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ABSTRACT

LS

The economic well~being of higher education in
Massachusetts is seen as a vital concern- to the state. It is
described as a 51ngle system, with independent .and state components.
Discrimination in the right of access to higher education is cited
for the 42 percent of the state ‘residents who attend independent
colleges and universities in the commonwealth; ile., thosé not
state-owned and taxpayer subsidized. Public and private institutions
are eguated in term$ of goals and actual costs, but differences are
cited in terms of pktice to the student. Statistics are reported to
indicate the econom;c benefit to the state of private institutions as
well as the economié burden carried by the institutions themselves.
Comparative graphs &re presented on expenditures such as maintenance,
retirement and insurance costs, cost-of-living adjustments,. fuel
deficiency, debt servlce, and taxpayer/student expenditures. The
Massachusetts House 5111 2882, which provides an apportionment. to
each quallfled nassaqhusetts high school gradudate that the student
can take to the collepe of his 'choice within the commonwealth, is
supported with modifitations recommended. It is concluded that if the
General Court cont1nués to restrict its subsidy of public higher
education .to the state sector and continues to discriminate against
the independent sector, it will eventually destroy a significant part
of the system of quallty educatlon in nassachusetts. (LBH)"®
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~== igher education 15 essential to the life of Massachusetts —
1ts economic life and 1ts intellec tual life. The economic health of all
ofits educational institutions 1s consequently of vital concern to the
General Court and the general public, no less than to those who
work in colleges and uriiversities or those who attend them.
The higher educational 1institutions of Massachusetts enroll
about 240,000 full-time students, of these, 140,000 or 58 percent are
¢ inindependent nstitutions and 100,000 or 42 percent are 1n state
institutions. The total number of residents of Massachusetts
enrolled n all our institutions 1s about 170,000, of these, 98,000 or
58 percent are in_ state institutions and 70,000 or 42 percent 1n
independent institutions. I emphasize these figures and fhe reversal
of the percentages to make clear a central point. public higher
education 1s a single system, with independent and state
components.

State policy makers have never asked how many places are
required ;n Massachusetts to educate all qualified state residents.
This question would have led to the discovery that most of the
tequired places could have been provided in the independent sector,
access to thosg places depends not on new state-owned facilities but
only on adequate scholarship aid to reduce the price to the individ-
ual student. Instead, the General Court has not treated higher edu-
cation as a right for all residents of Massachusetts but as anghtonly

Q ;33 .
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* for those who attend state-subsidized institutions The General
Court has not acknowledged any right of access in higher education®
for the 42% of the residents of the state who attend independent

colleges and umiversities in the Commonwealth.
This discrimination in the night of access to higher education

has gore unnoticed because of misleading terminology. terminol-
ogy that identifies the broad: system of public higher education
narrowly and mistakenly with its state-owned and taxpayer-sub-
sidized component The other component of public higher educa-
tion, roughly equal 1n si1ze 1n Massachusctts, has been erroneously
designated as private This confusion has been compounded by
equating tuition —the price charged to students — with the cost of
education. -

These confusions are not limited to Massachusetts. These
confusions defeat public understanding of higher education

. throughout the nation. But the confusion 1s more serious, wasteful, .
*° and damaging n .Massachusetts because 'of the large size and
extraordinary quality of the independent sectbr in this state.

Here in Massachusetts we are constantly told that there are
two kinds of education. One of these, we are told, 1s called private,
and 1t 15 said to be costly, elitist, and not truly in the interest of the
public, the other, we are told, 1s called public, and it 1s said tq be
inexpensive, populist, and responsive to the public interest. '?hls
distinction 1s false and dangerously misleading, .

All students are members of the public. All higher education
1spublic higher education for the simple reason that there 1s nothing
but the public to educate. One sector of public higher education,
better called independent, provides the cost of education through

4 substantial tuition charges, fees, and outside income 1n the form of
gifts and grants. The other sector, more accurately called state-
owned or state-subsidized, assigns the cost of education to the
taxpayer its operating expenses are provided in annual appropria-
tions, its facilities are financed by bond 1ssues of the Common-

wealth, and tuition payments by the student are minimal.
Both sectors educate the public, both are public education.

They aredifferentiated only by the mechanisms cach uses to pay the
costs A low tuition does not mean a low cost of education, 1t merely
meansghat someone else; the taxpayer, 1s meeting the bills. A high
tuity poty imply an undemocratic philosuphy, 1t mérely
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demonstrates that, where there 1s no Sahta Claus, deficits are syn-
onymypus with bankruptcy. .

This confusion of price and cost 15 1llustrated by comparng e
prices and costs at Boston University and the University of Mas-
sachusetts The price this year1s $2,890 at the former, but only $300
at the latter. That 1s, the price 1s nine times higher at Boston
University than at the University of Massachusgtts. As we shall see,
however, the cost of education at Boston, University 1s at least
$1,000 less per student than the cost at the University of Massa-
chusetts.

The public would not be so easily confused on this 1ssue if the
budgets of each state institution included all costs. Unfortunately,
major elements of the cost of education 1n the state-subsidized
sector are scattered across many state accounts, consequently they

- cannot be identified with particular institutions or even with higher

education.

In order to find out the actual cost of hlgar education n the
state sector we must go through the state budget. item by 1tem,
reassigning expenditures to individual institutions In their present
form, the appropriations for higher education 1n Massachusetts
typically ignore the cost of buildings, the cost of the debt service on
construction, the costs of retirement, and of group nsurance for
faculty and staff. - )

An independent institution by contrast must face all of 1ts
costs and 1t must face them 1n a single budget. At Boston University,
the Board of Trustees knows that the cost of education 1s an 1ndi-
visible and inclusive sum — that land costs, building costs, retire-
ment costs, and insurance costs are all educatignal costs.

These forgotten costs of education are.major, and their sys-
tematic exclusion from all discussions of higher education in Mas-
sachusetts generates much of the fogsthat envelops these discus-
sions The Commonwealth must dispel the fog and count all the

costs of education L.
These confusions encourage the notion that Madsachusetts

1s 49th 1n the nation 1n support of higher education. When these
forgotten costs are recognized and added 1n, the budget for state
sector higher education 1n Massachusetts 1s not $199 76 million —
the figure used to establish the rank of 49th —but $325.52 million.
The rank of Massachusetts 15 not 49th, but sume very much higher
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rank Just how much higher cannot be known until there 1s a full
report of state higher education spending not only m/Massachusett
but 1n every state in the country ée

. But there 1s yet another confusion that must be dispelled. It 1s
the claim that only the state provides public Higher education.
Between 1636, the founding of Harvard, and the creation of state |
universities, was there any public higher edutation i1n Massachu-
setts’ The answer 1s clearly, yes' Long before Massachusetts estab-

- lished 1ts first state-owned wnstitutions of/ gher education, 1t
already had in 1ts large independent sector the finest system of
public higher education in the United States. Now that system, still
led by independent institutions, 1s the finegt in the world.

It 15 only by refusing to count alf the payments made to
Massachusetts independent institutions by Massachusetts resi-
dents for the education of Massachu;etts residents and then by
excluding more than one-third of the state’s total expenditures —
building and land costs and all other non-operating costs — that one
can erroneously conclude that Massachusetts ranks 49th 1n the
nation 1in educational expenditures per capita, behind every state
except New Hampshire.

. When expenditures made by independent mstitutions. are
added to the state expenditures, Massachusetts has the highest per
capita spending on higher education 1n the country! The latest
ﬁgurcs reported by HEW for national current-fund expenditures on x.

" higher education are for 1972. They show that Massachusetts led
the nation with a per capita expenditure of $203. In terms of abso-
lute expenditure on all higher education, Massachusetts ranked
fifthat $1 2 bilhon ayear, behind California, New York, Illino1s, and
Pennsylvania, all of whi¢h are greater 1n population and industrial
wealth. (

. -

The legislature should be grateful that the number, strength,
and quality of the independent indtitutions in Massachusetts have
given 1t the nation’s finest system of public higher education at next
to the lowest cost tu the taxpayer. Massachusetts stands at the top of
the list for per capita spending on all public higher education, but
the taxpayer contribution to that total wasonly 19 cents out of every

.~ dollar, less than one-hdlf the New York taxpayer share and one-
fourth that tn Michigan, where the taxpayers’ share was 83 cents of
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every dollar spent in higher education.

+ The superb 1ndependent institutions of \hlssdchuxetts are
geese lay g golden eggs tor the Conimonw ealth Boston University
ts currently educating 4,500 fesidents ot the Commonwealth as
fullume students The Commonwealth's contnbution to ther
education comes 1 two forms ~ tax exemption and.$356,000 in
state scholarships The value of Boston University’s contribution
may be measured by the standard proposed in the 1976 budget
request of the University of Massachusetts. Explaining arequest for
increased funding, President Wood said, "The remaining $1.9 mil-
lion 1n program increases 15 to support a planned enrollment
increase of 400 FTE students.” This works out to $4,750 for each of
the additional students By the standard set forth in the budget ot the
Unm.rsn) of Massachusetts, the 4,500 state residents at Boston
University save the Commonwealth $21.4 million, in operating’
costs alone

11
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orevery two cents 1t recerves from the” state, Boston U,mw.rslty
gives to the state $1 worth ofeducation for Massachuscetts rt.bldt.ntb
A great bargain for the sgate, as long as the goose survyves. The
General Court must seriously consider the prospect that Boston
University and’ other mdt.pcndent mstltutlons c‘mnnt Survive

"indefinitely ¢n that ration.  ,* *
The problem of,paying for higher education 1n an cra ()f

inflation 1s further comphcated by the dechine 1n live births since

1960 Nationally, there were 4. 3 million’live births 1n 1960, butonly
3 1 million 1n 1973 Is tiu.re anyone 1n educational administration
who believes that this 26.3% dechine will nofbe reflected in empty

desks, empty classrnnms empty schools —and uliimately 1n aca- |

demic ghost towns? g‘ ‘

The situation injMassachusetts 1s as dramatic. There were
115,000 live births 1n 1960, 95,000 1n 1970, and 71,000 in 1974. Is
there anyone 1n 5a husctts who thinks that a 44,000 drep 1n
births between lmand 1974 will ndt be retlected 1n the sizes of
freshman classes in 1978 and 19927 And 1992 15 only four elections
away While the number of live births in Massachusetts was drop-
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‘ping from 95,000 1n 1970 to 71,000 mn 1974, the General Court
approved a total of more than $600 million 1n new bond 1ssues to
finance new expanston 1n state-subgidized higher education. Much
of this expansion will be superfluous by 1985.
.\ Neither the legislature nor the informed public can come to
‘inpé,wuh the implications of inflation and population change for
~higher education without knowing the actual costs of higher edu-

.~ caton, For that reason, T have prepared a seres of charts to present
> *these figures graphically.
\
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. CHARTI . P i $188.5
™ Maintenance Expenditures Less Revenues® $1704 . )
as Stated in Higher Education Budgets : -
(in Miions) ' . . - b 3 . -
) ’ ' ' b
' . ’ 8
» -
. "34 . B
' .  $84.6
$783
~ ¢
sy 585 . i
.T . Pl
, se8a, S0t .
“ . - . ". ] - . .
4 ! ~ ‘ .
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. . FY4  FYTS FY74 “FY75 . FY74  FYT5 _FY74  FY75 .
STATE COLLEGES' ° < COMMUNITY WUNIVERSTY OF TOTALSTATE .
N - COLLEGES MASSACHUSETTS HIGHER EDUCATION
4 o . ‘ ,.! |
Chart | shows the net 1974 maintenance budget cxpcndltures and s 1
* thenet 1975 mﬁmtenancc budgct appropyiations for the state colleges, the

" community col&egcs and the Universtty of sachusetts For this chart;
. Wwe havesubtrattc(lrcvertlble revenues from gross expendituges inorder to
. show anet taxpayc; contnbutlon wwa rds the costs set turtl‘[[m the main- .
* tenance budgets~ . \
+ ForFY 1974, gross expendnture,ﬁgures wervtakcn from the ”Statc- .
ment on Appropriations, Expéndityres, and Unencumbered Balam.cs asof ;
June 30, 1974,” 1n theMassachusects Financial Report for the Fiscal Year B
Endmg]une 30, 1974 (Public Document 140)4 issued by the Comptroller's s
Dnvnsnon of the Executive Office for Admfhistration and Finance. Only .
"taxpayer funds have been included, this has meant excluding expends- ;
tures for contsinuing studies, summer schools, and transfers to reverue
receipts. In FY 1974, these amounted to $10,547,257. ~ ’ .
For FY 1974, expenditiires have been based on thL appropnanons

made under Chapter 431 gfthe Laws of 1974.
The 1974 revenue figures are taken from “Comparative Reve- "
nue —~ Detail by Agengy, Actual 1969 - .74, a document in the Bureau gf
/ the Budget of the Executive Office for Administration and Pinance The
. FY 1975 revenue estimates come from the Bureau's “Manthly Revenue
' 'Compggﬁtive,Rerrt," November 30, 1974. ~ '
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' . $152 Cost-’
* Submerged Operating Expenditures ;‘ ’ of-
S Not Stated in Higher Educﬁtion Budgets 17 ‘ Living
T in Mlmons) . ' ‘ 5.7 B
T 1 . Fuel
) - ) K i A~ |* Deficiency
i $1 7 o ] 22 . . .
. o . i N "$244 |47
‘" 1 8’ . . . ’ ﬂ Insurance
Sk . - . -~ -
. , . — . o Y?Q 5 o L2 |
e, ' X 17
. 875 \ ‘. - .
. 14 . ab :
1211, ; +$6 6 .
] i . 0,8 )
’ ) e | 850 g-g
S / » i o 7 = .
‘u v » $ . -
. .\‘ ' .y ) ) \ & 1/\/"“ ‘ /
s . : . , [ PR ,«J"; .
\/ ﬁ/ 6.7 a3 |l as] . | 78| 84 204 { | 21.8 | Retremen
- > A . Y
- 2 . ’ I
S 4 ' ' ‘ - / '
3 . ’
FY74  F¥Y75 T FYT4  FYT5 FY74 > FY75 FY74  FY/75 .
* - STAYE COMMUNITY UNIVERSITY OF TOTAL STATE N
. , COLLEGES COLLEGES MASSACHUSETTS HIGHER EDUCATION
. ! . (The scale of the bars for total State Higher Education has been compressed to allow the
. graphto fit onto the page ) .
, * . Chart2details submerged operating expenditures. costs that have

not appeared in the mamntenance budgets, such as pensions, insurance,
cost of living adjustments and fucl adjustments, These submerged Losts
« are not mconscqucntml i 1978, they add 24% to the maintenance
appropriations less revenues at the state colleges, 20% at the community
colieges, and 18% at the Umiversity of Massachusetts Statewide, they add
16% to the maintenance appropriatigss Jess revenues It should be obvi-
ous that no accurate esttmatecan Ke made even of the uperating costs n

the state sectur until these submerge LOS(SJ[L identified and addcd tu the
maintenance expenditures ~
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. RETIREMENT COSTS
The estimate tor FY 1974 was denived by the following methodol- .
ogy The base figure 1s the 1974 total pension cost fur Commonweglth
employees, from the FY 1974 Fiiancal Report, amounting to
§70,862,754 The proportion ot state employees in higher education was
derived by div wingthe average quanterly z.mplu)mt.nt in higher education
{20,700} by the equivalent total Commonwealth figure’ (83,600) This
yielded a proportion ot 24.76% The average FY 1974 salary in higher
. education [$12,405] was then divided Dby the average salary paid to Com
monwealth employees subject to the Emplayment Secunty Law
($10,685) The Qudtient,. rétlecing the higher level of salaries in higher
" edudution, was 1 161 This was usegdeas a multipher tor the higher educa
tion propurtion of tdtal state employees to yaeld a figure of 28 75%. This
hasbeen used as andstimate ot the propurtion of the total state retirement
cust attributable to higher education For 1974, the figure 1s $20,370,000.
This was, then allocated amomyg the state systems 1n proportion to the
authornized positions in each
Ananalugous methodology was used for FY 19757 Between fuly and
December 1974, the proportion ot higher education employees was
26 1% Between fuly and September, 1974, the ratio ot average salaries in
higher education and statewide was 118 The prgduct of these figures,
-30 8%, was projected against the FY 1974 total ut $70,862, 754 to arnive at
an FY 1975 estimated total retirement cost 0t $21,818,000 This figure wall
almost certainly be revised upward when the FY 1975 total pension costs
are knuwn The possibilities are suggested.by the Retirement Law Com

mission’s 1973 Annual Report (House No 7642, January 1974, which .
found that the annual increase in pension payments between 1963 and
1971 averaged 15% . .

All the above employment and vals ry data are taken trom the
“Current Employment Statisties Program'f of the Occupation Industry
Rescarch Department of the Division of Employment Secunty

INSURANCE COSTS

The FY 1974 insurance figures are thken from “Book | and Book
11 - Recapitulation by Month™ at the Group Insurance Cothmussion, list
ing employees’ payments Since this sharef® 'y of the state’s share, the
state share has been denived by muluplying the employee share by 3 Fors
FY 1975, an estimate was derived by projeLting the rate of increase
July:November 1974 against the 1974 wtali

COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS
Chapter 422 ot Laws 01’1974 established a state salary reserve for
‘ the payment of cost-ot-living increases The chart retlects an estimated
allocation made in February 1975 by the Bureau of the Budget

FUEL DEFICIENCY
The fuel deficiency allocation s also trom the Bureau of the Budget
" February 1975 estimates ot the allucation ut an appmpnauun made under
Chapter 112 of the Laws 0of 1975

Q . { 11 .
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CHART (Il , $100,5 .
N o : ) s $940
Debt Service on Higher Education Facilities )
. )
-, ‘
$509 ..
. $476
. < f.
& ¢
. /
8234 S249 . “ %
s161 _S$172 o 1 .1 ? .
' FY74 FY75 FY74 FY75 FY74 YFY75 _ FY74 FY[;S]
. STATE COLLEGES «COMMUNITY UNIVERSITY OF TOTALSTA
: COLLEGES MASSACHUSETTS HIGHER EDUCATION
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Chart 3 details another kind ot submegged cost debt service The
costsincutred in the state systemanclude not only uperating expenditure
but also capital costs for buifdings and Quyipment The annual cost ot
retrmy the bunds by which such expenditures are tunded 1s 4 cost ot
education {and 15 su counted by an independent institution J In the state
system, thede costs have not been’so counted They are huge 1975, debt
service, 1f @dded to the het budgeted maintenance costs, would increase
them by 35%~at the state wlleges, by.75% at the commuunity colleges, and
by 60% at the University ot Massachusetts

Debt service estimates for FY 1974 and 1975 were made using
method8logy adopted for Table IV, " Alfocatson ot FY 1974 Debt Service to
Departmients, by Proportion ot [Bond Fund | Expenditures, FY 70t0FY 73,
onp 1540t FY 75 Budget Summiary of Programs and Recomme pduations,
or The Budget i Enghsh,” 1ssued by the Executive Office turgdmmw

. tration and Funance on January 23, 1974\ The data base for this table was:

updated by adding bund tund expenditures tor FY 1974, as histed i the
1974 Financial Report

The bond fund expenditures made in FY 1970- 74 tor cach umit in
the Commonwealth’s system of public higher education were then taken
from the appropriate Einanc ial Re port s’and then calculated as percentages
of the total for higher education, which equalled just 30% of the state
total These unit percentages were then projected against the FY 1974 and
FY 1975 estimated debt service to dernve an estimated debt service for each
umit - . .

The total debt service for FY 1974, $188.3 mithon, 1s given in that
[ERRI sl Rerort. and f’r l}’ 975, 8201 0 milhon, in Chapter 431
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Debt
Service

Maintenance
and
Submerged
Operating
Expenditures

v .
« CHARTIV $3255
\
Total Taxpayer Expenditures ’ -
on State Higher Education 52889
1005
. - | 941, %
: . t81507 -
. $1354
. 50.9
. 476 ..
§77.4 » " : /_,-r)
$68.3 ’ .. .
- 172 646 ¢+
16.1 - $56 7 ‘S X ,J_,_// /'/
- ; 24.9
SR 2 23.4 /
" {522} }e0z 333 | | 307 87.8 | | 99.8 1948/ | 2250
74 FYT5 FY74  FY75 FY74  FY75 EY74  FYT75
_ STATE COLLEGES COMMUNITY UNIVERSITYOF TOTAL STATE
. COLLEGES MASSACHUSETTS  HIGHER EDUCATION
& '

' (The scale of the bars !or totad State’ Higher Education has been compressed to allow the
graphto fit onto the page )

.

Chart 4 c‘ombmes maintenance budget, submerged operating, and
debtservice costs to establish the total cost to the taxpayer of the state’s
system.of higher education. It 1s important to realize that the net mainte-
nance budget costs « accounted 1n 1975 for only 63% of the total.cust of
the state colleges, only 51% of the total cost of the community colleges,
and only 56% of the total cost of the Unmiversity of Massachusetts. The
total cost of the Commonwealth’s system of higher education 1n 1975 was
in fact $325 5 million The maintenance appropriations less revenues was
only $188.5 million, or 58% of the true cost The true taxpayer cost was
larger than the maintenance appropriations less revenues by 73%
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CHARTV
Total Taxpayer Expenditure
Per Full-Time Equivalent Student, FY 1975 $5.098
- - $4,295
/_// \\ [ 4 .
k\\ 2 ~ T © §3252
[ Y '

'$2,301 $2.380

s N
— “
STATE COMMUNITY UNIVERSITY OF TOTAL STATE
. COLLEGES COLLEGES _ .  MASSACHUSETTS HIGHER EDUCATION
"o ‘ * without with,
MED & MED_
FTE , ' i
Students 33,638 o 27,162 29,548 100,101
‘ o
‘Chart 5 £spléys the cost to the taxpayer per full-ume-equivalent- |
;student (ETE) for the major systems and for the state system as a whole,

FTE figutes were obtained from the Massachusetts State College system,
from the Massachusetts Board of Regional Community Colleges, Lowell
Technological Institute] Southeastern Massachusetts Umiversity, and the

ot

University of Massachusetes.  *
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CHART VI ’
Average Student Expenditures FY 1975 .
in State Higher Education Institufions _ £61.594 .
$1.368 | .
$1,13¢
H N
968 77 1,315 1.211 | an
H Board
\\ : ’ »
I ~
’ ) . !
= .
N g - b = 7
S i ‘
- . 5 7 . .
. .: e . :; . . ¢ - .
% D A SR TeN
STATE c_i)MMUNlTY UNIVERSITY OF TOTAL STATE \;
COLLEGES COLLEGES MASSACHUSETTS HIGHER EDUCATION‘

( :

Chart 6 displays ayerage student expenditures — tuition, fees, and
room and board at the tlfree major systems and in the Commonwealth’s
sector as a whole The University of Massachusetts figures exclude room
and board expenses at the Boston campus, which hasino dormitories. In

y college figures

order to provide comparable figures, the communi
- include a national avefage room and board expense, ta‘«:n from Student

Expenses at Post-Sechndary Institutions, by Elizabeth W. Suchar,
William D VanDusen ind Edmund C. Jacobson, published in 1974 by the -

College Scholarship Sg“rvnce of the College Enttrance Examination Board.
This merely reflects d{e fact that even a community college student who
ive free The tuition and fees have been verified at

lives at home cannot

each institution cited) The average room and board expenses for Massa-

chusetts state institytions have been taken from The Higher Cost of a

Higher Education Updergraduaté Trends in New England, 1970-75, by

Robert L Meclican with Jeffrey L. Wemnsten, published by the New Eng-

land Board of Higher ¥£ducation in 1974. )
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CHART Vil
- 6,944
Combined Taxpayer/Student Expenditure S
FY 1975 ‘ '
$6,110
1.846
' 1.815 $4.846
4 -
. 1,594 | Student
$3.669 $3.511
1.368 1,131 \
g | -~ +
/2,301 2,380 4,295 5,088 8,252 | Taxpayer”
2 . - . -
STATE COMMUNITY UNIVE'RS‘FI’Y OF TOTAL STATE
COLLEGES COLLEGES MASSACHUSETTS HIGHER EDUCATION
without . with
MED MED

Chart 7 combines student expenditures and taxpayer expenditures
1n the thride major systems and the state sector at large.
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CHARTVII $162.306
Combined Taxpayerlsuf*nt Expenditures
atthe University of Massachusetts, FY 1975 1,846 | Student
$6.156 o
"1,861
! , $4.653
358 .

N

4,295 4,295 160.460| Taxpayer i
H
i
AMHERST " BosTown WORCESTER
MEDICAL SCHOOL

N 1
~ i

i

{The scale of the bars for total Worcester Medic al Schogl has been compressed to aliow the
graph to fit onto the page ) .

Chart 8, which breaks dq’wn the costs for the separate components
of the Umversity of Massachusetts, 1s particularly dramatic. First, 1t
shows that even with the Medical School costs removed from the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts total, the combined cost to the taxpayer and the
student for this year’s education at the Amherst campus 15 over $6,000.
The cost at Worcester s simply off the scale, This reflects the exception-
ally high operating c}st, $6.6 milhon for 152 students, and high debt
service, $17 8 mulljon this year, or $160,000 per studént. Even if the
Medical School were at 1ts projected full enrollment of 400 students this
‘yeat, uts total $24 3 mplhion cost would come to about $60,000 per student .
per year The medical education of the first graduating class at Worcester
will have cost the taxpayer nearly $1 million per graduate. These doctors
could have been educated at Harvard, Tufts, or Boston University at &
four-year cost of $50,000 each. .

-
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CHART IX

Combined Taxpayer/Student Expenditures FY 1975
at State Institutions vs. Average

Massachusetts Independent Institution

$6,944
4
$6,110 ’
\ $4.846
: \
. |
\ £3,738
$3.669 $3.511 .
STATE COMMUNITY UNIVERSITY OF TOTALSTATE MASSACHUSETTS
COLLEGES  COLLEGES MASSACHUSETTS HIGHER INDEPENDENT
without + whh EDUCATION INSTITUTION
MED MED AVERAGE .

Since there is, for all practica! purposes, no state money spent on independent institutions,

the combined student taxpayer cost at these institutions is simply the charges pad by lhe
student and the student's family

Chart 9 compares th Iaverage taxpayer and student expenditures at
the three major state systems and the state sector with the student
expenditures at the average independent institution 1n the Common-
wealth as given in THe Higher Cost of a Higher Education. Since there 1s,
for all practical purposes, no state money spent on independent institu-
tions in Massachusetts, the combined student and taxpayer, expenditure
1 them is sirriply the student expenditure.

'
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CHARTX_ '

.

,Universéy of Massachusetts Combined Taxpayer/Student
FY 1975 Expenditures vs. Selected independent Institutions

']

$6,944 .
. T 86110
. $5.350
$4,536 $4,595 $4.650
! 1 v
N = ¥ -
N »
UNIVERSITY OF HARVARD . BOSTON AMHERST  WELLESLEY }
MASSACHUSETTS UNIVERSITY .o
with without
MED MED
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Chart 10 compares combined taxpayer and student expenditures at
the University of Massachusetts with student expenditures at Harvard,
Boston University, Amherst, and Wellesley. Not only 1s every one of the
independent mstitutions less costly to the taxpayer and student than the
University of Massachusetts as a whole (Harvard arid Bgston University
also have medical schools), each 1s less costly than the University of
Massachusetts even when thé astronomical costs of the Worcester meds-
cal school are excluded , ‘ :




/‘ ]

These charts reveal the central fact of lugher education —
comparable institutions have comparable costs, and recently con-
structed 1nstitutions have significantly higher costs. A community
college cannot build a freshman chemistry lab more cheaply than an
independent jyunior college, a state college cannot hire a professor of
undergraduate chemistry at a lower salary than an independent
institution, a state university cannot mount graduate programs in
chemustry at costs less than independent universities.

The state sector of higher ediication is established and here to
stay. But the General Court should now tum 1ts attention as a
matter of the highest prionty -to providing higher ‘education for
qualified students in the most economical way Only thus can the
stability of the entire public education system of Massachusetts be
preserved, and only 1n this way can the future burdens on taxpayers

be controlled. ~

- House Bill 2882 (a copy of which 1s appended) provides an
apportionment to each qualified Massachusetts high school gradu-
ate that the student can take to the college of his choice within the

mmonwealth. This enables Massachusetts students to have
Ecess to education and choice of institution. ,

We suggest that the $alue of the apportionment be fixed by
reference to the cost in state-subsidized 1nstitutions, where the
General Court can enforce accounting procedures that will produce
an accurate figure. We do not propose that the debt service be
included as part of the cost of education in calculating the value of
an apportionment, for that would indeed raise their cost to 1mpos-
sibly high levels. Further, since the credit of the Commonwealth
cannot be compromised, the taxpayer must pay debt service
whether or fiot any students are educated in bulldings financed by
bond 1sspes{ \ .

d . .

4

e estimate that,there are approximately 30,000 residents of
Massachusetts registered as full-time students in the nine indepen-
dent universities 1n the state. Three-quarters of this year’s Univer-
sity ofN}j chusetts operating cost would yield an apportionmént
of $2,43 ;féar student, or a little less than half the total taxpayer
expe_nditure per student at thciﬁivé‘mty of Massachuse'tts. The

i -
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total cost of such an apportionment for residents in independent
universities would be around $76 million, were the program fully
funded this;year.

We estimate that there are about 32,000 residents of Mas-
sachusetts registered as full-time students 1n indeperident four-year
colleges in the state. An apportionment for these, based on state
college operating costs, would be $1,350 per student. The total cost
would be.about $43 mithon.

At the two-yearcollege level, the numbers are smaller about
2,800 tesidents are registered 1n mdepenaent schools. The appor-
tionment, based on communit,; college operating costs, would be”
$1:100 pet student, or about $3 mllllon total. There are an additional
3,000 residents registered in specialized independent nstitutions,
such gs congervatories. The appomohment cost of these would total
about $4 million. . -

. Immediate full-funding.of an apportionment scheme on this °

basis tu 70,0Q0 residents n independent nstitutions as fullume
students would cost about $126 mullion.

If all were forced to transfer, the cost of educatmg these
70,000 students in the state sector would be $168 million at current
state operating costs and would require hundreds of millions 1n new
construction. At the full taxpayer expendlture this year, including

debt service, the cost to the state of educating these 70,000 residents

now 1n thdependent institutions would be $244 million.

" An apportionment program fully funded at 75% of state
operating costs would give the goose uf independent institutions 52
cents of grain for every $1 worth of education produced at actual
state costs. It remains a golden egg,

The apportionment scheme 1n House Bill 2882 1s an outlme
open to modification The General Court would want to introduce
such ascheme overseveral years, phasihg would certainly be needed

‘to reduce the competitive pressure that mlght develop between

$ome state and independent mnstitutions. It might be necessary to
set an upper limit 1n the ﬁrst years well below the figures cited
above, but a imit that could gradually be increased to a reasonable
fractlon of state costs.

It 1s vital for Massachusetts to accept 1n principle that an
entitlement to higher education for qualified residents should not
discriminate against those ggsidents who choose to attend indepen-

21 ..
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dent institutions 1n the public higher education system of Massa-
chusetts. It 1s of vital importance that the General Court make
access available at a price the student can afford to pay, not merely
in the state sector, but also1n the independent sector.

Higher education 1s probably the most valuable asset left to
the Commonwealth. If the General Court continues to restrict its
subsidy of public higher education to the state sector and continues
to discriminate against the independent sector, 1t will gventually,
destroy a significant part of the system of public higher education
that makes Massachusetts unique 1p educational qualty and
diversity. The ultimate cost to the taxpayer of such a short-sighted &
policy will be astronomical. The General Court must find new
ways to support public higher educagwn mn both state and inde-
pendent institutions, 1t must preserve an 1rreplaceable asset.

If the cost of such support seems excessive, the General,

Court should contemplate the disastrous consequences that would
attend the collapse of one or more major independent institutions. If
the state had to assume the operating budget of even one major
institution, 1t would face annual appropriations of between $50 and
5100 million. If it refused to assume these costs, 1t would have to
deny educational opportunity to thousands of students or pay the
muchhigher costs of educating them 1n new state institutions. And
it would have to accept the unemployment of thousands of resi- -
dents, the loss of millions of dollars in payrolls, taxes, purchases,
and personal spending of students, parents, and visitors. Basic eco-
nomic multipliers would raise the a¢tual loss to hundreds of
millions. ) cod ' ‘
An apportionment scheme 1s the best way for the General
Court to serve the citizens, and particularly the young people of the
Commonwealth It expands access and choice by making the entire
system of public higher education available toresidents, 1t saves the
taxpayer the costs of wasteful duplication, and 1t helps.preserve
independent institutions whose loss would be an educational, and
economic and social calamity for the Commonwealth.
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Note — Since February 24, when this tesumony was delivered, more
recent data has become available from the Bureau of the Budget This data
has been incorporated into the charts and testimony No sigmificant
changes resulted !
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E:Expendutureé’ in the State System -
of Public Higher Education

P

Commonwealth of Massachusetts .

L™ ,
Maiptenance -+ Cost:of-iving Fuel . Gross
Appropniations Adjustment ~  Adjustment ‘Maintenance

(Chapter 431)  (Chapter 422) (Chapter 132) Expenditures
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Estimated
Retirement
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1113000
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HOUSE . .. . . . . No. 2882
]

\B) Mr. McGee of Lynn, petition of Thomas W. McGee that
provisions be made for state financing of higher education for
graduates of high schoolg 4n the Commonwealth. Education.

e —

The Giommoﬁtncaltb of maskacﬁusttts

In the Year One Thousdnd Nine Hundred and Seven’ty-Flvc.

AN ACT To PRO\ID[: STATE FINANCING OF HIGHER EDUCATION FOR
RESIDENTS ()F THE (O\A\dO\WEALTH oo

Be it enacted®by the Senate and House of Repr&;lmauves in
General Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as

¢ '&jollous >

Chapt‘er I'S of the General Laws 1s hereby amended by adding
after Section 1Q/a new Section IR, to read as folldws: —

1
2

) 3 STATE FINANCING OF HIGHER EDUCATION
4
5

FOR RESIDENTS OF THE COMMONWEALTH.

Section I R. State :['\;ﬁm'ng for the higher education of,
6 graduates ‘of high®%schools in the commonwealth of
7 Massachusetts at pubfcly and non-publicly sponsored in-
8 stitutions of higher lear’nmg -
9 (1) Notwithstanding the provisions of any general or specific
10 law to the contrary, the board of higher education is hereby
Il authonized to apportion for éach annual period commencing
12 July first nineteen hundred seventy-five and to transfer to any
"~ 13 institution, meeting the requirements of paragraph two of this
14 section, on behalf of a graduate of a Massachusetts high school
15 enrolled in such if8titution, upon application by the sludent and
16 such institition, such amounts of state aid as are authorized to
17 be paid in paragraph three of this section. - 3|o.
18  (2) In order to qualify for state aid apportionments pursuant
19 to this section, any institution of higher educallon must meet
20 ,cach of the following requircments: — -
'3”]‘ (a) The institution must be a college or university chartered
B I or incorporated by the legislature, or under the General Laws or
[KCZa the Massachusetts Constitution. . 9@
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24 (b) ,The instjtution must maintain one or more earned degree
25 programs, culminating in an associate or higher degree.

26 (c) The institution must meet such standards of educational
27 quality as may be from time to time established by the board.
28 (d) The institution ‘must be eligible for state aid under the
29 provisions of the constitution of the United States and the
30 constitution of the commonwealth- of Massachusetts.

31  (3) The amount of such annual apportionment for -
32 Massachusetts higlr school graduates enrolled at institutions
33 meketing the requirements of paragraph two of this section shall
34 be fixed in the annual appropriation for higher education by the
35 legislature, and shall be equal to three-quarters of the average
36 operating cost per student at comparable institutions of higher
37 educafion under direct commonwealth control. as determined by
38 the board of higher education. Each individual apportionment
39 credited'to a graduate of a Massachusetts high school shall be’
40 payable to the institution at which said student is enrolled.
4] providing the institution meets the conditions set out in
42 paragraph two. The individual apportionment of a student '
43 enrolled in a non-publicly sponsored institution shall not excced
44 the actual tuition charged by such ihstitution, the individual
45 apportionment of a student enrolled in a publicly sponsorcd
46 institution shall be incrased to cover the cost of education in
47 that institution, as determined by the board. The board shall
48 promulgate rules defining and classifying professional LdUCd[IOﬂ
49 for the purpose of this 5ecllon

50 (4) One-half of each such annual apportionment payable
51 pursuant to this section shall be paid on or before July tenth and
52 the balance on or before the tenth day of January.

53 (5) The board may promulgate regulationy requiring the
54 submission, by any institution mtcndmg to apply for appor-
55 tionments pursuanl'to this section, of reports in such form as
56 shall be satisfactory to the board. ’

57 (6) This act shdll take effect immediately.
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