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PREFACE

The present volume on higher education in the USA is the third in
CEPES’ series of monographs on systems of higher education, the previous
ones dealing with higher education in Romania and Switzerland respec-
tively.

We are proud to p'rese'nt the USA monograph in this relatively short
fjorm as it will allow the readers to grasp the complexity of a higher
education system which has proven to be both unique and influential.

The European _Centre for Higher. Education (CEPES) is much
indebted to the US Department of Education which identified a scholar
who agreed to undertake the pertaining task, respecting a limited number
of pages and a list of items to be discussed so as to maintain a certain
comparability with past and future monographs of this kind. CEPES is
therefore most grateful to Dr. Donald S. Doucette formerly of the Arizona
State University for having accepted the request of the Department of
Education and produced this authoritative document, which does not
necessarily reflect the position of the US Department of Education. )

In order to comply with the consistent outline of other monographs,
it was necessary to adjust the text slightly, and streamline the numerous
annexes. Given the considerable complexity of US higher education, which
could have justified a lengthy and detailed analysis, readers will appre-
cicte the comprehensive description as given by Dr. Doucette, underlining
important details, but always referring to the overall general aspects.
This achievement is matched by a wise choice of significant statistics and
graphs providing further in-depth information and better visual under-
standing of sociological and organizational topics. The monograph also
includes a short, selective bzblzoqmphy amd a list of nationally zmportant
higher education associations.

For reasons of space it was not possible to include neither a full
list of higher education institutions (there are more than 3000), nor a
series of typical study plans as there is much variety in this respect.

We sincerely hope that this publication will fill a need and be of
interest to thosz who want to be informed on the interesting, basic issued
pertaining to higher education in the USA.

A. OFJORD

DIRECTOR OF CEPES
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INTRODUCTION

A variety of organizational, curricular and philosophical features of
the system of higher education in the United States distinguish it from
other systems in the world, but the system’s size, egalitarianism, diversity
and comprehensiveness are the most notable and significant of these
distinguishing features.  The most conspicuous distinctive feature of the
system is its size. In the academic year 1978—79, nearly 111/, million
men and women were enrolled in over 3,100 institutions that employed
450,000 full-time faculty and another one-quarter million part-time in-
structional staff. These 111/y million students include approximately 329/,
of the 18—21 year-old cohort. These numbers are not a passing phenom-
enon. Both the growth in numbers and in participation rates in higher
education in the United States have been continuous since at least the
turn of the century, and while full-time enrollments have been leveling
off and are expected to decline in the 1980’s due to a decrease in the
18—21 year-old cohort nationwide, overall enrollments can be expected
to increase and remain in the 12—13 million range due in part to off-
setting increases in part-time, older and non-traditional students.

' Perhaps a more interesting distinguishing feature of the system of
higher education in the U.S. is its egalitarianism. Virtually every appli-
cant for higher education in the U.S. finds a place in a college or uni-
versity, and since the implementation of need-based financial assistance
programs by the federal government in 1972, virtually every applicant
has access to the financial means necessary to attend any institution for
which the applicant is academically qualified. Participation rates for
lower income, minority and women students have increased more rapidly
in the last decade than for any other socioeconomic group. Women have,
in fact, reached complete parity in participation in higher education. A
movement toward standardization of the degree system and a high degree
of integration among the various levels of the system will effectively
assure that there are no blind alleys in the system. Students can easily
transfer from one curriculum to another, from one institution to another,
and from one level to another as suits their needs and developing inter-
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HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

ests. Students are effectively limited only by the level of their abilities
and aspirations.

The system of higher education in the United States is also con-
spicuously diverse and decentralized. This is primarily the result of not
only the fact that the nation’s founding document, the United States’
Constitution, specifically charges the individual states with the respon-
sibility of educating its citizens, but also a long tradition of institutional
autonomy. Because the states, not the federal government, organize and
fund all levels of education, including higher education, the “system” of
higher education in the U.S. is really fifty individual systems, each with
its own peculiarities, that contain a wide diversity of individual institu-
tions, each with its own purposes, emphases and clientele.

A result of this decentralized diversity is a comprehensiveness and
breadth of education programs in higher education unlike any in the
world. The system provides low-level technical training as well as ad-
vanced study in sophisticated pure and applied scientific research. It
provides general education in the arts and the humanities as well as
professional studies and preparation for both the established professions,
law and medicine, and the new professions, education, business, engineer-
ing and the health sciences. New programs are developed continuously
to meet emerging societal needs, such as those in energy and the envi-
ronment, as well as to meet the needs and interests of new clientele :
the elderly, middle-age women attempting to reenter the job mar-
ket, and the educationally disadvantaged seeking basic skill develop-
ment. The term “postsecondary education” is replacing “higher education”
in common usage and in federal legislation, and this change has come
to represent the expanding domain of the system, especially in its de-
veloping commitment to “lifelong learning” for all of the citizens of the
nation.

This survey of the system of higher education in the United States
describes both the diversity and the standardization that coexist in the
system. It generalizes cautiously where standardization is both apparent
and predominant. However, when treating those aspects of the system
where generalizations would be misleading, the survey examines repre-
sentative state systems for what they can reveal about the dynamics of
diversity within the system. From both of these perspectives emerges a
composite of the system of higher education in the United States.



CHAPTER 1

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

The historical development of higher education in the United States
preceded the establishment of the nation by nearly 150 years. Harvard
College was founded in 1636 under a charter grant=d to a private group
of citizens who defined the purpose of their college to be the training
of young men for the clergy and the development of the leadership of
the theocratic colony. This board of overseers shielded the college from
both royal and legislative interference and preserved the institution’s
autonomy; yet it successfully dictated its academic policies, which in
turn came to reflect the prevailing mores of the strictly religious com-
munity. Admission to Harvard was essentially limited to the elite, and
to a few “pious” boys who received scholarships. The curriculum was
totally prescribed and descendent from the classical Greek meodel, and
the college viewed its responsibilities to include the formation of the
students’ moral characters, not just their intellects. Harvard established
the model after which the colleges of colonial higher education were
patterned for nearly 200 years — the small, private, elite and religiously-
dominated institution of classical learning and moral development.

Not until the fusion of Thomas Jefferson’s democratic idealism and
a national revolutionary spirit resulted in the founding of the University
of Virginia in 1824 was there an alternative to the Harvard model. The
University of Virginia was the first publicly supported institution of
higher education in the emerging nation. It differed sharply from other
institutions in that it received its charter from the state legislature, was
explicitly nonsectarian, admitted students on the basis of intellectual
aptitude rather than social position and offered a choice of several curric-
ula other than the classical liberal arts regimen. The institution repre-
sented Jefferson’s vision of the developing educational and social needs
of the emerging nation, and the model offered by the University of
Virginia competed with the traditional Harvard model until the mid-
century Civil War.



HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

The demands of the United States westward expansion and the rise
of industrialism prompted the federal government to become substantially
involved in higher education for the first time in 1862. By passing the
Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862, which granted land and the revenues
produced by such lands to states to establish institutions of higher edu-
cation that offered training in agriculture and fhe mechanical arts, the
Congress and President Lincoln explicitly recognized that a system of
higher education that did not overlook the practical and applied arts and
sciences was essential to serve the needs of a growing industrial society.
The act succeeded in establishing a dual organization of public and pri-
vate -control in higher education, and it began to broaden significantly
the opportunity for participation in higher education. Cornell University,
“the jewel of the land grant movement”, was founded in 1868 on the
revolutionary motto “...an institution where any person can find instruc-
tion in any study”. The act also succeeded in legitimizing the responsibil-
ity of higher education to be responsive to the needs of society. Special-
ized institutions sprang up to meet various expressed needs, and Johns
Hopkins was founded in 1876 as the nation’s first graduate school to meet
the need for specialized knowledge and research.

The tone and direction of higher education in the United States was
set by this initial piece of federal legislation, and parallel systems of
privately and publicly controlled institutions flourished into this century.
A major turning point that has shaped the tremendous expansion of
higher education in the last three decades was another piece of federal
legislation, the Veteran’s Rehabilitation Act of 1945. Known as the “G.I.
Bill of Rights”, this act provided federal subsidies for the higher educa-
tion of returning soldiers. Enrollments spiraled with this new influx of
students and again in the 1960’s with the children of these veterans. This
growth took place largely in public institutions, and public institutions’
enrollments matched private institutions’ enorllments for the first time
in 1950. Public institutions now account for 809/, of the total enrollment
in higher education, though they account for only 529, of the institutions.

Also immediately following World War II, President Truman’s Ad-
visory Commission on Higher Education made several recommendations
concerning the emphasis and direction of higher education that ushered
in the current modern era in undergraduate education. The commission
recommended an end to all curricular, economic, religious and racial
barriers to higher education. It also recommended that mass access to
higher education be a principal objective of the system, and it called for
the expansion and further development of two-year community colleges
to assist that end. Both of these recommendations were based upon the
still controversial assumption that as many as 60%; of all high school
graduates in the United States could benefit from at least two years of
further study. Public community colleges now account for 45%, of total
public enroliments in higher education and approximately 35%, of total
enrollments in all of higher education.
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HISTORICAL DELEVOPMENT

Other federal initiatives, most notably the National Defense Educa-
tion Act of 1958 and the Higher Education Act of 1965, continued the
movement toward mass access by removing financial barriers to access
to higher education by providing merit-based student financial assistance
in the form of loans and grants. However, the Amendments of 1972 of
the latter act effectively brought the goal of mass access to fruition by
providing need-based financial assistance to virtually any student who
could qualify academically for any institution. By doing so, the 1972
amendments ushered in the final stage of the development of higher
education in the United States. Higher education was essentially elite
until the end of the Second World War. It was meritocratic from then
until the passage of the Amendments of 1972 to the Higher Education
Act of 1965. Today, higher education is mass education where access is
viewed as a right, not a privilege or a matter of good fortune.
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CHAPTER 2

FUNCTIONS AND OBJECTIVES

The system of higher education in the United States engages in
three principal functions: teaching, research and public service. How-
ever, because the system is diverse and comprised of a variety of quite
different institutions, the relative emphasis given each function wvaries
according to the particular mission articulated by each institution. In fact,
institutions tend to be categorized largely on the basis of their relative
emphasis on these three functions. Major universities tend to emphasize
research, and major state universities are likely also to be extensively
involved in public service. Community colleges tend to be viewed as
almost exclusively teaching institutions, possibly with a public sarvice
component. State colleges, liberal arts colleges and specialized institutions
lie somewhere in between these two extremes. Yet the teaching, research
and public service functions are the unifying force of the system; most
institutions are engaged in all three to some degree.

Teaching as a function of higher education is not limited to the
transmission of knowledge and the influencing of a student’s cognitive
faculties. Rather teaching is concerned with both the curricular and
extracurricular influences on students. The historical tradition of higher
education embraces both the transmission of knowledge and the develop-
ment of students’ personalities, their moral, cultural and social charac-
ters, and their preparation for practical affairs. Again, the relative
emphasis accorded each aspect of teaching is a function of the type of
institution. Small church-related colleges might emphasize moral develop-
ment, while professional and technical schools prepare specifically for
entry into a profession and the development of specific competencies.

The research function might be broadly defined as the search for
new knowledge. Research here includes all of the scholarly, scientific,
philosophical, creative and critical activities of colleges and universities;
its purpose is to generate, interpret and apply new knowledge and to
cultivate the advancement of the arts and sciences for a variety of clien-
tele. The clientele of such research is not limited to the federal govern-
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FUNCTIONS AND OBJECTIVES

ment, nor to students and faculty, but research also serves the business
community, labor unions, farmers, practicing professions and the general
public. While the federal government substantially subsidizes contract
research in applied projects at major “research” universities, a community
college instructor who publishes his success with an innovative teaching
technique is also involved in the research function.

Public service as a function of higher education in the United
States is the most recent addition to the tripartite function, dating back
to the “Wisconsin Idea” of 1904. This idea, pioneered by the University
of Wisconsin, was that the state university should serve the state, that
is, provide educational extension services to clientele throughout the
state, including not only instruction, support services and applied research
projects, but also health care and legal clinics, counseling, consulting,
artistic performance and even spectator sports. While the publicly sup-
ported sectors of higher education, the state colleges and unviersities and
the community colleges, are most committed to serving the public whose
tax dollars support them most directly, private colleges and universities
are also deeply involved in extending their resources and capabilities to
external constituencies.

An important feature of higher education in the U.S. is that all
three of these functions are carried on simultaneously. An individual
faculty member’s responsibilities might typically include teaching several
classes each week, both on campus and off, advising undergraduates on
academic direction or personal problems, guiding graduate students’
research and dissertations, serving on a faculty committee concerned
with admissions standards, critically reviewing scholarly articles for
publication, consulting on a state government project, generating research
in his or her speciality, and serving as a spokesman for a citizen’s group
of some Kkind.

Criticisms have been made that such diverse demands made upon
faculty members must invariably lead to an emphasis on one of the
functions to the neglect of the others. In fact, the criticism is probably
valid to the extent that faculty invariably emphasize those functions for
which they are rewarded and promoted, which is largely dependent on
the type of institution. However, it is equally clear that the three func-
tions can be and often are mutually supportive. Teaching may be enhanced
if it occurs in an environment that fosters the generation of new know-
ledge and ideas. Similarly, public service might enrich research by focuss-
ing it and placing it in the context of real-world problems. Teaching is
essential in keeping faculty in touch with the aspirations and sensibili-
ties of new generations of citizens. The tripartite function and responsi-
bility thus add coherence and unity to the system of higher education
in the United States.

The general acceptance of the teaching, research and public service
functions by the higher education community and society as a whole does
not, however, preclude other external constituencies from influencing
the colleges and universities to perform still other functions. Principal
among these constituencies is the federal government. Aside from support-
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HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

ing the research efforts of the institutions in areas of national interest
and work-force training of skilled workers and professionals in needed
fields, the federal government has provided a substantial subsidy to
higher education in pursuit of a recognized and long-held American ideal
and national objective — providing equality of opportunity for all Amer-
icans. Education has traditionally been seen as a means of minimizing
social and economic differences. To this end, the federal government
provided higher education with over $ 8 billion in 1978—79 in the form
of need-based financial assistance to students. The design of the federal
assistance programs is intended to promote student equality of access
and choice to all institutions of higher education, and there is substantial
evidence that these goals are being accomplished.

Yet, as Howard Bowen (1978) points out, equality of opportunity
is quite different from equality of condition. He notes that substantial
increases in participation rates for lower-income, minority and other
disadvantaged groups has had little effect on the distribution of income
and social class position in the United States. Some critics even argue
that mass higher education causes greater inequality of condition because
socioeconomically advantaged students continue to participate at higher
rates in higher education and are in a better position to benefit from it.
Bowen suggests that mass higher education is more likely to promote
greater equality of condition by decreasing the economic value of a
college degree and by simultaneously increasing the value of blue-collar
+ work, though educators have optimistically hoped that mass education
would “level up” the less privileged rather than “level down” the more
privileged. The role of higher education in promoting the social goal of
equality of condition remains quite controversial.

Even more controversial are those who would impose upon the
colleges and universities the function of societal change-agent. To the
extent that higher education changes the attitudes, values and behavior
of students, higher education clearly changes society. Yet the direction
in which change might be effected is clearly an explosive philosophical
and political issue. Some have argued that a “liberal view” is imparted
by higher education, but the resurgence of conservative political values
" in the United States in the late 1970’s casts doubt on this assertion.
Others have argued that higher education should assume the necessary
role of social critic for the society at large, and individual faculty have
a long tradition of commenting on the social issues of their times. Faculty
have not felt constrained to remain neutral in discussion of social issues,
but have often taken the lead in advocacy of positions that have been
supported by their own scholarly research. Today faculty are in the
forefront of the discussion of environmental protection, social justice,
penal reform, economic policy and even consumer protection.

Because of its size, resources and potential impact, higher educa-
tion in the United States cannot escape involvement in the greater social
issues of the day. Its involvement is nonetheless directed by its perform-
ance of its teaching, research and public service functions.
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CHAPTER 3

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS AND DEGREES

The extent to which it is posible to generalize about institutions of
higher education in the U.S. is determined by the extent to which a
classification or typology of institutions accurately captures institutional
similarities amid considerable diversity. Such a classification is also
necessary to make interinstitutional comparisons reasonably valid. There
are different classification schemes for the institutions of higher educa-
tion in the United States; some are based upon such characteristics as
selectivity, type of control (public versus private), curricular emphasis
and functional emphasis. One such classification of institutions is the
Higher Education Government Information System which is commonly
used for national data collection and publication of national educational
statistics. Another widely referred to scheme is that proposed by the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education in 1973; it places primary
emphasis on the functions performed by institutions, while considering
other of the mentioned criteria.

The following is an outline of the revised Carnegie Classification
of Institutions of Higher Education (1976):

1. Doctorate-Granting Institutions

1.1. Research Universities I
1.2. Research Universities II
1.3. Doctorate-Granting Universities 1
1.4. Doctorate-Granting Universities II

2. Comprehensive Universities and Colleges

2.1. Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I
2.2, Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II
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3. Liberal Arts Colleges

3.1. Liberal Arts Colleges I
3.2. Liberal Arts Colleges II

4. Two-Year Colleges and Institutes

5. Professional Schools and Other Specialized Institutions

5.1. Theological Seminaries, Bible Colleges and other institutions
offering degrees in religion

5.2. Medical Schools and Medical Centers

5.3. Other separate health professional schools
5.4. Schools of Engineering and Technology
5.5. Schools of Business and Management

5.6. Schools of Art, Music and Design

5.7. Schools of Law

5.8. Teachers Colleges

5.9. Other specialized institutions

6. Institutions for Nontraditional Study.

A brief summary of the criteria for inclusion in the categories of
this classification scheme helps to idenitfy the differences among them.
The Research Universities I category requires that a member institution
be in the top 50 of institutions nationwide in amount of direct institu-
tional federal financial support, generally for contract research, and have
awarded at least 50 Ph.D’s (including M.D.’s) in the preceding year. The
institutions in this category are the “multiversities”, the large and com-
prehensive all-purpose universities of national and international renown.
They are generally the older and well-established private institutions
with leading doctoral programs, such as Harvard, Yale and Stanford, and
the major state universities, the University of Michigan and the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley and at Los Angeles. Typically, only insti-
tutions with medical schools can qualify for this category because of the
high level of federal support for medical research. To be included in the
Research Universities Il category, an institution must be in the top 100
recipients of direct federal financial support and have awarded 50 or
more Ph.D.’s or M.D.’s in the previous year, or it must have been in the
top 60 of institutions in awarding doctorates in the previous year.

Doctoral-Granting Universities I requires a minimum of 40 Ph.D.’s
in at least five fields or at least $ 3 million in federal support, while
Doctoral-Granting Universities II requires fewer Ph.D.’s and makes no
provision for federal support. The Comprehensive Universities and
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TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS AND DEGREES

Colleges categories include those institutions that have a liberal arts pro-
gram and at least one other professional or occupational program, such
as engineering and business administration, and an enrollment of no less
than 1,000 students. Inclusion in level I or II of this category depends
upon number of professional programs and size enrollment. These cate-
gories include the state colleges and smaller state universities that usually
offer master’s degrees but offer few, if any, doctorate programs.

The category Liberal Arts College I adds the criterion of selectivity,
requiring that institutions in this category meet a minimum rating on a
selectivity scale that includes such variables as the scholastic aptitude
scores of incoming students, or that these institutions were among the top
200 institutions in graduates who received Ph.D.’s at the top 40 doctoral-
granting institutions over the past half-century. Institutions in this cat-
egory are well-known small colleges with strong liberal arts traditions
such as Swarthmore, Williams and the Claremont Colleges. Other liberal
arts colleges fall into the Liberal Arts Colleges II category. Finally, the
remaining categories are self-explanatory. A breakdown of the number
of these and all other institutions in each category is contained in
Appendix 1, Table 3.

The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education
groups institutions by function, generally teaching versus research; by
size, enrollments and numbers of programs; by curricular emphasis and
diversity, liberal arts versus professional preparation; and even by selec-
tivity. However, what might seem a reasonably balanced scheme is
viewed by some as arbitrary. A criticism of the classification is that it is
easily seen as a system for ranking institutions, which is clearly inappro-
priate within a system of higher education that not only is diverse but
depends upon that diversity for its success. The entire system operates
upon the principle that institutions should play distinctive roles and offer
diversified educational programs to meet the needs of both students and
society as economically as possible. Such a system would not be served
well by any ranking that encouraged all institutions to aspire to be a
Harvard or a Berkeley. A state college or small liberal arts school is
clearly just as important as the research multiversity to the success of
the system.

As the preceding indicates, institutions are to some extent cate-
gorized by the kinds of degrees they offer. Research and doctoral-granting
institutions offer undergraduate education leading to bachelor’s degrees
and graduate programs leading to master’s degrees and doctorates. Com-
prehensive institutions offer programs leading to both the bachelor’s and
master’s, and liberal arts colleges are generally limited to offering the
undergraduate bachelor’s degree. The two-year colleges offer only the
associate’s degree, and the professional and specialized schools offer just
those degrees that are specifically required in preparation for their res-
pective specialties. It is perhaps appropriate to include a description of
the degree structure of higher education in the United States at this
point,

17
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There are three firmly established levels in the degree structure.
These have already been mentioned: the bachelor’s degree, the master’s
degree and the doctorate; each has a distinct function and a distinet
program of study leading to it. Twelve years of elementary and secon-
dary education usually precede entry into a program leading to the first
degree, the bachelor’s. It follows the completion of an undergraduate
program, generally four years in length, that emphasizes breadth of
knowledge rather than specialized expertise. The Bachelor of Arts and
Bachelor of Science are the most common nonspecialized degrees. Howe-
ver, in a minority of cases, the bachelor’s degree represents a lower-level
specialized or professional degree, for instance, a Bachelor’s of Architec-
ture or a Bachelor’s of Library Science.

The master’s degree is the second degree, and its emphasis reverses
the bachelor’s degree. It follows a program of study where the emphasis
is on the practical and specialized training of students for professional
work such as teaching, engineering, social work or business. The profes-
sional programs leading to these degrees, the M.Ed., M.E.,, M.S.W. and
M.B.A. respectively, usually require two years of study beyond the
bachelor’'s with a minimum of one year. However, the master’s also
serves as a nonprofessional or research degree. It is conferred in some
cases simply for the accumulation of a certain number of credit hours,
usually around 30, beyond the bachelor’s. It is sometimes awarded as
somewhat of a consolation for students who have decided not to complete
a program leading to a doctorate less than halfway through the program,
or who have completed research that is not at the level of doctoral work.

The doctorate is the terminal degree awarded. It is highly special-
ized and has as its principal purpose the training of researchers for
in-depth exploration of the field of specialization. The number of years
required to complete the doctorate is variable, for it is awarded only
after the completion of an advanced piece of independent research, the
dissertation, that may take months or years, but a doctoral program prob-
ably averages three years after the completion of the master’s. Those
trained as researchers generally receive the Ph.D., the Doctor of Philo-
sophy, and this degree has become the minimum requirement for most
tenured appointments to a university faculty. However, there are earned
doctorates that represent advanced professional degrees rather than ad-
vanced training in research. The Doctor of Education, the Doctor of
Medicine and the Doctor of Jurisprudence (law) are the primary examples.

There are also other less established levels of degrees. The {first is
the pre-first degree, the associate’s degree, which is awarded after two
years of undergraduate education. The degree is either nonspecialized
and seen as preliminary to a bachelor’s degree or is a low-level special-
ized degree in such areas as business, nursing and technical trades. This
degree has become increasingly common because of the increase in
number of the community colleges that offer many two-year terminal
degrees. There are also less established degrees conferred prior to the
completion of the doctoral dissertation, and as recognition for post-
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doctorate achievement, but these represent minority practices and are
not well-integrated into the degree system.

There are some exceptions to the rules described above. For in-
stance, there are five-year professional bachelor’s degrees in fields such
as erigineering and architecture that are essentially equivalent to a pro-
fessional master’s degree; Table 4 in Appendix 1 outlines the degree
structure and details these exceptions. There are also honorary degrees
conferred upon prominent persons who have earned recognition for ser-
vice and significant contributions outside of the system of higher edu-
cation. There are certificates awarded for nondegree academic work and
skill training to millions who participate in nondegree courses, seminars
and programs offered principally by the continuing education and exten-
sion divisions of universities, by the community colleges and by business
and industry. Yet the overall degree structure in higher education in the
United States is stable, coherent and well-integrated at all levels within
the system. Probably the greatest benefit of this integration is that it
allows transfer among almost all areas and all levels, especially after the
completion of one level as indicated by the conferring of a degree. There
is probably an example of a student transferring from one level to another
in every conceivable combination. Though documentation of this claim
is obviously a difficult order, the assertion that there are practically no
blind alleys in the degree structure is made with complete confidence.
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CHAPTER 4

INTERNAL ORGANIZATION

Since the beginning of higher education in the United States, insti-
tutions and their founders and defenders have sought to establish and
preserve the “autonomy” of their institutions. Historically, this sensitivity
to external control is easily traced directly to the fear of dissenting reli-
gious groups of interference in the affairs of their sectarian institutions.
Consequently, the founding of colleges was patterned after the establish-
ment of a corporation, and a charter was sought from the ruling govern-
mental authority that invested control of the institution in a corporate
board. Since the board of control shared the views of the faculty and
chief officers of the institution, the institution was effectively autono-
mous. However, very early in the development of this arrangement in
higher education, it became clear that the “lay” board of control, com-
posed of leaders of the community but generally noneducators, would
conflict with faculty on matters of substance concerning the conduct of
the affairs of the institution.

The struggle that ensued between external boards of control and
internal faculty constituencies was first settled at Harvard, and this
settlement resulted in a pattern of shared authority among the various
constituencies of an institution .The external lay board controlled the
formation of policy concerning the overall direction of the institution
and the allocation of financial resources to carry out that policy, while
the internal constituencies, the faculty and its chief officers, controlled
the admission, discipline and instruction of its students. The concept of
shared authority has been expanded over time, and in the past decade a
statement of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP)
has articulated the concept of shared authority and primary responsibil-
ities of the various constituencies of an institution of higher education.
The statement details the norm for institutional governance, which al-
though various in application and practice across types of institutions,
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represents a common conception of what governance in higher educa-
tion is :

The faculty has primary responsibility for curriculum, subject
matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and in
those aspects of student life which relate to the educational process,
and in these matters the governing board and president should
generally concur with the faculty judgment. The governing board
is responsible for husbanding the endowment and for obtaining
needed capital and operating funds, among other duties. The selec-
tion of academic deans and other chief academic officers should be
the responsibility of the president with the advice of and in consul-
tation with the appropriate faculty. (1970, AAUP, in Mortimer and
McConnell, 1978, p. 6).

The remainder of the chapter will concern the specifics and the
dynamics of the internal governance of institutions of higher education,
including the formal and functional authority relationships that com-
monly exist among the president and his administrative officers, the
faculty and the students. The next chapter will turn to a discussion of
the context within which this internal governance structure is embedded,
the external control of institutions by individual boards of control and
statewide coordinating agencies and governing boards, and the role of
the federal government and other influences in higher education.

The president is almost universally delegated the formal authority,
and near total responsibility, over the internal functioning of the insti-
tution by the external board of control. He presides over a formal hierar-
chical structure that resembles a corporation or bureaucracy. The number
of levels in the hierarchy is, of course, dependent upon the size of the
institution, but in a typical university, the first level below the president
that reports directly to him is the vice presidential level. There may be
as many as five or six vice presidents, but the most common are the
Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Vice President of Business
Affairs. These two positions might be referred to by different names in
different institutions, and they represent a basic division within the
administrative structure, academic and support administration. These
two vice presidential positions are often supplemented by vice presidents
of student affairs, graduate studies, and planning and budgeting, but the
chief academic officer, the academic vice president, is generally consid-
ered second to the president in the administrative hierarchy. The titles
for administrators at this level vary considerably among institutions;
they may be titled provost, or in smaller colleges, dean.

The levels below the various administrative vice presidents vary
tremendously, though the Vice President for Academic Affairs typically
has reporting to him the deans of the various academic colleges and
divisions of the institution. The department chairs represent individual
faculty members joined together by their academic disciplines in depart-
ments and report to the dean of their college. However, faculty often are
also organized in interdepartmental faculty senates that operate parallel
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to the hierarchical structure of an institution. Students, who are not
represented in most formal hierarchical institutional structures, might also
organize in a campus-wide senate, or in some cases, they are represented
within a single university senate. These arrangements vary from insti-
tution to institution.

Within an institution of higher educatlon then, are two major
constituencies, administration and academic faculty, that interact through
formal channels of communication and authority. When institutions were
small, this distinction was minimized since most administrative officers
also served as faculty — Harvard’s first president taught all the classes
and performed all the administrative duties of the college. The size and
type of institution continue to affect the importance of the distinction;
however, in the modern era of multiversities, faculty unions and collec-
tive bargaining, the distinction between faculty and administration is an
increasingly important one. In the academic area, it is usually drawn at
the level department chair, who thus occupies a pivotal post in the aca-
demic administration of many institutions. The department chair is often
elected by department faculty, is viewed as first among peers and gen-
erally continues to teach some classes and conduct scholarly research.
Above these chairs in the academic adiministration of a university are
the deans of the colleges and the academic vice president who are viewed
as administration, though they are almost always drawn from the ranks
of the faculty and generallv- have faculty positions reserved for them
should they step down from administrative positions. Parallel to this
academic administrative structure are the various support service hierar-
chies that report to the president through their respective vice presidents.
These middle-level and upper-level managers serve at the pleasure of the
president in nontenure track, nonacademic positions.

Despite the rather large and bureaucratic organization of a large
institution’s administration, the smaller departments remain the basic
functional unit of institutions of higher education. The productive outout
of an institution, the teaching, research and public service, is initiated
and performed by the factulty who are organized into departments by
disciplines; even the reputations of whole institutions are largely the
result of the success of individual departments. Because decisions con-
cerning what courses are to be taught, what research is to be undertaken,
what program requirements are to be made of students, and what faculty
are to be hired and promoted are essentially department decisions that
tend to be ratified at the upper levels of the administration, the interests
and the membership of individual departments shape the character and
direction of institutions.

Nonetheless, while the department is crucial in determining the
nature of the academic program of many institutions, the president and
his upper-level administrators have significant levers of influence avai-
lable to them. Probably the administration’s principal lever of influence
is its control over the allocation of resources. Budgetary decisions that
allocate operating funds and faculty positions are powerful tools available
to the president and his administration to shape all manner of programs
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within the institution. While the president does have the formal authority
to command those below him in the hierarchy, such a display of power
is generally avoided in most institutions for it destroys any sense of a
“community of scholars” that is traditionally presumed of an institution
of higher education. So, typically a president nudges and coaxes an insti-
tution and shapes the fulfillment of its mission by influencing its alloca-
tion of resources, and in rarer cases, by dynamic and charismatic
leadership. Meanwhile, departments shape an institution from the bottom
up. Initiative and control operate in both directions through the adminis-
trative hierarchies of institutions of higher education.

Some critics have termed this unique organizational structure “or-
ganized anarchy” (Cohen and March, 1978), for it is clear that indepen-
dent-minded faculty engaged in diverse activities, aspiring to diverse
goals and often protected by the virtual lifetime job security of tenure
are not an easy group to manage. Institutions of higher education are
simply not manageable as are for-profit institutions with generally well-
defined goals. However, inasmuch as institutions of higher education are
asked to perform a variety of functions for society, their shared govern-
ance structures permit the interaction of all their internal constituencies.
Again, the size and complexity of an institution, more than any other
single factor, will determine the relative strength of administration and
faculty. Complex research institutions are generally viewed as loose
groupings of independent faculty specialists coordinated by chiefs of
staff; the faculty of community colleges are generally much more subject
to the control and direction of central administration.
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CHAPTER 5

EXTERNAL ORGANIZATION

As has already been mentioned, the individual states of the United
States have the constitutional authority to administer higher education
within their boundaries, and they have exercised their prerogative.
While the federal government does provide support and direction to
higher education nationwide, the states have nonetheless thus far main-
tained effective control over institutions within their boundaries and
have shaped state systems of higher education with a variety of patterns
of organization, control and finance. Although state patterns differ, prin-
cipally due to the vagaries of historical development, there are a few
principles of the external organization of state systems of higher educa-
tion that are commonly practiced.

One principle that is commonly applied throughout government and
is almost universally applied in the control of institutions of higher
education is that the public interest is best served if control is vested in
a deliberative body of citizens who are not members of the institution.
Public and private institutions of higher education alike are typically
governed by nonsalaried boards or commissions that are charged with
representing the public interest. These boards are most commonly called
board of regents or boards of trustees. Private institutions tend to have
boards that are established by articles of incorporation and that are large
and self-perpetuating, that is, that elect their own successors. Boards for
public institutions are generally established by either constitutional or
legislative mandate. They tend to be smaller, with eight to a dozen
members, and are generally appointed to limited terms by the governor
of the state, though two states have boards that are elected directly by
the citizens of the state.

These governing boards are ultimately responsible for all of the
functions of their respective institutions. However, typically their most
important function is the development of broad institutional goals and
policies and the selection of the chief administrative officer, usually
titled president or chancellor, who is delegated the executive power to
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govern the institution in accordance with overall board policies. The
Institutional president, then, has effective control over the functioning
of the institution, which he delegates to various vice presidents and
faculty, but he serves at the pleasure of the board whose confidence it is
crucial for him to maintain.

Another principle of the external control of institutions of higher
education that seems to operate in most state systems is the attempt to
coordinate various sectors of both public and private higher education
through statewide coordinating agencies. Such coordinating agencies
have as their purpose the effective statewide planning, coordination and
review of all institutions within the state so as to meet the needs of the
citizens of the state rather than solely the interests of the institutions.
The historical movement toward various kinds of centralized coordinating
or even governing boards is detailed in Appendix 1, Table 5. There are
several varieties of statewide patterns of coordination and governance,
and it is important to distinguish between coordinating agencies and
governing boards. The proper function of coordinating agencies is policy
and planning, not executive decision; governing boards, on the other
hand, do exercise executive governing functions. Coordinating boards
might set general standards for administrative procedures, admissions
criteria or academic programs and might require the reporting of student
enrollment and financial data. On the other hand, governing boards
actually hire and fire administrators and all other personnel, establish
specific admissions policies and approve or reject proposed academic
programs. To promote both coordination and governing functions, states
have developed various organizational structures that differ primarily in
degree of centralized control.

Halstead (1976) has identified three basic types of organizational
structures which states have employed to develop these coordination and
governance functions. The first basic type consists of a single governing
board and a single president presiding over a multicampus institution
with separate campus provosts or other chief administrative officers. This
type of organizational structure is usually employed to govern a mul-
tiversity with several components or branch campuses at which unity of
action toward common goals is considered essential. The president of the
institution, sometimes called a chancellor, is responsible for executing
the policies of the governing board for the institution as an entity. The
campus chief executives are charged with the day-to-day operations of
the individual campuses of the institution. The University of California
system and the University of Wisconsin are prime examples of this type
of organizational structure.

The second type of structure identified by Halstead consists of a
single governing board and separate college presidents presiding over
several separate institutions. Generally, this type of organization is em-
ployed for the purpose of providing central governance to a system of
several similar institutions. The board provides general supervision to
the institutions, but the individual presidents are responsible for the
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execution of board policies at their own institutions and frequently have
considerable influence over the formulation of board policy. This orga-
nizational structure is most commonly employed by states for systems
of four-year senior colleges, such as in California, Texas and Illinois.

The third basic type of organizational structure consists of a single
coordinating agency and separate governing boards and presidents for
each institution. This type of organization is suitable for strong inde-
pendent institutions that seek coordination with a state system yet desire
local governance. This structure also meets the particular needs of most
state community college systems where overall statewide coordination
of effort is desirable, yet where local governance by local boards of
control representing the local community is essential. This structure
allows each institution to develop its own individuality, and the coor-
dinating procedures are similar to those of a state coordinating board
except that they are limited to a particular group of instituions. Sche-
matic representations of these three types of structures are presented
in Appendix 1, Table 6.

Especially in large states, various combinations of these three
types of organization patterns might coexist, with different types of
institutions organized in different patterns. For example, in California
variations of all three of Halstead’s prototype patterns exist within the
state system of public higher education : the University of California
is organized according to a type-one pattern with several campuses of
one institution; the California State University and Colleges are
separate institutions organized along the lines of a type-two pat-
tern ; and its community colleges are governed directly by local
institutional boards as in type-three. Wisconsin has organized all
of its four-year and two-year institutions under one Board of Regents
of the University of Wisconsin System, a type-one pattern of organi-
zation, yet its vocational and technical institutions are organized sepa-
rately under institutional governing boards. New York employs a hybrid
of these organizational patterns with 36 units of the State University of
New York organized under one board, 30 community colleges governed
by institutional boards and 19 more units, both two-year and four-year
units, under a separate board of trustees for the City University of
New York System. The variations are endless, and these state organiza-
tional charts are included in Appendix 1 to provide a flavor of the com-
plexity.

In the past decade, states have indicated a strong tendency to bring
even further statewide coordination to higher education by establishing
statewide agencies that coordinate the activities of the other coordinat-
ing or governing structures of various types of institutions that have
just been detailed. For instance, California’s Postsecondary Education
Commission provides a link for the separate boards governing the uni-
versity system, the state college and university system and the commu-
nity college system, as well as for the Council for Private Postsecondary
Education, which acts as an advisory' coordinating council for the va-
rious private institutions in the state. In New York, the Board of Regents
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for the University of the State of New York is the statewide coordinat-
ing agency for the institutional boards of private institutions, for local
community college boards, for the State University of New York system
and for the City University of New York system. Texas has established
the Coordinating Board for the Texas College and University System to
coordinate all sectors of public higher education, though private insti-
tutions are not directly involved in formal coordination efforts.

It is now most commonly believed that all sectors of higher educa-
tion, both public and private, are best served by involvement in state-
wide planning and coordination by an umbrella coordinating agency.
As private institutions have received more state financial assistance in
various forms, generally in student assistance though also in direct in-
stitutional grants, they have been drawn into the coordinating efforts of
the states. As states have become more concerned with accountability
and efficiency in the spending of state funds, centralized statewide
coordination has become a more serious effort. Berdahl (1975) has clas-
sified the various kinds of agencies and boards established by states for
such a purpose and has noted .the increasing popularity of coordinating
boards with regulatory powers and the steady importance of consolidated
governing structures. At present, fully 48 of the 50 state have established
some structure for statewide governance or coordination of higher
education.
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CHAPTER 6

FINANCE

Higher education has traditionally been viewed as a social necessity
rather than exclusively as an individual benefit. Thus state and local
governments have customarily provided some support for public higher
education for at least the last century. The public’s concern for higher
education has also been manifest in financial suport given by founda-
tions, corporations, individual donors and other nongovernmental seg-
ments of society. However, the fact that higher education has been seen
as beneficial to society as a whole has not meant that the individual
student has not had to absorb some of the costs. Financial support for
higher education in the United States thus comes from a variety of
sources, each with its own rationale for support.

As might be expected, institutions of higher education are funded
by different sources based chiefly on the public/private control distinc-
tion, and to a lesser extent, on the type of institution. In the latest year
for which accurate and complete financial data is available, the 1978
fiscal year, $ 47 billion in current revenue funds from a variety of
sources were spent in support of higher education in the United States.
The major sources of this revenue were tuition and fees, state, federal
and local government appropriations, endowment income, private gifts,
grants and contracts and profits from sales and services.

Public institutions depend upon state appropriations as their pri-
mary source of revenues. In 1978, these institutions received approxima-
tely 45%, of their revenues from state government appropriations, while
they received only 139, of their revenues from student tuition and fees.
On the other hand, private institutions received 449, of their revenues
from tuition and fees, only 1%, from state governments and about 119
from private gifts, grants and endowment income. Federal government
appropriations and revenues from sales and services provided similar
percentages of total revenue for both public and private institutions,
though private institutions tended to rely slightly more heavily upon
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these sources. A breakdown of these sources of revenue is detailed in
Appendix 1, Table 10, for the representative fiscal year, 1978.

Type of institution also affects sources of revenues for institutions
of higher education. For instance, community colleges depend more upon
local government support, while large state or regional universities
receive no support from local sources. Research universities are likely
to depend upon research contracts from the federal government and pri-
vate industry more than other institutions. Larger universities are likely
to depend more upon revenues from extension services, while small
liberal arts colleges, especially in rural areas, are more likely to depend
upon revenue from auxiliary enterprises such as dormitories and food
services as a significant source of income. The mix of sources of revenues
is almost as varied as the number of institutions.

As has been noted, state governments more than any other single
entity have assumed the primary financial burden of supporting public
higher education. State and local governments provide nearly 509, of
the revenues for institutions that educate nearly eight out of every ten
students in higher education in the United States today. In nearly all
states, the pattern for shared financial responsibility for higher educa-
tion involves financing public four-year institutions exclusively by state
governments and financing public two-year colleges by both state and
local governments, However, the way in which state governments fund
public higher education varies considerably from state to state. In many
states, state appropriations are tied directly to funding formulas that
appropriate a number of dollars for each calculated full-time equivalent
student, referred to as an FTE. Thus student enrollments determine the
amount of the state’s subsidy of its public institutions. In other states,
funds are allocated based upon the approval and/or alteration of budget
requests submitted by institutions through their boards of control to the
state legislature. It is possible for various patterns of funding to exist
in the same state for different types of instifutions. For instance, in
Arizona the community colleges receive state funds based upon an enroll-
ment driven formula and make up shortfalls between these appropria-
tions and expenditures from local governments or from external grants.
However, the three public four-year universities receive appropriations
from the state based upon budget requests made by their Board of
Regents to the state legislature. Private institutions also receive state
monies through state student financial assistance programs, appropria-
tions for facilities construction and maintenance or through direct insti-
tutional grants. However, in most states public funds are almost exclu-
sively reserved for public institutions, with the exception of grants to
individual students who are free to decide where to spend their funds.

The federal government’s contribution to higher education has been
concentrated in three areas: student financial assistance, research and
facilities construction. Estimates for federal spending on higher education
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in fiscal 1979 are $ 9 billion, plus another $ 1 billion for loans available
to students and institutions. Federal support for research and facilities
construction has been categorical, that is, designated to be expended for
specific purposes and projects only. Funds for research and research
facilities construction in 1979 totaled approximately $ 2.5 billion, and
federal funds for general facilities construction were an additional
$ 100 million, considerably reduced from the levels that funded the tre-
mendous facilities expansion of higher education in the 1960’s. The recent
emphasis of federal support for higher education has shifted to direct
financial assitance to students in the form of basic entitlements, training
grants and fellowships and loans. A variety of student aid programs
disbursed more than $ 8 billion to students in 1979. This emphasis on
direct assitance to students replaced the pre-1972 programs that em-
phasized institutional aid. The portability of these student-based finan-
cial aid funds is an aspect of the current federal programs that is quite
controversial, yet it seems likely destined to shape the future of higher
education in the United States for decades to come. A summary of federal
expenditures on programs in higher education appers in Appendix 1,
Table 11, and a breakdown of federal expenditures by student aid pro-
gram is detailed in Table 14.

The role of student tuition and fees in financing higher education
is also a controversial question, and one that is directly related to the
government’s willingness to subsidize students in the form of student
financial aid. Public institutions have traditionally charged considerably
less in tuition and fees than private institutions, which depend more
heavily on tuition and fees for revenues. In 1978—79, all types of public
institutions averaged $ 600 a year in tuition and fees, while private in-
stitutions averaged five times that much. Universities charge more than
four-year colleges or community colleges, and one state remains committ-
ed to zero tuition in the community colleges. Closely related to tuition
charges are the costs of educating a student in an institution of higher
education. Public institutions recover on the average only 20%, of the
cost of educating a student from tuition and fees, while private institu-
tions recover on the average nearly 1/3 of the cost. This tuition differ-
ential between public and private institutions has traditionally main-
fained a competitive balance between the more presitigious private in-
stitutions and the less expensive public ones. However, as the federal
government has increased financial assistance o students, state and local
governments have shown an inclination to raise tuitions in public insti-
tutions to recoup a greater share of the costs of educating students
through government-subsidized tuition payments. However, this shifting
of the financial burden of public institutions to the federal government
has implications that could alter the traditional balance in the mix of
sources of revenue for institutions of higher education.
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ADMISSIONS, ACCESS AND
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Chapter 1 developed the notion that the evolution of higher educa-
tion in the United States has been from education for the elite to edu-
cation for the masses. This evolution has been accomplished through
changing criteria for admission to institutions of higher education. These
changes for the most part have reflected the evolution of a national
sentiment about who should have access to higher education. Even today,
however, admissions criteria are anything but uniform. Reflecting their
often mentioned diversity, institutions have established criteria that
pertain to their diversified institutional missions and their sense of the
clientele that they serve. As might be expected, institutions of the same
type often share similar admissions criteria, although even institutional
fype is not an absolutely reliable predictor of admissions policies.

Admissions policies might be grouped into three major categories:
open, selective and competitive. Selective admissions policies are aimed
at avoiding the admission of students who might not be able to perform
satisfactorily in an institution or program. Selective admissions policies
are, therefore, specifically related to institutional objectives. The aim of
a selective admissions policy might be to assure that advanced training
in a technical field could be undertaken successfully or to assure a rela-
tively homogeneous student body, as in the case of a church-related in-
stitution. Selective admissions are most likely to be found in small and
specialized liberal arts colleges and specialized institutions and programs
offering advanced training in specific skills. ,

Competitive admissions policies make no pretense that certain
characteristics or backgrounds are essential to student’s success in higher
education. Rather, competitive admissions policies are aimed at admitting
the most highly qualified students from a pool of qualified applicants.
The implicit assumption of such policies is that the institution is viewed
as prestigious and desirable to students and that competive admissions
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will maintain the institution in the position of attracting and graduating
an elite corps of students. Private institutions are most likely to practice
such admissions policies, especially the more prestigious private research
institutions on the east and west coasts and the more prestigious liberal
arts colleges, though some excellent public institutions have had to limit
their enrollments by competitive admissions due to excessive demand.
Competitive admissions policies normally contain provisions for assuring
a balanced student body in terms of racial or other characteristics.

Open admissions is the most recent and most controversial of the
admissions policies and is the result of the post-World War II national
sentiment that all who can benefit have a right to higher education. Open
admissions policies generally have included some minimum requirements,
usually a high school diploma or its equivalent, but with the development
of the community college movement in the past decade, even these
minimum requirements have been dropped in some cases, and admission
involves almost no restrictions in some institutions.

There are different models of open admissions. Several large public
institutions in the midwestern part of the country admit any high school
graduate from the state; however, because remedial programs are gen-
eraly not widely available at such institutions to help the marginally
qualified, attrition rates at these institutions tend to be high. California
has pioneered the differential access model of open admissions. The
original California' Master Plan developed in 1960 provided for the ad-
mission of all high school graduates in the state of California to the state
system of higher education; however, access to different institutions
within the system was determined by a student’s rank in his or her
high school graduating class. In the plan, those in the top eighth of their
classes were eligible for admission to the several campuses of the Uni-
versity of California, those in the top third of their classes to the state
colleges and universities, and the rest to the community colleges. The
current Master Plan maintains the concept of differential access but
determines eligibility for admission by an index calculated from high
school grade averages and standardized test scores. Nearly all of the
nation’s public community colleges practice some form of open admissions.
Several admit not only high school graduates but also all residents of
the state eighteen years old or older. Open admissions are most often
practiced in public institutions, for the argument that the public who
pays for public higher education with its taxes should have virtually
unlimited access to it has been persuasive.

Of course, open admissions to higher education would mean very
little to many segments of American society if tuition and fees were
such that they had the effect of limiting access to these open institutions.
Recognizing this, the federal government’s major emphasis in support of
higher education in the past decade has been student financial assistance
programs aimed at eliminating financial barriers to higher education. The
specific aims of these programs have been to provide all segments of
society both access to institutions of higher education and choice among
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the various types of institutions. Implicit in this goal is the desire of the
government to promote equality of educational opportunity and to in-
crease the participation of minorities and those from the lower socioeco-
- nomic classes. The programs that provide financial assistance to students
in pursuit of these goals are numerous and varied; however, most have
in common need-based criteria for eligibility. ,

The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program enacted by the
federal government in 1972 provides the basis for most student aid
packages. The grant provides the difference between what a family can
contribute to a student’s education and '$ 1,800, or half of the cost of
attending the institution chosen by the student, whichever is less. The
fact that the amount of aid is pegged to the cost of attending an institu-
tion allows even the poorest students who can qualify academically to
attend the more expensive institutions. Supplemental Educational Oppor-
tunity Grants are intended, as the name suggests, to supplement the
basic grant for the poorer students. The State Student Incentive Grant
program is a state-based grant program also enacted in 1972 that can
further supplement the assistance that a student receives from other
sources. Under the SSIG program, the federal government provides the
incentive of matching funds to states to establish their own grant pro-
grams. All three of these programs depend upon rather sophisticated
analyses of a student’s financial need, the actual cost of attending an
institution and the student’s family’s ability to contribute to his or her
education.

The federal government has also established loan programs that
allow students to borrow at low interest rates the money necessary for
their higher education. The National Direct Student Laon program has
provided direct loans at low interest rates to students since 1958, and
the more recent Guaranteed Student Loan program quarantees loans
made by private banks and state loan programs against default and pays
part of the interest. The federal government also contributes to the
Work Study program by paying 809, of the salaries of students who work
on campus. The federal government has since World War II provided
veterans of military service during periods of conflict with direct
payments for attending institutions of higher education. Currently, there
is a program through which the federal government matches on a two-
for-one basis each dollar that servicemen or servicewomen save for their
education after completing active military service. Finally, in 1965 the
federal government also extended direct benefits to Social Security re-
cipients under the age of 22 provided that they remain enrolled in higher
education.

It is estimated that the federal government will spend over $ 8
billion for all of these programs in fiscal 1980, a massive effort by any
measure. The outlays for these programs in curent and constant dollars
for the years 1965 through 1980 are detailed in Appendix 1, Table 14.

Leslie (1977) has made an effort to determine if these efforts have
achieved the primary goals of providing equal access to and choice of
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institutions of higher education. His conclusions are encouraging in that
he finds that rates of participation of minorities and of students from
lower-income families are increasing more rapidly than other groups,
though students from white upper-class families are still more likely
to participate in higher education. Also, he notes that the percentages of
minority and economically disadvantaged students attending the more
prestigious universities and colleges are also increasing. Thus, it is pos-
gible to claim that higher education in the United States has made dra-
matic progress in opening access to higher education to nearly all who
want it both through open admissions policies and student financial aid
programs.
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CHAPTER 8

STUDENT AND FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS

Only very recently have women come to outnumber men in total
enrollments in higher education. In the Fall of 1979, they outnumbered
men by 50.6%, to 49.4%, or by about as much as they outnumber men in
the total population. By the Fall of 1980, this majority has grown to
51.6%, to 48.4%,. Some of the largest increases in the past few years in
enrollment rates for women have been among part-time students in two-
year institutions, though in the Fall of 1980 full-time enrollments of
women also rose substantially. Full-time enrollments for men continue
to increase modestly in most types of institutions, with the possible
exception of major universities. Women, on the other hand, show in~
creases in both full-time and part-time enrollments in all types of insti-
tutions, including full-time enrollments in the universities, but partic-
ularly in enrollments in two-year colleges. Table 1 of Appendix 1
details enrollment trends for 1979—80. These support the observation
that the composition of the student body of higher education will be
increasingly influenced by older and married women returning to college
in increasing numbers, as well as by women who might not have attend-
ed an institution of higher education in a previous era.

Table 15 of Appendix 1 details trends in student characteristics and
attitudes that are not apparent in any examination of enrollment sta-
tistics. Surveys conducted by the American Council on Education profile
the characteristics and attitudes of first-time entering freshman in the
Fall of 1979. The typical freshman is likely to be an eighteen-year old
white Protestant who earned average grades of “B” in a surburban
public high shool. The typical entering freshman is likely to have decided
to go to college to get a better job and is likely to have been accepted
by his or her first choice of institution, which was selected primarily
for its academic reputation. The first-time entering freshman probably
did not apply to any other institution and plans to complete a bachelor’s
degree, though nearly as many freshmen envision earning a master’s
degree. The most popular career choices for these entering freshmen are
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in business and engineering fields, though dozens of different fields are
mentioned. The typical freshman is also likely to be a political middle-
of-the-roader, though slightly more liheral than conservative. However,
the entering 1979 class appears much more inclined to conservative polit-
ical positions than its 1969 counterpart.

In other words, in many respects the entering freshman class of
1979 reflects the population of the nation as a whole. The exception is
that minority and lower-income groups are not proportionately repre-
sented by this class of college freshmen. Of the minorities, blacks most
closely represent their numbers in the overall population by their par-
ticipation rates in higher education, while Hispanics appear to be most
underrepresented. Lower-income groups are also underrepresented. Nearly
half of the students surveyed came from middle-income families, families
with incomes between $ 15,000 and $ 30,000 a year. A third came from
upper-income families, those earing over $ 30,000 a year, and a sixth
from those families earning less than $ 15,000 a year.

Another survey of interest details the characteristics of students
receiving student financial assistance in the academic year 1976—77 by
financial aid programs. As might be expected, minorities are more than
proportionately represented as recipients of financial aid, as are those
from lower-income families with incomes of less than $ 15,000 a year.
Except for minor differences, these recipients of student aid appear to
attend institutions of various types in a similar pattern as nonrecipients.
Details of the characteristics of financial aid recipients are contained in
Table 16. :

Although the emphasis of this chapter has been on the characteris-
tics of students, a profile of the faculty of higher education is useful to
provide a more complete overview of the participants in higher education
in the United States. As Appendix 1, Table 19 indicates, men far out-
number women in faculty positions and are generally paid significantly
more. Both of these phenomena are generally explained by noting that
women are relatively recent entries into faculty ranks and have typically
not yet gained the senior ranks that are associated with higher salaries.
Also, the faculty ranking structure is at present quite biased against
newcomers and is largely responsible for the fact that men predominate
in the senior ranks.

The four major ranks — instructor, assistant professor, associate
professor and full professor — exist in nearly all four-year institutions,
though many two-year institutions refer to all faculty as instructors to
avoid the complications of a ranking system. For those institutions that
do participate in the ranking system, a master’'s degree is generally
considered minimum for the instructor rank, and the doctoraie for the
rank of assistant professor and above. Appointments to these two lower
ranks are generally made by contract on a yearly basis. An appointment
to the position of assistant professor usually is a probationary appoint-
ment for a period of five to seven years during which time the appointee
must demonstrate his or her value to the institution by teaching, service
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and research capabilities. The relative importance of each in tenure
decisions depends upon the type of institution, though demonstrated
research capabilities are of primary importance in most institutions
employing the ranking system. After this probationary period, the
assistant professor is either granted or denied tenure, which is usually
associated with promotion to the rank of associate professor. Promotion
to the rank of full professor is made for meritorious service on a similar
basis. Because the greatest growth in higher education took place during
the 1960’s, the senior ranks were essentially saturated during that decade,
mostly by men, and institutions are now in the position of having to deal
with top-heavy and expensive faculties. As a result, in most institutions,
tenure and promotion have become increasingly difficult to attain, and
the prospects for a change in this situation in the near future are minimal.

So, while institutions are presently making concerted efforts to hire
both women and minorities to professorial positions, the realities of
heavily tenured senior faculties make these objectives difficult to achieve.
White males who earned their degrees in the 1960’s are very much over-
represented on college faculties that are tied into the faculty rank system,
which include most universities and four-year colleges. Table 20 of
Appendix 1 documents these tendencies quite clearly, though more
current data would likely show these tendencies even more strikingly.
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CHAPTER 9

DISTANCE AND RECURRENT EDUCATION

The terms “distance learning” and “recurrent education® are not
generally used in the United States to describe non-traditional programs
of education. Historically, the terms general extension and agricultural
extension were employed as labels for outreach activities in higher edu-
cation institutions. Such activities include short courses, seminars, corre-
spondence study, off-campus courses, demonstrations, televised instruc-
tion, and programmed learning. Today, these “distance learning” activi-
ties for adults are referred to as “continuing education” by colleges,
universities, voluntary organizations, business and industry, and the
general public, and are generally considered to bé part of the public
service missions of institutions of higher education.

The equivalent term for “recurrent” education is “lifelong learning”.
Federal legislation in 1976 (Title IB of the Higher Education Act) set
forth as a goal for education developing the potential of all persons
throughout the life span, and this includes all deliberate learning activi-
ties, whether they occur in the work place, the home, through formal
or non-formal organizations, through traditional or non-traditional net-
works or through the self directed efforts of the individaul himself or
herself. In the context of lifelong learning, then, “recurrent education”
encompasses learner-initiated periods of study whether for occupational
or personal concerns as well as institutional programs that provide alter-
native periods of instruction and related work experience.

When recurrent education is viewed as work related, existing
schemes usually are directed to preparation of individuals for entrance
into full-time employment. The term currently in use is “cooperative
education”. It is estimated that approximately 1000 institutions of higher
education, or about one-third of such institutions, offer cooperative edu-
cation programs, and these are offered by two-year and four-year col-
leges, both publicly and privately controlled. Approximately, 10%, of the
students to whom such experiences are available actually choose this
form. A recent assessment of cooperative education programs concludes
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that such programs do, over time, adjust to the labor market. However,
the specific job skills receive less attention both at the work place and
in instruction that does the general knowledge and skills required in a
broad field of study. Most participants in higher continuing education
programs are not enrolled for a license or a degree but select courses
in personal development, societal or community concerns, as well as
courses that are seen as aiding career advancement.

Both distance and recurrent education are included in the broader
term “adult education”. Approximately one in four American adults partic-
ipates in an organized learning group each year. Adults participating in
educational programs have more formal education than the general adult
population. For example, a majority of both male and female participants
had some rcollege experience compared to only one third of the general
population. These same adults had higher than median incomes, were
engaged in professional work and lived in metropolitan suburbs. Cross
(1979) has coined the term “non-traditional student” to describe adult
part-time learners for whom education is a secondary rather than pri-
mary activity, and the rate of participation in postsecondary education
activities of these “non-traditional students” continues to grow dra-
matically.

Technological innovations, as well as the need to respond to a
changing mix of students, have resulted in the development of alternate
instructional delivery systems, particularly in providing adult education
experiences. Correspondence study and televised instruction have been
the dominant alternate instructional delivery methods in the past, though
a recent survey indicated that together these accounted for less than 5%,
of adult instructional experiences. These are currently being supvle-
mented by programming supplied to home and business sites by television
cable, radio and microwave transmission, individualized instructional
packages on magnetic tape and records, and even by telephone transmis-
sions. However, group instruction continues to account for nearly 909,
of adult education.

It appears that few adult workers are engaged in alternating pe-
riods of work and study. However, the number engaged in part-time
study on self-determined schedules continues to. rise. Business and in-
dustry and professional societies have encouraged the educational devel-
opment of their employees and are currently taking a leadership role
in continuing education. At present, little effort has been made to coor-
dinate the providing of educational experiences variously termed con-
tinuing education, lifelong learning or adult education. However, as such
educational activities continue to grow in importance, more deliberate
efforts at coordination of the kind already established for traditional
higher education are likely to be initiated.
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CHAPTER 10
EFFORTS IN INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

The report of President Carter’s Commission on Foreign Language
and International Studies published in November of 1979 was critical
of the level of commitment of higher education in the United States to
international education. The commission recommended steps to remedy
the situation, including proposals to internationalize curricula by intro-
ducing multicultural perspectives in all disciplines but the pure sciences,
to promote foreign language and interdisciplinary area studies, and to
increase international exchange opportunities for both students and
faculty. The commission proposed the expenditure of $ 250 million to
establish 200 new international studies programs and to aid institutions
in centralizing their international efforts in high-level institutional
offices. The commission also called upon the community colleges of the
nation to assume the lead in providing citizenry education in interna-
tional politics and foreign affairs. Of course, these are only recommen-
dations, but the federal government has recently given evidence of ifs
intent to renew its efforts in international education by the creation in
1978 of the International Communication Agency with an official man-
date to increase the American people’s understanding of other countries
and the more recent creation of the Office of International Education in
the newly organized Department of Education.

The federal government has been involved in international educa-
tion since the end of World War II and has funded several programs in
this area. The most significant federal efforts have been the result of the
National Defense Education Act of 1958 and its subsequent amendments.
The act has provided for the development of international studies pro-
grams and area centers, for foreign affairs related research, and for
foreign language instruction in less commonly taught languages. In
1978—179, the federal government spent $ 8 million in support of 80 in-
ternational studies centers, 38 international studies programs and 828
fellowships. In a separate program, the federal government also provided
$ 32.6 million for foreign-affairs-related research in 1976—77, the last
year for which figures are available.
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The federal government has also supported programs that promote
the exchange of students and scholars for instruction and research.
Through the Fulbright scholarship program, 80,000 foreign nationals and
41,000 Americans have received support since 1949. In 1978—79, 1,900
students and scholars received nearly $ 20 million in support.

Nongovernmental agencies have also contributed to efforts in in-
ternational education. The Ford Foundation spent $ 270 million from
1952 through 1972 for the development of its International Training and
Research Program, and the Carnegie and Ford Foundations have funded
similar programs. In 1977—78, 689/, of all of the academic year fellowships
granted by the National Endowment for the Humanities were for inter-
national study. The International/Intercultural Community College Con-
sortium, involving more than 80 community colleges, has sponsored
efforts to increase student exchanges and to internationalize the curricula
of its member colleges. The consortium also sponsors the Global Assist-
ance in Technical Education program that provides expertise to business
and industry involved in international projects requiring technical train-
ing and education.

At present, however, probably the single most significant aspect of
higher education’s involvement in international education is the number
of international students studying in institutions in the United States.
The number has increased dramatically in the past decade; in 1977—78,
235,000 nonimmigrant international students were enrolled in higher
education in the U.S. It is estimated that the number exceeded the
quarter-of-a-million mark in 1979—80, or roughly 2%, of the total enroll-
ment. The impact of this massive influx of students has received consid-
erable attention throughout the higher education community. The Na-
tional Association of Foreign Student Affairs has been increasingly active
in influencing policy decisions that affect international educational
exchange and in safeguarding the interests of international students in
the United States. Several national organizations of American universi-
ties and colleges have expressed collective support for coordinating their
efforts to provide an environment in which international education can
flourish.

The future of international education in the United States is at
present uncertain. The level of support for international education is
only recently beginning to increase after having peaked in the mid-1960’s.
As the Commission on Foregin Language and International Studies has
pointed out, present efforts are somewhat limited. The position of inter-
national education relative to other domestic priorities is a question that
simply has not yet been answered.
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CHAPTER 11

FUTURE PROSPECTS

The prospects for higher education in the coming decade remain
bright, despite the fact that the 18 to 21-year-old age cohort, from which
the bulk of higher education’s student body has traditionally come, is
expected to decrease by as much as 30%; in the 1980’s. However, all of
the indications are that college and university enrollments will not expe-
rience this drastic a decline. Increasingly, the 18 to 21-year-old, full-time
college undergraduate student is being joined in college by less traditional
and older students: students who are seeking retraining in new careers
or who are seeking the education that they passed up earlier in their
lives for work experiences, by graduate students seeking advanced de-
grees in an increasingly specialized and technical society, and by students
who have previously been unsuccessful in their academic work and who
are seeking a second chance. Projections by the National Center for
Education Statistics actually predict increasing total headcount enroll-
ments through the 1980’s, though actual full-time equivalent enrollments
are expected to decrease by 5 to 10%,. (Appendix 1, Table 2).

Institutions of higher education are likely to be forced to adapt
to accomodate their changing clientele in the 1980’s and beyond. Pro-
grams that fit the variety of needs of reentry students will need to be
developed and adapted to be compatible with more traditional program
offerings. Professional education and retraining for professionals will
undoubtedly be increasingly in demand, as will new high-technology
delivery systems to provide such education. New links with business
and industry and other external constituencies will be required to coor-
dinate these efforts. Greater efforts will be required to provide remedial
educational services, particularly in the public community colleges, to
deal with the academic deficiencies of some of the new nontraditional
students. Yet institutions of higher education in the United States have
demonstrated an enormous stability in the face of great societal change
in the past, and they are likely to be able to adapt to changing clientele
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and changing circumstances while remaining true to their traditional
missions. v _ ] )

The discussion of future enrollments is crucial in that the financial
solvency of many institutions is tied directly to enrollments in the form
of either tuitions or state appropriations. There are indications that state
government will demand increased accountability from-the higher edu-
cation community for the funds that they receive and an increased role
in coordinating the overall directions and priorities of the institutions
that they fund. Some have seen in these demands a growing lack of
confidence in and support for higher education, but the levels at which
higher education continues to be funded belie such a conclusion. While
appropriations in most states have been increasing at slower rates of
growth than previously, state funds for higher education increase incre-
mentally each year and are likely to continue to do so for the foreseeable
" future. Public confidence nationwide remains high, and there are no signs
that it will diminish. Higher education is still perceived by most as the
principal means of upward social and economic mobility.

The federal government is likely to make a stronger claim for a
role in coordinating efforts in higher education by virtue of its massive
support via student financial assistance. Increased attempts will likely
be made to coordinate the diversified offerings of institutions of higher
education ‘to maximize the efficiency of the use of total resources. Yet
students as the consumers of higher educational services will in the long
run determine the financial health and viability of institutions as they
“vote with their feet”, that is, attend those institutions that maintain
strong academic excellence and that adapt to meet their needs. '

The future of higher education in the United States, much like the
future economic and political stability of the world, is uncertain in -that
it is tied to forces beyond its control. However, higher education has
become over the centuries one of the strongest institutions in American
Society. It is likely to remain as strong as the society itself.

43



HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES
BIBLIOGRAPHY

ALTBACH, Philip G.; BERDAHL, Robert O., eds. Higher Education in American
Society. Buffalo, Prometheus Books, 1981.

BEN-DAVID, Joseph. American Higher Education : Directions Old and New. New
York, McGraw-Hill Company, 1972.

BERDAHL, Robert O. Problems in Ewvaluating Statewide Boards. In: BERDAHL,
Robert O., ed. New Directions for Institutional Research : Evaluating Statewide
Boards, No. 5. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1975.

BOWEN, Howard R. Investment in Learning. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1978.

BRUBACHER, John S.; WILLIS, Rudy. Higher Education in Transition : A History
of American Colleges and Universities, 1636—1976. New York, Harper and
Row, 1976.

BURN, Barbara B. Expanding the International Dimensions of Higher Education.
San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1980.

CARNEGIE Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education. A Classification of
Institutions of Higher Education. Revised edition. Berkeley, 1976.

CARNEGIE Council on. Policy Studies in Higher Education. The States and Higher
Education Supplement. Berkeley, 1976.

CARNEGIE Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education. Next Steps for the
1980’s in Student Financial Aid. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1979.

CARNEGIE Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education. Three Thousand Futures.
San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1980.

COHEN, M. D.; MARCH, J. G. Leadership and Amblguity : The American College
President. New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1974.

CROSS, Patricia K. Adult Learners: Characteristics, Needs, and Interests. In:
PETERSON, R. E. and Associates. Lifelong Learning in America. San Fran-
cisco, Jossey-Bass, 1979.

DEARMAN, Nancy B.; WHITE PLISKO, Valene. The Condition of Education, 1980
Edition. Washington, D. C., US Government Printing Office, 1980.

GRANT, Vance W.; LIND, George C. Digest of Education Statistics, 1979. Washing-
ton, D. C,, National Center for Education Statistics, 1979.

GRANT, Vance W.; EIDEN, Leo J. Digest of Education Statistics, 1980. Washington,
D. C, National Center for Education Statistics, 1980.

HALSTEAD, Kent D. Statewide Planning in Higher Education. Washington, D.C.,
Government Printing Office, 1974.

JULIAN, Alfred C.,, and others. Open Doors, 1977—78 : Report on International
Educational Exchange. New York, Institute of International Education, 1978.

LESLIE, Larry L. Higher Education Opportunity : A Decade of Progress. AAHE-
ERIC/Higher Education Research Report Number 3. Washington, D.C.,, Ame-
rican Association for Higher Education, 1977.

44



BIBLIOGRAPHY

MAXWELL, Joyn F. Who Will Provide Continuing Education for Professionals?
In: American Association of Higher Education Bulletin, December, 1980.

MAYKEW, Lewis B, The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. San Francisco,
Jossey-Bass, 1974.

MORTIMER, Kenneth P.; McCONNELL, T. R. Sharing Authority Effectively. San
Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1978.

PACKWOOQOD, William T. ed. College Student Personnel Services. Springfield,
Illinois, Charles C. Thomas, 1977. )

SPURR, Stephen H. Academic Degree Structures: Innovative Approches. New
York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970.

U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Individuals, Learning Oppor-
tunities, and Public Policy: A Lifelong Learning Perspective. Washington,
D.C,, 1978.

45



Table

Table
Table

Table
T‘ab’.le

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table

Table
Table

Table

46

HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

APPENDIX 1

LIST OF TABLES

1: Estimated Fall Enrollments, Fall 1980
2 : Twenty Year Trends in Higher Education in the United States

3 : Carnegie Classification of Institutions. Numbers of Institutions and
Enrollments, 19786.

4 : Simplified Degree Nomenclature (with recommendations).

5: Number of State_s Cla_ssifled by. Type of Statewide Structure for Coordi-
nation of Higher Education.

6 : Types of Governing Structures in Public Higher Education.

7 : Organization Chart of Higher Education in the State of Wisconsin.

8 : Organizational Chart of Higher Education in the State of California.

9 : Organizational Chart of ﬁigher Education in the State of New York.

10 : Current-Fund Revenue of Institutions of Higher Education, Fiscal 1978.
11 : Federal Funds Supporting Education in Educational Institutions.

12 a : Estimate Charges in Institutions of Higher Education, 1974—T75.

12b : Estimated Charges in Institutions of Higher Education, 1968—69,
1973-—74 and 1978—79.

13 : Costs of Higher Education Per Student, 1975—76.

14 : Federal Outlays for Selected Student Aid Programs.

15 : Characteristics of Entering Freshmen, 1969 and 1979.

16 : Characteristics of Recipients of Student Aid, 1976—177.

17 . Percentage of Freshmen Receiving Selefted Types of Student Aid, 1977.

18 : Percentage of Freshmen Receiving Student Aid by Type of Institution,
19717.

19 : Number and Salaries of Full-time Instructional Faculty, 1976—77 and
1977—178. :

20 : Characteristics of Faculty Members, 1972—73.

21 : Foreign Student Enrollments in Institutions of Higher Education in the
United States.

22 : Structure of Education in the United States.



TABLES

) Table 1
Estimated fall enrollments, fall 1980
ces Other 4-year . All public
Universities institutions 2-year institutions institutions

Fall 1980 Change Fall 1980 Change Fall 1980 Change Fall 1980 Change
estimate from 1979 estimate from 1979 estimate from 1979 estimate from 1979

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Full-time students -
4.80, 2,710,086 --4.69/,

Men - 880,301 —1.9%, 1,050,904 +10.6%, 778,881 -

Women 730,121 +1.7% 1,035,160 -+ 8.5%; 805873 + 9.7%, 2,580,154 +46.8%),

Total 1,169,422 —0.3%, 2,086,064 + 9.5%, 1,684,754 + 729, 5,200,240 +5.7%
Part-time students

Men 220,480 —17.3%, 434,166 — 2.09, 1,134,282 4 1.0%, 1,788,929 —0.1%

Women 244,237 —6.2%, 547,029 — 1.8Y% 1,544,807 -+ 5.9% 2,346,073 +2.6%,

Total 464,717 —6.7%, 981,195 — 1.99, 2,689,089 -+ 3.8%, 4,135,001 --1.19%,
Total enrollment o e L

Men 1,100,781 —3.09, 1,485,070 + 6.6%, 1,913,183 250, 4,499,014 42490/,

4926227 +4.8Y,

Women 983,358 —0.4%, 1,582,189 + 4.79, 2,360,680 )
58, 9.425241 43.69/,

Total 2,084,139 —1.8%, 3,067,259 + 5.6% 4,273,843

+4++
-3
S
S~

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
Full-time students

Men 301,412 —1.4%, 644,147 4 1.29, 62,670 +13.6%, 1,008,229 41.1Y%,

Women 220,122 +1.5%, 608,493 + 2.5% 102,371 +18.09, 930,986 - 3.8%,

Total 521,534 —0.20, 1,252,640 + 1.8%, 165,041 --16.39%, 1,939,215 +2.4%
Part-time students )

Men 109,664 +0.29, 217,664 — 3.1%, 18,593 +27.719, 345,921 —0.8%),

Women 105,159 —25%, 241,213 4 249, 30,451 26.7%, 376,823 +2.6%

Total 214,823 —1.20/;" 458,877 — 0.3%, 49,044 +27.19, 722,744 +0.9%,
Total enrollment

Men 411,076 —1.09%, 861,811 -+ 0.19%, 81,263 +16.5%, 1,354,150 < 0.6%,

Women 325,281 +0.2%, 849,708 4+ 259, 132,822 419.8%, 1,307,809 43.4%,

Total 736,357 —0.5%, 1,711,517 + 1.3%, 214,085 +18.8%, 2,661,959 -2.0%,

ALL INSTITUTIONS, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
Full-time students

Men 1,181,713 —1.8%, 1,695,051 + 6.89, 841,551 + 5.49%, 3,718,315 -+3,6,
Women 959,243 +16Y, 1,643,653 + 6.2, 908244 -+10.6% 3,511,140 +6.0%
Total 2,140,956 —0.3%, 3,338,704 + 6.5%, 1,749,795 + 8.0%, 7,220,455 --4.8%,

Part-time students

Men 330,144 —4.9%, 651,830 — 2.4% 1,152,875 + 1.4%, 2,134,849 —0.1%,
Women 349,396 —5.19, 788,242 — 0.59, 1,585,258 -+ 6.2, 2,722,806 +2.6%/,
Total 679,540 —5.09, 1,440,072 — 1.4%, 2,738,133 + 4.19 4,857,745 +1.1%,

Total enrollment
Men 1,511,857 —2.5%, 2,346,881 + 4.19, 1,994,426 + 3.0%, 5,853,164 +2.0%/,
Women 1,308,639 —0.3%, 2,431,895 -+ 3.99, 2,493,502 -+ 7.8%, 6,234,036 4 4.5%,
Total 1,511,857 —2.5%, 2,346,881 + 4.1% 4,487,928 + 5.6 12,087,200 .+43.2%)

Source : -Natlonal Center for Education Statistics. Based on Data. from 9988 Institutions.
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Table 2

Ten year trends in higher education in the United States

High-School Graduates

1976—77 1978—179 1980—81 1982—83 1984—85 1986—87

Men 1,571,000 1,570,000 1,522,000 1,415,000 1,344,000 1,369,000
Women 1,578,000 1,574,000 1,521,000 . 1,420,000 1,348,000 1,371,000
Public 2,839,000  2.834,000 2,733,000 2,525,000 2,382,000 2,430,000
Private ! 310,000 310,000 310,000 310,000 310,000 310,000
Total 3,140,000 3,144,000 3,043,000 2,835,000 2,692,000 2,740,000

College and University Enrollments

TWO-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986
Men 1,980,000 2,268,000 2,485,000 2,662,000 2,792,000 2,894,000
Women 1,903,000 2,199,000 2,491,000 2,723,000 2,913,000 3,085,000
Full-time 1,664,000 1,843,000 1,971,000 2,064,000 2,124,000 2,171,000
Part-time 2,219,000 2,624,000 3,005,000 3,321,000 3,581,000 3,808,000
Public 3,752,000 4,323,000 4,825,000 5,228,000 5,546,000 5,819,000
Private 132,000 144,000 151,000 157,000 159,000 160,000
Total 3,883,000 4,467,000 4,976,000 5,385,000 5,705,000 5,979,000
FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS .
Men 3,831,000 3,944,000 3,983,000 3,956,000 3,861,000 3,740,000
Women 3,298,000 3,371,000 3,417,000 3,381,000 3,204,000 3,184,000
Full-time 5,053,000 5,089,000 5,061,000 4,933,000 4,726,000 4,483,000
Part-time 2,076,000 2,226,000 2,339,000 2,404,000 2,420,000 2,441,000
Public 4,902,000 5045000 5,116,000 5,083,000 4,970,000 4,834,000
Private . 2,227,000 2,270,000 2,284,000 2,254,000 2,185,000 2,090,000
Total 7,129,000 7,315,000 7,400,000 7,337,000 7,155,000 6,924,000
GRADUATES
Men 715,000 752,000 778,000 787,000 784,000 774,000
Women 619,000 669,000 713,000 738,000 750,000 758,000
Full-time 464,000 489,000 512,000 519,000 517,000 510,000
Part-time 870,000 932,000 979,000 1,006,000 1,017,000 1,022,000
Public 932,000 995,000 1,045,000 1,069,000 1,077,000 1,076,000
Private 401,000 426,000 446,000 456,000 457,000 456,000
Total 1,333,000 1,421,000 1,491,000 1,525,000 1,534,000 1,532,000
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» ‘ Table 2 (continued)
ALL INSTITUTIONS

pMen 5,811,000 6,212,000 6,468,000 6,618,000 6,653,000 6,634,000
Women 5,201,000 5,570,000 5,908,000 6,104,000 6,207,000 6,269,000
Full-time 6,717,000 6,932,000 7,022,000 6,997,000 6,850,000 6,654,000
Part-time 4,295,000 4,850,000 5,344,000 5,725,000 6,010,000 6,249,000

Public 8,653,000 9,368,000 9,941,000 10,311,000 10,516,000 10,653,000
Private 2,359,000 2,414,000 2,435,000 2,411,000 2,344,000 2,250,000
Total 11,012,000 11,782,000 12,376,000 12,722,000 12,860,000 12,903,000

. Degrees Awarded

Bachelor's

1976—"17 1978—179 1980—381 1982—83 1984—85 1986—87
Men 532,000 533,000 547,000 551,000 546,000 528,000
Women 448,000 463,000 474,000 476,000 . 469,000 451,000
Total 980,000 996,000 1,021,000 1,027,000 1,015,000 979,000
First-professional 2
Men 50,300 51,400 52,500 53,100 53,300 53,200
Women 11,500 15,200 17,200 18,900 20,500 22,000
Total 61,800 66,600 69,700 72,000 73,800 75,200
Master’s
Men 170,900 179,800 189,200 197,200 203,700 208,000
Women 151,300 167,000 184,000 _ 201,100 217,600 231,400
Total 322,200 346,800 373,200 398,300 421,300 439,400
Ddctor’s
Men . 26,800 27,600 28,400 28,600 28,800 28,700
Women 8,500 9,500 10,500 11,400 12,500 13,500
Total 35,300 317,100 38,900 40,000 41,300 42,200

. Instructional Staff
Instructor

and above
19761 1978 © 1980 1982 - 1984 1986
Full-time 434,000 452,000 - 462,000 462,000 456,000 446,000
Part-time 199,000 215,000 221,000 228,000 229,000 227,000
Total 633,000 667,000 683,000 690,000 685,000 673,000

NOTE : Figureé for the years 1977—1987 are projected.

1 Estimated.
3 includes chemistry, law, medicine,theology, veterinary medicine, chieropody or podiatry,

optometry, and osteopathy.

Source ! “Projections of Education Statistics to 1966—1987"'. Published by National Center for
Rducation Statistics.
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"Carnegie eclassification of institutions, numbers of

institutions and enrollments, 1976

Table 3

) Enrollments Number of institutions

Type of institution Public Private Total Percent Pefﬁent " Public Private 'Total FPercent Percfem‘

public total Public total

TOTAL 8,7150.3 2,414.4 11,164.6 7849, 100.0%, 1,466 1,608 3,074 479 100.0

Doctorate-Granting ‘ _

Institutions 2,389.0 6734 3,062.4 8.0 24 119 65 184 64.1 6.0
Research Universities I 866.1 _ 2779 1,144.0 75.7 10.2 29 22 51 ‘ 56.9 1.7
Research Universities II 677.7 125.0 802.7 84.4 7.2 33 14 47 70.2 . 1.5
Doctorate-Granting
Universities I 604.8 200.0 804.8 75.1 7.2 38 18 56 67.9 1.8
Doctorate-Granting ) ‘

Universities II 234.1 70.5 304.6 76.9 2.7 19 11 30 63.3 1.0

Comprehensive Universities ‘
and Colleges 2,3%72.6 796.9 3,169.5 74.9 284 354 240 594 59.6 19.2
Comprehensive Universities
and Colleges 1 2,055.8 571.6 2,627.4 78.2 235 . 250 131 381 65.6 12.4
Comprehensive Universities :
and Colleges II 316.8 225.3 542.1 59.4 49 104 109 213 48.8 6.9

Liberal Arts Colleges 19.5 511.7 531.2 3 43 11 5%2 583 1.9 19.0
Liberal Arts Colleges I 0 133.5 153.5 0 14 0 123 123 0 4.0
Liberal Arts Colleges II 19.5 358.2 377.7 52 | 34 11 . 449 460 2.4 15.0

Two-Year Institutions 3,852.2 152.8 3,978.0 96.2 35.6 9209 238 1,146 79.3 313

Specialized Institutions 137.9 2719 415.8 33.2 3 0 490 560 125 18.2

Institutions for Nontraditional R
Study : 124 1.7 14.0 50.0 0.2

88.1 0.1 3 3 6

Source : Adapted from U.S. National ,Ceiltef for Education Statistics data by the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher

Education.
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Table 4

Simplified degree nomenclature (with recommendations).

Levels and number of years of full-time study past secoﬁdar’y school

g‘: csléll:c}:ol Associate, Bachelor Master, Intermediate, Doctor,
2 P 5—6 6—7 7 plus Honorary

Liberal arts AA. B.A. M.A. L.Philt Ph.D. L.H.D.2
Natural science A.S. B.S. M.S. L.Phil! Ph.D. D.Sc.
Agriculture A.Agr. BS.Agr. M.Agr. L.Philt Ph.D. D.Agr.
Architecture B.Arch. M.Arch. D.Arch. :
Business =
administration A.B.A. B.B.A. M.B.A. L.Phil1 Ph.D. DB.A.
Dentistry ‘ D.D.S.3
Education ‘

Prefessional A.Ed. B.Ed. M.Ed. Ed.S. . Ed.D.4 Ped.D.5

Liberal arts A.A. B.A. M.A. L.Philt Ph.D. IL.H.D.
Engineering

Professional A.E. B.S.E. M.E Eng. Ph.D. D.Eng.

Science AASS BS. M.S. L.Phil.l Ph.D." D.Sc.
Fine arts AFA. BFA. M.F.A. D.F.A.
Forestry AF. B.S.F. M.F. L.Philt Ph.D. D.F.
Law ‘ : J.D.7 LL.D.
Library science B.LS. M.L.S. D.LS. LH.D.2
Medicine M.D3 MedScD.
Music A Mus. B.Mus. M.Mus. L.Mus.A. AMusD. D.Mus.
Nursing AN. B.N. M.S.N.
Pharmacy B.S.Pharm. M.S.Pharm. Pharm.D. Ph.D.
Public
administration B.P.A. M.P.A. D.P.A. LL.D.
Public health ' M.P.H. D.P.H.
Social work M.S.W. D.S.W.
Thealogy,
divinity B.DS D.D.

1 Licentiate in Philosophy or other generally acceptable new name.

? Doctor of Humane - Letters.

3 Advanced professional-scientific work leads to M.S. and Ph.D.

¢ Also Ph.D. in research areas.

.5 Doctor of Pedagogy.

® Associate in Applied Science.

7 Higher professional degrees are Master of Law (LL.M.) and Doctor of Juridical
Science (S.J.D.). .

8 Higher professional degrees are Master of Sacred Theology (S.T.N.) and Doctor of
Theology (Th.D.).

Source : Stephen H. Spurr. Academic Degree - Structures : Innovative Approaches,
(A General Report Prepared for the Carnegle Commission on Higher Education.) New York :
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970. p. 19. ‘ -
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Table 5
Number of siates classified by type of statewide structure
for coordination of higher education

Type of Coordinating Structure 1940 1950 1960 1965 1970 1074 CUSest
None 33 28 17 7 2 2 2
Voluntary Association a 3 6 3 2 1 0
Advisory Coordinating Board 1 1 ) 11 13 11 9
Coordinating Board with 1 2 (i} 12 14 17 20

Regulatory Powers

Consolidated Governing Board

13 14 16 17 19 19 19
Total 48

48 50 50 50 50 50

Source : Berdahl (1975). 1976 data from Glenny (1976, p. 37).

From Kenneth P. Mortimer and T. R, McConnell. Sharing Authority Effectively. San
Francisco : Jossey-Bass, 1978, p. 228,

Table 6
Types of governing structures in public higher education
Efatedide Coordinating CouncAil}-J Eg:;::; sag?f
1

—— e .

I
Governing Governing | |Director and Coordinating | |Director and
Board Board Planning Stff Commission [ [Planning Steff

| T

i |
President :
ihe | fPomns |
System r—————-t—————ql

Governing [  [Governing overning
Board Board Board

F 1 [ l l I
Provost Provost Provost | |President | [President| [President President { {President | (Presidert
CampusA | |Campus B| |Campus C| [College A | |Colage B | {College C College A | |College B | |College C

Type “A” — Single governing board and president, separate campus provosts.
Suitable for a large integrated university with multiple campuses. requiring unified control.

Type “B"” — Single governing board, separate college presidents. Suitable for 4-year
colleges that form a system requiring central control for systematic development.

Type “C” — Single coordinating commission, separate college governing boards and
presidents.
Suitable for 4-year or 2-year colleges where interests are bhest served by local independent
governance that provides for intermediate coordination of member institutions.

— — — — =~coordination
——————governance

Source : D. Kent Halstead. Statewide Planning in Higher Education. Washington D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1974, p. 228.
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Table 7

Organizational chart of higher education in the state of Wisconsin

Electorate
Governor
Bd of Vocational,
Board of Regents Technical and
U Wwisc System Adult Education
T

v ¥

’ 3 instl
byr 2yr boards:
13 units 14 units 2 yr units

Code

Blects = [
Appoints = HHHHH>
Governs = —_—)
Coordinates = —_————

Liaison = AVAVAVA Y

a Board members are appointed by a local appointment committee headed in two
cases by the county board chairman and, in the third case, by the local school
board president.

NOTE : The appointing processes illustrated above for the University of Wisconsin
board and the Board of Vocational, Technical and Adult Education account for the majority
of members of these boards, but two ex officio members also serve on each board.

Source : The States and Higher Education, supplement, Berkeley : Carnegie Council
on Policy Studies in Higher Education, 1976, p. 66.
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Table 8
Organizational chart of higher education in the state of California
Electorate
|
Senate Assembly Governor
g F I
- ; ::
i i F .
Advisory Council ¥
on VOCayﬁonal Ed Calif Postsecondary Sta‘rg Bd | _ [B:glgo:qea:ri\ﬂ:nse
Education Commission® of E EE Aeadeny
Council for | s A) ¥
Private | £ S
Postsecondary £d // i F N :
HHAY :z:{sH51::'::11:1{:.%;::::h1..
;L y 4 o \d G Calif
Trustees-of Bd Governors f
ﬁeggnfs Calif State Calif Community Maritime
Calif U&Cols'Sys Cols Academy
|
|
|
|
|
} ] ) l
: [ 70 instl loca
g m\ifs 19yurnits boards electorate

2yr
103 units

a The commission is composed of 23 members : 12 members represent the general
public ; 6 members represent the three public systems of higher education, with each
governing board appointing 2 representatives ; 2 members represent the independent colleges
and universities ; the remaining 3 members represent, respectively, the California Advisory
Council on Vocational Education and Technical Training, the Council for Private Postsecond-
ary Education, and the State Board of Education.

Commissioners representing the general public serve a six-year term and are appointed
as follows : four by the governor, four by the Senate Rules Committee, and four by the
Speaker of the Assembly. Representatives of the independent institutions serve a three-year
term and are appointed by the governor from a list or lists submitted by an association of such
institutions. All other members serve at the pleasure of their respective appolnting authorities.

NOTE : The appointing processes illustrated above for the University of California
and the California State University and Colleges account for the majority of members of
these boards, but there is also a minority on each board serving ex officio or as student
representative chosen by the board. These ex officio members include four state officlals, the

chief executive officer of the particular board, and, for the University of California, represen-
tatives of the alumni association.

Source : The States and Higher Education, supplement,

. Berkeley : Carnegie Council
on Policy Studies in Higher Education, 1976, p. 59.
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Table 9

Organiiafional cliaft of highér education in‘the‘ state of New York/

Electorate

New York Gity
Electorate ‘

Legistature Governor

4

Bd of Regents
Uof State of NY

! N
I
|
instl boards Bd Trustees Bd Higher Ed
private instns Stata U of NY ) City of NY
\
\

A Y \\ A Y
Lyr 2yr 4yr 2yr \ 2yr byr
30yunits 36yunifs, 30units 6 units \ 8 units 11units

30instl
boards:
2 yr units

a Governor appoints there of ten CUNY board members.
b New York City mayor appoints seven of ten CUNY board members,

c Each board has ten members: five appointed by the county legislature, four
appointed by the governor, and one student (nonvoting) member elected by the student body.

Source : The States and Higher Education, supplement, Berkeley: Carnegie Council on
Policy Studies in Higher Educaton, 1976, p. 63.
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Table 10
Current-fund revenue of institutions of higher education, fiscal 1978
Purpose Universitles o;::fim:g:;a d 2-year institutions
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent
(Dollars in thousands)
Public
Total $ 13,2345,10 100 $12,402,619 100 $ 5,907,409 100
Tuition and fees 1,689,038 13 1,579,026 13 873,901 15
Federal government 310,623 2 481,661 4 100,049 2
State government 5,405,602 41 5,939,708 48 2,627,963 44
Local government 33,733 ¢) 126,540 1 1,367,047 23
Government grants
and contracts 1,948,749 15 1,294,994 10 426,569 7
Private gifts, grants
and contracts 501,758 4 247,189 2 26,980 )
Endowment income 101,527 1 24,031 C) 3,237 (]
Sales and services 2,949,799 22 2,501,424 20 368,373 6
Other sources 293,670 2 208,047 2 113,287 2
Private
Total $17,295834 100 $17,820,379 100 $373,281 100
Tuition and fees 2,049,248 28 3,450,346 44 213,712 57
Federal government 98,988 1 53,762 1 1,549 )
State government 80,102 1 104,989 1 6,684 2
Local government 21 ¢) 2,749 C) 2,003 1
G‘ovei'nment grants
and contracts 1,480,614 20 686,410 9 22,082 6
Private gifts, grants
and contracts 667,602 9 834,536 11 42,303 11
Endowment income 384,155 5 314,295 4 5,039 1
Sales and service 1,817,152 25 1,773,620 23 69,121 19
Other sources 717,951 10 599,670 8 10,788 3

NOTE : Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
(") Less than 0.5 percent.

Source : U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Center for
Education Statistics, Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education, 1978, 1879.
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Federal funds supporting education in educational institutions (in thousands of dollars)

Tcble 11

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978
(estimated)

197
(estimated)

Total grants and loans

Grants, total

Elementary and secondary education

School assistance in federally affected areas

Educationally deprived/economic opportunity
programs

Supporting services

Teacher Corps

Vacational education

Dependents’ schools abroad

Public lands revenue for schools

Assistance in special areas

Veterans’ education

Emergency school assistance

Other

Higher education

Basic research in U.S. institutions proper

Research facilities

Training grants, fellowships, and traineeships

Facilities and equipment

Other institutional support

Other student assistance

Other higher education assistance

Vocational-technical and continuing education
(not classifiable by level)

Vocational, technical, and work training

Veterans’ education

General continuing education

Training State, local,and Federal civilian
personnel

Loans, total (higher education)

Student loan program. National Defense
Education Act

College facilities loans

$13,090,411 $17,604,360 $ 19,552,932 $ 18,787,587 $ 21,451,846 $ 23,018,407

12,738,549 17,124,710 19,157,026 18,465,83a 20,292,764 21,918,846
4,207,467 4,998,055 4,819,460 5,064,514  5698,15¢ 6,485,006
558,527 618,711 598,884 764,628 810,300 780,500
2,264,410 2,764,880 2,646,909 2,856,163 3,243,675 3,891,837
273,783 360,803 336,950 376,792 351,776 368,461
33,073 39,002 23,600 2,625 10,125 11,776
289,610 350,867 387,886 308,983 325,802 371,490
218,287 234,981 237,296 280,032 301,993 372,116
110,116 148,557 130,774 93,401 256,257 281,579
159,549 136,465 117,753 83,523 88,383 88,554
67,483 113,600 140,400 91,500 75,600 65,600
184,507 197,426 171,790 181,459 208,068 225,134
48,122 32763 28,218 25,408 26,175 28,049
6,063,691 7,991,835 9,675,120 8,898,596 8,634,587 9,085,451
1,209,824 1,270,639 1,421,400 1,637,900 1,854,900 2,070,000
183,274 167,716 224,800 311,500 452,600 452,300
997,977 1,081,923 1,036,963 984,932 1,069,653 1,100,790
262,526 336,408 295,766 329,221 125,261 102,127
363,732 427,588 487,519 458,432 517,619 573,338
2,956,358  4707,561 6,208,672 5,176,611 4,614,554 4,786,396
2,467,391 4,134,820 4,662,446 4,502,724  5960,023 6,348,299
1,494,927 3,037,000 3,405,000 3,575,000 5,135,000 5,687,000
800,375 898,900 984,100 687,200 - 564,400 391,100
148,117 151,971 208,192 189,598 206,157 211,851
23,972 46,949 65,154 50,926 54,466 58,348
351,862 479,650 395,906 321,753 1,159,082 1,099,561
362,795 448,874 419,849 378,432 1,018,789 1,018,546
—10,933 30,776 —23,943  —56,679 140,293 81,015

From Digest of Education Statistics, 1979. Washington D.C.: Nationa] Center of Educa tion Statistics, 1979, pp. 166—7.
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_ ; Table 12a
Estimated charges in institutions of higher education, 1974--1975
Charges to full-time Charges to full-time
undergraduate students graduate students
Type of charge and type
of instifution Publicly controlled Privately Publicly controlled Privately

Non- con- Non- con~
Resident ragident trolled Resident pagjdent  trolled

Tuition and fees, room,

and board $1634 $2531 $3359 $1,777 $2,742 §$ 3,689
Universities 1,797 2,771 3,962 1,890 2,837 4,052
Other 4-year institutions 1,579 2.378 3,227 1,664 2,490 3,205
‘2-year institutions 1,441 1,927 2,504
Tuition and required fees 490 1,387 2,107 624 1,589 2,378
Universities 597 1,571 2,534 690 1,637 2,624
Other 4-year institutions 473 1,272 2,035 558 1,384 2,013
2-year institutions 376 862 1,341
Room charges 502 502 568 510 510 604
Universities 526 526 - 676 - 526 526 676
Other 4-year institutions 494 494 531 494 494 531
2-year institutions 425 425 513
Board charges 642 642 684 643 643 707
Universities 674 674 752 674 674 752
Other 4-year institutions 612 612 661 612 612 ~ 661
2-year institutions 640 640 650

NOTE : — When the charge was zero or nonapplicable, related 'enrollment data were

not used in the computation of the weighted average charge.
SOURCE : U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Center for
Education Statistics, Higher Education Basic Student Charges, 1974—75. .

Table 12b

Estimated charges in institutions of higher education, 1968—1969
1973—1974 and 1978—1979

Tuitlon and required fees Board rates Charges for dormitory room
fear aa;ndf 4 % , ' ' & \ ' ' % | '
rontrol o =] 1] u > [T~ [y~
etitaton _Eu Sp 5530 §8s Zo Sp 5§E. 5B, Eq £g BHE GE

5268 €x :":‘>=.;go muf =S85 Ex E»uf =85 guf Eg £puf »E23

45z DF Sig8f XEE dH5E DF OLED 483 <5z oF 0483 AfE
1968—69 : g
Public $295 $377 $281 $170 $485 $509 $464 $435 $337 $359 $318 $278 .
Private 1,383 1,638 1,335 956 534 572 520 529 404 463 382 391
1973—74 :

Public 438 581 463 274 599 621 579 591 480 505 464 409

Private 1,989 2,375 1,925 1,303 642 721 613 624 533 622 502 483

1978—179 : .

Public 600 789 6483 432 826 855 788 863 664 702 650 507

Private 2,970 3,667 2,681 1,896 921 1,008 883 892 777 938 706 682
NOTE : — Data are for the entire academic year and are average charges per full-time

equivalent student. They have not been adjusted for changes in the purchasing power of
the dollar. ’ .

SOURCE : — U.S. Department of Health, Educatlon and Welfare, National Center for
Education Statistics, Higher Education Basic Student Charges, Fall Enrollment in Higher
Education, and estimates for 1978—1979. -
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Table 13
Costs of higher education per student, 1975—1976
PRIVATELY CONTROLLED PUBLICLY CONTROLLED
INSTITUTIONS lNSTlTUTI10NS Private gifts
$3561 $ 2,594 grants, and
' tontracts?

19 %

All other?
10.6%
Tuition and fees
205%
$533

gifts,grants,
_and contracts?
14.8%

5526

All other?
TI%

$ 1999

Tuition and fees
61.3%

$ 2,398

Endowment income?
0.5%

$13

t “Student education” costs are those for instruction, academic support (including
libraries), student services, Institutional support, and operation and maintenance of tha
plant. Current fund educational and general expenditures which are not considered to be

for “student education” are those for research, public service, scholarships and fellowships,
and educational and general mandatory transfers.

2 The data on private gifts, grants, and contracts and on endowment income include
only that portlon which may be considered to be included in expenditures for “student

education”. Estimates for these items. were made on the basis of data reported specifically
in 1973—1974.

3 Estimated to be nearly entirely from Federal, State, and local governments.

Source : Digests of Education Statistics, 1979, Washington D.C.: National Center for
£ducation Statistics, 1979. p. 139.
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Table 14
Federal outlays for selected student aid programs
(in millions of dollars)
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare Programs
Fi ]
yel:!\cra Basic SEOG Work- I;;:gn SSIG Sociis;l S Total Be?eflts
a) ~ ro-  Secur: t C tant L]
Grants Study grams b) gr:'am benefit}s’ d%{ll‘:xg Cﬁ;ﬁa?'? veter;ns
1965 55.7 160.1 215.8 288.5
1967 112.0 1341 238.0 256.0 740.1 940.4 43.0
1969 124.6 139.9 230.7 366.0 861.2 1,008.4 275.9
1971 167.7 158.4 231.7 455.0 1,012.8 1,068.4 590.0
1973 210.9 270.2 685.7 638.0 1,804.8 1,750.5 1,117.3
1974 49.0 2114 2711 620.0 19.0 618.0 1,788.5 1,595.5 2,016.0

1975 342.0 240.3 300.2 680.0 20.0 840.0 2,4225 11,9647 2,309.0
1976 905.0 241.9 525.0 619.0  42.7 998.0 3,331.6 25163 3,479.0
1977 1,387.0 252.8 437.4 589.0 62.1 1,181.0 3,909.3 27824 4,301.0
1978 2,140.0 270.1 435.0 805.3 ~ 640 1,227.0 4,941.4 3,287.7 2%697.0
1979  2,600.0 340.1 550.0 1,030.7 638 1,378.0 5,962.6 3,701.2 2,214.0
1980 2,444.0 340.1 550.0 1,1944 176.8 1,509.0 6,1143 3,546.6 1,892.0

a) Amounts for fiscal years prior to 1978 are actual outlays; amounts for fiscas
years 1978 and 1979 are estimated outlays ; amounts for 1980 are those in the administration
budget. The Consumer Price Index for 19786—1979 and 1979—1980 has been estimated.

b) Includes appropriations for NDSL program plus interest subsidies and cost of defaults
in GSL program.

Source : Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education (1975, Table 4) ;
Special Analyses, Budget of the U.S, Government (selected years) ; The Budget of the
U.S. Government (selected years) ; and Fields (1979).

Table 15
Characteristics of entering freshmen, 1969 and 1979
Women Men

Student Goals

1969 1979 1969 1979
Reasons reported as very important in de-

ciding to go to college

Parents wanted me to go — 31.3%, — 28.0%,
Could not find a job _ - 5.6, — 4.6%,
Get away from home — 8.19/, — 7.4%,
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Table 15 (continued)

‘Women Men
Student Goals
1069 1979 1969 1979
Get a better job — . 78.0%, — 77.5%,
Gain general education - 74.5% - 62.1%,
Improve reading, study skills — 41.7%, — 36.3%
Nothing better to do — 1.9% — 2.1%,
Become more cultured — 39.09% — 26.5%,
Make more money — 59.2% - — 68.9%,
Learn more about things — 78.49%, —_ 68.8%
Meet new, interesting people - 63.8% — 48.4%,
Prepare for graduate school —_ 45.9% — 44,89/,
Reasons noted as very important in selecting :
‘this college
Relatives wishes - " 8.7% — 5.19,
Teacher’s advice - 4.00/, — 4.00/,
Good academic reputation — 52.8%, - 45.3%
Financial aid offered -—_ 16.7%, — 15.1%
Not accepted anywhere else — - 2.5% — 3.4%,
Advice of former student - 15.7%, — 13.1%,
Special education programs — 30.8%, — 21.7%
Low tuition — 1729, - 186.09,
Guidance counselor’s advice — 7.7% — 7.3%,
Wanted to live at home — 11.8%, - 10.2%
Friend’s suggestion — 159, —_ 6.4%,
College recruiter - 3.8%, - 58%
Number of other colleges applied to for ad-
mission this year : o ) .
None 52.6%  40.5% 5039, - 38.5%
One 20.7% 18.8%  10.4%  16.59%
Two 13.6% 17.09, 141%  18.5%
Three 74% 12.10/‘)‘ 3.3010 14.00/0
Four 3.30/0 5.50/0 4.2% 6.60/0
Five 15% 329  21%  4.0%
Six or more 0.9% 3.0%  17% - 3.9Y%
College attended is student's :
First choice — 76.4%, - 74.8%
Second choice - 18.4%, - 18.7%,
Third choice — 3.7% — 43%
Less than third choice - 1.5% — 2.3%,
Highest degree planned :
None 2.30/0 1.80/0 1.9% 1 .70/0
Associate 109%  898%  7.1%  5.6%
Bachelor’s 44.0% 375% 3379 3549,
Master’s 32,69 3219 332% 3249,
Ph.D. or E4dD. 8.1% 8.0% 134Y%  9.4Y%

61



HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

Table 15 (continued)

Women Men
Student Goals 1969 1979 1969 1979
M.D., D‘.C., D.D.S. or D.V.M. 1.800 5.5% 5.90/0 7.'00/0
LL.B. or J.D. 0.4 3.500 2.20/0 5.20/0
B.D. or M.Div. 0. 20/0 0.4 0.50/0 0. 80/0
Other 1.9% 2.3%, 2.19, 2.4%
Probable field of study ’
Arts and humanities.
Art. fine 10.4% — 749, = —
Art. fine and applied —_ 3.0% —_ 1.5%,
English 619 129, 17%  0.6%
History, political science 5.0%, 2.2%; 72% 3.29/,
History - 0.4 — 0.9%,
Journalism - 1.9%, — 1.3%,
Language (except English) - 0.7%, — 0.29),
Musie - 14 — 1.4%,
‘Philosophy _— 0.1%, - 0.29%,
Speech ‘ — 0.2 - 0.1y
Theater and drama - 1.0%, — 0.6%
Theology or religion - 0.1% — 0.4%,
Other arts and humanities - 0.7%, — 03%
Biological sciences 2.7%, 3.9% 3.8%, 4.3%
Biology (general) ‘ — 1.8%, —_ 1.8%
Biochemistry, biophysics - 0.49%, — 0.5%
Botany o —_ 01,  — 0.19%,
Marine (life) science - 0.4%, — 0.7%
‘Microbiology, bacteriology - 0.4%, —_ 0.2%,
Zoology - 0.4%, - 0.4%,
Other blological sciences - 0.6%, — 0.6%
Business 1259 23.19% 104%  25.1%
Accounting —_ 6.0%, —_ 6.3%,
Business admimstmtion — 5.5% —_ 9.49,
Finance - 0.49%, — 0.9%
Marketing - 1.9%, — 1.8%
Management - 2.8%, — 5.8%,
Secretarial studies - 5.2 — 0.0% -
Other business - - 1.3% — 1.1%,
Education . 0.2%  12.5% 4.8% 3.6%
Business education - 0.3%, — 0.1%
Elementary education’ —_ 4.7% —_ 0.3%
Music or art education - 0.5% — 0.2%,
Physical ed., recreation - 2.3% — 2.2%,
Secondary education - 0.8%, — 0.5%
Special education — 3.3%, — 0.2%,
Other education - 0.6 — 0.19%,
Engineering 0.4%, 2.5% 8.0°% 19.2%
Aeronautical — 0.2% — 1 1.8%,
Civil —_ 0.3%, — 2.2%
Chemical -—_ 0.50/0 —_ 1.50/0
Electrical or electronic — 0.4%, —_ 8.2%
Industrial - 0.2% — 0.9%,
Finance — 0.3% — 3.8,
Other engineering - ~ — 0.6% — 2.8%
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Table 15 (continued)

Women Men
Student Goals -
1969 1979 1969 1979
Physical sciences 1.0%, 1.8% 3.6%, 3.9%
Astronomy — 0.0% — 0.1%,
Atmospheric science — 0.0% — 0.2%,
Chemistry — 0.6%, — 1.1%,
Earth science —_ 0.2%, - 0.5%,
Marine science —_ 0.29/, —_ 0.4%,
Mathematics, statistics 3.8%, 0.86% 3.3% 0.7%,
Physics —_ 0.19%, — 0.7%
Other physical sciences — 0.19%, — 0.2%,
Professional
Architecture, urban plan — 0.86% — 1.8%,
Home economics —_ 1.4%, — 0.2%,
Health professions i
(non-M.D.) 10.7%, — 1.5% —
Health technology —_ 3.4% — 0.8%,
Library or archival science - 0.1%, —_ "0.0%
Nursing —_ 6.8%, — 0.2%
Pharmacy — 0.5%, — 0.5%
Pre-professional 23% . 299 9.4%, 3.6%,
Therapy (physical, etc.) — 2.7%, — 0.4,
Other professional — 1.7%, — 1.4%
Social Seience
Anthropology — 0.1%/, —_ 0.1%,
Economics — 0.3% —_ 0.5%, .
Geography — 0.0% — 0.1,
Political science —_ 1.8%, — 2.3%
Psychology, sociology, and anthropology 12.8%, 4.4%, 5.7% 1.8%,
Psychology ' - 3.7%, — 1.3%,
Social work —_ 2.8% —_ 0.3%,
Sociology —_ 0.6% — 0.2%,
Other social sciences — 0.3%, —_ 0.2%
Technical
Building trades — 0.0%, — 0.89%,
Data processing, computer programming _— 1.8% — 2.1%,
Drafting or design - - 0.3%, —_ 1.0%
Electronics — 0.1%, — 13
Mechanics — 0.09%, — 0.9%,
Other technical - 0.19%, — 0.7%
Other fields
Agriculture and forestry 0.2%, — 37% 4.5%,
Agriculture — 1.3% - 3.1%
Communications — 1.7% — 1.99%,
Computer science — 1.4%, — 2.1,
Forestry — 0.4% — 1.4%
Law enforcement — 1.0%,. — 2.00/,
Military science - 0.0% — 0.29),
Other fields — 1.7%, — 1.19,
Undecided 21% 56 24% . 3.9%
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Table 15 (continued)

Women Men
Student Goals
1969 1969 1969 1979

Probable career occupation :
Accountant or actuary — 5.8, — 5.6%
Actor or entertainer —_ 1.1% — 0.9%,
Architect or urban planner — 0.8%, —_ 2.8%,
Artist — 2.1%, — 1.3%
Artist (including performer) 7.6% —_ 4.3%, —
Business 3.6%, 15.0% 18.99, 17.8%,

Clerical _ 4.1%, —_ 0.4%,

Executive — 8.20/, — 11.6%

Proprietor —_ 1.2%, —_ 4.5%,

Salesperson, buyer — 1.5% — 1.3%
Clergy , 03% 019  14%  0.7%
Clinical psychologist —_ 1.6%, — 0.5%
College teacher 0.8%, 0.2% 1.3%  0.3%
Computer programmer, analyst - 3.3% — 47%
Conservationist cr forester — 0.7%, — 1.8%
Dentist or physician 1.3%, 3.5%, 4.9% 5.2%,
Dentist — 0.6% - 1.2%
Dietitian or home economist — 0.7% — 0.1%,
Engineer 0.3% 2.3%  145% 18.8%
Farmer or forester 0.2%, —_ 300% . —
Farmer or rancher —_ 0.5% — 2.0%,
Foreign service worker —_ 0.6% — 0.3%
Health professional (non-M.D.) 8.0%, — 2.1% —
Homemaker (full-time) — 0.4%, —_ 0.0%
Interior decorator — 1.1% — 0.19,
Interpreter, translator — 0.3%, — 0.0%,
Lab. technician or hygienist — 27% — 0.6%,
Law enforcement officer —_ 0.7% — 1.7%,
Lawyer or judge 0800 3.4% 5.60/0 5.00/0
Military service — 0.3%, — 1.9%,
Musician — 1.1%, — 1.6%
Nurse 6.0%, 7.0% 0.1% 0.2%
Optometrist — 0.2% — 0.3%
Pharmacist —_ 0.6%, — 0.6%,
Physician - 2.9%, — 4.0%
Research scientist 1.4%, 1.3% 3.3%, 2.4%
School counselor —_ 0.4% — 0.19,
School administrator — 0.0% 0.0%,
Social, welfare, or recreation worker — 3.99, — 0.6%
Statistician —_ 0.1%, — 0.19,
Therapist (physical, etc.) — 3.5% — 0.6%
Teacher (elementary) 19.3%, 7.0% 1.0%, 0.5%
Teacher (secondary) 17.2% 3.0%, 9.9%, 2.1%,
Veterinarian - 1.4%, — 0.9%,
Writer or journalist — 2.7%, — 1.7%
Skilled trades _ 0.4%, — 2.7%
Other . ) —_ 8.9%, — 6.2%
Undecided e 11.0% 114% 11.6%  9.4%
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Table 15 (continued)

. Waomen Men
Student Background 1969 1979 1969 1878
Age by December 31 : . o
16 or younger 01%  01% 0.1% . 0.1%.
17 y g . 4.8%, 3.5%, 3.1% 2.2%/y
18 79.3% 771.2%%  70.0%  71.0%
19 . : 10.6%  14.9% 17.0%  20.9%
20 1.30/0 1.50/0 2.70/0 2.6%
21 : 0.6% 05%  1.3%  1.1%
Older than 21 3.30/0 2.20/0 5.80/0 2.2%
Racial group : .

White ) 90.0%  85.49, 916%  87.29,
Black 7.1% 10.1%, 5.1% 8.2%,
American Indian : 0.3%, 1.0% 0.3% 1.0%,
Oriental ) 1.50/0 1.2 /o 1.30/0 1.60/0
Mexican-American — 1.2%, — 1.1‘;/0
Puerto Rican » — 1.0%, - 1.1%
Other - 1.8% - 2.2%
Religious preference :

Protestant 50.8%  34.39, 48.0%  33.0%,
Roman Catholic 3020/0 38.20/0 28.90/0 38.10/0
Jewish 37%  35%  34Y%, 3.8
Other 48% 175Y%  45% 15.8%
None - E 10.6% 6.60/0 15.30/0 9.40/0
Average grade in high school :

Aor A+ 58, 10.8%  32% 75%
B+ 10.7%, 13.4%, 8.3% 9.6%,
A— 19.9%, 21.7% 12.3%, 16.8%,
B 27.8% 28.1%, 20.6% 25.8%,
B— ' 14.5% 114% 166%, 16.1%
C+ 12.6%, 8.9%, 20.3% 14.8%),
a ' 84%,  54% 19.49% 9.0%,
D . 0.3%  02%  13%  0.5%
Type of secondary school : » o
Public ' 83.4%, 86.29/, 83.7% 85.3%,
Private, denominational 13.19% 10.9%, 12.1%, 11.2%,
Private, nondenominational . 2.9%, 2.9%, 3.5% 35%
Other ' 0.6 _ 0.8% _—
Remedial work needed in : »

English — 10.1%, — 13.5%,
Reading : - 4.6Y/ - 5.7,
Mathematics - - T —_— 2429/, —_ 19.5%
Social studies —_ 3.2%, —_ 2.3%,
Science - 11.4% — 7.1%,
Foreign language —_ 8.1%, —_ 9.4%,
Physically handicapped :

Na . - —_ 97.5% . . — 97.0%
Yes : - : — 2.5%, —. 3.0%,
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Teable 15 (continued)

Women Men

Student Background — -

1969 1979 1969 1979
Type of handicap : B s
Hearing - 9.1% ;. 10:8% .
Speech - —_ 2.3%, — 5.3% -
Visual - : ' - 38.5%/, - 35.0%.
Orthopedic : —_ 15.3%, - 17.2%.
Learning disability — 4.4%, — 4.9%
Other . — 14.3% — 15.8%
Residence preferred in fall term‘: N
With parents or relatives —_ 19.4%, — 21,9% -
Other home or apartment — 22.9%, — 25.9%;
College dormitory o - 47.4%, — 40:5%,"
Fraternity or sorority - — 3.6 - 5.09"
Other campus housing —_ 4.0%, —_ 3.6%,
Other — 2.7 —_ 3 20/,

Women Men

3tudent Finances B

1969 1979 1969 1979
Concern about fmancmg co].lege . oL
No concern . 33.0%  30.0% 3520, 37.8%
Some concern , s 55.9%, 53.9%3 55.4%, 49.4%
Major concern v o 11.19, 161 9.4%  12.8%
Estimated parental income o T e
Less than $ 4,000 v 59Y, 48Y, 52% 349,
$ 4,000 — $5,999 9.3% 429  88% 3.2
$ 6000 — $ 7,999 I 13.7%  42%  132% 359
$ 8,000 — $ 9,999 L 1579,  4.8% 17.3%  3.7%"
$ 10,000 — $ 14,499 27.6%, 18.0%  29.4% 14.3%"
$ 15,000 — $ 19,999 13.1%  13.49%, 121%, 14.5%,:
$ 20,000 — $ 24,999 ' 6.6%, 15.9%, 5.9%, 17.3%
$ 25,000 — $ 29,999 ) 3.0% 9.7%, 2.7% 10.8%,-
$ 30,000 or more : o 5.0%  26.9% 5.4%, 29.3%"
$ 30,000 — $ 34,999 — 7.8% - 8.8%,
$ 35,000 — § 39,999 - 5.5%, — 5.6%
$ 40,000 — $ 49,999 oo —_ 5.8% - 6.2%"
$ 50,000 — $ 99,999 S - 59%  — - 6.1Y%
$ 100,000 or more ' - 1.9% - — - 22%
Major sources of support for college expenses :
Personal savings or earnings 20.6% - 36.0% —
Parental or family a.xd : 57.5% — 42.9%, —_
Repayable loan 14.1% - 117% . — -
Scholarship, grant, gift . 18.4%, —_ 18.0! —_
Amount of parental aid : . S
None -_ 30.9%, — 33.3%
$1— 849 —_— 21.70/0 . — 20.2%
$ 500 — $ 999 - 104%  —  11.0%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 7.7% C— 8.4%,
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 —_ 7.0% —_ 6.6%
Over $ 2,000 - 22.2% - 20.5%
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Table 15 (continued)

Women ) Men
Student Finances -
1969 1979 1969 1979

From Basic Educatmonnal Oppocrtumty Grant :
None — 67.2%, - 70.0%,
$1.— 499 — 10.3%; — - 9.49,
$ 500 — $ 999 o — 10.4%, — 9.3%,
$ 1,000 — $.1,499 —_ 7.5% — '6.8%"
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 - —_ 3.79, - 3.3%
Over $ 2,000 — 0.9% — 1.2%,
Applied for aid _ 46.6%, — 42.7%
Qualified for aid - 34.7% — 31.3%
From Supplemenﬁa.l Educatwnal Opportunity -

Grant : :
None’ o B —_ 92,99, —_ 92 7%
$1— 849 : —_ 3.6% - ~3.5% -
$ 500 — § 999 — 2.1%, —_ 2.3%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_— 0.9%, — 1.0%
$ 1500 — $ 2,000 . . - 0.3%, — 04%
Over § 2,000 S . -_ .1% - 20/0.'
From state scholarshxp or grant -
None _— 84.4% —- 85. 50/0
$1— ¢ 499 - 8.2% — 7.3%,
$ 500 — $ 999 - 4.0% —  '3.8Y%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 1.9 —_ 1.8%,
$1500 — $ 2 000 —_ 1.1%, —_ 1.0%,
Over $ 2,000 - 0.5 — 0.6%,
From college grant : -
None ) —_— 88.2% bl 89.*20/0
$1 -~ 8§ 499 —_ 4.9?/0 C— 419,
$ 500 — $ 999 —_ 3.1%, — 2.7%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 -_— 1.8% — 1.7%,
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 - 0.9% — 0:9%
Over § 2,000 - 1.1 - 1.4%, -
From other private grant o :
None . - 92.5‘:4: =" 93.8%,
$1—§ 409 : —_ 4.1 — 3.0%,
$500 — $ 999 — 1.8%, — 1.59/,
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 — 0.8% — .0.8Y%
$ 1,500 — 8 2,000 — 0.4 —_ 0.4%,
Over § 2,000 —_ 0.3%, —_ 05%_
From federal gwanteed student loan : :
Norne —_ 875% - —. 86.0%,

$1— 8§ 499 - - 1.8% - — 1.9%,
$ 500 — $ 999 —_ 1.8% — 22%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 2.6% — 2.7%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 —_ 2.9 — 2.9%,
Over $ 2,000 — 3.5%, — 4.4%,
Applied for aid — 7.8% — . . 98%
Qualified for aid _— 8.3% _— 10.3%,
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Table 15 (continued)

Women ’ Men

Student Finances .

1969 1979 1969 1978
From National Defence Student Loan : ‘
None -— - 91.9% — 92.6%,
$1— 8499 —_ 2.6%, — 22% -
$ 500 — $ 999 —_ 2.4 — 2.3% -
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 1.8%, — 1.8%,
$ 1,500 — & 2,000 —_ 0.7% — 0.6%
Over $ 2,000 —_ 0.6%, - 0.6%:
From college loan : L
None — .80/ — . 96.4Y;
$1— $ 499 —_ 09% —_ . 0.9%,.
$ 500 — & 999 _— 0.7 — : 0.8%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 0.7% — AL
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 — 0.5% — . 05%
Over $ 2,000 —_ 0.5%, —_ ‘ 07%
From other loan : :
None — 96.4%, — 96.60 o
$1— 8 499 — 0.8%, — - 0.8%
$ 500 — $ 999 — 0.7‘:43 — - 0.7%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 0.7 — 0.6%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 — 0.6% — 0.5%,
Over $ 2,000 — 0.7% —_ 0.7%,
From college work-study program : o
None _— 87.3%, —_ 89.4%, -
$1— 8499 - 6.3% — 4.9%,
$ 500 — $ 999 — 4.8% —_ 4.0%,
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 1.3% - 1.20,
$ 1500 — $ 2,000 —_ 0.2% —_ 0:2%
Over § 2,000 — 0.10/0 -_— 0. 20/0
From part-time empLoyment :
None — 76.5% —_— 74.9%,
$1—$ 499 — 17.5%, — 16.5%,
$ 500 — $ 999 — 42% . — ... 5.6%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 — 1.09%, — 1.6%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 —_ 0.3% — 0.6% .
Over § 2,000 _— 0.4%, —_ 0.8%,
From full-time employment :
None - 96.3%, — 97.3%;
$1— 8499 —_ 0.8% —_ 1.2%,
$ 500 — $ 999 —_ 0.4% — 0.6%,
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 — 0.2%, — 04%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 —_ 0.1%, — 0.2%, -
Over $ 2,000 — 0.2% — "5%
From summer employment : .
None - 58.3% — 55.7%,
$1— § 499 - 25.6%, — 2139,
$ 500 — $ 999 - 10.5% - 127%



Table 15 (continued)

Women Men

Student Finances

1969 1979 1969 1979
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 -— 3.8, — 6.0%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 — 1.1%, — 2.3%,
Ovelr $ 2,000 - 0.6%, — 2.0%
From other savings :
None , —_ 82.2%, — 81.9%,
$1— 8499 - 12.1% — 11.1%,
$ 500 — $ 999 - 2.8%, — 3.3%,
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 —_ 1.5% —_ 1.5%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 —_— 0.6%, —_ 07%
Over $ 2,000 - 8% — 1.49,
From spouse :
None — 99.19, —_ 99.3%,
$1— 8 499 -_ 0.5%, — 0.3%
$ 500 — $ 999 — 0.2%, —_ 0.1%,
$ 1,000 —$ 1,499 —_ 0.1% —_ 0.1%,
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 -— 0.0% —_ 0.0%,
Over $ 2,000 -— 0.1% —_ 0.1%,
From personal G.I. benefits :
None -— 99.6%, — 98.7%
$1— 8499 -— 0.2%, —_ 0.4%,
$ 500 — $ 999 — 0.1% —_ 0.2%,
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 -— 0.0% - 0.2,
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 — 0.0%, — 0.1%,
Over $ 2,000 - 0.1%, — 0.5%
From parent’s G.I. benefits :
None - ~  968%  —  968%
$1— 8 49 — 0.6% —_ 0.5%;
$ 500 — $ 999 -— 0.29, -— 0.2%
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 — 0.1%, -_— 0.1%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 — 0.1%, — 0.1%,
Over $ 2,000 - 0.2%, — 0.2%
From Social Security benefmts :
None — 94.1%/, — 95.3%,
$1— 8499 - 3.1% - 2.1,
$ 500 — $ 999 —_— 1.0%, - 0.9%,
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 — 0.7% — 0.7%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 — 0.5% —_ 0.4%,
Over $ 2,000 —_ 0.5% — 0.7%
From other sources :
None — 96.6%, - 95.9%,
$1 — 8 49 -— 1.5 —_ 1.3%
$ 500 — & 999 — 0.6%, _— 0.5%,
$ 1,000 — $ 1,499 -_— 0.3% _ 0.3%
$ 1,500 — $ 2,000 — 0.2% — 0.29,
Over $ 2,000 - 0.7% - 1.9%
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Table 15 (continued)

Women Men

Student Adtltudes 1969 1979 1960 1979
Students’ political views : , Tl
Far left . - 22%  19%  38% .~ 22%
Liberal 28.3%, 22.0% 30.5%, 23.1%,
Middle of the road 47.3% 615% 42.2%  54.19.
Conservative o 20.8% 14.0% - 20.4% - 19.49,
Far right : ‘. 1.6% 0.7% 3.1%  12%.
Students agree strongly or somewhat that : o .
Colleges should regulate students off campus 19.1%  13.9Y, 204% ~ 16.8% .
Students should evaluate faculty” 66.3%  70.7% 685%. . 70.4%,
Colleges should regulate student publications 52.0%  41.2%  52.0% - 39.3%
Colleges have a right to ban speakers 23.9% 23.8%  34.7%  27.6% -
Marijuana should be legalized 224%  43.6% 2819  48.6%
The disadvantaged -should receive preferential o )

treatment 39.0%  37.5%  43.3% - 39.0%
Capital punishment ‘should be abolished 59.0%  40.7%  50.0% 26.0%,
Criminals have too many rights ~ 46.8Y, 57.0% '60.0% ~ 66.1%"
Abortion should be legal 74.1%, 53.8% 77.9%  53.0%
Divorce laws should be liberalized 35.20, 46.0%  46.5%, 51.6%
Government is not controlling pollution — 84.1% ' - — | .17.3%.
Government is not protecting consumers — 76.7% — 7 70.8%.
Federal government should discourage energy L

use —_— 84.70/0 _ 30.60/0 -
More money is needed to solve urban pro- . R

blems —_ 48.4%/, - 49.9%
They should not obey laws agamst their own »

views —_ 31.0%, —_ 35.7%,
Inflation is the biggest domestic problem — 81.4% — 78.8%,
A national health care plan is needed — 62.8%, - 58.00.. .
Energy shortages may .cauise a depression — 86.2% — 86.7%
Grading in high school is too easy —_ 60.29, — ' 58.9% -
Living together before marriage is all right — 38.0% - 50.3%,
Large farmilies should be discouraged — 41.1%, — - 5110
Sex is okay if people like each other —_ 33.7%, - 55.7%
Women should get job equality — 96.1%, — 88.4%/,
Wealthy people should pay more taxes — " 68.5%. — 71.9%,
Busing pupils. for racial balance.is okay —_ 46.5%, — 41.5%,
Homosexual relations should be prohibited - 39.0%, — -56.2% .
College grades should be abolished — 14.1%, — 18.49, -
Public colleges should - adopt .open admissions —_ 34.3% - 36 3%, -
The same degree standard should be used for o

all . T — 76.6%, - 78.7%
Objectives considered to be essential or very

important : .
Achieve in a perfommng art .. 13.7% 13.6%, 9.5%  10.9%,
Be an authority in my field - 54.3%  70.5% < 629%  175.3%
Obtain recognition from peers _. 35.3%  49.8%; -453Y% 54.7%
Influence political structure . 12.0%, 12.0% -19.6% 19.1%,
Influence social values - 37.1%, 339% 315%  29.8%,
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Table 15 (continued)

Women Men
Student Attitudes
- 1969 1979 1969 1979

Raise a family 77.8% 64.8%, 66.5% 65.09/,
Have administrative responslbillty 18.4%, 345% 29.8%, 39.5Y,
Be very well-off financially 32.1% 56.7% 54.1%  69.19%,
Help others in difficulty 75.0%, 71.4%  58.20, 55.49,
Make theoretical contributions to science - 6.5%  11.2%, - 14.0% . 17.6%
Write original works - - 162% 138%  -11.8%  10.9%
Create works of art - - 21.2% 16.7%. . 11.3%  11.3%,
Keep up with political affairs C 49.8%, 334% = 52.5% 4320,
Succeed in my own business 33.1% 4259, 555% -55.9%
Develop a philosophy of life . 85.8Yp 54.7% 78.5% 51.0%
Be involved in environriental cleanup — 24.6% —_ 27.6%
Promote racial understanding . - 35.0%, — 28.9%,
Participate in community actioh” o —_— 28.3%, — " -235%

Source : “The American‘ Freshman : Natlonal Norms for Fall, 1979"..Publlshed by
American Council on Education and University of California at Los Angeles, R

Table 16

Characteristics of recipients of student aid, 1976—1977
Characteristics Total - g?:;i SEOG gt(\)xr('iky- plr\ggrs';-‘m brggsrlam
Number of recipients "~ 1,937,000 1,411,000 432,000 698,000 751,000 ..695,000
Sex - : 2'100.0% - 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%,
Women 53.5 55.1 53.7 55.0 49.7 46.3
Men 46.5 44.9 46.3 45.0 50.3 53.7
Racial/ethnic group . . -100.0 -100.0 100.0 1000~ 100.0 100.0
Minority 349 . 43,0 39.1 29.3 25.7 17.0
Nonminority : 65.1 57.0 60.9 70.7 74.3 83.0
Enrollment o : 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Full-time 91.6 90.2 96.2 95.4 95.5 92.4
Part-time 8.4 9.3 3.8 46 45 7.8
Status 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Dependent undergraduate 120 761 74.4 74.5 706 . 67.0
Independent undergradu- o
ate - 24.0 24.9 25.6 20.5 21.6 184
Graduate student. 4.0 Ce— —_ 5.0 1.8 146
Dependent undergraduates : _—
by family income quar-
tileb 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 '100.0 1000 -
Lowest quartile . .92.4 .65.0 55.0 44.3 37.7 25.3
Second quartile . 349 | 304 36.0 39.9 415 388
Third quartile : :
Highest quartile 12.7 - 4.6 9.0 15.8 20.8 - 359

a Unduplicated count ; excludes' GSL program.

b Family "income quartiles have been computed by the Carnegie Council- from data
relating to all families (U.S. Bureau of -the Census, 1978b, Table B) ; families in the lowest
quartile are those with incomes under $ 8,710, those in the second quartile have incomes from
$ 38,710 to 14,960, those in the third quartile have incomes from $ 14,960, to $ 22,210, and those
in the top quartile have incomes of $ 22,210 or more. It has been necessary to combine the
third and fourth quartiles in this table because the highest income group for which .data
on student aid are presented in the source is $ 15,000 or more.

Source : Atelsek and Comberg (1977, p. 14).
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Table 17
Percentage of freshmen receiving selected types of student aid, 1977

Type, control, Baslie SEOG Work- State College

selectivity, and sex » Grant Study grant  grant
Public universities
Men
Low selectivity 19.7 5.0 10.3 11.3 9.3
Medium selectivity 19.7 9.0 124 16.0 14.1
High selectivity 20.3 1.7 J12.3 21.7 184
Women '
Low selectivity 22.5 6.5 119 13.1 9.5
Medium selectivity 22.2 10.2 14.8 189 13.1
High selectivity 19.1 7.3 133 21.5 17.5
Private universities
Men
Low selectivity 321 13.3 17.7 29.8 315
Medium selectivity . 255 143 251 309 39.5
High selectivity 18.5 15.0 29.0 21.0 47.9
Women
Low selectivity 33.7 12.9 19.2 31.1 31.3
Medium selectivity 21.1 14.1 28.2 31.0 42.6
High selectivity 17.7 12.3 30.1 19.9 43.2
Public four-year colleges
Low selectivity 40.8 9.9 8.6 18.7 10.8
Medium selectivity 22.0 6.5 12.9 19.6 86
High selectivity 30.4 11.2 16.1 26.8 29.9
Private nonsectarian four-year
colleges
Low selectivity 42.7 15.4 248 197 24.3
Medium selectivity -32.5 13.5 27.2 31.3 42.0
High selectivity 245 9.7 29.7 32.1 45.6
Very high selectivity 17.7 7.4 24.2 225 398
Protestant colleges
Low selectivity 55.9 19.9 34.7 32.4 30.0
Medium selectivity 38.0 13.6 29.5 36.5 45.4
High selectivity : 29.3 131 30.3 346 47.9
Catholic colleges ' ' »
Low selectivity 41.0 21.3 - 36.8 32.7 . 306 .
Medium selectivity 34.7 14.9 30.5 41.4 43.4
High selectivity 33.5 14.6 249 429 42.5

Source : Computed from data in Cooperative Institutional Research Program (1978).
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Percentage of entering freshmen receiving student aid by type of Institution, 1971

Table 18

{-‘fr:?roﬁngf tivrf’siitattlgm Paraﬁgm g?:ﬁ SEOG g&ﬂ(y Eiiii ngﬁgte NDSL GSL
Percent receiving
Al institutions 79.8%, 32.7%, 9.2%, 15.9%, 21.20/, 16.8%, 10.7%, 13.19,
Public two-year 72.7 349 6.6 8.5 17.8 7.4 7.3 12.5
Private two-year. 82.2 474 14.9 32.9 37.2 28.2 13.8 14.0
Public four-year .7 35.0 9.1 16.8 19.6 12.0 - 175 104
Private nonsectarian .
four-year 87.4 33.0 126 26.3 25.3 35.3 17.5 22.9
Private Protestant :
four-year 84.7 44.6 15.3 31.2 35.0 41.8 21.5 17.5
Private Catholic four-year 82.6 36.9 17.3 31.4 38.5 38.3 '18.3 21.4
Public universities 87.0 - 20.7 7.4 12.3 15.9 12.6 9.8 9.3
Private universities 90.2 - 25.7 13.7 24.3 27.6 38.9 23.0 18.7
Public black colleges 65.6 - 79.9 281 319 18.2 115 14.4 10.0
Private black colleges 72.6 . 73.0 32.4 47.7 22.8 22.3 21.3 137
Median amount
All institutions 1,020 740 less than less than  less than 670 1,330 780
: 500 500 500
Public two-year 540 ‘610 less than  less than less than less than 990 less than
) ) 500 500 500 500 500
Private two-year 1,160 930 540 less than 590 less than 1,320 900
500 500 :
Public four-year 860 750 less than less than less than less than 1,150 630
500 500 500 500
Private nonsectarian
four-year 1,940 920 660 - 500 840 . 930 1,660 840
Private Protestant '
four-year 1,790 990 640 510 1,030 700 1,250 820
Private Catholic four-year 1,680 900 550 530 840" 650 1,470 810
Public universities 1,640 740 less than 580 510 530 1,180 630
500
Private universities 3,180 1,010 820 720 960 1,490 1,490 880
Public black colleges less than 910 560 less than less than 580 890 less than
) 500 R ) 500 . 500 500
Private black colleges 650 1,290 610 580 770 900 1,200 530

Source : Adapted from data in Cooperative Institutional Research Programme (1978, pp. 58—59).
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Table 19
Number and salaries of full-time instructional faculty, 1976—19%7%7 and 1978—1979 -
19761977 = co : ) 1978—1979
. Full-time Average salary ! Full-time ' Average salary !

Rank and sex : : : instructional faculty instructional faculty
Number  Percent  ontracts  comtracis  Number  Percemt  Jomonth % mOnth
Total 386,878 100.0 $1752¢4 $ 21,100 395,968 - 100.0 $ 19,817 $ 23,702
Men 209,289 75.0 18,354 22,356 293,509 74.1 20,784 25,241
Women 96,589 - 25.0 15,056 17,159 ' 102,459 25.9 17,077 18,933
Professors . 89,710 100.0 23,773 28,764 97,936 100.0 26,476 32,324
Men ' 81,337 - 90.7 24,013 - 29,040 - 88,507 904 - 28,736 32,619
Women 8,373 9.3 21,603 25,584 9,429 9.6 24,133 28,627
Assistant professors 91,436 100.0 17,884 '~ 22,686 © 96,583 100.0 20,045 25,290
Men 75,368 82.4 18,044 23,033 78,342 811 20,228 25,715
Women 16,068 17.6 17,138 21,025 18,241 - 18.9 . 19,267 23,312
Assistant professors 104,886 100.0 14,654 18,758 102,087 100.0 16,401 20,865
Men 73,241 © 698 14,849 19,336 68,515 671 16,636 21,531
Women 31,645 30.2 14,207 17,376 33,572 329 15,930 19,342
Instructors - - 36,395 100.0 11.819 14.562 34,132 100.0 13,228 15,985
Men 18,551 . 51.0 12,077 15,148 16,602 - 486 13,477 16,592
Women 17,844 49.0 11,568 13,852 17,530 51.4 13,002 15,305
Lecturers 5,299 100.0 13,419 16,919 5,917 . 100.0 15,330 19,142
Men L 3,086 58.2 14,131 17,617 3,334 56.3 15,957 20,379
Women 2,213 41.8 : 12,385 16,086 2,583 43.7 14,535 17,299
No academic rank 59,152 100.0 16,606. 15,660 59,313 100.0 18,783 17,080
Men - - . 38,706 - 65.4 17,235 16,226 38,209 64.4 19,486 17,690

- Women 20,446 - 34.6 - © 15,428 - 14,563 . 21,104 . 35,6 17,497 16,025

t — Does not include estimates for. nonreporting institutions.

Sources . U.S. Department of Health, Education, and A Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, unpublished data
from the surveys of Employees in institutions of Higher Education,  1976—1977 and = Salaries, Tenure, and Fringe Benefits of
Full-time Instructional Faculty, 1978—1979. S
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Table 20
Characteristics. of faculty members, 1972—1973 -
(percentage diStribution)

. All institutions - Universities .4+~year colleges 2-year colleges

Item - 0 - A - -
. . Total Men Women Total Men Women Total Men Women Total Men Women
1 B _ o 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
Total o : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Highest degree currently held :

11 04 06 05 33 368 23

None, less than B. A, 1.3 13 10 1.0 0.7
Bachelor’s o 49 45 65 51 49 63 32 28 43 82 73 109
Master’s 449 408 616 308 250 599 470 443 568 735 736 732
LL.B., J.D., other professional
(except medical) 50 54 37 6.1 66 38 4.7 51 36 31 29 38
Doctorate (except medical, EA.D. or Ph.D.) 15 16 12 16 17 1.0 18 18 16 10 11 09
Ed.D. 30 31 26 271 27 2.7 38 40 31 16 17 14
Medical (M.D. or D.D.S.) 1.1 1.2 ‘05 23 25 11 61 01 01 03 03 02
Ph.D. - o 302 338 156 402 449 164 314 342 215 43 45 34
“(No answer) - R 8.1 83 74 103 106 85 73 71 82 47 49 40
Year highest degree received : : i : :
Before 1940 44 46 34 60 63 4.7 35 37 29 24 24 22
1940—1949 90 94 74 116 118 106 ‘76 ‘80 65 57 62 4.1
1950—1959 243 255 191 262 277 187 227 235 200 229 244 181
1960—1969 ST 465 454 507 436 424 498 485 478 508 489 479 519
1970-present ) 105 98 129 85 78 116 125 121 138 109 10.1 135
No higher degree or no answer - 55 52 65 41 40 47 51 49 60 92 89 102
Major field of highest degree o : o : s - . : P
Business ‘ 4.1 4.7 19 32 37 09 47 55 20 50 55 35
Education (including physxcal and health : - : ) ’ . )
education) 148 126 234 113 91 219 163 139 248 198 188 229
Biological s¢iences (mcludmg agnculture) 6.8 7 4 43 92 101 47 4 9 51 42 51 54 41
Physical sciences (including mathematics/ ; ST et . R
statisties, and computer sciences) 115 13 3 43 108 123 3.0 12 4 146 44 114 130 62
Engineering (including architecture/design) 6.3 7.8 0.4 89 105 0.8 46 5.8 03 4.0 5.3 0.0
Social sciences (including psychology and ] . ) ) .
geography) 124 133 86 131 142 74 130 141 87 95 92 105
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Table 20 (continued)

10

11

12

13

Fine arts

Humanities

Health sciences

Other professions (including social work,
law, journalism, library science)

All other fields (including home economics,

industrial arts, vocational-technical)
None, no higher degree (including no
answer)
Principal activity of current position :
Administration
Teaching
Research
Other
Employment status for current academic
year :
Full-time
Part time, more than half time
Half time
Less than half time
Present rank :
Professor
Associate professor
Assistant professor
- Instructor
Lecturer
Do not hold rank designation
Other rank
Number of hours per week in scheduled
teaching :
None, or no answer
1 to 4 hours
5 to 8 hours
9 to 12 hours
13 to 16 hours
17 houns or more

8.4
17.6
4.6

4.0
2.7
8.7

11.4
82.2
4.2
2.2

95.3
1.3
1.2
2.2

26.4
24.3
25.3
13.2
2.5
6.7
16

6.6
11.8
21.8
28.3
17.3
14.1

8.3
16.8
3.2

3.7
2.1
6.7

12.2
81.2
4.8
1.9

96.1
09
0.8
2.1

30.3
25.1
23.8
104
22
6.8
14

6.4
12.5
23.2
28.3
16.2
133

o4
Sl N

[CRVEN N

DG N
~hpwhoe oo

9.0
16.2
28.1
21.9
17.1

12.8
75.8
8.5
2.9

93.9
1.6
1.3
3.2

36.2
25.4

8.7

oW
QUi

[

oD
oo oON

DO G
S S,6 0=
W o®

7.0
14.0

8.4
15.7
16.4

6.2
8.4
6.2

8.6
83.5
3.7
4.2

89.2
38
35
3.5

123
20.4
35.1
22.8

WO
o

12.9
22.5
28.7
14.3
13.6

10.2
21.2
1.5

3.7
2.0
5.5

12.0
85.4
1.3
14

95.4
14
14
1.9

24.3
27.2
32.2

N
-

6.2
9.0
17.5
39.6
17.5
10.1

9.8
20.5
0.5

3.3
1.5
5.3

125

84.9

1.5
11

11.6
23.9
5.1

5.1
3.6
63
10.0
87.2

0.6
2.2

11.6
171
3.0

14
4.2
11.4
6.9
90.6

0.3
2.2

8.7
16.2
0.6

1.0
4.3
125

7.5
90.8
0.2
1.5

98.8
0.3
04
0.6

8.2
15.8
12.5
26.2

0.4
344

2.5

5.8
3.7
5.5
11.5
35.7
37.7

5.9
22.3
10.1

2.6

3.8

8.1

5.2
89.8
0.4
4.6

Il e
w Wi

14.6
13.9
37.8
04
25.0
1.0

8.0 -

3.5
7.2
11.1
40.0
30.2
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Table 20 (continued)

1

10

11

12

13 -

Current base institutional salary.:

$ 6,500 or less 2.7 2.0 5.7 29 2.3 6.1 2.9 2.1 6.3 1.7 0.9 4.1
$ 6,600 — $ 9,500 7.0 44 176 4.3 22 147 9.2 60 215 8.7 6.6 155
$ 9600 — $ 11,500 125 104 214 9.0 64 220 169 153 228 118 9.6 180
$ 11,600 — § 13,500 164 162 17.3 139 128 19.1 194 204 157 159 155 172
$ 13,600 — $ 15,500 158 165 131 150 151 146 151 16.3- 106 19.1 204 150
$ 15,600 — $ 17,500 13.2 142 89 126 132 94 104 115 6.0 205 227 13.3
$ 17,600 — $ 19,500 99 109 5.5 106 118 4.5 7.3 8.0 47 134 150 84
$ 19,600 — $ 21,500 6.8 1.7 2.8 8.8 9.9 3.4 8.0 6.9 2.6 3.7 42: 24
$ 21,600 — $ 24,500 6.1 7.0 2.3 8.9 103 1.7 5.0 5.2 3.9 1.8 22 05
$ 24,600 or more. 9.7 108 54 141 16.0 4.6 7.9 8.4 6.0 3.5 2.9 5.6
Salary basis : .
9/10 months 668 662 69.0 601 593 643 684 637 675 789 1785 799
11/12 months 33.2 338 31.0 399 407 357 316 313 325 211 215 201
NOTE. Data are based upon a sample survey. Because of roundl.ng, percents may not add to; 100.0. .
SOURCE : American Council on Education, Research Report Vol. 8, No 2, Teaching Faculty in Academe : 1972—1973,
Table 21
Foreign student enrollments in institutions of higher education in the United States
Distribution of students by type of institution
Foreign Students : All Students !
1970/1971 1976/1977 _ IDTM!B'IB ' 1070/19T1 19761971 1b77/1wa
Number Y% Number % Number % % L . %
Control :
Public Institutions — —_ 130,387 64.2 147,613 62.7 — 78.3 .78.0
Private Institutions: —_ C— 72,681 35.8 87,896 37.3 -_ 21.7 ‘22.0
Level : : ’
Two-Year Colleges. - 15,363 10.6 31,671 15.6 37,446 15.9 26.0 35.2 35.7
Four-Year Colleges . 129,345 89.4 171,397 84.4 198,063 841 74 0 64.8 64.3

1 Source :

National Center for Education Statistics.



HIGHER EDUCATION..IN:THE UNITED STATES
Table 21 (continued)

Foreign studeut em'ollments in institutions of higher education in the
United States B

_Foreign Students '1954/1955 — 1977/1978

Annual Number of Annual -~

Rl Lot R omERE 0 MRS
1954/55 34,232 v L o TNe29 o -
1964/65 - 82,045 i 13.0%, 189 . 13Y%
1970771 : 117,076 , 63% . - 748 . T (—1.1%)
1973/74 125116 2.0 1,359 , (—8.8%,)
1974775 ¢ 154,580 23.5Y%, . 1,908 , 40.4%
1975776 179,344 - 16.0% 2,261 , 1859,
1976777 203,088 13.2% , " 2,524 1189,

1977/78. 235,509 ’ 16.0%, 2,138 N 8.5%,

1 In 1974/1975 a simple post card method of obtaining the basic count was adopted and
immigrants were excluded.

Total higher education and foreign enrollment in the U.S.

. s S Percentage
Total - T 1, |
Year Enrollment! Enroliment Emoreign
1960/61 - 3,583,700 ” 53,100 1.5
1969770 : 8,066,200 - 135,000 1.7
1975/76 11,290,700 . ° 179,300 1.6
1976/71 11,121,400 - - 203,100 1.8

197778 11,415,000 o 235,500 2.1

t Source : Natlonal Center for Education. Statistics, Washinmn, D.C.

78



Doctor's
Degree—

Master's
Degree =

Bachelor’'s
Degree »

Diploma =

Associate
Degree -

High
School
Diploma=

" TABLES

Structure of Education in the United States

Table 22

: , _ s
Postdoctoral Study and Research =<
25| Graduate Schoot -~~~ A A 18|58
1| {leading to Ph.D.) | —HE2
24[ (2,3,0r more) .- I 1 z?
T | 3£
|23 Graduate 1 16128
—1 School = o —lEe
22|, (leading to M:A.} (10r2) [ ,Professional 15[2%e
B% B ——— T Schools T £'2
2 I ( Teaching, bS5
— :E Medicine, -~ - [ §g
20 . I |'§"31'+1The°l°gy‘ _ _3_3%
' Junior [Technical "|Liberal &< Law,etc.) [ 180
191 or Com- . {Institute [Arts o °%® ! (4,50r 2 L.f_.:
—munity  1120r3) [General |553 ‘_h more) | | 2=
18] College e Ieas T I I W=
T ; T
7] I | | 2|5~
—— ) | Senior | : —1%®
_1_6_ - | School ' ' . ‘ lé%
h=Year 1 (3) I | High | =3
15| -High ‘ | | Combined ! School 015+
— School ——————_ | . gy — 2 8
ey Junior& 4) 18 =
el | | I Senior I 9|82
== =771 Junior | High Fo———- =
13| -(8) I High | School -1 8 ©
M | School (6) , /=2
12 L (3) L | A )
. —_— e — E
11] (6) (6) 1 Middle 6| R
| [ School N -,
- e -
9 (&) b2
8 3|3
| Bl g
7 28
[ =
—1 | E
6 Elementary (or Primary) School 11 e
w
Age ‘Grade



HIGRER EDUCATION. IN THE UNITED STATES

APPENDIX 2

HIGHER EDUCATION ASSOCIATIONS

Accrediting Commission on Education
for Health Services Administration

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 420

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 659—3939

Adult Education Association of the
US.A.

810 18th Street,
N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 347—9574

.Amerma.n Assembly of Colleglate
Schools of Business

11500 Olive Street Road
Saint Louis, Missouri 63141
(314) 872—8481

American Association of Bible Colleges
P.O. Box 1523

Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701

(501) 521—8164

American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education

One Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 610
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 293—2450

American Association of Commumty
and Junior Colleges

One Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 410
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 293—T7050

‘American Association for Higher
Education

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 780

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 293—6440

American Association of State Colleges
and Universities

One Dupont Circle,

80

N.W., Suite 700 |
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 293—7070

American Association of University
Administrators

P.O. Box 6 — Bidwell Station

Buffalo, New York 14222

(716) 862—5132

American Association of University
Professors

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 466—8050 -

American Council on Education

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 833—4700

American Library Association,
Committee on Accreditation

50 East Huron Street

Chicago, Illinois 60611

(312) 944—6780, Ext. 268

American Public Health Association
1015 18th Street, N.-W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 467—5000

American Society of Allied Health
Professions

One Dupont Circle,

N.W.,, Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 293-3422

American Society for Engineering
Education

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 293—7080
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Assoclation of Advanced Rabbinical
and Talmudical Accreditaiton
Commission

175 Fifth Avenue, Room 711

New York, New York 10010

(212) 477—0950

Association of American Colleges
1818 R Street, N.-W.

Washington, D.C. 20009

(202) 387—3760

Association of American Law Schools
One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 370

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 296—8851

Association of American Medical
Colleges

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 200

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 466—5175

Association of American Universities
One Dupont Circle, N.W., Suite 730
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 466—5030

Association for Continuing Higher
Education )

1700 Asp Avenue

Norman, Oklahoma 73037

(450) 325—1021

Association of Governing Boards of
Universities and Colleges

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 720

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 296—8400

Association of Independent Colleges
and Schools

Accrediting Commission

1730 M Street,

N.W., Suite 401

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 659—2460

Association for Innovation
fn Higher Education

P.O. Box 12560
Saint Petersburg,
Florida 33733
(813) 8671166

Association for Insfitutional Research

314 Stone Building
Florida State University
Tallahassee, Florida 32306
(904) 644—4470

Association of Physical Plant
Administrators of Universities
and Colleges

Eleven Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 250
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 234—1662

Association of Theological Schools in

the United States and Canada
P.O. Box 130
Banadalia, Ohio 45377
(513) 898—4654

Association of University Programs
in Health Administration

One Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 420
Washington, D.C. 20038
(202) 659—4354

CAUSE

737 Twenty-Ninth Street
Boulder, Colorado 80303
(303) 492—7353

Coalition of Adult Education
Organizations

Labor Studies Center

¢fo University of the District
of Columbia

724 9th Street,
N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20001
(202) 127—2326

College and University Personnel
Assoclation

Eleven Dupont Circle,
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N.W., Suite 120
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 462—1038

Commission of Independent Colleges
and Universities

37 Elk Street

Albany, New York 12224

(518) 436—4781

Council for the Advancement
of Small Colleges

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 320

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 659—3795

Council for the Advancemsant
and Support of Education

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 530/600

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 659—3820

Council of Graduate Schools
in the United States

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 310

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 223—3791

Council on Postsecondary
Accreditation

One Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 760
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 452—1433

Education Commission of the States
1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300
Denver, Colorado 80295

(303) 861—4917, Ext. 210

Institute for Services to Education
2001 S Street, N.W.

Washington, DC. 20009

(202) 797—3500

Middle States Association of Colleges
and Secondary Schools, Commission
on Higher Education ‘

3624 Market Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104

(215) 662—5600

82

National Association of College
Admissions Counselors

9933 Lawler Avenue, Suite 500

Skokie, Illincis 60077

(312) 676—0500

National Association of College
and University Attorneys

One Dupont Circle,

N.W. Suite 650

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 296—0207

National Association of College and
University Business Officers

One Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 510
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 296—2346

National Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities

1717 Massachusetts Avenue,
N.W., Suite 503
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 387—T7623

National Association for Public
Continuing and Adult Education

NEA Building

1201 16th Street,

N.W., Suite 429

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 833—5486

National Association of Schools of Art,
Commission on Accreditation and
Membership

11250 Roger Bacon Drive,

Reston, Virginia 22090

(703) (437—0700

National Association of Schools
of Music

11250 Roger Bacon Drive,
Reston, Virginia 22090
(703) 437—0700

National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 710
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Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 293—7120

National Catholic Educational
Association, Association of Catholic
Colleges and Universities

One Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 770
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 293—5954

National Council for Accreditation
of Teacher Education

1750 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006

(202) 393—2220

National Education Association,
Division of Affiliate Services

1201 16th Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 833—4000

National University Extension
Assoctation

One Dupont Circle,

N.W., Suite 360

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 659—3130

New England Association of Schools
and Colleges, Inc., Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education

131 Middlesex Turnpike

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803

(617 272—8450

New England Association of Schools
and Colleges, Inc., Commission on
Vocational, Techincal, Career
Institutions

131 Middlesex Turnpike

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803

(617) 272—6450

New England Board of Higher
Education

40 Grove Street

Wellesley Massachusetts 02181

;617) 235—8071

New York State Board of Regents
University of the State of New York
State Education Department

Albany, New York 12224

(518) 474—5845
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