazoo 163,182 89,491 252,673 449,382
Lawrence Insti of Tech, 16,198 247,644 263,842 304,578
Madonna T;758 (9,436 77:191 184,633
Maryglade — — — —
Marygrove 64,460 150,704 215,164 435,276
Mercy 63,305 178,691 241,996 431,425
Merrill-Palmer 804 280 1,084 5,613
Michigan Christian 2,770 31,866 34,636 100,815
Mich., Col. of Ogteo. e e — —
F[id-msh.a. v—a—— ——— — —
Muskegon Bus. 54378 30,758 34,136 59,905
Nazareth 24,503 79,899 104,402 158,857
Northwood 800 84,186 84,986 128,903
O0livet 46,910 173,635 220,545 379,055
Owosso 4,378 13,595 17,975 58,668
Reformed Bible Inst. — — - .
Sacred Heart 11,700 — 11,700 47,109
St. John's B — — e —
St. Mary's 150 — 150 150
Shaw (Mich., Luth,) — 73,702 73,702 156,154
Siena Heights 9,575 534310 62,885 62,885
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Table 37 (cont?d)

State
Institution Schol TG Total
Private Colleses (conttd)
Soc. of Arts & Crafts 800 25,994 26,794
Spring Arbor 44,320 151,168 195,488
Suomi 1,600 85,840 87,440
U. of Detroit 398,874 1,004,462 1,403,336
Welsh 240 11,735 12,075
Western Theo. ——— —— —_—
Total 1,989,935 4,886,650 6,876,585
Total Higher Educ. 7,225,057 4,886,650 12,111,707
Other 400 a——-an 400
GRAND TOTAL 7,225,457 4,886,650 12,112,107

All
Pro 3]

26,794
328,504
207,368

2,115,111

12,075

10,947,724
32,600,082

312,746
32,912,828

Sources: Sitate program data are actual expenditures as recorded by
Student Financial Assistance Services, Michigan Department
of Education, Lansing, Michigan,

Federal program data are grants to institutions as recorded
in Notifications to Members of Congress; these will differ
from actual expenditures when institutions do not spend the

entire grant.
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Table 38

State and Federal Financial Assistance for Students in Michigan Insti-
tutions of Higher Education by Program and Institution, 1970-71

Federal
Nat'l Def. College
Educ'l Oppor. Stu. Loans Work-Study
Institution Grants(X0G) (NDSL) (cws) Total
Public Four—-Year
Central Michigan 257,900 674,842 200,000 1,132,742
EBastern Michigan 242,200 698,950 600,000 1,541,150
Ferris State 164,800 223,634 88,500 476,934
Grand Valley 194,100 200,512 100,000 494,612
Lake Superior 53,100 72,965 235,359 361,424
Michigan State 1,028,200 2,082,445 1,122,500 4,233,145
Michigan Tech. 93,000 38,389 80,000 211,389
Northern Michigan 158,660 310,358 179,000 647,958
Oakland Univ. 101,100 332,077 200,000 633,177
Saginaw Valley 42,000 22,060 28,000 92,060
Univ. of Michigan 397,100 1,698,099 350,000 2,445,199
Wayne State 614,400 1,126,033 500,000 2,240,433
Western Michigan 466,900 719,509 329,066 1,515,475
Total 3,813,400 8,199,873 4,012,42% 16,025,698
Public Pwo~Year
Alpena 21,600 26,533 117,382 165,515
Bay de Noc 18,400 —_ 61,905 80, 305
Delta 72,000 44,560 70,000 186,560
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 37,100 2%,880 100,000 160,980
Glen Oaks 27,600 28,807 45,600 102,007
Gogebic 41,600 —_— 30,000 71,600
Grand Rapids Jr. 81,900 35,251 110,000 227,151
Henry lord 64500 21,984 60,000 88,484
Highland Park 147,200 83,389 100,000 530,589
Jackson 29,700 19,331 29,011 78,042
Kalamazoo Valley 16,100 14,949 30,000 61,049
Kellogg 26,800 18,573 30,000 759373
Kirtland 4,200 — 26,000 30,200
Lake Michigan 40,400 25,775 80,300 146,475
Lansing 23,000 29,944 44,280 97,224
Macomb 58, 300 42,074 40,000 140,374
Mid Michigan 8,200 15,162 16,800 40,162
Monroe 13,400 13,275 30,475 57,150
Montcalm 3,100 2,927 26,000 32,027
Muskegon 23,300 16,678 55,300 95,278
North Central 8, 700 8,183 11,199 28,082
Northwestern Mich. 27,200 12,281 17,900 57,381
Oakland C,C. 115,300 90,591 90,000 295,891
St. Clair 6,800 6,444 83,000 96,244
Schoolcraft 21,200 12,508 72,000 105,708
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Table 38 (cont'd)

o

Reformed Bible.Inst.

Federal

Ingtitution EOG NDSL CWs Total

Public Two-Year (cont'd)
Southwestern Mich, 14,200 — 26,516 40,716
Washtenaw 83,500 49,654 100,000 233,154
Vayne Co. Comm, Col. —— 75,808 120,000 195,808
West Shore 14,600 —— 20,000 34,600

Total 991,900 718,561 1,643,668 3,354,129

Private Colleges
Adrian 47,800 39,193 8,556 95,549
Albion 534300 133,953 44,000 231,253
Alma, 105,800 75,429 62,000 245,229
Andrews 60,800 48,517 4,903 114,220
Aguinasg 103,200 58,751 45,000 206,951
Calvin 127,000 161,623 123,000 411,623
Calvin Theo. —— 14,024 — 14,024
Clearxy — — — —
Concordia —_— 34419 9,869 13,288
Cranbrook —— — — —
Davenport 104,000 43,211 45,000 192,211
Delima —_— —_— —_— —
Detroit Bible — 9,324 — 9,324
Detroit Col. of Bus. 20,500 17,057 16,000 53,557
Detroit Col. of Law — — — —_—
Detroit Inst. of Tech, 58,100 22,742 18,000 98,842
Duns Scotus 3,500 D — 2,000 5,500
General Motoxrs Inst. — ——— e
Grace Bible — e — ——
Grand Rapids Baptist 14,700 22,742 10,000 47,442
Hilladale 38,200 80,073 15,706 133,979
Hope 145,600 128,869 29,700 502,169
Jackson Bus, —_— 1/ 10,000 10,000
Kalamazoo 84,800 72,018 78,425 235,243
Lawrence Inst. of Tech. 23,700 22,424 10,784 56,908
Madonna 14,500 21,946 775396 113,842
Maryglade — —  — —_—
Marygrove 88,600 75,675 45,000 209,275
Mercy 68,100 102,192 53,062 223,354
Merrill-Palmer 700 611 — 1,311
Michigan Christian 14,400 49,465 6,056 69,921
Mich., Col. of Osteo. — 18,952 25,620 44,572
Midrasha — p— — e
Muskegon Bus. 13,266 12,000 25,266
Nazareth 29,100 8,187 24,000 61,287
Noxrthwood 28,000 _— 364500 64,500
Olivet 86,800 65,043 30,220 182,063
Owosso 23,300 6,595 17,155 47,050
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Table 38 (cont?d)

Federal
Institution EOG NDSL CWS Total
Private Colleges {cont'd)
Sacred Heart —_— — 45,000 45,000
S5t. John's — — — ——
St. Mary's — —_— ———— e
Shaw (Mich. Luth.) 27,400 18,952 36,546 82,898
Siena Heights —— r—— — S
Soc, of Arts & Crafts —  —— — T —
Spring Arbor 77,600 735534 —— 151,134
Suomi 374200 48,896 103,668 189,764
U. of Detroit 332,200 416,944 118,297 867,441
Walsh — 18,952 ——— 18,952
Western Theo. — 6,018 —— 6,018
Total 1,816,900 1,898,597 1,163,463 4,878,960
Total Higher Educ. 6,622,200 10,817,031 6,819,556 24,258,787
Other 38,800 75,212 79,616 193,628
GRAND TOTAL 6,661,000 10,892,243 6,899,172 24,452,415
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Table 38 (cont?d)

State
Scholarships Tuition All
Ingtitution {Schol) Grants(TG) Total Pro g
Publiec Four-Year
Central Michigan 340,619 340,619 1,473,361
BEastern Michigan 138,373 N 138,373 1,679,523
Ferris State 49,024 E 49,024 525,958
Grand Valley 111,111 L 111,111 605,723
Lake Superior 34,894 I 34,894 396,318
Michigan State 1,692,204 G 1,692,204 5,925,349
Michigan Tech. 235,230 T 235,230 446,619
Northern Michigan 149,578 B 149,578 797,536
Oakland Univ, 232,571 L 232,571 865,748
Saginaw Valley 27,476 B 27,476 119,536
Univ. of Michigan 1,218,920 1,218,920 3,664,119
Viayne State 327,209 327,209 2,567,642
Western Michigan 362,232 362,232 1,877,707
Total 4,919,441 4,919,441 20,945,139
Public Two—Yeaxr
Alpena. 8,430 8,430 173,945
Bay de Noc 8,050 N 8,050 88,4355
Delta 18,380 E 18,380 204,940
Genessee (Flint C.C.) 10,996 L 10,996 171,976
Glen Oaks 4,490 I 44490 106,497
Gogebic 15,492 I G 15,492 87,092
Grand Rapids Jr. 41,302 N I 41,302 268,453
Henry Ford 11,040 E B 11,040 99,524
Highland Park 1,320 L L 1,320 331,909
Jackson 19,057 I E 19,057 1979099
Kalamazoo Valley 3,390 I G 3,390 644439
Kellogg 14,363 N I 14,365 89,736
Kirtland 572 E B 572 30,772
Lake Michigan 4,405 L L 4,405 150,880
Lansing 13,606 T E 13,606 110,830
Macomb 12,107 T G 12,107 152,481
Mid Michigan 1,388 N T 1,388 41,550
Monroe 6,605 B B 6,605 63,755
Montcalm 4,493 L L 4,493 36,520
Muskegon 27,202 I E 27,202 122,480
North Central 10,023 I G 10,023 38,105
Northwestern Mich. 22,829 I T 22,829 80,210
Oakland C.C. 9,307 E B 9,301 305,192
St. Clair 9,719 L L 9,719 105,963
Schoolcraft 6,565 T E 6,585 112,293
Southwestern Mich. 1,550 G 1,550 42,266
Washtenaw 1,420 I 1,420 234,574
Wayne Co. Comm. Col. 930 B 930 196,738
West Shore 3,470 L 3,470 38,070



324

Table 38 (cont'd)

Institution

Public Two=Year (cont'd)

Total

Private Colleges

Adrian

Albion

Alma

Andrewvs

Agquiras

calvin

Calvin Theo.

Cleary

Concordia

Cranbrook

Davenport

DelLima

Detroit Bible
Detrxoit Col., of Bus.
Detroit Col. of Law
Detroit Inst., of Tech,
Duns Scotus

General Motors Inst.
Grace Bible

Grand Rapids Baptist
Hilladale

Hope

Jackson Bus,
Kalamazoo

Lawrence Inst. of Tech,
Madonna

Maryglade

Marygrove

Mercy
Merrill~Palmex
Michigan Christian
Mich, Col, of Osteo.
Midrasha

IMuskegon Bus.
Nazareth

Northwood

Olivet

Owossgo

Reformed Bible Inst.
Sacred Heart

5t . John s

St. Mary's

Shaw (Mich, Luth.)
Siena Heights

State

Schol TG Total
292,515 292,515
63,993 132,805 196,798
159,520 139,820 299,340
161,696 182,925 344,621
54,816 161,390 216,206
125,535 224,050 549,585
346,153 525,036 871,189
247 12,645 13,592
9,630 8,152 17,782
—_ 4,000 4,000
9,616 173,847 183,463
2,320 S 2,320
5,298 121,033 124,331
-— 6,750 6,750
2,400 94,394 96,794
970 — 970
9,155 8,610 17,765
504 —— 504
38,405 61,843 100,248
14,262 36,485 50, 747
166,738 194,692 361,430
156,454 60, 365 216,819
31,118 216,174 247,292
10,530 534500 64,030
554520 179,272 234,792
744815 244,252 319,067
54859 36,209 40,068
2,161 64,162 66,323
26,505 85,288 111,793
1,366 775459 78,825
54,602 187,616 242,218
2,280 29,438 31,718
140 — 140
6,085 — 6,085
——— 71,098 71,098
10,750 59,013 69,763

All

Programs

3,646,644

292,347
530,593
587,850
330,426
556,536

1,282,812

14,024
154592
31,070
4,000
375,674

11,644
177,688
6,750
195,636
6,470
17,765
504
147,690
184,726
663,599
10,000
452,062
304,200
177,872

444,067
542,421
1,311
109,989
44,572
91,589
173,080
143,325
424,281
78,768
140
51,085

153,996
69,763
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Table 38 (cont'd)

State All
Ingtitution Schol TG Total Programs
Private Colleges (cont'd)
Soc. of Arts & Crafts 2,383 28,513 30,896 30,896
Spring Arbor 45,929 192,312 238,241 389,375
Suomi 6,000 84,053 90,053 279,817
U. of Detroit 393,030 1,191,284 1,584,314 2,451,755
Walsh —— 5,721 5,721 24,673
Western Theo. — ——— — 6,018
Total 2,053,485 4,954,206 7,007,691 11,886,651
Total Higher Educ. T9265,441 4,954,206 12,219,647 36,478,434
Other —— —_— —_— 193,628
GRAND TOTAL 7,265,441 4,954,206 12,219,647 36,672,062

1/ Adjusted from $9,097 because these funds not expended.

Sources: State program data are preliminary figures of actual expendi-
tures as recorded by Student Financial Assistance Services,

Michigan Department of Education, Lansing, Michigan.

Federal program data are grants to institutions as recorded
in Notifications to Members of Congreas; these will differ
from actual expenditures when institutions do not spend the
entire grant.



Appendix E

A Procedure For Egtimating The Foregone Earnings 0f Students

The average gross weekly earnings in current dollars in private
nonagricultural industries were $114.61 in 1969 and $119.46 in 1970
(Council of Economic Advisors, 1972 Annual Report transmitted with the
Econgmic Report of the Presgident, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 1972, Table B-32, p. 232). Let the average, $117,04,
represent weekly earnings foregone by full-time enrolled students who
would have worked if not in college in the 1969=-70 academic year.

Since "full~time" in this usage implies being in school approxi-
mately three-fourths of the year, the earnings foregone in the academic
year would be 39 X $117.04 = $4564.56 for those who would have worked.

Not all young people, of course, do work. The labor force parti-
cipation rates for civilian, noninstitutionalized 18=24 year olds not
enrolled in school in 1969=70 were 93 and 64 percent for males and

females, respectively (U.S. Department of Labor, Handbook of Labor

Statistics 1971, Bureau of Labor Statistics Bulletin 1705, U.S. Govern-
menl Printing Office, Washington, D.Ce., 1971, ‘Lable 11, p. 45). 'The
student population in Michigan was approximately 60 and 64 percent
male at the undergraduate and graduate levels, respectively. Combining
the above information on the sexes, we obtain the following labor force
participation rates for undergraduates and graduates:

Undergraduates (,60 X 93) + (.40 X 64) = 81.4%

Graduates (.64 X 93) + (.36 Xc.64) = 82,6%

Using the above labor force participation rates to deflate the

earnings figure for an employed young person, the foregone earnings

326



327

become:

Undergraduates .814 X $4565 = $3716
Graduates «826 X $4565 = $3771

The calculation for graduate students assumes that their added earnings
potential is balanced by their additional income as teachers and re-—

searcherz; the assumption is admittedly crude, but it does have some

basig in fact (see Theodore W, Schultz, Investment in Human Capital,
N.Y.: The Free Press, 1971, pp. 115-119). Since the two figures differ
by only a small amount, it is reasonable to use just one estimate,
say $3740.

In orxrder to project foregone earnings, it is necessary to assume
a rate of growth to apply to $3740. During the 1961-69 period average
gross weekly earnings in constant dollarg in private nonagricultural
industries grew at an annual rate of 1.56 percent and from 1961 to
1971 the average rate was 1.24 percent (Council of Economic Advisors,
OP. cit.). Using a rate of 1.3 percent which is romghly comparable to
the income assumptions in the enrollment projections yields the follow-
ing estimates of foregone earnings in 1969-70 dollars in the four
academic years appearing in the analysis:

1969~T0: $3740 1975-76: $4041

1972-73: $3888 1980-81: $4311.
Converting these to 1972~73 dollars gives

1969-70: $4180 1975-T6: $4520

1972-73:  $4340 1980-81: §4820,

Finally, these estimates must be used in conjunction with full-
time-equivalent enrollment figures rather than headcount enrollments,

for all of the above calculations assume that the student is a full-
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time student.
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