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Educstion Policy Fallowship

Program (EPFP)

Teolephone 678.5925 ..

Education Bolay fellowship Program
‘l& REP) (formerly Washiagton Intein
ships 1 bducation] s g natianagl peo
gram dasigned fo help provids ' futune
“ladNrs the shills in poticymaking they
st hdave o ¢xest oltecive and en
nghtened Ipadership in Ameesc 4 edoca
won Furkds hos the prograim ary Dravidgd
by the Ford Rlodketaller and Claveland
Foundativig. and Qther grastlors

.

Since 19684 the program has placed
owdr 450 11} € ATERT DRISONS 1IN 0N yoar
nterghups i pellic and privale agen
s involved in eddg ational padicy nat
ters Caretilly p80hed sponsors who
ay the rellow’s sdlary serve as on the.
0L anentors by demanstrating through
theit daily tasks how educathonal pobcy
18 shaped at the urban slate ar natendl
lgvel In addition lhru‘pqh wenkly mieot
gy Felluws have the appartumty to
interact with authontres 1 aduc ation
Natonal meetings nt Fellows weth other

. Spewad qroups contnbute turthaer to the?
aunderstanding of edus abional policy:
maling (osts of racruitment placameant

- ANA pINYQraAms are borne hy the £RE Prp

qQrarn '

\J
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€ducstiond Staft Seminar (ESS)
Telephone. 676-5948
Educational Statt Seminar 1E§Sl 15 A
profestional developmeant program de-
sQned far stat! membars employed by
the Exacutive and Leqislative Branc hes
. ‘of the luileral govermnmment in the held of
. education It s designed to e xPosy these
lederal sducation policymakers to exist-
g programs worth noting around the
nation ag wetl as to INnovatong re
sedrch and amarqing 1daas 1n the held
Thig 1s accomphlished through luncheon
' and dinner meetings serminars and na-
tional and intermational helr trpos

. Established in 1969 ESS 1s tunded by
the Institute and by partial remburse-
ment from thg government agencies
sarved In fispal year 1977 €8S con
ductad 60 programs for over 1800 fed-
eral employses

The Associates Program (TAP)«
¢ Telephane: $76-5935
The Associates Frogram (TAP) s an
evolvinl IEL activity Ats emphasis up to
) now has been to provide semuinars for
legislators and other policymakers s
state capitals Bequn in 1972 .wnh thrge
state ‘adscational semmars TAP now
sponsorss X2 seminars all dirprted by
Associates who on a part ime basis ar
~ ranqge % to 10 programs annually
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. TAB maimntams a 0otwork of state lpvel
Jungrabsts

S [AsscCiates) whose hies t
181 ™ the matmn s capital provide (&fe

mkages among fogeral apddstate educa
bon policysetters TAP uncourdges simi
sl inkages amang agencies and codh
fral s seeling to MRRroOve Rrocesses in
State lavel decrsionmaking 1t also spon,
sors national andd regionadlecunterences
fedbing with state level gesponsibibtioy
0 educdbion 4

Options tn Education”

Telephone 795-8462

IEL and National Public 8adio (o
prudule the ‘Qptions, in Education
Series heard weekly over most of NPR §
U meenber qtations from coast to
Loast Voice of Amenca rebroadeasts
the une-hour programs and IE & fakes
cAssettes and transcripts availables 4t

tnimum costs Qptions  has recaived
wdrds from the Association ol State
Educabon Department In!orm,mon Ot
henrs (13781 The Fducation Wniters As
sociation (1974 75 and  76) and from
the Council for Advancerent and Sup-
port of Education (1974) Funpds for Op
bonsn Educatlon  are provided by IE L
Nationat Institute grf Education Carnegie
Corporation the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting and other grantors

Washington Policy Seminar (WPS)
Telaphone: §76-5940
The Washington Policy Seminar (WPS)
brings seleqt groups of educators and
pohcymakers to the Capital fer three to
five days of intensive exposure to the
pBople processes and.institutions
which shape ftederal education policy.
Speakers for the Seminar include Mem-
bers ot Congress. Congressional statt
semor officrals of the Executive Brarich
leaders of educational lobbigg and asso-
cations  journalists and seasoned
Washington watchers  Funding for the
Semnar 1s provided by IEL general supx
port funds and resmbursement by spon.
sonnq orgknizations

Family\impact Seminar (FIS) »
Telephone: 298.5330

The Family Impact Seminar seeks to
dentily and assess the effect on families
and children of a variety of.public
pohrias The Seminar and its several
task forces are compgsed of scholars
ard policymakers Together they
examine and test the fegsibility of devel.
oping family impact statements on
selected government policies .and pro-
gramg The specilic 1ssues to be
examined arg selected from a broad
range of existing or proposad puhlic
pohties The policies may, include some
in such areas as ecucation. health or

. . . N

weoltare which are specifically designed
tu help tamilies and ¢hildren Other
Afeas such as taxalion which are fo
 used pnmarily on other (!b|udlves but
neverthetess aftect ramuhus and chil-
dren also are examined Funding for the
Saminat s provided by thagFoundation
tor Chuld Development the Lilly ERdow-
ment  Hotkert «Sterling Clark Mary
Reynoldd Babcodk Edna McConnell
Clark Foundations and the Lydia DuPont
Fana N

~
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Ford Felows in Eddcations!
Journallam (FFEJ)
Telephone: §76-5000 .
The Ford Fellows in Educatronal Jour-
nalism 15 an intensive. short-term pro-
fessional development prograin tor edu-
catonal reporters and journalists This
proneering effort offers Fellows a sab-
batical !rom the fast-paced immediacy
of daily educational reporting and allows
- them to pursue a full-time three-month
course of independent study in thair ces-
1gnated educational interest areas The
program which 1S supported |ointly by
The Ford Foundation. participating news
organizations and the institute tor Edu-
cational Leadership reflects the convic
tion that better informed madia will be a
direct and positive influence for better
education

]

Education of the Handicapped Policy
Project (EHPP)

Telephone: §76-5810

EHPP 1s building a national network of
nformed individuals and organizations
that deal with issues arising from im.
plementation of ~ The Education for All
Handicapped Chyidren Act (Pubhc Law
94.142) Laglslilors_ policymakers and
gducators participate 1n saminars. maet-
ings. forums and workshops that are
cnmmon’to many IEL activitigs How-
ever thespguial contact and expertise of
other Institute Programs-—TAP. ESS,
EPFP. WPS and FFEJ --formuthe col-
laborative means by which the Project 1s
accomplished The Project also supparts
two national competitions for Policy Fel-
lows (1) who show prarfise as future
leaders in handicapped education. and

< (2) who are involved in the newspaper

media Project activities are conducted
mn cooparabior with the 8ureau of Edu-

ionfor the Handicapped which is also
the lunding agency -
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Federal policy toward high?r eddcation operates at several levels and
for- diverse purposes. The stakes are high and the issues complex. Virtyally * |
every important sector or agency in Washington has a substagtial investment
in the yield of American postsecondary edpication—whether of competent *

professionals. productive research, or of the intellegtu:

larger society.

il undergriding of the 8

Yet. the approach of the {\ation‘s lea‘(rlers shows little consistency!even

= atatime when the health and survival of much of American higher education
are less piedictable than in any period since World War II. The forms and

directions of the federal role are especially significant as we approach the

renewal in 1980 of®he main national legislation affecting our colleges and

universities' and their students: the Higher Education Act of 1965.

«T0 help set the stage for the spirited discussion that should precede
legislative action. the Institute for Educational Leadership is pleased to pub-
lish Joseph Froomkin's hard-hitting disséction of the state of higher educa-
tion in.1978. Drawing heavily upon carefully assembled fiscal. economic.
and demeographic data, Pr. Froomkin takes a thorough look at the economic

» state of higher education and at the social and political forces that threaten it.
Unlike countless 8ther observers. he is unafraid to translate his analysis into

a set of specific policy altern;

To round out Dr. F
Leadership is includingé

ives for consideration by policymakers.

in’s report, the Institute-for. Educational
report reactions from two of the nation’s most

. discerning analysts of higher education: Dr. Joseph N. Cipwley. President of |

the Universityjof Nevada (Reno). and Dr. Michael D. Usdan. Commissioner
of the Board of Higher Education of the State of Connecticut. Both share

-
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many pf Dr. Froomkin’s concerns, but neither fully accepts either his use of
data or recommendations for rcthmkmg tederal pnluy We hope that the
résultant three-way combination of tau and infornted u)mnuntdry will help
« Spark the vitally necessary debate on hl[.,htr educational policy that muste
. ¢ oceurin the next two years., .
Needed: A New Federal Polic Ay Iur Hlx.'h('f Education is Policy Pupc'r
Sivan the Institute for Educational L detl‘\hlp s contiduing policy-oriented
analyses of Ldumlmndl issues. Information on obtdining: Rolicy Pupers and

other pubhc.dtmn\ of the Institute is available on the inside back cover.
- P
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.Samuel Halpe}in

. . Directdn
‘nxtitmc tor Educational 1.eadership
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“The r@.s‘uhin;' essay, l:fu.v .iupbu.ved_la be controversial and innovative, and
wHiten in a relatively untechnical mannerin order to be dccessible to a wide N
awdience./ ' '
. This monograph'owes much to my_collaborators in the Educational
« - Policy Research Center. most notably Mr. J. R. Endriss and Dr. David
- .S’c'lh_v./1 would also like 'to thank Dr. Philip -Austin, now at the Bernard
Baruch School of the ‘City*Univérsity‘of New York, Dr. David W- Breneman
of The Brookings Institution. and Dr. A. J. Jaffe of €olumbia University for
reading and commenting on an earlier draft of the manuscript. y

. Partof the research for thif monograph was funded by DHEW Contract ™~
No. 300-76-0026. administeréd by the Office of the Assistant Secretary for i

2 © Education. The views expressed in the report are not necessarily shared by
. - . YR yxg - . .
o ‘or reflect plans or policies of DHEW. | '
. b) . * A » . "
/. :
’
'l L3
1 / . 4 -
- . ~ -
v T
« o About The Author L

Joseph Froomkin is Director of the Educational Rolicy Research Center
for Higher Education in Washington. D.C. He served as Assistant Commis-
sioner for Program Planning and Evaluation. U.S. Office of Education from
l%ﬁ to 1968 et -

h ’
Dr. Froomkin has published numerous articles and books. dealing with
education, technology‘.qnd"{he labor force. His most recent publications are:
""Ogeupational Opportunities for College-Educated Workers., 1950-75,"
" Monthly Labor Review. June 1978, and “*Middle-Income Students and the
Cost of Education,”” ACE Educational Record, Summer 1978.
i -~ . .

¥

.

_ E vl .o .
Q‘ ' . 3 . . .
e S |




':Conténjts . - o \V\_

/ t: b “
Foreword ............... e [ v,
Acknowledgments ......... ... .. ... ... . ... .00 e vii
I. New Policles for Higher Education? ..........\............. 1
College Attendance and Employment: The _ .
Past Decade ... ... ...................... P O |
The Next Tén Years ........... PR U 6
" The Urgent Need for New Policies N V.
II. Higher Education in the Mid-1970’s NCUTRLITI U 15
Institutions ...... R e 16
What happened to the money? .................. S
- chulty e e e e e L AN 19
Students ............ e e 20
Graduate and professional students ... .... s 257
Part-time $tudents ................. o .25
.. An Evaluation of Postseconddry Educatlon at v
Mid-Decade * ...................... e 26 $#
— & o
Ill. The Coming Crisis in &ademla R e ’ 27
Institutions .......... E . 3l
c Faculty ... e Ll e 37
< Studengs  <........ N 39
) ' (‘o'ncb/s'ion ....... e, e R 41 ’
IV. Some Unconventional Solutions .. ... e SN ST 43"
The Laissez-faire Economists’ E;,_r_escﬁption R -
.The Swedish Model :........0....................... 46
The Eclectic Model ........................ P v, 48
The Impact of Part-Time Enrollments on Institution .
‘ and Faculty ... . ... . . 50~ L
N Summary . ... e, N 52 . Lo
€ e
«{ ) .
' ‘ . ¢
.Jx:
_ i




v“
V. Can Policy be Turned Around? .. .. ... ...
Current Concerns ... ... ... e
The New Priorities ... -0 .
™% The Government's Dilemma ......... ...
. Problemsjof Transition ... .. . .. ...
Conclusion ... ... .. . .0 .
VL. Responsel . ... .. . S P
Joseph N. ('rm.t‘l't’_\' - -
VII. Response II .. .. ... .. e
Michael D. Usdun .

VII. Notes .......... ... ... .. ... ... .. ... .-.

- )

‘ ) <
-~
13
) -X-



New Policies For
Higher Education? :

. : . <~
he policy issues which wme,up in most discussions of higher éd d-
tion have scarcely chdng,ed in the past 15 years. They include sp(_h

\ concerns as how to give the children of poor parents access to hlgh¢f

education, and how to retain them in it; different ways of ensuring thdt
students attend institutions of thelr choice (3 euphemsm for channehrig, \
public funds to the privage sector); the desirability of encouraging mnovatfon '

in curriculim and in l{r:ng environments; and the necessity:to improve the -
p}annin’g cost control and accountability of institutions. Only the pursuit nf
excellence is mentioned less often; this amorphous concept was us;d t
justify higher levels of expenditure per student. It has now been rep,lac d b
concern for the survival of the smaller and less popular institutions. f

Perhaps it should not come\m a surprise that thgse fssues have. ref amed
so constant. Most pollcy pronouncements about higher education arg bas
on value judgmepts about the benefits of extending education bqyoﬁd’ﬁﬁ

- school, and value judgments do not change tapidly. Nor have there. bebn any

startling new research f”ndmgs to challenge them. After spending much time
analyzing data that were collected a number of years back. researchers have - ,
mostly falled to predidt the effects that changes in our society have.on the
higher education sector’ Thus, public policy is formulated to respond to the
concerns of the past two decades, legxs'latlve action is still directed torareas
spotlighted by gressure groups, and new subsidies are justified withgoutdated
arguments; . '

‘-
-ﬁndlystq who wish to formulate poticies for higher education to fit to-
morrow's conditions are not well served by the ¢urrent research. No one has , -




" spelled out the t‘orces Wthh will fashion the college and umversny scene-a
P decade from ngw., of the new pohues which will have to be.introduced asa . T
result’ of the anticpated changes. Yet such igformation. is “desperately .,

. needed, fos it is universally ‘agreed that the envrronment in"which the post-
_ .semnddry sector will be.operating is likely to ehdngc mdical},y in the next ten ;
years. Enrollments will decling, the job piospects for u)llege graduates will * ™

continue to dgtenomte dnd it )s quite-likely that takpayers wilkbe increas-
ingly reluctant.to assign a &m(kfg,gg sharre oftheir income to the public séctor,,,
thus. cmucrhatmg the financial problems of h|gher edumtlon‘lmmu{mnm

Since it takes a long time to establish a umsensus Itis urgent totask’
ourselves now which programs should be curbed- and what new ‘prograths .

- should be initiated. A convinging case, can be made for some entirely new AN
-# patterns of sub"dles to higher’ education. YeJ)ﬂ, special interests will vigor- .
-+ ously defend their subsidies. and as long as decisions about subventions are

made on an ad‘hn( basis, %se \pu,ldl interests are likely to win. ,

In shapi ng pollLlL‘\ for an uncgrtain future, guts may be as important as -
brains. Important trends in postsgeondary education dre generally identified ’
’ nnly a &,(mdly number of years after they have manifested themselves: year:
* to-year changes tmychs factors, as enrollments often provide misleading N
signals. In the fall of 1975 cnrollmcnts tncreased substantially, and a number o
of analysts concluded that a new enthusiasm for higher education had '
ywpped the young. In the fall of 1976 though, enrollments stayed at the
- previous year's level. and the optlmmlg analysts had to climb 'down from

their limb as graciously as they cquld.
) .J* Periods of unwartanted enthusiasm and depressmn will continue as long
Q¢ our models are*not c,omprehensnve etgugh and our statistigal techmques <

are not sophisticated enough to be good predictors-of the future. Hence. a
gréat deal of subjective judgment underlies every prediction. This fact makes
it easier to ignore unwelcome forecasts. A forecast of declining college en-
roilments :nd declining wages for teachers that is-used fo advocate a
drastic restructuring of higher education is.not’ likely to be greeted with

. «._ hosannas. Like the messenggr who brought the bad news. the analyst who
prepares such forecasts coubd well be executed or. at the least. depnvedmf J
his researc.h grant. T , ¢,

L]
.

[)uplte such dangers, it would be a mistake to shir théfe-spon'sibility of

A

* dmwm&, conclusions from the decline in tlfc’bnrth rates. the change in college
- students .choices of majors. and the present and future shortages of*presti-
, - gious | for collegé graduates. We believe that the consequences of the

changifig patterns of education are significant, but difficult to identify. be-
cause we have been living in a period which. we hope. is atypical, charac-
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CO“"R‘ At&ﬁdﬂme and Eﬁnployl'nt- The Past Décade - . ¢ ..

Y The rapld growth of. enrollmems in higher education in the U S which
amounted to 45 per cent in the second half of the 1960's and was followed by

- a smaller. but still i .impressive increase of 30 per cent in the first half of this

decade has obseured the much dore significant fact. that the m‘uonty of
. young Americans did no}/plan to spend four years in college

Startiog in the 195643 the average number of years of school comp?eted

'by 25-to- 29~year~old Americans has growh much more slowly. Had the pre- -

vious décades’ rate of growth c.onlmued the median attainment of the cur-
“rept grouggwould have been some 3.3 years higher—cldse to the number of
years requigddto graduate from college .

.+ Until now, the number of years of school mpleted by Americans has
grown strikingly from generation to generatior. The median attainment of
25-10-29- -year-olds in 1960, for example. was fome three years higher than
thdt of their parents (persans 25 to 30 yeasfs older). But in 1975, the dif-
fererice between these two age groups napfowed to 0.6 years of educatlon
. Instead of vontinuing to the level of college semors the median education of
young Americans got stuck at le an one full year.of postsecondary’ ar-
tendance.. - . ' '

This slowing down

Americans i$ asigm thyt'the United States is reaching a saturation point in

‘the demand forxdugation. While high school graduation is now established
_for the mdjority. anq some exposure to the p_ostsecon- )

as a minimum no
d‘iry sector is uls

bachelor’s degree. | : ‘Y~ -

The numbler of peoﬁle with a short exposure to education beyond high
scheol is underéstlmatéd by educational planners who rely on the statistics
collected by the -U.S. Bureau of*the Census. The Census statistics fail to'

‘make clear that although some 60 to 70 per cent of all high school graduates;

are likely to enroll in a postsecondary course sometime during their lifetime,

about a fifth of .them are not likely to earn a year's credit. The Census
publishes separate figures for the number of high school ‘graduates and for
persons who have completed one br more years of postsecondary e_slucatlon.
but for some reason it lumps students who have had less than a full year of
higher education togethe;;wnlh the high school graduates. In other words,
ondy that half of each high School graduating class which spends more than a

. . .

"s /0 . ) -3-

* / .
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the median educational attainment of younger
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Jear i some postsecondary educational programyis reportgd by Census as

hiving autcndcd cnllcgc. . .« . . .o

d

By an odd comncidence. the pl‘opmtlnn of high school seniors who enroll

in college in the t.nlltollmung. their graduation is also fifty per cent of the high -

school class. Tt s often assumed. carelessly . that the collgg
enroll soon after graduation are the very same people who a
to have completed one year of Sollege or more. Actually thigs
it one looks caretully . one finds that attendance pdi’tcrns .
education are far morg complex. - tE S

gshmen who

the chlld:cn of well-to-do parents usually enroll in cotlege immediately
after graduation from high school. The children of poorer parents are more
likely to delay. their enrollment by a few years. until they have become

independent, or have saved money to pay for additional instruction. Thy

difterential pattern of enrotiments has confused our percepfionf the pro-

portion of eligibles in cachdnconie groffp who attend postsecondaryrinstitu-

tions. /

As longsuy most of-the statistics about the incomie level of purents are

» ~ :

_ collected in CToss- sectional surveys (with some surveys limited to full-time
© studeats). we collect income data about the families of younger students who .

are still dependent ort their parents, but lose track of the social and-economic,
origins of the bulk of delayed entrants who live away from home. Thus. the’
most widely used statistics about the incomes of parents.of students under-
estimate the nember of students from poor families who participate in higher
education. This shortfall ts pml‘mbly gn the order of some 15 to 20 per cgnt,

" and the “access figures' of childten whosé p‘lrcnts are {n the ower quartile

\hnll I§ probably be increased auﬁ\rdmgly

4

Even with this adlustment however there is little doubt that the Chll-
dren of rich parents are more likely to enroll in postsecondary institutions.
Repeated surveys of high school seniors’ intentions to enroll in college are
unanimous in showing that seniors whose parents are in the highest inconie
quartile are more likely to plan to continue their education,than those who
were raised in less affluent households. This gap has narrowed since 1959,

- when the children of parents in the top quartile were nearly thrice as likely, to

state that they might or would attead college as children of parents in* the
towest income quartile. Today, the difference ts more oh the order of 15 to 20
per cent, and is a tribute to the effeenveness of the student aid program, as
well as the various efforts to recruit students fromr disadvantaged back-
grounds. Thus, in the 16 years from 1959 to 1975, the income distributibn of
high school seniors who intend to go to college has changed significantly.
Families in the upper half of the income_flistribution used to account for

L2
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AWO- thnds of this. number; they now mumnl tm 5* pt.‘l “cent. And while -
childpep tromethe lowest fourth of the income distribution acqounted mr only

Lt per ¢ent of lht. hl&,h \)Lhool seniors who intended” to g to wllcgc in 959,
tht.y npw sonstitute l“qun cent of the tot: . ..

L]

Richer students are more likely to enioll carly in college. and those who
enroll at younger ages usually attend full-time. Furthermore the children of
the ‘rich are generally better piepared for college than, the childrén of the
poor. For those_reasons the composition 'of the total undergradu:te body,,
which c.nwmpasm all four years of college. is much more heavily skewed
towards the well™p-do than that of the freshman class. Perhaps as much as
three-quarters of phe BA recipients are likely to come.from families in the
upper half of the'lnu)me dl\lrlbull()l'l

.

The high attrition rate of Ihe c.hlldren of the poor has no doubt been
“lowered in the past ten years, thanks to the availability of increased student
support (the graduation rate for 25-to-29-year-olds who persisted in higher
~ education for a year }llmﬁtd by at least 10 per cent from the 1940's to the
1970's. and may be still hlghcr today). Nevertheless. the average student
from a poor family th.arly has much lower.chances of graduating than the
scion of the rich. ()ne,umnut avoid the conclusion that higher education is
sull highly skewed to delivering benefits to students whose parents have
above-average incomes. It is unfortunate that the market for.people with a -
college education soured before the social problems of equality of opportu-
nity could be solved. .

Lately, an increasing\qoportioﬁ of college-trained people have béen ,
filling jobs formerly deemeddnappropriate for them. Between 1960 and 1970, -
* »the proportion of the labor force thit had a college education lncreased from
10 to 13 per cent. yet there was no indication of an imbalance between the
supply of college-trained Wworkers and the number of suitable jobs. The vast -
majority of persons with cellege degrees were placed in professional or other
high-paying administrative. manageriab and sales positions. Between 1970°
and 1975, however. the imbalance between workers and suitable, jobs be-
ctame more apparent. By then, nearly 17 per cent of all employed workers
were college graduates. and an increasing proportion of these wgge found in
occupations with less status. The wages of younger college graduates re-
flected this change: furthermore, they increased less than the wages of other'
younger workers between 1970 and 1975. The earnings of college graduates
aged 25— "34 increased by 19 per cent during that period. as contrasted to the
32 per cent me in wages for high school graduates in the same age group.

yl

The earnlngs of Lollege graduates probably would have. been even lower
had these graduates not skimmed some of the more desirable th

: r
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Lwere. turmu Qy filled by pcrsun\ w:th a pm!ml college cdu\.ltmn thou&,h not a”

bachelor’s dcgrcc The proportiog .of professionals with a pdrtl,ll u)llcgei

.education declined from one in five in bgth 1960 and 1970 to ung in six*by

¢

1975, These dcvdnpmcﬂt\ are particularly significant since *persons with
some” college education did not profit s much financially from the boom' of
the 1960's: théir wages mcru\cd more slowly during that decade tha those
of either high school graduates or college graduates. There is considerable
evidence that an increasing proportion of persons who do not wmplcu.
college are now finding jobs in blue- golhn occupations as well as in lower-
level white-collar ()Ltupdllun\

Additignil evidence that the market for the u)lleg,c educated has
changed radically in the past few years can be adduced from thelr unem-
ployment rates. Some 6.4 per cent of college graduates were uncmployed in
1975, compared to 2 2.4 per centin 1970. Persons who had put in fewer than

four years of colldge saw their unemployment rate (_Jlmh from 3.9 10:6.9 per

gcnl cldse to the rate at which unemployment increased in‘the total populd-
l’lnn .

The changing pattern of job openings has not been lost on potential
enrollees in higher education. An increasing proportion have switched from
degree-credit courses to the non-credit offerings of the postsecondary sys-

. tem. These non-credit offerings. mostly of short duration, geiterally prepare

goung persons for specific lower-level technical and blue-collar jobs. Appar-
ently many recent high school graduates have read the job market right, and
are acting accordingly. .

Among students in the degree-credit programs, there is a pronounced
shift_to “practical™ majors..such as business, and away from majors which
prepare students for occupations which are experiencing a glut, such as
teaching.”Since tthc Lhanng have accurred recently. one can make a good
case that the conditions in*thé l‘;bor market in a given year are ‘more power-
ful persuaders than Iong-range anuapatlom of the earnmg potential in a
given pmtu\mn _ -

.

-

The Next Ten Years '

[t can be consf:rva‘ivcly estimated that by 1985, if past trends of énrol}- '

ment continue. some 22 per cent'of all employgd persons will have had four

“or more years of postscc.ondary education. An equal number will have con-

tinued their studies at least one year beyond high school. This means that the
proportion df persons in the labor force who have 'had some college educa-

tion will have more than doubled in 15 years—a change which is likely to

result in important shifts in the distribution of the better-educated workers.
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lhc. mayutudc of these shitts will dc.pcnd.lmy;ly on the public puhue

adopted by the government. Publc:autherities have played « crucial réle jn '

the employnientof the well-educated in lhc past. It may come IL\M surprse

to some thatin the decadey of the 1950°s ahd the 1960°s, 60 per u:nl of the

ncw jdbs for college graduates were provided by the, public sector or the
“melit good sector (the provision of education; health and sociad services).
‘Since then. thd proportion has increased: we estimate the ni the public sector
employed roughly 70 perwent of the (.Olln.g,t, gr .ndu.utc\ who cntcrul the labor
force in 1970 to 1975, , . )

Should the puhlu_ SeCtor continue to grow: it ils previous rate. the new

. and more educated workers could wnu.lvahly go on filing the Kinds of jobs

to which previous generations of the well-educated were accustomed. How-
ever; there are indications that this expansion cannot continue. In the first

place. the demand for teachers. which played an important role in the em- -

ployment of, college graduates. is likely to stabliize as a result of declining

birth rates: In the second place. the public's continded resistance to hig ar - -,
P _

tax rates s hkgly to ulrh the growth of government services - *f’

Our best estimates of the job prospects of college graduale\ indicate that
in 1985, one out of three workers.who are u)llege graduates will probably fill
a job which was filled by a non-graduate in 1970. Even if the 1975 job

patterns remain unchanged, a-less dramatic. but nevértheless important shift -
- ir the quality of johs is indicatéd;, One out of four colfege graduates will then

be in a position formcrly filled by someone with less than a college degree.

As college graduates edge them out of manyJobs persons with lesssthan- -

four year of college will fuce dn uncertain future’ In many cases. their pro-
_motion patterns may be blocked by the plethdra of college graduates. At the
same time, those who are Just-cntermg the labor force mdy hdve to d(.CCpt
jobs with less status at the, dutset ‘of thelr careers. .

The most hkely. projections, of the employment of college- graduates
between. 1975 and 1985 indicated that their share of employment will in-
crease from 10 to 15 per cent in the profit sector. and from.36 to 42 per cent
in the public and merit good sector. The private sector is likely to supply
some 60 per cent of the total jobs filled by new enfrants with this level
education. Thus. a u)mplete turn- dround in the employment patterns of
college graduates is anticipated.

This shift in employment patterns is likely to be less pronounced for
_persons who have not finished college: While they are likely to find jobs in
the private sector in the same proportion as coflege graduates, a higher
proportion of them were already employed in the profit sector in previous
decades. Therefore. the proportion of this group of workers in the profit

" o
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3 “contributes litte to economic growdhy

' k ()nly a teahnolouc.dl rcvoluubo\(or‘s \hlf( in the
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©secfor is expetted to murcase more, mudemtcly f@m roug'hly twu-lhﬁ\ to

three- -quarters between 1975 und 1985 '

-~

at erns of consump—
crease of such
e\cantrary,’it will -

"mdbmtudmn the numhcr ut c.ollc.ge trfunc.d workers. |
become more .and more wmmun to question the a
.that are allu«.ated to education, singgit will be” argue that this expenditure

The defenders of education’s place in governmeiit priorities find it very
embarassing that the current state of economic theory gives scant support
to thgir value jugments. "As Mark Blaug has pointed out, research in human
Ldpitdl theory, or returns to education, has eschewed testing either the effect
of the * *social”” rate of return upon the allocation of resources. or the role of
g,m'elnmcnt subsidies in equalizing the social yield at all levels of education,
or the effect of education on the mobility of different social groups.

Human capital theory has been the chigf refuge of gconomists who wish
to limit subsidies to higher education. H ever, it is not particularly useful
as an indicator of the leyél of educated manpower needed for a given stage of
economic development: Mosttconomists now use the higher lifetime earn-
ings of educated people as a justification for investment in education. Rates
of return to the individual ciety.are calculated by dividing the present

- value of the incremental earnings of typical persons with differentlevels of

education by the expenses which were incurred<in, obtaining the additional
levels, Most findings to date have implied that. except for graduate educa-
tion. the rates of return in education dr?’mughly equal to those obtained by
investing in phy\u.al capital. Hence it is argued that the level of investment
in undergraduate education in the § past was aboyt nght.

Recently there has been some evidence that this rate of return is likely

to decling in the future. and some are-concerned that Americans are becom-

ing overeducated. If the difference between the earnings of college graduates
and high school graduates does narrow. one of the underpinnings of the

- economic justification of education will be weakened.

An increasing nurpber of writers arglie that the mte of return for educa-
tion s irrelevamt anyway. since education is used as a screening device to

excluge persons without credentials from desirable jobs. Other writers, less,

cynical about the uses of education. maintain that employers use education
as a signalling device to alert them about job applicants’ trainability and
social acceptability. The difference between the views ofhumd‘n investment
thconsts and those of their critics will not be resolved until we *understand
the eftect of education on the requirements for the mulmudc of jobs in our

s of publie funds’

-
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_society. Sugh under\tandmgls not like}y™ to dawn upon us soon enough to
contnbute to the timely rcstruuunns ut policy tur hlgher edunatmn

Some of the older jU\lthdllOn\ for hlghtl‘ eduumon have also fallen out.
of tde —for damplt Denison’s theory that a \ub\imn[lgll part “of the in-
crease in the productivity of society as ; holg can be ascribed to edugation.

This<does not surive an empirical comparison of the experiences of dif-
ferent countries; Consequently., alternagives theories, which do not assume
that the marginal productivity of capital is constant over time, have been

advanced to explain the growth in the pruductlv:ty of the labor force.

In their latest attenits to justify hxbher levels of po\tsewndary educa-
tion.: economists have invaded territory which is generally staked out by
sociologists. Thus the tcndr;n y of better-educated people to accept innova-
tion earlier than those wi s education has-been cited as an additional
advantage of higher cduez%‘hm. and tngenious attempts have been made to
quantify it. It is also hecoming fashionable to try to estimate the extent to
which the better-educated benefit from the greater.use of resources. such as
a higher consumption of hedith services. which is said to result from their
education. Unfortunately. until now these studies have been no more than
suggestive and tantalizing. It could be argued. for instance. that innovations
would be disseminated just as quickly if only half as many persons attended
college but demonstrations of the innovations’ advantages were available to
the rest. Nor is the work on health particularly convincing. When the British
Health Service lowered the cost of medical services. it managed to equalize
their use by different social classes. thus cutting the ground from under
much of the empirical work that had been done in the United States- -on the
side benefits of education. .

‘There are many more reasons for justifying présent. or higher:levels of
postsecondary education on pcrfectly qualitative grounds. going back to the
theories of taste which were dhampmned by old-fashioned sociologists and
which have been taken up ¥nereasingly often by modern public finance
theorists. For example. ‘oite could defend higher subsidies for education just
because pcuplg or their elected representatives. are willing to vote for them.
In this case. however. the policy analyst’s duty would be to inform de-

.. Cistonmakers about the consequences of their decisions.

In this connection. we have been well served by two recent studies; one

specifically oriented to evaluating the quaht‘mvet)r sociological effects of -

education, A l)eqree and What Else?, and the evén more recent survey of
The Quality 6f Anterican Life. Both provided indices of satisfaction with life
by level of education. v .

Pl
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The first of these twa volumes, a collection of essays about the impact

© gt college oa behayior. turps out to be a truly subversive document which

{‘ud;e one to queSton the. valué of 'a codlege education, Thc‘only certain

,J_J’B)_nclusionﬁ redched hy the authors are that college (1) does contribute to the

' attainment of high stat®® (2) may marginally reduce prejudice. (3) increases

interest in public affairs (possibly because college graduates can afford the

involvement, and have more o lose or gain by the actions of the govern- .

ment) and international matters; Other findings are more moot. For instance.

the higher proportion among college graduates of happy marnages and of

marnages which resolved initial difficulties could be ascribed to higher in-

. comes (sinCe’ fack of money is the source of much friction) as well as to .
college attendance. Elitists may be less comforted by the finding that al-
thiough college graduates do read more. they d6 not necessarily have high-
brow tastes. The six magazines which led in readership among malke college
graduates in 1969, for instance. were the Reader's Digest, Life, Time, the
National Geographic. and Puradd and TV Guide, which tied for fifth place.-
Amfmg women with C()llcge'deg(ées. Reader’s Digest also won the popular-
ity sweepstakes. followed by Life. McCualls, Time and Parade. During\the
same year, the most popular TV program watched by college graduates was
Laugh-In. For men. no news program figures among the ten most popular

shows .-and for women. the NBC news report ranked ninth.

—

-

A number of studies have shown that college attendance strengthens
personal competence even among those who do not finish college. Yet it is
significant that thg peryénmge of respondents who felt that life would work
out pretty much the way they desired. ‘and that things would work out as ’,
they expected if they planned ahead. declined from 1956 to 1968. The loss in
the belief in"their ability to plan was maost prounounced among those witf a
partial college edication. College graduates lost confidence at about the’
same rate as did high school graduates. - v Lo . o

The possibility that an exposure to college may have less influence as ¥

the college experience is increasingly democratized inevitably Sharpens our
interest in comparing the attitudes of college graduates to those of persons .
with some college education «These attitudes are reported. through 3 series

- of interviews held in 1971 and 1972, in The Quality of Americdn, Life.

" Perhaps the most startling finding is that college graduates rank no-higher on
the gedetal-index of life satisfaction than do high school graduates, after the
results have been adjusted for income differences. (Without this adjustment,

2 college graduates seem more satisfied with life than persons wiQhon'ly a high
School cducation.) The second big surprise in the survey is 'that the life
satisfaction of persons wh have had some college. but never obtained a
degree iy considerably lower than that of either high school graduates or
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collgge graduates. even when adjustments ase made for Wifferences in in-
~ ~ . .
come. .

. -
te .

The study finds repeatedly that there'is very little difference Between o

", the degree of satisfaction with housing. work. the quality of life in the UJS..

]

o
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ete.. among college graduates ahd high school graduates. However. that

. . . . D PR ¢ N\
satisfaction is always lower among persons who have not finished college. ™
. . .

This holds true even when it comes to satisfaction with marriage: men
who have had only some college education ar¢ far less pleased with their
marriages than are high school graduates. while male college ghaduates rank
Justa little below high school graduates in satisfaction with marriage. In the

case of wamen, the satisfaction scores decline monotonically as education *

increases, College-educated wives are the least satisfied of all wives in the
United States.

Pcrh{lps this low level of satisfaction is due to the difficulty of combining
tamily obligations with work. A higher proportion of women with college
degrees work. and the proportion of those who are very satisfied with their
Jobwis about the sume as among working wives with a high school education.
However the college graduates find thejr work interesting more frequently
than the high school graduates. The wives who never finished college are
less satisfied with, their jobs than either the high school graduates or the
college graduates: they also find their work less interesting. and their
chances of promotjon much lawer than do wives in either of the other two

. groups. '
. & )

By contrast. working husbands in all three groups have the same pro-
portian of highly satisfied workers. Male college graduates find their work
interesting much more frequently than do the other two groups. but there is
little difference this respect between men who have had some college
education and high’school graduates.

In summary. these sociological studies of the effects of a college educa-
tion leave one with the feeling that (a) college does not necessarily produce
happiness. (b) a college education is more likely to produce happiness among
persons who have high earnings. and (¢) a partial college education is likely

to gause more dissatisfaction. especially among working wonien. People

whose occupational aspirations are thwaited are less satisfied then those
~who have achieved measurable gains from their education. The effects of the
heedless drive for mass educatiog beyond high school need closer examina-
L ton. :
. : s
Not all social scientists will agree with these findings. Howard R.
Bowen. in his book Investment i Learning, came to a more positive cwnluu;
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-tion of higher education. Atter examining a large numtfer of studies dealing

« with outcomes 05 wllegc exppsure, he concluded that higher education had a

“significant positive efféct on both individuals and soctety. He argues that

4 higher education can be justified on economic grounds albne. but this justifi-
(¢ l%non excludes a number of other important beneficial effects.

Policy analysts must decide what evidence to trust. Neither amtudmdl'
.'eauh nor findings such as Bowen's, which are based on the data of the
60°s . are llkely to convince skeptics. It can be argued just as convincingly
at in the light of the deterioration of the market for college-educated per-
Pand unnel policies that facifftate access to college for the ill-prepared should be
/ fonc;d down. and new policies introducing an element of selectivitiy would,

l'l@ &lmely ,

The Urgent Need for New Pohcies

T While scholars can sit back and wait for convincing evidence of the
I effects of higher levels of education on the economy, on the level of satisfac-
\ - tion of-the population, and on life styles, policy analysts do not have this
_luxury when they see impending changes for whj ne musy.prepare.

In the light of the condition$ that are ﬁkely to prevail in the next 10
years, how should existing policies be evaluated? What new policies should
be formulated, and how should they be tested? It-becomes urgent to build a
i . moscuc out of existing bits and pieces of observations and develop a coherent

“ gt
Voo eory This theory should be broad enough and detailed enough in its de-
\%”" gnptlon of the. future to’ allow analysts 'to test the impact of alternative
't oy proposals., .

;"- "‘ Our visiop of.the shape of society ten years from now is,central to the

judgements that will shape o1 _/pohmes for postsecondary education. If one

beheves that the * post -industrial society model’’ best describes the next

'de®de. one. may see no need to worry about fine- -tuning the subsidies to

. hlgher education. ln this type of society. dedicated to‘information- handlmg.

. _the growth of government snd services is projected to skyrocket, and the

demand for more teachers, nurses, doctors. and other types of college
-graduates is likely to-continue escalatmg . N

4

. « If, on the other hand. one has trouble visualizing an economy run by
automated, super-efficient machines, one still has the choice betwen two
models. The first of these might assume that the provision of public services
will continue to increase, offering employment to persons with above-
average education. There are good reasons for taking such a projection with
a grain of salt, ‘however. The revolt of Europeans who live in societies.
oriented t0 government service against any further expansion of this sector

’ : -12.
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is a matter of rgeord. The California electorate’s vote to curb public \pend-
ing i% an ominous sign of th@timés. It js most likely that the government
segtor's expansion will stop in the short run, unless government-provided
services decline significantly in price. Such a decline in prices may well
occur if the wages of highly educated manpower fail to rise as rapidly as
overall productivity. The creation of jobs suitable for college graduates in”
the public sector may hinge on thc willingness of the well-educaied to accept
lower wages. .

The role of government as a producer of services is likely- to shrink in
the next decade, while the role of the private sector in production and
employment grows. Thus., the economic structure of the U.S. is likely to
resemble that of the 1950°s. with a heavier emphasis an the production of
goods. Will propensities to enroll in higher education also be rolled back to
previous levels? Not very likely. There are grounds to believe that -the
number of pegsons enrolled in institutions of higher education will bear
roughly the same relation to the age-eligible groups as it has in the past. If
one looks at education at the college level as a foim of consumption or
competition for places in the line for hjgh-status jobs. one should not expect
declines.

The proportion of high school graduates who are willing to spend time
taking formal courses to increase their status will not change, but the antici-
pated lower monetary returns of postsecondary sc.hoohng will motivate them
to choose cheaper ways of attaining these credentials. The insights of human
capital theory are probably most relevant to explammg individual decisions
to invest in education. Will students economize by staying away from the
high-cost. presumably pnvate schools, or by more frequently mixing col-
lege attendance with full-time work?

Anincrease in the propensity to attend school part-time would necessar-
ily af’feq gur policies for student support. The most dlffcult dec:snon would
then be-w ether to offset the decline in the rate of investment in education
by hlgher subsidies. In this connection, the pressure from underutilized
university faculties will have to be balanced against a broader view of the
effects of lower rates of attendance on the productntlty of workers. on social
mobility, and on income distribution. :

A policy analyst who wishes to fine-tune policy from the federal or state
vnewpomt must take into account the impact of higher education expendi-
tures and of the supply of well-educated people on both students and the rest
of the population. To what extent are increased levels of education used as a _
signalling device for employers.to allocate desirable jobs? Is it possible that
the traditionally higher salaries of the well- educated depress the wages of

\.
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. . thnsg with less edudation”? Is a nation’s productivity puxmwly\.&({ugd by
Increasing the number of more educated workers, or is there a point of no
returh beyond which education no longer contributes to productivity? E ven’
.on a more mundane level. an insufficient amount of geflection has been
devoted to examining different Kinds of education and their possible eftects.
There has been an even more astounding silence about the benefits of the
newly popular non-degree vocational programs. Do the benefits of vogca-
tional training paid with public funds accrue to the individual or to business?
s our prewent policy encouraging a shift of vnutmndl tuumn;, from the
autnﬂﬂaﬁn to the public junior colfege?

In subsequent parts of this study. we shall discuss how these shifts in
demand may affect the fortunes and the structure of the post- secondary
sector. At all imes we shall try to keep the perspective of society as a whole
as we look into traditional concerns: access. choice. innovation and effi-
ciency in higher education.
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Higher Eclucéﬁon n

The Mid-1990s * -
& «

he reason thal'policy analysts worry about determining the “right™

level of higher education is that education costs so much. [h 1975-76,

for irstance. the costs of higher education were estimated at $65-

- blllion. This figure includes tuition, books, travel, subsidies from public
. authorities and private donors, an imputation for foregone taxes on school |

property and revenue loss from tax-deductible donations to colleges and
universities, and the lost income, after taxes. of full-time students. This total
is roughly equal to the amount spent by Americans on the purchase and
maintenance of motor cars—about 4 per cent of the net natipnal product.
Most educators calculate the cost of higher education differently. They

include tuition, books, travel, and subsidies to instruction from both private
and public sources, but they ignore imputed lost taxes and unrealized earn-

ings. However, they do add the students’ living expenses (economists -

exclude these. arguing that they are incurred by nonstudents as well), and
sometimes research and development funds. and receipts for public service
activities which are part of higher education budgets. For convenierice, this
method may be cmledw;)ocket" approach: it is used more often in
day-to-day policy discuSstefis than the more sophisticated method of the
“econodmists. The “out-of-pocket’” estimate for 1975-76 was $60 billion, in-

“ cluding the $10 billion spent on research and development.

Much of this money is_supplied by public authorities for three purposes:
subsidies ‘to instruction,. estimated at roughly $16 billion a year at mid-
decade: another $10 billion for research and development: and $8 billion for

financial aid to students. Thus, between one-half and three-fourths of the"

+ -~
Ve

-15..

AT .



- - B
“out-of-pocket’’ outlays foe higher education are financed. by public au-
thorities. v , _
Despite the fact that these subsidies have grown rapidly. nearly doubl-
ing.in the past 10 years: the volume-of complaints about available resources
. for higher education has also increased. In the -ollowing pages we shall
examing the-reasons for £hé current dissatisfaction with the level of support
for higher e¢ducation, from the point of view of institutions, faculties, and
= - students. :

- .. . 3y
. .

N -

Institutions .

-

The past five years have witnessed a remarkable turnabout in the finan-
<ial conditions of institutions. During the education-oriented decade of the
1960°s, higher education budgets grew extremely rapidly. The current out-
lays of colleges in 196970 were 375 per cént, in current dollars, of what they
had been in 1959/60; in constant dollars. they were 295 per cent. They

- increased by anether two-thirds in the following five years, but tHe lion's

share of this increase was eroded by inflation. Thus. the real rate of growth

of the resources of colleges and universities declined from 11.4 per cent a

year during the l%()‘s}o 3.8 per cent a year in the 197Q’s. -

. The slowdown in the growth of résources created severe strains in many
institutions. The previous optimism about the prospects of academia was
replaced by gloom and the féar of insolvency. '

‘Why did the financial conditions of higher edﬁcation‘ take such a turn for

- the worse? The most-often cited reasons are (1) the slowdown dn the growth
. Sof enrollments, and (2) the concurrent lack of increase in the real resources
per student. -. , - . : . :

», Mch of the blame for the current malaise can be attributed to poor
planning. In._s‘lituliops did not anticipate the slowdown in enrollment growth,
and thus created many new places, well in excess of the number of students.
As a result, some institutions were able to accommodate students at the
expense of others, and enrollments déclined in roughly one-third ofalrpﬁblic

° colleges and universities and one-half of private-institutions. Thus. a sub- -
stantial ‘minority of institutions had to cope with declining student rolls,
.while some others had'to weather the frustration of missing previously set
enrvliment.targets. even though they continued to attract the same number
of students, or even slightly more 4than before. -

v For many administrators and faculty, these events were'undoubtedly
- % traumatic. Not only could jnstitutions no longer fill all available student
" places. butin many cases the resources per student which were produced by
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tuition,.state subsidies and endowment income shrank in terms of dollars of

constant purchasing power.. Admnmsnators were forced to reduce the real

wages of faculty and other professnonal staff members. Some institutions

economized by increasing student/faculty ratios. Others, especially those -

- with declining enrollments, could not reduce their -faculty rolls rapldly

past trends. What actiially caused many institutia

enough and were increasingly hard-pressed for money.

" What happened to the money? Another reason for the crisis in educa-
tiondal finances, according to some analysts, was the declining popularity of
colleges among .public authorities. This is not the case, however. Public
authorities supported institutions of higher eduggtion in accordance with

le‘.‘n

Q slide into penury was
the interaction of a number of other, often subt fluences. Besides the
well-publicized decrease iqresearch and development support, for example,
there was the slowdown.‘l}{conomlc achvnty which has not received its
proper shdre of attention. "~

The propertion of current budgets covered by tesearch and develop-

ment declined from a high of 20 per cent in the mid-1960's to less than 15 per
cent in the mid-1970’s. This decline in R&D monies affected only a small

“number of institutions. In the public sector, the majority of institutions were

9

squeeczed because the rate of growth of state appropriattons did not keep up
with the institutions’ expectations. Among private. institutions, the maid
problenr was the inability to raise tuition enough to keep ahead of prices.

The slowdown in the rate of growth of state appropriations did not result’

fact that the amount of money “appropriated to educhtion depends both on
the level of affluence of the population and on the number of students en-
rolled. These two variables are still. good predictors of monies appropriated
for higher education, as they were in the more ex ﬂpansnve 1960’s. If money
was short, the blame should be placed on the economy, which failed to grow
at full-employment levels. Lower levels of production reduce the: possible
contributions of public dufhormes to colleges and universities. In 1975/76
alone, $300 million more might-have been appropriated to state colleges and
universities if the econoimy were at full employgent without changing the
proportion of net national product tradltnonally channeled to colleges and
umversmes

from a new rise in Philistinism among state legislatc:?‘,but rather from the

Hngh unemployment levels also depressed the levels of tumcsn which
could be charged. In recent years, tuition per full-time equivalent student, in
both the public and private sectors, has generally moved in concert with
per-capita disposable income. Had there been a full employment economy in
1975176 publicly-supported schools could have expected to collect $224
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million more in tuition, and private schools might have cxpected $266 million
more.

The economic slowdown also affected another important source of
funds for schools in the private sector: gifts and endowments. THe income
from these was $89 million less in 1974/75 than what mlght have, been ex-
pc;tgd in a full-employment economy. '

In total, the recession of the early 1970's cost colleges and universities
between half a billion and a billion dollars a year. It affected the level of
spending both in public and in private schools. Its impact p/robdbly was felt
most acutely by the schools which lost enrollment. Institutions of higher
education seem to behave much like the peddler in New, York's Lower East

_Side. who lost money on each transaction. but made it up on the volume.

Every student. it is reckoned. is educated at a loss to the institution. but an.
institution which loses stud®nts is heading for trouble.

This paradox can be explaified in the context of the management prac-
tices of institutions of Kigher education. Institutions are loath to cut back.on
faculty when enrollments decline, but when they take the inevitable step, it
is generally the cheaper. younger, non-tenured faculty who are dismissed or
not hired. This further widens the gap between costs and revenues. In the
past five years. schools which lost enrollment halved the number ‘of their
instructors, but the umber of full professors scarcely changed.

At first, the public sector was less affected by the slowdown in enroll- *
ments than the pnvate sector. During the first few years of the 1970's, most
of the publit institutions which lost students lobbied successfully for an
increase in their subsidy per student. Since these schools generally spent
less per student than the schiools which experienced no enrollment decline,
they could make a reasonable case for increasing the level of expenditure per
student. By the middle of the decade. however. most of these schools had
caught up with the average spending levels of similar institutions. It appears °
that they are now being forced to trim their staffs and operating expenditures
in the face of further declines in enrollments. /

The private schools which lost enrollment —mostly.liberal arts colleges
and religious institutions —did not believe that their trddmonalitudent
population would abandon them to the extent that it did. In addition. as
noted previously, their revenu werc\«:}ccted by the slowdown in economic

" activity. Originally. these instfputions Had both lower costs per student and

lower tuitions than the other schools in the privatesector, but they failed to
trim their costs in proportion to the decline in enroliment, and had to raise
their tuitions and fees more rapidly than their peers. By mid-decade, the
axerage tuition in st.huols which lost enroliment was the same as in the other
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private schools. These schools have foreclosed their -option of covering in-

creased costs through higher fees. ‘ ‘
Ironically. evem those institutions which gained enrollment experienced
financial difficulties. One of the reasons for their stable or growing enroll-
ments was their ability to cater to graduate and professional students. In
many schools. the proportion of these' students increased. Since such stu-
dents generally require more resources per enrollee. it would have been
natural for student/faculty ratios in those schools to decline. but they did
not. On the contrary, reflecting the penury of their resources. the institutions
with growing enroliments actuglly increased their-student/faculty ratios.
Despite the shrinking resources per student. most reviews of ofteriigs
by colleges and universities have documented that curriculum innovation is
continuing. Perhaps this is not surprising; campuses are competing with each
other for students, and so are faculties within each campus. No wonder.
then. that new courses are being packaged to meet the predilections of
students. ) ' "

-

Faculty

The big losers have been the taculty.. Their average Compensation
lagged behind the Consumer Price Index by 2.0 per cent per year in the early
1970°s. Examined rank by rank. in many cases the comparative position of
faculty is even worse. The average compensation of the higher-ranking fac-
ulty lagged behind the CPI by 2.6 per cent per year. Sg did that of instructors
in four-year institutions and in private junior colleges, Only in publi¢,com-
munity colleges did the average rise in compensation exceed the rise in the
price level. : '

4

Another way of assessing the-relative deterioration of full-time faculty

wages is to compare them to what they would have been if teachers” wages

“had increased in concert with the wages of all men with five or more years of

cdllegq. In 1970/71, the average faculty wage was .73 of thé earnings of all

full-time. full-year male workers of the same educational level. If they had

kept the same relationship. by 1975/76 the average faculty wage would have
been $19.2 thousand. instead of $16.5 thousand. Adjusting this figure for the
three years by which the faculty's mean age rose. one would expect the
average faculty wage to be $21.2 thousand in 1975/76. or 28 per cent more
than it actually was. .
Generally. the faculty becyme mort and more uncomfortable as new
openings declined in number; mobility between one school and another

~ stowed down. and young Ph.D."s. as well as untenured faculty. found it
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increasingly difficult to secure. either new or tcnun.d positions. Young re-
searchers in the sciences. unfavorably aﬂecte.d by the decline in R&D ac-
tivities, were mcremmg.ly hard put to find jobs in their fields. Humanists
were the hardest hit, and many sou&,h!' alternative careers.

Full-time- faculty increased by S8 thousand befween 1959/60 and 1964/
65, and by 120 thousand between 1964/65 and 1969/70. In the last five- -year
period, ending in 1974/7S. it increased by only 31 thousand. P.nrt of the
slowdown in hiring was due to the slower growth in enrollments. and’ part to
the increasing number of students per full-time teacher. This i increase in the
studeni/faculty ratio was duc to the I.nr&.er proportion of students in jumor
colleges. where these ratios are }ng.h Elsewhere in the postsecondary sec-
tor. the student/faculty ratio remained unchanged. Usually those schools
which gained enrollment kept their student/faculty ratios steady or allawed
them to increase only slightly. The schools which lost students. however.
did not prune théir faculty rolls rapidly cnough. and their 5tudent/faculty
ratios du.rt.dsed

Two surpnsmg developments have affected the faculty during the past
five years. In the first place. administratigns are umtmuqng to promote
existing faculty members to tenured positions. The continuation of this trend
flies in the face of logic. since it means that, institutions are restricting their
options in au.ommodatmg to future Lh.mges in enrollments and curriculum

“demands. .

Secondly, faculty unionism. which has become quite w:despread
taking a pccuhar academic character. It has been directed more to protectlng
Jjobs than to gdining salary increases, espeually for sgnior faculty. As a result
of all these trends. the mood of the faculty is now at an all-time low. If this
mood affects their productivity in teaching and research, we will all be the
losers.

v

Students | , .

Young people who were eligible to enroll in college in the 1970's be-
haved quite differently from those of the 1960's. First, the proporhon of 17
and 18-year-olds who graduated from high school stopped growing; and
second, a smaller proportion of-high school graduates decided to enroll in
college. particularly amon{r'nales Becauyse pfoje¢ted increases in the pro-
pensity to enroll did nat take place, freshman classes were some 20 to 25 per
cent smaller than had been expected on-the basis of past trends. p

This decline in enrollment rates affected students from all income
groups, except the children of parents with very low incomes. High school
graduates from this group continued to enroll in college at the rates observed
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dunng the peak years, while the others réduced their enrollment rates by
some Il per cent overall — 25 per cent decrefise for men. and an 8 per cent
increase-for women. o . '
The dynamics of enrollment by children from different social backs
grounds or economic classes are not cleally understood. Economists have
argued that the decision to enroll Lr}w.?_way from postsecondary institu-
tions. is rational, based upon calculations of the rate of return from “‘invest-
_ment’ ih education. They believe that the recent decline in the enrollment of
men is a response to the falling earning prospects of the college-educated.
The increasing enroiment of women may be due to their realization that they ‘
will spend an increasing proportion of their working lives in the labor force.

Others find this explanation too pat. and ascribe recent changes in en--
rollment propénsities to changing political and social conditions. They argue
that avoidance of the draft no longer draws men to postsecondary education.

. and that changinyg ideas gbout the appropriate role of women in society are
encouraging more of them to enter colleges and universities. Whatever the
reasons. the rates of access to higher.education are now roughly equal be-
tween men apd women. attenuating one earlier concérn of policy-makers.

By contrast, the need to find an equitable formula for financing the costs
of college is still very much with us. States provide per-capita subsidies for
instruction to students who attend public institutions. and have also started
to>make outlays to private institutions. However, the lions share of schol-
arship money is currently provided by the federal government under a series
of programs which have sprung up partly as a result of historical accident,
and partly as a conscious program to encourage children from economically
weak households to attend college. In adgition, both states and the federal
government have actively encouraged and subsidized loan programs for
lower- ‘and middle-income families. Becently states have also stepped up
their scholarship programs. c

Rqughly half of the money channeled by the federal government to
students is distributed without any rigid definition,of need. Most of this -
money is given to veterans, most of whom are independent of their parents.
Budgeted at some $2.8 billion in 1977/78, this program is a living testimonial
to the difficulty of abolishing or containing expenditures which are popular
with the electorate. Theeoriginal program was introduced after World War I1,

) panly from fear that the unemploymént level might reach unacceptable -
levels if all veterans were allowed to flock into the labor market simulta-

-+ neously, and partly from gratitude towards people who had spent the flower

of their youth in the military. The program's early effect was serendipitous,

as it trained a whole generation of managers and technicians in time for one

of the periods of faster growth in the American economy.
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After Vietnam, the economic situation was very diffeggnt. Neverthe-
less. educational allowances tfor Vietnam veterans were justified on the basis
of post-World War 11 experiences. without much analysis of the desirability -
of increasing the stock of college-educated persons. or even the equity of
favoring veterans over other groups, The legislation was passed despite
studies which showed that veterans did not suffer any long-range deletérious
‘cﬂ‘ccts on thetr careers or earnings from theirjexperience in the military .

The whole matter of Veterans® educational benefits is rapidly becoming
a non-issue, since the number of eligible veterans is declining and. therefore.
the mone§ likely-to be required for them is shrinking rapidly from year to
year. Subsidies to veterans remain an issue, however. as education pressure
groups try to lay claim to this money to finance other aid to higher education.

Another federal program is only indirectly related to student need. This
one s administered by the Social Security Administration, and it gonsists of
payments to the dependent children of deceased and retired beneficiaries,
between the ages of 18 and-22_ As long as they attend college or other training
courses. An analysis of the beneficiaries of this program, dating from the
carly 1970, indicates that more than half of the funds that are distributed
under it go to children from families with less than the median tncome.
Despite this.ratio. however, the Social Securily program distributes more
money to the children of mlddlc income families than does any other single
government program.

How equitable this program is remains open to question. Some have
defended it as desirable insurance for bereaved children, but others have
criticized it forsubsidizing a part of the populdtlon which probably has more
assets than the average. It has also been argued that if the government wants
to help orphans, a more efficient program could be devised.

Such criticisms may be well-founded. Nevertheless. the prof;ram will
continue to be justified as cushioning the shm.k of a traumatic loss. which it
does, and the 1.8 billion dollars which it requures are firmly imbedded in the
budget. . .

B)

Need-based programs for-undergraduates are administered by HEW's "
-Education Division. The largest of these, costing $2.0 billion. is the Basic

Education Opportunity Grants (BEOG) program, which offers grants to st-

dents, .depending upon the educational costs incurred and their presumed

ability to'pay. The money goes to students from families in the lower half of

the income distribution and to older. independent students, many of whom

are veterans and use these grants to supplement their stipends from the V. A,

The eper.mon of the BEOG program is difficult to evaluate without
dyng into Lonsldcmtmn thc operation of other federal, state, and private
e »
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programs. Among the major federal programs are, Supplemental Educatipn

) Opportunity Grants and Work-Study programs. both of which channel

money through institutions. In addition, state programs now wntuhutc i
not-tnsignificant half to threesquarters of a billion dollary in \tudcm aid
funds. Institutional tunds and private donors are thought to umtnhulc up to
a billion and a half of addnmml tunds tor both gradu: ite and undgrgraduate
students. oo

-
. -

Some economically weak students bobrow monev. in addition to receiv-
ing grants. Two feddral progfams provide loans to students. The older and
smaller of these programs channels loan tunds to- students through institu-
tons. Originally ‘introduced in the wake of the Faunching of the Russian
- Sputnik . this program has survived with its anachronistically low interest
rate of three per cent. evencthough Congress deleted the incongruous for-
giveness provision for ull er\un\ who enter teaching, a profession currently
plagued by surpluses.

The second program.- which channels $8()() mxllmM year. consists of
h.dcml or state guarantees of loans made to students. Although a number of
institutions parncnpd[c in this program and facilitate the loan apphaatmn\
and disbursements, access to these foans is not conditioned on a student

attc:ndmg> i &,thn institution.
\

In all cases,"the government p.lV\ the interest on loans as long as the
students remain¥n school. During the recent period of high interest rates, the
“ government also subsidized the lenders of guaranteed loans. The annual
costs to the Treasury, as reported in the budget, are the interest subsidy (to
students and institutions) and the pnnupal ufthc I(mns in default. In 1978/79
these amounted to $730 million.

Actording to our estimates, which are based on a variety of sources of
varywng accuracy. almg€¥all of the subsistence and education costs of one in

Seven full-time undergraduates from-families with incomes unde@? 500 per

year are med by a coghbination of grants, loans and-work. Perhaps as much as
one-cighth of the cogts of students in this income group is met by loans. and
another 30 per cent by Work. ™

.

Students in the ‘next higher income bracket. whose parents earn be-
tween $7.500 and $15.000 per year, benefit much less from grants, and fi-
nance about the same proportion of their total costs through loans. They
depend considerably more upon parental contributions and income from

» work. Children of parents in this income bracket used to enroll in college at a

Q

far higher rate than those from poor families, but the difference is diminish-
ing. ' i

RIC . I

.



N
Among students whose families have incomes above the median. most
of the slfpport comes from parents, followed by the student's own earnings.
Grants and loans probably do not du.ount for more than 10 to |5 per cent of
their COosts.

» - To summarize. cyrrent aid policies have helped children from econom-
~ igally disadvantaged families to enroll in college. However, they have not-
equalized attendance rates for students by income group.

In the mid-1970's,, for the U.S. as a whole. roughly three out of ten
dependents 18-24 attended college full-time. Four out of ten young depen-
dents from affluent families, those* with incomes over $25 thousand. were
enralled, as contrasted to two_out of ten dependents from families with ...
incomes under $10 thousand. In the middle-income range, one out of four
dependents were studying in a postsecondary institution full-time. Thus, -
despite the fact that the egrollment rate -of children from modest back-
grounds had not declined from the peak attained in the, late 1960's, it was still
below that of children from more affluent families.

It appefirs. too. that students from poor families now stay “enrolled in
postsecondary institutions for a shorter period of time than 10 years ago.
Despite the fact that the preportion of freshmen from families in the lowest-
income group increased in relation to the total number-of freshmen enrolled,
this income group's share of total enrollment has not changed. This is all the
nrore surprising since among those who enrolled in college since 1965, 42 per
cent completed four years of education, 1Q per cent more than college en-
trants before that date. It is likely that postsecondary students from families
with modest means attend college for shorter periods in the 1970's than in
the 1960°s, and that a smaller proportion of them receive a Bachelor's de-
gree. . L J -

This hypothesis makes sense in the light of the very rapid growth of
non-degree programs. which are offered mostly by junior and community
colleges. It is quite likely that these short-term programs appeal to students -
of modest means. both because thcy arg offered by mstltuuons where the
fces and costs are low. and becauqe they are of short duration. '

In any event, the current system of conventignal postsecondary educa-
tion seems to appeal most successfully to children from wealthier families. ¢
Roughly three-quarters of all enrolled dependent undergraduates come from
families with above-median incomes. ‘

Some 23 per cent of full-time college students consider themselves in-
dependent of their parénts. This is a considerable increase over the 10 per
. cent who did s in the 1960's. Many of these students are veterans, or




married. Some of the others do not want to put any financial burden on their
parents, so they have become independent. ' -
Graduate and professional students: 1t is important to distinguish be-
tween the graduate and professional sectors of higher education. Most pro-
fessional, i.e., law and medical, studgnts attend school full-time. By con-
trast, more than two-thids of the students who are enrolled in graduate
programs attend part-time. The’rcfore'. ost graduate students work during
the school year. Stipends and research assistantships are more common
among full-time graduate students than among fessional students. Over-
all, full-time students beyond the bachelor's legidire estimated t(leam some

40 per cent of whatthey ¢ould earn otherwise. 5-: of their earn{ngs comes
fronr government-financed research and devefpment projects. Despite the
recent cut-back from a peak of $3 billion; the fleral government still spends
over a billion dollars on support to gradyfle. and professional students.
About a third of this support is channeled t& medical schools and the rest is
carmarked for special programs. ¢.g.. the training qf nurses, psychologists.
ete. Educational policy has remained pliant to the demands of professional
pressure groups and is subsidizing graduate studies in many speciglties
where shortages can no longer be documented.

The role of all these public subsidies in graduate education is not clear.
Possibly a larger portion of the graduate money is now being channeled into
post-doctoral fellowships. whict are holding positions for young Ph.D.'s.
While it is hoped that the most promising of these researchers will establish.
their reputations sufficiently fo become irresistible to the research and de-
velopment or academic establishments, no-evidence yet justifies this hope.

Parr-time _stedents: An increagsing number of students attend post-
secondary institutions part-time. N’-ost studies have shown' that their in-
comes do not differ significantly frorg the incomes of persons the same age
who do not attend school. This does not mean thivt expenses connected with
education may not be onerous for some part-time students. but, given the

- rather spartan standards which gevern eligibility for aid to undergraduate

{

students, most part-time studentsglre-not eligible for federal stipends. Only a
very small proportion of the aid goes to these students. Some have tuition
and fees paid by employers or ofher organizations, but the majority pay for

their own schooling. A ]

At the graduaté level, employers are more likely to foot the bill for
part-time study. Graduate studénts’ incomes are also higher than those of
undergraduates, and there mle concern about how they, finance their
education. The only demand for subsidies to this group comes from propo-
nents of “‘life-long"" learning and from 3 few educators who believe that

mid-life career changes should be facilitated by public authorities. "
i
4
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An Evaluation of Postsecondary Education at Mid-Decade

Historical forces have shaped a relatively strong postsecondary sector
in the United States. One cannot but admire the extent to which these forces
have been responsive to the demands of both society and studepts. The rapid
growth of technical schools and junior colleges in the p»ast»fﬁn decades is a,
dramatic demonstration of the extent to which the system can innovate in a
permd of growing enrollments.

The slowdown in the ra_te of growth of the national economy, which
coincided with the leveling off of postsecondary enrollments, has forced
institutions to change their operating styles quite drastically. There is no
evidence as yet-that this change has substantially weakened the sector as a
whole. Hence, it is premature to ask whether the public authorities were
Justified-in withholding additional institutional support.

hd \

A number of developments made it very difficult to justify much higher
state appropriations for higher education in recent years. The recession and
the slow recovery of the economy kept down state and local tax receipts,

" while unemployment and welfare payments depleted the public coffers.

Congyrrently, no persuasive arguments could be marshaled to show that an
msuﬂ’ucnt quantity of higher education was provided, since the sum of"’
public and private places exc.eeded the number of students.

Nor could objective poIiC)7 analysts argue in favor of drawing more
persons into higher education. On the contrary, they could not help but view
with alarm (1) the increasing proportion of college graduates who took jobs
which were hitherto filled by persons with less education (the narrowing
wage differential between college graduates and persons with a high school
education indicated that the investment in four- years of schooling was be-
coming less profitable than before, and the relative drop in salaries could be

"interpreted as a signal that both private and social returns from education
-were declining) and (2) the continuous homogenization of the jobs filled by

persons with partial college training and by high school graduates. (Although
their wages did not decline relative to those of high school graduates in the
1970's, persons with a partial college education had lost considerable ground
in the previous decade and never gained it back. The calculated rates of
return for.persons with an incomplete college education were very low in the
period beginning with 1960.)

As the link between more education and producnvny becomes increas-
ingly tenuous, it makes sense to reduce public expendlturee on additional
education. An easy'and obvious way to achieve this aim is to put a limit on
subsidies for the instruction-of students.
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While politically well-connected state colleges were able to accommo-
date more students by tapping state funds, private institutions could not

expect to be bailed out by public moneys. The subsidies which are currently -

offered to the private sector are not designed to shore up the finances of
schools which lose enrollment. The great suprise. in the past five years, has
been that so few of those schools did close their doors. Those which closed
accounted for a small proportion of the enrollment. and they closed after

_ having reached a sub-optimal size.

To cut costs, some state school systems have resorted to-downgrading
certain campuses and designating them as branches of other institutions. The
administrative overhead can thus be reduced. while the number oflocat()ns
serving students remain unchanged. Poisibly some private,-especially
sectarian, institutions could consolidate several small campuses into a **sys-
tem’ in a similar way. in order to cut costs while preserving diversity.

Although it is possible to suggest some cost-cutting techmques for in-
stitutions, e.g.. consolidation, gr&xter dependence on consortia to reducesthe
duplication of courses, etc.. this may not be the appropriate time to do so.
We have witnessed considerable efforts to reduce the costs of higher educa-
tion in the past five years. and inevitably it was the fdculty who bore the
brunt of thig cost-cutting. .

The high rate of produc.tion of Ph.D.’s. in relation to suitable openings
for persons with this level of education, has greatly weakened both the

bargaining ability and the mobility of older faculty. This is the visible part of -

the iceberg. An even larger. though invisible, part of the problem'is the
underutilization of the research training of young doctoral recipients, espe-
cially in the humanities, and of older persons who had to seek jobs outside of
academia because they did not receive tenure.

. . ’
" This underutilization of doctoral recipients puts into question the role of

graduate departments. While schools with less experience in gr'aduaic edu-
cation are likely to offer masters' degree programs, the major research uni-
versities prefer training doctoral candidates. Lately, they have reduced the
number of doctoral students. but overall the production of Ph.D.'s has not
declined. Whilg doctorates-awarded in engineering. chemistry, physics and
mathematics are below the early 1970's peaks. the number of doctarates
awarded in the social sciences is still growing. \
Turning ® the problems of students, one should first stress that the
philosophy underlying much government policy has been influenced by the
criteria for financial aid developed by the College Entrance Examination
Board and the American’Collége Testing Service. Both these organizations

4 have developed standards of comnhuu()ns hy families which take into ac-

¢
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count current income. unusual expenses, assets. and family size. The ‘ex-
pected-contributions are derived by assuming that families with students in
college and above-minimum income and assets ought to contribute a high
pércentage of their resources above tfs minimum level, which is set arbi-
trarily. However. the actual contributions differ from thosefexpected under
these schedules. The average family contributes much less than expected.,
and a small minority —which send their children to private schools—
«<ontribute much more. |

. In practice, federal policy sweeps such variations under the rug. The
BEOG program is most effective in enabling students to enroll in the
cheapest conceivable programs. The rest of the need-based programs are
distributed in such a way as to compensate for the cost of attendance in a
given institution. DPepending upon the whims of college aid officers and the
allocation of aid to a given school. a small number of students from families
with modest backgrounds, could receive a lot of aid. while others content
themselves with the BEOG alone. - ‘

“Campus-based aid is allocated capriciously state-by-state and
institution-by-institution. There is some anecdotal evidence, about the games
financial officers play to increase their allocations of institution-based aid. [t

is quite possible that some: institgﬁions use it as a bait to attract needy

students to otherwise unattractive programs.

It is not at all clear to what extent the needs of lower-income students
are unfulfilled. The recent experience of state ajd commissions has indicated

that the supplementary aid offered to lower- and middle-income students is .

not fully taken down in some states. Perhaps these states have less-
developed private systems, gr else the private institutions may have been .
competing less energetically for students from lower-income families.

By contrast, complaints about college costs have been escalating among .

“the more affluent members of our society. Until recent]y these complaints
were ignored by public authorities. Yet it was obvious that such complaints
‘Would escalate in the 1970's, as an increasing numb:; of families were likgly

to support more than onc dependent in college. Thege families’ perceptions.
of financial burdea became more acute as a result of inflation and the recent
slowdown in economic activity. Real jncomes failed t rise as rapidly as
anticipated, and progressive taxes took an increasing share of the lower-
than-expected incomes. Instead of paying college bills out of expected in-
creases in incomes, many families had to cut into equity or lower their
standard of living. The former alfernative is turning out to be particularly
costly. For the majority of Americans, the major equity is in the home. Most
families with college-age children have low-interest mortgages, and refinahg-

ing a mortgage is extremely expensive. _ -
L 8 -
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In addition, most Americans are not accustomed to the high interest
rates, on the order of 12 per cent. which are now charged on personal loans

or second mortgages. Hence, some families may feel asset-rich. but cash-

poor,, : :

The more affluent families. whos¢ children are more likely to live on
campus, feel unfairly discriminated against by present practices in the

-gnalysis of heeds. With students still at home tour or five months of the year,

they feel it is not possible to redice their expenditures on housing. If the
Wall Street Journal's anecdotal accounts are to be believed: such families
are also loath to reduce their standard of living. of” feel that they must keep"
up with the Joneses to maintain their status in the community. *

- \ N N . . 3
No very good reason can be adduced for public authorities’ subsidizing

“an affluent standard of living. But. in practice. public authorities do. Thus

the children of affluent parents who attend public colleges in their state of
residence are heavily subsigdized. Parents whose children are accepted in

elite, high-cost private schools. on the other hand. are forced to meet truly

astronomical bills, as muw_ﬂhousan_d per dependent per wear. On the
average. the well-off pareMPiys some 80 per cent of this bill. and it is
understandable that this hurts. - s

For families with children of nearl;}the same age who choose to attend
private schools, even the less expensive institutions can cost between $10—
$15 thousand a year for two or three children. Nearly half of the families with
incomes over $25 thousand are in this boat. ' '

* The better-endowed schools have been quite responsive to this per-
ceived hardship. Yale and some other Ivy League schools originated student
loans with repayments contingent on the students’ future incomes, and hired
more students to run such day-to-day activities as food services. Recently
Harvard offered to make low-interest loans to parents, amounting. to as
much as $6.000 a year, on condition that the parents’ income was less than
$60,000 a year. Current federal guaranteed -loans are less generous with
respect to both-amount and income eligibility: '

&

The possibi‘lit‘y!lhat Congress will pass a.tax credit benefiting the .'

affluent has paralyzed education policyn)akers_l_zln/d_.-has deflected attention
from the needs of part:time students. The fieeds of this ever-giowing popula-

* tion have been confused with those of independent students. There is a

common belief that studeats whose families are well-to-do qualify for finan-
cial aid by declaring themselves independent after having dropped out -of
school for a short 'period, such as a year, or through other subterfuge. In
fact, these students are tyeated differently than dependents and more strin-

gent-standards are set to allow them to qualify for .aid. All thejr income is

L.
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counted as .wmlahlc to pay school bills, and more stringent contribution’
standards aré enforced. . N

The whulc issue of dependent and independent students should be
treated in the context of parental responsibility for their offspring’s educa-
tion. Should their rexponsnmhty last forever, or should the student's age.
~marital statuseor veteran's status be prima fucie evidence that the responsi-
hlllty has run out? e

Part- itlmc_ studcnt\ represent an entirely dnfferem set of pfoblems. These
are best separated into two components. First, should a student who attends
“+a’postsecondary ‘institugion part-time and. for any reason. has a minimal
income. be helped? And second. is it equitable to require students. with
above mlmmal but still low incomes, to pay tuition and fees out of this

* pittapce? Most thinking about the adequacy of student aid has been domi-

natéd)by the needs of full-time studentq and by the urge to facilitate their
acess. Whether the ﬁ‘eatment of part- -time students is equitable has not
* been considered.

This is all the more surprising since the incentives to attend college
full-time are now declining, both in terms of returns on one's mvestment in
education and in terms of the guarantee of a *‘good"" job upon gradu‘mon‘
For example. legs than twp-thirds of those who received their bachelor's
degree in 1976 an entered the labor market obtained good jobs. Even among
master’s degree recipients, only eight out of ten were so favored. There are
indications that the promotion prospects of those who start their careers in
less*desirable jobs are none too good at present., o b

- We are thus truly ata crossroads. We, will have to reekamme the uses of

a college education in the course of the next few years. A very high propor-
glon of'the population regards exposure to education beyond high school as
both a right and a rite of passage. Among cOllege-educated parents, whose
‘childrer are the heaviest users of colleges and universities, the desire to have

v their children attend prestigious and expensive colleges is not natched by a
desire to pay the bills. Increasingly, the affluent resent that the poor have a.

freqlnde whlle they have to pay. R

" A clearer understandmg of the consumption components of college, and
the mvestm?t effects of college,' may be overdue, not only for parents and
qtuden’ts buk also for policymakers. :

-
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The Coming Crisis -
ln Academia ,‘ N

: . ¢ ,
he next decade will try the'souls of those connected with colleges
T and universities. Enrollments are projected to go down. Funds for
instruction will grow more slowly than in any period since World
. War II. The 1980's may weIL become the Dark Ages of hfg‘h‘er education, as
college graduates will find it mcreasmgly dnfﬁcult to land jObS which utilize
the trannmg they recewved. “ Co

This chapter examines how institutions, faculties and students are likely
to fare if there is no drastic change in the pattern of support of higher
education. It points out that the changing demographic conditions which -
affect enrollments are hkely to force same:- institutions tp close their doors.
and to produce a major downturn in the fortunes of faculty members.

- ) e .
- ¢

Institutions o .- y
The basis for this pessimistic prognosis is the slowdown in the rate of

* increase of real resources for instruction in higher education. Between 1965

and 1970, these resources grew at the rate of 5.0 per cent per year. By
1970-75, the rate had gone down to 3.5 per cent. Even according to our most
‘optimistic projectmns the rate will decline to 2.7 i the penod 1980-85.

“‘Until 1980 the dechne in the growth offesources is r}ot likely to

" threaten the slender "balance between .cutlay€ and expenses in either the
public or private sector as long as three.cefiditions-are met. First, professors
must riot be allowed to make up the losses in real income which they experi- -
enced in the _past few years; second, student/teacher ratios must continue to

$
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creep up: and, finally. the costs of those mstnullons which lose student
must bextightly controlled. 'We have assumeq i in eur projections that some
institutions with declining enroliments will%ut their costs in proportion with
thé decline in their workload and others will be closed. If not, and if the
amount of money for postsecondary education remains the same, other,
more healthy, institutions, which we anticipate would enroll students from

- schools which closed, will have to cut their staffs and weaken thcnr pro-

gl‘ams »

.

To avoud deficits. even more drastic economies will be required in the
1980°s. when resources will g grow at an even Slower rate. Institutions in the
private sector will have to cut costs even more energetically than before.
Those with low enrollments and high costs.probably will not be able to
survive this period, and their students will be redistributed to larger, lower-
cost schools.

How severely this cnisis will affect schools in the public sector in the
1980's will depengon the level of econonaic activity in the nation as a whole.
If the ecofomy resumes its high rate of growth and the contributions from
state sources increase accordingly, incomes and outlays will balance in
state-supported institutions. In the more hkely event that the economy will
continue to limp.. these institutions  will requnre economies amounting to
perhaps § percent of current expendllures on instruction in order to balance
their budgets.

-

No one can predict what form such cost-cutting will take. Even though
faculty compensation is likely to continue lagging behind average wage$ in
the economy. it may not be possible to balance budgets solely at the expense
of the faculty. Other economy programs, such as curbing the size of the
administrative staffs. will also be necessary in all institutions. In the public
sector, efforts to-move students from high- to low-cost institutions probably
witt be ml?li‘ﬁn'l8 d‘ -

These pruspeus spell trouble for ac,ddemld The most severe problems
will be faced by those institutions which continue losmg students, roughly
one-half of the private and one-fourth of the public schools. Unless such
institutionsaconsolidate their operations and effect large savings in instruc-
"tional costs, their existence is in danger. Many of the practices and policies
of both public and private colleges and universities will have to change.
Faculty members and administrators who have spent their whole adult lives
in & period of uninterrupted growth find these new conditions most disturb-

© ing. They have not adjusted to ‘operating in a no-growth environment, and

are likely to resent policies that are likely to be imposed by boards of trus-
tees or state legislators.
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Our non-system of higher education is too diverse to make it possible to
generalize about the impact of these conditions on all institytions. Colleges
and universities will adjust in different ways. depending upon their mission
and their consfituencies.

The national interest dictates a special concern for the fate of the re-
search yniversities. The problems of thege universities d\ﬁTer from those of
the rest of& postsecondary sector, since they are unreldted to changes in

-the level of undergraduate enrollment. With one or two exceptions. the
major research universities will continue to turn away a large number of
undergraduate applicants and fill their undergraduate rolls. Even if total
enrollments in postsecondary institutions decline by 10 or 15 per cent, they
are still likely to fill their freshman classes. '

However, the number of graduate students in many of these schools has
been shrinking. partly because students have become disenchanted with
their prospects of finding jobs in teaching or research, and partly because
some of the leading schools have made a conscious decision to limit spaces
in-graduate or research programs. A few research universities have a policy
of subsidizing all graduate students who are deemed worthy of admission.
The shrinking federal support for graduate fellowships and assistantships has
made this policy more costly.” Even though the decline in the training of
doctoral students at some institutions should not be viewed with alarm.
‘considering their dismal prospects for employment, this décline may have a
very negative effect on the operations of the research universities.

The savings that result“from reducing the graduate fellowships and
scholarships are not as great as might appear at first blush. The net increase
in tuition receipts (after scholarships are deducted) is probably negligible,
and these students nb longer provide a cheap pool of labor to teach under-
graduates and assist in research and dcvelopment work. ‘

To the extent that this pool of cheap labor is shrinking. the research
universities” costs may go up, as more senior ‘faculty are assigned to teach
lower-division courses. The pace of applied résearch may also slow down, as
the shortage of graduate students to do the more pedestrian tasks in
laboratories dm.ourabes some professors from undertaking ‘‘messy'’ proj-
ects,

. Semor faculty “in the research universities will:be m(.re‘mngly under-
utilized as they are forced to do less research and give less graduate instruc-
tion. Instead, they will be pushed into the classroom to teach younger stu-
dents, and will resent these teaching chores.

‘Further problems may center on the cost of doing research. Young
Ph.D.’s who cannot find ippropriate jobs immediately after graduation and

'- .33. .ot
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do not want to leave the academic cnvnrunment have been replacing
graduate students in growing numbers in the laboratories. This has caused
the cost of research to increase far beyond what is allowed under the rules of

% thumb used by federal funding agencies. To meet the stringent cost ceilings.
several major research universities have slowed down their updating of
- facilities and instrumentation. which has caused alarm in scientific circles.

Another dark cloud over the tesearch universities is their growing in-
ability to innovate by attracting new faculty. Most of their senior faculty is
senior in name only, and nearly half of the tenured professors are under 50.
Mobility betwgen campuses has virtually ceased. Most of the aging profes-
SOrs Just stay om. blocking the promotions and appmntments of younger,

* promising faculty. Pressaires to cut costs and promote junior faculty from
within have caused second-string institutions to stop enticing name facultv
during their declining years. when they become less productive. (Rather -
than be faced with the cruelty of peer evaluations at the research univer-
sities. burat-out researchers used to move to lesser schools, where they

could bask in their past glories and add luster to less dmnngunhed col-
leagues.) J

" These trends. which manifested the’mselves with some force from 1975
,{un. are likely to continue throughout the 1980°s. As a result, the research
universities arg likely to be much less exciting and innovative places ten
years from noW than they are today — and thefe may be nothing to take their

place.

Many of the reserach universities” problems u)uld be solv d merely
with the infusion of money. If between one-third and one-half : n-dol-
lars per year were allocated to these schools to permit them ¢ ¢ more

fauult); they could probably hire sufficient numbers of new teachers and
researchers to remain viable and innovative intellectually. Yet even with
these generous subsidies. their faculty turnover rate would be half of what it
was in the 1960 s,

The political problems involved in channeling such large amounts of
money to the research universities without any strings attached are nearly
insurmountable..If the money were given in the form of research and devel-

- opment gfants. however. the social sciences. and humanities would be
excluded. At the same time. the foundations for the arts or. humanities can
hardly be expected to distribute large amounts of money to elite institutions
. when the Congress directs them 10 become less elitist. Congressmen view
the universities not only as repositories of knowledge, but also as important
sourges of expertise for community service. teaching and football. The re-
search universities are.weak in all these functions, and hence will have a
hard time mobilizing special treatment. )

-
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Another approach would be to encourage the research universities to
expapd their undergraduate enroliments-on a large scale. With higher en-

. rollm@nts, these institutions could’ hire more staff, who would work in

L

research-oriented environments. They might also introduce special incen-
tives to make it more attractive for older professors to teach undergraduates.

This solution opens up a Pandora’s box. Either the research universities
would have to lower their standards for undergraduate admissions. of they
" would have to create new financial’ 5ubstdles for gifted students, or both.
Lowering admissions standards to increase enrollments would certainly go
against the interests of existing faculty. It is only since the end of World War
Il that the cream of the private research universities became intellectually
homogeneous. Before this time they served a less gifted. but very rich con-
stituency of students, who treated.the faculty with the consideration due to
servaqts. As to large subsidies for the gifted. politicians are unlikely to vote
for them and other institutions would resent the l‘ésearch universities’

“‘creaming™ of the student body. Besides, if limited endowments were
stretched to support additional numbers of students. middle- and upper-
income parents who send their children to these schools might find the:
tuition mcreasmg at an unacceptably rapid rate.

All policies that would help the resedrch universities are likely to have
adverse effects upon other institutions which have developed speciak
strengths and cxpertme in selected disciptines, or with regard to the'needs of
a given geogmphmal area. These institutions, which include many of the
state systems’ flagship schools, would find their missions endaw they
were unable to recruit gifted students for their more practically oriented
graduate programs. Because of their high local reputations and their substan-
- tial influence in state legnlatures as well as their excellent ¢onnections with
congressmen from their states. these schools have generally fared better
than run-of-the-mill institutions. They can be expected to attract a larger
proportion of the declining poobof students. and will probably continue to do
well . . \

LY

As'in the past. the flagship schools in most states are hkely to have the
fewest problems in keeping their faculty busy. and in some states where the

- number of eligibles for college is not expected to decline drastically, they

may even expand their enrollments at the expense of schools with less
prestige. The danger they face. in the political arena. is that they are doing
.too well. causing other parts of the state system to be underutilized and to
complam bmerly to'the legislature. In some states. ¢.g.. California. pressure
is increasing on the University system to put a lid on its enrollment to
safeguard the clientele of the state college system. If these pressures becomé
universal, the flagship schools. especially those like Berkeley. Chapel Hill

A}
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and Madison. which are also rescarch universities, will share the problems
of leading private institutions.

We have argued that policy should be focused on pr},selvmg, the
strengths of the academicully distinguished schools. Thig focus is quite dif-
ferent from that- of most policy discussions today, which_are concerned
primarily with the fortunes of schools which are losing studcn‘s Or can no
longér operate in the way to which they have been accustomed.

There is little doubt that the wisdom of bailing out schools with declin-
ing enrolfments will\gunthmc to be discussed with increasing urgency during
the 1980°s. On the one hand. some private liberalarts colleges. some sectarian
schools, and all colteges that are committed to teacher education are likely to
have trouble keeping their former levels of enrollments. Many of these
schools command substantial loyalty from alumnt, and some have a distinc-
tive atmosphere’-or program. Unfortunately, as the reputation of public-
sector schools and especially ﬂdg\hlp schools-has improved. the public of
these “*non-public. non-tlagship’” schools has started deserting them. Many
of these schools are too poor. too proud. or too inflexible to chlm’ge their
orientation. They still cater practically exlusively to full- time students. and.

their ofterings are mostly in the liberal arts or leachmg .

The public policy i1ssue is whether they should be subsidized so as to
-~ continue contributing to the “‘diversity'’ of the American higher education
" system. While part of their trouble is caused by the availability of cheap.
- state- \llb\ldllcd places in state colleges. the case for aid to private colleges
~will be.more difficult to argue during the 1980's. Students who might for-
merly have been accommodated in marginal private schools. will easily find
places in other schools with better reputations. In a dynamic context, it
seems clear that help to keep these schools going will :f}aken the schools
which would beneft from their closing.

The arguments in favor of aiding schools that are losing students have
been c.onfusmg On the one hand, the friends of these schools have been
proclaiming their uniqueness and the difference between their approach or |
curricultm and ‘those of neighboring schools. On the other hand, the very
same friends have argued for a temporary infusion of aid to help these
schools change their administrative practices and curricula so that they more
“closely resemble the schools which are competing successfully for students.

I believe it would be best for federal policy to keep its hands off the
issue of diversity. with the possible exception of sponsoring some modest
experiments to help small, failing schools to help themselves. The monies
from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education ought to be
sufficient for that purpose. A particularly promising project for these schools

1
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would be to offer a new. integg work-study environment. where much of
the blue- and white-collar work in the institution would be performed by
students. They would thus be able to attract an increasing number of part-
time students, even to the remote rural areas where many of these institu-
tions are locatdd.

To congigde. if state support of postsecondary education follows past
trends and th urrent relationship between tyition and disposable income
continues, the United States may expect to have a viable, but less exciting
‘system of higher education tcﬁ‘ years from now. The prime attention of
policymakers should be directed toward the rescarch univessities, to make
sute’ that these remain able to innovate in their fields of leadership.

-~

- »
Faculty .
The lyrge number of Ph.D.'s in pursuit of a small number of jobs is
. making the faculty most vulnerable to institutional economy drives. As the
supply of persons with doctorates increases by some 40 per cent between
now and 1985, the total demand for faculty will remain at its present level or
decline slightly. and the scramble for jobs will be even more desperate than it
has been in the past few years. In the first five years of the decade of the
1980°s, the number of job openings is likely to be some 6 to 10 thousand a
ar. one-half to two-thirds of what it was between 1975 and 1980. By the
d of the decade, we may. with luck, return to the level of hires of the past
five years, i.e., some IS thousand a year. 1

With competition for j"obs reaching cut-throat dimensions. any number
of excuses can be offered by a financially hard-pressed school to reduce the
number of faculty members or to keep a lid on salaries. In practice. both of
these activities are easier to implement simultaneously: the threat of faculty
cuts is sufficient to keep down the salary demands. In some schogls. faculty
unions have fought hard to protect the number of jobs and have shown less
concern about the level of salaries. These unions were dominated by young
faculty members whose jobs were threatened. By contrast, established
unions, .such as the one at the.City University of New York, have been
adamant about protecting salary levels and have sacrificed large numbers of
junior faculty members to preserve the level of pay. B

By the mid-1980°s. the emphasis on salaries is likely to prevail. Faculty
unionism will increasingly take on the characteristics of other white-collar
unions. More faculty will be-tenured, and the distinction between tenured
and non-tenured faculty will be blurred as union contracts will increasingly
guarantee job security after a shorgArial period. irrespective of rank.. The
majority of public institutions wif be unjonized. with only a few private -
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prestige universities. distinctive hhcral dll\ schools and some schools with.
religious affiliations remaining outside the ualm of coltective bargaining.

The unionization of faculty is likely to havc a number of uninsended
consequences. The most important for the national interest is the ¢ffegt of ?

Job security on institutions” ability to hire promising researchers tq, repl‘a’u:
t.uulty who turn out to be disappointments. Wnion contracts make it nnpos-a

le to fire nminimally competent staff. This may lead to the prolifer tidm of

5)
\enmatc institutions to perform research. along the Livermore rﬁ . and
‘ accentuite even more sharply the separation between research and téac\)ihg

Separate rcscargh m\mute\ with their own staffs. might then be staffed
largely with “research hum\ " whose floating existende from ne research
project to another would stitl seem preferablé to jobs which do not requnre
their expertise. ()pcmngs for mixed careers in teaching and research are
likely to become mc.reasmgly scarce between now and the end,of the cep-
tury. The number of such openings is projected to shrink by half in the
period 1975 -85, as compared to the period 1965 -75. New research organizad
tions would most likely rely. on a small permanent management group, as
well as 4 revolving cadre of young. cheap researchers who recently gradu-
ated from universitigy}} Thus, if the young cadres did not unionize. they
, Would not be able to enforce their seniority rights. -

There is no consensus about the minimum levels of scientific or cultural
manpower which this country either wants or can afford. Nor have convinc-
ing projections of the employment of such manpower by age been prepared.
There is little agreement about the true value of experience, compared to the
imaginative approaches of the young. Hence, it has been difficalt to draw the -
attention of policymakers to the fact that we are likely to have 4 dispropor-
tionate number of older scientists and humanists during the 1980s, and that
the share of younger teachers and reseéarchers will be well below previous

¢

> levels from 1985 to the end of thc millennium. .
Of course it is not absolutely necessary forscientific theory humanistic
research. or higher criticism to be greatcd in a university or research setting.

Since many -of their corporate and government jobs will re less than

their full energy and commitment, the creativity of the und?:mzed intellec-

tuals could be stimulated in avocalional, rather than professional, milieus.
. Separate milieus sustained the crea!tivily of Darwin, McCauley. Gibbon and
Mill as they worked at unstimulating jobs. Non-academic centers of this sort -
need not be located at universities. They might be developed independently.
Their chinceg of survival would be better if they were free-standing, rather
* thag grafted onto colleges and universities whose faculties might resent the

. 1 of potential competitors and possible scabs. Just as businessmen meet

o - | {7
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-at Kiwanis and Lions Clubs. so would intellectuals meet in small groups,
adapting the idea of the salon to the American way of life.

4

The alternative to this eventuality’is to provide non-directed think tanks
for intellectuals. If half of all doctoral recipients were given a chance to
prove themselves productive in these think tanks tor perhaps three years,
. and two out of ten of this group were retained there for the rest of their
working lives, by the end of the 1980°s the cost of such a program would
approach $5 billion per year.

Stﬁdents : 4 : N

One of the most obviows priorities in student aid is to rése the reim-

. bursement ceilings in the BEOG program at a rate greater than the increases
in the cast of edycation. This change in the formula will increase aid to ‘

4 ehgible students who attend somewhat higher-cost schools. As more stu-

* * dents move away, from low-cost, four-year schools and enroll in the sfates’

C higher-cost flagship institutions, it behooves public authorities to make it

possible for students from economically,weak families to participate in this

* trend. Coordination of state and federal scholarship programs buuld ensure

that the children\pf the poor are not necessarily consigned to institutions

which cater exclugively to the academically unprepared and economyjcally

. weak. Ch :

, It is also important for public authorities to reallocate $unds: for
«  campus-based aid in keeping with the ebb and flow of students from one
’ institution to another. The availability of publicly financed campus;base}i ad
is a powerful attraction to students from modest circumstances. These is
" considerable urgency for rechanneling campus-based aid from institutions.
which are fosing students to those in which enrollments are steady or rising. >
Yetin the past fgw years public policy has moved in the opposite directiorf,
freezing aid levgls on the &asis of allocations made in the more distant past.

I9 an ideal world where the bureaucracy knew the desires of students,
and students knew that the aid they were likely to receive would not vary
from institution to institution, such shifts in public funds could be effected

. quickly and painlessly. In tiie real world, however, much care must be taken
to have the money precede the students without it being shifted so quickly
that néedy students are left behind without funds. If funds are moved too
quickly, they will be distributed to students with higher incomes, at least for
a while, until the needy students catch up with’them. This would then lead to
reseniment among the better-off students who lose such support, adding to
the already considerable pressure to enact new legislation to subsidize stu-
dents in the middle- and upper-levels of the income distribution.

1
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Whether public authorities should subsidize students who are better off
is one of the two most important issues which will have to be resolved in the
next few years. (The second issue. the problem of equalizing the costs ot
attendance in public and private institutions, wijl be discussed a little later.)

There is little doubt in my mind that pt}{ftical pressure will force public
authorities to reimburse better-off, and possibly even rich, parents for part
of their children’s college costs. These parents spend considerably more
than the average on tuition, and thus do not benefit as much from state
subsidies to instruction. Reimbursement of the college costs of students.
irrespective of family income. would mean a break with previous policy
which has emphasized giving the disadvantaged access to more. schooling.
We have recently recommended that payments of up to $1.000 per student
be made available to parents who have unusually high college expenses. with
tuition costs exceeding a given percentage of their gross income. We fully
realize' that these payments will generally benefit persons whose incomes
place them in the upper quartile of the income distribution. Unfortunately. in
the absence of such a scheme worse legislation, such as the -tax credit or
token payments to middle-ingome parents. will be passed. .

Transfers to the more affluent are likely to have-positive effects on the
financial conditions of the research universitiés, a segment of the higher
education sector which needs both sympathy and attention. Federal ‘pay-
ments to persons who have high expenses will encourage the research uni-
versities to raise their tuition. Students® fumilics’will not get the major part of
the benefite the institutions will. On the other hand. parents of students will
be grateful for the illusion of a subsidy. Some $300 to $400 million spent in
this fashion might have blocked the move for tax credit legislation which will
cost at least a billion dollars,

It is more difficult to judge how the federal government might best help
to equalize the costs of attendance in public and private schools. Such meas-
ures would have been much easier to recommend 10 to 15 years ago. when
there was a shortage of student places. At present dnd during the next
decade. as the weaker private and public colleges increasingly compete for
students. it will be very difficult. politically. to aid either the private schools
or the students who atténd them. The federal government has entered the -
field gingerly with the State Student Incentive Program, which reimburses
states for part of the scholarships they offer their residents. Much of this
money goes to students who attend pnvate institutions. Requiring such
scholarships to be made available to students who attend out-of-state
schools. too. would undoubtedly benefit some private institutions even
more. This would also be to the advantage of such prestige public schools as

.
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Michigan, Wisconsin and North Cardlina. In the future, it may be desirable
for the federal government tq cost-share with states only on rather sizeable
inc¢ntives, such as $1,000 per student for students from_families with in-
comes under $15,000, and $500 for other students. Most of these schol-
arships would go to students in the private schools. '

A final thought on student aid may be in order. If the public auﬁ;orities
contiaue to value giving students from modest circumstances access to post-
secondary education, they.may wish to reduce their reliance on loans. Many
of these students will not.last the full four-year coursé of studies and will get
little economic benefit from postsecondary attepdance. In this light, it would
seem fair to reimburse a higher proportion of the costs incurred by freshmen
and sophomores who are eligible for Basic Education Opportunity Grants. If
. the half-cost limitation were waived and 75 per cent of students’ costs were
reimbursed during their first two years of college, the cost of the program
would increase by some $1.5 billion. .

The changes in student aid which we recommend in order to keep higher
education enrollments at théir'previous level may cost as much as $3 billion.
This price tag seems frightening only"if one forgets that roughly the same
amount is spent on veterans' educational subsidies today, and that these are
likely to be completely phased out.of the budget by the 1980's. :

» -

0"
Coaclusion-

America’s knowledge industry will be greatly weakened if public sup-
pert to colleges and universities remains tied to enrollments and to the level
of the nation's economic production. In order to avoid such deterioration.
. public policy for higher education will have to go beyond aid to students and
tackle other areas of urgent concern. S : T

.

Foremost .amon_g these is the problein of ﬁndjng suitable employment.
for a whole generation of young scientists and humanists. These young
people are unlikely to be hired either to teach or to do research in colleges
and universities. If they are employed elsewhere, their specialized skills will
be underutilized. and the pace of innovation in our ifitellectual life wi}l slow
down. ‘

How can we provide what amounts to sheltered employment for intel-
lectuals under our present system? The easiest way would bs to subsidize a
few research universities to continue expanding their faculties and thus take
care of the cream of the crop of graduating-doctorates. However. this is
‘unlikely to Be popular during a period when a number of smaller., possibly
less distinguished. but much-loved, institutions wi‘ll be forced to close their
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doors. Our political sysfem is better attuned to helping classes-of persons, or
institutions, rather than to funding programs based on merit.

Yet, unless billions of dollars. at present prices, are found to support the
generation of scholars which will'go into the work force in the 1980's. we
may be entering one of the darkest periods of depression for academia. The
problems of fine-tuning aid to students. or responding to the pressures of the
middle class for a share in student subsidies, loom large only inasmuch as
they are likely to reduce the funds available for this operation. -

4

Parental or student resources are not likely to play a major part in
determining enrollment levels in the next decade, as long as present aid
programs are i place. On the othet hand. giving students from families of
small means a greater choice of schools may require drastic restructuring
of the distribution of this aid. It is to be hoped that these administrative
problems will not steal the Hmelight from the real policy issues.
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‘Solutions

Sp‘me ilhconventional

persuasive argument can be presented to the effect that college en-
rollments may plummet even more drastlcally thdn is generally an-
ticipated. . :

Goot)'pohcy planning should ahticipate the unexpected, and a very

-

By the mid-1980's, the cohort of 18-year-olds will contain 17 per cent

‘fewer members than the comparable cohort of the mid-1970's. The total

number of youngsters eligible to enter the labor market will be considerably
smaller than it is today. This means that, most likely, Testead of worrying
about teenage employment rates of s@me 13 pef cent, we may be decrying
the shortage of young workers! Therefore. government subsidies, such as
scholarship and loans for college students, which reduce the Ia%or partici-
pation of young persons. could well fall into disfavor. With _highly educated
workers still in, oversupply and still burdening the labor market. the knee-
Jerk reaction'may be to get the kids out of school and into jobs. “

By then the implicit social benefits from more education and the social

demand for more schooling will be balanced on a kmfe s,edge against the’

more tangible benefits from _]Ob‘i This may lead some to argue that the
governmé&nt has no business giving young people the incentive to-inves
relatively unproductive higher education which keeps them away fro
ductive work. Sych arguments will be most convincing with respect to mar-
ginal students who are not likely to complete four years of college education
and for whom a few years of additional schooling would prove least profit-
able economically. .

-
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There has hun considerable reluctance to make realistic prap‘lratlons
this eventuality. Educators and policymakers have.been much too con-
ned with shoring up today’s shaky system to think about hypnthcm.al
fsasters. Meanwhile, analysts who are distraught about the present surplus
of college gr adu' tes have been advocating charging full cost for hlgheuedu-
_cation, and fefing on the market to balance the supply and demand for

© There i ingreasing agreement that our system of subsidizing both stu-
’ dents dnd institutions should change. There is no agreement on what should
be done. Below we discuss thr;e possible ways of changing the system. The
tm. and mgst brutal. was conceived by laissez-faire economists; it advo-
" cates that students pay the total cost of their education beyond high school-
and. if peed be, finance that cost through loans. The second, diametrically
opposed’ to the first. envisages that the major share ofmstruc.tnon and living
. 'cxpensu be shouldered by public duth0r|t1e§ it is essentially the Swedish
. model. We also present a third. new and eclectic model, which channels
subsidies to part-time students and to a few. selected. full-time students.
‘ ‘;l‘he Laissez-faire Economists® Prescription \ .
)
s Economists who regard education as an investment in human resources

*would prefer each student to bear the full burden Of the cost of higher

education. In thns way. they hope to reduce the demand for higher education

and balance the supply of jobs requiring this level of training with the
. nymber of persons* who continue thetr education beyond hl;éh school.

These ¢conomists’ prescnpnon is juqtlﬁed by concern about the fact

‘ that subsidies to higher education benefit the rich dlsproport&onately It

. makes these economists :uneasy_that only half of a given cohort enrolls in

college. and that the very people most likely to be blessed with Kigh incomes

"as they grow older enjoy large educational subsidies from public moneys,

.« © Collected by taxes on-less affluent groups. Therefore, they would prefer to

charge the fhll cost of education to students, with the students® fees and

living expenses financed by loans if necessary and/or desired. They insist

that such loans be freely available at the market rate of interest. and that

g ! - public authorities be made responsnlgj for satlsfymg the loan demand. to
eliminate the mperfectxonx in the capl al market. .

Not alf economists agree on how such loans ought to,be repaid. Some
. advocate conventional borrowing with long repayment tefms others pro-
_pose that the loam be repaid-in proportjon to the recipients’ incomes.

. S Whtle there is nothing very complex about repaymaﬁz fornm‘as for con-
- ventional loans (exkcept getting students to repay them), a.variety of repay-
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ment schc'(fu‘lcs‘,has been proposed for income-contingent loans. Some
would set repayments at a straight percentage of the borrower's income.
Others would set repayments at a percentage of the borrower’s income
above a certain amount. Considerable imagination has gone into proposals to
equalize the burdens of contingent loans between spouses. and to make it
possible to “buy out™ of the program so as not-to scare the potentially
affluent, etc.

N

Rather than describe -all these flights of ingenuity, we shall limit our-
selves to an evaluation of student loan programs in general. Clearly, if the
benefits “of higher education are translated only into higher earnings and
accrue to students rather than to society af large. the present system of

_financing education beyond high school is unfair.and loans would be much

fairer. '

Whethef these loans should be conventional or income-contingent,
however, is open to argument..Advocates of straight loans argue that th
price of entry to the escalator for success should be the same for all entrané
and that the most gifted. or lucky, who parlay their education into higher
incorhes later on should not be penalized. It is further argued that contingent °
loans are likely to attract persons with marginal abilities, who may view their
participation in higher educatidn as a low-cost lottery: If they acquire more

saleable qualifications, sa much the better: but if not, the penaity will not be

very high either. This criticism of contingent loans applies particularly to
loans which tax only incomes that are above a certath minimum. With such
loans. the lottery will cost much less to those who benefit least from higher
education. ) . -

By contrast, advocates of cantingent loans argue that ‘students who

- have to take out large conventional loans to cover both the full cost of

instruction-and their living expenges would find the repayment burden im-
posedby such heavy borrowing too much for them in the years immediately
after graduation.- As their incomes rose. however, so would their ability to
repay. Another, more tortuous argument goes something like this: It is dif-
ficult for students to evaluate the benefits of education in advance, but it \%’?
become easier when lending authorities. which are interested in having the
loans repaid. encourage *‘truth in education’” disclosures to students. .

The economic arguments for financing higher education through loans
are attractive, but there i little chance that such financing will be adopted in
a period of retrenchment for the postsecondary sector. Devices for the ra-
tioning of student places sMbuld have been introduced when there was a

- shortage of them. At that time, they would not have been opposed as vehe-

mently ag they are likely to be now. Unfortunately, it takes a long time for
\ ! | (
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economic theory to be developed., and by then palitical forces may come into
play which make the theoretical prescriptions non-operational.

Many ‘of my colleagues in the economic profession do not share my®
. pessimism about the prospects of tinancing higher education through lgans.
Yet | feel that even their optimism is tempered hy realism. for they do not go
further than to.recommend relying on loans more heavily than in the past.
Since financing through loans is not likely to come about, we will not try
to trace ats potential effects on institutions or faculty. Eet us just add that
some advocates of loan financing would like to make sure that students who
are enrolled in the same school but in different programs pay fees auordlng
. to the cost of the program in which they are enrolled. Thus, students in |
cheap liberal arts programs would pay less than those in expensive science «
programs. This would leafl the facet®® to an agonizing reappraisal of thl
ought and what ought nof to be taught. ‘
3

The Swedish Model

Sofne educators and politicians favor adopting a very different. but
equally extreme policy for financing education, in line with the experience of
Sweden. There the government takes a much more active part in financing
both postsecondary- institutions and postsecondary students. No fees are

_ charged to students. The total burden of supporting postsecondary institu-
. tions is shouldered by the state. The state has assumed that all persons age
19 or older. are to be subsidized, when attending school. Parents’ and
spouses’ incomes are disregarded. All students are entitled to a basic grant,
_ which is supplemented by a loan bearinig a low-interest rate. These loans are *
' generally long-term. with students obliged to repay them by age 50. Post-
ponement of payments ts automatically granted to borrowers who are ill,
unemployed, or have incomes below a certain threshold. With some 60 per
cent of all student expenditures advanced by the government in the 1970's,
the. program has facilitated the access of children from working- clasq
families and women-to higher education.

The Swedish travail in administering this system may be of interest to
advocates of transplanting such a system to the United States. As long as
. there was a brisk demand for college graduateés, the system of, allocating
mohey to institutions worked relatively well. Every qualified entrant was
guaranteed a place in a university, with the exception of medical and en-
gineering schools, which kept predetermined ceilings on their enroliments.
Recently. as the job market for college graduates soured. an increasing_
number of entrants opted for vocationally-oriented courses, just as in the
‘/ United States. This led to a decline in university enroliments and to a strug-
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- gle with regard to the amount of funds which different institutions were to
_receive from the central government. The Swedes then attempted to defuse
: these controversies by décentralizing the decisions to six regional boards.
Thh policy is much too new to be evaluated.

It is also slgmhganbthat the amount of grant mondy for students has
leveled off in the past few years, and that students with no other source, of
suppart have had to rely increasingly on loans. <

In the pluralistic American system. support of all #stitutions by federal. .
state und local grants would require a fundamental rethinking of the respon-
sibilities of publu. authorities for the private sector. Various models for the
support of private schools can be found by looking across the-Atlantic: The,
Swedes gradually took over full responsibility for their private uniVersities:
the Dutch reimburse private universities for the cost of instruction, based
upon levels in the public sector: and the British channel funds to a number of

“institutions through a grants committee. However. not one of these coun-
tries attempts to deal with hundreds. let alone thousands. of institutions with
ditferent standards. curricula and costs.

Within the next 10 years. the only feature of the Swedish system which
could possibly be implemented in this country .is its financing of students.
The recent enthusiastic advocacy of aid to middle- and upper-income par-
ents of college children is sufficient evidence that there is both unhease and
b resentment in all segments of the population about paying college bills. The

' "“Swedish way' relieves all parents, irrespective of income.

It would be very difficult to adapt this to American reality, however 4@
With a postsecondary system in which fees vary fromwn to institu-
tion, floors and ceilings for reimbursement of these fees would have to be
established and, probably. a uniform living allowance added.

- At current cost levels. such a program would require disbursements of
close to $18 billion for undergraduates, and probably an additional $2-$3.
billion if graduate and professional students were made eligible. Even on the
assumption that the number of students would not increase, it is likely that
with'a practically universal system of support, tuition and fees would. The
cost of the program might then escalate (at current prices) to, say. $25
billion. It would remain equal to the current level of student aid only if grants
were kept to 15 per cent of the program’s cost. In this event, students from
poor families would have to borrow much more than they do today.

Institutions and faculties would benefit from this.new approach to stu-
dent fi inancing. which would provide additional resources to-the postsecon-
dary sector. Both the employment level and faculty wages @ be raised.
At the same time, as long as ceilings on the level of subsidies remained in
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effect and the lion™s share of the program were financéd through loans;
students would remain conscjous of the costs of different programs.

The most obvious disadvantage of the program is that it would channel

" resdurces to hitherto unsubsidized well-to-do studefts. A less obvious

drawback is that it encourages full-time study. and may.not be appropriate
for the 1980's, when there will be shortages of youth-manpower. Neverthe-
less, proponénts of the fully-automated. cybernetic society, who anticipate
no great upsurge in the demand for labor, may wish to keep this pattérn in

" mind in fclurmmg student aid.

The Eclectic Model

Realists will not take the classical liberal economists” advicé to rely fully
on loans too seriously . Nor will they be very optimistic about the possibility
of underwriting the lion's share of the cost of the higher education along
Swedish lipes. Therefore. we have proposed another model for subsidizing
students which would be better attuned to the needs of the 1980 s. We call it
the eclectic model. .

The eclectic model attempts to meet the following objectives: (1) reduce
students’ investment in postsecondary education by allowing them to study
and work concurrently, (2) allow students to graduate earljer than they
would under existing patterns of part-time attendance, and (3) at the Same
time. increase the supply of young workers. Schemes that allow students to
economize on their investment in education are particularly desirable ata
time when the financial returns from additional years of schodling may be
expected to shrink. As long as a major component of the investment is
foregone- carnings. the obvious approach—short of escalating scholarships

. asin the Swedish model —is to encoutrage concurrent study and work.

The eclectic model is based on the assumption that the majority of

-young persons are likely to want a taste of postsecohdary education, just as

‘

they do today. It suggests that they can get it by registering for 2/3 of the
full-time school load (8-10 credits) and also working some 25 to 30-hours a
week. This would mean that the students would obtain their bachelor's
degree in six yeaPs rather than four. For their part, employers would be
encouraged to sphit two jobs among three youngsters, a redsondhle solution
since there would be a shortage of young workers.

X L. C
To make this plan work., we recommend that pari-time students be
reimbursed for their tuition. fees. transportation and books, and also receive
a small stipend ($150 a month). if they partiipate in the labor force and are
cmplnycd at feast 40 weeks duning the year, working no more than 25 hours
S
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. each week. The average stipend per student in this program would amount to
$1.200. ' y _
) . ‘

%

This would create an incentive for yotng people to work and study at
the same time, thus addressing the dissue of youth labor shortages. Concur-
rently, this proposal would make it more attractive for e ployers to hire
part-time students, since it would result in more product% workers at a
lower. hourly cost. In other words. employers could obtain better quality
workers. at a lower price, because these workers would receive an addi-
tional subsidy for their studies. ' - : '

This work-sharing experiment would be a success only if
ing, cmpiuyment uan'uciuLsccurity costs of hinng three perso
jobs did not exceed the beneficial effects of the subsidy. Perhaps additional
tinkening with the social secunty and unemployment contributions might be
necessary to make the program sufficiently:attractive to employers. How-
ever, we will not know what level of subsidies would be required to make the
program work until such aj 1s actually put into effect and adjusted.

Because of its finanfial incentives. this program might become so at-
tractive as to discourage the cream of the academic crop (especially potential
full-time students from fymilies with modest means) from attending full-time,
and thus postpone theif entry into professional and graduate schools for
many years. To counteract this trend for the more gifted students, special
incentives would have to be devised for these sfudents to attend full-time.
Probably as many as half a million students should benefit from such incen-
tives. We propose copying the British subsidy system: offering generous unit
scholarships. sufficient to pay a major share of any school in which the
students are accepted. and making these allowances taxable to their parents.
Thus rich parents would benefit less than the poor. whose marginal tax is
lower. Some cross-over from one program to the other should also be en-
couraged. ’

The gross cost of this program may be as high as' $7-8.5 billion in
today’s prices, butaf all the subsidies are taxable torecipients, it is likely that
a quarter of the cost will be recaptured through income taxes. The cost of the -

program will depend to a large extent upon the pricing policy which institu-\ .

tions adopt in the light of (1) increased support fog students, and (2) the
probably decline in their workloud‘s‘.

*+  The fact that the majority of students are likely to be supported will
certafnly tempt institutions tagincrease their tuition. The merit scholars will
not be deterred by thistincrehse,. however, and it may be argued that the

art-ime students with heavy work. commitments will eventually be reim-
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bursed by the proposed subsidy or else, are -capable of paying hlgher fees
anyway. because of the level of their earnings. *®

_ Even assuming that higher education is still prized as a sign of status.
and that the total number of students does not change drastically. the fact _
that many more students will attend school part-time is likely to result in a 20
per cent dechne in institutions’ workloads.
: -

The Impact of Part-Time Enroliments on Institutions and Faculty
)

~As aresult of conditions in the labor market. which make it easy “for
young people to find jobs. or changes in student aid which encourage work
concurrent with higher education. a much higher proportion of students may
opt for part-time study. Perhaps they will again become increasingly
‘oriented to. the humanities, social sciences and general education for their
own sake. even though they may realize that such subjects will not be of
much practical use in the world of weork. On the other hand. the fierce
competitioni tor jobs is more likely to'wotivate students to choose practical
fields. In this case. accounting. business administration and training for
semi-professional occupations. such as drafting. elementary mechanics and
electronics. etc.. will dominate students’ interests. Thesé choices might
have different effects on different types of institutions.  *.

While today's institutions are capable of meeting demands for general
education.. they may require different and possibly more expensive re-
sources if they wish to offer “*majors™" in practical fields. Even such mun-
dane majors as business require high capital mvestments in computers to
round off the theoretical aspects of instruction.

In either case. institutions that are located close to large labor markets
are likely to benefit if students shift from full- to part-time studies. This is
particularly true of schools in metropolitan areas. where jobs are available,
though the increasing suburbanization of white-collar jobs and the conse-
quent movement of many potential students to the suburbs may jeopardize
the prospects of some central-city institutions.

N
Isolated schools in small towns and rural areas would suffer most from
the shift to p;irt’-timc studics. Unless they had some claim to academic dis-
tinction and continued to attract sizable numbers of full-time students. they
~would have little chance of limitihg the decline in their enrolwpgnts suffi-
ciently to remain viable. This would lead to an increasingly polarized higher
education systcm with “*prestige™, research schools at one end of the spec-
»trum. and either trade or low- seleunvnty schools at the other.
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This dichotomy is not consonant with the American tradition. Further-
more, the elite schools might well find thegselves in tighter financial straits
than those catering to part-time students. Assuming that the majority of
part-time students were employed, their financial capacity to pay fees might
be greater than that of full-time students who still depend on their parents

The part- -time students might either attend classes a ight during the
academic yeur. or use.such innovations in scheduling as inteénsive weekend
courses and two- or three-week-long mini-courses. The mini-course pattern
has been tried successfully‘in the U.S.S.R., providing part-time and corre-
spondente students with access to intensive tutoring before examinations
and to physical science laboratonies, neither of which could be made avail-
able during the normal academic year.

‘There would be a risk that institutions which catered to part-time stu-
dents might become either schools for genesalists or trade schools. In the
former eventuality. their economic value might be low, but their social value
might be considerable if they contributed to greater sophisgcation and cul-
tural awareness in the general population. If they became *«chools. they
might have more economic justification, but employers w reap the bene-
fits and an important part of our postsecondary subsidie mlght become a
hidden investment credit to business. '

Meanwhile the colleges that continued catering to full-time students
might become escalators for *'top managers'” and other professionals. This
would lead to a considerable change in orientation. At present, much of their
faculty is oriented to training future university teachers. However. this
source of demand will virtually dry up- . -

If an increasing number of students attend courses part-time, mostly
evenings and weekends, the temptation to hire part-time faculty to teach
them may become hard to resist. Part-time teachers cost less. since they are
pad a fraction of the salaries of fulltime teachers and do not benefit from
any of the fringe benefits. They could easily be recruited in urban areas from
a large pool of persons with advanced degrees. many of whom might be
eager to enhance their status by establishing an academic affiliation.

If between a fifth an a'third of all igstructors taught part-time. this would
wipe out all net new openings in aundi'na and research. The need to salvage
promising researchers would then become even more acute in the next ten
years. Instead of a $5 pillion program to stoekpile promising young re-
searchers. we might have to devise a program costing $10 billion. The alter-
native is to watch a whole generation lose its skills through lack of use.
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Summary

Three possible approaches to student financing have been presented:
the laissez-faire economists’ approach, the Swedish model and the eclectic
model. All three are radically diftferent from the rather puritanical, need-
based approuch which is generally accepted today. Each one addresses the
needs of society somewhat more flexibly than the present system, which was
devised to suit conditions which no longer exist. In the past, when the social
return from higher education was substaptial. it was sensible to equalize the
chances of poor,and rich in the dgbrc.c sweepstakes: today. when the seturns
from winning the raceqre less certain and hence the social rcml ns are lower,
a more selective approach is indicated.

Which ‘approach should be recommended depends upon one's value
Judgements. Thus. policymakers who believe in the wisdom of the market
will find that increased. and possibly e¢xclusive, reliancé on loans makes
sense. .

For thmc ‘who believe that it is better to subsidize higher education than

tobacco or steel. the Swedish approach, which requires only the smallest,

sacrifices.from students who pursue their education beyond high school. wilt
have a great deal of appeal. Under this system. students who did not com-
plete their degrees would probably lose very little. and. at least in Swedén,
with its progressive income tax. those who completed their degrees wbuld
not gain very much either. Since higher education is more widespread {n the
U.S.. however. the costs of the Sedish approach would be higher here. and
instead of reverting back to the state in the form of higher taxes. the penefits
world stay with the individual. With tax reductions on the horizon, this
approach would be difficult to sell in the presentvolltlc‘d environment.

The eclectic approach has much to recommend it. [t meets the needs of
the times by reducing the cost of participating in higher education and by
distributing the bulk of the subsidies to young workers. who so0n will be in
short supply. We believe that it is not too early to propose it, since it is
different erough from the present pattern to requure a number of years of
discussion. examination and modificantion before it is. perhaps, accepted as
the pattern for our future policy of student aid. Unfortunately this approach
does not solve the problem of how to safeguard and use highly-trained. re-
searchers and academics in a period of declining enroliments \The need for a
manpower policy that would achieve thm looms large on the horizon. If our
guess is correct, it will also weigh heawly on federal budgets in the next few
years.

*
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Can PolicyBe .
Turned Around?

s @

ederal policy for higher education has tried to-satisfy a multiplicity of

Claimants with rather modest amounts of money. The principal re-

sponsibility for supporting the cost of instruction in higher education
rests with the students’ parents, the students themselves, state governments
and private philanthropy. Federal subsidies started to play an important role
in this area only recently and indirectly. through assistance to students.

.The federal subsidies can be divided into three categories. First. a most
heterogeneous and wide-ranging package of aid originates in the Education
Division of H.E.W.; second. funds for research. development and graduate
studies are provided by a number of agencies with narrower interests: and
finally, there are substantial transfer payments to veterans and orphans.

The last two types of programs cannot be relied upon to solve any of the
fundamental’ problems in our system of higher education. The lével of out-
lays for research and development, the stipends to graduate students, and
the sypport for veterans and orphans are set either with ‘specific national
goals in mipd, or as a result of pressures from specific groups of be-
neficiaries. They are generally distributed to the advantage of those whko are
already in the system. rather than those trying to get in. It would be imprac-
ticak to try to use these funds to solve the problems of specifit'categories of
schools or of students. Therefore the burden of *‘doing something'” to help’.
higher education adapt to new conditions in the next ten years will be borne

cither by some new organizations, or by the Education Division. 3




It is dot casy to change the direction of educational programs in the
present political climate. Especially in the recent past. Congressional propo-
sals to add money to higher education have been motivated by political
considerations rather than by considerations of long-range policy (vide the
tuition tax credit). The limited federal role in education and the continuing
unwillingness to expand this role by spending more moncy result in a chaotic
appropriations process.

Ever since the middle of the Johnson Administration, Congress ansthc
Executive Branch have had.different priorities for higher education legisla-
tion. When the Administration tried to put a limit on spending by eliminating
some programs, Congress continued to fund them.

Because of this ditference of opinion. Congressional staffs have increas-
ingly pushed for more detailed administrative provisions to be included in
the legislation itself. Hence. the hands of the Executive Branch have been
tied. and it has ot been possible to change the orientation of several pro-
grams so as to fill existing needs, rather than serve the clientele for which
these programs were designed a decade ago. Innovations by the Administra-
tion have proved to be sure-fire recipes forNrouble. Only small programs
have escaped Congressional scrutiny and have been allowed to zig and zag
with the needs of the times.

Education does not easily submit to rational pohcy%anmng and higher
education léast of all. Everyone in Congress has had at lea\*; years of
exposure to education and most elected representatives still have close ties
with college presidents and professors. Thus, the best laid plans of budget
people’ antd planners concerned with the, public interest are not likely to
receive a sympathetic hearing on the Hill, unless they age consistent with the
moment’s political prionities.

The Education Division may never have the opportunity to impose a
rational policy because of these diverse influences on the legislative process.
Unfortunately, the responsibility for innovation must rest with the Division -
because of the open-ended nature of its mandate. The principal “piece of
legislation through which it channels money to colleges and universities and
their students is the Higher Education Act. This law has been amended
repeatediy and now serves several different purposes. The lion's share of its
funds currently goes to student aid that is designed to equalize access to
postsecondary education among children from different income groups. In
addition; small amounts of money are allocated to adult education. libraries,
schools that have financial problems, and some graduate students. The au-

onty of this Act is due to expire soon, and preliminary discussions of new
“policy initiatives-have begun within the Education Division,
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Current Concerns

. Itis surprising to what extent past concerns still dominate current dis-
cussjons of policy alternatives. Much of this conservatism is due to the
absence of any incentive to t‘rouden these discussions. The constituency
which the Education Division serves is both fractured and resistant to
change. The junior colleges? the senior public institutions. the private
schools, and the chitist institutions with strong graduate departments all
earty on separate lobbying operations. Although they have enough clout to
abort efforts to change legislation. however. the members of this consti-
tuency have been unable to agree on new legislation. or propose legislative
innovations of their own. Quite recently they have lobbied for fiore money
from the federal government, backing measures which* would give each
grotip a proportionate share of the incréase. Most of the time thé Administra-
tion is too busy beating oft thosé¢ raids on(public funds to bring up questions
JTelating to the national interest, or to try to alter the distribution of aid in line
with each group's previous share of the moneys. -
" This atmosphere casts a pall on the creativity of the Education Divi-
sion, making it too timid to entertain any larger vision. Whether they are
career or political appointees. most members of this Division feel émbattled.
unappreciated. and underrepresented in the high councils of government.
There is a pervasive feeling that for every desirable innovation. constituen-
cies have to be bought off with more money for less desirable goals.

Within government, and especially in the Office of Management and
Budget, the Education Division is perceived as the tool of the educational
establishment, which tries to extract as much money as possible from the
federal treasury. On the Hill. its image is orie of a lumbering. ineffective
bureaucracy which should be replaced by a check-writing machine.

In' fact. however, the Education Division is more complex. It shelters a
small band of idealists who are concerned with equal access to education,
and a much larger group of battle-scarred veterans, who defend their pro-
grams against criticism and cenlent alliances which allow these programs to
grow. The principal weaKness of the Education Division is its failure to
become a center for hard-headed planning for all of education.

Because of its present timidity, the Education Division’s innovative ac-
tivity has been directed to periphefal fields. Thus it displays considerable
enthusiasm about doing something for adult educy)’on. helping black col-
leges, and opening the doors of graduate schools to minorities. In the area of
student support, some lip-service is paid to giving students from disadvan-
taged backgrounds more choice of insti fitions, and to giving wealthier stu-
dents more opportunities to borrow. These issues were formulated in the
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1960’s; nothing new has been added, nor has there been any direct cogni-
zance of the changing conditions which make these issues less relevant
today. In the field of adult education, for example, the shortage of upper-
level jobs now makes mid-career education less likely to pay off. The federal
government's integration efforts and the decline in college enrolilment have
put a new face on the need to aid developing institutions and black colleges.
And the likely surplus of Ph.D.’s demands a careful reanalysis of the pro-
grams that encourage minority students to enroll in graduate, if not profes-
sional, programs. ’ -

The New Priorities ?

Nowhere in the present agenda of the Education Division can one find
any plans to deal with the issues which are likely to be of top priority in the
next 10 years, Two of the three issues below have been preempted by such
other organizations as the National Science Foundation and the Foundation
for the Arts and Humanities. During the next decade, we shall have to take
action to:

(1) save a generation of scientists and humanists who will not be able to
find suitable jobs in academic and research environments.

(2) safeguard the intellectual potential of the reséarch universities,
which will not be able to afford-to hire the young staff that would allow them
to remain creative. or renew their intellectual capital, and

(3) re-examine the. programs which channel aid to econemically de-
prived students, lest the new; availability“of jobs for young workers which is
expected in a few years lures them away from continuing their education.

These are major issues, and they will be difficalt to resolve—
particularly now when. for the first time in decades, higher education is
taking on the characteristics of a stable or declining industry: not only is its
clientele shrinking. but the value of its marginal product is also declining.

As those who are in the political mainstream of Washington know,
declining industries with strong lobbies usually put up a desperate fight to
have their resources shored up and to protect thémselyes against the de-
leterious effects of the market. There is little doubt that higher education will
muster its backers and put pressure on the federal government to escalate
_ support to all institutions or, failing this. to those institutions which are likely

to sink in the unfavorable climate of 1980 to 1990. ?

The drive to preserve existing institutions will also result in pressure to
pass legislation encouraging students to enroll. There will be campaigns to
fill the empty seats in colleges and universities with the old, with high school
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dropouts, and perhaps even with bureaucrats, who may be directed to ac-

_cumulate college credit before they can be promoted, or possibly to keep
their grade. The small victories achieved by egalitarians against creden-
tialism in recent years are likely to be wiped out. ' '

More important, the large number of college graduates’among new en-
trants into 't,he labor force may encourage a kind of educational escalation. If
credentials play a large part in determining earnings and access to “'good’’
Jobs, the recipients of bachelor’s degrees may feel increasing pressure to get
one'more Jegree to enhance their employment prospects. This trend would
run counter to all efforts ‘to rationalize the demand for education.

“?ﬁg:ernment's Dilemma _

The changes which must be made are easy to summarize, but difficult to
implement. It is essential to introduce new programs to put educational
legislation in step with the needs of the times without sabotaging the social
progress of the last 15 years. The,old priorities —equalizing access to higher .
education for all income groups and increasing the retention of students from
the deprived families— should not be lost. At the same time, we must redi-
rect subsidies to increase the proportion of young persons who opt for work
without reducing their opportunities for p,osts$condary study.

It would be easier to deal with tomorrow’s problems by supporti’ng
Iggislation that would increase funds for traditional constituencies than by
fighting an uphill battle for new programs. Nevertheless 4there is an urgency
to begin reorienting our programs. We need funds for the. researchers and
thinkers who will be graduating in the near future. in order to prevent a bréak
in the continuity of the nation's research establishment and a resulting loss
of potency. New administrative mechdhisms must be developed to move
resources into programs that will maintain the thrust of our research. ;

First, however, Congress must be convinced that the surplus of Ph.D."s
is not ephemeral. that it wil plague us for at least a couple of decades—
certainly untd the end of the millennium—and that it results from' little
demand. Thus. limited efforts to finance young Ph.D."s for a few years after
graduation would merely postpone the problem, without solving it.

In order to tackle the problem effectively, policymakers will have to
midke .some important decisions: how many  researchers should be sub-
sidized? How they should be chosen? What performance criteria should be
establisbied to make them eligible for continuing support?

"There are no clear-cut models for us to follow. Unlike European re-
search institutes. government-rug laboratories and research organizatians in-
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*. . the U.S. are not dominant in their fields. In some fields. such as anthropol-
ogy. literatuwre and philosophy. there are no government-sponsored centers
catall IF g new mechamism requiring o kind of triage of intellectuals i3 estab-
Jishcd some thought must be givepto who would'make the crucial choices.
" To what extent can we entrust them to academia, with its intrigues? Should
* we develop some sort of commissions or pancls that could exercise their | o
choice free, from the bigotry of institutional loyalty” In'order to keep support
for résearchers within reasonable financial bounds. the triage of the worthy
. wnuidwfcm.nmd again and again. And after that would come®
. further decisions about” the renewals of grants: how often $hould they be
2 renewed, and by whom?

It Would be lc'mptihg to try to solve the problems of the research univer-
sities and rescarchers simultancously. But if so. hows would these wniver-
sities be ¢hosen? Should we support outstanding departments, nu‘#imit our-

. selves to outstanding institutions? Arguments tbnund tor either policy Sup~

: porting ftstinding departments by offenng’ thLm ‘free’” research -ls or
tc‘uhcr\ yld spread the program among many more institutions. This is a
potential play. On the other hand. this policy would run the risk of blocking

the Kind of breakihroughs that result from thc cooperation of rescarchers in
scvcml disciplines. The synergy” could well develop hetween disciplings

which are not cooperating today. ()r perhaps, in order to avoid charges of .
Y favering a few elite institutions, it wuuld make sense to establish regional
centers only loosely atfiliated with universities. .

Ditfigult and bplitic;llly..wau'&ivc as the preblems of our research pos-
ture may bé@® they are dwarfed by therchallenge of rcshuping— student aid in
such a way as not m‘pcnnlug marginal, entrants to postsecondary institu- ,
tions. Currently. the federal government.is subsidizing the cost of a no-win
lottery ticket for two Gut of three éconpmically deprived students. These
students are ngt likely to complete; four years of higher education,.and they

- will not be rewarded fm their tnrcwnc incomes while attending school.

‘While it is well ‘5nd good to approveof the cultural benefits of post-

scgmdmy vducation. the c«,nnnmu costs to the children of economically-

- ‘weak parents loom very large in establishing the cost/benefit ratios of this
© egycation. Sixty per cent of all.students and the vast majority of students
- f&\ low-1 m\L_(me Mmlhu go to-collefe in order to get a_better job. If better-
*“jobsare notdikely to be available to m,nrgn );
’ from Poor families. it is wrnné» cnumr-
* ings in order to participate in higher edu

al stadents, mnst of whomi-some
such \tudcnt\ to give up cai .

It would be even Jmore cruel to close the doors of higher education to
sm.nrt. and mnnvalcd hul ill-prepared students, howeyer. especially to those ’
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whose academic deticiencies are due !: the environment in which they grew
up. or the schools they attendéd. One can be practical without being elitist or
prejudiced against late-bloomers. If one prizes social mobility as much as |
dv. one insists on preserving the opportunity for, young‘pcoplc‘ to bet on
themselves whatever the odds. 1 am urging, though, that the price of the bet
be calibrated in such a wa‘:\us to give marginal students a large number of
opttons. g . .

The proposals to promote work and study which were described in
Chapter Four were designedMvith precisely this objecCtive in mind. In prac-
tice, such programs would have to give students the opportunity to Cross
over from the work-and-stm{y program to the tull-time program. if they so
desire. At the same time. the better students might need a chance to compete
“for scholarships which would allow them to study full-time. 3

The introduction of heavy subsidies for work and study and the full-time
scholarghips for-oufstanding students would totadly change the federal schol-
arship effort. Althopgh it seems easier and more convenient to subsidize

-

‘students on the basis-of certain measurable economic attributes. this must be -
abandoned. Instead, public authorities must take part in the process of -

selecting students who will be placed in specific programs on the basis of
achievement, despite the political difficultics involved.

Some may call thesg suggestions tmpractical. They certainly-do not
build on the cozy relationships which have already been established. and
which make the political survival of programs possible. Civil servants and
political appointges would find it easier to continue with the care and feeding

‘of existing programs. _ _

Yet our review of likely developments in the higher education sector has
convincedl us that the-existing programs, operated in conventional ways, will
not solve the probléms of higher éducation. If calleges and univerdities weére
all alike and their products fairly uniform, one could produce an orderly
shrinking or decompression of higher education by borrowing from the prac-
tices commonly used in sheltering declining industries. Ore could try to give
subsidies based bn some parity. as in agriculture, protection from foreign
competition, and. possibly. subsidies to exports. Unfortunately. higher edu-
cation is unlike any other industry, both in process and in product. Its
institutions have served different missions. Some institutions are essential to
maintaining our intellectual leadership. Othérs have such important goals as
supporting our technological leuderslfip‘ fulfiling vocational training needs.

-

etc. Thus, in the difficult period ahead. the key officials in charge of subsidiz--

ing higher education will bave to make choices based on the relative impor-
tance of the missions. and will have to put their judgement on the line. Until

-~
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- previously agreed hin‘nggoals(i} the light of the current slow-down in hiring,

now, they have never done this explicitly. and it is urgent for them to
establish their credibility soon.  * - »

Problemss of Transition

Quanhtum leaps 'in policy take a great deal of time and energy —
especially when they require abandoning some objectives and replacing
them with new ones. Old constituencies have to be pagfied, new constituen-

cies must be formed, public opinion and political alh.mces must be culti--

thed ind <

The current urban?zatmn of the federal government does not prevent
these steps from being taken. nor would any reasonable reorganization of the
Education Division. Starting tomorrow, some modest steps could be taken
to build up the capacity of the federal government as a planner of the future
of higher education. ) N

For example. the federal government could pioneer in introducing
work-and-study programs, both in order to show that such arrangements are
practical. and to gain experience in ironing out the difficulties involved,
~many of which cannot be foreseen today. If employment for 25 or 30 hours a
week could be provided for students who study two-thirds time, the effect of
this combination on the performdnce of these students could be observed.
Federal authorities are in a particular good position to start such a program:
Their experience with part:time employment of professional women would
come in good stead to-admintster this inhovation.

A program for some 20 thousand Presidential scholars, chosen onsthé °

basis of tésts and recommendations similar to those used to award Merit
. Scholarships, could also be offered. If the proceeds of the scholarships were
“taxed to the students’ parents, the net cost ‘of the Treasury of full- cost
scholarshlps covering both room and board at institutions where the schol-
ars are accepted. should not exceed.$70 million in 1979/80.

Such innovations would send a signal to the Hill and to the educationa
!0mmunity th\ the Education Division has a leadership potential. The Divi-
sion should continue to change its image by becoming the mediator between
other bureaucracies and the education establishment, particularly the re-
search universities. It should attempt to resolve trivial mlsunderstandmgs

remove unreasonable requirements, and suggest measures to cut the costs of .

meeting federal regulations. Nothing would be more in the spirit of the
current Carter Administration. A small step in this direction could l;e taken

in connection with equal employment opportunity programs, for instance. .

The Division could bring some realism to the colleges' and universities’
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provide a common data base to help institutions cut the costs of their sub-
miSsions, and take the lead in cutting down the need for multiple submis-
sions to different agencies. These are small steps indeed, but they would be
viewed as significant signals by the segment of higher education which the
federal government needs as a potential ally.

Coanclusicn *

It will be difficult to re-direct the federal government’s programs in
higher education. and it will require going against the mainstream. The new
proposals may need to be repeated several times before they are accepted:
However, they need not fail just because they are different. Federal officials
have dared *o promote several other innovations in higher education in the
past. e.g., aid that is channeled directly to the the students under Basic
Educational Opportunity Grants. Such programs were passed by Congress,
and are being funded adequately.

.Consider the alternatives: Unless work-and-study programs are intro-
duced, it is likely that an important segment of potential students from
- families with modest means will go to wark instead of enrolling in college.
Thosé who believe that this country’'s progress is best served by a meritoc-
© racy will be disturbed by the prospect of less able persons from richer
families gaining advancement ahead of abler but less-educated children of
the poor. Those concerned with social mobility will be equally disturbed by
the prospect that children from economically disadvantaged and minority
“backgrounds (those most likely to opt for a-decent job as soon as it is
available) will lose a chance to compete for the best jobs by not enrolling in
co"cgc

If handled properly, work and study could contnbute to the salvanon of
higher education as we know it. Full-time students who pay a high price for
obtaining a degree cannot be blamed if they choose practical majors which
will advance their job prospects. Part-time students who have access to
. work-and-study programs, and thus sacrifice much less_by studying, could
be expected to experimeM more in their choice of courses. Liberal education
would thus attract more work-and-study than full-time students. Without
work and study, the number of students will shrink so severely as to mtro-
duce cut-throat competition between schools. Simply introducing liberal-~
arts components into occupational programs, as some academics have’
suggested recently, is sure to fail. Schools that are desperate for students
will undercut any such trend and offer the narrowest programs. Those with
the strongest liberal-arts component will lose out in the competition for
students. The losses to the intellectual viability of postsecondary education
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will be great. Institutions that are accustomed to dealing with full-time stu-
dents must realize that their salv ation lies in dku.pllné. the pattern ok simul-
Jancous work and study, - - b

Even if the work-and- study programs take oft, hnwcvu we can, at
best. anticipate a stable or somewhat diminished college and education sys-
tem. Maintaining the infellectual vitality of our research universities., salvag-
ing thew ability to innovate, and adding new blood to their staffs will be a
separate and monuméntal task. Our decisions in this area will have both
national and international ramifications. It seems inconceivable to dismantle
our impressive capacity for training doctoral- level Scientists and humanists.
It is equally lnufmuv‘nhlg to consign nine out of ten of the newly-minted
Ph.D.’s to jobs outside of the academic establishment. Public policy will
have to play a key. role in a ditficult balancing act which will reduce the
supply of doctoral scientists and humanists. and increase the number of
gareer openings in academia. Our current pattern of ¢mployment. which
turas over young academicians and lets them loose in the “real world® after
six years in acadergia. is both crueland dangerous. If it continues. by the end
of the millennium we will be short of potential academicians in their forties
and our rescarch and teaching capabilities will be severely diminished.

Finally, the maintenance of our research capability is important-not only
in itself, as it affecty the quality of life. but also for its role in our national
\L‘Lllrlly Severul Western European nations have already recognized the
need to add fresh blood to their academic and fesearch establishments. Their
central government budgets are being increased with this need in mind. The
effects of these increases have not always been the ones anticipated by the
authorities. In France. for instance. instead of drawing new graduates to the
"research institutes< the new programs have enabled older researchers on.
part-time or teporary appointments to obtain the lion's share newly
created positions. Great Britain's increased academic budget has Just been
passed. and it will be ipteresting to find out what happens there.

In Eastern European countries, by contrast. the prospects for scientific
research are much brighter. Although these countries face the same demo-
graphic problems we do. they have much more leeway in renewing their
research and academic ‘capabilitics. Not only are fewer of their high school
graduates presently enrolled in hlghcr education, making it easier for'enroll-
ments to grow, but the size of their faculties can be increasgd throagh admin-
istrative fiat. Furthermore. this fiat can be justified quite easily. sinee helr
class sizes are now very large and the remgneration of their teach
relatively low. The recently expressed interest $f East European acadcmics
in methods of conducting small seminars, instead of traditional large lec-

, tures. is a straw in the’wind, showing the thinking of their Ministries.
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We should not be stampeded into an ineffective. artificial expansion of
our postsecondary system because of geopolitical cunsidcrulinn\.fhu<vcvcr.
If we draw careful plans to provide worthwhile caseers for the more gifted
products of our graduate sehools. we may yet keep up our leadtrship in

" science and the humanities without astronomucal outlays. Unfortunately, if
we do not establish the mpimum level of employment opportunities to meet
our goals, we shall waste either resources or people. ¢

Itis essential to introduce innovative government policies tfor education
in order to remain where we are. Otherwise we will slide back in soctal
policy. research capability. and quality of life. There can be no better argu-
ment for Llhungc. ’
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. by Joseph N. Crowley

t would be appropriate, @erhaps, to begin with a refurbished rendi-

tion of the old saw abont the two types of people in the world. In this

instance. the types would be, first, those who view with alarm and.,
second, those who view with alarm those who view with alarm /1 would for a
moment —but only for a moment — categorize myself as type iumber two in
reacting to Joseph Froomkid's essay. That is to say, | am a bit alarmed at the
alarmism evident in Mr. Froomkin's claims that the next ten years *‘will try
the souls of those connected with colleges and universities™ and that **the
1980°s may well become the Dark Ages of higher education . . .”* The prob-
lems of postsecondary learning in the decade ahead will no doubt be serious
ones, but insofar as we can_now envision them, they do not seem quite
serious enough to comjure up the Dark Ag’es image. Neither, of course, does
the evidence suggest. & la Pollyanna, that what looms ahead is a higher
education Renaissance (though, with the renewed interest in core curricula,
concern about grade inflation. the likelihood of significant growth in adult
education and, indeed. with the possible advent of Mr. Froomkin's work and
study program, the historians of the future could well perceive the decade of
the "80's’as a renascent period in the life of higher education)

JOSEPH N.‘ CROWLEY is currently Interim Plesident of the University of Nevada, Reno,
where he previously served as Chairman of the Political Science Department. He speat two
years in Washington as a Fellow of the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and
Administration and as Director of Institutiona! Studies for the National Commission on Water
Quality. Professor Crowley is the Nevada Associate of the Institute for Educational Leader-
ship. and author of IEL"é recent report on the Washington Policy Seminar.
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To be l'nir.zmnmkm'\ essay s clearly not presented as an exercise in

vatarmisnu Soul-trying vhetoric aside, the picture otfered of the years to come

iy one that the author intends should engender concern rather than dread. As,
with anyone called upon to find a path through the future. Froomkin is
torced to keep company with demographers. And. although practitioners of
this discipline are essenttal travel companions of futuristic journeys. one
does well to bear in nund their map-reading limitations. It has been said that
demography. in terms orits predictive accuracy. has much in common with
meteorology. The demographer. however. does not make or break your
picnic possibilities for tomorrow: he influences your plans for a decade
hence talthough when that distant time arrives. sunshine may well take the
place of the anticipated thiinderstorm).

The demography of the 1980°S does give cause for concern, and Froom-
kin's analysis reflects that concern. His apprehension finds added support in
a reeent Burcau of Labor Statistics study which reports that, through 1985,
28 per cent of the total number of epliege graduates will take jobs that have
not traditionally attracted these gifaduates.! Such projections, together with
relevant birth statisties and the continued bleak outlook for the national

eeonomy. astamn Froomkin's argument that now is thdtime to undertake

some rational planning.

The case s well made: The problems wil{ be serious. Demography may

be an uncertain sgicnee. It may be both the Current bosom friend and ilti-
mate mortal enemy of planners. And perhaps, as Howard Bowen suggests.,
the answer to the question of what level of enrollments is desirable. *is not
necessarily that enrollments should merely follow demographic teends.” !
But in the tuce of what seems to be coming. planning would seem to be in
order. The author is convincing on this point, up to a point. After that, hiv:
understanding of educational politics takes over and the case for planning
sutters. .

This is not surprising. If demography is sometimes the long term enemy
of planning. politics seems to be almost always an immediate one. Absent «
crisis, 1t borders on the impossible to engage the ulleyan«.cs of the many

players of the Washington educational policy game toward any reasonably

encompassing plan to meet the problems of the future. As Froomkin notes.
his suggestions are likely to take a number of years to percolate in the
capital. By the time the policy pot begins to boil. therefore, we will probably
have reached at least the mid-point of the “80°s. If the author’s demographics
hold up. the policymaking system would thus be reacting (as usual) to what
has altcady happened more than planning for what might occur. Recogniging

~something like this harsh reality. Froomkin recommends a pilot project ap-

proach. That approach is a useful one. Politics may- look with jaundiced eye
*
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The palot project approach. at least in refation to the Froomkin propp-
sals. may even be more appropriate than a full-fledged plan. dhe author is
quite open about the risks mherent in a work and study concept for higher

~education. Problems such as possible polarizagjors among different types of

Q
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schools, fimancial ditficuMes for at least Yome igstitatidny atdendant upon a
changeover to a substantially part-time student body ., tha‘p«\tcr)fl_:d- tempta-
tion to signiticantly increase the numhcrs'c—)t'.'pzu_;l-tin,n.'-"t‘zlcll{‘.)’-—‘lh(:fg and
other problems argue for cawtion in mm'/i{'@ toward -the kind_of federal

postsecondary policy suggesged'by l‘mnmki-p-:l-:hcﬁn‘_n!;uhlc impact ofsuch av’

policy on acadenue research and development-—a question raised “again, by
Mr. Froomkin - underscores the need for circumddpectiom in moving from
concept to implemeritation. And, ceptainly. grehfCare needs to be takep in
conmsidering the consequences of the work and stidy idea tor privhtc“.in:t\ﬂu-
tions of higher education. ' o T

-

L] oo »

e . N & . L e ) :
I'he author is clearly cnnccrnc{# ahout the tuture of the privateseduca-, -
tional sector. and. indeed. is constrained: tg, pointzout Wat the problem of

equalizing public and prnivate schaal attendance &)sts is one of e major -

. . 4 . . s .
contemporary educational issues. His polisy peoposals, however, do present  »

significant potential difficulties tor 'thcﬂpriv}n‘to?uicfAs he indicates. institu-
tons in small towns and rural ;U‘qus;“(vn'u‘la sufter mwst trom the shift to
part-iméstudies.”” These institutions are ndtsof course, exclusively private,
but a large number of them are. It the workplace of the work and study
program is located in a metropolitan area, as most often it Will likely be. the
study-place will be in the same location. N.nnl'nctrop(ﬂitan schools would be
hard put to Gnmpclc for students nhd..us?jmumkin' obse¢rves, cou'l@cl the
cenrollment pinch to a point where théir'uﬁltimsc’gl existence would be
Jeopardized. At a tinte when the plight, or potential plight, of the privite
schools has become a priority item on the policyagenda, it would seem
ill-advised to move expeditiously and compsehensivelforward with a policy

. . . . . L
that might further aggravate the problems of these institutions. Breneman:

and Finn argue. in their recent book on private higher education, that stu-
dents ought not be pushed “to enter particular colleges simply because of
the vagaries of the ways in which public subsidies are administered. ™' Sugch
a result may obtain it o work and study approach is subsidized withouti a
substantial understanding of its implications. Experimental implementation
via pilot projects would facilitate that Kind of understanding and pcrhubs
suggest appropriate moditication of.the program as well.
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It is understandable that | in undertaking an exammation of the future of

, higher education. weighty attention must be given to what Froomkin calls

Ceonsumption components” and “investment effects. Maodern policy
analysis is much attuned to the kind of utilitarnan statistics which permit
analytic field marshals to deploy across the policy battletield an army of cost
benefit battalions and correlationist regiments. This is appropriate because
policymaking. in the end, is a very pragmatic enterprise. though problems
have been expenenced in translating the sometimes esoteric ; got of the

* analysts into the practical language of decisionmakers. Mr. Frooynkin has

no problem with translation. The consumption components and investment
cffects, the cost-benefit measurements and th woorrelations, are described
with considerable clarity. The impaict of education on jobs. and vice versa, is
carcfully examined. So are the relationships between education and such
consequential concerns as status. marital satisfaction and happiness with
life.

Itis well that educational policy should rest at least in part on such
utilitarian toundations. Employment in particular—a mujor focus of the
Froomkin essay —is a proof of the pudding that policy tasters hunger for.
Stll. one hopes that other important consequences of higher education do
not go unrecognized in any rush. or crawl. to judgment on the policy of the
1980°s. Ror. fimally. education must win or lose the game in a democratic
soctety on the basis of its capacity to help produce such more or less tangible
products as tolerance: citizenship; an understanding sufficient to appreciate
a book. a play. a work of art: and the ability to think logically. to apply
scientific method. to exercise the critical faculty. Froomkin observes that
“the cultural benefits of postsecondary education®™ are significant consid-

“erations, but that economic costs., especially for children of low-income

parents, are a paramount concern. Economic cost factors clearly cannot be
gainsaid. but ultimately . whatever the course of policy. there are other costs
(and benefits) that must also somehow be fit into the calculus.

These are important, if rather nebulous. matters. but we have here a
very concrete set of proposals to deal with. What are we to make of them?
The author declares that he was asked to be controversial and innovative.”’
He has fulfilled his charge. His suggestions. however, are not revolutionary.
That is not intended 'as a criticism, although if the Dark Age does indeed
descend. revolutionary ideas _will be appropriate. There are aspects of
Froomkin's work and study program that characterize that program as more
an extension of current trends than a departure from current policy. The
program is. after all, based on an eclectic model which owes something to
the present as well a¥ to the future. The growing emphasis these days on
continuing education, on the return of adults to the campus and on taking

>
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more years than four to complete a college degree seems bound to lead

Q

eventually toward at least some variant of the policy Froomkin proposes. A
recent report by the National Center for Education Statistics offers tes-
timony in this regard. The report estimates. for example. that of the 22
million people enrolled in postsecondary courses in 1975-76. 17 million were
in adult education, including 6.3 million part-time enrollees in colleges and
universities. Registrations i it and continuing ¢ducation noncredit
courses swelled by 57 percent between 1967-68and 1975-76, apd the number
of 4 year institutions offertng these courses increased: s'ubs'tanti‘illy' as well,
The report observes also that a bare majority of university and college stw-
dents in 1974 had no interruption in their schooling.t . A

-

A S
If these trends continue. Washington decisionmakers will 'bé forced to
design some altered form of financial aid policy. Somuhing,' (in to the

proposals advanud by Froomkin seeins likely to receive seriou’s ‘considera-
tion. - - R

We live in the age —on the whole a bright age. [ believe—of tBe impact
statement. The environmental original has by now genemted a host of by-
products. which are mainly in the discussion stage but appear destined to
take on significgnt meaning for policymakers. Economic impact statements
seem about to be in vogue: social and family impact statements are seen in
important quarters as potentially useful policy tools. Others may not be far
behind. This development is in many ways a promising one. To be sure. it is
not without attendant problems, one of which is conceptual. Impact state-
ments were born out of the ecological perspective. which suggests. to put the
matter oversimply. that everything relates to’everything else. That is a
& cublesome idea for policymakers. not to mention its complications for
scholarship. But it is an idea that fortes attention on the implications of the
policy decision. and a concern for implications is unquestionably healthy.

Some of Froomkin's concerns about the educational implications of his
policy proposals have already been discussed. There are others that will
warrant closer examination: The possible effects on manpower and science
policies are two cases in point. Educational policy in the era of impact
statements may emerge looking something like the House that Jack Built,
And the architects of Jack’s House. or at least the consultants on construc-
tion, will be the educational lobbies. Froomkin has offered a preliminary and
partial ‘design v&ich the lobbies, for the-moment. may question. That ques-
tioning processTis itself an essential ingredient in the development &' an
educational policy for the 1980°s. It makes implications clearer and renders
less serious the inevitable problems Created by implementation. Whether or
not Froomkin‘s ideas reach the point of implementation. they will very likely
help to force some hard thinking about how to cope with current trends and

-
-
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how to prepare for a future that ought not be left altogether to take care of
iself, '

The author notes at one point thut it the trends and policies of the
present continue, we can expect™o have viable but less exciting system of
higher education ten years from now. " That is aeither an augury of the Dark
Ages nor a prospect to warm the soul. Survival, which is viability \hottom
line, will not serve well as an cducationgl goal for the coming decade. Joseph
Froomkin's essay will help un litt nuiﬁghl\. though we would do well to test
the wind a bit betore we pull the triger. )

2l

~

8

"Burcau of Labor Statisties, Ocenpational Outlook for College Graduates, 1978,
as summarized m American Council on Education, Higher Education and National
Affairs XXVIL Number 29, luly 28, 1978, p. 3. 2

‘Cied in David W. Breneman and Chester E. Finn, Jr.. Public Policy and
Private Hicher Education. Washington, DC, Brookings Institution. 1978, p. 415,

‘Uhid.. p. 417, : :

Lay Noell, Postsecondary l-%x!llc;nﬁiv/r\‘\‘in National Center for Education Statis-
ties. The Condition of Education: Statistical Report. Washington, DC. U.S. GPO.
1978, pp  100-107, »




by Michael D. Usdan

r. Froomkin’s document merits wide dissemination and considera-
ion am%;ng educational policymakers, as well as the general public
which has such a profound economic and social stake in the future of
higher education. Dr. Froomkin achieves his purposeé"ein writing a ““con-
troversial and innovative'" piece in a “relatively untechnical manner.”” He
presents in a most readable and informative way a number of THe more
salient issues which will be confronting higher education in the new and
difficult. period which lies immediately ahead. Although many of his state-
ments and propositions. will be ‘chanenqu by bothseconomists and educa-
tors, they merit discussion and debate. In the limite§ space available, I am
able to comment briefly on only a few of the mayjor issues which are rais
the essay. ‘ .
Dr. Froomkin quite understandably, speaks from the perspective of a
long-time professional within the federal bureaucracy. He does not address a
number of policy issyes which would be of great concern to institutional

~ heads. or faculty members who have a campus \pcrspecti've such as admis-

sions requirements, distribution requirememts, and faculty prerogatiyé?and
workload. While such issues generally are admitteddy beyond the direct
purview of federal policy. the point-is that Dr. Froomkin speaks from his

~ S .

MICHAEL D. ’US[;)AN is Commissioner of Higher Education for tHe State of Connecticut. He
was President of the Merrill-Palmer Institute in Detroit from 74 1o 4978 and previously taught
at Northwestern and Columbia Universities and at the €ity University of New York. He also
has written extensively on the politics of education and. initiated IEL's Associates Program.

4 . . ’ - .

'71-’ ”

at



N e

perspective at the federal level and legiimately adentifies issues that are

more likely to concern policymakers in the federal and state arena. My point

is not to cnncize Dr. Froomkin for quite logically writing from the perspec-

tive-which he knows best: It is only to caution the general reader that the
particutar policy issues he }dg ntifies are. of course. not exhaustive in scope

nor. indeed. are they even the priority concerns that might be umcula!ed by

L

imtitutional or-other segments of the higher education wmmumty

In commenting on some recent books regarding the qualnullvc effects of
cducation. ‘De. Froomkin notes cntically that ~jt-is significant that the per-
centage of [college educated] respondents who/felt that life would work out
préity much-a¥ they desired: and that things would work out as expected if
they planned ahead. declined trom 1956 to 1968, Dr. Froomkin implies that
this s signif®ant”” because it shows that a college education iy no longgr
viewed as the automatic road to happiness. [ would be more inclined to
attribute a substantial part of this difference in expectations to the traumatic

<. events of that period, including the assassinations of both Kennedys and
Martin Luther King. Jr.. the urban riots of the 60's and the unsettling impact
of the Vietnam War. These wrenching events surely had a profound.impact
on the perspectives of young people as to their ability to predict and control
their futnres dnd produced widespreaduincertainties which contrasted mark-
edly with thg more mmtonatwlc Perspeetives of the mid-Eisenhower years.
In other words. just as we frequently ascribe too much credit to education,

"~ we must be cautious in blaming the higher education enterprise for events _
and developments over which it haslittle oF 0o control. Indeed: this illus- -
trates how vigilant ‘'we miust be in not depending inordinately on the
explanatory power. of some of the data generated by statistical techmques
however sophisticated: t¢ explainin causal ways complex social, eqonomic,
political: and demographic developments. For examplé, regardless of how

. prcusc statistical mcthudolnycs #nd models mtight be or become, thelr abil-
ity ‘to predict and anticipate the impact upon the birth rate and ultlmdtg )
college enrollménts of develepments. like World War 11, the Pill. and mor
broadly dlel‘lhlt‘ ahumon remain ralher limited. In &‘her words, as DI‘
Froomkin at,knowledges a great deal of sybjective development underlies, .
every prediction.”” Thus. as valuable as stausmal 'undlyses may be as in- -
terpretive and planning tools, variables will be at work in'the larger socnely °
over ‘which there is little_ control. and developments in higher education, as
well as in every other policy area. will be determtined in part by the soine-
what unprcduldhlc social, economu and pulmt,dl forces at work in society

at Lu'ge . . N ) : N

The reader should bear’thesé caveats in mind when reacting to some of _-

the statistical information and resulting judgments found in Dr. Froomkin's

.
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Paper. For example; [’)r.[l‘rmnnkin wt:m\' 1o comsider it “a-criticism of the
relevance or qualdity of higher education tha ;
tional attainment’has not remained constagt
"/, « thid straight' line projection analysis is somewhal UMair to higher education.
2+ For children born in the 1950°s to have shown'thre same increase over their
Parents’” educational attainment as children born in the 1930°s would suggest
= " arather unrealistic exponential growth curve. Dr. Froomkin notes that had
« theprevious decade's rate of growth consnued the median attainment of the
. turrent group would have been 'close to four years of college education by
‘I975: By the same token. the median woulil presumably be eight years of
postsecondary education by the 1990's. And what about the decade after
that? Surely there are some curves that it makes little r no sensg to extrapo--

Jate. ) ’ . ‘ . # e
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. " ‘Despite this quibbling over Dr. Froomkin's interpretations Lhe certatnly

pim{oinls in cogent fashion many \f lhc’?najmf issues facing fedgral
~ phblicymakers. He discusses hgw the itical_enyironment in regar® to
. higher educition iy changing radically, DecC nm\g'&‘.shr()llmchts._ decreasing

birth rates. and chynging conditions in the job market are all factors which

will contribute to a marked slackeningan’the demand for higher education.
- Institutions of higher. education will be compelled to seek” new types of
- .students including older and part-time, students ‘who often will spend briefer
. periods of time in attendancg at postsecondary educational institutions.

R “Dr. Froomkin c;nphasizes the need to reShape federal sghdent -aid pro-

. gramsito accomimodate these part-time. olde'r, and frequenfly less affluent

"' *students. He also pdints out how'the wages.of high school gladuates in the 25

* 10 34 age groupincreased fister (32%) than the wages of college graduates in

‘the same chronolggical band (195) between 1970 and 1975, This informa-

. ition. while cqrt;iingl;/ documenting a decline in‘the relative economic advan-

' ‘,'. ¢ tage of.a college education. ignores the absolute advantage as well as the
" potential non-economic benefits of higher edueftiadQ). Indeed, Dr.' Fréomkin

, tendy to;discount’ these gon-economic factors. throughout his paper in
downplaying of c¢ven ignoring the political and cultural benefits of higher

.. »educjtion, e : . , o

‘% ¢, . Dr. Froomkin identifies th . increasing shift tosnon-credit offerings in
' * pgstsecondary education as t'riiqna! credentifls are vic‘wcld by miany as -

“*» being less important. This §hif1‘~rcﬂcc(ts ghunges in the economy as many -
’ High'schog_l graduates are opting for brogrhn{s which provid@W¥pecific prepa-”

LR
1Y

. 7 ration for technical and lqwer level blue collar jobs. The soaring costs “of
. '"‘_'hig‘he\r education'pmgrams offering degrees and the shigniing economic
< - ‘value ofstch programs fufther gecelerate thisttrend. Indeed. as employmieht
- ‘- . .. ' v L . )
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opportunities for college graduates slacken, growing numbers of degiee
holders likewise are returning to school to bg.retvoledy and to recdive
specific job-onented training. There are parallel trends in degree programs
as increasingly job conscious students shift to ““practical” majors in growing
numbers., The whole shape ol\hlght;r education muxtiw rcstrluturcd to

auommodatc these ““non-traditional’* students.

Dr. Froomkin gogentl_y discusses how the erosion of teaching positions
will decrease dramatically opportunities for college students in the public
sector. The **Proposition 13 syhdrome in California and the **Baby 13s"
awhich inexorably will follow in other states will also curb or limit any poten-
tial growth of government services and further decrease the need for college

trauned personnel. Growth will be in the private sector with emphasis on the

production of goods. Thus. both the economic and'pohncal justification and
base of suppor{ for higher education is-eroding and the federal government
as well as the cﬁrc nawon faces critical policy questions. One of the major
questions, tor exXample. is whether or not access to higher education should
be.broadeped in the face of a deteriorating market for>college trained per-
sonnel. The issue is exacdrbated. of course, by the recent affiriative action
thrust desigred to provide greater educational opportunities for minority
groups which historically have been denied equality ' of access to higher

_education. In other words, can we delimit educational opportunities at the _

very time in our history when special efforts are 'ﬁnall'y being made to re-
dress historical inequities for substantial segments of ouf population? And
yet, is it more of a disservice to prepare students for non-existent jobs and
inflate expectations that, cannot be fulfilled becausé of changed economic
conditions? This is a most perplexing and slgmf”cdnt policy question that will

confront federal, state. and institutional educational policymakers in the

years immediately ahead. T . 4 .

Higher education then. as Dr. Froomkin describes it. is at the
**crossroads’ and must respond to difficult and altered economic and peliti-
Ld' realities. [ts age of unbridled growth and unquestioned credibility is over
. and the all-important rather tenuous link between higher education and pro-
ductivity is under unpreeedented serutiny. As Dr. Froomkin points out.
there always will be a substantiél proportion of high school graduates who
want a college educatioafor status, career. and other reasons. Largcn num-

bers of these students, however, will be searching for more economical ways'
¢« of secunng the necessary credentials because of the decrease(rmonelary

Q rewards to be elicited from higher edugation. Part-time students, of course,

C« : ~ & 84

present.a new set of probléig to those re\ponslble for higher- education.
Only a small proportion of féeml aid. for eqktmple is directed towards
part-time students and more cFeative student aid pE)llCleS must be formuldgcd
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to meet the needs of this growing segment of the postsetondary education

"community .. (Indeed. may | add parenthétically that what may be needed is a

national media and-print *'blitz’* shat will disabuse both dducators and the
general public’of the still prevailing st!'_rcotypc_ of cuﬁ'eg.e students as yoyn
people between the ages of 17 and 24 who attend classes full time.) The '
dynamics of the women's movement and attendant changes in life styles and
family structures, of course, have al§o dramatically altered the composition
of postsecondary student bodies with more and more females seeking em-
ployment and educational opportunities.

. Dr. Froomkin points out one positive by product of the current difficult
and changing situation in higher education. Despite contracting resources.
an economic slowdown, ‘retrenchment and, the ravages visite® on higher

+ education by inflation, the growing competitivn for students is generating -

continding curriculum innovation. Competition for student§ between agd
within campuses is fostering a healthy student conswmerism which is com.- =
pelling greater institutional responsiveness to student needs. 1e

Dr. ‘Froomkin also mentions declining faculty morale as an issue of
some consequence. Atatime of shrinking resources when drastic economies
are needed it is not surpnising that college staffs are apprehensive and in-
creasingly concerned about the future. Education is a labor-intensive enter-
prise and more than three-quarters of most institutional budgets are allo-
cated to faculty salafies and related benefits. It is likewise undergtandable.
that faculty unionism will grow in such an uncertain environment with job -
protection becoming the issue of prime importance: _

The sensitive tenure issue, of course, is directly related. With fewer
opportunities aviilable to”hire new staff, more ahd more faculty members
are “'tenured in.”" There is little or no new blood fed into the system and

faculties increasingly will be_older and “‘locked into' existing positions
without the 'vital-leavening influence of new colleagues. This dearth of new

talent will impact negatively on the quality of beth teaching and research.and
ultimately be quite deleterious to higher education.. A dangerous institutional
arteriosclerosis can set in when mobility ceases in orgamzations. '

Dr. Froomkin urges palicies that wiil safeguard the **pipeline " of Highly"

trained researchers and academicians and not permit the drying up of new,

talent. Qur nation-would suffer. greatly in the future if ways are not found to
nurture a new generation of needed young scientists and humanists. Indeed,
the creation of fmaginutive_ new ways of infusing new talent into academe -
may be one of the most significant challenges confronting educational
policymakers at the state“and institutional as well as the federal levels. Dr.
Froomkingorrectly points out the political problems of supporting an intel-
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Ieuu‘d chh.-m un cdm.mnnal structure that has become so c.gahmru&n n

recknt yeurs, but ‘this critical issue must be confronted if our *flagship™

. an industry is deghmng or stahle than when it is bur

puslsctnndary institutions, in particular. are to remain vital and of high
qu‘dny\We naust place the highest priority at the federal, state. and institu-
tional lgvds of the genperation of innovative policies- that will make room in
postuumdatv etlucation tnr young talent. Somehow, through techniques
like providing special mgcnnvc\ for carly retirement. changes in tenure laws,
and f«ulllldllﬁ&, career shifty. we must ensure th’()ﬂ()l()[,ltdl diversity in our

: mstscumdm‘y [’ai.ulnu in & no~growth environment. If such policies are to
“be \uu{sstully lmpkmcmc.d in the difficult times ahead. faculties and their

ofganizations must hc. involved in the shapms of such scnsmvc and poten-
najly volatile pcr\nnncl puhuu :

«.  Missing in l)u Froomkin's analysis. however! is cxphul\dcknuwledg-
ment of the need &y a stledefal partnership in the formulation of policy in
higher education: T‘hc de ity inher in our “‘nonesystem” of .higher
education must be xcknm&lgdggd fh:hcdmannn s constituencies and
needs are too diverse for any single levél of govérnment to handle unilater-
ally. Hopefully . hew federal initiguves and the possible creation of a new
Defartment of Edumtmo will nin ddmpcn the freedom of States and indi-

~vidual® instttions to be mnovanvt' "and to respond directly to student and
local needs to which lhc federal, guvunmcm cannot be attuned.

While tedgral support IS nc.u,wuy ind’ Sonfie broad federal policymak-
ing rnlc. is certainly appmﬁrmtc lhc. gov@nnce and financing of postsecon-
dary ¢ducation remain pnmanly 0‘&"0 and institutional responsibilities.
ldeally. joint or coordinated chel al-state policies should evolve in areas hke,

" - student fthancial asyistance,; th lh;h formulition of recommendations for
- reauthoriZing the Hn;.hcr»['fiucatmn Act imminent. federal policy should be
‘predicated upon the as\um’ptmn that there must be continuous and effective

communication with state higher educagion agencies on matters such as
policy dcvclnpmcnz, lg&,l\l{ltl\«'t‘ propo'\.#. recommendations for funding.
guideline dcvclopmtn't gnd administrative acnvmes Such cooperation
among state and federal, mihgymakcrs 1s of much g,r%:cr importance when

ning. The luxury of
unumrdmatcd dcuwnénm.lklﬁg, ¢dn n() lung,t.r be afforded in higher educa-
tton. : Yoo e

(s

T owill Lﬁ\nﬁ.ludg. 'hy bneﬂ'y wmmcntmg ‘on’ lhc nwd to increasg thc
number of workgstudy aptionstin: hlghca -education. In a period of *'n
growth’” or decline. ¥ is vitally’ lmpnrmnt that higher education hmld
stronger. figgwith the hu.k\mé\s world dr-private sector. Education. if it is to

'--»sUsl.un h(\lh hnanu.il ‘and pnhm.xl ;ummn must build more of its programs
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around society s manpower needs. Business and education must work more. .
closely together in a symbiotic manner. Such cooperation benefits both.

separatism cnpples both. Educational programs must become more relevant

to the job market; business and industry require a constant flow of trained -

“employees. Both the business and education sectors must create flexible and

multiple work-study options. Workers should be given opportunities to re-

turn to school if they wish at given times in their careers. Various entitle-

ment policies should be jointly formulated by educational institutions and

businesses to facilitate educational opportunities for cmploycu at various

stages in their working careers.
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Enrollménts: National Lenter for Education Stétistics,
Pre Jé’(ht!ﬂ‘- of Education Statistics to.1985-86, by
Martin M. Frankel and Forrest W. 'Harrison
tWashmgto-n D.C.: Govérnment Printing Office,"

1977 p. 16, . -

Educational Attainment: Burcau of the Census Statisti- .

cal Abstract of the United States: 1976 (97th edmon)
(Washington, D.C.: G.P.O., 1976), p. 123.
Bureau of the Census, Curreat Populauan Reports,
Series P-20, No. 314, **Educational Attamment in the
- United States March 1977 and 1976,"" (Washington,
D.C.: GPO 1977, p. 7 .
Asplrutlom Ntmonal Long:l@dmal Sturly, Data File
Users Manual, Vol. Ii, Center ‘for Educational Re-
search and Evaluation, Research Triangle Park. N.C..
April 1978%
Xposure: Anne McDougall' Young,
qudentsv duates. and Dropoiits in the Labor
Market, dmo r 1976, Manrhly Labor Review (July,
1977). pp. 40-43. .
Current Population Reports, Series P-20. No. 551 p. 7.
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Page §
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Pages S-8

Enroltment by income groups: Joseph Froomkin, Aspira-
tions, Enrllments. and Resources: Ihe (hullg'ng(' to
Higher Educ atum in the Seventies (Washmgtun D.C.:
GPO, 1970), p. 2 .

~»

Retention: Bureau of the Census, .S, Census of the
Popglation: 1960: United States Summary: Detailed
Characteristics. Final Report PC(1-1D (Washington,
D.C.: G.P.O., 1963), pp. 404, 407.

Bureau of the Census, Census-of the Population: 1970;
Subject Reports: Educational- Attainment, Final Re-
port PC(2):5§ (Washington, D.C.: G.P.O., 1973), p. 2.

Statistical Abstrace: 1976, p. 124.

A. J.Jaffe and Joseph Froomkim, ‘f()ccupational Oppor-
tunities for College-Educated Workers,, 1950-75,"
Monthly Labor Review. Vol. 101, No. 6 (June 1978)
pp. |5fY: )

Employment patterns of ghe college-educated’ Joseph
Froomkin, Supply and Demand for Persons with Post-
sec nndun Education (sthlngton *D.C.: Joseph
Froomkin Inc., 1976).

‘ttphen B. Withey, A Degree—ahd What Else? (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1971).

Angus Campbell, Phillip Convekse, and Willard L. Rud- :

Page 11

Pages 15216

>

gers. The Quality of American Life: Perceptions,
Evaluations,*and Satisfuctions (New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 1976R

Howard R.‘Bowcn. Invextment in Learning: The Indi-
vidual and Social Value of American Higher Educa-
tion (Sarf Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1977).

The economists' estimate of the cost of higher education
is (for 1976777, in billions): tuition, $8: books and

Jtravel! $3: subsidies to instruction, $16; lost taxes, $4.
and foregone earningse $34. The educators’ estimate
infludes: tuition, $8: books and trhvel, $3: subsidiés to
instrliction?, $16: living expenses, $18: and research
and developmen®funds and receipts for public service
ac&mtxes $IS
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Sources for these estimates are:

Projections of Education Statistics to 1985 86, p. 16.

Joseph Froomkin, A Review of Financial Developmentys
Jdn Higher Education, 1970171 -1974175. and a Prog-

nu.s-iw'or 1980 -85, (Washington, D.C.: Joseph Froom-

‘ kin Inc.. 1977), pp. 59-80.

Burcau® of the

(Washington. D.C.: G.P.O., 1977, p. 194,

Bureau®of Labor Statistics. Special Labor Force Repore
~ /91. *Students, Graduates, and Dropouts in the Labot
Market, October 1975."" by Anne Mchug.all Young

(Washington, D.C.: G.P.O.. 1976).

National Center for

Census, Currenr Population Reports

\.:cries P-60. No. 105, "*Mongy Income in 1975 of
‘amilies and Persons. if” the United States'

cation Statistics, Digest of Edu-

cation Statistics, 1976 Edition, by W. Vance Grant and

C

v

N ) ‘.‘ . “
Page 16 Current expenditures in the ac
$5.4 billion: in 1969/70, $20.3 billion: and in 1974/7

'

. 4

$35.3 billion. , _
. Sources: Froomkin, Financial Developments, p. 59.

Projections of Education Statistics to 1985 -8

e 77-80.
National Center for Education Statistics, Projections of
Educational Statistics to 1979/80. by Kenneth A.

™~ e T

) Geurge{%‘nd (Washington, D.C.: G.P.O.. 1977). p.

132.

ademic years 1959/60 were

. PP.
~

-

5.

-

B s Simon and Marie G. Fullam (Washington, D.C.: »
R o G.PO.. 1971), pp. 9%8.-102.° :
" Page § ' Research and Qevelophent monies: {

3

. ! l"’rk)jections of Education Statistics to 1985/86. p. 80.

Pages 17-18 The

- ‘
. ' ¢ a. .
effect of the economy on higher education  finances

Froomkin, Financial Developments. p. 46.

<%

b

~

-

- Pages 19-20 Faculty: Joseph Froomkin, Full-Time Faculty in Higher
o / Education—Numbers, Ages and Wages (Washington,
. . D.C.: Joseph Froomkin Inc., 1977), pp. 10-12. 26.
Page 21 ~~ - . ' Chal\ge in enrollment rates: Young, p. 43. .
0 - ) o
. .81 . . »
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Pages 21-24
-

*

Page 24

Pages 24-25

Page 25

Page 25

Pages 44-46

L]

Pages 46-48

[N

Financial ad: Special Analvses, Budget of the United

- Stutes Government: Fiscal Year 1979 (Washmg,tunx

D.C.: G'P.O:. 1978). pp. 213-227.

U.S. ()ﬂ‘lc of Education, unpublished analyses.

Joseph Froomkip. Middle-Income Students and the Cost
of Postsecondary Education (Washington, D.C.:
Joseph Froomkin, Inc., [978), p. 14, 24. )

Completion of §ollege: see p. 5.

Independent students: Unpublished data of the 1976 Sur-
vey of Income and Education.

Graduate students: Special Analyses. 1979, pp. 213227,

Part-time students: Joseph Froomkin, Trends in the
Sources of Student Support for Postsecondary Educa-
tion. ACT Special Report Sixteen (ACT Publications,
1975). p. 33.

Campus-based aid: Anne C. Roark. '""Playing the
Student-Aid Game,'” The Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion. XV, No. 7 (October 17, 1977), pp. 6~7. )

[nstitutions Iu;ing enroliments: fmﬁ)mf(in, Financial De-
velopments. p. 1. ‘ ) \

Size of 18-year-old cohort: Buréau of the Census, Cur-
rent Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 704, “*Pro-
jections of the Population of the United States: 1977 to
2050 (Washington, D.C.: G.P.O., 1977). pp. 37, 45.

The economists’ model: Mark Blaug. “"The Empirical
Status of Human Capital Theory: A Slightly Jaundiced
Survey.” Journal of Economic Literature. X1V (Sept.,
1976), pp. 827-855.

" The Swedish model: Mark Blaug and Maureen Woodhall,

Receny Trends in Subsidies to Higher Education in
Europe (Washington, D.C.: Joseph Froomkin Inc.,
1977). ' "
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