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ABSTRACT ~ R : : S
.A taxonomy of all institutions of higher education

‘'was developed as a tool for analyzing the patterns of current

revenues and expenditures. The goal'vas to examine instfitutional
patterns simultaneously, exanlnlng them for the characteristics that
have the greatest influence in distinguishing institutionms fron each
other and then grouping institutions according to these
characteristics. Among the findings are that: (1) private

institutions revealed greater variation in financidl profiles than

public institutions; (2) that 32 groups of institutions fall into
five clusters, each dominated by one funding source (tuition,
endowment income, annual private giving, ,sponsored research revenues,
and state and local appropriations); and (3) on a "per FTE-student"
basis, federal student-aid grant revenues constituted 37 percent of
the total student-aid revenues of the private institutions in .
1972-73, while in public 1nst1tutions it represented 57 percent of
the total.
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This fepdrt was done $s'one_§art of a study

of the private septor“offhighe? ducation,
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carriéd oy under USOE CONTRACT '300-75-0375.
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HIGHLIGHTS | ~
[ . ) I ‘ ,,I ...' '\ ’ .
v " . Private institutions fGealed greater variation in financial profiles tham -
R public institutions. The computer analysis which grohpediinstitutioné according
N to theirysimilarities distributed private institutiops among 21 of the total 32
. *groups, and, public institutions were _concentrated in seven groups.. Four groups
- were "miked". "Because of the diversity of. the |financial profiles oy private insti-"
- tutions, nospecific public policy will have ‘uniform impact: * v o
. i ' . Ceat Y . ,

Sl e . : . ST
g The 32 groups of institutions of higher' education fall into‘five clusters,
eacp dominated by one, of the following revenue sources: (1) tuition,.(2)- endowment
income, (3) annual private giving, (4) spansored research revenues/expenditures,
(5) state and local appropriations. P IR )
e . Lo : . T
 Approximately 90% of private institutions and 947% of small private liberal
arts colleges fall into Clusters 1 and.3. Almost ‘half of the private institutions
of -higher education and almost half .of the spall private liberal arts colleges fall
into Cluster 1, . . . Tt ‘ : o .
' .Veiy few private institutions fall inta Clusters 2 and 4, having 81gnificént
proportidgs of revenues.from endowment income or sponsored research. There are 44
, . private institutions in the "endowment' cluster and 33 in the'"éponsored research"
/ cluster. ' :

] . ‘ ) : ) ‘
! : For all five clusters of institutions, student-aid expenditures per FTE stddent
exceededkstudent-agd revenues per FIE student. In private institutions, expendi-
' .tures exceeded réevénues by 56%; in-public-irdstitutions, expenditures exceeded reve-
nues by 32%. The hdditional_funds were channeled from other revenue spurces.
. ' 3 ‘ ‘
' In the 673 instifutions in Cluster 1 ("tuition-dependent'), student-aid ex- °
penditures exceeded student-aid revenues by an average of 167%,
.. o ’ ' ' '
On a "per FTE student" basis, federal student-aid grant revenues constituted
37% of the total student-aid revenues of private institutions in 1972-73. ' In public
institutions, these federal funds constituted 57% of tota; student-aid revenues.

i

° - )
Small priwvate liberal arts colleges: g I

s 1. pNearly half of the small private liberal arts collegee fall into Cluster
1 with high dependence on tuition revenue, and no sizeable annual giving, endowment
income, or government approﬁfL tions. Approximately one-half are in Cluster 3 with,
significant revenue proportions ¥rom annual prjivate giving. Only 13 small ptivate
liberal arts colleges’fall into t@gjtluster having a high proportion of endowment

income. - ,
]
- ;

- » 2. Public policy can asgist these institutions. having great dependence on
tuition and private giving by providing increased student aid at the federal and )
‘state level, and incredsed stimuli fol private giving through the federal tax laws. -
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“tool for analyzing the patterns.of curreqt fund  revenues .and expenditures,of in-

.‘r

been’to analyze the entire/y/nge of current’ fund revenues and expenditures fbr all

'greatest influence in distinguishin& the institutions from each‘other; and then

“ PURPOSE . .. = -

-— .
- . ) . ’" . \ -

This taxonomy of all instftutions of higher'education was' developed as a’

.
~ ¢

. . . - ~
stitutions. The goal of this effort, as distinguished from\o:he:\taxonomies, has

/

institutions simultanePusly, examining them for the characteristics which have the .

8, 4 - .
¢ A}

grouping the institutions together according to these simildrities ang differenc
The federal government has expressed concern for’the financial condition

Small private liberal arts colleges ahd interest in which steps might be amnsié

“ . —
to assist these colleges. The curreht. emphasis seems to be focused oh the delicate \

balance between revenues and expenditures that these institutiona must maintain in \

~ ]

.order to insure the continuat%in ofﬁthis segment of higher education.ﬁyhe havé in-, ) X

v
cluded ‘all institutions of higher education in this taxonomy,phowever, because thé \

significance of the financial characteriétics of the small private liberal arts col- |

( ¢ 'Al
leges is highligh ed when they are compared to other private institutions as well as - /
F ghlig f y j

to the public sector, We did not initially separate institutions into any groupa, f

either by control (publ1c, private), or academic programs (2-yr., 4 yr., uhiversity,

or Carmegie classificatjon)., Our concern was to examine existing financial patterns

first’, and then ‘other characteris&dcs\)s they related to the financigl 3escription.

A

’"\\ Analysis of the fipancial difficulties of the Private sector of<higher educa-

tion-en masse, d consideration of public policies to address these difficulties
2 maase, o

. 0y

as 1f private higher education were a monolith do not permit assessment of the
: 4 . . ¢ o

' C .

varying degree of impact which different policies would have on different types of

- _ / - .
institutions: In addition; althqugh those who routinmely work with‘highergeducatLOn :

4 ' . 7
data have a general sense of the dimensions and variety of revénue sources and
\ 1
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"gor precise analysis of

tio&ﬁ, shd the impact of existing and proposed public ‘policies cowsrd higher egucs;}on.

4
haed -
: .. 4
. )
‘; ¢ “ 4
N - i
H — _
i ; ’
I
) ‘ H -
5
r .
. )
R
Ve
.
-
- A .
L] -
. .
- - v
\
4 )
2L -
, >y .
. . -8
o] \
-
4
~J
’ \
/ -
. . N
» h [
S Py
-~ ] "
>
A
¢
\ .‘ L} .
- >
f, ~ . .
!
$ . ¢ ’ . ’
’ I
. e
’ o
) - 7 - : "
. ’ .
. - %
' . s, -
. , .
. TN s
8 ’ .
3 A *
. ¢ ” -
4
. 1{ d o
- £l
- - ; b 7 -] 1 [
- y .
E3 -




L e o METHODOLOGY . , . i

. Al h) N . . .
* Data Base Lo . h g . T .
) The.data base selected was the 1972-73 Higher Education General Information 17;%

- _Survey (HEGlS) financial %ape which was the latest'tspe,then available from‘the

U. S Office Gf Education, and the residence and migfation tape for the same year,
which supplies data on the numbers of students in a given inscitution who "are -

classified as . "indstate“ versus "out-of-state" The data file created therefore

included information'for each institution on current fund revenues and expenditures,.
.

“basic. enrollment data, and the numbers of: in-state vs. out-of-state students. .Rae -
- . ! H ’

. tibs of these data eleménts were then computed and added to the file, e B propor-J'
. ) )

»

tion. which tuition and required fees constitutes of educational\and general revenue'

v G

(E & G),-and the amount of tuition revenue perifull-time-eQuivalent student (FTE).

lThese tape files consequently.created a statistical profile for each institution of
higher educ%tion. j S B ” ’ vj " o
vAnalysis ( | - " "

e "Becausé of the complexity of the institutional statistical profiles, s prin- s

cipal c¢omponents analysis was used to reduce a set ofm§3 financial indices to a

‘;V: . ..‘ .., .

’" smaller set of derived measures. he data used in the principal componenﬁs analysis

¥ a i
'

of the data for each institution; that is,~tuftion as a pertent of‘,f

R R Y
not the aggregate amount of tuitiom revenue (see Attachment 2) "The
A 1
P ‘purpose of this decision was to avoid the bbvious outcome that the amount of the rer-'

3 ¢ - . o

venues and the size of the institutions are the primary distinguishing factors..

S

'E &G revenue'

i,

PN '::. Since the 53 variables introduced into the principa} components analysis in-x

P 3 ' .’“."

' cluded the basic current fund institutio?hl gcash fldw" categories, they reflected

. ‘Bgutcomes of earlier public policy decisicns 'in the_form of state and federal approgg

. N ; . ; ’ ‘ . . . . 1' L :
priated funds received by institutions, as well as private giving stimulated in . *°
g . R A . . . a-‘ .

.
! ot ¢ L N

»'  part by federal tax laws.® T,

; ‘ ' 4 e 4
N . . ‘ ) . A .
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~ Once the institutional profiles.had been "streamlined" by the principal

cdmpbnghtsﬁfnalysis, a cluster analyéis was used to create the taxonomy. Cluster
{ 9 - . ) " . -
analysis is’a method which groups objects (in this case, the institutions) accord-

ing to their degree of similarity with one anpther. Thirty-two grouqs of insti-

" tutions werefbroduced containing che‘universe of 2809 institutions which reported

) -

L. . v,

data on the HEGIS finance tape.
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.',,-" o : § ‘ s . .
: RESULTS | ’ T Ny

Results of Principal Cogponeuts Analysis
‘The principal components;analysis indicated that the variables which had .
the greatest effect in distinguishing institutions from each other were variables

related to sponsored reSearch The, six sponsored sresearch variables constituted

- . .
’ . \
.

* M"factor 1", - . ‘ «

!

. It is interesting that the second most influential groupiof‘variables'(con;v

stituting factor 2) was a bipolar factor, The relatively high tuition revenuges.
1ﬂ Z
* of private institutiouu and che relatively high state revenues of dublic inst&&p

tions produced combined positive/negative scores that differentiated among insti-

{ 3 g
tutions. . ' i & Q@\ '
) . o LY
A series of student- a1d ratios constituted the third most significant factorb \
: : ' W
in différentiating among institutions., The other- four of ‘the seven factors con ned
- : <
~ | = SN
" key.variables such as E & G revenues as g proportion ofgcurrent fund revepues, éﬁm;;
et 8
Y jxﬁ“‘? v
- - dowment income, and annual private gifts as percents of E&G revénues, qu statﬁy L -
o . . . .;'4&,‘,«" ,
appropriations per FTE student (see Attachment 3) _»“ Pt

% 5‘:\« K

It is signifieant that the key factors in distinguishing institutions from ' ?
- : ’dm
each other are primsfily revenues, not expenditures. It is evident therefore :

L.
the key factors in distinguiqhing institutiona of higher education from each otherf \i‘

ANt

are either directly or indirectly related to public policy. Most sponsored researc§v53

'is federa11y funded, a significant portion of student aid is either fqderaliy or o
v state funded, the federal tax laws. are a ma jor stimulus to the creation of endow- -
ments and to annual private'giving,_and state and/or local appropriati&;s are the

major'source of support to public institutions. '

] ?

+

i R : s




Results of Cluster Analysis ) A - ' . | "
. . [

The most obvious initial observations about the 32 groups were that almost -

-
.

‘

* all of the research institutions grouped together in separate grQrps, and that”be=

Y
-

ydnd that, ﬁublic and private institutions separated themselves into different
// BT

groups in the large majority of cases. Public institutions were conEentrated‘in

seven groups while private institutions revealed greater variation in financial
) characteristics by spreading among 21 groups. - Four groups were mixed.
, . N ’ . .

. ‘ ‘ll
Apart from the groups containing the research institutions (public an¢ pri-

; -

vate), one finds that the difference in 'stores" between the gréups containing public

as opposed to private institutions is the score on factor 2, dealing with revenue
: ~ i
'a sources. The negative score indicates a high percent of state appropriations as a

B~ o

proportion of'E & G revenue. Conversely, the groups containing private institutions
have positive scores,vindicating relatively hijh dependence upon tuition. The other

. factors which diétriﬁgte.the priYgte institutions into 21 gréups (in contrast to the .
<

homogeneity of the public groups), are principally student aid, endowment income, and
ST . : ‘
annual private giving, EOAY :

% N\ °




-fpscription of Clusters s C L

ol L e To simplify analysis, all 32 groups of" 1nstitutions can be consolidated into

five basic clusters with the following major characteristics~

, _ Cluster (1): Tuition is a high proportion'(ﬂean7value: 78%)'of;educational

and general, revenue (E & G); revenues from endowment , anpual private giving and
. , ' ' . ~ 7 I ¢

4
B -

N sponsQred research cong;itute low proportions This cluster includes almost‘half

A
" 1

(663) of all private institutions and almost half. (319) of the amall private liberal
{5" arts colleges (Carnegie code 3.1-3. 2) @ . '

14 L

n. : Cluster (2) Endowmentﬁgpvenue is above the national average proportion of -

i E & G revenue for all institutions (mean value: 48%). Tuition as a proportion of
"E & G, varies in this cluster from low to high;’annual'giving is a significant pro-
portion but is-not markedly above the average for—the.entire universe of institu-

tions, whereas endowment income is. his cluster includes approximatel?‘44 private

. institutions, of which 13 are small private liberal arts colleges.

Cluster (3): Revenue -resulting from. annudl private giving is a significant
percent of E & G revenue for this cluster (mean valye: 347) whereas endowment rev-

, enug}i; a low proportion and tuition is a low to moderate'percentage. This cluster'
'
includes approximately one-half of the private institutions and one half of the

\
small private liberal arts G;lleges

Cluster (4): Sponsored Research, primarily federal, constitutes a signifi-
cant proportion of E & G_revenues of these institutions (mean value: ‘2720,'anh
there is wide variation among annual giving, endowment revenue, and state appr0pria-,

tions (the latter primarily for medical schools and public institutions) There are
e 49 institutio in this group, of which two-thirds are private. h - .

.
8

A eﬁ‘,{'uv " Cluster (5\: Government Appropriations as a proportion of E & G revenue are

’

the predowinant/chracteristic of this cluster (mean value: 69%). fhese_are'pri-

1

fmarily stdte and local, not federal appropriations, and this cluster includes nearly
. . ' - . 4 ' - -

all of,the public institutions, 1259 (excluding principally the public research

EKC ,instj:itutions‘). _ ; , . 12 T

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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* " SELECTED SOURCES OF EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL REVENUES BY GROUPS OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
ST - ! | IR
— v - o . o . . )
o o - ' o ‘ | , Governmental
Vo - Teition and Fees/  Endowment/, 'Y Private Gi\ng/ Sponsored Research/  Appropriattons
’ CA B &GRevenues = &G Revenues, E &G Revenues - E &G Revenues . E§G Reverues
7 A g = ‘ | ’ — ” . H . yo— —
- | ‘ 'y
- " Yk . " e : ) " E '
: Tultion 78 R S In 2
(v = 673) S ‘ ‘ :
Cluster 2: Endoyment 20% W W . 1% SRV AN
" ) ) o A ' . ' ‘.‘_ \ . " : ”.‘.. . . ‘ | .
| ) ! . | ‘ o 0 v . ' .
Cluster 3: Privdte Giving 51 / SR S 3 o 07 AR
‘(N‘s 722)/ . ' . ".‘ ,"' "‘ .0 | '
J , d '.)” ' : 1
} ‘ | , ,

, . K '* ) ‘ . ‘ 3 ":\‘C:‘ ', . .' A, Lo
Cluster 4: Sponsored Research Iy LT b moo-on m e
- (N =z 49)' - \ . } ’ . . | \,‘ ' - I

1 " ) . . 8 N ' !
,v01uster 50 Governmental *'v'w’ 17/ o 0% 1% S N4 : 647.
| . Appropristions , ‘¥ | | o, o L
o= L3 T |
oo C ) . ‘.° ' .  - ' ‘
ALl Tnstitutions W0 W o no 3%
b P ‘ o RRES N
Public Institutions J Lok o cn | yiA 66%

. Private Institutions . 61y - /\?“/ \ w0y 2 LN |
e b L SN : -

ok . ‘ L Ay L
. Bach cluster of institutions can be described by one primary variahle within a factor. o

L.i

** N . ' .
_Institutions within Cluster 1 average 78 percent of their educational and general revenues from tuition and fee sources,
Education based on. HEGIS data for 92413, . ;!

oy ¢
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of the private institutions of higher education and almos't half of the small ‘ -

private liberal arts colleges) are strongly tuition-dependent,,and rece}ve,only
Jnodest revenues from other sources. That is, relative to their total E’& G rev-

‘ﬁﬂu} enues, they dounot rely. substantially on endowment, on large amounts of annual
'- : e ? \_ b
private giving, on federal, state, or local appropriations. Their basic financial -

. 1.
g support is almost totally from students who choose to attend their institutions.j;

’
-,’. - 0

This cluster contains seven ofrthe original 32 clusters, only one of which receives

. v S . . .
A 5 M B .
as much as 307ﬁof its revenues from .sources other than tuition. AETEE F)
4 . AW . L [ ‘ .‘
Cluster 2/ This cluster of inst tutions with endowments of sufficient R

aize to generate substaneial revenues is small, comprising: 44 institutions, 30%

2 S
JM» L s ' Lo
édkﬂwhich arersmall private liberal arts colleges., Even though institutions with ol

\ » L
sizeable endowments enjoy plural soyrces of revenue support and therefore have a

[
LR R
A

distinct financial advantage,‘because ‘of the limited return on msrket investments, f: .

8 must generAte -significant additional income through annuallgiving.

.,'

A Large ngup of institutions, comprising one-half of the: private o
. ) ~ ' N
L institutions, appear in Cluster 3 these inititutions' financial profiles are char-

acterized by a significant proportion of annual giving revenues. -
This &hird cluster is described as a single ewfity to facilitate an overview
K of policy issues. More specific policy implications emerge when the cluster is

broken down into smaller components, This cluster contdains 10 ,of the original 32
- tlusters produced by the computer cluster analysis. These 10 clusters were collapsed W
R by further computer analysis into three groups,'which we then,'for‘convenience, com~

"bined into one large group. The three groups have the following characteristics:

. . . ‘ . . . . . . ' -
. . N . L ) PR ] . . b ' ,
g ’ . -4 : : ;) LI
5P . ST . . . e e
v




(1), The first contains_the largest’number of institutions, 568. These in-

-

- 7" stitutions receive a significant proportion of their revenues from private giving

« % 3

(mean-Values: 12-50%) in cemmparison to the "tuition-dependent" d!uster 1 des-

A

ribed earlier, -and- they receive more student-3id revenues in proportion to'their
(Z

otal current fund revenues than those "tuition-dependent' ingtitutions, primarily

because of greater student-aid revenues from private giving.. Many of these insti-
3

tutions are church-related and°33 are” traditionally black colleges. ’ . '

-
3 - 1

(2) #he second group contains a smaller numbEr of institutions, llS, which
are also p{%m&rily churchfrelated. These institutions receive a much;higher per=-"
céntage of their E & G'revenues from'private_giving than otherninstitutions (mean -
values: 68 807) : ' 1: . -, | S ) | ”_
S .(3) The third group of 39 institutions receives a leaser but still signifi-

carnt proportion of E & G revenues from private giving (mean values: 23-477) but

| ;

its additional distinctive characteristic is very high student-aid revenues relative

= [

to those of other institutions. For these,fstudent-aid revenues constitute an'

average 17-26% of current fund revenues, \whereas the average for all institutions

7 -
P I

is°3. 6%. These institutions are again primarily church-telated and l8 are tra-’

X S
5

ditionally black colleges. The predominantly_whitevinstitutions_receive larggh
- . , 3
amounts of student-aid revenues primarily from private giving, whereas the tra- E
ditionally black institutions receive large'amounts of federal studerit assistance.

’

, . The tuition income of these institutions in Gluster 3 is thus supplemented
bv an additional source of revenue,:.and the tuition collected'p FTE tends to be <a -
’consequentlv lower than that of the‘institutions_in Clusteg lg/::vever, Clusters' 1
e and 3 rely heavilv on annual, support from either students, or students and alumpi.
- | -fRese institutions do not g%joy a variety of revenue sources to hélp protect them
— from cyciical#idverse economic circumstances which result in increased operating
costs, studeRt inability to pay “rising tuition rates, and alumni inability to increase

- [

3 . glving to compensate for cost increases.




. . » . . .
e . Co. . .

Clugter 4. The fourth cluster, char;;terized by\sponsored research reve-

nues a‘ a significant pqgrtion of E & G revenues, is small, comprising only 49 insti-

IR

tutions, of which 33 are private. These institutions have very specia%ized pfoblems,"

. in contrast to the rest of the .academic universe, inbmaintaining and refining thet

. - -

-/research capacity'as a national résource, while concur;ently educating undergradu--

ates, and undertaking specific-projects for, the federal government and other spon-

’

sors. Their financial needs should recelive specialized analysis beyoqd the scope

of this repart. Excluding the m;dical schools, pub&ic and private institutions fall

rd

into separate.subgrbups,within this cluster. The medical schools and other 1nstitu-f

tions in the cluster, predominantly public, averaged 18% of?their E&G réVenues-.

N -

. from sponsored'research. The public institutions' other éignificant revenue source

Y
.

.18 predictably gtate appropriations. Private institutions divide themselves into A

those which have significant endowment and annual giving, and those which do not.
‘ \

Only nine private institutions in this c1uster characterized by sponsored research *

[

had combined endowment/giving revenues pveraging 30% or more ot théir E & G budgets.

Apart‘from‘these few institutions, the3private institutions engaged in the nation's

”

research effort are primarily dependent on a combination of sponsored research.and

‘tuition revenues. Any significant diminntion therefore of federaltresearch appro- -

: _ L. : . ‘
priations would have marked impact on these institutions' finances.: .| B
. _ .- . ' g ) o
« . " Cluster 5.- The last cluﬂier, number 5, in which state and local government
E . ’ r .

apprggriations are the predominant characteristics, reflects a diminished proportion

"of tuition in E & G revenues. For these public institutions, tuition dveraged only
- , ¢ 4 )

v ’

20% of 'E & G revenues, whereas government appropriations constituted 697%.

.
N
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" Distributjgn of Types of Institutions T Y
~ . S

‘ R ] ' ﬁ\/ ,(..

Universit%es, four-year C°11eg:f, and two-year coileges'are distribuged - -
widely through all the five clusters, - C ' - . s

The Carnegie c1assification of inst1tutions of higher education dlassifies

o N : ! . Lo
v ) .
institutions by acaﬁedic-program* . v o - S
. 4 ‘ - 7 ' o ..' . \ - . ' v P .
g . : 1 . Number of -~
Type of Institution' Carnegie\class Number ~ - Institutions -
Research and Doctoral Granting . ‘ ;«L' . . !i-”f 177' -
Institutions ‘ . o - S N
. " Air I )
' “ -7 S, S A
Comprehenadve Institutions . . b3 ‘ o I 471" . oot '
. R e G Tr o ¥
Liberal Arts Colleges oy RS 3 S A e 726 -
L N w4 . . .
- . ..q: . " - ' .‘d’l- . . , Al
-Two-yean Colleges I R S . 1095
Specialized Institutions ¢ minaries, R A o ‘ 463 (. «
engfheering and art echools) i “'{-

There is only limited correlation between chese categories .and this taxonomy based

{;y -~

on current fund revenues and expenditures. Cluster 1, for. example with 1its high

reliance on tuition‘revenues, contains suhstantial numbers from all five Carnegie
.
classes. And.Cluster 5, with its high,pErcentage of revenue_from sponsored research

hasisignificant, representation £er'Carnegie classes 1, 2, and 5. - ' ‘e

. . . . t ¥
. Thus the financial profiles of institutions in terms of ratios .d
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Institutional Characteristics ' L‘\<\~ . \

Institutions with Enrollments under 1 OOO

b

In our datarbase univetSe of

Al

2 09 institutions there are approximately 1,100 institutions with head count en-

[P 4

A rollments under ¥9000

. P}

- These are yredominant}y private end arquoncedﬁrated in

SO “gluster 1 (the "tuitian"

H 1

uster) and Cluster ¥ {the "private giying” dluster)

' ‘in c uster*l (the. "tuition" c1uster) ‘and C%Es&er 3 (the "private giving" c1uster)
L} Te A m .

‘\

In-State vs. Out-¢f-State Students. The cluster with- the highest average'f
4)" + d . .

. percentage of in-state studants.(87%) is Cluter 5 ﬁhich is characterized by stéte -
_ ‘ . , . \ . \ i

appropriations as e‘major revenue source and contains the majority_of public'’insti-

tutions. The clusters with the~next'highest percentages of in-state students are

} the "private giving" and "sponsoredﬁresearch" c1usters, each averaging 66% and 587,
; respectively, %and the ."endowment" cluster with 46%.. - .

S

T

5Sing1e Sex Instituti ns. ging!e sex inst}tptions are’concentrated primarily :

*



S AR U S e . ‘o o b 4 : B e
T ! . meg3 .. ! T A
ot i ! ‘ A . ! . a ’ ' v
L AT W E e | ;
] INSTITUTION}\\L‘CHARACTERISTICS OF GROUPS OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER® EDUCATION
R ‘ ' ; : : N
R A 9713
- w . ) .
v . - : Percent with' - Percent with /.Percént with - Dercent
] ;o 3.lor 3.2, 0 enrollment of , ~ ‘single-gex in-state
: Carnegie Codes , -lesa than 1,000  institutions  students -
G’ L S ' . r
\ x v ' - \ B L
;'1.‘1 . Cluﬂ&er l.: TUitiDIl . . ! . ' 47% ' " 49% . | 14%' 560/: ": |
. =613 L R L ) : P A;& “
' o .' . Fﬂ* ) ) ‘:(M ‘ ) ‘.*:ﬁ . }
. Cluster 2: Endowment™ . . 30% . 89% 18
[ . R N - ' ' . a ' . ' ' :
| ( aa)l , X |
Cluster 3: Private Giving o ~467o . I 0% ‘
U e . o
' ; KN |. ‘ | * f 3 [ ' ‘ o ' ¥
- Cluster 4: Spensored Research _ Ok ) L
. (N =l;9 ‘ . ’ . . ' . Lot w
‘ C ! .")'"l K Q} / ' ‘ ) " ) : | 0w l ' i
- Cluster 5t Governméntal . 1 o u o .
BT Appropriatipns ' ‘ . N | v |
' ! :(N = 15321) . Lo ' ' ' ‘ vt r
\ L ? 't
. A i * N | . vt | . o
-+ All Ingtitutions - %& YA/ 15 I NGRS [ I
: 5000 N : , * ST
‘ ' ‘ ' . ' ‘ ' 5
, Publi; Institutions ; . NA 19% S 88%
f Private Institutions - : NA 64, ', 17% S bl
N - ! : A 3 ' 4 ‘- . , ; | \ ” A
v Each cluster of inatitutiona can be described by one primary varible within a factor. ,
Inetitutioqs withln Cluster l-gverage 56 percent of their studen§s from within the home sate, '
;. 23
. . ,




" Student Aid -, c I I
e . , s R A Y
/The two most notable aspects of the distribution—eof student aid among the

%&ve clusters of institutions are thg amountg of federal student aid and the size

of. the gap between student-aid revenues and expenditures.

Fedgral Student Aid, The federal student aid érant_amounts recorded,by the

- -

_ instiﬂutions on the 1972-73 HEGIS questionnaine inciuded:any'federal stﬁdent agsis-
[ ) .
_tance received which was classified as a’grant: qnd involved no work ‘or service.

[ | ,
Over half these grants, as recorded by thefﬁnstitutions, were awarded under one
.federal need-based undetgraduate program The rest of these grant funds were

awarded for gradudte or undergraduate study by acvariety of agencies and progr%ms

though the Natjonal Center for Educational Statistics informally estimates that a
)

Y

oy

.
Y
4

significant'pencentage of the remainder were prob bly at least partially need-based.’

,(Source' telephone conversation in Jan 1976 with Norman Brandt of NCES. )
. q _
During the academic year 1972- 73, the major £edet\} need based student- aid
. 4
grant program in operation was the Educational Qpportunity Grant (EOG) program,

since that time federal student assistance hgs increased in importance uith the in—

» :

troduction of the more comprehensive Basic &ducational Opportunity Prégram. The
?1 1,’ .o *

BOG however, and its successor, the SupplemEntél Education Grant (SEOG), are'ad-

&
"ministered by institutions in ‘contrast tdf
b L%
funds appear in the HEGIS revenuesTExpenditures statistics fdr eachl\hstitution ~

=

whereas BEOG funds do ‘not. Even though EOG‘funds did not represent all federal

the Bgﬁb program, and 'the EOG/SEOG grant

¥ B ' . ) .
changed'slightly 8ince 1972-73- the re1ativeidra§};butionfof federal student aid

gra&t funds ataxhat time 1is a usefuy rough index f#om which one can Judge the like-
lihood that. various groups of . institutioga\qill receive federal need based aid in
"4'- ’

the future. - ' ‘ -24 I . =

2

L2 p " -
student aid grant funds, and even thoudﬁ the criteria for institution awards have 4 - ,



.nues per FTE ‘student is only the 4th of these six in atatistical'significance.'3,
From the institutional point of view, a major consider&tion ia the’ proportion -

: which the fedé?al EOG program constituted in 1972 73 of the total student aid reve- .
" ./
nues of the- in8titutions.. For all institutions, public and’private, federal stu-

ft /ﬁent—aid grant revenues averaged 41% of the institutions tota1 atudent-aid reve-" .f

~ I"

.
nues per FIE student--for gublic institutions, the national average was 57%, and

.

for grivate institutions federal aid accounted for 371 of the“per student revenues.

Other squrces ofastudent-aid-revenues are, of course, endowment-income, private

PR

giving, and state and local appropriations which have been degignated for student :
~assistance purposes. L . - .

. N/l . - . B
Of the 673 institutions in Cluster 1 ("tuition-dependent"), aimost one-half

Y ' .

'private institutions of 37%. Since aid to stuaents may reenter institution
counts as tuition revenues, those institutions heavily dependent or

.strong concern for student-aid revenue. In spite of this tuition dependence, the
( o -

_therefore, federal student aid constitutes A very low prOportion”of total student—

" i

7 eid revenuEh' since seminaries are ‘graduate institutions, their st6dents are not -

T

'_g eligible £or EOG/SEOG awards. These subgroups, as well aa the nstitutions 1n

‘Q




R IR _ 18

._' .. .\ -‘ . , , @'z}

\ - . ‘1 . . . l '.‘ " ’0 —-
' ‘;‘_Cfuster'Z kwith large endowments), receive significant proportions of their stu-

s "

dent aid from\private giving and endowment income, respectively. : L -~

-

C : : Cluster 3 contains, however, not only these subgroups receiving low propor-

tions of federal student ald, but also several subgroups receiving substantial
- amqpnts of federal student aid, these subgroups contain seversgl private t;adltion-

’

-Q
ally black colleges which are also often church-related For gxample, “the national

average of~ federal student aid grant revenue per. FTE student in private institutions oo
-4
, was $65 in cdntrast, institutions in one subgroup under Cluster 3 averaged $671 .

" per FTE ,8tudent, and federal grants comprised 72% of tﬂat subgrOup s student-aid

revenues. Ten out of the 17 institutions in this subgroup are traditionally black

+

.colleges. This subgroup also received a substantial amount of student .aid from pri-
. - ¥ .

vate. giving, however, 1t should be noted that” the low-income levels of a high pro-

portiOn of students in the traditionally black.colleges necessitate large amounts

L

of student aid to enable the students to attend and to pay the tuition.
To assist these students in meeting this need, public and private black
A\
colleges in 1974-75 received 6 8% of the Office of Education need based student

l sid (BEOG SEOG' CWS NDSL)-~over $100 million. 'Their ownvinstitutional resources

¢ are meager, in comparison, on1y l% of the tuition remissions and waivers were given

7

- _at the’ black colleges. Federal student ‘ald 18 thus a vital source of student'aid

.}fv 1 for7the traditionall//{lack institutions. (Source: 1975 survey of s tudent aid,
by the ACE Higher Education ‘Panel, funded by USOE.) : " )

. ]{"_}~ Student Aid Deficit. Many institutions Channel educational and general reve-‘,{

'
»

nues 'to. student aid expenditures, for all five clusters of institutions, student- aid

*
.-

expenditures per FTE student exceed s8tudent-ald revenues per FIE: student. The na-

tional average proportion by which student aid expenditures per. FTE ‘student . exceeded

n

f Btddent-aid revenues per FTE student in 1972 73 was 50% - For private institutions

,_.1g;;the:average,was 56%, and*for public insditutions, 32%. ' :
A L ~ K ' e

r 26 .
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2.6

,.The 673 institutions in Cluster 1 were dependent on tuition revenue for 781'T
1 - S

-

| of their B & G, yet this group of institutions sﬁent, on an average 167% more per

FTE student for student ‘aid than they received in student=aid revenues.

- Ak

Policy Igplications of Student-Aid Deficits. The group of 673 institutions N

in Cluster 1 as mentioned before, comprises almost a ‘quarter of American higher

, :
education and almost half of private higher education institutions. They educate'

‘

predominantly in-state students but a’ significant proportion of their students come

* from other states.. Since they do not have significant revenue sources other than

tuition, all external studenc-aid funds, even if. grossly inadequate, are important

o,

" to the institutions. 1f the existing external studene-aid funds were reduced, the

167% student-aid deficit would rise, cutting further into educational revenu
.',_), R
- Por schools with enrollment under 1,000, any student—aid reductions would be par-

ticularly traumatic, ‘since any reduction which caused enrollment. decreases would
- have even greater revenue impact_on a small institution than on a 1arger;institut-
- tion. Increases in student aid, whether from federal, state, or private sources,

would at least bringzthese'institutions,closer to the national average student—aid

« deficit. ¥ . o o . S ) -




L TABLE ¢
STUDENI alD CHARACTERISTICS OF: GROUPS OF INSTITUTIONS OF .. 4HNR EDUCATION

[

S . 1972-3

p " l “ .
n . K . ¢

Percent Difference Betyeen

. . ~ Total Student Aid Revenues | Fedleral‘sftud_ent Ald Revenues per FIE/ P
’ v ‘ and Expenditures per FIE Tptal Student Ald Revenues per FIE .
. . & - S ok | | ) . . “ 0
. Cluster 1: - Tuition | | I67Z. AR ' S 35
- (N = 673). o o -
. o * , ' \ R .
~*Cluster 2: Endowment : wh . b
(N = 44) '
. . [ } * f B I ] ‘ . ‘ .
* . Cluster 3s' Private Giving - 63% . : I P |
Y N N - . ’ A |
L] ] , ‘ * ' ' v . ) .F . ' .
Cluster 4: Spomsored Research 113 ' ; C 30
: =) T
. . L
Cluster 5: Governmental . 19% A . ' 56%
Appropriations O 2;‘
o=l '
j
ALL Tnstitutions | ' 0 ) | 413
28 public Institupions o o _' | )/ 99
Private Institutions “ oo “ ‘ B I

}

Each cluster of mstltutmns can be described by one primary vanable vithin a factor.
Instltutions wlthm Cluster | spend 1677%more per FIE in student aid than they receive, -

Sou;ces: Policy Analysis Service, American Council on Education based on HEGIS data for 1972-73. .

o
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w into CIuster 1 characterized by tuition revenue as an. average

I

~ u,v

- on tuition but no significant endowment income .
. '. - . )r . R . v
R i ,3‘ . Only 13 institutions fall int'o. the clus;ter
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‘ , ~ 4 ‘ ‘The ACE/UCLA sample survey of first time full-time freshmen for 1974 in-

dicated that in the majority of small private li‘béral arts colleges, 27‘1, of the

', firstetime f 11-time freshmen came from familiﬁs&dﬁking les,s thsn SIQ 000 Thus,

.

high tuition necessary in these institutions having no public su'.'_s.idy is & hardship
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| ' W o _
Poliey Implications for the Small Liberal Arts Colleges
) : i

Approximately one-half of thebe had head count enrollments of 1,000 and un- i

.w,

>
l

/ P,
der;'the‘great majority have enrollments under 2 500._ Recént cgpe studies indicate

that support costs per student are higher for those'instituti‘
o N ..

. enrollments of 1,000 than those- with 2, 500. (Parker, Norman ?-”‘A Study of the

,‘” Sugport gpgrations of Indepgndent Liberal Arts Colleges. Academy for Educational

ﬁevelopment 1975 ) Thus the smalleg inatituti:ns are already under an inherent fi-.

J. nanoial dtsadvantage regarding supporn costs because of their small size. It is T‘_ -

. i

-,;,v and further inpteasing these support costs. Howard Bowen notes that private giving

,L,' - revenues have inctgased more than total’ revenues between l97l and 1974 but that

'A -’a ,1

igw S ,this trend mAy“be a sign of’weakness. "It means- that institutions were required to
"). /.’.l'v':"-. \ fog {\ ,. .
. carry on eonstant campaigns for current support ‘at a heavy cost in admintstrative
LA s

S time and energy, . d itvmeans that gifts which in'better timeg would have been addeq

_ \“ - to endowment or invested in plant&were now spent to balance the operating budget ."

E}
K i

J*_)“' (Bowen, Howard R. and W, John Minter. Private . gher Education, Firg_,Annual Report

S t

i 7 com Gars Washington, Assogt\tiou of American Colleges, 1975mf . n -
RS . ' LI v
A small institution, therefore dependent on tuition or a combination of

¥

v lgw, tu1tion and private giving, needs student aid and cax incentives which will rein-

. i Q i 3 1 )
N v S ! ' ‘l

fk.' forde its recruiting and fund raising ejfbrts.f Intensification of these efforts

o will not substitute for this emternal help. i 'hufﬁw'?‘ﬁl »”t-- '-ﬁn

Increases in student~aid revenues, to assist students in paying higher tuition

f}‘ reaulti:g from inflation, could come from federal, state or private sOurces. In-ﬂ”/}l

f{-. ' stitutions already receiving sighificant percentages of their student aid revendesi
ftom private giving may have an advantage in tapping those sources further, but

\\'

with inflation/recession’:rends affecting peraonal spending, one cannot assume this.l

o7
o, e -
. -, . i » u
R - . .
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-'Those- instituciOns which are SCrongly Cuicion-dependenc have even greatert need -

.-
>

_for new (\i:u:i from public. policy to. increase studenc—aid revenues; the range of

P ~
. “

L ppcions inc ff federal and state increased appropriations, changes in»federal'

';\;fﬂ qnﬁV;Z:}e programs to cover a broagpr student income speccrum, and mddificacioﬁ\

.

in federal tax: laws to scimulace giving from a broader seguent of society
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" Puture Action - B B T

ThezPolicy Analysis Service has summariéed-the nature' of the c1usters.for;

public policy purp0ses, with special attention to the small private liberal arts-

A

colleges. we will, in addition, after the comp1etion of this contract be per-"

.

forming further analysis on dhese clusters to examine in greater dgpth their fi-

nancial and various academic characteriatics. we wi11 keep the U. S Office of

. V ' /- lﬁ” - .
>Bd\:}tion advised of the results of mhis analysis directed toward a greatqr com=

\

prehension of the relationship between institutional sources of support, public

policy, and academic programs’.

' ’
- Since computer programs have been developed in the course of this contract.

4 L $

which will perform cluster analysis on the universe of higher education institu-'

tiona, it Ls posaible for policy analysts and researchers to perform the same. type
L4

- of analysis which was done underlthis contract using more recent data or completely:

&

d ferent variables. The applications of’cluster analysis are not limited to;fi-

'nancial data since any data on.the institutions could be processed by these pro-‘

' grams The c1uster analysis computer programs were written to run on a Xerox

compufer, but within two months ACE will have made the slight modﬁfications neces-

i o+

sary for it to run on an. IBM 370 and we will make listings of the pregrams avail-

%

able to those interested we will also supply 1istings of the present programs as. '

'?

part offthe final report of this contract and'listings of-the programs as modified '
to run on an IBM %]0 computer after we ‘have completed that work..

- Because of the changing nature of the HEGIS. questipnnaire, and the extensive
changes made for the Fiscal Year 1975 questionnaire, it is not possible to repeat

.this same cluater analysis with comp1ete1y comparable data except for Fiscal Years S
- ‘.4 ‘) # e T ¢

1971 74 "There are, however, sufficient similaritiea between data collected'in the

B Y A - o )
ST e T T ¢



' HBGIS system from year to year to make subsequent analyses like this one relevant,

fparticularly bn ue sources (tuition, private giving, endoment income, govern-
£
ment apprOpriations The ne 'tegories introduced in FY. 75 differentiating rE- .

'stricted from unrestricted funds for these. various revenue. sources ‘may provide

~useful new distinctions and insights into institutional finance.

a ™S

v
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX

~ Principal Components Anelysis

4

I . c ' X ‘ ' :
“. Existing taxonomies of institutions of higher education arg primarily a '

P griorifclaSsification schemes which wire constructed rationally. We*désired an

Loy - empirical taxonomy, i.e., one which rises througﬁ the systematic evaluation of data

4

- .collected about each institution. Because of ,the complexity of the 1nst1tutiona1

statistical profiles, principai components analysisg?as used t reduce the set of

-2

over fif€§ffinancia1‘indices to a smaller set of derived measures. Once this was -

done, eacn institution could be represented by, for example,

. '

by factor-scoring each 1nst1tution in terms of the new measures.-

1f a dozen measures

7

* The data used in the principal components analysis were'the ratios of the
data for each institution, that 1s, tuition as a’ proportion of EAG revenue nom

\ . . . v )

the aggregate amount of tuition revenue.. A generalized softyare package-«§tatisri

. -} ' -
’ cal Package for the Social Sciences--was used to develop the necessary computer .,
runs: V4 . t . ¢ P w=h . -
“NpT
re.
, ) B
o ¥ T
’ re :'."'lt‘ : W
4 . -
. ' &
\
° = “ . .
L _L R .
. » N
&y )
. - ! i ¢ { N
( . . ‘
4 Y " i ° : ’ - ‘\
1 . ) \/ -
q
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. ‘Resuits of Principal Com.oneﬁté Analysis
i} R T " C 3 .
ot .. The principal components analysis produced as list of the 14 factors account- -

:j iﬁgﬁfor 78%lof;theuvar1§hce‘among institutiong. These 14 prinéipalbéompbﬁenfs.
‘waéte tpfﬁted using ;he;norméliée% v&rimax’rqfation'me6ﬁ§§ &nd“the sevgﬁ larggsé
‘f?rqtated factors were “thosen fog-the.next step ;n tﬁefhevéiopmént of the'é;xonom;f
L T;e ?naly;is had revealed that }hese seven fagthrs aééohnted ;ér 57% of tﬁé.cumu-
o lative variance. A S ‘ | 4‘ ) ' .

Y

) " . Y . o
The principal components analysis indi'cated that the variables which had the

o——

greatest effect in distinguishing‘1nbt1tutions from each other were variables re-
- - . : v . )

N

-lated to sponsored research. The six sponsored research variabiqp constituted

bty

e *"factor 1", and each institution was rated on the extent to which it is differenti-

ated from QEher institutions in terms of this characteristic, ."Faqtor 1" accounted

[y

for 18% of the vqgiahcg‘amoné institutions. ) ‘

Y

It is. interesting that the second most influential group of variables, con-

stituting factor 2, was a bipolar factor relating to income derived from tuition vs.

8 N -

state appropriation sources.~ The statistical influence of these sources of income
scores 1Q“differehtiat1n§ amongﬂinstitutions'qu second only to sponsored research,

and accounted for 14,5% of the variance. .

A series of student-aid ratios constituted-the third most signif}cant factor

e

« " 4id differentiating among institutions (6 /6% of the variancé); the variables having

i the mds§ influence in an {nstitution's score were ratios of total student aid from . -

\
. a

all sources, e.g., total student aid as a proportion of total current fund revenues

—t

(not E & G revenues, since student-aid revenues are separate from E & G revenugs 

~.

_in HBGIS).J'Federal student—hidlrevénue per FIE was 1 of the 5 variables making up
3 : . ’ o T~

this factor, but not the most dominant one, and therefore, not having as much Qeight

A :
. . . . : v “
in distinguishing among institutions as several of the others in the factor.

36
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~The other four of the seven facto
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/

fund revenues, endowment inc

4

Wf éqncained key vé:iablés such as E& 3
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There are many clusteting techniques, but.on1y~ﬁyt,.the so-called K-means"

analysis will allow the clustering of the large numbet of schools in our popult-
tion. This technique however, requires’ the analyst toﬁspecify&the number of '55
. 4" \' .
.clusters in advance Since ‘we had no clear idea of how many clusters would be ~,ﬁf

fspecified it'was decided tb employ one’ of the other‘clustering methods with 8

"random sample of schools in order to arrive at some estimate of the number of .

clusters. . o o ,ﬁ'l,;; '17ng ‘ 'if-'“ \

The method/chosen for this preliminary clustering was a hiersrchial method-»

developed by Ward (Ward, J. H s JX. Hierarchialigrou ing to optimize an objec-_”ﬁ”s%

tive function. Journal of the American Statistical'Association, 58: 236 244 fff;; :ﬁ

1963 ) This technique begins by considering each institution as a clustet of one,
¥ ) 9. '.; X
and by using a distance measure of similarity, it eeks those two institutions '

; .'/
the profiles of which are most similar, placing them into the same cluster. After jj -

~

the number of, clusters has been rteduced by one,: the two most similar remaining

clusters are collapsed this collapsing process continuing until all schools are.

in one cluster. Thus,ra logical hierarchy or tree of clust rs is produced and '
-ur .

the only decision facing the investigator concerns the question of which level of

el

the hierarchy to use. 0bviously, one would wigh to choose a*level containing fewer

) clusters than institutions, but certainly One containing more than one cluster.

'This decfsion is facilitated using an exror, function which gives an indication

FARS ,”' B ) '~

.of how homogeneous the cluster are; as the number of clusters decrease they be--

’

come more hetetrogeneous. At s level of the hierarchy7this'error function typically?

LA \ . ' . Lo
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5fahows a steep fiao, ‘and 1t
mediately preceding this jn
i;aadom sample of 1nst1tuth
a-abe uaed in the final state

.‘The final taxé*omy1
“ﬁga achieved by uaing the]
, _prio: apecification of~the
:;a.p}eiiminary or trial pro
_computed and the classific
cluster memberships 80 th

ok

lc;ceutroida atabilize to bec
’ }iandAexhauat£ve taxonomy of
identified by the average
This deacription of
.by Dr. Charles E. Rice, Aa
"veraity, under whose guida
the'aie?ardhéal grouping;

of a p:eéramﬂsdpﬁligd by I

1

. o
~ institutrions was developed




e an estimate'of the number of cluste,vg:

’ . -

ysis.v/;" fﬁ:;ﬂ

ed. Invariably there is some ehifting of.f?

repeated gntil the cluster memberships and
1 taxonomy. We chen hsve a mutuslly exclusi"

.8}. The typical member of each cluster is

’

1€ for that cluster. ) i ';gff Eﬁ,lln
dbgy has been adapted from material supplied
essor- of‘Psychology; George Washington Uni-
nowmy was developed. The gomputerﬁprogram for
Lterrnstitntional distances, was a modification’
K-means olustering program handling 2,000

: Qhe'kéE Division of Educaripnal Statistics

:ager.and Clay Henderson. -




_l;g 1_0_;1 gor the cO]\.'laJ;A of 32 Clusters ‘to 5 o ' L !
;ﬂb produced in“his taxonomy 32 elusters of institutions to.- insutre adequate L
ldiffe entiation between types of institutions. For the purpose “of. this report ‘we
'ave collapsed these 32 c1usters into 5 "super clusters" in order to summarize the'
po'licy implications. This collapsing process involved both‘)computer analysis and ‘
-human judgment. The computer-based phase of this reduction involved the use, once |
B again, of‘the'hierarchicaL method. The 32 c1uster cehtroids, derived from the K'.‘i

means analysis, were subjected to_this taxonomic routine producing the fewer num-{,S"

‘bers of collapged clusters. e | P e
This final computer-produced -grouping which w’e':"use'd as: our base constis_ted

of 9 clusters. Three are identical to‘three of our ,five "super clusters'_!, nu_mhen 5

(‘v'state a'ppropriations")_ 2 ("endowment™) and 1 ""::uition"). ."ci'ea‘t.:fdour clus‘.

"ter 3 ("private giving“) by combining three clusters produced by the computer.

¥

One was a large BT up chmrized by private giving as a significant proportion

of E & G revenue vy in another maller group, private giving was an extremely_ high

proportion, and in the ‘third, student-aid inE:ome from private giv@md federal

.sources was a high proportion.

a2

We -created our Cluster % from the rema‘ining three clusters which were a11 _

o
.a- .
ron . *

' characterized by.sponsored-research as a significant proportion of E & G rev_enues. :

'rhe'se" three c6mputer':produce'd ,‘clusters contained' onl ' 49 'instituti“éti‘s .and had re"‘-

mained separate even frdux ch other,"“-indicating th

Year difference not only be- -

) Aoy,

\ ’ .o . ““15"5:
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Cumiilative L  : :
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. ‘Révenues .
R 'i'wﬂ B Ty
il Types of Institutions -~
vl-’Total .Public Private

X

,SZ-r g75;62' Educational and Gcnaral Rcvenuas / Totnl gurrent Funds -

' Grand . ‘roul S

[

Studont Aid Grantl‘- Total /. Iotal Currint Punds Revenues -

- ) Grand Totnl
| .81' T Mnjor Service Programn / Total Current Eunda Ravenues - 4
- Grand Total niee

"AO.ii_‘~17.5%-f' 60.9% fqition and Fees / Eduéationnl and Goneral Revenuea - Totaiw.'

’5'33341 66,37% | 3.2% Governmantal Appropriatiogs
Y Revenues - Total o - R A .
2.8% 3.6% 2.17% Govqrnmcntal Appropriationa - Federal Government / Educa- K
S " o ‘ tionpl and General quenuea - Total ‘f_;'u : ”EP S
e, . . ‘ -

2.6% - 1% h.8%
K s . ket '
R . SN | A S 1

l.6% 1.6% 1%

Sponlbred Rhaeaich A
Genera] nzvehuca g

Sponaored Ronearch'
General szenuen -t

\’

o

Other Sponsored Programs.
,and General Rewenues -

‘Student Qid Gruntl - s:a;e,_ﬂ,hﬂ’;f
“Total , L

L ¥
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".,'_ . ‘:.-':y: . i A - .
. . Types of Institutions. .” o : f e SRR
"Total = Public Private Variable Name e F YA TN

r—— ——— VS o - . ¢ hlly

e 6.Th 1.6% 11.4% Student Aid Grsnts’- Endowment Income / Student Ald: Grsnts-~
= Total ] 'q' e ,:c. . .

1 .
:119% . 2.5% Li4% . Major Service Programs - Hospitsls / Major Service Pro-

grams - Total g& P . e "gi;
- ' ‘ T

49;42 ”‘32.51 65.0% Auxiliary. Enterprises - Housing snd Food Services’ /
: o Auxiliary Enterprises - Total

: } L rs N - _“ S - o S
Expenditures : . ' I L : Tw s . .
S : S vt : N s T

Lo 77.2% 80.8% L73.9% ‘Educational and General Expenditures « Total / Current :
T SRR ' L Funds Expenditures --Grand Total : I TR

2. . 4

5.2% . 3.0% 7.9
P ' v ) Total e \.‘ ; ol ‘.v N o
\';1 .‘;81 ' ;§Z*'v' 9% Major Service Programs - Total / Current Fund& Expendi- "
o LT e ' o tures - Grand tdl . K F. . , _» 3
.Li46.6%‘ 50.2% t’wﬁaxz B Instruction snd D¢ psrtmentsl Resesrch / Educstional snd
E S o Genersl Expenditures - Totsl . o

. -, 1.5% d”_l.3z :1.6%, . Orgsnized Activities Related to Educstional Departments 1.
L s o .Educstional and General Expenditures - Totsl . o "
) "LSQJ&iibiﬁ,, Sponsored Resesrch 1 Educstional snd Genersl Expenditures -
' PRSI R Vel 1 4,":’:-_.;. ‘i‘.'-l Total e . , .

: 3.21 4.2% . 2. ,}‘cher Sponaorea Frogrsms / EducstionsI pnd General zx~

. . “'penditures - Totel . o

4 SZ A A 5.2% | Librsries / Educstionsl snd Generel Expenditures_- Totsl o

SR I

12 OZ 10:6%-5 . 13:4% - Physical Plant Mdintensnce snd Operstion / Educstionsl
. ) c snd'General Expenditures - Totsl : .
31 or

kN

o, '25.017 18.4% . Other Educstional snd Gsnersl / Educational and General

Expenditures - Totsl

1.9%  2.5% : 1.41' : Msjor Service Programs - Other Service Programs / Msjor
' ‘ Service Progrsms - Total ;f.« R -~

3&46.52"(32.02; . 63.6%° ;-' Auxiliary Enterprises - Housinﬁ "and Food Services /.-~ .
e T D Auxiliary Enterpriseq - Tbts B s :
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T o 3 - ., : { : b
P ! . '
7“:} SELBCTED VARIABLES FROM THE HEGIS. RESIDENCE AND MIGRATION SURVEY FOR FALL 1972
";._‘; T .~ USED IN PRINCLPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSTS
T _ - ' i
- _.-,' \__~_, ) _ . . - l_’ t
ﬁ Mean Values’ for o oL, ST } S
C A . % . K
Iypes of Institutions o : : ‘ '
;'H'Total Public Private . P L, . ‘
v ,_7;..31 88.1% © - 60.7%. 41, In-stste Students / Total Students .
;v_;*.éo;dl - 4.8% 34.0% ' Tital Out-of-state Students / Total Students
b .:‘.\. .., , L A . \ . ... -;.'-. - ) . - 4 Qf ~..,v\ ]
' 'H~,Note£ Residence and migration data\are gnly available on students who V&re en- %
Tﬂ. o1led in fésident dagreé cre&it‘programs. Therefore, the ratios “formed
- . \he two varisbles‘listed sbove will not apply to students enrolled
...... SELECTED VARIAB
B : . . ‘ o o D
ASHBEYEEEEQ I :xf : o Ce g ','{j~if3 C | %ﬁ:
e - .o ) A . o ’
.+  Mean Values for " .. o

o Types of Institutions o : L , R s o
NN Total Public ‘ Private' yariable R : e P S ' o ff

T $871. $ 291 g .$l,402;a Tuition and Fees / Total Students - Full-time Equivalent T

\

-$622 $l 144 $.‘l44 Goverpment Appropriations - Total / Total Students -
: S ’ Full time Equivalent o e

-8 %2 $ 65 . $ 77 Government Appropriations - 'Federal Government / Total
o . ;- Studenus = Full-time Equivalent

.$475 . § 924 GSI‘ 64F. Government Appropriations - State/Government / Total .
- ' ' Students - ‘Full-time Equivalent i

‘“3103 812 ; $ 3187 f.. Endowment Income / Total Students - Full-time Equivalent

$
.$340 ‘$ ' l?, " S 656 Private Gifts / Total Students - Fufl-time Enulvalen
S L

Tre

. : ke TN '- '
, 128 - § 112 - Sponsored Research - Total / Total Students - Full-time
: RS Equivalent. . .

e Sle"é‘S.SIOQJ N $- 102 »A Sponsored stesrch - Federal Government / Total Students -
e Full-time Equivalent ‘

Fff;fﬂﬁzﬁﬁfh' $ﬁQ319':ﬁ‘g§f‘535, yﬂ‘ Sponsored Reaesrch - Nongovernmentﬂ’/{'rotal St dents -
T I A A }?ull-time Bquivalent = . '

N - LS '
) 3 .
6" . R . . .
- S e e . . . .. . Lo ”.
Q ‘ ) o ,;. e . ;. e, 4 4 ) . . ) ] C
: . i . . H . i - .
- . . « . . . - . ' .y
ERIC .. ;. . & T , o >
r K . ) . \, i L ‘ ! '." oy . Y : ¢ . Do " ¢ RS
FullText Provds ic oL L PR R L A L S . ' ‘. . » . o e R
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‘Types of Inatitutione e
© .« Total Public  Private-, ‘Variable' a
\' . . ’-_ ‘ . \ »
$120 $ 56 $ l78L’/\Student Ald Grants - Total / Total Students .-, Pull-
S ’ s time Equivalent
$ 49 §. 32 $ 65 Student Aid Grants - Federal vaernment / Total Studentl -
L Full-time Equivalent - w;”
$ 16 $ 13 $ 19 Student Aid Grants - Sbate Government / Total Sthdenta -
T Full-time Equivalent = . °
'$ 28 ° $ 8 $ 46 - Student Aid Grantl - Private Gifts and anta-]iIetal
‘ - Students‘~ Full-time Equivelent BRI A
$16° § 1 ' $ 29 Student’ Aid Crants - Endowment Ineome~/ Total stuhenta -
‘ - Y R " Full-time Equivalent
Expenditures - : el ";
§991 - § 859 ;i $1,112 Instruction and Departmental Reuea4ch'/ Total Stu@entav- o
PO ' : fﬁfﬁ Full-time Equivalent R C "‘
. . o N R B ,._‘/ ‘
'$118 - §$ - 127 $ 109 Sponaored Research / Total Studqzta Full time Equivalent
. . L . -
$117 § \ $ 149 Libraries / Total Studenta - Full-time Equivalent
o N
$300 $ 203 . $§ 389 _ Physical Plant Maintenance and Operation / Total Studente -0
. . . . Fulle time Equivalent o , -
l',-..;- .A ',.-:: . N ‘ T ..', . . l: E
wow. §573 8 336§ 790" m;Other Educational and General / Total ?tudenta - Full-time
:.' ‘. . ":' “ ' : B S Equiv&lent ! ' . : '
§180.° S - 74 § 277 tudent Atd Granta / Total. Stuﬂents - Full time. Equivalent
& 'L \'.
i R o

.
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AR A\\\;; =", ATTACHMENT 3
T o T
“ T él‘-’- ‘ C ©
“ ‘ g - ¢
T l?;ctof 1 G' Sponaored Reaearch B ) . | | f; ’

dif'. "“Variables: *Sponaored Reaearch Total / Educational and General Revenues - Total

: . Q*Spdnaored Reaearch - Federal Governnent / EdueatTonal and General._
i - ‘Revenues = Total : ' o - '
*Sponsored Reaearch / Educational and General Expenditures'ﬁjiotal
Sponsored - Reaearch f Tota1 (Revenues) / Total Stuwénts - Fullltime
quivalent B - ,nh.w. 7ﬂ.ﬂ3{* : :
: , Sponsored Research = Federal Government (Revenmea) / To Studenta -
" . Full-time Eduivalent w,ﬁ-,; . DA
5’,‘.:-_;1 ¢ . 7‘ i \'-r

- Sponsored Reeearch (Expenditures) / Total Students - Full-time g\.‘

Equivalent _g;
Factor 2 5
Variables: Total. In-atate Students / Tota1 Studenta S “.A : ? i‘ o
Py _ «
8 Governmental 'ppropriations - Total / Educational and General
" Revenues' Tofal’ . ' _ .
’Governmental Appropriationa - State Government / Education;& and
. General Revenues - Total ‘_;, L
Totai Out-of-state Studenta / Total. 'i’ T

. Wl

Factor 3 Student Aid %3"wf

'W:QI; ”f 7 Student Kid Granta‘/ Currengnfunde Expenditurea - Grand Total

. _Student Aid Grants - Total evenuaa) / Tota1 Students - Full-time fﬁ

< S . Equivalent E ;} ,'_ ".'. o ' e (’ P

,” fﬂE;;r ‘x;d,i R tudent Aid Granta - Federal‘Government ( evenues) / Tota1 Studenta'- F

kX R AT Ty :: o .

o ff & Student Aid Granta (Expenditurea) / Total Studenta - Fu11 time Equivala
..4.,, } m Cir . , i . '.. : ' o ) -

“'_ *Variablel which were molt heavily weighted by the principal componenta analyaia.'

1./r'r
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' Variablas: *!ducational and General Re'venuee / T 1 Current Funde Revenuee - -

- Graud Total. _ N

Educational and General, Expenditures - Total / Cutreﬁt Funde Ex- RN
pendituree = Grand Total :

"_*7: . -, Instruction and Depettmental Research / Educationel end General -
& » Expendituree = Total p . X
C . . ,(‘3“?: o ) e
' --Bactor S . Endowment Income Comn : N
[ . e - : /’.’1'::' : v g
Variables: *Endowment Income / Educational and Generel Revenuee - Total

] ‘_k .

Student .@V.id Qrente - Endowment Income (Revenuee) / Student Aid Gre‘@ .

“ Endovment Income / Total Studente - Full-time Equivalent Lemr N

Student A1d Grants - Endmmem: Income / Total Studente - rull-time
EquiValent SO _ ;

T In\come from Private Gifts and Expenditures for Libteriee ,'
" Variables:. *Ptivate Gifte / Educational and ‘General Revenues - Totel

\/ S _Librarien / Educational and Ger“eral Expendituree - Tote’l -’f f

‘..

’ R Private Gifte / Total Studente - Futll-time Equi.valent
), . -.. - O 4 .r_:':.: .",. e w
‘Libraries / Total Students - Full-time Equivalent, AR
‘Pactor.7 (‘ -

;‘;)} . Variables: | ~ Goverrment Approprietione - Total / Total: Btudente - Full-time
. quivalent '3 B
A x! i SR
: S *Gaverment Apprqprietiona - State Goverm_nt / Totel Studente -
F R — Full-time Equivalent ) A . o

= , Other Educational and Genetal (Expenditutee) 7 Total Studente -" o
L L ‘ Fullitime Equivalent S ' !

. . L,
. T Wtrie_bi__ee which were most heavily vei'ghte" by the ‘pn'ngip.u; émbnmto analysis. ‘7'1,
) . o " ’ ( . - ' . \
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