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Preface

The analysis of selected Federal programs for higher
education was prepared for an ad foc program analysis
group appointed by the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare on March 2, 1967. The report
below, like all pioneering attempts, is probably
mnore interesting as a methodological exercise than
as a precise measurement of the impact of different
programs. It is hoped, though, that the present
analysis will point the way to solving some of the
more vexing Cata problems in one major area of
public investment.

This paper is not truly the result of a consensus
of a committee, nor can it be taken as an official
view of the Office of Education. It is an input to
policymaking by the Office of Program Planning
and Evaluation (OPPE).

Many useful critical comments were received from
readers of an earlier draft. The present version is,
we believe, much improved as a result of those
comments. However, for the sake of cohesion, we
did not reflect and note all the reservations voiced
in connection with our findings. For example:

We were criticized for adopting a projection
of future enrollments, different from the one
published by the US. Office of Education,
National Center for Educational Statistics; for
not dealing with all forms of postsecondary
education; and for slighting the role of part-time
study and nondegree enrollment, and the like.

Others cautioned us about using preliminary
tabulations of student aid.

Still others dissented from our findings about
the program to aid developing institutions.

i

Especially in connection with ihis program, it
was pointed out that our conclusions were prob-
ably premature because upgrading the educa-
tional quality of an institution takes a great deal
of time.

Our analysis of Talent Search and Upward
Bound was also criticized as flying in the face of
conventional wisdom.

Finally, it was pointed out to us that the antici-
pated decline in private support for graduate
study is not adequately reflected in our analysis
and thzt the crisis of graduate education may be
more serious than our projections indicate.

We would welcome additional comments from our
readers to improve the next year’s version of our
analysis paper.

The paper was prepared by the undersigned with
the assistance of James Byrnes, Penrose Jackson, and
Mrs. Cora Beebe. Gerald Weber, then of the staff of
the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
and now at the Brookings Institution, assisted in
devising the model for enrollments by socioeconomic
group. Murray Pfeferman, now with OPPE, and
then on the staff of the Comptroller of HEW, helped
us with the programing of the model. We wish to
take this opportunity to thank personnel from the
Bureau of Higher Education and the Educational
Testing Service for providing and processing the data
on student aid. In addition, we wish to thank the
Associated Consultants in Education, Florida State
University, for their assistance in analyzing the
Higher Education Facilities Act.

JoserH FROOMKIN,
Assistant Commisstoner for
Program Planning and Evaluation.
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1. Summary

The analysis paper on higher education examines in
some detail the operation of Federal programs for
student aid and facilities construction and briefly
appraises two innovative programs: (1) The college-
recruitment of children from disadvantaged back-
grounds and (2) the aid to developing colleges.

Introduction.—At the very outset the reader is
cautioned that « quantitative analysis of higher
education may easily miss the substance of the exercise:
measuring the contribution of the Federal Govern-
ment to the pursuit of knowledge at the postsecondary
level. Federal programs to date have not addressed
themselves to a number of important issues facing the
higher education community such as, the effect of mass
education on the quality of instruction, the role of the
mass college, changes in the curriculum to accomodate
broader strata of students, and the effect of college
education on student values. The higher education
community is presently under considerable pressure
to reexamine its values. During this period the
country’s young college and university system should
be treated with care.

Developments during the past 10 years.—Recent
growth in postsecondary education has been stag-
gering. Enrollments more than doubled during the
past 10 years. Income and expenditure tripled. In-
structional staff came close to doubling. The number
of nonteaching professionals in higher education
increased by more than two and a half times between
1955 and 1966 (see table 1).

During the past decade the Federal Government’s
main impact on institutional finances was exerted in
research. The amount expended by institutions of
higher education on organized research quadrupled,
growing from about a half a billion dollars in 1955-56
to over $2 billion in 1965-66.

Another striking development during the past
decade was the rapid decline in the position of the
private college and university in the postsecondary
marketplace. Private institutions lost 10 percent of
the market to public institutions. By 1965-66 about
34 percent of all students attended privately sponsored
schools, as contrasted to 44 percent a decade earlier.
While attempting to finance increasing enrollments
with higher tuition rates, private institutions failed to
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create or fill up a sufficient number of new spaces to
keep up with increased enrollment in public institu-
tions. Increasing costs, which rose faster at private
than at public institutions, are much to blame for this
development. Faculty salaries rose faster at private
institutions than at public institutions, and student/
faculty ratios rose faster at public institutions than at
private.

During the decade postsecondary institutions in-
creased the rate at which they absorb eligible students
by 11 percent. Close to 40 percent of all eligibles in
the population attended postsecondary institutions in
the mid-1960’s (see table 2, p. 8). Junior colleges
contributed significantly to the creation of new
student places.

Undergraduate enrollments.—Previously, esti-

mates of the socioeconomic composition of the under- -

graduate population, projections of the changes
likely to occur in the socioeconomic composition of
the college population, and data on how this compo-
sition could be affected by Federal student aid
programs have not been available.

A new set of estimates, developed for this analysis
paper, indicates that in the mid-1960°s about 40
percent of the freshmen entering college consisted
of children of parents in the upper socioeconomic
quartile. About 48 percent of all studentsin college
were from this group. By contrast, about 11 percent
of all freshmen belonged to the lowest socioeconomic
quartile, and less than 7 percent of the entire college
population belonged to that group. The children of
lower-income parents are less likely to enroll in
college and are more likely to drop out of school
than their more fortunate peers.

The model developed for this paper projects an
increase by 1972-73 of 1.1 million full-time under-
graduates as a result of the removal of financial
constraints (medium projection). It places full-time
degree-credit enrollment at 6.2 million. The higher
income group’s share of college population would
drop to 40 percent for that model. Attendance from
the lower-income quartile would increase to a little
over 9 percent. The removal of financial constraints
would benefit the middle classes the most, Neverthe-
less, 200,000 more children of lower-income parents




could attend postsecondary schools by 1972-73. The
low gains in the percentage of children from the
lowest socioeconomic quartile are due to (1) their
poor high school preparation, and (2) their low
motivation for attending college.!

Student financial need was calculated by estimating
the costs of attending different types of colleges, now
and in future years, and subtracting the average
family contribution for each income quartile. The
estimates of the financial gap for different enrollment
assumptions, reproduced in table 7, indicate that
the gap will increase by $0.9 billion between 1966-67
and 1968-69 in the event enrollment grows at the
rate anticipated by the no-financial constraint
(medium) projection, and will double by 1972-73,
reaching over $4 billion.

Undergraduate student aid.—During the 1966-67
school year, approximately $1.2 billion was provided
for undergraduate student aid. Of this amount,
roughly $1 billion came from Federal sources. The
Veterans Administration provided $157 million, and
the vest came mainly from programs administered
by the Cffice of Education. The distribution of student
aid by source and by family income quartile is re-
produced in table 10.

For the students in the lowest income quartile, 94
percent of the need was covered by present aid pro-
grams: 67 percent of the total need was covered by
grants and work-study, and 27 percent by loans,
The remaining 6 percent was covered by other sources.
Students in the third quartile were not supported as
heavily by institutional and Federal programs—only
38 percent of their need was covered by formal aid
programs, and 18 percent was covered by loans. In the
second highest income quartile, 31 percent of the
need was covered by formal aid programs, of which
roughly half came from loans. Some $232 million
of student aid, most of it loans, was distributed to
students in the upper income quartile. Since the
lowest income limit for that quartile is $10,000, it is
likely that children of parents with numerous off-
spring qualified for some outright aid and that many
others used loans to finance their education at more
expensive institution. than they would have otherwise
attended.

To summarize, if the students from the bottom
quartile were served somewhat more comprehensively
by the present programs, this was due in large measure
to their willingness to borrow. On the whole, though,

1 These results were derived from a model which takes inio
account academic attainment in high school, motivational
factors, and dropout rates differentiated by socioeconomic group
and high school achievement. The model is described in ch. 4.

Federal programs seemed to favor students with
poorer parentsand thus fulfilled their stated objectives.

The present mix of Federal programs favors the
lower-income groups much more than most proposals
for financing college attendance. The analysis of the
Ribicoff and Prouty proposals 2 to allow parents to
deduct a portion of college costs from income and the
proposal to give flat grants, which would then be
taxable to parents, to postsecondary students shows
that both proposals would favor the higher-income
groups to a disproportionate degree. A comparison of
the distribution of the beneficiaries and benefits of
these programs by income quartile appears in table
11.

No estimates of the effect of a conditional repay-
ment plan could be made by this study. The nature
of such a plan makes this impossible. Once the terms
ior conditional repayment are established, self-
selection of participants would make the plan
non-self-sustaining.

It appears that student aid provided by existing
programs took care of about half the students’ needs
and hat students filled the rest of the gap by part-time
work and possibly by drawing on the savings of their
parents. Tentative estimates indicate that enrollment
of freshmen in 1966-67 was about 100,000 above the
trend.

Graduate student aid.—Since graduate enroll-
ments increased at a faster rate than undergraduate
enrollments in the past few years (even after the time
trend is taken into account), one can only conclude
that the amount of graduate student aid was at least
as nearly adequate in relation to need as under-
graduate student aid. Total Federal aid to graduate
students in 196667 amounted to close to half a
billion dollars. Of this amount roughly one-fourth
came from Office of Education sources (see table 12).

The analysis indicates that the availability of aid
did have an influence upon students’ decisions to
continue graduate education: at least in those disci-
plines in which abundant aid was available more
bachelor degree students continued their education
within 5 years of their graduation from college.
Degree production was also speeded up in those
disciplines in which generous aid to graduate students
was available,

A preliminary analysis of degree production by
holders of National Defense Education Act (NDEA)
fellowships indicates that the majority of doctoral
degree recipients did not finish their studies during the

3 For details on the proposals by Senators Ribicoff and Prouty,
see appendix tables A-22 and A-23.




period the fellowship was available. An analysis of the
speed with which NDEA fellowship holders received
their degrees, compared to non-fellowship holders, is
not available at this time.

An analysis of Federal expenditure per degree re-
cipient in 1966-67 shows that Federal subsidies were
concentrited in the natural sciences, where the ex-
penditure per degree awarded was28 times what it was
in the field of education (see table 14).

Aid for facilities construction.—The Higher Edu-
cation Facilities Act of 1963 was passed to help post-
secondary institutions meet the costs of constructing
sufficient facilities to cope with rising enrollments.
Federal aid for construction has remained at a steady
20 percent of total construction costs since the 1963 act.
As more aid became available, construction picked up.

In general, the effect of the act has been to correct
deficits in space accumulated between 1957 and 1965.
Fedcral raoney was allocated more generously to
junior colleges—the fastest growing and poorest
segments of the postsecondary community—where the
floor space per student had declined to half that avail-
able in universities and where construction supported
by the act will bring the ratio up to 60 percent.

The distribution of the grants under title I was
roughly proportional to the distribution of under-
graduate students in private and public institutions.
Roughly one-third of the money went to private and
the rest to public institations. The same observation
could be made about funds distributed under title II:
40 percent of the funds went to private institutions,
again roughly in proportion tc their share of graduate
students enrolled. Title III, the loan title, was used
mostly by private institutions, which took 83 percent
of the loans.

Generally, the program has been well received by
the participants, who feel that it is contributing to the
solution of their enrollment growth problems.

Other Federal programs serving lower-income
students.—Removal of financial barriers will not
fully equalize the college attendance patterns of the
rich and poor. In the deprived group, about three
times (25.8 percent of the high school graduating
class) as many children are kept from attending
postsecondary institutions by financial and motiva-
tional factors jointly as by financial factors alone
(7.2 percent). In the third lowest income quartile,
about equal numbers of children (13 and 18 percent
of the graduating class) do not attend postsecondary
institutions for these two reasons.

Two programs, Upward Bound, administered by
the Office of Economic Opportunity, and Talent
Search, funded by the Office of Education, are de-
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signed to motivate poor children to go to college. Of
the two, Upward Bound is more intensive. Children
selected in the 10th grade attend two or three summer
school sessions and benefit from counseling during
their last 2 years. About 80 percent of the graduates
of the first program entered college. More than half
dropped out by the beginning of thc sophomore year.

These results are not surprising. The students were
chosen from among the lowest achievers in their
class. They are typical of persons in the coliege-age
group, generally low achievers, who do not enroll in
college because of lack of motivation (see table 17).

Only a small proportion of Upward Bound students
are likely to graduate from college. This is especially
unfortunate since statistics indicate that low-achieving
students, especially from minority groups, do not
attain significantly higher income levels unless they
complete the full course of study.

By contrast, most of the Talent Search programs
are much less intensive and are directed to a broader
spectrum of students. Since more of the students in
the third qurtile of the population who do not enroll
are likely to be better college material, Talent Search
appears to be the more attractive program. The
program has not been in operation long enough to
permit any conclusions as to its effectiveness.

It is recommended that additional funds for re-
cruiting undergraduates from poor families be closely
tied to the availability of student aid. If more money
than the amounts which are projected under the
medium assumption can be allocated to student aid,
recruitment efforts can be stepped up. Until the
money is available, both Talent Search and Upward
Bound should remain experimental programs.

A brief analysis of the Developing Institutions
Program authorized by title III of the Higher Ed-
ucation Act of 1965 indicates that many of the schools
aided have such serious weaknesses that little improve-
ment can be expected. It is recommended that avail-
able aid be more concentrated and used to encourage
consolidation of small colleges, promote integration of
students, and to help in development of low-cost
junior co'leges.

Projection of requirements for selected pro-
grams.—Required funding levels are projected on
the basis of enrollment projections. Several enrollment
projections have been developed:

1. Low, representing continuation of the present

enrollment patterns without Federal student aid.

2. Medium, based on the removal of financial

barriers.

3. Maintenance-of-¢ffort, an average of the low and

medium projection, roughly corresponding to




present enrollment patterns with present aid
programs.

4. High, based on the removal of both financial and

motivational constraints.
The medium and maintenance-of-effort projections
are discussed below.

According to the calculations developed in the
paper, Federal budgetary allocations for fiscal year
1969 would have to be some $150 million above the
1967 level for the maintenance-of-effort projection and
$500 million for the medium projection. By 1973, the
student aid budget would have to double, to $1 bil-
lion, under the maintenance-of-effort projection and
increase 4 times, to $2 billion, for the medium pro-
jection (see table 18).

The increase in full-time equivalent enrollment of 21
percent over the 1966 fall enrollment by fall 1969, and
47 percent by fall 1973, would place a considerable
strain on postsecondary education finances (see table
19). For instance, the projections indicate that the
State contribution to the current operating funds of
colleges and universities would have to increase by
close to $2 billion. This means that State support to
current budget will have to grow in the next 5 years by
the same amount their contribution grew in the past
10. Private schools and universities, if past trends
continue, will continue losing their share of the total
student enrollment, but at a decreasing rate.

The moot point is whether the present rate of in-
crease in non-Federal contributions to current funds
will continue. If it does, higher education will not face
a financial crisis. If absolute amounts rather than rates
are examined, it is possible to conclude that higher

education is facing a financial crisis. Part of that crisis,
if it develops, is likely to be solved by raising tuition.

It is estimated that by 1972-73 about 18 percent of
the enrollments in higher educational institutions will
directly result from Federal subsidies to students.
Thus, in 1972-73 a deficit of about $1.4 billion on
current account will be caused by Federal aid pro-
grams. It is clear that greater Federal support will be
needed if this deficit is to be met and the present
movement to equalize opportunity for higher educa-
tion is to continue.

The examination of current student aid programs
indicates that they meet the goal of equalizing educa-
tional opportunity more effectively than competing
proposals would. Therefore, given tight Federal
budgets, it is recommended that the present aid
programs be continued.

In a more liberal funding situation it may be
preferable to stave off large tuition increases by
enacting legislation for general institutional aid with
grants to colleges and universities at the rate of $75
per student and 5 percent of the educational cost.
The cost of this program would be $1.1 billion, roughly
the amount of the institutional deficit due to increased
enrollment caused by student aid.

In the area of construction, capital requirements
should be moderated considerably due to the some-
what smaller rate of increase in full-time equivalent
enrollment projected for 1972-73 as compared to the
increase of nearly 75 percent from 1960 to 1966.
Except for the developing institutions, the current
rates of aid for facilities should be adequate.
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2. The Problem

A quantitatively oriented analysis paper on higher
education such as this one may easily miss the sub-
stance of the exercise: measuring the contributions
of Federal programs to the pursuit of knowledge
at the postsecondary level. This type of analysis
generally leaves out any discussion of quality. Social
scientists have been particularly unsuccessful at
measuring quality. In many instances, the market
mechanism also measures this variation ineptly.
For example, a professor at Parsons College may be
paid more than a professor at Swarthmore; yet the
contribution of the former to intellectual life may
casily be much less than that of the latter. Hence,
a sense of balance must be maintained in the forma-
tion of national policy if we are to avoid down-
grading the level of intellectual life.

This balance will be extremely difficult to mainiain
because education Beyond high school is rapidly
becoming the norm rather than the exception in
American society. About 50 percent of high school
graduates enroll in conventional institutions of
higher learning. Another 15 percent of male high
school graduates are likely to attend some type of
institution oriented to the production of specific
occupational skills. Thus, it is incorrect to call all
postsecondary activity “higher education” because
much of it is vocational and trade oriented.

The great flexibility and freedom of choice inher-
ent in the postsecondary educational system make it
difficult to distinguish between these two streams.
Some of the high school students who enroll in con-
ventional colleges do not graduate, but content them-
selves with less than 4 years of college. This adds
something to their desirakility as future employees.
Others start in vocational courses, but switch to
academic courses and complete 4 or more years of
education. This lack of structure is a striking feature
of the American system of higher education. Numer-
ous students drop in and out of the academic stream
practically at will. It is significant that 25 percent of
the students who receive 4 or more years of post-
secondary education complete their fourth year after
their 30th birthday. In the light of this fact the prob-
lems of the postsecondary educational establishment
take on an unusual dimension in the United States.

Postsecondary enrollments increased more than two
times between 1955 and 1965 and are expected to
increase 50 percent in the period 1965-75. In effect,
higher education s undergoing the same transformation
in the 1960’s that secondary education experienced in
the 1940’s. It is changing its character from a class to a
mass experience. This transformation is not painless.
It has put unprecedented strain on both institutions
and students in financing higher education, affecting
the whole character of the postsecondary educational
system.

Private colleges, which provided the bulk of higher-
quality education before 1950, have been losing part
of their share of the higher education market. At the
same time, two offsetting developments have occurred
among public institutions. Some of the better-estab-
lished public institutions have noticeably upgraded
their standards for admission and instruction, And a
new set of institutions has been established to accept
students with lower academic achievement as well as
to provide shorter periods of vocational education.

The principal social dilemma of the new structure
of postsecondary education is that individual oppor-
tunity is still imperfect. Children whose parents are of
above-average socioeconomic status (SES) and who
graduate in the top half of their high school class
generally attend the higher-quality 4-year colleges.
By contrast, a much smaller proportion of equally
able children whose parents have a lower SES attend
those institutions. Many lower-status students are
channeled to 2-year institutions, which are thus faced
with the dual task of housing the academically inept
and motivating the poor but academically gifted to
continue their education.

Cyril Connally has aptly stated that mass educa-
tion—like mass cooking—seldom results in quality.
The wave of enrollments demands measures for the
Preservation of quality under the pressure of quantity,
Among the results of this pressure are new patterns in
the undergraduate curriculum. As the number of
academically less sophisticated students increases, the
fundamental characteristics of the elitist system—the
menu of choice of electives so characteristic of Amer-
ican colleges—has begun to be questioned. New pat-




terns stress a unitary curriculum oriented toward
broad educational or vocational concerns.

The organization of the college itself is undergoing
considerable change. In some institutions, in order to
counteract the anomie produced in large nonresiden-
tial schools, small groups of students have been formed
to assist one another throug! Lut their college career.
These experiments are generally no more expensive
than conventional arrangements. They merely require
a certain amount of planning and imagination. In all
probability such changes could be more productive
if the various colleges which attempted new ap-
proaches benefited from one another’s experience.
For example, the dangers of a track system similar to
that used by some high schools should be examined
closely before adoption by postsecondary insititutions.

The whole issue of the role of the mass college has
received increasing attention in the literature but
little systematic analysis. Two features of the mass
institut.on have caused considerable conflict between
the students and the administration. On the one hand,
the pressure to establish a more efficient sausage
machine to produce graduates at the end of a pre-
scribed time cycle has resulted in the assignment of
curriculum to match the abilities of students as
shown by objective tests. On the other hand, the
student who is being directed to a channel in which
he cannot fail is generally not challenged sufficiently.
Students are thus unhappy. At least one-half of the
dropouts in postsecondary education are caused by
unsuitable programs, not by financial or academic
difficulties.

As more and more students are pressured by the
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social environment to attend postsec .ndary courses,
the problems of designing curriculums to meet the
objectives of the higher-education establishment as
well as the aspirations of the students are not likely to
be solved easily.

The current curriculum has been weighed and found
wanting by a number of social scientists who want
colleges and universities to affect the value systems of
students. They have found that neither teachers nor
textbooks have much effect. Whatever value-scale
changes occur in students will take place as a result
of interaction with their peers or of travel and expo-
sure to new situations. Our colleges, it must be
realized, are machines which impart skills and facts,
rather than institutions designed to produce leaders
or the elite.

After all is said and done, qualitative changes
nevertheless have occurred in American postsecondary
education in the last half century. Fifty years ago,
this country did not have a single calculus text written
in English. Fifty years ago most doctorates in sciences
were obtained abroad. Last year over 2,000 Ph. D.’s
in engineering were awarded. A scientific elite has
been built which makes the United States a center of
graduate study. The leadership of our universities in
most fields is impressive. We must not let the babble
of voices of students who seek admission drown out
the intellectual dialog in our universities.

This analytical paper, therefore, addresses the
problem: What resources, especially Federal resources,
will be needed in the next 5 years to democra-
tize postsecondary education and also mamtain its
excellence?
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Postsecondary education is a growth industry.
Enrollment more than doubled during the past 10
years. Income and expenditures more than tripled.
Instructional staff came close to doubling. The number
of nonteaching professionals in higher education in-
creased more than 2% times. A summary of major
changes in higher education between 1955 and 1965
is reproduced as table 1.

Institutions.—The burden of this enormous expan-
sion of enrollment was shouldered mostly by existing
institutions. The number of postsecondary schools
increased only 20 percent in 11 years. While enroll-
ment increased from 2.8 to 6.0 million, full-time equiv-
alent faculty and staff from 236,000 to 465,000 and
expenditures from §4 to $15 billion, only 372 addi-
tional post secondary institutions opened their doors
during this period.

The new institutions were mostly liberal arts colleges
and junior colleges—257 of the 372 net additions.
Twice as many junior colleges as liberal arts colleges

3. The Growth of Higher Education in the Past Decade

were established—174 versus 83. All but 32 of the
remaining additions were theological schools under
private auspices (see appendix table A-1).

More private schools and colleges were established
than public—over 206 versus 166. Eighty-three of the
new private institutions we:s theological schools.
When the theological institutions are excluded, the
scales shift in favor of new public institutions. While
most types of institutions increased in number, only
teachers colleges declined. There were 10 fewer
public teachers colleges at the end of the period. This
decline was partly offset by the establishment of four
new private teachers colleges.

Between the fal! of 1955 and the fall of 1965, in the
mainstream of postsecondary secular education, the
number of junior colleges grew fastest—by 34 percent.
Other professional schools were second with an 18-
percent increase in number; liberal arts colleges,
third with an 1l-percent increase; and universities,
fourth with 9 percent. Among other types of institu-

TABLE |.—Major changes in the postsecondary educational system: United States, 1955-56 to 196566

Ratio: 1065-08 to
Item 1085-86 1965-66 Increase 1955-56

Number of institutions. . . ........oiiiiiiiiiiiiinrnnrennnns 1,858 2,230 372 1.20
Opening fall enrollment. ... ......covveviiiieinnnnrrnnnnans 2, 811, 000 5, 967, 000 3, 156, 000 2.12
DEgree. ittt it it i i i i i it e e eaas 2, 660, 000 5, 570, 000 2, 910, 000 2.09
Nondegree. ....oooviiiiiiniiiiniineinieennenneesnnes 151, 000 394,000 243, 000 2,61
Instructional and other professional staff (FTE)............... 236, 000 465, 000 229, 000 1.97
Instructional. . .........coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnennns 195, 000 359, 000 164, 000 1.84
Other professional. . .........coviviiiiiiiininiinnnnens 41, 000 106, 000 65, 000 2.59
Earned degrees. ... .covvuiiiiiniieinineeennrnronnssennss 377,698 679, 600 301, 902 1.80
— ———————————— ———
Income (thousands) (current dollars)..................c0vuu.. $4, 445,000 $15,395,000 $10, 940, 000 3.46
f CUITEDE. .. . oevveeetee e ee e e e e e e eeesvans 3,629,000 12,343,000 8,714,000 3.40
Plantfund.........coiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiniennnnonnnnans 826, 000 3, 052, 000 2, 226, 000 3.69

l

4,190,000 15,018,000 10, 828, 000 3.58

L0 ¢ 1 1 S

3,379,000 11,993, 0O 8, 614, 000 3.55
811, 000 3, 026,000 2,215, 000 3.73




T Am s T e s e e s e s e e e T

tions, the number of technological schools—a rela-
tively small group in absolute terms—grew by 25
percent. Privately sponsored theological schools
topped all categories with a 67-percent increase.

Enrollment.—Total degree-credit enrollment in-
creased from 2.7 million in 1955 to 5.6 million stu-
dents in 1965. Degree-credit enroll..ent increased
faster at public institutions than at private institutions.
By 1965 total public degree-credit enrollment was
nearly two and one-balf times its 1955 level. Total
private degree-credit enrollment was more than 1%
times its 1955 level. Total degree-credit enrollment
at private schools declined from 44 percent of total
enrollment in 1955 to 34 percentin 1966 (see appendix
table A-2).

Four-year institutions absorbed 85 percent of the
5.6 million degree-credit enrollees in 1965 and doubled
their 1955 enrollment level. Two-year institutions
enrolled 15 percent in 1965 compared with 12 percent
in 1955. Their vnrollment tripled during the period.

In 1955 students in privatc 4-year instituticns out-
numbered studer.s in public 4-year institutions by
116,000. By 1965 public 4-year institutions enrolled
1.1 million more students than private schools. En-
rollment in 2-year public institutions was slightly
more than six times that in private institutions in
1955, and slightly more than seven times by 1965.

Private institutions enrolled 52 percent of the grad-
uate students in 1955; by 1965 they enrolled only 40
percent. At the undergraduate and first professional
levels, the decline in the role played by private in-
stitutions was only slightly less pronounced. The
percentage of undergraduates enrolled at private
institutions fell from 43 in 1955 to 34 in 1965. Non-
degree enrollment at private institutions fell from 26
percent of the total in 1955 to 12 percent in 1965
(see appendix table A-3).

The increase in postsecondary enrollment during
this period was due mainly to the growth of the pop-
ulation in the age group which attends postsecondary
institutions. For instance, 36 percent of the eligible
population age 18 to 24 was enrolled in under-
graduate study in 1955. By 1964, undergraduate
enrollment had increased to 40 percent of that group.
Despite large increases in the number of students,
growth in the proportion of eligible youth enrolled
in undergraduate study has proceeded at a relatively
low rate: an increase of only 4 percent of the eligible
population. In this respect, junior colleges have made
a progressively larger contribution than 4-year
schools in absorbing potential students (see table 2).

Degrees.—Total earned degrees increased by 80
percent during the decade. It is noteworthy that

TABLE 2.—Ratio of undergraduate envollment to the
eligible population age 18-24: United States, 1955 and
1964 !

Type of institution 1055 1004 Increase li:x.;::?:::
Total. ........... 0.356 0. 395 0.039 11.0
4-year institutions 2. . ... .305 . 326 .021 6.9
2-year institutions 3..... .051 .069 .018 35.3

1 The eligible population is defined as those in the age group who hold a
high school diploms, are not in the armed forces, and are not college graduates.
Excludes graduate enrollment.
8 Incluces an indeterminate number of 2-year enrollees who do nc* hold &
high school diplomas.

Source: Robert Campbell and B. N. Siegel, “ Demand for Higher Educa-
tion in the United States,” The American Economie Review, LVII, No. 3
(June 1967), 482-404.

(1) the number of graduate degrees awarded grew
faster than that of undergraduate, and (2) the number
of bachelor’s degrees awarded in the social sciences
and humanities grew relatively faster, and master’s
degrees relatively slower, than in the hard sciences.
At the doctorate level, the number of degrees awarded
grew faster in the hard sciences than in the other
fields (see appendix table A—4).

Staff.—The growth of instructional staff from 1955
to 1965 was about 28 percent less than growth in
enrollment. Total instructional staff increased 1.84
times while total enrollment increased 2.12 times
during the period. The result is reflected in the gradual
increase in the student/faculty ratio which changed
from 13 students per staff member in 1955 to about
15 students per staff member in 1965. Both full-
time and part-time instructional staff grew at the
same rate. There was no substitution of part-time
for full-time staff.

Other professional staff for administration and
organized research, however, grew at significantly
higher rates than enroliment. Administrative staff
increased about 2.3 times between 1955 and 1965
and staff for organized research nearly tripled (see
appendix table A-5).

Revenue.—While degree-credit enrollment dou-
bled, total revenue of postsecondary institutions more
than tripled between 1955 and 1965 from $4.5 to
$15.2 billion, growing at a rate of 13 percent per
year (see table 3). This is equivalent to doubling
about every 6 years. Current fund revenue grew at
about the same annual rate from $3.6 to $12.2 billion.
Annual plant-fund revenue increased about 3.7 times
during the 10-year period, from $0.8 to $3 billion.
This annual rate of growth—14 percent— represents
a doubling every 5 years. While increases in plant-
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TABLE 3.— Revenue of institutions of higher education by type of revenue: Academic years 1955~56 and 1965-66 %

1085-56 ! 1965-08 3

Item Ratio; 1965-06 to
Inmillionsof Percent of current Inmillionsof  Percent of current 1955-56 )
dollars revenue dollars revenue
ALL INSTITUTIONS
Total revenue. ..... f e eerneeneeeneenans 4,455 .......0000nnn 15,240 .............. 3.42
P ——  — —  ——  —— ——_—___—__________}
Current fund revenUEC. ... ccvcvvvvsrrocransses 3, 629 100.0 12, 189 100.0 3.36
Educational and general3................. 2, 450 67.5 7,977 65.4 3.26
Organized research. .......ocovvienennn, 432 11.9 1,993 16.4 4.61
Auxiliary enterprises. . ........co00i0ienen 694 19.1 2, 009 16.5 2.89
Revenue forstudent aid. . ......coveneenns 53 1.5 210 1.7 3.96
————— — 7 —
Plantfundrevenue......coovvevreernissonens 826 . .iiiiiiinnnn 3,050 ........0000ne 3.69

1 Source: NCES.
1 Estimated from s probability sample of 100 institutions which had filed
financia) reports by March 1967,

fund revenue, educational and general revenue, and
revenue from auxiliary enterprises were roughly pro-
poriional to the increase in total revenue, revenue
from organized research increased 4.6 times and
revenue for student aid increased 4.0 times.

The most significant change in types of revenue
received by institutions of higher education during
the period was in revenue received from organized
research, which grew from $0.4 billion in 1955 in
$2.0 billion in 1965. The proportion of current fund
revenue received from this source increased from 12
percent in 1955 to 16 percent in 1965. Although the
growth in revenue for student aid was almost as
great, such revenue still accounts for less than 2
percent of total current fund income. Revenue from
auxiliary enterprises, which includes receipts from
dormitories, dining halls, cafeterias, bookstores, and
the like, grew from $0.7 to $2.0 billion but fell some-
what as a proportion of total current fund income.

While degree-credit enrollment from 1955 to 1965
increased 2.5 times at public institutions and in-
creased only 63 percent at private institutions, the
growth in total revenue at private institutions was
only moderately lower than at public (appendix
table A-6). Total revenue at private institutions
increased 3.2 times during the period as compared
to an increase of 3.6 times at public institutions.
The clear implication is that education costs at
private institutions could and did rise faster than at
public institutions.

The general pattern of the increasing importance
of organized research as a source of funds is true
at both public and private institutions. During the
10-year period the proportion of current fund rev-

290-607—68——3

3 Excluding organized research,

enue received from this source increased from 15
percent to 21 percent at private institutions and from
10 percent to 13 percent at public institutions. Thus,
this source of revenue remains more than one and
a half times more important. for private institutions
than for public.

Student charges.—The growth in average student
charges between 1955 and 1965 was slightly larger
than the growth in average current fund revenues per
full-time equivalent student at public institutions, but
was significantly smaller than the growth in average
revenue at private institutions. Table 4 shows that
average revenue increased 34 percent and average
student charges 38 percent at public institutions. At
private institutions, however, average revenue in-
creased 83 percent and average student charges in-
creased 70 percent. Revenue from organized research
is omitted in both calculations, The implication is
that the difference in average student subsidy, which
has always been greater in both relative and absolute
terms at public institutions, diminished during the
10-year period. Although private institutions raised
average tuition and fees proportionately more than
did public institutions, charges for dormitory rooms
at public institutions increased proportionately more
than such charges at private institutions.

Expenditures.—Changes in the pattern of expend-
itures by all institutions between 1955 and 1965
generally followed the changes observed in the pat-
tern of revenue by type. Expenditures for organized
research and student aid became relatively more
important in total current fund expenditure while
the proportion of expenditures for educational and
general purposes and auxiliary enterprises became




somewhat less important. A comparison of the dis-
tribution of current fund revenue shown in table 3
and the distribution of current fund expenditures
shown in table 5 suggests that about 4 percent of
total current fund resources is transferred from the
general account and auxiliary enterprise account to
finance organized research and student aid, each
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receiving about 2 percent more resources than these
functions yield in revenue. The information shown in
appendix tables A-6 and A-7, however, shows that
private institutions differ in this respect from public
institutions.

While the proportion of total current fund revenue
received for educational and general purposes di-

TABLE 4.—Average current fund revenue per full-time equivalent student and estimated average charges per full-time resident
degree students by control: 1955-56 and 1965-66

{In current dollars)
Item 1055-56 Amount  1965-68 Amount  Percent change Annual rate of
increase

Public
Average current fund revenue per FTE student!.............. 1, 466 1,971 34.4 3.0
Total tuition, board and room. .......oovviveeieerneeennnnes 710 979 37.9 3.3
Tuition and required fees...........ooveeviiiiiiiiiiian, 164 251 53.0 4.4
Board (7-day basis). ........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinee, 401 442 10.2 1.0
Dormitory roOms. . . . covoveeveirrnreenenennrensnacnsos 141 286 102.8 7.3

Private
Average current fund revenue per FTE student!.............. 1, 425 2, 603 82.7 6.2
Total tuition, board androom. .......cooovvieieveniiinnnns 1,168 1,982 69.7 5.4
Tuition and required fees............oovieviiiiiiinen 527 1, 141 116.5 8.0
Board (7-day basis)..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin 436 496 13.8 1.2
Dormitory rooOms. ... o.ooveteierrntrireerrssrsontsanss 205 345 68.3 5.3

1 Excluding revenue from organized ressarch.

Source: Supplementary table to Projections of Educational Statistics to 1075-1078.

TABLE 5.—Expenditures of institutions of higher education by type of expenditure: Academic years 1955-56 and 1965-66

1038556 ¢

1065-66 2

Expenditure Ratio:
Millions Percent of Millions Percent of 1065-66 to 1055-56
of dollars sxpenditure of dollars expenditure
ALL INSTITU. ONS
Total expenditure.........coovvvvenenns 419 .............. 15018 .............. 3.58
E— — — —————————
Current fund expenditures. . ................. 3,379 100.0 11,993 100.0 3.55
Education and general3.................. 2,197 65.0 7,404 61.7 3.37
Organized research. ...........co0vveinnn 506 15.0 2,190 18.3 4.33
Auxiliary enterprises. . ........c000iiiinn 580 17.2 1,925 16.1 3.32
Student aid. ......oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 96 2.8 474 3.9 4.94
Plant fund expenditure. .. ..........c0ivennn 811 100.0 3, 026 100.0 3.73
Additions and replacement................ 753 93.0 2,657 87.8 3.52
Debtreduction. ......cooovvvviiieninnnen 58 7.0 369 12.2 6.36
1 Source: NCES. $ Excluding organized resecreh.

3 Estimated from a probability sample of 100 institutions which had filed
financial reports by March 1967,
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minished at both public and private institutions, the
proportion of total current fund expenditures devoted
to educational and general purposes increased at
private institutions from 56 percent in 1955 to 58
percent in 1965. At public institutions, however,
this proportion fell from 70 percent in 1955 to 65
percent in 1965. At private institutions 1965 revenue
exceeded 1965 expenditures in all accounts shown
except that for student aid. At public institutions,
however, expenditures for both student aid and
organized research exceeded revenue for those
purposes.

Plant-fund expenditures.—The most significant
development in the pattern of plant-fund expenditure
between 1955 and 1965 was that the proportion of
plant expenditures devoted to debt reduction at

11

public institutions increased from 7 percent in 1955
to 15 percent in 1965. At private institutions, however,
the proportion of plant-fund expenditures devoted
to debt reduction increased only 1 percent, from 10
percent in 1955 to 11 percent in 1965. ‘
Expenditures on plant additions and replacement
at private institutions increased 2.6 times from about
$300 million in 1955 to about $850 million in 1965.
At public institutions such expenditures in 1965 were
four times their 1955 level—$1.8 billion as compared
to $450 million. This very large difference in the rate
of capital investment between public and private
institutions in 1965, however, probably reflects
differences in timing rather than important changes
in the long-term rate of plant investment per student.




4. The Higher Education Model

This section explains the methods used in deriving
estimates of existing and possible alternative future
patterns of undergraduate enrollment according to
such characteristics as socioeconomic status, secondary
school preparation or achievement level, and type of
institution attended. In addition, information on the
costs of attending various types of institutions and
estimates of parent’s contributions are used in cal-
culating the student financial aid needed for the pres-
ent and alternative enrollment patterns.

Who goes to college?—There is an abundance of
information on past and current enrollments and pro-
jections of future enrollments by academic year and
type of institution prepared by the National Center
for Educational Statistics, U.S. Office of Education.!
By contrast, very little work has been done in deter-
mining: (a) who goes to college by socioeconomic
status; (b) how college enrollment trends are affected
by the difference in secondary school preparation
available to individuals from différent socioeconomic
groups; and (¢) different college attendance rates for
students from different achievement and socioeconom-
ic groups year by year following high school
graduation.

Socioeconomic status—The Project Talent series ?
is probably the best source of information available
for estimating the socioeconomic status and achieve-
ment level of college students. Data from the study
show the probabilities that a high school graduate
will attend a 2-year or 4-year college during the year
following high school graduation given his family
sociocconomic status quartile and his high school
achievement quartile (see appendix table A-8). The
data indicate that a male high school graduate in the
highest achievement and highest socioeconomic status
quartile has a probability of .92 of entering college.
The son of parents in the lowest socioeconomic status
quartile with the same level of achievement has a
chance of .61 of enroliing in college. In the case of

1See: U.S. Office of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, Projections of Educational Statistics to 1975-76, 1966.

3 John C. Flanagan and William W. Cooley, Project Talent,
Univensity of Pittsburgh. Supported by the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation, Project Talent is a longitudinal study of a cohort of
high school students.
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females, the probabilities are .87 and .42 respectively
for each of these groups. A male from the highest
sociocconomic status quartile and the lowest achieve-
ment quartile has a .38 chance of enrolling in college
as compared to .}{ for a male from the lowest achieve-
ment and lownst socioeconomic status quartile. Thus,
depending uson the achievement level, a male child
of poor parents has only from one-quarter to two-
thirds the chance of enrolling in college as a child
with the same achievement level and rich parents.

By multiplying the probability of entering college
for each of the 16 socioeconomic status/achievement
cells times the proportion of high school graduates in
each cell (appendix table A-9), one can obtain an
estimate of the distribution of the high school grad-
uates entering college by these two variables.

Table 6 shows the distribution of those entering
college during the year following high school gradua-
tion by socioeconomic status. The distribution of each
socioeconomic group by achievement quartile is
shown in appendix table A-10. It is interesting to note
that about 40 percent of thc young entering male
students come from the highest socioeconomic status
quartile while only 12 percent come from the lowest
socioeconomic status quartile.

Effect of secondary school preparation.—The
proportion of the poor going to college is affected not
only by socioeconomic characteristics but also by
their achievement in high school. It can be seen from
appendix table A-9 that almost one out of every two

TABLE 6.—Percentage of students entering college during
the first year following high school graduation by socio-
economic status: High school class of 1961

Socloeconomic status Male Female
Percent Percent
High quartile.................. 40 4“4
Second quartile................. 28 27
Third quartile.................. 20 19
Lowquartile............o000ues 12 10
100 100

Source: Derived from Profect Tolent data. Implicit distribution from
appendix tables A-8 and A-9,




males with parents in the highest socioeconomic status
quartile rated in the highest achievement quartile
in high school. This contrasts with males of parents
in the lowest socioeconomic status quartile where
less than one out of 13 ave rated in the highest achieve-
ment quartile.

As shown in appendix table A-10, over half of the
students who cnrolled in college from the highest
socioeconomic status quartile were rated in the highest
achievement quartile. By contrast, for those entering
from the lowest socioeconomic status quartile slightly
over one-fourth were from the high achievement
quartile. The percentage of students from the highest
one-quarter of high school achievers declines sig-
nificantly as the family socioeconomic status declines.
Furthermore, these differences in secondary school
preparation by family socioeconomic status result
in higher dropout rates in college.

Attrition in enrollment.—The probability of en-
rollment in college by single years of age and sex
for the entire population is available from published
Census material. Related data on the attrition of
freshmen through 4 subsequent years of college are
available from the American Council on Education.
This information, together with the annual number
of high school graduates and college enrollment,
was used in estimating the probability of full-time
degree-credit undergraduate enrollment for high
school graduates by number of years since high
school graduation. The method used is described in
the technical appendix, and results are shown in
appendix table A-11. The differential in the prob-
ability of enrollment for high school graduates in
each socioeconomic quartile and achievement quar-
tile can be computed from appendix table A-8
and is shown in appendix table A-12. With this
information, attrition in the probability of enrollment
for each socioeconomic and achievement group was
estimated as described in the technical appendix.?
Estimates of the future college population by socio-
economic and high school achievement group can,
thus, be derived from information on the size of past
and future high school graduating classes. As will
be described below, the effect of alternative assump-
tions regarding changing costs and level of student
aid can then be assessed.

3 Related information on dropout rates by the occupational
level of fathers and the achievement level of students is also
available, See: Leland L. Medsker and James W. Trent, The
Influnce of Different Types of Public Higher Institutions on College
Attendance from Varying Socioeconomic and Ability Levels, Center
for Research and Development in Higher Education, University
of California, Berkeiey, 1965.
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Alternative future enrollment patterns.—Pro-
jected enrollments for the years 1968 and 1972
based on alternative enrollment patterns are de-
scribed below. Projections based on the present
patterns of enrollment are labeled the “low™ estimate.

For example, one may ask: What enrollment pat-
tern would result if personal financial resources pre-
sented no barrier to a college education? As an
approximation to an answer to this question, it was
assumed that within a given achievement level, high
school graduates would enroll in college with the same
probability as the highest socioeconomic status
quartile and would have the corresponding attrition
rates through successive years of college. This pattern
is labeled the “high” estimate. Under such circum-
stances, the proportion of students from the upper
socioeconomic status quartile entering college the first
year following high school would be reduced from
roughly 42 percent to about 28 percent. The propor-
tion of such students from the lower socioeconomic
status quartile would increase from about 11 percent
to about 20 percent. In other words, the difference
between 28 percent and the expected 25 percent from
the highest socioeconomic status quartile above is due
to the superior secondary school education which the
children receive. Similarly, the difference between 20
percent and the expected 25 percent from the lowest
socioeconomic status quartile is due to the poorer
quality of their secondary education.

An alternative and somewhat more realistic pro-
jection of possible future enrollments was based on
inferences from information provided by Jaffe and
Adams.* Their data show that roughly all the chil-
dren of parents in the professional and managerial
class who wanted to go to college enrolled. Only 80
percent of children of white-collar workers who wanted
to attend postsecondary institutions actually enrolled
in college. Roughly 60 percent of children of blue-
collar families who wanted to attend enrolled. The
difference between those who wished to enroll and
those who did may be taken as a measure of the finan-
cial barrier. On the basis of this information, it is as-
sumed that in the absence of financial barriers the
probabilities of attending college would be 20 percent
greater in the second sccioeconomic status quartile, 30
percent greater in the third socioeconomic status
quartile, and 40 percent greater in the bottom socio-

4 A, J. Jaffe, and Walter Adams, “Predictors of College Plans
of High School Seniors, Fall 1965,” and “Socioeconomic Status
and College Plans, 1939-1959 and 1959-1965,” in an un-
published progress report presented to the U.S. Office of
Education in connection with a research project supported by
the Office.




economic status quartile. Using these assumptions and
adjusting attrition rates accordingly, we can derive a
second enrollment pattern. This pattern is labeled the
“medium” estimate.

The cost of going to college.—With additional in-
formation on the cost of attending different types of
higher education institutions and the expected family
coniribution for children’s higher education, one can
also evaluate the total cost of alternative patterns in
enrollment.

Under the sponsorship of the Office of Education,
André Daniere, Harvard University professor, esti-
‘mated the distribution of entering freshmen by
sociocconomic status quartile and by achievement
level for various types of institutions (appendix table
A-13). As was to be expected, most children from
wealthy families and with high achievement went to
expensive private colleges. In the lowest achievemert
level, even among children from wealthy families,
many went to local community colleges or less
expensive public institutions.

Estimates of the costs of attending the institutional
types used by Dr. Daniere are averages weighted by
enrollment within each type of institution. Book
expenses were estimated on the basis of unpublished
data on textbook price trends provided by the
American Textbook Publishers Institute and by
updating the Hollis & study on college costs. Miscel-
laneous expenses were also estimated by updating
the Hollis study. These estimates (appendix table
A-14) indicate that as of 1966 the average student
cost of attending a private 4-year college was $2,564;
for public 4-year institutions, $1,561; and for 2-year
community colleges, $1,103.

The total financial requirements for the 1966
enrollment pattern were calculated by multiplying
the number of students in each type of institution by
the total cost of attending each type. The total
financial requirements for future enrollment patterns
were calculated in the same way but by using increased
cost factors. In order to estimate the 1972 enrollment
costs shown below, the following increases were
assumed: tuition rates, 5 percent per annum; living
costs, 1% percent per annum; book prices, 5 percent
per annum; and miscellaneous expenses, 1% percent
per annum.

Parents’ contribution to costs.—In order to deter-
mine student financial needs which are not likely to
be met by family contributions, an estimate was inade
of the total financial requirement of students in each
socioeconomc group and the average cor.tribution

§ Ernest V. Hollis and Associates, Costs of Attending College,
U.S. Office of Education, 1957.

expected from the student and his family. Bowman
and Weiss, Educational Testing Service, devzloped a
standard for student and parent contributions based
on net family income and average summer earnings
(appendix table A-15).

The gap between the cost of attending college and
the expected total family contribution for 1966/67 was
calculated using the procedures outlined above. For
future years, cost factors were increased as explained
above and the ability of families to contribute to these
costs was estimaterd by adjusting incomes for future
years according to projections prepared by the Na-
tional Incustrial Conference Board.®

Projections of enrollment for 1968 and 1972.—
Three sets of projections of undergraduate enrollments
for 1968 and 1972 arc presented in appendix tables
A-16 and A-17. The assumptions underlying these
projections, as discussed eariier, can oe summarized
as follows:

Low: Continuation of the recent enrollment pat-
tern by achievement and socionconomic quartile.

Medium: An enrollment pattern for all percons
based on the present pattern adjusted for differences
in motivation found amnong persons of different
socioeconomic status. This adjustment was per-
formed using data from the Jaffe and Adams study
cited earlier. The purpose of this projection is to
ascertain the effect on enrollments if financial bar-
riers were removed but present motivational bar-
riers continued.

High: An enrollment pattern for all socioeconomic
quartiles based solely on the present pattern for
persons in the highest socioeconomic status quartile.
The purpose of this projection is to measure the
effect of removing both financial and motivational
barriers.

The results of the projections may be summarized
as follows:

¢ Full-time undergraduate enrollments by 1968
would be 604,000 higher under the medium pro-
jection than under the low projection. If the
general population went to postsecondary school
solely in accordance with the highest socio-
economic status quartile pattern, undergraduate
enrollments would exceed the low projection
pattern by more than 1) million.

e In 1972 total enrollments in the medium pro-
jection are approximately 1.1 million above those
of he low projection while the high projection
results in 2.7 million more students than the low.

¢ “Projections of families by age and income, 1965-1975,”
The Conference Board Record, March 1966.
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e In terms of pcrcentages, by 1968, 14 percent more

students would attend postsecondary institutions
under the medium-projection pattern and 37
percent under the high-projection pattern when
compared to the low-projection pattern. By 1972
the number of students would increase by 22 per-
cent (medium projection) and 54 percent (high
projection) when compared with the low-pro-
jection pattern.

With the low-projection pattern the socio-
economic compositions of the students would
scarcely change. With the medium-projection
pattern the proportion of higher socioeconomic
status students would decline to 42 percent by
1968 and would further drop to 40 percent in
1972. Under the high-projection pattern the pro-
portion of children from higher socioceonomic
status families would decline to 35 percent in
1968 and 31 percent in 1972.

By contrast, the share of 1968 enrollments claimed
by the low socioeconomic status children would
increase from 7 percent under the low projection
to 9 percent under the medium pattern to 16 per-
cent under the high. In 1972 these figures would
be 9 percent and 19 percent respectively.

The change in attendance by socioeconomic
status quartile would have important effects on
the quality of students going on to postsecondary
education. For instance, under the low-projection
pattern roughly 57 percent of all students in 1972
would have ranked in the top quarter of ticir
class. With the medium-projection assumptions
their share would decline to 53-54 percent. Under
the high-projection assumptions this reduction
would be even more dramatic: the share of stu-
dents in the upper achievement quartile of the
class would be reduced to 45 percent.

By contrast, the share of students in the lowest
half of the high school graduating class attending
postsecondary educational institutions would in-
crcase from 16 percent in 1968 and 1972 under

the low-projection pattern to 18 percent under
the medium-projection pattern and 25 percent
under the high-projection pattern by 1972. In
other words, increasing the parucipation of chil-
dren from lower income families in postsecondary
education is likely to decrease the average quality
of entering freshmen.

Estimates of student financial needs.—The finan-
cial needs of students for each enrollment projection
pattern have been estimated according to the pro-
cedures described above. The total gap based upon
the low-projection pattern is likely to increase from
$2.1 billion in 1966 to $2.3 billion in 1968 and grow
to $2.8 billion in 1972. Under the medium-projection
pattern the financial gap will be $2.9 billion in 1968
and $4.1 billion in 1972. Under the high-projection
assumption the gap could grow to $4.1 billion in
1968 and $6.2 billion in 1972. The distribution of
the gap by income quartile is shown in table 7.

TaBLe 7.—The gap between estimated total family con-
tributions for the college education of their child and the
total costs of alternative enrollment patterns by socio-
economic status quartile for 1966, 1968, and 1972

(In thousands of dollars]
Socioeconomic status quartile
Earollment pattern
High 2d ad Low Total

1966:

Low....ovveveeens m 83¢ 786 446 2,066

Medium. ......... o 881 860 523 2,264

High............. W 902 977 798 2,677
1968:

Low...covvinrenes Y 950 888 491 2,329

Medium. ......... @ 1,110 1,132 706 2,948

High............. ® 1,166 1,481 1,492 4,139
1972:

Low..oovevunnnnns o 1,165 1,082 58¢ 2,831

Medium.......... w 1,540 1,623 930 4,093

High............. o 1,632 2,202 2,321 6,245
1 Not estimated.
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5. Undergraduate Student Aid

During the 1966-67 school year, approximately
$1.2 billion was provided for undergraduate student
aid through the major Federal aid programs and
other programs supported by State governments and
private sources which are administered by institutions
of higher education. About one-half this amount
was in the form of loans. The other half was in the
form of grants, wages for part-time work, or veterans’
benefits.

During the year, about 4 million undergraduates
attended college on a full-time basis to obtain degree
credits. The total cost of this education to both stu-
dents and institutions was approximately $11.3
billion.! Of this total cost, about 57 percent was
provided out of family and student income or savings;
5 percent through student grants, work-study wages,
and veterans’ benefits; 5 percent was provided
through loans of various kinds botb public and
private; and about 33 percent came from State,
Federal, endowment, and private contributions to
the educational institutions.

The precise effects of approximately $1.2 billion
in student aid provided by the major programs
are difficult to measure. However, the available
evidence suggests that roughly 1.2 million students
benefited from this aid.?

Cost of higher education relative to income.—
Even though children of parents from lower-income
groups do attend cheaper colleges, the cost of college,
relative to the income of parents, is still very much
higher for persons in the lower income bracket. The
costs relative to income are shown in table 8. It should
be noted that, for the lowest-income quartile, the cost
of the cheapest 2-year college is equal to 48 percent of
the family’s mean income. For the highest quartile,

1 This includes student living expenses but does not include
approximately $14 billion whick might have beeu earned by
students had they been employed in iull-time occupations.
Approximately 80 percent of institutional expense for student
education and income from student fees was allocated to full-
time undergraduate instruction.

$ Estimated by dividing the total amount of aid extended
by the average financial need for each of the three lowest-
income quartiles. For the highest-income quartile it is assumed
that the number of NDSL, Work-Study, and EOG recipients
are duplicates of those receiving institutional aid.
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TABLE 8.—Student costs of higher education relative to
family income

1st quartile 2nd ard 4th
(lowest) quartile  quartile quartile
(highest)
Mean family in- $2,321 $5,549 $8, 359 $16,016
COME..cvvvveonns
STUDENT COST
Public, 4 year...... .67 .28 19 .10
Private, 4 year. .... 1.10 .46 31 .16
Public, 2 year...... .48 .20 13 .07
Private, 2 year. . ... .89 .37 .25 .13

the cost of private 4-year college, the most expensive
alternative, is only 16 percent of the average income.

Student financial need.—The amount of money
needed by students from families with different in-
comes is shown in table 9. The student population is
divided into four quartiles. For purposes of the analy-
sis, students from the upper quartile are assumed, on
the average, not to need outside financial help. Where
the maximum cost per student is set at $1,984 per
year, the average need for all students from the upper
income group would be quite low, but has not been
estimated. Those from the lowest quartile need an
average of roughly $1,477 from sources outside the
family to cover the living and tuition costs of full-time
study. These figures have been derived by taking into
account the different types of colleges attended by
students from different income quartiles, and the
standard parent contribution expected from each in-
come group according to the College Scholarship
Service standards of need (see chapter 4).

Estimates in column (3) in table 9 show that
average student costs for lower-income students are
lower than for upper-income students because the
former generally attend lower-cost institutions. The
difference between the average cost of full-time study
to the student and the average family-student contri-
bution toward this cost can be defined as the student
need gap. It is shown in column (5). Average student
financial need is not estimated for the highest family
income quartile, this does not mean that the same
number of :tudents from that group necessarily would
have attended college in the absence of student aid.

-
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TABLE 9.—Auverage family income, average student cost, average family contribution, and average annual financial need for
degree-credit undergraduates at all institutions of higher education by size of family income: 1966-67

Undergraduate students  Average cost tuition, Average student finan-
Approximate family income Average family income enrolled, full-time  fees, books, and personal Aversge family cial need for full-time
quartile (In thousands) expenses 1aquired for contribution ! study (3)-(4)
full-time study
M @ @ ) ®
High........cocevveeen $16, 016 1,940 $1, 984 (3) (®
Second......con00enuns 8, 359 1, 145 1,788 $1, 060 $728
Third. . ...ocvvvneanens 5, 549 671 1,660 489 L1711
Low.. i iiieeanncneensa 2,321 302 1,553 76 1,477
Total............ 10, 745 4,058 1,843 @ ®)
1 Based on College Scholarship Service tabulation of family-financial plans  Not estimated.

filed by scholarship recipients. Excludes expenditures not directly related to
formal education.

However, currently accepted scholarship standards
do not normally provide for aid at this level of income.

PRESENT PROGRAMS OF STUDENT AID

Derivation of estimates.—Estimates of the amount
of undergraduate aid shown in table 10 were obtained
as follows:

Institutional aid.—This includes scholarships,
fellowships, matching parts of the educational oppor-
tunity grant (EOG) and the work-study programs,
as well as other programs administered by institutions
on behalf of private businesses and States. The dis-
tribution of aid by income quartile is derived from
the records of 53 institutions, which provided this
information to the American Council on Education
(ACE).

Work-study and educational opportunity grant
programs.—The money available for these programs
was allocated by income quartile on the basis of the
distribution of student recipients by income of the
parent and class standing during fiscal 1966. The
allocation method made use of average amounts
awarded by class standing and family income derived
from the sample of institutions, statutory limitations
on amounts awarded under the various programs.

Veterans’ benefits.—The total amount of the
program was estimated on the basis of information
from the Veterans Administration, which showed
the number of students aided by class standing and
family income. It was assumed that the average
amount received by a veteran attending school full-
time was $110 a month for a 9-month academic year.

National defense student loan.—The total
amount advanced and number of borrowers were
provided by the Bureau of Higher Education. The
distribution by class standing and family income was
based on a sample of records of NDSL applications
for the 1966 academic year.

2900-607T—68——+
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Guaranteed loan program.—Total loans and nuin-
ber of borrowers were obtained from the Bureau of
Higher Education. The distribution by income
quartile is based on a tabulation by income and class
standing of borrowers during the first 15 months of
the operation of the program.

Average aid.—The estimated amount of aid per
recipient varied considerably according to the program
under which the aid was extended. This information is
shown in appendix table A-18. The average insti-
tutional aid, for example, is estimated at $400 per
student. This amount is exclusive of the matching
portion of the educational opportunity and work-
study grants by institutions.

The work-study grants average $826 per recipient
for an average of about 585 hours of work. The
average educational opportunity grant is estimated
to be about $433 per recipient. The veterans’ aid,
based on the assumption described above, was set
at $990 per academic year. The average NDSL loan
amounted to $588, and the average guaranteed loan
$837. Tabulations of guaranteed loans by class
standing not reproduced here show that the amount
of the loan increases slightly as the student progresses
in school. Freshmen took down $716, on the average,
sophomores $817, juniors $869, and seniors $870 in
loans. Also, on the average, Negroes borrowed 10
percent less than others.

Aid in relation to income.—The figures in table 10
are an approximation on two counts: (1) The alloca-
tion by income quartile is not precise, and (2) an as-
sumption was made that all the aid went to full-time
students.

One way of looking at the adequacy of the present
programs for student aid is to examine the extent to
which student need from each income quartile was
covered by present aid programs. Looking at the aid
as it is shown in appendix table A-19 we sce that 44
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percent of the financial need of students from the
lowest-income quartile was covered by granis, 23 per-
cent by work-study wages, and 27 percent by loans.
Therefore, 94 percent of the total student financial
gap was covered. By contrast, for the third quartile,
15 percent of the student needs not covered by family
contributions was provided by grants, 5 percent by
work-study wages, 18 percent by loans. Thus, a total
of only 38 percent was covered by all programs. In
the second highesc-income quartile, 14 percent was
covered by outright grants, 1 percent through work
study, and an additional 16 percent by loans. Thus,
a total of 31 percent was covered in this manner.

It is very likely that part of the remaining financial
need of students was met through part-time work.
U.S. Bureau of the Census reports published by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics® show that in October
1966, 30 percent of full-time college students were
engaged in part-time work. These full-time college
students, numbering about 1.2 million would have
been required to work an average of only 15 hours
per week at an average rate of $1.88 per hour for 36
weeks in order to completely account for both the
work-study program and the entire remaining finan-
cial gap shown in table 10. Alternatively these stu-
dents could have worked an average of 19 hours per
week at an average rate of $1.50 per hour to accom-
plish the same result. In all probability some of the
students with parents in the upper quartile worked.
Since no estimate of the socioeconomic distribution
of working students is available, undoubtedly some
of the gap in need was still covered by savings of their
families or the reduction of living standards.

Roughly $232 million in student aid, most of it in
loans, went to children whose parents belonged to the
highest-income quartile. Since the lower limit of
family income in that quartile is $10,000, it is likely
that children of parents with numerous offspring
qualified for outright grant aid and that a large num-
ber of students found loans an attractive way of fi-
nancing their education at more expensive institutions.

As shown in appendix table A-20 and table 10, the
student financial gap not covered by the major Federal
and institutional programs was:

1. $83 per student or a total of $25 million for the

lowest quartile of income recipients.

2. $724 per student, or a total of $486 million for

the third-income quartile.

3. $502 per student, or a total of $575 million for

the second-income quartile.

$ “Employment of School Age Youth, October 1966.”
Monthly Labor Review, August 1967, vol. 90, No. 8, p. 26.
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In other words, an additional $1 billion would have
been needed if the financial gap for full-time students
had been filled through institutional and Government
channels.

A somewhat different view of student aid may give
some insight into the desirability of different forms of
student aid. If we look at the extent to which outright
grants helped students in each quartile, and then
examine how much of the remaining need was filled
by work study and how much by loans, we gain
further insight into how the programs operated. In
the lowest quartile 44 percent of the gap in student
need was filled by outright grants, and 41 percent of
the remainder was taken up by work-study. Following
this, 83 percent of the remaining gap was filled by
loans. In the third lowest quartile, only 15 percent
was available in grants, only 5 percent of the remain-
der was covered by work study, and 23 percent of the
rest was covered by loans. Roughly the same situation
was evidenced in the second quartile: 14 percent from
grants, 1 percent from work study closed the remaining
gap, and finally loans took up 19 percent of what
remained.

Loans thus played a much more important part in
financing the children of the poor than in financing
those from other income quartiles where the smaller
financial need occurred. The average NDSL loan per
borrower from the lowest-income quartile was $557
and for guaranteed loans about $800. Appendix table
A-21 shows that roughly two out of three students from
this income group resorted to a loan to finance their
higher education. For the third quartile the average
loan per borrower was slightly higher, and roughly
one out of three students took out a loan. For the
second highest quartile, roughly one student out of
six took out a loan. In the highest income quartile
roughly one student out of nine borrowed.

If students from the lowest-income quartile bor-
rowed only as much on the average as students from
the very highest quartile, the average remaining
financial gap for that group would have increased
more than 4% times to $391. The average remaining
financial gaps in the two other quartiles would have
also risen to $846 and $528 for the third and second
quartiles respectively. Conversely, if students from
the third- and second-income quartiles, borrowed as
much as those from the lowest quartile, the gap would
be reduced to $539 and $221 respectively (see appen-
dix table A-20).

The students from the bottom quartile were served
somewhat better by the present programs, mostly
because of their willingness to borrow. Without such
borrowing, the student gap in the bottom quartile
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would have increased more than 5% times; it would
have increased 30 percent in the third quartile, and
24 percent in the second quartile. Present Federal and
institutional programs appear to favor the lowest-
income quartile of the population. A serious financial
gap still exists in the third quartile from the top.
Roughly 19 percent of student aid goes to children
from the upper quartile to upgrade the choice of
colleges.

PROPOSED AID TO STUDENTS

Tax-credit plans to assist with college costs.—Two
types of tax-credit plans, one presented in a bill by
Senator Ribicoff and another presented by Senator
Prouty, have received considerable discussion as
aids to financing a postsecondary education. Both
proposals would make it possible for students to claim
a tax credit based upon the cost of tuition and books,
an important part of the expenses of most college
students and especially so of students from low-income
families. The salient features of the two plans are
presented in appendix table A-22.

The major benefit under both plans would go to
students who attend private 4-year colleges. Under
the Ribicoff plan the credit is against tax. Under
the Prouty proposal a refund would be authorized if
the credit was larger than the tax. However, because
both proposals would reduce allowable deductions
by the amount of other aid received, the children
of poor parents who already receive scholarship aid
would scarcely benefit from these proposals.

The Ribicoff proposal would cost about $1.0
billion and the Prouty proposal about $0.7 billion
(see appendix table A-23). Both proposals would
be an addition to present student aid programs. It
will be noted that a disproportionate share of the
credit would go to families in the upper half of the
income distribution. The average credit for each
income group bears little relationship to average
financial need as shown in table 9.

Although these estimates apply to full-time under-
graduate study only, they correspond fairly closely
to the estimates made independently by the U.S.
Treasury Department, which put the cost of the
Ribicoff bill at roughly $1 billion.

Outright grants to postsecondary students.—An
intuitively attractive idea is to make outright grants
of equal size to postsecondary students and then make
the grants taxable to the parents. This plan has
advantages: (1) it may simplify the administration of
many Office of Education student aid programs, and
(2) unlike the tax-credit plan, it would provide
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larger benefits to children of poor parents than to
children of rich parents.

In actual fact, the marginal tax rates on income do
not differ sufficiently to cause the net benefit to be
distributed according to financial need. Appendix
table A—24 shows the net benefit and net Federal cost
by income quartile. The marginal tax rates range
between 10 percent on the average for persons in the
lowest-income quartile, and 35 percent for those in
the highest quartile. The total net cost to the Federal
Government would be about $2.5 billion for the
present student population. About half of the benefits
would go to parents in the upper-income quartile,
and less than 3 percent to those in the lowest-income
quartile.

The conditional repayment plan.—This plan has
a great deal of emotional appeal. In effect, it attempts
to shift the cost of subsidizing college attendance from
the general public to those persons who receive
higher education. The proposal, as first stated by
Milton Friedman, was that students would be
allowed fairly large sums of money, say up to $3,000
per year, to pay college costs. They would repay
these sums out of future income, with the repayment
being contingent on the level of their future income.
One version of the plan would assess participants a
simple 1 percent of taxable income per year for each
$3,000 advanced. Payment would be made and ac-
counted for at the same time as the Federal income tax
declaration is filed. Proponents of the plan intend
that repayment terms be set at whatever level needed
to make the system self- financing within one generation
of participants.

Several practical objections to this plan remain
unanswered which make it difficult to estimate who
would benefit and what the costs might be. Those
individuals who could expect to repay only small
amounts or nothing at all—future housewives and
those who expect to enter lower paying occupations—-
probably would be delighted to participate in the
plan. On the other hand, individuals who could
expect to repay more than the amcunt advanced,
plus interest, would have a strong incentive to finance
their education in other ways. Nearly 75 percent of
the current undergraduate population requires no
outside financial assistance at all for their college
work. Many such individuals would have no reason
to participate in the plan and needlessly incur an
additional income tax liability for the remainder of
their working life. These students are likely not to
participate, because they are likely to lose under the
plan.
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The precise terms of repayment are critical. Terms
would need to be stated in advance and could not
be raised ex post facto. However, once the repay-
ment terms were stated, the self-selection of students
would very likely cause repayments to fall short of
advancements. Under any given schedule for re-
payment, those who believed that their average
future income would be higher than the average for
all participants would have a very strong incentive
to finance their education in other ways. But the
success of the plan depends upon the participation of
these very students. Because most women would wish
to participate and take the maximum advance, it
can be seen that men would be required to return
their own advance plus an amount to cover that
advanced to virtually all women students.

One version of the plan would permit participants
to buy out of the plan at any time by returning the
amount advanced plus annual interest of 6 percent.
Such a provision would be virtually certain to cause
the plan to fail.

There is an implication that a variable repayment
plan of this type would relieve the general public from
the burden of financing the goal of equal educational
opportunity. However, the Federal Government
would be required to obtain the initial funds—either
through borrowing or through tax revenues—for the
establishment of the program. In either event, it is the
general public who would bear this burden. Currently,
the public would be required to give up some alterna-
tive use for the funds involved in return for a future
benefit.

The college educated have always returned the cost
of their prior subsidy to the general public through
a form of variable repayment plan. On the average,
undergraduates currently meet only between 25
percent and 35 percent of the cost of their instruction.
The remainder comes from Federal and State taxes
and subsidies and from private gifts. Students sub-
sequently return these amounts through payments of
Federal and State taxes and through private gifts in
variable amounts depending upon their income.

For example, if a taxpayer’s average annual income
shifts from a $6,000-$7,000 range to a $9,000-$10,000
range, the average annual Federal income tax paid
increases by more than $500 at current rates. This
would seem to be a most conservative estimate of the
average annual yield—in Federal income taxes
alone—of any effort to permit all potential students
to attend college. This means that the Federal Gov-
ernment could advance an average of $9,900 to those
future taxpayers who would otherwise not go to
college and reasonably expect the full amount, plus
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4 percent interest, to be returned within 40 years or
less.

Variable grants to individual students.—A pro-
posal which often has been made is that students be
given Federal scholarship grants in relation to finan-
cial need in much the same manner as private scholar-
ship funds are now administered. The rationale for this
proposal is generaily stated in terms of the advantages
to the Nation from increased college attendance. It is
also stated, and rightly, that since students from lower-
income families have to depend much more heavily
on loans than richer students, it would be well to
substitute a program of aid which would cover the
minimum needs of attending college for all income
groups in order not to penalize students from poorer
families during the long repayment period. The pro-
posal would also tend to simplify the complex network
of present programs and would equalize the oppor-
tunity to attend college for students from all income
groups insofar as economic restraints are present.

The estimated cost of financing the 1966/67 under-
graduates would have been about $1.6 billion more
than present student aid programs (see appendix
table A-25).

Distribution of benefits from various programs by
income quartile.—Table 11 summarizes the dis-
tribution of aid under various programs, both current
and proposed, by family income quartile. Excluded
from the table is the contingent repayment, for which
no estimate could be prepared because of the uncer-
tainties with respect to the participants. It will be
noted from the table that the current Federal program
which has benefited the lowest-income quartile most
is work study, with educational opportunity grants
second. Non-Federal institutional aid pregrams are
also heavily oriented to helping the poor.

By contrast, despite the heavier reliance on per
capita loans by the poor, the major disbursements of
loan programs accrue to the richer students. This
is due to the larger number of studcnts from upper-
income families.

Another way of looking at the distribution of student
aid is to examine the share of each program in total
student aid by income class. It can be seen from
appendix table A-26 that for the lowest-income
quartile work-study and educational opportunity
grants account for about one-third of the aid ex-
tended, veterans’ benefits account for 5 percent; and
another 35 percent of the aid comes from the in-
stitution. The remaining aid to low-income students
comes from loans. Among students in the upper-
income quartile, more than threc-quarters of the




‘TABLE 11.—Funds disbursed under current student aid programs and estimated cost of proposed programs by student family
income: 1966-67

o comrn———

{In millions of dollars] %
Current progrums ;
Grant programs Loans Amounts ﬁot o! current grants §
$1,000 Federal :
Institu- Veterans Guarantesd  Ribicoft Prouty Taxable  scholarships i
Quartile tional Work-study EOG benefits NDSL loans tax tax grants to  according §
credit credit parents need ‘
E (4)] 2 €)) 4 ® © 4] ® ® (10) r
) High........ 14 6 1 32 40 139 524 256 1,214 ()
Second...... 28 8 6 81 40 96 301 285 801 719
F Third. ...... 77 36 18 24 72 73 122 143 445 667
Low......... 145 102 33 20 69 52 0 0 74 243
' Total 264 152 58 157 221 360 947 634 2,53 1,634
E INot estimated.
|
:
|

.

aid came from loans, and 14 percent came from the
Veterans Administration.

Most programs may be said to have met their
stated goals, in that aid was extended either to benefit
all students or to induce lower-income students to
attend college who would not otherwise have done so.

There is no evidence that any of the various student
aid programs failed to have the desired effect. The
evidence is that all programs did induce more students
to attend college than would otherwise have done so;
that the grant-in-aid and work-study funds were
allocated according to student need or, as in the case
of the veterans’ program, accoruing to eligibility;
and that the loan programs also made it possible
for some students to attend better quality institutions
or complete their education sooner than they would
have otherwise.

Adequacy of programs.—The statement that cur-
rent student aid programs produce the desired results,
however, does not imply that more aid, effectively
distributed, would not produce additional students
and additional future benefits to society. The pro-
portion of low-income students in the total full-time
undergraduate population was estimated to be 7 per-
cent. The proportion from the highest family income
quartile was 48 percent. There is evidence, shown in
table 6, that when high school achievement levels are
held constant, the rate at which students enter college
is influenc~d by ability to pay. Virtually every item
represented in the socioeconomic index is correlated
with family income. Thus the d.stribution of entering
freshinen by socioeconomic quartile implied by the
data in that table is essentially identical with the dis-
tribution of freshmen by family income quartile as
measured independently by the ACE.

If the high school graduates from the three lowest
socioeconomic quartiles entered college at the rates
shown in table 6 for their own achievement levels,
but at just one socioeconomic quartile higher than
their own, then one could expect that the proportion
of full-time undergraduates from the lowest-income
quartile would be raised from 7 percent to 9 percent
and the proportion from the highest-income quartile
would be lowered from 48 percent to 40 percent. This
would imply an additional 795,000 full-time under-
graduates in 1966-67. As shown in appendix table
A-27, this would have required approximately $812
million in additional student aid last year. There is
hence a strong presumption that the current terms of
the loan programs were not attractive enough to
reach all potential students in the absence of more
grant and workstudy seed money.

The average unfilled student gap as shown in
column (10) of appendix table A-20 may be viewed
in a different light. Some students in the second- and
third-income quartiles may have used some of their
parents’ savings to finance their education, or they
may have earned more from part-time work from
sources other than the work-study program, or both.
Thus, if one replaces the average amount borrowed
and the average amount earned under the work-
study program, as shown in appendix table with the
corresponding averages for the lowest-income quartile,
the remaining gap is closed for the second quartile
and is reduced by two-thirds in the third quartile.
The results of this adjustment are shown in appendix
table A-28.

Effects of student aid on institutions.—Any
general financial assistance advanced to students—as
compared to subsidies to the educational institutions—
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would place important new pressures on the structure
of institutions. If students could attend any institution
they pleased without regard to student costs, each
would seek that place which offered the most effective
instruction in the student’s fields of interest on the
condition that the student believed he could meet the
institution’s standards of performance.

Although we have very little information on institu-
tional effectiveness, one rough measure is the average
cost of instruction. This is only partly correlaied with
tuition and fees because of the heavy subsidy which
most institutions offer students. Even though tuition
and fees tend to be higher at higher-cost institutions,
there is a reasonable presumption that students
nevertheless receive more per dollar of student cost at
higher-cost colleges.

Thus, one effect of removing all financial constraints
on students would be to shift the high academic
achievers in the low-income brackets from low-cost
institutions to the higher-cost institutions.

Of course, no institution can accept a substantial
increase in enrollment without either increasing its
tuition and fees or obtaining additional funds from
Federal, State, or local governments or from private
gifts. Thus, as a practical matter, it is virtually certain
that the removal of student financial constraints will
require that average tuition be raised in order to
spread the current and expected levels of institutional
subsidy over a substantially increased number of
students.

For the current college population, tuition and fees
average about $500 per year, and the cost of instruc-
tion averages about $1,500. Thus, one can easily
speculate that if the total class hours of instruction
increased by about 40 percent—roughly what would
be involved if all potential students attended full
time—average tuition and fees would have to be raised
to about $780 per year or about 56 percent. This
assumes that the average cost of instruction would
remain at roughly $1,500, and that additional in-
structional expenses would have to be met through
increases in tuition. Thus, removing the financial
constraints of those who otherwise would not be in
school full time would raise the cost to those who
would attend without student aid, because institu-
tional subsidies would have to be spread over a larger
number of students.

Benefits in relation to cost.—The maximum in-
vestment required to produce a single college graduate
is the full cost of his instruction and expenses plus the
student’s foregone income while in school. The amounts
can currently be set at approximately $1,500 per year
for instruction, about $1,000 per year for expenses, and

about $2,500 per year to cover the foregone income
of an 18- to 21-year-old who would be out of the labor
force 9 months of the year. This amounts to $5,000
per year and $20,000 for 4 years.

One way to assess the future benefit of such an
investment is simply to ask: What increment in annual
income over the expected working life of the student
would be needed to justify this investment? Assuming
a working life of 40 years, a student would need to
earn only $332 per year more than he otherwise
would to return 6 percent a year on a l-year college
investment; $664 per year to return 6 percent on a
2-year college investment; $997 per year for a 3-year
investment; and $1,329 per year for a 4-year invest-
ment. For the individual student, required future in-
come differentials are less because no student covers
the full cost of his education and many students
desire to attend college for reasons other than future
monetary return. Except for females who attend
college for less than 4 years, current differences in
median income between those who have received a
high school education only and those who received 4
years generally exceed these amounts stated above at
most age levels. (These income differentials are shown
in appendix table A-29.)

The differences in median income are adjusted to
take into account labor force participation. They
are for the average college student and high school
graduate, whether or not he or she was receiving
income. The estimates are derived by multiplying
Census medians for those with income by the cor-
responding labor force participation rates by age,
sex, and level of education, prior to obtaining the
difference. The differential in income at any age
depends upon differences in median income between
the college student and high school graduate, in-
cluding the incremental income which can bc ascribed
to greater or smaller labor force participation. Thus,
the benefits calculated for college-educated women
account not only for higher rates of income but also
for their more intensive labor force participation.

While discussing rates of return, it may be fitting to
mention that preliminary analysis of income data for
graduates from various types of institutions, made by
Professor Danitre, indicates that an average student
who upgrades himself by attending a more expensive
institution may very well receive an 11-percent return
on his investment. Thus, the benefit/cost ratios for
loans to upper quartile students may even be higher
than the benefit/cost ratios for subsidizing poor stu-
dents to go to college. This substantiates our prejudice:
it pays to lend to the rich,




The question whether the public should increase
the share of its limited resources now devoted to
subsidizing students and institutions should be looked
at from an angle different from the one used in
analyzing individual decisions. It is the total marginal
cost of educating additional students and the total
marginal return on that investment which are relevant
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if the benefit/cost ratio is to be measured in purely
monetary terms. Information is not available to esti-
mate this return. But if a program gives a potential
postsecondaiy student who has the capacity to learn
an opportunity to enroll in college, the Nation may
be discharging the more important social goal of
equalizing opportunity.
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6. Graduate Student Aid

The analysis of graduate student financial assistance
is complex because of the vast proliferation of Federal
programs. It may come as a surprise that OE con-
tributes only one-third of the total Federal aid to
graduate students. Even within the Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare complex, the OE contribution to
graduate student support is just slightly over one-half
of the total.

An estimate of Federal graduate support for 1966-67
by agency is shown in table 12. In addition to the
usual tabulation of student aid for scholarships and
fellowships, the participation of graduate students in
loan and work-study programs is included in this
table. The total Federal aid to graduate students
amounted to $441.4 million. Of this, $277 million
was received in the form of scholarships, fellowships,
and research assistantships. An additional $194
million was received in the form of loans, work-study
grants, and veterans’ assistance. (These funds exclude
short-term training courses and other non-degree
training institutes.)

Besides Federal contributions, other sources play
an important role in financing graduate students. A
study conducted by the U.S. Office of Education in
1965 provides some estimates of the sources of income
of graduate students. These estimates are shown in
table 13. It is interesting to note from that table that
the outside earnings of students and the incomes of
their spouses are an important supplement to the
various stipends.

The same study made it possible to estimate non-
Federal contributions to graduate student stipends.
In 1963-64, roughly $5 million in fellowships and
scholarships was provided by non-Federal sources,
$5 million came from research assistantships over
and above the Federal contribution, and $150
million was accounted for by some form of employ-
ment by academic institutions. (These estimates are
presented in appendix table A-30). This table also
shows the estimated level of contributions for 1966~67.
These estimatcs are based on the assumption that
fellowships and scholarships from non-Federal sources
remained at the same level, that research assistant-
ships incrcased at the same rate as research ex-

290-607—08——3
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TABLE 12.—Federal support for graduate students, estimates
by agency: 1966-67

{Amounts in millions]
Agency Amountt

Total Federal studentaid.......cocvvvvennneess $441. 4
Stipends. .. ...oovhiiiii it 386. 4
——————
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. . 167.7
National Institutes of Health................ 95.4
Officcof Education 2......c.coveiiiineennns 56. 8
103 1Y P 15. 5
Veterans Administration........ccco0veuneesen. 102.0
National Science Foundation..........covevenen 4.1
Department of Defense. .......covevenvieneinnn 37.2
National Aeronautics and Space Administration. .. 22,9
Atomic Energy Commission..........coocevenns 12.1
Department of the Interior. ........ccovuieenses .5
LOANS. st veoverennrnceroeasesnearonansnnes 55.0
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. . . 55.0

Office of Education:
National Defense Student Loans...... oo 25.0
Guaranteed loans. . .......cceetivnniens 30.0

1 Estimates for predoctoral academic year programs. Estimates are for
funds for student use only, exclusive of cost-of-education payments to institu-
tions. Estimates of payments to graduate ressarch assistants are included in
agency {otals.

2 Includes estimated graduate student support from work-study program:
$7 million.

penditures—8 percent a year—that the income from
teaching assistantships and faculty appointments in-
creased in proportion to the increase in enrollment,
and that faculty salaries increased 5 percent a year.

The Federal share in graduate student support is
thus estimated to be 58.4 percent in 1964 and 63.1
percent in 1967. Due mainly to the increase in vet-
erans’ assistance during the period, Federal aid to




TaBLE 13.—Source of income of graduate students, 1965

Percentage distribution of total income
by source

Source of income
Part-time

All students Full-time
students

students

100.0 100.0

All sources.......... 100.0

Scholarship.............. 1

Fellowship............... 8

Teaching assistant........ 6.
4
3
1

Research assistant........
Faculty appointment......
Other employment........
NDEA loan.............

—
WG OO S~y = O NWOW—ON

—

3
Spouse’s carnings......... 12,
Gifts, loans from relatives. . 4,
2

—NDO WA DN DN OO

Source: Office of Education survey of “Academic snd Financial Status of
Graduate Students, Spring 1965.”

graduate students increased 50 percent between
1963-64 and 1966-67. The total graduate student
population increased only 25 percent during this
same period.

Determining the need.—In order to determine
the total financial aid needed for graduate students
to pursue their studies, it is necessary to determine
the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) graduate
students. This determination is complicated by
several factors.

First, OF has not taken a census of graduate stu-
dents since 1963-64. Estimates published currently
are projections of past trends and do not take into
account the recent infusion of nearly $200 million
per year for graduate student support from VA and
OE progranis.

Another complication results from the flow of stu-
dents into and through graduate programs. Studies of
the National Opinion Research Center ! (NORC) and
the Bureau of Social Science Research for the National
Science Foundation ? have documented the complex-
ity of graduate student study patterns at great length.
Besides students who attend full-time until they receive
their degree, there are students who alternate between
full- and part-time study or between full-time and no
study. The majority of students seem to interrupt their
studies between the master’s degree and the doctorate.

1 National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago,
Graduate Student Finances, 1963, September 1965.

3 Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., Five Years After the
College Degree, Washington, D.C., 1966.
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Finally, the present use of course load to distinguish
between part-time and full-time students in graduate
work leaves much to be desired. Some part-time stu-
dents do not carry a full load of courses because they
are writing dissertations or are preparing for compre-
hensive or language examinations; others are pre-
cluded by their institution from taking a full course
load because they hold teaching or research assistant-
ships.

Two methods may be used to approximate the
aumber of FTE graduate students. The traditional
method is to assume that part-time students study
one-third of the time. Based on current projections of
full-time and part-time students, this method produces
a figure of 404,000 FTE graduate students in 1967.
Thus, as projected by NCES, graduate students could
be expected to increase to 492,000 in 1969 and 617,000
in 19733

An alternative is to assume that the FTE level in
a given year is proportional to the number of master’s
and Ph.D. degrees awarded in that year, plus the
total number of master’s degrees and Ph.D.’s awarded
in the following year and the number of Ph.D.’s
awarded in the third subsequent year. Estimates
based on this method would result in 331,000 FTE
graduate students in 1967, 443,000 in 1969, and
512,000 in 1973.

Both estimates indicate that the number of graduate
students is likely to increase by some 20 percent
between 1967 and 1969 and that it will grow by some
50 percent over the base figure by 1973.

An additional number of students could be expected
to enroll full-time if additional aid were available.
For instance, in 1963 NORC asked part-time graduate
students what inducements were needed to have them
go to school full time. Up to 56 percent of the students
would have gone to school full time if they had had
additional stipend money. (The answers are tabulated
in appendix table A-31.)

Rationale for graduate student aid.—Graduate
student aid has usually been justified in terms of the
American economy’s need for highly trained talent. It
has been argued that student aid increases the number
of individuals with graduate degrees by permitting
students to start their graduate careers earlier and
reducing the likelihood that they will drop out before
completion because of financial pressures.

All these arguments have some verisimilitude.
For example, in the natural sciences, of the 1958

3 1J.S. Office of Education, National Center for Educational
Statistics, Projections of Educational Statistics to 1975-76, 1966, p.
17.
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bachelor degree recipients who attended graduate
school, 55 perient held a stipend, and 35.6 percent
obtained a graduate degree by 1963. By contrast in
social sciences and education, where the percentage
of graduate students receiving stipends was only 36
and 17 percent respectively, the percentage of grad-
uate degree recipients during the 6-year period was
lower: 29 and 16 percent for the two disciplines. The
availability of stipends was also closely correlated
with the percentage cf students engaged in full-time
study. Natural sciences, with the highest proportion
of students benefiting from stipends, had the highest
percentage of full-time students, and education and
business wei. in the cellar in terms of both the share
of students supported and the share of students who
studied full time (see appendix table A-32).

The correlation between the proportion of gradu-
ates in full-time study and the proportion of degree
recipients by discipline was .73. The correlation be-
tween the proportion of students who received
stipends and those who studied full time by discipline
was .71. The correlation between stipend recipients
and degree recipients was .78.

Thus the availability of stipends accounts for ap-
proximately one-half of the variation in the number
of degrees received by field of study. An independent
study by NORC of graduate student patterns in 1963
came to essentially the same conclusion.

If data are controlled for academic level and
grade-point average, rates of full-time study are at
least twice as high for stipend holders as others.!

There appears to be a fair relationship between the
availability of aid and the number of candidates for
m.aster’s and Ph.D. degrees. A relationship also exists
between the availability of aid and the length of time
between completion of one degree ang ..e start of
work towards a higher degree. The amount of aid, it
appears, serves to increase the number of persons who
obtain degrees in a given period rather than to
shorten the average time between a B.A. and a Ph.D.

During the period 1920-61 the length of time be-
tween the receipt of a bachelor’s degree and a dcs-
torate was not much affected by the aid available. In
major disciplines roughly 10 yeurs elapsed between
the award of a bachelor’s degree and a Ph.D. This
figure scarcely changed between 1920 and 1961. (The
mean number of years taken to obtain the Ph.D. for
various disciplines is shown in appendix table A-33.)

This finding is relevant to the policy of financing
Ph.D. candidates. A preliminary analysis of NDEA

+ NORGC, Graduate Stud:at Finances, 1963, p. 106.
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fellowship awards (reprcluced in appendix table
A-34), indicates that a disappointingly low number
of NDEA grant holders who received fellowships at
the beginning cf their Ph.D. studies completed their
degree within the 3-year period. On the other hand,
those who received grants when they were further
along with their Ph.D. studies did complete their work
during or soon after the grant period. Most degrees,
it appears, will be received well after the NDEA grant
expired.

Adequacy of graduate student aid.—Graduate
student aid appears to have had some effect upon the
supply of graduate degrees. The proportion of grad-
uate degrees to total degrees granted has increased
noticeably since 1950, when the Federal Government
first took a major interest in stimulating graduate
enrollment (see appendix table A-35). Three percent
‘nore master’s degrees were granted in the 1960’s
than could be expected from the extrapolation of the
trend over the preceding three decades. In the case of
Ph.D’s, the expected production was exceeded in the
1960’s by nearly 10 percent.

Rates of return.—The level of subsidies to graduate
students probably is not high enough to make the
returns from the student’s investment in graduate
study as high as the returns to individuals who stopped
their education at the bachelor’s level. For instance,
Hanoch 5 has estimated that the average internal rate
of return to white males in the Northeast from under-
graduate educ: .on was 9.6 percent, compared to
8.7 percent for those who had had some graduate
school work.

An estimate, using 1960 census data, indicates that
at age 22 the present value of graduate study is
$15,000, if the student’s income stream is discounted
at 6 percent. If we assume that it takes the equivalent
of 2 full-time years of graduate study to get a master’s
degree and an additonal 3 years to get a doctorate,
the average degree recipient in 1966-67 ® had spent
the equivalent of 2.1 years of effort in graduate work.
His foregone income, according to 1960 data, was
$13,200. The average Federal subsidy provided to
him, at $1,963 per year,” was $4,123 for the 2.1 year
period. Hence his net income loss was about $9,100.
The rate of return which will equate his future
income with the value of his net outlay is 7.9 percent.
This is not an exceptionally high rate of return, if one
takes into account the risks of failure ard the labor

8 Giora Hanoch, Personal Earnings and Investment in Schooling,
University of Chicago, December 1965 (dissertation).

¢ Degree recipient data in NCES, op. cit., p. 27-36.

7 See table 14.




involved. Obviously psychic returns play an important
role in the decision to obtain a graduate degree.

A marginal note should be added to the current
subsidy pattern of the Federal Government. Table 14
shows the average Federal expenditure per degree
awarded in 1964 (with the master’s being weighted
at one, and the Ph.D. at two). It will be noticed that
the subsidies are heaviest for degrees in physical
science and much lower in behavioral sciences and
humanities. The surprising entry in table 14 is the
extremely low subsidy per graduate degree in
education.

TABLE 14.—Mean Federal expenditure for student aid per
degree granted, 1964

Field of study Amount
Al fields. . v vvreeiennerenvossararsosonassnns $1, 963
Natural sCIences.....ovvviiierrescerssorosans 7, 580
Engineering......coooviieiiiiiiiiieiieieanens 1, 657
Social SCIeNCes. ... vvvvvtvrisrrrerercerrosnass 1,939
Humanities and arts. . . ..ccoovtrnsecencranones 449
Agriculture, ....oovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienans 1,410
Education. .......ceocvevvvecoorccosasaannns 267
Other...ov tireeeerneetorstossanssssanosnnns 3,183

Source: OE survey of “Federal Funds for Education and Related
Activities, 1061-1064.”
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7. Aid for Facilities Construction

The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963
(HEFA) was passed in response to the financial crisis
institutions of higher education faced in the 1950’s
and early 1960’s. The act provides loans and grants
for the construction and rehabilitation of academic
and related facilities.

The involvement of the Federal Government in
higher education construction predates this act. As
early as 1956, Federal Government funds accounted
for 20 percent of college and university construction
expenditures. Ten years later Federal contributions
for this purpose had increased fivefold, but the pro-
portion of the Federal contribution to the total con-
struction cost had scarcely changed.

Federal aid to higher education construction before
1964 included funds granted by the National Institutes
of Health and the National Science Foundation. This
aid has been expanded under the authority of the
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963. (A full listing
of Federal programs supporting college and university
construction is provided in table 15.) A summary of
the provisions of this act, as amended in 1966, is
provided below.

Title I authorizes grants, to be distributed by for-
mula among the States, for the construction of under-
graduate academic facilities for public community
colleges, public technical institutes, and other institu-
tions of higher education. It specifies that 22 percent
of the funds appropriated for fiscal year 1966, 23
percent for fiscal year 1967, and 24 percent from fiscal
year 1968 on, must be allotted to public community
colleges and public technical institutes. To receive
funds, a State must submit a State plan outlining the
State’s construction priorities.

Title II authorizes grants to institutions of higher
education and to cooperative graduate center boards
to assist in the construction of graduate facilities. The
title limits Federal funds to no more than 33}; percent
of the total cost for any given project.

Title IIT authorizes loans to public and private
community colleges, technical institutes, and under-
graduate and graduate institutions of higher educa-
tion for construction of academic facilities.

In effect, funds provided under the Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act covered roughly 15 percent of the
outlays of higher education institutions for all con-
struction work in the academic years of 1965-67. An

TABLE 15.—Federal programs which provide assistance to higher education institutions for construction and rehabilitation

projects
{Amounts in thousands]
Estimated obligations
Program name
1966 1967
Grants for acquisition of equipment, Office of EQUCAtION. . oo vvvvevrvrrsronononrsnescnnanens $15, 000 $14, 500
Higher Education Facilities Act, Office of EAUCAtION. .« vvvvvnerneensonornouasnseisunanecene 632, 700 722, 144
Library assistance, Office of Education/Public Health SEIVICE . ¢ v v e vvrnasssssnssnnsssaossnsns 10, 000 35, 500
Research facilities and equipment, Office Of EAUCAION . v vvvveerarenecorssssnoonsanaesnnes 20, 000 12, 400
Health professions teaching facilities, Public Health Service. ..ovvvveriirirrnranrarsnonnee oo 106, 792 160, 000
Health related facilities, Public Health Service. ...vovveeeeeronnvunrernreeerseerstrresstss 65, 310 25, 000
Gallaudet College-Floward University, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare......... 5, 493 10, 043
Agricultural research facilities, Department of AGriculture. . .o ovevveernvrenrernnonneneneees 2, 000 0
Colleges in territories, dependeucies, Departments of Defense/Interior. .. coovevenenenencnennes 1,454 696
Center for Cultural and Technical Interchange, Department of State. «.ooovevnerieerierenees 0 250
Nuclear training equipment, Atomic Energy ClOTIITISSION . 4 o v v v vvsaveonnosnnssnnossssssnesns 1,528 49
Specialized facilities, National Aeronautics and Space Administration. . ...oveeeieeaiereenees 8, 000 7,000
Specialized research facilities, National Science Foundation. «oooovveerseonnenoressaossnsans 27,600 30, 000
Institutional scicnce program grants, National Science Foundation......cooeesreecencanaecnees 39, 100 24, 000
College housing loans, Department of Housing and Urban Development. ...c.ooovveneeeeeeees 276, 006 333, 000
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additional $ percent was provided by other Federal
agencies. HEFA obligations during that period broke
down as follows:

* In 1965 $240 million was obligated under title I.
Of this amount some $47 million went to public
community colleges. In 1967 an estimated $455
million was obligated, of which $100 million
went to public community colleges.

* Obligations under title II for the construction of
graduate schools amounted to $60 million each
year.

o Title III obligations for loans to public and
private colleges, both undergraduate and gradu-
ate doubled between 1565 and 1967. In 1967
roughly $200 million was obligated.

During fiscal year 1965 and fiscal year 1966 HEFA
obligations accounted for 28 percent of the total cost
of construction projects of those institutions receiving
awards. The annual rate of capital expenditures
during these 2 years increased over the 1963 fiscal
year for all sizes of institutions receiving grants in all
geographical locations and for both public and
private institutions.

An analysis of the distribution of funds under all
titles indicates that public institutions have benefited
most from titles I and IT while private institutions have
benefited more significantly from title III funds.
Public institutions have received 66 percent of title I
funds, 58 percent of title II funds, and 17 percent of
tite III funds, for a total of 56 percent of all funds
distributed to all institutions. It should be noted,
however, that the interest rate on HEFA III loans was
changed in November 1966 from 3% percent to 3 per-
cent. Since the 3 percentinterest rate is more attractive
to public institutions, we expect a greater participation
of public institutions in the program.

Universities have reccived 39 percent of all funds
distributed; liberal arts colleges, 32 percent; and
junior colleges, 15 percent of all funds (see appendix
table A-36 and A-37).

Data on the distribution of funds by size of institu-
tions indicate that smaller institutions received a
larger share of title I and title I grants than of all
students enrolled. For example, institutions with
20,000 FTE students and over, enrolling 12 percent of
the total FTE students, received 5 percent of the funds.
Institutions with fewer than 1,000 FTE students, with
6 percent of the total FTE enrollment, received 20
percent of all the funds disbursed (see appendix table
A-38).

The distribution of funds in fiscal years 1965 and
1966 by geographical location indicates that institu-
tions in large Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
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—those with populations of 500,000 or more—received
only 22 percent of the funds but had approximately
46 percent of the FTE enrollment. Institutions in
smaller Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
received 24 percent of the funds and accommodated
30 percent of FTE enrollment. Institutions outside of
SMSA’s, which account for 25 percent of the total
FTE enrollment, benefited proportionately the most
from this program as they received 54 percent of all
funds obligated.

Grants and loans awarded in fiscal year 1965 and
fiscal year 1966 under titles I, II, and III of the
Higher Education Facilities Act supported the con-
struction of approximately 73 million square feet in
assignable area for instruction and library purposes,
increasing assignable area by 27 percent.

The construction of facilities under the HEFA does
not substantially affect average clock hours of instruc-
tion per student. This ratio was projected to be essen-
tially unchanged after completion of new facilities.
The shortage of space which occurred during the
1957-65 period resulted in more intensive use of
classroom space.

Observations on the effectiveness of the construc-
tion program.—An obvious way of trying to assess
the impact of the Federal subsidy programs of higher
education is to make some assumptions about the
savings which accrued to the institutions as a result
of the grants and loans under the Higher Education
Facilities Act of 1963. If it were assumed that institu-
tions would be forced to borrow at the 6 percent per
annum rate of interest and that the depreciation life
of the buildings is 50 years, 8 percent of the grants
for construction would be net savings to institutional
budgets. in addition, if it were assumed that the
Federal guarantee was worth 1 percent of the amount
obligated in terms of savings in interest rate payments,
the total savings from the program to institutions
could be calculated. To date, $815 million has been
obligated for construction grants; hence the savings
from title I and II can be estimated at $62.5 million.
In addition, another $2 million in annual savings
accrued to institutions from the $200 million in loans.
This total of slightly under $65 million is less than 2.5
percent of the total tuition bill paid for all institutions
in the United States in 1966. For the institutions in-
volved in the HEFA program, the subsidy probably
exceeded 5 percent of their tuition receipts.

Empirically, we have been unable to detect any
relationship between the share of construction under-
written by the various acts and increases in tuition.
This may not be surprising in view of the tendency
of institutions to establish tuition and fee rates on the
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basis of custom and the activities of some price leaders.
Hence, the effect of specific subsidies on tuition and
fees must be quite small and indirect.

A more promising way of looking at the effect
of the subsidy for construction is to assume that
roughly 300,000 student places were paid for by the
Federal construction program. One could make the
assumption that without this Federal activity enroll-
ments would have been kept down by the same
number. Given the tendency of higher education
establishments to choose the best students which
apply for admission, it is reasonable to assume that
the academically poorest student would have been
excluded. Under these circumstances about 34 percent
of the students excluded would have belonged to the
lowest income quartile, 20 peicent to the third
quartile, and 24 and 22 percent, respectively, would
have been excluded from the high and second highest
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quartile. In other words, using this assumption, more
than half of the benefit of the construction program
would accrue to students from families with incomes

below the mean.
An interesting sidelight on the effectiveness of the

allocation of aid by geography and by size of institu-
tion may also be mentioned. State planning agencies
encouraged smaller institutions to grow faster than
large institutions. In effect, since institutions with
large enrollments generally utilize space more
efficiently than smaller colleges and universities, in
the long run supporting the larger institutions more
intensively would probably increase the effectiveness
of the aid. Conversely, the emphasis on aid to smaller
institutions reduced the share of construction subsidies
to large cities, where considerable savings in student
living costs could be effected if spaces were available.
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8. Other Federal Programs Serving Lower-Income Students

This paper has concentrated primarily on student
aid programs. It has also treated, though in less
detail, the higher education construction program.
Unfortunately, lack of time and staff precluded
examination of all the other Federal programs
presently aiding institutions of higher education.
Mention should be made, though, of two programs:
(1) College recruitment of underprivileged youngsters
(Upward Bound, title II of the Economic Opportunity
Act, and Talent Search title IV-A of the Higher
Education Act); and (2) aid to developing institu-
tions (title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965).

These two programs have several common features.
They are highly innovative and, at first blush, seem
like excellent candidates for rapid expansion if
Federal budgetary stringency is relieved.

Programs to recruit college freshmen.—The
Federal Government is making a substantial effort
to increase the proportion of youth from the lowest
socioeconomic classes who attend college. Much of
the student aid program is oriented toward helping
children of poor parents to enroll in school. In
addition, the Upward Bound program, administered
by the Office of Economic Opportunity, and the
Talent Search program, administered by 1he Office of
Education, are aimed at informing disadvantaged
youth about (and motivating them to take advantage
of) the opportunities of attending college. There can
be little doubt that there will be a great desire to
increase the funding of both programs in future
years. However, there appears to be little awareness
of how the recruitment program fits into the total
aid picture, what the uncertainties of these invest-
ments are, and what the potential scope of the
program as a whole may be.

The ability of potential students.—The model
described in Chapter 4 gives us an opportunity to
evaluate the potential benefit of extending financial
aid by socioeconomic and ability quartile and to
estimate the characteristics of students who—because
of lack of motivation—are not reached by the removal
of financial barriers. Table 16 contrasts the percentage
ot ;tudents who are likely to be helped by additional
financial aid from the two lowest socioeconomic
quartiles with the percentage of students who still

TABLE 16.—Potential share of students aided by removal of
financial barriers and residual share who will not attend
college because of the lack of motivation, by family socio-
economic status quartiles

Percent of 12th

Socioeconomic status grade studeuts in

each quartile
Third:
Financial.........coiviiieneneecennans .
Motivation., . ....oveverrnnrerercesnons 17.7
Low:
Financial.......coovininnnnnoenneennnes 7.2
Motivation. . .co.covvevverrnnrcronscenns 25.8

will not attend college because they lack the moti-
vation of children of equivalent ability in the highest
socioeconomic quartile. It is obvious that the number
of students who could be motivated to go to college
is still very large, even after financial barriers are
removed. Almost four times as many students in the
lower socioeconomic quartile would not attend college
because of motivational factors as are likely to be
helped by the removal of financial barriers. In the
third-lowest socioeconomic quartile, about 25 percent
more students would not attend college because of
motivational factors, compared to those who would
attend if financial barriers were removed.

The majority of students not enrolling are in the
two lowest ability quartiles. Table 17 shows the per-
centage distribution by socioeconomic class and
ability quartile of potential college students who do
not enroll because of lack of motivation. Over two-
thirds of the potential students who could be helped
through motivational efforts are found in the lowest
half of the class.

While increasing the number of students going to
college from low-income households would, at least
in appearance, indicate an improvement in the dis-
tribution of educational opportunity, it is neither a
necessary nor sufficient condition for improvement
in the distribution of income. A change in the earning
capacity of a disadvantaged youth must be preceded
by improvements in his productive ability. If students
drop out prior to the end of their second year in
college, the benefits to their future productivity from




TABLE 17.—Students who fail to enroll because of motiva-
tion, as a percent of all students who fail to enroll, by
achievement quartiles for third and low socioeconomic

status quartiles
[Percent

Socloeconomic Achievement quartile
status
High Second Third Low
Third......... 0 34.3 38.9 26.8
Low.......... 7.1 25.4 25.0 42.5
Total 4,2 29.0 30.7 36. 1

their attendance are likely to be small. In fact,
failure in college may offset whatever improvements
in the disadvantaged students’ self-image had been
brought about by efforts to motivate them to enter
college. Currently, there are indications that few of
these youths will be able to successfully complete
their 2- or 4-year programs even though they attuad
relatively low quality institutions.

Upward Bound.—Upward Bound is a program
which is aimed at low achievers from the lowest
socioeconomic classes. Most of the participants (over
73 percent) have averag2d C or less in high schools
where general achicvement levels are low. Upward
Bound attempts to change the achievement level
and motivation of the students through remediatiun
and a change in environment by offering them. a
summer program of study and other aid for the
last 2 years of school. The cost is approximately
$1,200 per year for each student prior to entrance
into college.

Of the first group of Upward Bound students, 762
out of 953, or 80 percent, went to college and 388 of
the 762, or 50 percent, entered the sophomore year.

Data from Project Talent show that only about 75
percent of all 10th graders from the lowest socio-
economic quartile and the lowest one-half by achieve-
ment finish high school. Thus, Upward Bound did
increase somewhat the chances of these deprived
children to graduate from high school. The dropout
rate of 59 percent per year for freshmen is very close
to the estimated rate in the model for youths in the
lowest ability quarti's of the lowest socioeconomic
group. The current experience indicates that very
few will finish more than 2 years of college. First
indications are, therefore, that Upward Bound will
successfully motivate the disadvantaged youth to
enter college, but that the students will have difficulty
completing their programs.

Talent Search.—Talent Search projects are aimed
at youths in the lower, though not necessarily lowest,
socioeconomic class. However, these projects seem to
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focus on students who have given indication that they
have the ability and motivation to succeed in college.
While the performance in nationwide examinations
will not be high, their grades in high school will fre-
quently be good. From a sample of nine project
abstracts, it was learned that seven of the nine projects
disseminated financial aid facts and other relevant
information to a large number of high school youth
and then provided systematic and sustained coun-
seling and guidance to a small number of youths,
usually under 1,000, who were able but needy. Two
examples of these projects are the Higher Education
Opportunities Committee Program (HEOC) to Lo-
cate and Encourage Students of College Potential
from Inner-City Schools in Detroit and Project FAIT
(Find and Inform Talent) in Georgia.

The Higher Education Opportunities Committee
project enabled 20 counselor aides (youths who have
graduated from inner-city high schools in the Detroit
area), two counselors, and a directing counselor to go
back to the high schools to raise the aspiration levels of
the present 10th, 11th, and 12th grades of college po-
tential. From 14 high schools, 2,561 referrals were proc-
essed by HEOC counselors and counselor aides. The
group meetings, individual interviews, and participa-
tion in school programs by the counselor aides were
major factors in a““personalized” approach. Data forms
received at these meetings provided the information
needed ic set up parent-teacher conferences. The
weekly contacts also produced the names of colleges
in which the students showed interest. Meetings with
the directors of admission and financial aid officials
from Wayne State University, the University of
Michigan, Eastern Michigan University, Western
Michigan University, Oakland University, and the
University of Detroit were arranged by HEOC for
these students and parents.

The Higher Education Opportunities Committee
reached almost 11,000 students. Almost 2,500 students
were provided with systematic and sustained counsel-
ing, while 248 students were referred to other institu-
tions or agencies for further guidance. It is estimated
that about 500 students have been admitted to, or
have entered, academic institutions of higher edu-
cation. The total cost of the project was $129,000, with
Federal contributions amounting to $65,000.

Project FAIT was responsible for identifying and
informing students in 128 high schools in Georgia.
These schools accounted for 118,586 grade 9-12 pupils.
The pupils, contacted through their counselors by
members of FAIT’s Coordinating Council, were in-
formed of available postsecondary financial aid. The
entire high school student population, which included
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the pupils of FAIT high schools, was informed by
flyers which listed the number of scholarships, loans,
and work-study programs available in postsecondary
schools within commuting distance of their homes.
They were also informed of two showings of FAIT’s
educational television film, Man on 3rd, by announce-
ments over their school public address system, by
postbills sent to each of the 506 high schools, by news-
paper and TV Guide articles, and by letters from the
Coordinating Council members.

In addition to these efforts, Project FAIT prepared
and sent a 218-page Grorgia Counselor’s Guide to Finan-
ctal Aid Information to each high school counselor and
librarian, each financial aid officer and librarian of
the postsecondary schools of Project FAIT, each
Neighborbood Youth Program and Upward Bound
Program Director in Georgia, and each Talent Search
contract holder in the United States.

Project FAIT identified 4,250 able but needy stu-
dents. Personal and academic information on these
students was obtained from an identification form
completed by professional Staff members of the pupil’s
high school. A computer printout about these students
was sent to 88 postsecondary institutions in Georgia
and in nearby States.

The total cost of the FAIT project was $73,500, with
a Federal contribution of $57,700.

Evaluation of Talent Search programs will not be
possible until later this year, when the first contacts
will have completed their first year of post-high
school experience.

Aid to developing institutions.—Title III of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 provides for special
aid to promising institutions which are trying to
better themselves but which have difficulty in finding
access to funds because they are isolated or outside
of the “mainstream of American education.” The
act does not contain a precise definition of a develop-
ing institution. It sorts out eligibles from noneligibles
through a set of exclusions. For instance, institutions
eligible for aid must admit only persons holding
a high school diploma or the equivalent, must be
chartered by the State, and must award a bachelor’s
degree if they are 4-year institutions, or offer courses
creditable towards a bachelor’s degree or certification
in a semi-professional field if they are 2-year insti-
tutions. Applicants must present proof that they
have met these requirements for 5 academic years.
They must be accredited or, in the judgment of a
nationally recognized agency, be making reasonable
progress towards accreditation. In summary, the act
is designed mainly to help conventional, long estab-
lished, and financially weak institutions.
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During the first year the act was in effect, fiscal
year 1966, 262 schools applied for grants. I. fiscal
year 1967, 558 applications were received. The box
score of approvals and disapprovals appears in
appendix table A-39. The approvals were heavily
weighted in favor of predominantly Negro colleges
and schools with low expenditure per student.

In 1966, 127 institutions received awards, and in
1967, 411 received awards. The total amount of money
was $5 million in 1966 and $30 million in 1967. The
average grant in 1966 was $39,370 and in 1967,
$72,933. Two hundred of these awards were planning
grants, which decreased the average amount per
institution (see appendix table A-40).

Two types of activities are financed with title III
funds:

1. Cooperative arrangements (or consortia) for pooling
resources between weak institutions, and between
weak institutions and stronger institutions,
business firms, or educational consultants. In
1967, more than half of the $18.7 million
allocated for cooperative ventures was used for
curriculum development, intensive programs for
entering students, and faculty development. Two
million dollars were allocated for small planning
grants to help some weak schools study ways of
improving themselves.

2. Teaching fellowships, with comparatively liberal
stipends and dependent allowances, designed to
augment faculty, reduce teaching loads, make
new courses available, or to replace regular
facuity on leave for further graduate study. In
1967, $11.3 million were allocated for fellowships.

An analysis based on a 25-percent sample of re-
cipients in 1966 and 1967 indicates that the average
enrollment in an aided school was slightly over 770
students in 1966 and 929 in 1967. In 4-year institu-
tions, the average was 813 and 938 in each year; in
2-year institutions, 647 and 909. From an analysis of
1966 grant recipients, it can be inferred that the
average faculty of these institutions is about 50
persons. About a dozen of these are likely to hold
Ph.D’s, roughly half the national proportion.
Student/faculty ratios are likely to be about 20 to 1,
about half as much again as in the average post-
secondary school.

National Teaching Fellowships went to 411 institu-
tions which needed roughly 5,000 Ph.D.’s to make
their ratio of Ph.D.’s to total faculty equal to the
national average. The 1,523 National Teaching
Fellowships would certainly help fill the gap.

Unfortunately, this optimistic judgment is based on
two assumptions: The first is that the teachers relieved
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by fellows to do graduate work will get their Ph.D.’s
during the period of the fellowship or that teachers
who came to these schools would stay there. We have
seen that even in the NDEA fellowship program, a
large percentage of 3-year fellowship holders did not
get their Ph.D.’s during the tenure of their fellowship.

The second assumption is that the relieved teachers
will return to the institutions from which they came
or to similar institutions. If developing institutions
are like developing countries, these expectations are
not likely to be realized. According to the former
chancellor of one of the leading Asian universities,
the return rate of young faculty members going off
to study was less than 2 third. The rest, after increas-
ing their qualifications, stayed in more prosperous
surroundings. Only the worst returned.

The effectiveness of this fellowship and other aid,
through consortia, to developing institutions will
depend upon their ability to upgrade their sur-
roundings. According to the fragmentary information
for 1966, their salary levels are very low (less than
$6,000 a year per staff member) and their library
collections average only some 50,000 volumes. These
and other similar deficiencies do not make them
attractive institutions.

There is great doubt in educators’ minds that the
consortium can improve the character of an institu-
tion’s instruction unless there are changes in the
critical mass of financial support. Most of the schools
supported are small, their size is uneconomic. Their
expansion is hampered by their total dependence on
tuitions. Whenever a number of weak schools or weak
and strong schools in the same geographical area coop-
erate, the Federal Government may perhaps do well to
encourage the further step of consolidation. Perhaps the
idea of a Federal dowry, a payment to a stronger
school to amalgamate with a weaker one, may not be
out of place.

Whenever a strong school cooperates with a weak
school, the relationship is no more easy than between
a rich and poor relative. There is a long history of such
consortia having come to naught, and currently there
is little evidence that the new ones are affecting the
character of instruction, be it course content or teach-
ing method, in any quantifiable way. On the other
hand, a number of members of consortia have reported
numerous instances of friction between the poor and
the rich school: denial of the right to choose applicants
for the coming year, refusal to exchange faculties, etc.

The awarding of more than 200 planning grants in
the first 2 years threatens the integrity of the title I11
program. If the schools receiving these grants meet
the program criteria, they should be able o make
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strong cases for additional project support. But spread-
ing the limited program resources among them would
seem to run counter to the objective of concentration.
On the other hand, the awarding of a large number of
planning grants with the intention of funding only a
few seems to be a waste of limited resources. If the
idea is to promote competition for project support
among developing institutions, it seems fair to question
whether they can afford the luxury of competition,
especially since the program stresses cooperation.

Over one-half of the students in the developing
colleges which received grants in 1966 and 1967
attended schools where the average expenditure ner
student was less than $1,000; a few were in schoois
spending above the national average. It is significant
that tuition and fees in many of these schools are also
low, less than $400. This is especially true of pre-
dominantly Negro colleges (see appendix table A—41
and A-42).

It should be noted that the act does not address
itself to predominantly Negro schools. Less than one-
third of the schools which received grants were pre-
dominantly Negro, and roughly one-half of the money
was allocated to predominantly Negro schools.
Nevertheless, close to 80 percent of the Negro colleges,
both accredited and unaccredited, were aided in 1967.

The problems of these developing institutions are
size and money. In the majority of cases there is very
little money to build upon. Eight hundred and fifty
dollars per year (the average expenditure in schools
with less than $1,000 expenditure per student) cannot,
by any stretch of the imagination, provide adequate
postsecondary education. Only if the miracle of the
loaves and fishes can be repeated in the 20th century,
can a grant of $79 per student (the average grant in
1967) cover the disparity between these institutions
and those in the “mainstream of American education”
which they are trying to join.

The issue, then, is: Should this kind of aid be
stepped up considerably, or should it be abandoned?

Title III did not play a very important part in
institutional finances. For instance, in addition to
$5 million from title III, grant recipients benefited
from other OE programs. For instance, $17.5 million
in student aid was provided to students attending
those institutions. The average allocation per student
under title III in 1967 was $79, up from $51 in 1966.
Although a few institutions received as much as $200
per student, most got just a token amount.

Tt seems reasonable to conclude that with the
limited amount of money which has been appro-
priated, aid should be concentrated as much as
possible, certainly much more than it has been to




date. It also seems reasonable to conclude that the
aid should go to those schools which are likely to
become integrated institutions. In the case of Negro
schools, their quality has to be raised sufficiently to
attract white students. In the case of white schools,
aid should be given only to those schools which are
willing to take substantial numbers of Negroes.

In the event additional appropriations become
available, thought should be given to three inno-
vations: (1) The building of a network of integrated
junior colleges through the South; (2) payments for
consolidation of smaller schools, especially Negro
schools; and (3) permitting developing institutions
to use title III funds to supplement HEFA money.
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9. Projection of Requirements for
Major Higher Education Programs

The examination of current aid programs for higher
education in chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8 indicated that on
balance the current programs, with a few exceptions,
meet the objective of equalizing educational oppor-
tunity quite effectively. For instance, we estimate
that about 100,000 freshmen primarily from lower
income groups entered postsecondary education
because of the existence of aid programs.

This chapter will examine the level these programs
are likely to reach in the next 5 years and suggest
some new programs to help meet the financing needs
of the higher education sector.

It may be well to begin by summarizing some of the
findings:

o Student aid programs will need to be increased
substantially over present levels. The total number
of dollars disbursed for student aid will have to
double between 1966-67 and 1968-69 if financial
constraints are to be removed from college attend-
ance. Even under a modest maintenance-of-
effort assumption, explained below, student aid
would have to increase some 50 percent between
these 2 years and would have to double by 1972-
73.

e Increased attendance is going to place further
strain on the finances of higher education in-
stitutions. By 1968-69 about $0.5 billion of the
incremental deficit is projected as a result of
increased enrollments resulting from Federal
aid programs. This amount is projected to in-
crease to $1.4 billion by 1972-73.

e Annual outlay for plant and capital fund will
not increase drastically in the next few years.
However, because of the shift from cash financing
to debt financing, the burden of debt servicing
will continue to take an increasing share of
institutional budgets.

Undergraduate student aid requirements.—Stu-
dent aid requirements are based essentially on the
data presented in Chapter 4. Two projections of
enrollments are used to develop student aid require-
ments: the medium projection described in Chapter 4
and a lower projection halfway between the low and
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the medium projection. The latter projection can be
considered a maintenance-of-effort projection: it sets
aid at a level necessary to follow through commit-
ments already made to poor students and allows
future generations of needy students to enter college
at the same rate they entered in 1966-67.

The amount of student aid required for the medium

projection was calculated as follows:

1. The number of students and their distribution
by socioeconomic status quartile was derived
from the model described in Chapter 4.

2. Estuimates of the total cost of education, the
family contribution, and the remaining gap
were calculated in the same manner.

3. It was assumed that for students in the higher
income quartile, outside aid would continue to
provide 5.8 percent of the total outlay for
education.

4. For students in the second and third socio-
economic status quartiles, it was assumed they
would borrow the same amount per capita
through the guaranteed loan program as students
in the lowest quartile. It was further assumed
that the amount earned through work—study and
other work would be the same for all three
lower quartiles. In other words, varying pro-
portions of the gap in third and second quar-
tiles—$265 and $309 per capita—would be
filled without the aid of Tederal, State, or
institutional programs through outside work.
A remaining gap of $60 per student in 196869
and $100 in 1972-73 remained to be filled either
from savings or additional work.

5. The total gap in student need in the fourth
(lowest) quartile and the need gap modified as
described in (4) for the second and third quartile
were filled with per capita allocations along the
1966-67 pattern for NDEA loans, institutional
aid, and work-study programs. Per capita con-
tributions of the Veterans Administration were
roughly doubled, in accordance with the VA
estimate that aid to veterans will double between
1966-67 and 1968-69. The remainder of the
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gap was to be filled with educational upportunity
grants in all but the highest quartile.

The per capita allocations are shown for 1968-69
and 1972-73 in appendix tables A—43 and A-44;
results of this calculation appear in appendix tables
A~—45 and A—46.

The allocation of aid needed for the maintenance-
of-effort projection was made as follows:

1. The number of students and their distribution
were calculated by averaging the number of
students enrolled between the low and medium
projection described in Chapter 4.

2. Estimates of the total cost of education, family
contribution, and remaining gap were calculated
in the same manner.

3. The identical assumption about the requirements
for outside resources in the highest socioeconomic
status quartile was made as in the medium pro-
jection.

4. Essentially the same procedures were used to fill
the gap in the second and third quartile except
that the remaining unfilled gap was allowed to
increase to $86 in 1968 and $127 in 1972-73 in
the second quartile, thus wiping out all EOG
grants there; and in the third quartile it was set
at $280 in 1968-69 and $434 in 1969-73 after
students in that quartile were expected to borrow
and work as much as students in the lowest
quartile.

5. The same procedures were used to fill the remain-
ing gap as under the medium projection except
that for the lowest quartile the gap of $73 per
student which existed in 1966-67 was allowed to
remain. This amount was subtracted from the
EOG total.

The resulting per capita allocations for 1968-69
and 1972-73 appear in appendix tables A~47 and A-
48 and the estimated volumes of the student aid pro-
gram in appendix tables A-49 and A-50.

Graduate student aid needs.—Graduate student
needs were estimated by following the assumption in
chapter 6 that the total graduate student full-time
equivalent would increase by 20 percent between
1966-67 and 196869, and 50 percent between
1966-67 and 1972-73. In addition, it was assumed
that real wages in the economy would increase 3 per-
cent and that cons:quently similar adjustments would
be made in graduate student stipends. Hence, the
maintenance of effort at 1966-67 levels would require
an increase in stipends of 39 percent for 1968-69 and
89 percent for 1973. Graduate student aid need was
thus assumed to increase from $704 million, the
1966-67 level, to $980 million in 1968-69 and to
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increase further to $1,330 million in 1972-73 (see
appendix table A-51).

Despite these relatively high rates of increase in en-
roliment, it appears that graduate student financing
will require only moderate expansion of Federal
money during the coming 5 years. Since the bulk of
non-Federal contributions to graduate finances are
payments for services rendered, it is assumed that even
if fellowships and scholarships from private sources
stay at their present level or decline, this form of
financing will continue to contribute heavily to
graduate student finances.

The Veterans Administration is likely also to con-
tribute quite heavily to closing the gap in the early
years, It was assumed that the same share of the VA’s
student support would accrue to graduate students as
it did in 1966-67 and that an additional $102 million
would be available for this group in each of the two
periods considered in this paper.

The Office of Education programs such as guaran-
teed loans, NDEA loans, and work study were
assumed to contribute 20 and 50 percent more re-
spectively to the graduate support (in proportion to
the increase in ctudents). Hence the residual contri-
bution of the Office would not have to be much
higher than presently provided if non-Federal finan-
cial aid were to remain at present levels. One should
remember that these figures do not take into account
any improvement of OE support to graduate studeiit
training in the field of education itsei’.

Total student aid.—The total student-aid package
described above could pump $1.9 billion into students’
pockets in 1968-69 and $2.7 billion in 1972-73 at a
budgeted cost in Federal appropriations of $1.0 bil-
lion and $2.1 billion in those 2 years if the medium
assumption were adopted. If the maintenance-of-
effort route is to be followed because of budget
constraints, then the amounts of grants and loans to
students will amount to $1.4 billion and $2.0 billion
in 1968-69 and 1972-73 respectively. The amount of
budget obligations estimated to support these amounts
is $654 million and $1,005 million respectivelv (see
table 18).

The proposed package wouid require raising con-
siderably the level of educational opportunity grants,
roughly doubling work study, and keeping the level
of loans down to somewhere near a billion dollars in
1968-69 and $1.5 billion in 1972-73.

The loan figure is likely to raise eyebrows. Estimates
for the demand for loans has been put as high as
$4.2 billions in 1972-73. We do not believe that
such a high demand for loans will be met by the
private sector. If anything, the projection in this




TABLE 18.—Total student aid requirements, Office of Education, 1968-69 and 1972-73
[Dollars in millions)

Budget obligations
1968-69 1972-73
1968~69 1972-73
Medium Maintenance- Medium Maintenance- Medium Maintenance- Medium Maintenance-
projection of-cffort projection of-effort projection of-effort projeetion of-effort
projection projection projection projection
Guaranteed loans. $743 $661 $942 $849 $88 $81 $136 $122
NDSL........... 450 393 552 480 217 190 267 232
Subtotal
loans. .... 1,193 1, 054 1, 494 1, 329 295 271 403 334
Work study. ..... 221 188 273 228 221 188 273 228
ECG............ 475 i45 875 343 475 145 875 343
Other........... 50 50 80 80 50 50 80 80
Total....... 1,939 1,437 2,722 1,980 1,051 654 2,113 1, 005

chapter is somewhat optimistic as it assumes that
students in all the three lowest quartiles will have
access to the guaranteed loans at the rate of $170
per student, the rate of borrowing in the lowest
quartile in 1966-67. This projection also increased
the per capita loan for students in the highest quartile
10 $86 in 1972-73 from the $72 average in 1966-67
to allow a constant proportion of rising instructional
costs to be covered by some type of aic.

The loan program has received criticism from two
opposite angles. On the one hand, it has been criti-
cized for placing an unreasonably high burden on
students who benefit from it; on the other hand, it
has been charged that the major part of the subsidy
cost of the program was being shifted from the
Federal Government to private ledgers. These criti-
cisms are only seemingly contradictory and do deserve
sorne discussion.

A student who borrows $4,000 in guaraateed loans
to finance his undergraduate studies has the alterna-
tive of repaying the loan in the 10 years after his
graduation at the rate of $38.64 a month (if the loan
was made at 6 percent). This amounts to $463 a
year, or roughly 6 percent of the income differential
from college to a male college graduate aged 25 to 34
The same amount is about 20 percent of the income
benefit to the average female in the same agc bracket,
including housewives who veccive no income. At
first blush, this does not seem to be a very burdensome
price to pay for a benefit which will continue well
bheyornd the repayment period. On the other hand,
persons entering fairly low-paying professions, such
as school teaching, will receive less of a benefit than
the average. To them, $463 a vear may be a real
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burden since the effect of college education on their
earnings is smaller. This is one of the reasons why
OPPE favors the continuation of the NDEA loan
program. (The other reason for favoring that program
is that it reaches more students in poor circumstances
than do guaranteed loans.)

It is also argued that guaranteed loans are being
subsidized by the private sector. This is also true.
Small personal loans generally carry an interest rate
of 12 percent. Student loans are also small in amount
and require a great deal of handling and administra-
tion. The present value of $4,000 taken out over 4
years to be repaid over the next 10 years, discounted
at 6 percent, is approximately $2,703. The present
value of the same repayments discounted at 12 percent,
is $1,922; about two-thirds of the amount at 6 percent.
Thus, it can be argued that the private sector would
be subsidizing roughly a third of the amount lent.

In addition, the Government spends about 28 cents
in interest subsidy for every dollar which is lent over a
10-year period. Because 38 percent of the money is
currently lent to students in the top income quartile,
it has been necessary for the Government to obligate
45 cents for each dollar channelled to students whose
parents are in the botton three quartiles.

This discussion has been leading tc the following
point: Although the loan terms are extremely attract-
ive to borrowers, there is going to be coutinuous
opposition to expand the loan program by financial
institutions, and this opposition will curb the pro-
gram’s growth.

In the event interest rates decline, it is suggested that
the Federal contribution to the guaranteed loans be
scaled down, and that the studenis’ interesc payment
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stay at 3 percent. Under current regulations, a
borrower who banks the money receives a windfall of
5 percent per annum (the average interest rate on
savings deposits) during the first 4 years and 9 months
of his college career. The windfall is continued through
out the repayment period, as interest accrues at the
rate of 3 percent on the loan and at the higher rate on
the money deposited.

A word needs perhaps to be said about the level of
the work-study program. Students are paid very low
wages for working, and there is some doubt that the
work they produce is helpful to the institution. We
did not have an opportunity to examine the work-
study program in detail this year. Yet, our analysis
has highlighted two significant points: (1) The highest
proportion of funds in this program goes to low-
income students, and (2) it is possible that the insti-
tutions which they attend are sufficiently strap; ed
financially to benefit from the work of these students
in libraries, routine maintenance, and the like.

Current institutional costs and deficits.—Increas-
ing enrollments are, of course, going to strain institu-
tional finances. In 1966-67 the average institution
in the United States charged $567 in student fees and
tuition. The instructional costs per student were
roughly $1,300 per year. In addition it provided from
its own resources student aid averaging $65 per
student enrolled. The deficit per student was therefore
$798. The total deficit san be expected to increase to
$835 or $890 depending on the projeciion of enroll-
ment used. Tuition is expected to increase to $624
per student and costs to $1,447, and student aid
(taken from appendix tables A—43 through A-50) to
amount to $60 to $75 per student. In 1972-73 the
deficit will further grow to $1,118 or $1,124 per
student, as tuition is vrojected to rise to $738 and
instructional costs to $1,793 plus aid of from $63 to
$69 per student.

These projections, reproduced in table 19, extra-
polate the experience between 1955-56 and 1965-66

(the last year for which detailed data could be esti-
mated). They are based on the assumption that
tuition and faculty salaries will increase 5 percent per
year and that student/faculty ratios will continue to
deteriorate slightly.

In order to estimate the size of the total deficit,
further projections of full-time equivalent (FTE) stu-
dents had to be prepared. The number of FTE stu-
dents was estimated by using as a base the number of
full-time undergraduate students projected under the
maintenance-of-effort and medium projections, as
described in chapter 4, and adding (1) 10 percent as
an estimate of full-time graduate students, and (2)
varying percentage, depending upoa the projection,
to estimate the FTE for part-time students.!

The estimates for full-time equivalent students de-
rived by this method show an increase from 4.9
million students in 1966-67 to between 5.8 and 6.0
million in 1968-69 and a further rise in enrollment
to between 6.8 and 7.2 millicn students in 1972-73.2
Using these enrollment estimates, the total instruc-
tional deficit is projected to increase from $4.0 billion
in 196667 to $5.1 or $5.3 billion in 1968-69 and
$7.5 or $8.1 billion in 1972-73. Hence, additional fi-
nancing of between $1.1 and $1.3 billion in 1968-69
and of between $3.5 and $4.1 billion will be required
to finance th’; growing deficit in 1972-73.

1 The total number of part-time students was estimated for
the low projection by taking the ratio of part-time to full-time
students estimated by NCES. This was considersd to be too
high for the other projections in the light of the latest informa-
tion from fall enrollments 1966-67. Hence, one-third of the
difference between the low and medium, and the low and
maintenance-of-effort enrollment projection was estimated to
represent shifts from part-time to full-time study. FTE student
figures were calculated by multiplying the remaining part-time
students by one-third and adding the resulting number to full-
time undergraduate students and estimated degree-credit FTE
graduate students.

2 NCES projections for FTE enrollments for the years de-
scribed above jare as follows: 1966-67, 4,856,000; 1968-69,
5,545,000; 1972-73, 6,370,000.

TABLE 19.—Projected institutional deficit on current educational account, 1968-69 and 1972-73

Full-time Per capita Grants for

Total deficit graduate  Net deficit

Year, projection equivalent

enrollment Instructional Student Totaloutlay  Tuition Deficit (Millions) ) ﬁ)itludy (Millions)

(Thousands) cost ald lions)

1966-67...0vvveiinnnns 4,937 $1, 300 $65 $1, 365 $567 $798 $3, 940 $214 $3, 726
1968--69:

Maintenance........ 5,771 1,447 62 1, 509 624 885 5,107 225 4, 882

Medium.....coovvves 5, 988 1,447 67 1,514 624 890 5, 329 225 5, 104
1972-73:

Maintenance........ 6, 750 1,793 63 1, 856 738 1,118 7, 546 375 7,171

Medium............ 7,237 1,793 69 1,862 738 1, 124 8, 134 375 7,759




Where did this financing traditionally come from?
In 1966-67 about $214 million was derived from
institutional grants made by the Federal Govern-
ment matching its graduate student stipends. Slightly
over $900 million came from endowment income
and gifts. The bulk of the rest came from States,
which contributed over $3,300 million. Local gov-
ernment contributed less than $300 million.

Despite the fact that Federal payments to insti-
tutions tied to graduate student support outside of
the VA is expected to increase only slightly in the
next 2 years and to grow by a mere $160 million in
the next five, the financing for the growing deficit
may conceivably be found, in the aggregate, in tra-
ditional sources (see appendix table A-51). For in-
stance, if gift and endowment income were to grow
at an 8 percent rate (the rate of growth between
1955-56 and 1965-66), it would contribute about
$1.1 billion in 1968-69 and $1.4 billion in 1972-73.
Local government contributions growing at 10 per-
cent a year, in line with past trends, would contri-
bute $0.4 billion in 1968-69 and $0.5 billion in 1972~
23. The remaining deficit could easily be filled by
the States if they continued to increase their allot-
ments to higher education at the past decade’s raie
of 12.6 percent. As a matter of fact, even for the me-
dium projection, State contributions could reach
$3.7 billion and $5.9 billion if the rate of growth of
contributions increased 12.3 percent per annum.

The real question ‘s whether States, which in-
creased their contribution to higher education by
$2.0 billion in the past 10 years, will be willing to
increase their contribution by a further $2.5 billion
in the next 5 years. There is contradictory evidence
on this count: New York and New Jersey are stepping
up their expenditures for education at an impressive
pace. By contrast, the California higher education
budget was trimmed quite drastically this year. State
collegs and university presidents in the midwest,
most notably Michigan, Wisconsin, and Ohio are
complaining increasingly about the difficulty of
getting their requested appropriations through the
State legislatures.

Whether the Federal Government should step into
the general institutional aid area is certainly a con-
troversial issue. W2 will content ourselves with making
two points in that connection: (1) About $1.3 billion
of the instructional deficit of institutions in 1972-73
will be due to the effect of Federal student aid pro-
grams, if our model is to be trusted; and (2) if tuition
rates go up faster than projected, this will affect
Federal student aid budgets because 35 to 60 percent
of the students enrolled in both 1968-69 and 1972-73
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will be eligible for aid (if the present pattern of
Federal aid is maintained).

The following conclusions may be drawn from these
two observations: (1) Equity may prompt the Federal
Government to start an institutional aid program,
and (2) tight Federal budgets may cause policy-
makers to prefer subsidizing students to subsidizing
institutions.

In case institutional subsidies are adopted, grants
of $75 per FTE student and 2 5 percent subsidy of
the total cost of instruction may meet the equity
criteria. We estimate the total cost of this program
for 1972-73 to be $1.1 billion. This program, which
may not strike the casual reader as an example of
progressiveness, is nevertheless more progressive than
others, such as the Ribicoff plan. I the middle
classes are to be given relief from rising tuition,
institutional aid may be a way to do it.

Public and private institutional finances.—Al-
though the financial pressures of increasing enroll-
ments can probably be handled by all postsecondary
institutions in the next 5 years, the impact of both
increased costs and more students is likely to be
different on private and public institutions. It was
mentioned in Chapter 3 that private institutions lost
a share of thc market of postsecondary students in
the course of the past 10 ycars. Unless the costs of
production of services by private colleges and univer-
sities change drastically, their resources will fall short
of projected requirements by one-half billion dollars
in the next 2 years and by a full billion dollars by
1972-73.

The current cost of producing 1 year of full-time
equivalent instruction in a private institution was
$1,572 per student in 1966-67. It was $1,051 in a
public institution. The relationship between these
costs has varied. In 1955-56, it was estimated that
costs per student in a public institution were equal
to or greater than costs in 2 private institution.
During the intervening 10 years, improvements in
the student-faculty ratio in the private sector and
deterioration of this ratio in the public sector, partly
due to the fast growth of cheaper 2-year institutions,
and partly to higher rates of increase in faculty
salavies in private schools, caused costs to rise more
in that sector. Without a thorough understanding of
the causes of these developments, however, it is
difficult to project future trends.

It is a disturbing thought that the projected in-
creases in instructional costs per student are based on
the continuation of the trends in enrollment in private
and public colleges. This in turn implies fast growth
in the proportion of students attending lower-cost




institutions such as 2-year colleges. The costs per
student in private institutions have been increasing
at the rate of 6.7 percent per year. If this trend is to
continue, an increase of 210 percent in funds to
subsidize students will be necessary. This would take
$235 million in funds, Federal or other, to allow
private institutions to keep their share of the market.
Unless these funds are found, the private sector’s
share of students will decline to between 29 and 31
percent of total enrollments by 1972-73 under the
maintenance-of-effort projections referred to above.
About 2 million students will be enrolled in schools
controlled privately. This projection is not incon-
sistent with past trends. In 1966-67 private institu-
tions enrolled 33 percent of the total students.

By contrast, the projection of past trends in revenues
of public institutions does not warrant this pessimism.
It appears, if past trends are to be credited, that the
projected increase in students can be accommodated
in the public sector. If the costs of instruction in the
private sector amount to $4.8 billion (assuming a
6- to 7-percent increase in costs, and enrollments of
2,080,000), the remaining costs, from $7.3 to $8.2
billion, will have to be financed by the public sector,
if past trends of revenue continue. Whether they will
or not, of course, is a moot point. which has been
discussed above.

Capital requirements.—Physical plant will need
to grow by about $9.0 billion by 1972-73 for the
maintenance-of-effort projections under current stand-
ards for facilities per student.® This will require an
additional $2.8 billion for replacement of current
facilities, assuming a 2-percent replacement rate per
year. About $0.7 billion will be required for debt
retirement at a retirement rate of 2 percent per year.
Thus, the maintenance-of-effort projection implies a
total capital requirement of $12.5 billion between now
and 1972-73, or about $2.5 billion per year. Plant-
fund income has been received at the rate of about
$2.5 billion per year since 1961. For 1965-66, $3.1
billion plant-fund income was received. Thus capital
requirements are likely to be moderated substantially
in the future.

Currently, between 30 and 35 percent of capital
requirements are met by borrowing, with the bulk of
the remainder provided mainly through private gifts
and grants for private institutions and by State
governrients for public institutions. The Federal
Government provides about 5 percent for each type
of institution, net of loan insurance. Assuming that

% Assuming an average of 150 square feet per full-time equiva-
lent student and an average cost of $31 per square foot for
additicns and replacements.

these proportions remain essentially unchanged, total
outstanding debt will increase about $3.0 billion by
1972-73, an increase of $1.9 billion for public institu-
tions and $1.1 billion for private.

Annual interest expense will increase from the cur-
rent level of about $145 million for public institutions
and $92 million for private to about $244 million per
year and $141 million per year respectively by 1972-73.

The present construction program, discussed in
Chapter 7, meets its stated objectives adequately. On
the whole, the funds have been distributed fairly
between States. Within States the institutions which
had the most severe space deficit have been helped
most. Also, smaller institutions received a larger pro-
portion of the funds than their present enrollments
warrant. As they grow to an economic size, it is
hoped that their space utilization will become more
efficient. Space is generally more effectively used in
larger institutions than smaller ones. A saving of from
20 to 30 percent on space utilization is generally
associated with an increase in enrollment from 1,000
to 10,000 students at which point it levels off, at
least for public institutions (see table 20). According
to some recent unpublished work by John Bishop of
the HEW Office of Program Coordination, facilities
costs are remarkably stable at about 15 percent of
total costs -2 instruction. Thus, the subsidy to smaller
colleges to expand space may be more effective in
relation to cost than the average subsidy.

This saving in cost, which can be estimated as
$75 or $80 per student, is dwarfed by the savings
which may accrue to students who can continue to
live at home and attend a college within commuting
distance. The difference in the costs of living in a
dormitory as contrasted to the imputed cost of living
at home averages $300 per year. This amount may
be especially important to children of poor parents.
Since many of the small institutions are located outside

TaBLE 20.—Ratio of student spaces to number of students
enrolled for public and private institutions by size of
enrollment

Enrollment size of institution Public Private
0t0500. .0t ivrniensiiornnnsnsnnns 2. 11 1.76
500t0999....c0ii ittt 1. 52 1.63
1,000t02,499.........c0vvvieinnnn 1. 32 1.34
2,500t04,999.......00c0iiiiiiinen, 1. 26 1.08
5,000t09,999.........000iiiiiit 1.06 .95
10,000 andover......covvnvvnnnnnns 1.08 .85

Source: John Bishop, Office of Program Coordination, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Unpublished memorandum on costs of
higher education.




of metropolitan areas, part-time employment oppor-
tunities are scarce. This may discourage attendance
by poor students. Part-time employment is an im-
portant source of funds for children of parents with
moderate means.

The Higher Education Facilities Act may very well
need to be amended to permit the establishment of
new institutions of higher education in metropolitan
communities or in other areas where the number of
college spaces is not sufficient to provide adequate
facilities for local residents. The distribution of
college spaces, full time and part time, by size of
SMSA is shown in table 21.

Rccruitment.—The discussion of Upward Bound
and Talent Search has probably already tipped our
hand with respect to the recommendations. These are:
(1) Neither program should be expanded drastically
until the financial needs of those students who have
the motivation to go to college are met. (2) Neither
program should be expanded drastically before greater
effort is placed on increasing the number of successful

students from low-income families and less value is
placed on the number of freshman entrants. This is
especially important, since members of minority
groups do not seem to benefit, in terms of income,
from a less-than-full college education. (3) Of the two
programs, Talent Search is probably both cheaper a~ 1
more effective since it concentrates on potentially
good college risks in both the lowest and the next to
the lowest socioeconomic quartiles.

Devecloping institutions.—The grants to developing
institutions are spread too thin. OPPE does not believe
that an average grant of §76 per full-time equivalent
student is likely to bring these institutions into the
mainstream of American education. OPPE would
prefer the money to be used for (1) a network of
integrated junior colleges in the South, (2) encourage-
ment of consolidation of small schools through some
Federal grant to meet the costs of consolidation, and
(3) authorize the use of these funds to make permanent
improvements or even matching other Federal funds
for construction.

TasLe 21.—Estimated higher education enrollment per 1,000 of total population in standard metropolitan statistical areas
(SMSA): Fall 1965*

Population of Enrollmext? Places per 1,000 population
SMSA size category universe 2 :

(In thousands) Total ¢ Full-time ¢ Full-time Total Full-time Full-time

equivalent ¢ equivalent
3,000,000 or MOre. ... .covnvnves 36, 598 746, 000 360, 000 454, 000 20. 4 9.8 12. 4
1,000,000 to 3,000,000........... 35, 444 698, 500 437, +00 521, 667 19,7 12.3 14.7
500,000 to 1,000,000............. 18, 804 577,000 294, 000 371,167 30. 7 15.6 19.7
250,000 to 500,000, ............. 17,073 526, 000 391, 500 429, 833 30.8 22,9 25.2
100,000 to 250,000. ............. 14,150 821, 000 647, 000 696, 333 58.0 45,7 49,2
50,000 to 100,000............... 2,121 60, 000 47, 000 51,000 28.3 22.2 24.0
Outside SMSA’S. ......ccevvvvnn 68,372 2,312,000 1,850,500 2,004, 300 33.8 27.1 20. 3
Total US. i .cevvvivievnns 192,562 5,740, 500 4,027,500 4,528, 300 29.8 20.9 23.5

1 Based on 20 percent sample of all institutions of higher education. § Degres credit.

11065 estimates used Where available; otherwise, based on 1960 census.

3 Estimate based on sample.

¢ Includes full-time and part-time degrze credit plus non-degree credit
enroliment.
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¢ Full-time equivalent degree credit er ollment; estimate based on assump-
tion that 3 part-time equal 1 full-time student.
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Definition of the OPPE Model for Enrollment in
Higher Education

The size of opening fall full-time degree-credit
undergraduate enrollment in year ¢ is defined as:

7 4 4
(1) =; 2 ; DnisP1sGi- s

where,
G =The given size of the high school graduating
class in year ¢

n=The number of years following high school
graduation, n=1,2, . . ., 7

P =The probability that a high school graduate
is associated with the j* achievement
quartile and the ** soclo-econormc quartile;

J=1,23,4;i=1,2, 3, 4; 2‘] Z‘,P,,-l

Payy=The conditional probability that a high
school graduate associated with the %
socioeconomic quartile and the j** achieve-
ment quartile is in full-time degree-credit
undergraduate attendance during the %
academic year following high school grad-
uation. An approximation of p,,, may be
given by:

@) Par=aml, 0<p,y<1, 0<a, <1,
0>p forn=1, 2, 3, 4
and:
p’,.u"—-‘a'u'nﬁ' for 'n=5, 6, 7

Estimates of E, are derived independently for each
sex. Values of P, for each sex are based on un-
published weights from Project Talent for the 12th
grade class of 1960.

The general form of the function described by
expression (2),

@)

is known to be appropriate from census data and data
obtained through a longitudinal study of 36,000
college freshmen entering 246 colleges in 1961.1

P,=an®
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Approximate values of 8 for each sex were obtained
by fitting a least-squares line to the logs of Census
data on the probability of college enrollment by
single years of age. Approximate values of « for each
sex were obtained by adjusting the Census data under
a least-squares criterion to satisfy the condition,

7
(1) El-‘:; DaGi-n
where £, and G, represent historical time series
observations of the number of full-time degree-
credit undergraduates and the number of high
school graduates respectively.
Approximate values for the sixteen a«, are also
known from Project Talent data and are reproduced

in appendix table A-8. The !6 relatives

sex were obtained from these data and are shown
in appcndnx table A-12. The value of 8 in expression
(2) is assumed to be constant over all 16 socio-
economic achievement groups ij.

Given the form of function 2’,

&4 for each

Qt3__ Dats
a  Pa
over all values of n.

This formulation of the model permits additional
factors to be considered such as the distribution of
enrollment in higher education by type of institution,
by sex, achievement quartile, and socioeconomic
quartile as shown in appendix table A-13; average
student costs by type of institution as shown in
appendix table A-14; and average family income
and contribution to student cost by socioeconomic
quartile as shown in appendix table A-15.

1See U.S. Burcau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Series P-20, No. 167, table 10; also, Robert J. Panos and
Alexander W. Astin, “Attrition Among College Students,”
unpublished papers presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, New York,
February 1967.




Statistical Appendix &




e ST T

TABLE A-1.—Number of postsecondary institutions by type
and control: 1955 and 1965

Institutions by type 19551 1965 2 Change Ratio:
1965 to 1055
N | 1,858 2,230 +372 1.20
Public............. 655 821 +166 1.25
Private.....co.c00tn 1,203 1,409 4206 1.17
Universities. ........... 141 154 413 1.09
Public. ......co0vn 81 89 +8 1.10
Private. . .......... 60 65 +5 1.08
Liberal arts colleges. . .. 732 815 483 1.11
Public............. 82 116 +34 1.41
Private. . .......... 650 699 +49 1.08
Teachers colleges. ... ... 192 186 -6 .97
Public............. 168 158 -10 .94
Private. ........... 24 28 +4 1.17
Technological schools. . . 44 55 411 1.25
Public............. 22 26 +4 1.18
Private. ........... 22 29 +7 1.32
Theological schools:
Private. ............. 124 207 +83 1. 67
Other professional
schools.............. 120 134 +14 1.18
Public............. 10 12 +2 1.20
Privats. ........... 110 122 +12 1.11
Junior colleges......... 3505 +¢679 +174 1.34
Public.......ccovnn 292 420 +128 1. 44
Private............ 213 259 46 1.22

t OfMoe of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, Statistics
of Higher Education: 1955-56, chap. 4, sec. 1, table V, p. 14.

10ffce of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, Digest of
Educational Slatistics, 1960, table 99, p. 78.

3 Includes community nolleges, technical institutes, and county teachers
colleges (normal schools) offering at least 2 but fewer than 4 years of college-
level work immediately beyond the high school.

¢ Includes 57 (28 public, 20 private) “technical institutes and semiprofes-
stonal schools” separately classified in 1965. These types of institutions were
{ncluded, as per note 3, with junior colleges in 1985.
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TasLe A-2.— Total opening fall degree-credit enrollment by
type of institution and control: 1955 to 1965

(In thousands of students]
Item 1055 10685 Increase Ratio 1065
to 1955

All institutions. ........ 2,660 5,570 2,910 2.02
Public.....ooonutn 1,484 3,65¢ 2,170 2,46
Private, .. ....vvees 1,177 1,916 739 1.63
4-year institutions....... 2,352 4,725 2,373 2.01
Public,......cvvues 1,218 2,914 1,696 2.39
Private..........0n. 1,334 1,811 477 1.36
2-year institutions....... 308 845 537 2.74
Public.......o00ven 265 740 475 2.79
Private,.....co00nen 43 105 62 2. 44

Source: Ofce of Education, Nationsl Center for Educational Statistics,
Projections of Education Statistics to 1975-76, 1066, tables 4, 5, and 6, pp. 9-12
for 1955, Opening Fall Enrollments, Higher Education, 1906, for 1065.

TasLe A-3.—Total opening fall degree-credit and non-
degree enrollment by level and type of control: 1955 and
1965

[In thousands of students]
Item 1955 1085 Increase Ratio 1965
to 1058

Total.....oovnvvvuvnns 2,811 5,967 3,156 2.12
Public.........co0u 1,596 4,000 2,404 2.51
Private......cove0n 1,216 1,967 751 1.62
Graduate........oo000s 242 582 340 2.40
Public.......coett 115 352 237 3.06
Private.......c.co00 e 127 230 103 1.81

Undergraduate and 1st
professional. ......... 2,418 4,945 2,527 2.05
Public. ....oovvnees 1,369 3,273 1,904 2,39
Private.....cco0vve 1,050 1,672 622 1.59
Nondegree........oovne 151 394 243 2.61
Public............. 112 345 233 3.08
Private......co0vees 39 49 10 1.26

Source: Office of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics,
Profections of Educational Statistics to 1975-76, tables 10, 11, 12, and 14, pp.
16-20, for 1055 and for 1065 graduate, undergraduate and nondegree. Opening
[Fall Enrollments, Higher Education, 1968, for total public and private in 1965,
Components may not add to totals due to rounding.




TaBLE A-4.—Number of earned degrees by level and field:
1955-56 and 1965-66

1955-56 1065-661  Ratio: 1965~

Field and level of degree Number Number 08 to 1955-66
{iLousands) (thousands)
All fields. .. .oovveennnoes 379.5 683.7 1.80
Bachelor’s and 1st
professional......... 311.3 540.0 1.73
Master’s (except 1st
professional). ....... 59.3 126. 2 2.12
Doctor’s (except 1st
professional)........ 8.9 17.5 1,97
Natural sciences and
related professions ...... 103.0 180. 3 1.75
Bachelor’s and st
professional.......... 86. 1 136. 6 1. 59
Master’s (except Ist
professional). . ...... 12,8 4.8 2,72
Doctor’s (except 1st
professional)........ 4.1 8.9 2.18

Social sciences, humani-
ties and related pro-

fessions. . .ovvvveeeneens 276. 5 503. 4 1.82
Bachelor’s and 1st
professional......... 225.2 403. 4 1.79
Master’s (except Ist
professional) ........ 46.5 9.4 1.97
Doctor’s (except st
professional). ....... 4.8 8.6 1.78
1 Estimated.

Source: Office of Education, NCES, Projections of Educational Statistics to
1975-76, tables 18-21, pp. 29-36.

TanLe A-5.—Number of full-time, part-time, and esti-
mated full-time equivalent professional staff employed in
institutions of higher education: fall 1955 and 1965

Stafl members Ratlo:
Position category Increase 1965 to
1955 1965 1955
Total professional staff:
Full-time and part-
time....ooovvennnnns 333,732 657,000 323,268 . 97

Full-time equivalent.. 236,000 465,000 229,000 1.97
Instructional staff:

Total:

Full-time and part-

time...ooovveennns 275,938 507,000 231,062 1.84
Full-time equivalent.. 195, 000 359,000 164,000 1.84
For degree credit:

Full-time and part-

time...oooveeeenns 227,929 432,000 204,071 1.90
Full-time equivalent.. 161, 000 306,000 145,000 1.90

Other instructional:
Full-time and part-
time. ..oovnvveeees 48,009 75,000 26,991 1.56
Full-time equivalent.. 34,000 33, 000 19,000 1.56
Other professional staff:

Total:

Full-time and part-

time, coveeieonnens 57,794 150,000 92,206 2.60
Full-time equivalent.. 41,000 106, 000 65,000 2.59

Administration and

services: !
Full-time and part-

time...covvveecnns 30,738 71,000 40, 262 2.31
Full-time equivalent.. 22,000 50,000 28,000 2.27

Organized research:

Full-time and part-

time.....ooveeeens 27,056 79,000 51,944 2.92
Full-time equivalent.. 19,000 56,000 37,000 2.95

1 Includes professional staff for general administration, student person:el
services, and libraries,

Source: OE, NCES, Projections of Educational Statistics to 1975-76, tables
29, 30, (pp. 52-53).
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TasLe A-6.— Revenue of institutions of higher education by type of revenue and control: Academic years 1955-56 and 196566

1955-56 ¢ 1965-66 3
Item Ratlo: 1965-66
Millions Percent Millions Percent to 1955-56

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
Total FEVENUE. o oo vvtrrrarroosssssasnosssssanns $1,924 ........... $6,136 ............ 3.19
Current fund TEVENUES. .« «vevveveerersonennensenssneens 1,598 100.0 5,213 100.0 3.26
Educational and general 3. .. .coveieiiiiiiienaene 996 62.3 3,079 59.1 3.09
Organized research. . ....ooovevrnreeraorunaneneens 236 14.8 1,110 21.3 4.70
Auxiliary enterprises. .....coovvieiiiiiiiieieianes 337 21.1 905 17.4 2.69
Revenue for student aid.....cooveveeeciiiiiaienens 29 1.8 118 2.3 4.07
Plant fund revenUE. ..o ovvvorrrrssssrooarrssoneanones 326 c.cinienonns 923 .. iiiiineen 2.83

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Total TEVENUE . .. evverrreeosvonrnsoossonasassessss 2,531 oo 9,104 ............ 3.60
Current fund TEVENUES. .o ooveveearrsoreoontasrsanvennes 2,031 100.0 6, 976 100.0 3.43
Educational and general 3......ooviiiniiiiiieienen 1, 454 71.6 4, 897 70.2 3.37
Organized r€8€arch. .. .. cooveeroernecnseriocnesees 196 9.7 883 12.7 4.51
Auxiliary enterprises. . .....oocvviieiiiiiiiiaaiees 357 17.6 1,104 15.8 3.09
Revenue for student aid. ..ooovveerieeeiiniriesnnens 24 1.2 92 1.3 3.83
Plant fund reVENUE. ... oo veeveeeresnrconosrrosesonnoes 500 ..cooieinnnen 2,128 .......00nne 4.26

1 Source: U.8. Department of Health, Education, and Weltare, Office of Education, Financial Statistics of Inatitutions of Higher Education, 1955-56.

2 Estimated from s probability sample of 100 institutions which had filed financial reports by March 1067.
3 Excluding organized research.
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TaBLe A-7.—Expenditures of institutions of higher education by type of expenditure and control: Academic years 195556

and 1965-66
1085-56 1965-66 3
Item Ratio; 1965-66
Millions Percent Millions Percent to 1955-56
PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
Total expenditures. . ... .ooovvviueeevneennransons $1,835 ............ $6,247 ............ 3.40
Current fund expenditures. ... .....ooeeiviiiiieeiainas 1, 504 100.0 5, 325 100.0 3.54
Educational and general 3. ........... feeeeeennaaaes 841 55.9 3,098 58.0 3.67
Organized research. .. ....covvvvviviiinianaeiineinns 233 15.5 1, 086 20.4 4.66
Auxiliary enterprises. . ......ooieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 366 24.3 849 15.9 2.32
Student aid........cvviiiiieitiiiiiiiiiiiiieearanes 64 4.3 301 5.7 4.70
Plant fundexpenditures. . ... .cooveivieereiiiiiiiiines 326 100.0 856 100.0 2.63
Additions and replacements........c.coeiieiiiieeenns 292 89.6 758 88.6 2.60
Debtreduction......coovvvvieerriorsnnsnssooeonnns 34 10.4 97 11.3 2.85
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Total expenditures. ......ooovvvnevrerenncanianeas P 1) 8,771 .......... 3.73
Current fund expenditures. . . .....ovveverrersovenennes 1,879 100.0 6, 668 100.0 3.55
Educational and general.......coooveeeeieeeeeeeenns 1,309 69.7 4,310 64.6 3.29
Organized research. ......oooveeieniiiiiiineninees 273 14.5 1, 104 16.6 4.04
Auxiliary enterprises. . ....oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienn 265 14.1 1,081 16.2 4.08
Student aid........covviiiiiiiiiiiiiiitrierrniiann 32 1.7 173 2.6 5.41
Plant fund eXpenditures. . .. . ..vovevvereerernarneeneens 485 100.0 2,170 100.0 4.47
Additions and replacements..........ccooiiiiiiieiee 451 93.0 1, 842 84.9 4,08
Debt reduction. .c.oovvvieriiiiirreeiieeeeeeaaanes 34 7.0 328 15.1 9.65

1 Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Financial Statistics of Inatitutions of Higher Education, 1556-48.

3 Estimated from s probability sample of 100 institutions which had filed financial reports by March 1967,

$ Excluding organized research,
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TaBLE A-8.—Probability of a high school graduate entering
college in the year following graduation by family socio-
economic status quartile, student achievement quartile, and
sex: High school class of 1961

TABLE A-10.—Percentage of students entering college during
the first year following high school graduation by socto-
cconomic status quartile and high school achievement
quartile: High school class of 1961

Achievement quartile
Socioeconomic
status quartile High Second Third Low
M92/ M.78 / M.52/ M.38 /
High //

/ /
87F 12 F A3F 37F
/ //_ //
/ /
38 21
/

Second . 5/ /
/4 //44 // 26 / 09
=/

/ /
Third ;7/ v/ jz w/
/ 5 // 32 / 13 /.13
61 / 31 // 19 10 /
Low /
/.42 / /.20 43 / 08

Source: Tables 5-1 and 5-2 in “One Year Follow-Up Studies,”” Project
Talent, American Institutes of Research, Pittsburgh, 1966, pp. 93, 94.

Tasre A-9.—High school graduates by family soctoeco-
nomic status quartile, achicvement quartile, and sex: High
school class of 1960

Socioeconomic status Achievsment quartile (percent)
quartile
High 2d 3d Low Total
Males:
High....oonvoes 1.2 61 47 30 250
Second.......... 7.2 7.4 5.8 4.6 25.0
Third........... 47 6.6 1.6 6.1 25.0
Low....coveevene 1.9 4.9 6.9 11.3 25.0
Total........ 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 100.0
Females:
High............ 11.0 6.9 4.4 4,7 25.0
Second.......... 7.4 6.9 6.3 4,4 25.0
Third........... 43 64 13 7.0 25.0
) 7 2.3 48 7.0 10.9 25.0
Total........ 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 100.0

Source: Smoothed dirtribution based or unpublished Project Talent data.
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Achievement quartile
Status quartile
F+h 24Q 3dQ Low Total
Males:

High socioeconomic

status quartile. . ...... 57 25 12 6 100
Second sociocconomic

status quartile......... 46 32 15 7 100
Third socioeconomic

status quartile......... 40 33 16 11 100
Low socioeconomic

status quartile......... 26 30 23 21 100

Females:

High socioeconomic. .

status quartile......... 56 28 11 5 100
Second socioeconomic

status quartile......... 54 21 15 4 100
Third socioeconomic

status quartile......... 48 27 13 12 160
Low socioeconomic

status quartile......... 28 29 22 21 100

Source: Derived from Project Talent data. Implicit distribution from
sppendix tables A-8 and A-9.

TasLe A-11.—Probability of full-time undergraduate
degree-credit  enrollment for aigh school graduates by
number of years after high school graduation: Average 1964
to 1966

Number of academic years after high Probability of enrollment
school gradurtion

Male Female
FIrst. oo cvevennonecennnscnsnns 0. 34 0.30
Second......ooonrniineraoonen .37 .25
Third......ovvveerrreseasesens .35 .20
Fourth.....ooovvvveeennnncnnns .30 .16
Fifth......cooveentesronanssnns .22 .07
3171 - DAY .16 .05
Seventh. .....oovvverrinnnecnns .13 .04

Source: OPPE, based on data from the U.8. Buresu of the Census, Current
Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 167, table 10; Robert J. Panos and
Alexander W. Astin, “Attrition Among College Students,” unpublished
manuscript. The number of high school graduates and college enrollment by
year are from National Center for Educational Statistics, Projections of
Educational Statistics to 1976-76. Bee Technical Appendix for s deseription
of estimating method.
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TABLE A-12.—RKelative differentials in the probability of
college enrollment for high school graduates by Sfamily
socioeconomic staius quartile and high :vhwol achievement
quartile: High school class of 1961

Achievement quartiles

Status quartile
High 24Q 340 Low

/ M 113 / M o083/

M :!.00// M6/
High socioeconomic / /
status quartile / % F /1 35 F A 2 // o5 F
& v 10 i B
/ / /

! /
1.7 / |12 // 83 46
Second socioeconomic / /
status quartile
122 . py 06

7
167 /
Third socioeconomic /

status quartile
1.92
/
133 67 41 22
Low socioeconomic
status quartile
y 1.08 .33

/7 07
/

Source: Derived from Profect Talent dats, appendix table A-8,

TABLE A-13.—Percentage of Ist-time enrollment by type of institution, student socioeconomic status quartile, high school
achievement quartile, and sex

Achievement quartile

High 2d ad Low
Socioeconomic Ststus quartile and type of
institution: Male Female Male Female Male Female Mals Female
High:
Private 4-year institution. ... 0. 55 0. 50 0. 26 0. 22 0.03 0.03 0. 03 0.07
Public 4-year institution..... .36 .38 . 54 . 56 .47 .57 .43 .48
‘ 2-year institution........... .09 .12 .20 .22 .50 .40 .54 4
Total. .coooveeersnnnnnns 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Second:
Private 4-year institution. ... .41 .36 .16 .16 .02 .02 .04 . 04
Public 4-year institution.. ... . 46 .48 .57 .59 .45 .48 .40 .41
| 9.year institution........... .13 .16 .27 .25 .53 .50 . 56 .55
Total. . ooveeeveeeeennnns 1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Third:
Private 4-year institution. ... .30 .25 .10 .08 .01 .01 .02 .01
Public 4-year institution..... .51 .50 .55 .53 .38 .44 .31 .38
2-year institution........... .19 .25 .35 .39 .61 .55 .67 .61
: Total, . vvverrnrneeeennns 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
i —— ——
{ Low:
| Private 4-year institution. . .. .28 .21 .09 .08 B 1) S 1) U
Public 4-year institution..... .52 .52 . 56 .58 .38 .40 .32 .37
2-year institution........... .20 .27 .35 .34 .61 .60 .67 .63
Total. . ...ocovvvevanceane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Source: OPPE, derived from the Dantire study:
56 -
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TaBLE A-14.—Average annual costs of atlending college
per full-time student by e of institution: 1966

TaBLE A-15.—Actual annual contributions of families to
college expense financing, by net income range

Item Private Public 2-year
4-year 4-year
Tuition and fees. ......... $1, 168 $278 $103
Room and board. ........ 846 733 550
Books...........convieen 100 100 100
Miscellaneous. ........... 450 450 350
Total. ...oeve e $2, 564 $1, 561 $1,103

Aversge! Averago? Aversge
Net income range arent student total family
contribution summer  contribution
earning:
0to$2,499.............. 0 0 0
$2,500 to $4,999.......... $160 0 $160
$5,000 to $7,499.......... 330 $300 660
$7,500 to $9,999.......... 1, 050 300 1, 350
$10,000 to $12,499........ 1, 660 300 1,960
$12,500 to $14,999........ 2, 160 300 2, 460
$15,000 to $17,499........ 2, 820 300 3,120
$17,500 to $19,999........ 5, 120 300 5, 420
over $20,000............. 5, 400 300 5, 700

1 From James L. Bowman, and Gertrude S, Weiss, “A Proposal for Modi-
fication of the Curves of Expectations.” Unpublished msnuscript, p. 7,
from s tabulstion of parent confidential statements supplied to the College
Scholarship Service.

$Estimated.

TaBLE A-16.—Alternative full-time degree-credit undergraduate enrollment patterns based on three different assumptions of
possible trends by socioeconomic status in 1966, 1968, and 19721

(In thousands of students]
Sociosconomic status
Enrollment pattern Number enrolled Fercent distribution
High 2d 3d Low Total High 2d ad Low Total

1966:

L OW. ¢ eeieieienranaanenens 1,938 1,145 671 302 4,058 47.8 28. 2 16. 5 7.5 100

Medium........ccovvveieneenn 1,938 1,231 744 357 4,270 45. 4 28.8 17. 4 8.4 100

High..........cooviiiieienen 1,938 1,285 877 567 4,669 41.5 27.6 18.8 12.1 100
1968:

L OW. . it iii e iineaaanns 2,135 1,255 726 319 4,435 48.1 28.3 16. 4 7.2 100

Medium.....cccvvevvevnaenens 2,134 1,505 938 462 5,039 42.3 29.9 18.6 9.2 100

High...........oooviiieeee 2,135 1,629 1,288 1,012 6,064 35.2 26.9 21.2 16.7 100
1972:

L oW, o ioi it iieiearataaoennns 2,452 1,433 824 364 5,074 48.3 28.3 16. 2 7.2 100

Medium.......covveveenenenss 2,451 1,918 1, 228 573 6,170 39.7 311 19.9 9.3 100

High.........cooocooiiiinen 2,452 2,095 1,806 1,456 7,809 3.4 26. 8 23.1 18.7 100

1 Components may not add to totals due to rounding.
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TaBLE A-17.—Alternative full-time degree-credit undergraduate envollment patterns based on three different assumptions of
possible trends by achievement level in 1966, 1968, and 19721

In thousands of students]
Achievemeont level
Enroliment pattern Number enrolled Percent distribution
High 2d 3d Low Total High 2d ad Low Total

1966:

Low...iviieiiirnrnenenenenes 2,285 1,095 461 219 4,058 56. 3 37.0 . 5.4 100

Medium,....oovvvvnnrninennns 2,343 1,174 505 247 4,270 54.9 27.5 1.8 5.8 100

High.........ooovvviiiiinnnn 2,359 1,290 623 397 4,669 50.5 27.6 13. 4 8.5 100
1968:

LoW. ... coviviiitnronrneenens 2,517 1,193 495 230 4,435 56. 7 26.9 11. 2 5.2 100

Medium.........covvvvinennn 2,701 1,417 616 305 5,039 53.6 28. 1 . 6.1 100

High........coviiiiiiiieien 2,768 1,731 915 649 6,064 45,7 28.5 15.1 10,7 100
1972:

Low...oiviiiieieneanenensnes 2,896 1,357 560 262 5,074 57.1 26. 7 11.0 5.2 100

Medium.......coovvvvennnenns 3,325 1,746 7‘_1'0 359 6,170 53.9 28.3 12.0 5.8 100

High......oovvviiiiiiiinieen, 3,525 2,290 1,174 820 7,809 45,2 29,3 15.0 10.5 100

1 Components may not add to totals due to rounding.

TasLe A-18.—Undergraduate student financial need and average amount per recipient extended under major student aid programs,
by student family income quartile: 1966-67

[Average amount per recipient]
Major student ald program
Student finan- Institutional! Work study Educationsl Veterans Student loans, Guaranteed
Approximate family income quartile cialneed for full- opportunity benefits NDEA loans
time study grant
()] 0] (&) (C) ) © m
High......coooviiiiiinnnnns ® $169 $462 $250 $990 $635 $874
Second.....ooveviiiiiiiiiaes $728 264 571 300 990 606 828
Third. . . c.cvvevevronrnenrens 1,171 321 600 333 990 590 811
Low. .. oiiiivenerinoncnncnns 1,477 628 1,052 589 990 552 800
Total. ..o oovveennnnenns 0) 400 826 433 990 588 837
Total, excluding highest in-
COME GTOUP ..« v eovrorrnonnss 975 433 854 438 990 578 815

1 Includes State and private aid administered by institutions of highor education. 3 Not Estimated.
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TaBLE A-19.-—Percentage distribution by source of funds for undergraduate student financial need, by student family income
quartile: 1966-67

[Percentage distribution by source)

Major student aid program
Student Totalaid Institutional Work.study Educational Veterans ftudent Guaranteed Other non-
Approximate family income financial  received by opportunity  benefits loaus, NDEA  loans Federal and
quartile need for fuil-  full-time grant personal
time study  students o sources .- :
m @ @ @& o © ™ ®) ® '-
TR E LA A P ST t B |
Second......cocvi0ennn 100 31 3 1 1 10 5 1 69 i
Third. .. evvvnernersss 100 38 10 3 9 9 62 §
LOW. oorevooarsosnnns 100 94 33 23 7 4 15 12 6 §
Total excluding the {
highest quartile. ...... 100 47 11 7 3 6 9 11 53

TasLe A-20.—Per capita undergraduate student financial need and source of funds,

by student family income quartile: 1966-67

{Amount per capita]
M
Numberof  Student aor student ald PTogT Other
full-time financial Total aid non-Federal
Approximate family undet- need for  received by Institu- Work  Educational Vetersns  Student Guar- und personal
income quartile graduates full-time full-time tional ! study opportunity benefits loans, anteed sources
(thousands) study students grant NDEA loans
oY 2 ) @ ®) © 0] @) ® (10)
High.....oovvvinnees 1,940 ® $120 $7 $3 $1 $16 $21 $72 ®
Second...oooeeernnn 1,145 $728 226 24 7 5 71 35 84 $502
Third. «co.ooevvenons 671 1,171 447 115 54 27 36 107 109 724
TOW. oo vrrroarranns 302 1,477 1,394 480 338 109 66 228 172 83
Total. . .vvvevene 4,058 ® 299 65 37 14 39 54 89 @)
Total excluding
highest income
BrOUP. . .vvevovnones 2,118 975 463 118 69 27 59 85 104 513
1 Includes State and private aid administered by institutions of higher education. 3 Not Estimated

TasLE A-21.—Number of undergraduate students receiving student aid by major program and student family income quartile:

1966-67
[Numbers in thousands]
Major student aid program
Approximate family income Number of Approximate
quartile full-time unduplicated Institu- Educational Veterans Student  Guaranteed
undergraduates  total number tionalt  Work-study opportunity benefits loans, loans
of students grant NDEA
recelving aid
)] 0] ® (O ® ©® ()] ®
Highoovovevevenrnaneres 1,940 274 83 13 4 32 63 159
Second......co 000 eunans \, 145 356 106 14 20 81 66 116
Third. e cevvveieorossesene, 671 256 240 60 54 24 122 920
LOW. . coveveresosnsnseres 302 285 231 97 56 20 125 65 .
Total.....oovvvvnnenes 4, 058 1,171 660 184 134 157 376 430
Total excluding highest in-
COME GrOUP. « ¢ o cvvvevvnns 2,118 897 577 171 130 125 313 2N

1 Includes State and private aid administered by institutions of higher education.
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TaBLE A-22.—- Tax-credit proposals 'or expenditures on tuition and books

Ribicoff plan

Prouty plan

). The amount of the credit is 75 percent of the first $200 of allow-
able expenses (tuition and fee charges plus cxpeuditures on
books); plus 25 percent of the next $300; plus 10 percent of
the next $1,000.

2. The total amount of credit is reduced by 1 percent of the
amount by which a taxpayer’s adjusied gross income exceeds
$25,000.

3. The eligible amount would be reduced by the amount of
grant student aid received.

. The amount of the credit is 100 percent of the first $200 of

allowable expenses; plus 10 percent of the next $300; plus 5
percent of the next $1,000.

. The total amount of credit is reduced by 2 percent of the

amount by which a taxpayer’s adjusted gross income exceeds
$10,000.

. Any excess of allowable credit over the taxpayer’s tax

liability is treated as an overpayment of tax, refundable in
cash to the taxpayer.

. The eligible amount would be reduced by the amount of

grant student aid received.

In effect, the proposals would cover the following expenditures by the type of college:

Average of:
Tuition and fEes. ... ... ovvviiiriiiiiieanaea e

Public 4-year Private 4-year Public 2-year Privole 2-year
$278 $1, 168 $103 $754
100 100 100 100
378 1,268 203 854
195 302 151 260
217 268 200 247

'TABLE A—-23.—Estimated benefits from Ribicoff and Prouty proposals for full-time undergraduates by family incon:e quartile:

1966-67
Tax cradit *
Number of fulle  Average expenditure on tuition
Family income quartile u(l:ll:om%%' and books less grants received ! Ribicoft Prouty
Average Total (millious) Average Total (millions)
Highs............. 1, 40 $948 $270 $524 $132 $256
Second............ 1,145 876 263 301 249 285
Third............. 671 330 182 122 213 143
Low..oovivieeenns 302 0 0 0 0 0
Total......... 1 S R R R 947 e 684

1From table 9 column (3), reduced to exclude student liviag expenses and
average grants received shown in appendix table A-20,
211 families in the upper quartile receive incomes of $10,000 or more, the

mean income is estimated to be slightly more than $16,000, Thus, under the
Prouty proposal the average credit is reduced by 2 percent of $6,000 or $120.

TapLe A—-24.—One thousand dollars taxable benefits to parents of Sull-time students and net after-tax benefits by income

quartile
Cost of program
Family income quartile Average net after-tax Number of students
benefit (thousands) Gross cost Less: current grants Net cost
(millions) percent (millions) (millions)
Highest.....o.ooovvenes $650 1,940 $1, 261 $47 $1, 214
Second.......coco00ven 800 1, 145 916 115 801
Third. .c..c.ovveeecens 840 671 564 119 445
Lowest....coovvvnennns 900 302 272 198 74
Total.....oovevenenioeneenens 4,058 3,013 479 2, 534
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TaLe A-25.—Estimated cost of federal scholarships to cover the difference between college costs and college scholarship
service standards for family contributions:* 1 966-67

Number of full-time Cost of scholarships
Family income quartile undergraduates Average scholarship
(thousands) required Gross cost Less: current grants Net cost
(millions) (mllllonsgr (millions)
High.....oovveeeinnnnns 1,940 @) @) $47 @)
Second. ... .vvreerrnnis 1,145 $728 $834 115 $719
Thitd. . vvveeeeeerrenns 671 1,171 786 119 667
LOW. o v eveneenneennnnees 302 1,477 446 198 248
Total, ..o oevvnnes 4,058 @) 2, 066 479 1,639
1 Sew also tables 9 snd 10.
3 Not estimated.

TasLe A-26.—Percentage of undergraduate student aid funds extended under major student aid programs by student Sfamily
income quartile: 196667
Percentage distribution by major program

Total al Educational Student

Approzimate family income quartile received gy Institutional Work study opportunity Veterans loans Guaranteed

full-time grants benets  NDEA loans
students

o)) @ @& @ G)] ® )]
HgGh. .. ooeeenennneeneneneennes 100 6 3 o 14 17 60
Second......coovireriiiersiiee 100 11 3 2 32 15 37
Third. ... .ovvvrereeersreeenneens 100 26 12 6 8 24 24
) 00T S 100 35 24 8 5 16 12
R 71 P S 100 22 13 5 13 17 30

TapLe A-27.—Full-time undergraduates, potential adr'itional students, and additional student aid required, 1966-67

Undergraduate students Potential additional Cost of additional full-time
Family income quartile enrolled full-time full-time students i Average financial need students (Millions)
(thousands) (thousands)

High.....oooveeneeonnees 1,940 (?) ) *

Second. .....oiiureeriinn 1, 145 360 $728 $262

Third. . .....ovvvveeenns 671 300 1,171 351

LOW. .. ovvirernnuneonns 302 135 1,477 199
Total.........oovves 4, 058 79 e 812

1 Assumptions described in text, page 2.
2 Not estimated.

TabLe A-28.—Adjusted per capita undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs,
by student family income quartile: 1966-67

[Dollars per capita)
Major student ald program. Oth

Approx- Student - por ent non?

imate financial Educa- Fedenal

family need for Institu- Work tional Veterans Student Guar- and

{ncome full-time tionalt study oppor- benefits loans antesd personal

quartile study (t}urt.xll‘ta NDEA loans sources

0} )] 3 @ ® © (] ®)
High............... ®) $7 $3 $1 $16 $21 $72 ()
Second..........oonn $728 24 $ 338 5 71 3 228 3172 0
Third. .....c.o00ves 1,171 115 3 338 27 36 3 228 3172 $255
LOW... covvererasns 1,477 480 338 109 66 228 172 84
1 Includes State and private aid administered by institutions of higher $ Not estimated.

education. 3 Set equal to the smounts shown for the low income quartile.
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TABLE A-29.—Differences in median income between
persons with college training and persons with four years
of high school only by age, sex, and level of college training:

1965
[All persons with or without income)

A 1-3 Years of college 4 Years of college

(3

¢ Male Female Male Female
(difference) (difference) (difference) (difference)

25t034....... $408 $263 $1, 371 $1, 332

35t044....... 1,067 0 3,031 504

45t0 54....... 1,788 142 4, 587 1, 366

55t0 64....... 194 0 2,433 1,914

Source: U.8. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, P-00,
No. 51; and U.8. Department of Labor, Special Labor Force Report, No, 65,
Masch 1065,

TABLE A-30.—Graduale student stipends, by source of
funds: 1963-64 and 1966-67

{Amounts in millions)

Type of stipend Soree
po otstipe Total Federal Non-Federal
1963-64:
Total.......o0vvunn $394.4  $230.2 $164. 2
Fellowships and scholar-
ships................. 162. 4 157.5 49
Research assistantships. . . 77.4 72,7 v 4.7
Teaching assistantships. . . 102.7 .......... 102. 7
Faculty appointment. . .. 5.9 .......... 51.9
1966-67:
Total.............. 612.7 386. 4 226. 3
Fellowships and scholar-
ships........oovvvnnnn 300.9 295.9 50
Research assistantships. . . 95. 5 90. 5 50
Teaching assistantships. .. 143.6 .......... 143.6
Faculty appointment. . .. 727 .oovnne 72.7

Source: OPPE estimates based on agency fiscal reports, NORC and BSSR
studies on sources of student stinends, and agency estimates of research
essistantships from R&D funds.

TABLE A-31.—Stipends required to induce part-time
graduale students to attend school full-time (1963)

Stipend and level of support Petrec:;)lotncget:gl

Tuition scholarship. .......coocoviviiiiiiees 1
Tuition scholarship plus $500 stipend

with no obligations...........co0viies sun 1
Tuition scholarship plus $1,000 stipend

with no obligations.............cco0iiinenn 4
Tuition scholarship plus $2,000 stipend

with no obfigations..........ccovviiiiiin 14
Tuition scholarship pius $3,000 stipend

with no obligations..........coiiviiiiinnn 14
Tuition scholarship plus $4,000 stipend

with no obligations.... .. ... ...l 22
Noneofthe above. ....ovvvviererennininonns 44

Source: Graduate Student Finances, 1963. National Opinion Research
Conter, University of Chicago, September 1965, p. 113.




TasLe A-32.— Behavior of graduate students and availability of stipends
A. 1963 follow-up of 1961 graduates (men and women)

Percent B.A.'S Percent full- Percent . Percent all Mean value  Percent Percent enrolled
Field of study enrolled full-time time holding time holglng students holding  of stipend  sti nds within 1 year for
stipends stipends stipends duty-freo next highest degree
Life sciences.......... 72 89 62 80 $2, 700 39 61
Physical sciences. ... .. 61 88 54 74 2,646 35 68
Behaviorial sciences. .. 55 83 48 63 2,350 41 66 :
Engineering.......... 40 77 42 46 2, 200 n.a. 57
Humanities. . ........ 50 64 32 46 2, 000 39 58 ;
{
| B. Tive years after the college degree (males) }
Firid of study Percent enrolled full Percent holding stipends  Percent degroee recipients Percent candidate for !
time degree |
Natural sciences. .. ....ocooveeeen. 58. 4 55.5 35.6 18. 4 i
Engineering. ...oocovoveirienaes 41,1 46.0 16. 5 12,3
Social sciences.....cccovvieeceinn 45.0 36. 2 29.1 20.6
Humanities and arts.........co00e 38.8 50.0 18.9 25.8
Health.....ovvievnrerctcsenssnns 85.7 n.a. 18. 4 8.3
Agriculture. . . ..ooieiiiiaiieneen 38.9 Ceeeecaaeenas eeees . 31.2 16.9
Business and commerce. .........0. 36. 4 10.0 6.2 6.9
Education. . .....coooevnvueennns 19.7 17.1 15.7 5.7
Other.....coootvveecessrssrannes 73.0 21.7 3.3 6.6
Unknown,.....coooovees Ceeeeeans 4.2 e S R R R PR R Chbeereaneaens

Source: .Five Years After the Collegs Degree, Part 1. Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., Washington, D.C., 1063,
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. A=34.— Number of NDEA fellowship awards by year of award, period awarded, and attainment of Ph. D. status?

Period of fellovrship award
3-yesr NDEA grants 2.year NDEA grants 1.year NDEA grants
"award _Totsl Awardees Awardees Total Awardees Awardees Total Awardees Awardees
Number  who received whodid not Number  who received whodid not Number who received who did not
of awards h.D. receive Ph.D. of awards Ph.D. receive Ph.D. of awards Ph.D. receive Ph.D:
Number Percent Number Percent Number Fercent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
50... 1,000 373 37.3 627 62.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
31... 1,43 512 35.8 920 64.2 54 36 66.7 18 33.3 8 5 62.5 3 31.5
52... 1,392 402 28.9 990 71.1 101 53 52.5 48 47.5 6 1 16.7 5 833
63... 1,382 2% 17.1 1146 82.9 112 48 42.5 65 57.5 5 2 40.0 3 600

i.... 5,206 1,523 29.3 3,683 70.7 268 137 5.1 131 48.9 19 8 42.1 11 57.9

1zce: Unpublished data provided by the Bureau of Social Science Research in conjunciicn with an OE contract to evaluate the NDEA Title IV Fellowship
m,

ased on fellowship holders for whem complete data was available.

TaBLE A-35.—Earned degrees, by type: percentoge distribution 1920 to 1970

Percent distribution

Y

o Bachelor’s and 1st professional Master's Ph.D. and equivalent
. | T R R R 89.1 9.6 1.3

B | R R R 86. 6 1.8 1.3

) R R R R REEE 86. 7 11.9 ]

B S R R R 82.4 15.5 2.1

L S R R RN 81.1 16.6 2.3

[0 /) T R R R R RN 79.9 1.5 2.6

B £ R R X 80. 4 17.1 2.5

oures: U.S. Office of Zdu~ation, National Center for Educational Statistics.

BLE A-36.—ZAssignable area and funds disbursed under The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 by type of institution:
Fiscal years 1965 and 1966

Instructional Funds disbursed

space !
Type of institution Total Title I Title IL Title 1L

Area Percent Million  Percent Million Percent Millicn Percent Million  Percent

15 7) P 165.8 1050  $959 100.0  $657 100.0 $139 100.0 8165 100.0
idversities. . ... i 70.3 42,4 372 38.8 203 309 124 89.2 45 27.2
beral arts colleges............... 47.0 28.3 309 32.2 218 33.2 7 5.0 84 50.9
achers’ colleges. . ........ooinen 18.2 1.0 76 7.9 66 10.0 1 .7 9 5.5
schnological schools.............. 6.4 3.9 27 2.8 21 3.2 6 4.3 1 .6
1eological schools2.........c...ee 1.6 1.0 4 .4 3 .5 0 0 1 .6
ther professional schools.......... 7.3 4.4 24 2.5 6 9 .1 18 9,01
.niov colleges and techaical
L] = TP 15.0 9.0 147 15.3 139 21.8 0 0 8 8.4
! Assignabla ares in millions of square feat, 1057, 8 $0.2 million or less.

1 Funds for liberal arts facilities only.
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TaBLE A-37.—Assignable area and funds disbursed under The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 by control and tybe
of institution: Fiscal years 1965 and 1966

-~

Im:ructl?ml Funds disbursed
Typs of institution pace Total Title I Title I Title III
Ares  Percent Million Perosnt Million Percent Million Percent Milllon  Percent
Publictotal. ................ 97.6 100.0 $547 100.0 $438 100.0 $81 100.0 $27 100.0
Universities. ........o0vvvvneennes 49.0 50.2 250 45.7 162 37.0 75 92,6 12 “.4
Liberal arts colleges............... 12.6 12,9 85 15.5 80 18.3 2 2.5 3 1.1
Teachers’ colleges................. 17.6  18.0 75 13.7 65 14.8 1 1.2 9 33.3
! Technological schools.............. 3.5 3.6 13 2.4 10 2.3 3 3.7 0 0
Theological SCh00LS 3. ... v\ vt eu ittt et ittt ie ittt tienaieeuonaoasnonestenesensonssostonesossssossnssnosessssnnsns
Other profession=l schools. . ........ 3.6 3.7 (3 0.2 (3 02 0 0 0 0
Junior colleges and technical
institutes. . ..........000ininnns 11.3 1.6 123 22,5 120 27.4 0 0 3 11,1
Privatetotal................. 68.2 100.0 415 100.0 219 100.0 57 100.0 138 190.0
Universities...............ccv0ne. 21.2 310 122 29.4 41 18.7 49 8.9 33 23.9
Liberal arts colleges. .............. 34¢.4 504 225 54.2 138  63.0 6 10.5 80 58.0
Teachers’ colleges. ................ .6 0.9 1 .2 1 .6 0 0 0 0
Technological schoolss............. 3.0 4.4 14 3.4 11 5.C 2 3.5 1 7
Theological schocls................ 1.6 2.3 4 1.0 3 1.4 0 0 1 7
Other professional schools. .......... 3.7 5.4 24 5.8 6 2.7 (¥ 1 18 13.0
Junior colleges and technical
institutes. . ........00iiiiiinnnns 3.7 5.4 25 6.0 19 8.7 0 0 5 3.6
1 Agsignablc area in millions of square feet, 1057, $ $0.2 million or less.
tFunds for liberal arts facilities only.
TABLE A-38.—Number of institutions, full-time equivalent enrollment, and funds disbursed under titles I and II of The
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 by size of institution: Fiscal years 1965 and 1966

Full-time equivalent enrollment Funds disbursed
Size of institution Number of institutions
Number (thousands) Percent Amount in miDions Percent

Below 200, .. .0iiiveriineerninnen 53 2 01 $445. 1 6.0

200t0499........cc00ciiiinnnnn 102 38 1.2 28.0 3.5

500t0999.........c00iiiiinnnnn 216 160 5.2 80. 2 10. 1

1,000t02,499. ......cc00vvennnnn 264 438 14. 2 155. 7 19.6

2,500t04,999.......cc000iiiinnns 134 488 15.9 123, 2 15.5

5000t09,999.............000.0t 114 758 24.6 163. 4 20.5

10,000t019,999. .......000vvennn 60 825 26.8 159. 3 20.0

20,000 plus. . .. .iiiiiii i 13 369 12.0 38.1 4.8
f Total.........ooovvevnnennnn 986 3,078 100.0 796. 0 100.0
1
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TasLE A-39.—Approvals and disapprovals under title 1T, HEA, by character of school ’
{Number of institutions)
1066 1967 1
Expenditure ‘
Approved Disapproved Approved Disapproved 1
i
Per student expenditures: :
Under $1,000:
White. . vvreveeernverrnnisnnioioans 37 62 210 62 3
NEBTO. . evvveenerneeesannneeeeeennnens 21 12 64 6 ;
Over $1,000: ‘
White. ..o vvev i iierirnisonscnnnnans 52 49 109 79
NEETO. .+ e veereereneeeneeniernnsennnn 17 12 28 0
Total: i
White. . o vivveierivirnacnsnsosenns 89 111 319 141 3
Negra...ooovveiiirieciineesiniens 38 24 92 6 i
Notr.—Based on 25 percent sample for approvals, and 16 percent sample for disapprovals. ~
TaBLE A—40.—Summary of fiscal year 1966 and fiscal year 1967 activity under title III of The Higher Education Act of 1965 a
Number of devel%;i»ing Awards for—
Number of institutions recelving
develoYlng awards Cooperative programs
Fiscal year Apg{rﬁﬂr{md Requeited institutions
(Millions)  (Miliic .*) requesting 4-lyear 2-year 4your 3-yesr
Institutions Institutions
umber Amount Number Amount
(Millions) (Millions)
¢} (0] ® 6)) )] ()] 6)) ®) ®
1966........0000. $5.0 $32.0 262 96 31 116 $2.8 48 $0.3
1967..c0veeieen s 30.0 53.0 558 288 123 380 15.3 135 3.3
Awards for—
§ > ing busi A
— Nt kg e i, Covetssuner At
4-year 2-year (Number) (Number) (Dollars)
Number Amount Number Amount
(Millions) (Millions)
10 (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (10
1966.......c0000t 40 51.1 59 $0.8 66 9 $39, 370
1967....ccivevnenn 1,088 8.1 435 3.3 233 60 72,933

NoTte.—Geographical coverage of awards:
1966-38 States, plus District of Columbia.
1967—47 States, plus Distriet of Columbis, Puerto Rico and Guam.

Source: Office of Education, Bureau of Higher Educetion.
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TABLE A-41.—Number of developing institutions, number of students, and funds disbursed under title III of The Higher
Education Act of 1965 by type of institution, expenditure per student, and tuition: Fiscal year 1966

Total Predominately white Predominately Negro
Title III Title ITI Title III
Expenditure Numberof Numberof disbursements Number of Number of disbursements Number of Numberof disbursements

Institutions students (thousands) institutions students (thousands) institutions students (thousands)

Total............. 127 98,090  $4,990 89  56-599  $2,307 38 41,491 $2, 683
Expenditure per student—
$1,000 or more........ 58 40,314 2,729 37 14, 370 1,060 21 25, 944 1, 669
Tuition:
$1,200 or more. . .. 8 3,407 246 8 3,407 246 ... e
$400 to $1,199..... 42 19, 056 1,980 29 10, 963 814 13 8,093 1, 166
Under $400....... 8 17, 851 503 .. e 8 17,851 503
Expenditure per student—
Under $1,000......... 69 57,776 2,261 52 42,229 1,247 17 15, 547 1,014
Tuition:
8] U L0 L e P
$400 to $1,199..... 33 18, 700 1,422 20 12,226 486 13 6,474 936
Under $400....... 36 39,076 839 32 30,003 761 4 9,073 78

Percent distribution

Total............. 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100 .0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0
Expenditure per student—
$1,000 or more........ 45.7 4]1.1 54,7 41.6 25. 4 45.9 55.3 62. 5 62,2
Tuition:
$1,200 or more. . .. 6.3 3.5 49 9.0 6.0 10,7 e
$400 to $1,199..... 33.1 19. 4 39.7 32.6 19. 4 35.3 34.2 19.5 43.5
Under $400....... 6.3 18.2 1001 . 21. 1 4 18.7
Expenditure per student—
Under $1,000......... 54.3 58.9 45. 3 58. 4 74.6 54.1 4.7 37.5 37.8
Tuition:
B U B PP
$400 to $1,199..... 26.0 19. 1 28.5 22,5 21.6 21.1 34.2 34.9
Under $400....... 28.3 39.8 16.8 35.9 53.0 10.5 9 2.9

Source: Based on a 25 percent sample of institutions receiving grants.
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TABLE A~42.— Number of developing institutions, number of students, and funds disbursed under title III of The Higher
Education Act of 1965 by type of institution, expenditure per student, and tuition: Fiscal year 1967

Total Predominately white Predominately Negro
Expenditure Numberof Numberof TitleIII Numberof Numberof _TitleIII Numberof Numberof _ Title III
Institutions  students disbursements institutions students disbursements institutions students disbursements
(thousands) (thousands) (thousands)
Total...oooveevnns 411 381,894 $29,998 319 277,106 $15,187 92 104,788 $14, 811
Expenditure per
student—
$1,000 or more........ 137 100, 425 9,971 109 68, 517 5,432 28 31,908 4,539
Tuition:
$1,200 or more. ... 8 5, 724 491 8 5,724 . L )
$400 to $1,199..... 107 66, 466 6,275 9] 56, 786 3,982 16 9, 680 2,293
Under $400....... 22 28,235 3,205 10 6, 007 959 12 22, 228 2,246
Expenditure per
student—
Under $1,000......... 274 281,469 20, 027 210 208, 589 ¢, 755 64 72,880 10, 272
Tuition: )
$1,200 OF INIOTC. « « v e v v v ve e nenonnonnononnsnesssssssssensssoasonssossssssssesssstssssnsestuototssnssstossosss
$400 to $1,199..... 145 118,174 9, 698 101 85, 430 3,778 44 32, 744 5, 920
Under $400....... 129 163,295 10, 329 109 123,159 5,977 20 40, 136 4, 352
Percent distribution
Total............. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0
Expenditure per
student—
$1,000 or more........ 33.3 26. 3 33.2 34.2 24.8 25.8 30.4 30.5 30.6
Tuition:
$1,200 or more.. .. 1.9 1.5 1.6 2.5 2.1 K T
$400 to $1,199..... 26.0 17. 4 20.9 28.5 20.5 26.3 17.4 9.3 15.5
Under $400....... 5.4 7.4 10.7 3.2 2.2 6.3 13.0 21.2 15.1
Expenditure per
student— -
Under $1,000......... 66. 7 73.7 66.8 65.8 75.2 64.2 69.6 69.5 69. 4
Tuition:
$1,200 OF IIOTC. « v v e e v v usususnsneenonononononsssssssseasasasassssnsssesssssseasasssssasessstossasnosssnsntos
$400 to $1,199..... 35.3 30.9 32.4 31.6 30.8 24.9 47.9 31.2 40.0
Under $400....... 3.4 42.8 34.4 34.2 44 4 39.3 21.7 38.3 29. 4

Source: Based on s 25 percent sample of institutions receiving grants.
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TaBLE A—43.—Per capita undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs, by
student family income quartile: 1966-69 medium projection

[Doliars per capits)
Nnmberof  Student Jor student ald prog Other
full-time financial Total aid Educational Student Guar- non-Federal
Approximate family under- need for recelved by Institu- Work opportunity Veterans Joans, anteed and personal
income quartile gtduntel full-time tull-time tional study grants benefits NDEA loans sources
(thousands) study students
1¢Y) @ 6)) @) () © N (8) ) (10)
High................ $2, 134 (1) $129 $6 . X TP $30 $20 $70 (1)
Second............. 1, 505 $738 368 22 6 $27 108 35 170 $370
Third.....covvvenenn 938 1, 207 882 101 50 310 51 200 170 325
Low....oiveininnens 462 1, 528 1, 528 427 315 309 87 220 170 0
Total........... 5, 039 585 469 67 41 94 62 77 128 116
1 Not estimated.

TaBLE A-44.—Per capita undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs, by

student family income quart s: 1972~73 mecium projection

[Dollars per capita) *
Numberof  Student Bajor stadent aid p Other
full-time financial Total aid Eaucational Student Guar- non-Federal
Approximate family under- need for  recelved by Institu- Work  opportunity Veterans loans, anteed and personal
income quartile ustes  fulltime  fulltime  tional  study grants ~ benefits NDEA  loans sources
(thousands) study students
n 2 3) 10)) 10)) ©) 4 (8) ® (10)
High................ 2, 451 (1) $141 $6 X J $26 $20 $86 (1)
Second.......o000utn 1,918 $803 393 22 6 $76 84 35 170 $410
Third...........0vt. 1,228 1,322 957 101 50 397 39 200 170 365
LOW. . ooveevronannns 573 1,623 1,623 427 315 421 70 220 170 0
Total,.....oonvun 6,170 663 516 69 39 142 51 79 136 147
1 Not estimated.

TaBLE A~45.— Undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs by student family
income quartile: 1968-69 medium projection

[Dollars in millions]
Major studont aid program
Approximate family Student financial Total aid received Educational Veterans Student Guaranteed
come quartile need for full-time by full-time Institutional Work study opportunity benefits loans, loans
study students grants NDEA
1¢)) 0)) @) 4) %) ) ) )
High................ () $275 $13 $6 ... $64 $43 $149
Second..........o00n $1, 110 554 33 9 $41 162 53 256
Third. . ....coo0vvuen 1,132 828 95 47 291 48 188 159
LOW. .. oveeeeanrnns 706 707 197 146 143 40 102 79
Total........... 9,779 2, 364 338 208 475 314 386 643
1Not estimated.
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TaBLE A-46.— Undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs by student family
income quartile: 1972-73 medium projection

[Dollars in millions}
Major student aid program
Student fin i d
Aqnmsmhﬁ‘:n’ neod.f:: hﬂl‘?&% TOtbg 'n‘fix-'zﬁ.'“ Institutional Work study gp&%&&w m.'i?-' sl?&?t G“'fu‘?.“'d
study students grants NDEA
m @ ® 4 (6) (©) )] (8)
High....oovvevennes Q) $345 $15 $7 vriiriiiieennn $64 $49 $210
Second.....coco0000en $1, 540 755 42 12 $146 162 67 * 326
Third......oovvveens 1,623 1,176 124 61 488 48 246 209
LOW...ooevovrioanns 930 929 245 180 241 40 126 97
Total........... 4, 093 3,206 426 260 875 314 488 842

1 Not estimated.

TaBLE A—47.—Per capita undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs by
student family income quartile: 1968-69 maintenance of effort

[Dollars per capits}
Numberof  Student Major stadent ald pr Other
Appeoximate family fulliime  fnanelal  received. o Insttn Work &mportumwmﬁl Vetorsns  jcent Cteed .'.‘1%“;,‘2?&’?.:{
l’lnoomo quartile graduates full-time full-time tional study grants benefits NDEA loans sources
(thousands) study students
m @ ® 10)) ® ] ) ® ®) (10)
High................ 2,135 (1) $129 $6 $3 ..o $30 $20 $70 (1)
Second......oo0000ne 1, 380 $746 350 22 6 ..ot 117 35 170 $396
Third......coo00even 832 1,214 649 101 50 $70 58 200 170 565
Low...... Cetisesons 391 1, 529 1,456 427 315 222 102 220 170 73
Total.......... 4,737 557 34 62 38 31 66 72 125 163

1 Not estimated.

TABLE A—48.—Per capita undergradiate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs by
student family income quartile: 1972-73 maintenance of effort

[Dollars per capita]
M sl
Number of Student Aljor student ald program Other
Approximatefamtly  onee®  meedfor (Dotalald | ditn.  Work  OpDOMGnty Veterans Bdent AT e peseral
l;neomo quartile Tduutu full-time full-time tional study grants benefits NDEA loans sources
(thousands) study students
n (] ® @ ()] © )] ® )] (10)
High........oovvvee 2,452 (1) $141 $6 b X $26 $20 $86 )
Second..o.ocivvnnnn 1,676 $807 330 22 - J 97 35 170 $477
Third,.........o0ne 1, 026 1,318 753 101 50 $185 47 200 170 565
Low.. . oveiiiiiinnen 468 1,618 1, 545 427 315 328 85 220 170 73
Total........... 5, 622 616 425 63 38 61 56 74 133 191

1 Not estimated:
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TaBLE A-49.—Undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs by student family
income quartile: 1968-1969 maintenance of effort

{Liollars in millions)
Student fnancial Major student aid program
Approximate family need for full-time Total 8id received Educational Veterans Student  Guaranteed
income quartile study by full-time  Institutionul Work study opportunity benefits loans loans
students grants NDEA
1) (¢)] @) ) ()] ©) 4] . (8)

High................ ()] $275 $13 $6 ..o e $64 $43 $149
Second.............. $1,030 483 30 8 .. 162 48 235
Third. ......oo0vvven 1,010 523 84 42 $58 48 166 141
Low....covvvvvennen 598 569 167 123 87 40 86 66

Total........... 2,638 1,850 294 179 145 314 343 591

1 Not estimated.

TABLE A-50.—Undergraduate student financial need and funds extended under major student aid programs by student family
income quartile: 1972-73 maintenance of effort

(Dollars in millions]
M
Student financial Alor siudent aid program
Approximate family need for full-time Total aid received Educational Veterans Student  Guaranteed
income quartile study by full-time  Institutional Work-study opportunity benefits loans, loans
students grants NDEA
m 2 (t)) () () ()] ™ ®
High................ ) $345 $15 Y $64 $49 $210
Second.....ooovivuns $1, 352 553 37 1 162 59 285
Third......ovvvvvnns 1, 352 634 104 51 $190 48 205 174
Low...ooiviverinnns 757 723 200 147 153 40 103 80
Total........... 3, 461 2, 255 356 215 343 314 416 749
1Not estimated.
TABLE A-51.—Graduate student support requirements
(In millions of dollars]
Graduate student financing 1966 1969 1973
Total...oooveiiverinererorennnennnns 704 980 1330
Subtotal, non-federat..........ovciviiinnns 227 357 467
Non-federal fellowships................... 5 5 5
Research assistantships................... 5 6 7
Teaching assistantships................... 144 230 302
Faculty appointments...............o0.0 73 116 153
Subtotal, Federal. . .......covvvviiiinnnnns 477 623 863
Veterans Administration. .......co000vu0s 102 204 204
Office of Education (total)................ 140 179 247
National defense student loan........... 36 50 64
Guaranteed loans.............co00unn 49 70 100
College work study..........c000vuvennn 7 9 13
Other Office of Education. . ..eovvvveeen 50 50 80
ﬁ
OtherFederal......ccovvveviiinnnneees . 235 240 412
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