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(House No. 6355 of 1972)

Ordered, That the Legislative Research Council make a study of the
subject matter of current House document numbered 1881 as amended, a
proposed constitutional amendment relative to grants-in-aid to private higher
education institutions which was agreed to for a first time by the General
Court sitting as a joint constitutional convention in 1972. Said Council shall
report the results of its study by filing a copy of the same with the Clerk of
the House of Representatives not later than the last Wednesday of February
in the yearNineteen Hundred and Seventy-Three.

Adopted.

the House of Representatives, July 7,1972
the Senate, in concurrence, July 7,1972
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To the HonorableSenate and House of Representatives

GENTLEMEN: In accordance with House Order, No. 6355 of
1972, the Legislative Research Council submits herewith a report prepared

by the Legislative Research Bureau on the basis of House document num-
bered 1881 as amended, relative to a proposed constitutional amendment
providing grants-in-aid to private higher education institutions and students,
which was agreed to for a first time by the General Court sitting as a joint
constitutional convention in 1972.

The Legislative Research Bureau is limited by statute to “statistical
research and fact-finding.” This report therefore contains only factual
material without recommendations or legislative proposals. It does not
necessarily reflect the opinions of the undersigned members of the Council.

Respectfully submitted.

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL

SEN. ANNA P. BUCKLEY of Plymouth, Chairman
REP. JOHN F. COFFEY of West Springfield, House Chairman
SEN. JOSEPH B. WALSH of Suffolk
SEN. JOHN F. PARKER of Bristol
SEN. WILLIAM L. SALTONSTALL of Essex
REP. JAMES L. GRIMALDI of Springfield
REP. PAUL J. CAVANAUGH of Medford
REP. RUDY CHMURA of Springfield
REP. SIDNEY Q. CURTISS of Sheffield
REP. HARRISON CHADWICK of Winchester
REP. ALAN PAUL DANOVITCH of Norwood
REP. WILLIAM H. RYAN of Haverhill

£lu' (Commonwealth of HHasaadnuirtta

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Council.

MADAME CHAIRMAN AND GENTLEMEN: House Order,
No. 6355 of 1972 directed the Legislative Research Council to make a study
based on House document numbered 1881 as amended, relative to a pro-
posed consititutional amendment providing grants-in-aid to private higher
education institutions and students, which was agreed to for a first time by
the General Court sitting as a joint constitutional convention in 1972.

The Legislative Research Bureau submits herewith a report in ac-
cordance with the above directive. Its scope and content are restricted to
fact-finding data only, without recommendations or legislative proposals.

This report was the primary responsibility of Robert D. Webb
Assistant Director of the Research Bureau.

Respectfully submitted,

DANIEL M. O’SULLIVAN, Director
Legislative Research Bureau

*
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LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL
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Scope of Study
This report is concerned with state assistance to private higher educational

institutions and students enrolled at such schools. It steins from a legislative
directive to study and report on a proposed constitutional amendment, filed
by Representative Michael J. Daly of Boston, which would permit use of
state funds for such purposes. This amendment was agreed to for a first time
by the General Court sitting as a joint constitutional convention on June 7,
1972, by a vote of 250-3.

At present the kind of aid proposed in the Daly amendment is barred by
Article XLVI of the Amendments to the Constitution of Massachusetts.
The impetus for the Daly proposal arises out of the dire financial condition
that has befallen most private colleges and universities.

Three aspects of the subject proposal are examined within the report: (1)
legal and constitutional questions, (2) the spreading financial crisis in private
higher education and its impact upon educational opportunities and (3) the
consequences to the public higher education sector and the taxpayer if
private colleges and universities were to close or retrench in substantial
numbers. Because enrollments in private colleges in Massachusetts outnum-
ber public college enrollments, the situation is much graver in this Com-
monwealth than in other jurisdictions. Any mass shift of students from the
private sector to the public sector would not only disrupt the quality of all
higher education, it would also place an intolerable burden on tax sources
if such potential transfers are to be accommodated.

Constitutional Problems

Article XLVI of the Amendments to the Massachusetts Constitution,
often referred to as the “anti-aid” amendment, bars the use of public funds
for nonpublic educational institutions with only minor exceptions such as
aid for the handicapped. More explicitly, it prohibits aid to any denomina-
tional school. This article stood as an absolute barrier to recent proposals
to aid nonpublic elementary and secondary schools. Even without the Massa-

alrr tCummuuuu'alth nf iHasHarljuarlta

STATE AID TO PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTIONS AND STUDENTS

SUMMARY OF REPORT
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chusetts prohibition, most forms of public aid would have been precluded
by reason of recent decisions of the United States Supreme Court. Statutes
in Pennsylvania and Rhode Island that authorized programs of slate aid to
nonpublic elementary and secondary schools were declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court in 1971, in the landmark decision of Lemon v.
Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602.

At the same time, however, the Supreme Court upheld the constitution-
ality of a federal statute that permitted public funds to be used to finance

construction of undergraduate academic facilities at private colleges and
universities (Tilton v. Richardson 403 U.S. 672 1971). When some
of these funds were awarded to sectarian colleges, the law was challenged
on the grounds that it violated the establishment clause of the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution, i.e. it was alleged that such
funds were an instrument in promoting the interests of a particular religion.
Suit was filed in the United States District Court for Connecticut by a group
of taxpayers challenging Title I of the Higher Educational Facilities Act.
Under provisions of that law, four private colleges and universities in Con-
necticut which were controlled or operated by Roman Catholic religious
orders had received nearly two million dollars of Title I funds. The monies
were used to construct two library buildings, a music-drama-arts center, a
physical science building and a modern language laboratory. The District
Court upheld the act on the ground that it had a secular purpose and did
not constitute aid to religion in violation of the First Amendment.

In affirming the lower court, the United States Supreme Court dealt with
two basic question: (1) whether granting funds to church-related colleges
constituted impermissible aid to religion, and (2) whether the resulting
administrative relationships between public officials and those schools leads
to excessive entanglement with religion. (It was the “excessive entanglement”
test that finally spelled doom to state aid programs for nonpublic elementary
and secondary schools). The critical issue before the court then was not
whether a religious institution benefitfed from a public aid program but
whether that program generated the required primary secular effect without

* fostering an inordinate degree of administrative entanglement.
“

Below the surface of the legal issues, there also bubbled a vital public
policy question: whether there is a legitimate legislative interest in preserv-
ing the educational diversity offered by private and church-related colleges
against the potentially monolithic domination of public higher education.

An extensive analysis of the Court’s reasoning in both the Tilton and
Lemon cases appears in the body of this report. It suffices to state here only
the primary lessons of the two decisions. Direct forms of state aid to sec-
tarian educational institutions are constitutionally permissible provided that
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three conditions are satisfied: (1) the primary mission of the school is
secular education rather than religious training, (2) the aid given possesses
inherent religious neutrality easily ascertained and controlled, and (3) the
aid does not require complex regulation and auditing procedures on a per-
petual basis. The form of the aid remains the most critical element because
it determines the level of entanglement which will be required to administer
such aid. A public subsidy to a building contract requires less policing than
(he sharing of private elementary school teachers’ salaries. While the Courtly
in the Lemon decision substantially foreclosed aid to lower levels of non”
public education, in Tilton, if recognized a continuing desirability and
need for nonpublic education and thus has expanded even more the scope
of permissible aid to include buildings and, mure importantly, to sanction
federal aid to sectarian educational institutions for the first time. Thus, inso-
far as Massachusetts is concerned, it would appear that if the impediment in
Article XLVI is removed, there would no longer be a barrier on the state
or federal level to the type of aid challenged in Tilton.

The Deteriorating Financial Situation
Recent studies of financial data relative to private colleges and universi-

ties give convincing evidence that private higher education is in financial
distress. From 1967 to the present, a number of studies in such varied juris-
dictions as Missouri, Texas, New York, Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts and
Washington have made it alarmingly clear that private colleges in those
respective states are in poor financial health ranging from conditions grave
to conditions critical. Several colleges have closed their doors and even
the most prestigious universities in the nation are reporting operating deficits.
Reports by respected national commissions and other groups corroborate
these findings and further warn that unless new revenue sources are found
for the private sector of higher education it may well collapse with conse-
quences that will be far more costly to the state than the most ambitious
aid program previously proposed.

In October, 1972, Governor Sargent acknowledged the gravity of the situ-
ation in Massachusetts where two-thirds of the college population are en-
rolled in the private sector. Calling for an "all out program of cooperation
between public and private institutions,” the Governor warned that it would
be a disaster if needless expansion in the public sector destroyed our private
institutions. Dr. Clark Kerr, a national figure in higher education, has stated
that the crisis in the private sector is almost universal and that the nation
now faces (he most severe depression in the history of higher education since
Harvard was founded in 1636. William Jellema, an official of the Associa-
tion of American Colleges, claims that nearly half of our private colleges
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and universities could be on the verge of bankruptcy before the end of this
decade if the public is not made to realize and respond to their fiscal plight.

The decline of private higher education’s financial stability has been long
building but in the past five years the pace has quickened and the downhill
roll has been mercilessly swift. Colleges have been caught in a vise of
rising inflation and economic stagnation. Construction and maintenance
costs doubled in a five year period; faculty salaries which have been in-

creased at a rate of 5% to 7% annually have not kept pace with the cost-
increase. Stock market slumps have adversely affected college and

university investment portfolios and have contributed to dwindling founda-
tion grants. The federal government has cut back on institutional and student
aid and threatens to erase a substantial part of university research programs
that will cause havoc among the larger schools which are so dependent on
public-sponsored research. Some 200 private colleges were expected to
have exhausted their liquid assets at the end of 1972.

In the face of this economic squeeze, private colleges must face the com-
petition of the public sector. Herein lies a crucial problem. The public sector
draws its support from fax revenues. Although costs arc rising for both
public and private colleges at much the same rate, the state government can
absorb the mounting deficits of public colleges and maintain low tuition
levels. Private colleges cannot do the same. They must raise tuition charges
to meet rising costs and in the process they find that they are pricing them-
selves out of the market. One university president claims that in most
instances tuition charges at private schools pay only about half the cost of
educating the student. Considering that tuition at a public college in Massa-
chusetts may range from $250 to $3OO annually, compared with tuitions of
$2,000 to $3,000 at private colleges, if is quite apparent why public higher
education in this state alone has soared from a 1960 enrollment of 17,000
to about 90,000 today. With private college tuitions climbing every year, the
prophecy that only the rich and the subsidized poor will be able to attend a
private college may very soon be a reality.

The Case For Aiding Private Higher Education

Higher education in America has been built on diverse foundations which
have been major factors in its success. The mark of the private sector
has been its diversify. Private institutions possess unique characteristics.

m Proponents of aid to private higher education cite as the two most com-
pelling reasons for such need to be (I) preserving diversify in higher educa-
tion and (2) the financial cost of filling any void with public facilities.

Diversity in Higher Education
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distinctive philosophies, specialized programs and an appeal to particular
segments of society. They contribute a How of graduates into the mainstream
of society who bring with them the varied traditions, philosophies and
scholarship of each school. If is this mix of culture that would be lost to
society if private education cannot survive its present crisis. While each
private school has its own mission, its own integrity and its own identifying
qualifies, public higher education is more uniform, more monolithic and
less able to commit itself to clearly defined goals. The very nature of a public
institution, supported by a pluralistic society with public revenues, makes
it difficult for if to Itfc anything more than all things to all men. In contrast,
a private institution by its very nature, must stand for something distinctive,
it must be certain, clearly defined things to all men. In other words, if must
be free to espouse its own institutional values and commitments.

But more than a separate concept of values, or irreplaceable traditions,
or a history of contributions to society, the private sector above all repre-
sents an alternative, a choice between independent views on education
and education prescribed by the state. Thus, if is argued, if any degree of
vitalizing diversity is to be preserved in our society, it must begin with the
educational system. As expressed by the Carnegie Commission on Higher
Education, “There is a continued need for a strong private sector in Ameri-
can higher education. The presence of the private sector extends diversify,
provides a valuable dimension for developing quality, aids in protecting
autonomy for all higher education, and fosters the type of institution which
gives individual treatment to individual students.”

Cost of Absorbing Private Higher Education
The demise or collapse of private colleges and universities would place

an intolerable burden on the state system. Hard pressed state budgets would
have to either absorb or supplant these schools previously funded by private
sources. In a number of cases physical facilities could be taken over but in
other instances they may prove inadequate. Maintenance costs would soar,
faculties would have to be expanded in some schools. Merely to accommo-
date a flow of students into the public sector would mean either sacrificing
the quality of existing public higher education or seeking new revenues from
the Legislature. In other jurisdictions where the state has taken over private
institutions the ultimate cost of a takeover far exceeds what if would have
cost the state to support the private institution through an aid program. For
example, the University of Buffalo transformed from a private institution
to a state university is costing New York taxpayers several times the amount
an operating state subsidy would have cost the same taxpayers. Moreover,
retaining the independent character of a college by way of an aid program
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enables the college to continue to attract private gifts and foundation grants
which help state aid funds to have a multiplier effect.

Revenue Sources and Tuitions
Traditional sources of income for colleges and universities are (1) tuition

and other student fees, (2) government support, (3) gifts and bequests, and
(4) income on invested funds.

Public institutions depend primarily on government funds for their opera-
tion. Private schools have received increased federal support in the last 15
years but much of it is concentrated in the major universities, largely for
research. If these grants are excluded, federal support to private institutions
dwindles to from one to five percent of their income. State support over the
same period is under two percent of total income.

Tuition and other fees are the main support of private institutions.
Clearly, many private colleges are not able to increase tuition as rapidly as
they believe necessary to meet rising expenses. Prestigious colleges and
universities, where applications far outnumber available acceptance slots,
can increase tuition without worrisome concern but for many small colleges,
even a modest tuition increase will precipitate enrollment decline. On a
national scale the public to private tuition level ratio is more than 1 to 4
but in Massachusetts this can run higher than 1 to 10 in some cases. Ratios,
however, do not always reflect the actual dollar gap. If public tuition is $2OO
and private tuition is $2,000, the public college is more than likely to be
selected. On the other hand, if public college tuition rates arc raised appreci-
ably to compensate for the gap between the public and private sectors, it is
argued that countless thousands of students from modest income families
will be deprived of higher educational opportunities.

One proposed solution is for the state to make basic tuition grants to all
students, permitting the student to select the college of his choice. Differ-
entials between actual tuition charges and the basic grant could be dealt with
by way of supplementary grants for students who demonstrate a need for
such additional funds. In this manner public tuition rales could be raised

serious impact on economically disadvantaged students.

The Case Against Aid to Private Higher education
For (he most part, arguments of opponents of aid to private colleges and

universities are an extension of arguments employed by opponents of aid to
nonpublic elementary and secondary schools.

Opponents contend that such aid, particularly in the case of funding of
denominationally controlled colleges, violates the First Amendment to the
U.S. Constitution. However, it has already been indicated that the Supreme
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Court of the United States has upheld the constitutionality of legislation
that provides public monies for private, including, sectarian, colleges. A
second contention is that use of public funds to support private colleges
would divert money urgently needed to improve and expand public higher
education facilities, maintain quality programs and foster better faculty
student ratios. Thirdly, opponents argue that the public should not be asked
to bail out poorly managed private schools. The validity of this argument is>£
difficult to ascertain inasmuch as both public and private educational
are rising simultaneously but public costs can be absorbed by state appro-
priations without the need to increase tuition charges. Fourthly, the oppon-
ents charge that while public higher education serves the masses, private
colleges and universities have historically catered to select clienteles. Public
aid would only perpetuate this discriminatory policy.

Private Higher Education in Massachusetts
There are some 88 private institutions of higher learning in Massachu-

setts. Of these, 12 are universities, 31 are four-year colleges, 11 are four-year
specialized institutions, 21 are two-year institutions, nine are primarily for
religious training and four are for post-baccalaureate study only. These
schools enroll 189,000 degree and nondegree students.

In the current fiscal year some $8 million in scholarship assistance to
Massachusetts residents enrolled in higher education was provided by state
funding. About $6.2 million of this total went to students enrolled in the
private sector ($1 million of which went to students enrolled at private
colleges outside the Commonwealth) with public college students absorbing
the balance.

But at best, scholarship aid, in the overall picture, is a meagre and indirect
form of aid to the sorely pressed private sector. In 1970, a select committee
appointed by the Governor made a report on financial problems of Massa-
chusetts higher education focusing on the private sector. It found that private
colleges and universities will incur increasing deficits in the next few years
unless new and substantial sources of revenue become available. It stated,
that “continuing financial deficits may even call info question the
existence of a number of private institutions.” Citing specific figures the "

committee predicted that private higher education in Massachusetts will face
deficits on the order of $5O million by 1975-76 and perhaps two to three
times that amount by 1980-81. In its view, this trend forecasts a progressive
deterioration of the private sector’s ability to continue its current level of
contribution to higher education in the state.

With existing external source of funds drying up, many private institutions
must resort to drastic internal measures. For example, enrollment growth
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may be curtailed, student aid expenditures limited, a high rate of tuition
growth continued and educational resources available to each student
sharply reduced. In the words of the select committee, such steps “forced
upon the private institutions by their financial plight would be directly
counter to the Commonwealth’s goal of expanding educational opportunities
for all its residents.” If adopted, such actions would shift to the public sector
a heavy moral and financial burden over a period when the slate is likely to

increasing shortages of educational spaces, mounting to 85,000 by
1980. The committee, therefore, recommended that the state provide direct
financial support to its private institutions in the form of grants based on
the number of degrees awarded to Massachusetts residents. If recommended
that the funding level for the direct grant program be set as a percentage
(about 15%) of the cost to the state of producing a degree in a comparable
Massachusetts public institution. Funding at this level would provide about
$25 million in 1975-76, much less than the $5O million deficit projected
for private higher education for that year.

Aware of the constitutional barrier to such aid, the committee recom-
mended that the Constitution be amended to permit direct state aid to all
private institutions of higher education exclusive of those engaged in edu-
cation primarily for religious vocations.

The text of this report includes an extensive digest of the more important
statistical findings of the select committee in support of its views and recom-
mendations.

Views of the Governor and the Secretary of Education
On October 14, 1972, Governor Francis W. Sargent made a major

address on higher education in this Commonwealth. Among reforms he
proposed is an “All out program of cooperation between public and
private institutions'’. (emphasis added). With reference to the need for
cooperation, the Governor warned, “Two-thirds of the students in Massa-
chusetts study in private colleges and universities. It would be a disaster

Jf needless expansion in the public sector destroyed the private insti-
llations.” (emphasis added). “For years,” continued the Governor, “we have

paid lip service to the need for cooperation .. . But little has taken place. We
have now reached the point, however, where we will have to pool our
resources and planning if both the private and public sectors are to remain
healthy.” Ways to restrain our expectations of growth, must be found, the
Governor argued.

Dr. Joseph M. Cronin, Secretary of Educational Affairs, has indicated
his support for the proposed constitutional amendment. We must, asserts
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Dr. Cronin, recognize private higher education as an asset, which today
pours one billion dollars a year into the economy of the state. In the clearest
terms, Secretary Cronin states that “the preservation of a strong dual system
of higher education is an imperative of the highest priority for education.”
Conceding that quality education and research are both difficult to achieve
and costly to maintain, Dr. Cronin, nevertheless admonishes, "The Com-
monwealth cannot afford, educationally, to have many private colleges and
universities close their doors. The variety and quality of our higher edu-
cational institutions is an asset the Commonwealth can ill afford to lose.”
Many forms of assistance to private higher education can be explored,
Cronin states, without compromising the principle of maintaining a strong
system of public higher education.

Various approaches to state aid for private higher education have been
adopted in other states. In general, programs are separated into two
categories, (1) those which provide direct aid to the institutions and (2) those
which provide aid to the student whereby he may select an institution of his
choice. In some instances, programs have been devised which offer both aid
to the student and direct aid to the college or university.

Institutional assistance includes direct grants which may rest on a formula
or on a simple legislative decision to fund certain institutions. Funding may
be general in nature or restricted to certain purposes. Also discussed briefly
within the report are formula grants, grants or loans for facilities, contract
aid, faculty salary assistance, fax exemption, purchase and lease of facilities,
quasi-public foundations, and consortia of public and private facilities to
make more efficient use of facilities.

For example, formula grants can be based on the number of degrees a
college awards. New York provides $4OO for each bachelor’s degree and
$2,400 for each doctorate. Illinois allows a grant of $lOO for each Illinois
resident enrolled as a freshman or sophomore and $2OO foe each upper-
classman. Direct facility grants have been made in Pennsylvania, Wisconsin,
Ohio and Illinois. Contract aid is illustrated by a long time contractual
arrangement between New York State and Cornell University to support
the latter’s colleges of Agriculture, Home Economics and Veterinary
Medicine.

A variety of forms of student aid are also described including scholarship
programs, loans, tuition equalization grants, voucher payments and tax
credits to families or others who make contributions to higher education.
A combination student and institutionally based program adopted in Con-
necticut is briefly outlined.

Aid Programs
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Scholarship aid is usually based upon charges and fees at the college
where the recipient is enrolled. Most scholarship programs do not equalize
differentials and many colleges have to provide supplementary student aid
to attract and hold the student. Tuition equalization grants make up the
difference between what it costs to educate a student at a public college and
actual charges at a private college. lowa’s program allows for such grants
up to a maximum of $l,OOO per year. Tax credits are allowed in Indiana,

to $5O per family, for taxpayers who make contributions to higher
education. Tuition payments are deductible items on income tax returns in
some jurisdictions.

Detailed discussion of aid programs, however, is somewhat premature at
this point. The proposed amendment must still be agreed to a second time
by the General Court. The voters have yet to express their decision at the
ballot. Only after these steps have been taken and presuming favorable
action at each step, can the Legislature take up the public policy issue of
what kind of aid should be extended and to what degree if can be funded.

In the end, the voters will make the crucial decision whether to help
preserve a dual system of higher education or let the public sector assume
the burden and responsibility that has been shared throughout the history
of the Commonwealth. With two of every three college students now de-
pendent on spaces in the private sector, the electorate will have to measure
the financial consequences of helping private colleges survive against the
alternative of expanding the public sector.

*
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Proposed Constitutional Amendment

House Order, No. 6355 of 1972, adopted by the General Court directs
the Legislative Research Council to study and report on the subject matter
of House, No. 1881 of 1972, as amended. The latter document, filed by
Representative Michael J. Daly of Boston, is a proposal for a legislative
amendment to the Constitution which was agreed to for a first time by the
General Court sitting as a joint constitutional convention on June 7, 1972. 1

The Daly proposal, as originally drafted, would have added to Article
XLVI of the Amendments to the Constitution of the Commonwealth 2 a
closing sentence that expressly permits the state to make “grants-in-aid to
secular private higher educational institutions in such manner as may be
provided by the general court.” In the course of floor debate during the joint
convention of June 7th, the proposal was amended (a) by adding language
to amend the body of Article XLVI which would bar the use of public funds
to aid nonpublic primary or secondary schools, and (b) by substituting a
new closing sentence which would permit grants-in-aid to “private higher
educational institutions or to students or parents or guardians of students
attending such institutions.” The word “secular”, qualifying “private higher
educational institutions” was thus dropped from the original draft, un-
doubtedly in view of the recent decision of the United States Supreme Court
which upheld the constitutionality of expenditure of federal funds for con-
struction of certain types of facilities for private (including sectarian)

®hr Quimmmnuralth of fHaaaarhuaptta

STATE AID TO PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTIONS AND STUDENTS

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

House, No. 1875 of 1973, also filed by Rep. Daly, contains language identical to
House. No. 1881 of 1972.

2The so-called “anti-aid” amendment because of its prohibition of use of public funds
for aid to nonpublic schools and other institutions.
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colleges and universities.i The words “students or parents or guardians of
students attending such institutions” were added, presumably to allow direct
aid to flow to qualifying students and their parents, as well as to the in-
stitutions themselves.

The proposal, as amended, was agreed to by the General Court in the
following language, with 250 affirmative votes, three negative votes and
iO abstentions:

Section 2. No grant, appropriation or use of public money or
property or loan of credit shall be made or authorized by the common-
wealth or any political subdivision thereof for the purpose of founding,
maintaining or aiding any infirmary, hospital, institution, primary or
secondary school, or charitable or religious undertaking which is not
publicly owned and under the exclusive control, order and supervision
of public officers or public agents authorized by the commonwealth or
federal authority or both, except that appropriations may be made for
the maintenance and support of the Soldiers’ Home in Massachusetts
and for free public libraries in any city or town, and to carry out legal
obligations, if any, already entered into; and no such grant, appropria-
tion or use of public money or property or loan of public credit shall be
made or authorized for the purpose of founding, maintaining or aiding
any church, religious denomination or society. Nothing herein con-
tained shall be construed to prevent the commonwealth from making
grants-in-aid to private higher educational institutions or to students
or parents or guardians of students attending such institutions. 2

Scope of Report
As indicated above, the legislative directive contained in House Order,

No. 6355 of 1972 calls for a study of the proposed amendment printed
above. Obviously the proposal opens the door to direct state aid to private
institutions of higher learning and to the students or parents or guardians
of students attending such institutions.3 The insertion of language expressly
barring aid to nonpublic elementary and secondary schools forecloses any

to include them in any future legislation providing financial aid,
if the Daly proposal is agreed to by this General Court and subsequently
ratified by the electorate. Thus, this report is limited to a discussion of public
financial aid to private colleges, universities and other similar higher edu-

I Tilton v. Richardson, 403 U.S. 672 (1971).
-Journal of the House, June 7, 1972, p. 1951
There is precedent for such aid. Before the anti-aid language was inserted in the con-
stitution, state payments were made to MIT, Williams, Lowell Technological Institute
(then a private school), Bowdoin (at the time in Massachusetts), among other schools.
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cational institutions, and to students and parents of students attending such
schools.

Three aspects of the subject matter of the proposal are covered in this
report; (1) legal and constitutional questions, some of which have been
answered by recent decisions and opinions of the Supreme Court of the
United States and the Supreme Judicial Court of the Commonwealth; (2) the
financial picture many private colleges and universities are in deep watery,
without new sources of funds, several face the prospect of closing or rc*
trenching, a consequence that will have a serious impact on the public higher
educational system, and (3) the threat of an intolerable tax burden on the
public if it is asked to absorb the cost of (a) replacing both a private
elementary and secondary school system and (b) an expanded public college
network to accommodate students who cannot afford the spiralling costs of
private colleges and universities.

This third aspect is not to be treated lightly. In a 1971 landmark decision
of the U.S. Supreme Court, Lemon v. Kurtzman, the Court for all practical
purposes has sealed off the prospect of any significant public aid, federal or
state, flowing to private elementary and secondary schools. As a result,
larger numbers of private schools, mostly Catholic parochial schools, will
close for good in the near future. Their students will have to be absorbed
into the public school system. Simple arithmetic compels the conclusion that
the taxpayer is going to be hit with another crushing burden for it is no secret
that per pupil costs in public schools are much larger than per pupil costs
in the parochial school system. Moreover, the cost of necessaiy capital outlay
which will surely follow defies prediction in this era of inflation.

There also looms the prospect that the greatly expanded public higher
education system with its attractive low tuitions will create an insolublefiscal
problem for already financially hard-pressed private higher educational
institutions in Massachusetts, which in turn will eventually affect the tax-
payer. A private college in Massachusetts cannot compete with the modest
tuition structure offered by state colleges. Low tuitions were established for a
noble purpose, namely, to provide students from low-income families the.
opportunity of obtaining a college education. However, it is now obvious that
private higher education is also beyond the financial reach of many middle'
income families who have more than one or two children to educate. Con-
sequently, they are in fast growing numbers sending their sons and daughters
to public colleges and universities. Still another factor is the U.S. Supreme
Court rulings on residency laws. Out-of-state students are testing state resi-
dency laws in order to ascertain their eligibility to receive the benefits of
resident tuition. All of these facts combine to draw increasing numbers of
students to the public college but who, absent economic restrictions, would
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prefer to attend one of the many reputable private colleges in the Common-
wealth. Such a combination of forces has had an increasing impact on the
financial stability of private higher education. To survive, argue proponents
of aid to private higher education, some form of assistance must be provided
and provided quickly. l The cost of such aid provided by the state, they
contend, will be far less than the cost of absorbing large numbers of students
into the public colleges who would otherwise enroll in private colleges. And,
Ais added, unlike the lower school problem which appears insoluble, the
Jupreme Court has left the door ajar for such aid.

These are the thorny questions and issues that will be explored in this
report. They are not unique to Massachusetts but there are some differences
that affect the severity of the problem locally. One is the long history and
tradition of private higher education in Massachusetts. It is, comparatively
speaking, only recently that the State has become a major competitor in the
field of higher education in this Commonwealth. Thus, as private higher
education in Massachusetts more and more feels the financial pinch, expan-
sion plans are shelved or sharply pared and the burden of providing those
lost spaces shifts to the public system. Yet the latter system is already under
increasing attack on the one hand by fiscal critics for alleged lavish spending
and on the other hand by private education for alleged duplication of ser-
vices, all at the expense of the suffering taxpayer. A second feature of our
public higher education system that differs from most of the state systems
is the low tuition. Major public colleges and universities in some other states
fix tuition at levels that are higher than in Massachusetts; furthermore they
are, in many states, the dominant partner in the higher education scene, thus
the taxpayers do not face the prospect of financial chaos if many private
colleges were to close. The shift of students to public colleges in those
jurisdictions would not be as dramatic or shattering as would the case be here
in Massachusetts should such tremor occur.

Related Current Stiuh

In the fall of 1972 work commenced on a nine-month study of high level
policy in Massachusetts Higher Education both public and private, un-

dertaken by the Academy for Educational Development- (AED) for the
Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education. 7'he study, under the direc-
tion of Sidney G. Tickton, Executive Vice President of AED, is designed to
(1) appraise the status and adequacy of higher education policy in the

1The private sector in Massachusetts has already experienced its first casualty with tf
closing of Cardinal Cushing College,

A nonprofit planning organization located at 1424 - I 6th St,. N.W.. Washington, l).(
20036.
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Commonwealth, (2) find out how well educational needs are being met, (3)
arrive at some judgments on the magnitude and range of needs in relation to
financial resources during the next ten years, (4) appraise the status and
adequacy of planning policy and mechanisms, and (5) recommend overall
statewide policy guidelines which will permit the needs to be provided for
most effectively and at a reasonable cost.

Among specific policy matters which will be examined by the AED are
(a) the state’s needs in higher education, (b) the function and importance
of higher education in the state’s social and economic climate, (c) including
private colleges and universities in higher education policymaking bodies,
(d) the relationship between public and private higher education in the state,
including state policy on state aid to private higher education and what new
policies are required, (e) more effective planning including the feasibility
of melding private and public views and policies, (f) cost projections and
the ability of the state to support additional costs on higher education, (g)
distribution of the cost load share among government, the student and pri-
vate donors, and (h) coordinating fiscal policies of all higher educational
operations.

The report will contain specific recommendations, its objective being to
develop a sound basis for the future expansion of higher education in Massa-
chusetts. Such recommendations will be addressed to the means whereby
the Commonwealth should resolve the key issues on policy and finance and
the best arrangements for insuring future policy coordination for public and
private higher education.

Article XLVI of the Amendments to the Constitution of Massachusetts,
adopted November 6, 1917 in place of Article XVIII of the Amendments,
is often referred to as the ''Anti-Aid" Amendment. While Section 1 of Article
XLVI guarantees the free exercise of religion. Section 2 prohibits the grant,
appropriation, or use of public money or property or loan of public credit
for the purpose of “founding, maintaining or aiding any school or
of learning... wherein any denominational doctrine is inculcated ..."

3, however, permits payments of public monies to privately controlled
hospitals, infirmaries, or institutions for the deaf, dumb or blind for reason-
able costs of care and support rendered by such institutions to needy persons.

It is Section 2 which is relevant to the subject matter of this report. As
presently worded, and interpreted by the Supreme Judicial Court, it stands
as tin absolute barrier to state grants-in-aid to private educational institu-

CHAPTER 11. EXISTING CONSTITUTIONAL PROBLEMS

The Massachusetts Constitution
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tions. In a 1970 advisory opinion, the Court stated that “The controlling
words are; No grant, appropriation or use of public money or property or
loan of public credit shall be made or authorized by the commonwealth or
any political division thereof for . . . aiding any school . . . whether under
public control or otherwise, wherein any denominational doctrine is in-
culcated, or any other school . . . which is not publicly owned and under
the exclusive control ... of public officers . . . authorized by the common-

wealth or federal authority or both.” 1

The Court described this part of Article XLVI as “unequivocal language”
and that “There can be no doubt that the explicit language was intentional.”
It cited specific references in the published Debates in the Massachusetts
Constitutional Convention of 1917-1918 and other records of that Conven-
tion in support of such intent and noted that attempts to relax the rigorous
effect of the language were rejected in the Convention. “The language
unquestionably was designed to preclude entirely aid to all nonpublic in-
stitutions from appropriated public funds with minor exceptions not here
relevant.”- Further the Court stated, “The applicable court opinions and
executive interpretations relating to Art. 46 have consistently treated it as
forbidding aid from appropriated funds to any nonpublic institution not
within the very limited exceptions found in Art. 46, ss, 2 and 3.”:! At the
same time the Court recognized that those who opposed the measure in the
Convention and when it was submitted to the people for adoption challenged
its wisdom. However, the Debates “reveal no doubt as to the meaning and
effect of the language. It is still applicable despite changed conditions and
probably somewhat different public attitudes” 4 (emphasis added). Finally,
the Court asserted, “It constitutes a binding constitutional restraint upon the
General Court and upon us until and unless it is changed by some method
permitted by the Constitution of the Commonwealth ’’ r > (emphasis added).

The language quoted above was in response to a request of the General
Court for an advisory opinion on the constitutionality of a proposal to pro-
vide state purchase of secular educational services from nonpublic schools. <;

The intent of the bill was to alleviate the financial crisis experienced pre-
»dominant!y by Catholic parochial elementary and secondary schools. The

•Court answered that the bill would violate Article XLVI.
Although the opinion was adverse to proponents of aid to Catholic ele-

l Opinion of the Justices, 357 Mass. 836 (1970); Senate, No. 1415 of 1970
-/bid.
■'lbid.
'lbid.
■'lbid
'■Senate, No. 1278 of 1970,
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mentary and secondary schools, the Court appears to recognize a change in
public opinion regarding the wisdom of such an absolute proscription. (See
italicized quotes above.) Without public assistance Catholic schools are
closing at an alarming rate; most of the pupils who attended those schools
have been enrolled in public schools, shifting the cost of education to the
strained treasuries of affected cities and towns. But, as the Court explained,
a change in the language of Article XLVI must be effected before the Legis-
lature can act constitutionally to bring relief of the nature sought to “anjjp
school . . . which is not publicly owned and under the exclusive control. . ,

of public officers. . . .” Until and unless that change is made, both the Legis-
lature and the Court are bound by that restraint. (See italics above.)

The First Amendment to the Federal Constitution
Actually, any proposal to amend the Massachusetts Constitution to permit

effective financial aid to flow directly to private elementary and secondary
schools would be a futile gesture even if ratified by the voters. Such aid
would certainly be challenged in the courts and in view of the recent rulings
of the U.S. Supreme Court, it would likely meet the same fate as the Penn-
sylvania and Rhode Island private school aid statutes that were held violative
of the establishment clause of the First Amendment to the Federal Constitu-
tion. The basis of the Court’s ruling was that the aid led to excessive entangle-
ment of government and religion. Although President Nixon has made
repeated public statements in support of aid to parochial schools he omits to
mention that Chief Justice Burger’s opinion in the 1971 Lemon decision
makes it impossible for Congress or any state legislature to comply with the
President’s public utterances on the subject. l Only an amendment to the
Federal Constitution would bring any relief, a most unlikely development.

However the Daly proposal (House, No. 1881 of 1972) does not author-
ize aid to nonpublic elementary or secondary schools. Representative Daly,
in fact, aware of the Court’s restrictive ruling, offered an amendment to his
original proposal to amend Article XLVI which specifically adds nonpublic
elementary and secondary schools to those enumerated institutions that are'
prohibited from receiving state financial aid. 2 That addition was accepted by
the General Court sitting in convention, so it is crystal clear that the only
educational institutions which could benefit by ratification of the Daly pro-
posal would be private institutions of higher learning.

ILemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971); DiCenso v. Robinson, 316 F. Snpp. II
(1970), aff’d in Lemon

2Journal of the House, June 7, 1972, p. 1950,
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The Limits on Government Assistance to Sectarian Schools
With respect to the limits on government assistance to sectarian schools,

the most important sources of constitutional law are the cases decided by the
United States Supreme Court on June 28, 1971-: Lemon v. Kurtzman l and
Tilton v. Richardson.'- A third case, DiCenso v. Robinson was also affirmed
by the Court in the Lemon decision.These cases will be analyzed below. To
set the stage for a better understanding of what the Court decided and what it

Aid not decide, a brief review of some earlier related decisions seems in
order.

The chief issues considered by the Supreme Court in all of the cases to be
discussed here revolve around the First Amendment to the Constitution of
the United States. Frequent reference will be made to the “establishment
clause” and lesser reference to the “free exercise clause.” This terminology
arises out of the language of the First Amendment:

“Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof. . .

.”

No one seems to know with certainty what the draftsman of this language
had in mind. The language is part of the Bill of Rights added by the First
Congress, no official records of the Constitutional Convention or of the First
Congress reveal any precise intent and it has been left to the Supreme Court
to say with finality what the language means. The Court has, in fact, had a lot-
to say about it and critics of the Court take delight in pointing out that most
of what it has said is a tangled web of confusion. A reading of Chief Justice
Burger’s opinions in Lemon and Tilton tempts one to conclude that the
Court has managed to spin itself into a web of excessively entangled
rationalizations.

Earlier Decisions

The first case to raise directly the establishment clause question with
respect to government aid for church supported institutions was Bradfield v.
Roberts. 4 This case arose out of a Congressional appropriation of funds to a
hospital for the cost of care of indigent patients. The constitutional issue

.developed because the hospital, in Washington, D.C., was owned and
•operated by a Catholic order of nuns. The Court held that the appropriation

did not contravene the establishment clause because the purpose for which
the hospital existed was a wholly secular one. It was simply a case of a secular

03 U.S, 602 (1971), reversing 310F. Supp. 35 (E.D. Pa. 1969)
; 403 U.S, 672 (1971), affirming Tillon v. /'inch, 312 F. Supp. 1191 (D. Conti. 1970).
’403 U.S. 602 (1971 ), supra, note 2, affirming DiCenso r. Robinson, 316 F. Supp. I 12
(D. R. I 1970).

•175 U.S. 291 (1899)
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corporation managed by persons who practiced Catholicism but who mini-
stered to all and not merely to Catholic patients. The significance of Bradfield
is that it sustained for the first time direct public aid to a sectarian institution
and also that it distinguished secular purposes as separable from religiously
oriented activities. Its logic seems to have influenced the Tilton decision and
it is specifically cited therein. l

Several cases involving church-state relationships and aid to private
schools were handed down over the next 70 years. Among those bearing oijfk
the subject matter here are Zorach v. Clauson- wherein the Court acknowl-
edged openly for the first time that constitutional separation of church and
state was a matter of degree and not absolute: “The First Amendment... does
not say that in every and all respects there shall be a separation of Church
and State.” 3 In McGowan v. Maryland,

4 one of the Sunday closing cases, the
Court held that so long as there existed a valid secular goal, the incidental
benefit to some religious activities, or in some instances a detriment, did not
prevent the state from enacting such laws. Thus, more clearly endorsed were
the concepts of “secular purpose” and “incidental benefits” as applied to a
state’s posture toward religious activities.

These and other related church-state cases led the Court to the inevitable
need of a clearer statement of what constitutes a basic standard of “estab-
lishment clause” prohibitions. Thus, in A bington School District v. Schempp,s
which held it unconstitutional to require public school daily activity to begin
with a reading from the Bible, the legal significance was the Court’s consoli-
dation of its criteria for assessing statutes which bear upon the establishment
clause. Mr. Justice Clark, for the majority, declared that for legislation to be
within the concept of neutrality, the decisive test is whether either the purpose
or the primary effect of the legislation is the advancement or inhibition of
religion:

The test may be stated as follows: what are the purpose and the
primary effect of the enactment? If either is the advancement or in-
hibition of religion then the enactment exceeds the scope of legislative
power as circumscribed by the Constitution. That is to say that to with-
stand the strictures of the Establishment Clause there must be a seculars
legislative purpose and a primary effect that neither advances nor
hibits religion.<>

‘403 U.S. 672, 679 (1971
-343 U.S. 306 ( 1952).

•Zorach, p.
4 366 U.S. 402 (1961)
r, 374 U.S, 203 (1963)
(ISchempp, p
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Thus, in Schempp, the Court tried to provide the exact guidelines by which
legislators could draft future statutes dealing with education and religion.

Three other cases bear mention. In Flast v. Cohen, 1 the Court ruled that
taxpayers could challenge expenditures made by the Federal Government
under federal aid to education legislation. That decision paved the way for
prompt and direct frontal assaults against any current or future parochial
school aid legislation. Shortly after Flast, the Court decided Board of Edu-

cation v. Allen2 in which it upheld a New York statute allowing the loan of
secular textbooks, without charge to parochial school students. Allen was the
first time that the Schempp test was applied to a situation of this type and the
Court concluded that the New York law was adequate in meeting the test of
secular purpose and primary effect.3 The Court also relied on the so-called
“child benefit” theory as a further justification for its findings of constitu-
tionality in Allen and again described the benefits to the school itself as
incidental.-* The practical effect of Allen was the creation of an optimistic
atmosphere for proponents of parochial school aid; many states began en-
acting statutes authorizing various forms of aid to parochial schools.

The third case of importance as a prelude to Tilton is Walz v. New York
City Tax Commission , s In sustaining the constitutionality of tax exemptions
for religious properties, Walz introduced a new criterion to add to the
Schempp test. The new standard would spell doom for direct aid to parochial
schools. In determining the legislative purpose of tax exemption of religious
properties, the Court explicitly stated, “We must also be sure that the end
result the effect is not an excessive government entanglement with
religion.” 6 In dictum, the Court indicated that a direct money subsidy to a
religious institution would be “a relationship pregnant with involvement.”"

A New Judicial Test

The “wall of separation of church and state,” as any lawyer familiar with
the Court’s decisions involving government and religion knows, has always
been a fiction. Strict separation of church and state is not only a constitutional
myth, a realistic appraisal of the obligations of modern government and

#
society leads to the conclusion that absolute separation is a practical impos-
sibility, Despite occasional references to complete separation in dicta, many

*392 U.S. 83 (1968).
-392 U.S. 236 (1968)

'■'Allen, p. 243
'Allen, pp. 243-244.
r >397 U.S. 664 (1970)

"Walz. p. 674
tWalz, p. 675.
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of the Court’s decisions are just to the contrary. However, the Court has
found that the barrier between permissible and impermissible governmental
assistance to religion is difficult to locate l and more difficult to characterize. 2

For certain, it had, in a long time of decisions, rejected the strict no-aid
position urged by vociferous opponents of government aid to religion, in-
cluding a minority of the Court itself. Bus transportation, textbooks and tax
exemptions all give aid in the sense that religious bodies would otherwise be
forced to find other sources from which to finance those services, yet all ofj£
these forms of governmental assistance have been upheld. One commen-
tator has noted the illogical absurdity of the strict no-aid position when
carried to its ultimate application:

“One bound so slavishly to the logic of the no-aidposition should deny
parochial school students the opportunity to use public libraries in pre-
paring school assignments. Indeed, he is required to ask whether
children attending churches preaching personal study of the Bible
should be barred from the public schools so as not to relieve those
churches of the heavy financial burden of teaching their members to
read.” 3

Yet, while rejecting the strict no-aid theory, the Court had obviously felt
that its previous standard laid down in Schempp (the legislative purpose/
primary effect test) was in need of clarification. Thus, an effort to articulate
new standards for determining whether legislation violates the establishment
clause was begun in Walz, noted above.4 The Court, as indicated, broadened
its examination of a law’s underlying purpose and significant effects to in-
clude a detailed inquiry into the degree of entanglement produced between
government and religious institutions.'1

With the Lemon and Tilton decisions, the Court elaborated on the en-
tanglement standard, and in a doctrinal departure, narrowed the scope of the
Schempp “effect” test by treating entanglement as a distinct third test. As
pointed out by one observer. “While the Court’s new criteria fail to furnish
precise guidelines,' l they will result in a devastating limitation on public aid
to parochial education.”7

'Lemon , p. 61
Lemon, p. 61
'Giannella. "Religious Liberty. Nonestablishment. and Doctrinal Development: Part
11. The Nonestablishment Principle.” 81 Harvard Law Review 513, 567-68 ( 1968
Waltz. New York Citv Tax Commission. 397 U.S. 664 ( 1970)

Walz. p. 674
we can only dimly perceive the lines of’“Candor compels acknowledgement . . . lha

demarcation in this extraordinarily sensitf
at 612.

e area of constitutional law." Lem

d Law Review. 167. 168 (1971)The Supreme Court, 1970 Term,” 85 Ha
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The Lemon and Tilton decisions, taken together appear to be paradoxical;
Lemon restricts the posture of government toward religiously affiliated
schools, while Tilton expands the scope of permissible aid. Yet the Tilton
decision is built upon the rationale of the Lemon case so it is necessary to
examine them in tandem.

4 The Backdrop to the Decisions

Federal Construction Grants (Tilton v. Richardson)
Tilton began in the U.S. District Court (Connecticut) in September 1968

when 15 taxpayers challenged the constitutionality of Title I of the Higher
Education Facilities Act. That law authorized the use of federal funds to
public and private colleges to finance the construction of undergraduate
academic facilities. It was argued that to the extent that Title 1 funds were
awarded to sectarian colleges and universities, the law violated the establish-
ment clause. Plaintiffs defined sectarian schools as educational institutions at
the college or university level organized for and engaged in the propagation
and promotion of the doctrines, teachings and practices of a particular
religion.

Four private schools were named as defendants: Fairfield University,
Sacred Heart University, Albertus Magnus College, and Annhurst College.
They had received Title I funds totaling nearly $2 million. Complainants
alleged that each school was an institution of higher learning organized, con-
ducted and controlled by the Roman Catholic Church or a religious society
of that church for the purpose of promoting the Roman Catholic faith. It was
also alleged that the federal grants for construction of two library buildings,
a music-drama-arts center, a physical science building and a modern lan-
guage laboratory, were not authorized to the schools named, or alternatively,
if they were authorized, the Act violated the establishment and free exercise
clauses of the First Amendment. The Tilton case was only the second time
in American history that a court was required to rule on the merits of an

clause challenge to an Act of Congress. l The three judge
district court found that the challenged grants were authorized and further,
it upheld the constitutionality of the Act on the ground that it had a secular
purpose and did not constitute aid to religion in violation of the First
Amendment.-

Yhe first was Bradfielct r. Roberts 175 U.5.*291 (1899). (See p. 25 supra.)

Tihou v. Finch. 312 F. Supp. 1191 (D. Conn. 1970). One provision of the Act (20
U.S.C. s.s. 711 et seq.-Supp. 1969) was struck down since it implied the right to
convert a facility to sectarian purposes.
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State Purchase of Secular Educational Service from NonPublic Schools
(Lemon v. Kurtzman)

Lemon, decided at the same time as Tilton, was begun in a federal district
court in Pennsylvania. A state law authorized reimbursement to nonpublic
schools for the actual cost of teachers’ salaries, textbooks, and instructional
materials for courses in mathematics, modern foreign languages, physical
science and physical education. l The courses had to be devoid of
content; books and materials had to have state approval; teachers had to bt^:
certified by the state within a prescribed period; students had to perform
satisfactorily on standard state examinations; and applicant schools had to
maintain separate accounts for state audit.

Suit was instituted against state administrative officials and a number of
schools affiliated with several religious denominations. The statute was at-
tacked on two grounds: (1) use of state funds for sectarian schools con-
travened the establishment clause, and (2) the schools’ admission policies
contributed to the problem of de facto segregation and thus violated the equal
protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The case did not go to
trial; the three-judge district court granted defendants’ motion to dismiss the
complaint. In short, the Court, in a 2-1 decision, upheld the constitutionality
of the statute on its face, finding that it contained a public purpose and that
its administrative regulations were a safeguard against breaching the estab-
lishment prohibition.- The split decision was appealed to the Supreme Court.

State Salary Supplements to Teachers of Secular Subjects in NonPublic
Schools (DiCenso v. Robinson)

This case was consolidated with Lemon and decided on the same day. A
Rhode Island Salary Supplement Act of 19693 undertook to assist nonpublic
schools to provide salary scales which would enable them to retain and ob-
tain qualified teaching personnel. Tjie Act authorized supplemental payments
directly to teachers in grades one through eight of up to 15% of their annual
salaries so as to bring them in line with public school teachers. Teachers had
to be certified by the state, could teach only subjects offered in public schools.
and had to use public school materials. They could not teach any course
religion while receiving the supplement. Per pupil expenditures could not
exceed those in public schools.

A taxpayers’ suit against state administrative officials alleged violation of
the First Amendment. A three-judge court was impaneled and after a trial on

»

!Pa. Stat. Ann. Title 24, ss. 5601-09 (Supp. 19i
2 310F. Supp. 35 (H.D. Pa. 1969), reversed 40i

Gen. Laws Ann. ss. 16-51-1 to 9 (Supp. 1
U.S. 602 (1971).
70).
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the issues, it ruled unanimously that the Rhode Island statute was unconsti-
tutional as it involved the state and religious schools in “reciprocal embroil-
ments.” 1 The court was strongly influenced by the recently decided case,
Walz v. Tax Commission.2

Application of the “Excessive Entanglement Test
In deciding the three cases, Tilton, Lemon and DiCenso, six opinions were

Written. 3 The essence of the Court’s decisions and rationale are summarized
as follows

1. In Tilton, the Court upheld federal grants for construction of higher
education facilities. In Lemon, it declared both the Pennsylvania and Rhode
Island statutes unconstitutional.

2. The Court’s reasoning in both decisions was strongly influenced by the
“excessive entanglements” analysis
court in Rhode Island relied upon,
Hastie in the district court decision

in the Walz decision which the federal
and by the dissenting opinion of Judge
in Pennsylvania.

3. Both Justice Brennan and Justice White found no credible distinction
between the state and federal statutes which would support the finding of
excessive entanglement flowing from the state laws but not from the federal
law. l

4. The Court minority s in Tilton maintained the strict doctrinal position
voiced in the district court dissent of Judge Hastie that public aid to the
secular activities of sectarian schools necessarily supports the religious func-
tions of those schools and thus is unconstitutional.

In sum, the Court asserted that the state programs would involve excessive
entanglement between church and state, whereas the federal program would
not. Tilton, however, was a narrow victory for church-related higher educa-
tion (5-4). Moreover, Chief Justice Burger wrote a plurality opinion, only
three associates, Harlan, Stewart and Blackman agreed with him. Justice
White, whose vote made the majority, expressed a more sweeping approval

£of aid to church-related education.

i316 F. Supp. 112 (D. R. I, 1970)
2 397 U.S. 664 (1970).

Chief Justice Burger wrote the Court’s opinion in both the Tilton and Lemon cases.
(DiCenso was consolidated with Lemon) Justice Douglas wrote a dissenting opinion
in Tilton and a concurring opinion in Lemon. Justice White wrote a separate opinion
on both cases, concurring in part and dissenting in part. Justice Brennan wrote a
separate opinion concurring in Lemon.

4 See 403 U.S. 642, 660-61, 668.
’Justices Black, Douglas, Brennan and Marshall
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In Tilton, the Chief Justice distinguished the federal programs from the
state programs, examining in each instance the fundamental purpose of the
institution funded, the object of the funding and the resulting relationship
between the institution and government. Expressed another way, Burger
asked the three vital question

1. Does the Act reflect a secular legi lative purpose?

*2. Is the primary effect of the Act to advance or inhibit religion

3. Does the administration of the
entanglement with religion?

\ct foster an excessive government

Answers to these questions would decide the constitutionality of the laws
under challenge. The Court was also aware that it was dealing with issues of
public policy as well as issues of constitutionality. Often submerged in the
bitter debate over aid to sectarian schools were a number of policy questions,
chief among which was the determination of whether there is a legitimate
legislative interest in preserving the educational diversity offered by private
and church-related schools against the potentially monolithic structure of
public education. l How much influence this consideration had on the Court
cannot be known but it is a factor acknowledged by the Court in dicta of
previous cases

Two basic questions, however, confronted the Court in its deliberations
on Tilton: First, whether granting public funds to church-related schools
constituted impermissible aid to religion, and second, whether the admini-
strative relationships between public officials and those schools that result
from such public grants leads to excessive entanglement with religion. Op-
ponents of public aid argued that the nature of the recipient schools was the
critical factor, i.e., are they secular or sectarian in nature? Proponents
countered that the focus of the purpose and primary effect test is the function
of the school, secular or religious, which government aid subsidizes, not the
nature of the institution receiving the aid.

These basic issues in turn gave the Court an opportunity to clarify some
unresolved questions, e.g.

I. Is aid to church-related colleges and universities constitutionally dis-
tinguishable from aid to church-related elementary and secondary schools?

2. Can government give aid directly to church-related schools and is the
identity of the recipient of aid constitutionally decisive?

■See remarks on this subject of Governor Francis W. Sargent of Massachusetts, and
Dr. Joseph M. Cronin, Secretary of Educational Affairs in Chapter IV of this report.

-See Allen, supra.
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3. What impact would the entanglement test have on educational assist-
ance programs benefitting the church-related education?

The entanglement concept forced the Court to identify three factors for
evaluation in determining whether excessive entanglement was present in
educational assistance programs; these factors alluded to above in the three
vital questions posed by Chief Justice Burger are restated here:

A l. The character and purposes of the beneficiary institutions

2. The nature of the aid that the state provides

3. The resulting relationship between the government and religious
authority.

The critical question, then, was not whether a religious institution bene-
fitted from a public aid program but whether that program generated the
required primary secular effect without fostering an inordinate degree of
entanglement.

In considering the first factor, the Chief Justice wrote in Tilton that there
are generally significant differences between the religious aspects of parochial
schools on the one hand and sectarian colleges and universities on the other
hand. Parochial schools were described as “an integral part of the religious
mission of the Catholic Church’’ and the Chief Justice supported the lower
court’s conclusion that “the inculcation of religious values was a substantial
if not the dominant purpose of the institution.”l Colleges and universities
named in the Tilton complaint, however, were “institutions with admittedly
religious functions but whose predominant higher education mission is to
provide their students with a secular education.”2 Such a distinction was one
basis for the Court’s conclusion that excessive entanglement would not result
from the federal program. The Chief Justice argued that because the funda-
mental purpose of the colleges was secular there was less likelihood than in

|oie parochial schools that religion would permeate the area of secular educa-
tion. Itfollowed then, that there was less risk that government aid to a college
would support religious training and thus would result in less government
administrative surveillance and finally less likelihood of excessive entangle-
ment between church and state. 3

lTilton, p. 685.
'-Tilton, p. 687
■lbid.

Fundamental Purpose of the Institution Benefitted



HOUSE —No. 6106 [March34

Object of the Funding

The second consideration, the nature of public aid rendered and its pri-
mary effect, was also examined on a comparative scale. The Chief Justice
also concluded that the degree of entanglement fostered by the challenged
programs could be distinguished because of the differences in what was
funded under each program. Thus, in the state programs teachers were sub-
sidized (directly in Rhode Island; indirectly in Pennsylvania). But, wrote the
Chief Justice, since teachers are not necessarily religiously neutral, great
governmental surveillance would be required to guarantee that state salary
aid would not in fact subsidize religious instruction. Thus, on that level of
education, the Court found the resulting entanglement to be excessive. But
on the higher level of education, “the government provides facilities that are
themselves religiously neutral. . . The risks of government aid to religion and
the corresponding need for surveillance are therefore reduced."’ l

This reasoning was criticized by Justice White who felt that the Court was
in effect saying that college teachers can be trusted not to blend religious and
secular teaching while such trust could not be extended to elementary or
secondary school teachers. However, in defense of the Court it has been
argued, “What was controlling in the situation was that the essential prosely-
tizing mission of religious primary and secondary schools had two necessary
effects on the operation of the state aid programs. First, it would be very
difficult for teachers to separate religious teaching from secular courses, and
second, to preserve the aid program it would be necessary lor the state to
engage in intimate supervision of the program in operation.’’ 2 As the Chief
Justice wrote, “The State must be certain, given the Religious Clauses, that
subsidized teachers do not inculcate religion . . .

” 3 In essence, he argued
that adhering to the letter of statutory based administrative controls was not
enough to discharge the state’s constitutional obligation. The nature of the
goals of those laws required the state to supervise execution of those regula-
tory controls but in so doing the state would become excessively entangled
with the denominational school.

The nature of sectarian higher education, on the other hand, according to
the Court, produces different conclusions relative to constitutionality ofril
public aid legislation. The Chief Justice indicated that three features of the
sectarian college experience lessen the likelihood that formal instruction in a
college could or would serve as a vehicle for religious indoctrination: l

Hilton, p. 688.
2Comment, 6 Valparaiso L.R., 221-222 (1972)
3Lemon , p. 619.
*Tilton, p. 686
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1. The “common observation” that college students are characteristically
skeptical which renders them less susceptible to any kind of indoctrination.

2. Formal instruction on the college level is confined by scholarly disci-
plines tending to reduce opportunity to inject religious training into secular
courses.

3. There is a high degree of academic freedom characterizing many
4iurch-related colleges.

In addition to the features noted above, there were other factors more
controlling. One such factor was the nonideological nature of the aid pro-
vided, viz., buildings. The Court plurality viewed such structures as having
the crucial quality of inherent religious neutrality not attributed to the non-
neutral factor (teachers) in the Rhode Island case. Thus, the need for sur-
veillance was reduced. Another influential factor was that aid was given in
the form of a single purpose construction grant in the college cases which,
unlike the state statutes in Pennsylvania and Rhode Island, did not require
continuing forms of regulation and auditing procedures. Administrative re-
lationships between federal officials and college authorities were of a minimal
contact.

When examined together and scrutinized for their legal components,
Tilton and Lemon offer new guidelines by which to test the validity of aid to
sectarian education. Direct forms of state aid to sectarian educational institu-
tions are constitutionally permissible provided that three conditions are
satisfied:

(a) the primary mission of the school is secular education rather than
religious training;

k (b) the aid given possesses inherent religious neutrality easily ascertained
"nd controlled, and

(c) such aid does not require complex regulation and auditing procedures
on a perpetual basis.

However, where direct aid plans do foster complicated and enduring
regulatory procedures requiring detailed involvement between church and
state, such relationships will be considered excessive entanglement and,
hence, constitutionally invalid.

The Degree of Entanglement

The Lessons of Tilton and Lemon



HOUSE —No. 6106 [March36

The form of the aid itself remains the most critical element because it
determines the level of entanglement which will be required to administer
such aid. The main question that might be asked, as a result of these two
decisions, is: What factors may lead the Court to conclude that neutrality
and an absence of government entanglement are or are not present in a
given program? Among factors of interest would be the following:

1. The nature of the assistance —is it religiously neutral (buses,
and buildings have passed the test, teachers have not.)

2. The recipient of the aid. (There is no absolute line here but the stu-
dent or parent has fared better than the institution.)

3. The level of learning. (Higher learning institutions have been approved
while primary and secondary schools have not scored well.)

4. A single grant has a better chance of success than a program continu-
ing grants.

5. The intensity of religious activity at the school
6. The availability of aid to both public and private institutions
It is clear that the entanglement test is now the dominant hurdle for sec-

tarian school aid to circumvent rather than the older primary effect test,
since even if the latter is satisfied and even though primary effect remains a
viable consideration in its own right, the aid could nonetheless spin a web of
entanglement deemed constitutionally impermissible.

While the decisions appear to leave few effective avenues open for massive
government relief to most primary and secondary parochial schools, the
Court has recognized the continuing desirability and need for nonpublic edu-
cation and thus has expanded even more the scope of permissible aid to
include buildings and, more importantly, to sanction federal aid to sectarian
educational institutions for the first time.

As to the secular legislative purpose of the federal Higher Education Facil-
ities Act, the Court found that it had been carefully drafted to restrict
facilities to secular uses and to prohibit use of those facilities for religiou?*
instruction or worship. Further, institutions would forfeit federal funding for
noncompliance with the statute. The evidence showed no violation of the
statute by defendant colleges and that the buildings were indistinguishable
from a state university facility.

With reference to the primary effect of the statute, the Court rejected the
argument that all public aid to church-related schools was barred; it also
rejected the contention that religion so permeates secular education in sec-

Basic Findings in Tilton in a Capsule
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tarian schools as to make religious and education functions inseparable
There was no evidence at the trial to support such arguments.

And as to the excessive entanglement issue, the Court distinguished the
federal act from the two state acts which were struck down. The Court
believed that there are generally significant differences between the religious
aspects of the church related institutions of higher learning and parochial
elementary and secondary schools. The Court weighed the skepticism of
co'lege students against the impressionability and susceptibility of parochial

children to religious indoctrination. It felt college students were suffi-
ciently critically responsive to resist any attempt by faculty to subvert con-
gressional limitations in the administration of the act. Finally, there were no
continuing financial relationships, annual audits or other surveillance neces-
sary as with the state aid programs.

Unresolved Issue

The major issue left unresolved by Tilton is the criteria to be applied to
determine whether the character and purposes of a church-related college
satisfy constitutional requirements. The issue for lower courts to decide in
future cases challenging higher education assistance is whether a particular
church-related college benefiting from such assistance has a “substantial re-
ligious character” or a “significant religic Ms mission

evidence cited by the Court in holding
substantial purpose or activity of the

It might be pointed out that amon
that religious indoctrination is not ;
four collates were:

m-Catholics as student1. All four collates admitted nc
appointment to non-CatholicMl four colleges gave faculty

None of the colleges required the students to attend religious ser-

4. Religious courses covered a wide range of human religious values
and were not limited to the Catholic faith.

5. Two of the colleges had rabbis teaching required theology courses

6, None of the schools attempted to indoctrinate or to proselytize stu
dents.

All of the colleges adhered to established principles of academic
freedom.

In sum, the Tilton decision has served notice that religious functions and
activities of church-related colleges will be analyzed and evaluated in the
future if they hope to participate in educational assistance programs.
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Tilton, of course, construed only the establishment clause of the First
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and the limitations it imposes on aid
to church-related colleges because a particular federal act was challenged.
Tilton does not control where a more restrictive state constitutional provision
bars use of state funds for similar aid, such as Article 46 of the Amendments
to the Massachusetts Constitution. But if the impediment in Article 46 is
removed, there is now no federal barrier to the type of aid challenged in
Tilton. For the Tilton decision underscores that sectarian colleges are
mate educational “institutions with admittedly religious functions but wh
predominant mission is to provide their students with a secular education.”

Unlike most other nations, the government of the United States has had
a limited role in planning, developing and funding education. Power over
education is not specifically granted to the federal government in the Con-
stitution, thus it is impliedly reserved to the states. However, the federal
government is not precluded from expressing interest, giving encouragement
or providing financial aid to education within the limits of specific consti-
tutional articles. Through financial support the federal government has had
a marked influence on various phases of education particularly at the higher
level. Since World War 11, it has become deeply involved through funding
of university basedresearch, financial aid programs for students and enforce-
ment of civil rights.

Notwithstanding the role the federal government has played, the history
of higher education in this nation reveals that state governments have been
the public agencies most directly concerned with the education of America’s
youth who pursue that goal. 4

In Massachusetts, the responsibility of the State to foster education amoiw
its citizens is written into its Constitution:

“Wisdom, and knowledge, as well as virtue, diffused generally among
the body of the people, being necessary for the preservation of their
rights and liberties; and as these depend on spreading the opportunities
and advantages of education in the various parts of the country, and
among the different orders of the people, it shall be the duty of

CHAPTER 111.

THE FINANCIAL MORASS OF PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATION

The Role of State Government in Higher Education

Primary Government Responsibility
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legislatures and magistrates, in all future periods of this commonwealth,
to cherish the interests of literature and the sciences, and all seminaries
of them. ..

State governments chartered the first private institutions of higher learn-
ing, created state colleges and universities, supported the community college
movement and undertook overall planning and coordination. They have
provided both initiative and funds and have exercised some control over the

institutions of higher education within their borders. From the specific mix
of funding, initiative, and control that has been altered with time, and
variances peculiar to geographic, economic, political, and cultural circum-
stances of each state, there has emerged an unusually diverse system of
higher education in this nation.

In spite of the shifting nature of an individual state’s relationship with its
higher educational institutions, the goal has remained fixed: to meet the
needs of its citizens for training beyond high school.

In its discussion of state responsibility for the costs of higher education,
the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education listed ten criteria by which
a state government can evaluate its progress in meeting the goal of a strong
and effective system of postsecondary education. Among those ten criteria
are the following: (1) a system that “encourages diversity, avoids moving
toward homogeneity and fosters a broad range of academic, technical, pro-
fessional and vocational options.” (2) A system that “helps to preserve a
strong segment of private post-secondary education.” (3) A system that
“supplies adequate state assistance to meet those needs.”

To reach such a goal through the kind of system described by the Carnegie
Commission raises several issues of public policy. Thus, some of the ques-
tions posed by the Commission in it report. The Capitol and the Campus,
are these:

1. Should state governments continue to have primary responsibility
for planning and developing a postsecondary education system

2. Do the present levels and potentials for increase in state financial
4 support appear to be adequate to achieve the postsecondary educa

cational goals?

3. What the are effects of the more rapid rise in tuition at private
rather than at public institutions?

4. Should more states grant public funds to private colleges and
universitie

tMass. Const. Part II
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Tilton, of course, construed only the establishment clause of the First
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and the limitations it imposes on aid
to church-related colleges because a particular federal act was challenged.
Tilton does not control where a more restrictive state constitutional provision
bars use of state funds for similar aid, such as Article 46 of the Amendments
to the Massachusetts Constitution. But if the impediment in Article 46 is
removed, there is now no federal barrier to the type of aid challenged in
Tilton. For the Tilton decision underscores that sectarian colleges are legik.
mate educational “institutions with admittedly religious functions but
predominant mission is to provide their students with a secular education.”

Unlike most other nations, the government of the United States has had
a limited role in planning, developing and funding education. Power over
education is not specifically granted to the federal government in the Con-
stitution, thus it is impliedly reserved to the states. However, the federal
government is not precluded from expressing interest, giving encouragement
or providing financial aid to education within the limits of specific consti-
tutional articles. Through financial support the federal government has had
a marked influence on various phases of education particularly at the higher
level. Since World War 11, it has become deeply involved through funding
of university based research, financial aid programs for students and enforce-
ment of civil rights.

Notwithstanding the role the federal government has played, the history
of higher education in this nation reveals that state governments have been
the public agencies most directly concerned with the education of America’s
youth who pursue that goal.

In Massachusetts, theresponsibility of the State to foster education
its citizens is written into its Constitution:
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“Wisdom, and knowledge, as well as virtue, diffused generally among
the body of the people, being necessary for the preservation of their
rights and liberties; and as these depend on spreading the opportunities
and advantages of education in the various parts of the country, and
among the different orders of the people, it shall be the duty of
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legislatures and magistrates, in all future periods of this commonwealth,
to cherish the interests of literature and the sciences, and all seminaries
of them. .

.

,” 1

State governments chartered the first private institutions of higher learn-
ing, created state colleges and universities, supported the community college
movement and undertook overall planning and coordination. They have
provided both initiative and funds and have exercised some control over the

■institutions of higher education within their borders. From the specific mix
of funding, initiative, and control that has been altered with time, and
variances peculiar to geographic, economic, political, and cultural circum-
stances of each state, there has emerged an unusually diverse system of
higher education in this nation.

In spite of the shifting nature of an individual state’s relationship with its
higher educational institutions, the goal has remained fixed: to meet the
needs of its citizens for training beyond high school.

In its discussion of state responsibility for the costs of higher education,
the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education listed ten criteria by which
a state government can evaluate its progress in meeting the goal of a strong
and effective system of postsecondary education. Among those ten criteria
are the following: (1) a system that “encourages diversity, avoids moving
toward homogeneity and fosters a broad range of academic, technical, pro-
fessional and vocational options.” (2) A system that'“helps to preserve a
strong segment of private post-secondary education.” (3) A system that
“supplies adequate state assistance to meet those needs.”

To reach such a goal through the kind of system described by the Carnegie
Commission raises several issues of public policy. Thus, some of the ques-
tions posed by the Commission in it report, The Capitol and the Campus,
are these:

1. Should state governments continue to have primary responsibility
for planning and developing a postsecondary education system?

2. Do the present levels and potentials for increase in state financial
4 support appear to be adequate to achieve the postsecondary educa-

cational goals

3. What the are effects of the more rapid rise in tuition at priva
rather than at public institutions?

tMass. Const. Part II

4. Should more states grant public funds to private colleges and
universities?
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5. What are the reasonable limits to the degree of institutional control
that should accompany grants of public funds?

6. How can states plan most effectively for a maximum state post
secondary education effort?'

While the state has the major responsibility for higher education,
nature of that responsibility is affected in every state by the excellence
private educational institutions. The proportion of college and university
enrollment in private institutions varies greatly from state to state.

The colonies and later the states originally relied on privately established
institutions to serve the educational needs of the community. For nearly a
century and a half from the founding of Harvard in 1636, private colleges
were the backbone of higher education; a public college did not even exist
until 1785 when the University of Georgia was founded. In New England
only Vermont acted early to establish a public college (University of Ver-
mont, in 1791). With many distinguished private colleges available (e.g.
Harvard, 1636; Yale, 1701; Brown, 1764; Dartmouth, 1769; Williams,
1785;Bowdoin, 1794), the New England states moved slowly in providing
public institutions. It was the Morrill federal land grant act of 1862 that
provided the impetus to fund public colleges (U. Mass., 1863; U. Me.,
1865; U.N.H., 1866; U. Conn., 1881).

Efforts to establish various degrees of public control over private insti-
tutions were rebuffed in several court decisions culminating in the Dartmouth
College case in 1819 which denied the governor and the legislature any right
to control the college. 2 The decision protected private colleges from legis-
lative control and encouraged the establishment of church colleges as well
as independent private colleges. With this encouragement the private sector
dominated higher education until the passage of the Morrill land grant act.
By 1900, however, nearly all states had established state colleges and uni-
versities, a portent of a new era in higher education.

Since 1900 there has been a decline in the ratio of students enrolled in »

private institutions. Nationwide, 62% of all college and university
were enrolled in private schools in 1900; by 1920 it was down to 47%, to
43% in 1960 and only 28% in 1969.

Private Higher Education

'Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, The Capitol and the Campus: State
Responsibility for Postsecondary Education. McGraw-Hill, April 1971, New York,
pp. 10-11.

2Dartmouth College v. Woodward. 4 Wheat. 518 (1819). The decision rested on the
impairment of the obligation of contracts.
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Growth of Higher Education
Within the first three decttdes of the twentieth century, enrollment in

higher education quadrupled; in the second three decades it tripled, and in
the past decade alone it doubled. Since 1636, 97% of the expansion in
total higher education enrollment occurred in this century. By 1900 the
era of public higher education was well under way, and demands on state

-4un ds be§an to grow rapidly. Between 1910 and *1964 state expenditures
'

/or higher education increased one-hundred-fold from $2l million to $2.1
billion. l

Until 1968, although the proportion of total students enrolled in privateinstitutions had significantly declined on a national scale, the number of stu-
dents in private institutions continued to grow. In 1968 and 1969, however,
not only had the proportion dropped, but the number of students enrolled in
private institutions had also dropped. In 1970, there was a slight increase in
enrollments but the proportion again declined.2

Federally collected data underscores the growing dominance of public
higher education. In 1970, there were 2,556 institutions of higher learning,
the private sector outnumbering the public sector 1,467 to 1,089. But en-
rollments at these institutions were heavily in favor of the public sector: 6.37
million students to 2.13 million in the private sector.

Table 1. Institutions and Enrollments in U.S. Higher Education, 1970

Public Higher Education Private Higher Education
Institutions Enrollments Institutions Enrollments

State 617 4,450,096 Independent 652 1,213,073
Local 343 1,465,635 Protestant 487 478,604
State & Local 129 455,277 Catholic 298 392,912

Total 1,089 6,371,008 Other 30 42,520
k, Total 1,467 2,127,1094
Source: US. Dept, of Health, Education and Welfare, Digest of Educational Statistics1971 Edition. Table 86 & Table 115.

'The Capitol and the Campus, supra, p. 23
-Ibid., p. 63.
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The shift to the public sector is in no small part due to the financialcharges of the private sector:

Table 2. Average Charges at U.S. Public and Private Colleges
& Universities 1962-63 and 1972-73

, . Universities Four Year Colleges Two Year CollegesTurnon 1962-63 1972-73 1962-63 1972-73 1962-63 1972-73Public $ 268 $ 520 $192 $ 394 $97 $ 242
Private $1,149 2,266 869 1,881 600 1,401

Board
Public 456 618 403 555 361 528
Private 507 691 462 622 427 667

Dormitory
Public 262 483 219 441 157 398
Private 366 629 277 519 244 568

1971

Among statistical trends published by the National Center for Educa-tional Statistics are these data released in February 1972;

Table 3. Higher Education Trends 1960-1980
(In Thousands)

% Change Projected % Change1960 1970 1960-1970 1980 1970-1980Degree Credit Students 3,583 7,920 +l2l 12,050 452
Public Sector 2,116 5,800 +174 9,762 +6B
Private Sector 1.467 2,120 +45 2,288 +8

&

Financtal Characteristics

Increasingly, over recent years, private colleges and universities havecalled upon state governments to provide operating subsidies, arguing (a)the continued need for private higher education and (b) their currenttenuous financial status.
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As a rule, expenditures per student are higher in private than in public
institutions with the exception of Catholic liberal art colleges.

Average faculty salaries in 1968-69 were higher at private independent
universities than at public universities but were somewhat lower at church-
related universities and private four-year colleges, and substantially lower
at private junior colleges. The percent of salary increases was lower at all
private institutions than public institutions in 1968-69, but higher for the

1960-1970, as a whole. The range of salaries among private insti-
' rations, however, is broad. Eight of the ten universities paying the highest
average professional salary were private. l

Although per student income in private institutions was higher than in
public institutions in more than half the states, according to a 1966-67
survey there is an explanation for this seemingly apparent index of affluence
which in fact is not so. First, private schools, for some purposes, have
greater expenses than the public colleges. Private schools incur significant
expenses in recruiting students while public schools rarely do. Higher tuition
levels require that private schools make a greater amount of student aid
available. Scholarship grants have mushroomed in both terms of financial
sums and the percentage of recipient students in private schools.

Second, average per student expenditures do not accurately reflect the
substantial variance in per student costs at particular types of institutions.
Public junior or community colleges have low per student costs which de-
crease the average cost per student among all schools in the public sector.
On the other hand, the much larger proportion of graduate students in the
private sector, without some adjustment, would tend to increase per student
cost figures in the private sector.

Third, rising per student costs on the private sector are not always con-
trollable. The average private college is only one-third as large as the average
public school and thus a drop in enrollment in small colleges can have a
large and unplanned effect on per student costs.

In general, cost comparison between public and private institutions can
be quite misleading. The traditional small private liberal arts college has no

in public higher education. The comprehensive state colleges
and community colleges have few counterparts in private higher education.
“Furthermore, the very things for which we most highly value private insti-
tutions diversity, individual attention, quality and innovation - are
likely to result in higher per student costs.”2

iThe Capitol and the Campus, supra, pp. 66-67
2lhid, p. 69.
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Moreover, recent studies of financial data on private institutions give
convincing evidence that private higher education is in financial distress. l

A 1967 study of private higher education in Missouri warned that private
colleges “face serious demands as they seek to maintain their present sta-
bility and to realize their plans for growth ... to maintain health, these
colleges will have to find new and substantial sources for current operating
(sic) as well as for capital development,

A 1968 Texas study states that “several independent colleges have
operating under deficit conditions for at least two years, and there is no
independent college in Texas which has an endowment large enough to
permit it to face the future without real financial concern.” 11

In New York, a select committee in 1968 reported that it “found evidence
of serious need but not of impending catastrophe.”-* Curiously, the commit-
tee also stated, “One of our more important findings is that no one really
knows precisely the exact financial condition of New York’s private colleges
and universities.”

An Illinois Commission in 1969 found that financially solvent private in-
stitutions in Illinois “actually disguise a serious underlying deficiency, one
which, unless repaired, can only become worse. The surplus is achieved at
the cost of relatively low faculty salaries, a significant amount of deferred
maintenance, and inadequate library development.”s The report of the
Commission concluded that “if this trend continues, deficits in the private
sector will be the general rule in the relatively near future.”(>

In Indiana, almost half of that state’s private colleges and universities
reported an operating deficit in 1968-69, with a projected deficit for the
Indiana private sector of $39 million by 1974-75.7 A Massachusetts study
published in 1970 and treated at length in the next chapter predicted that
private higher education in Massachusetts will face deficits on the order of

i ibid.

2Allan O. Pfnister and Gary Quehl, Report on the Status of Private Education in th
State of Missouri, Springfield. Ohio, 1967, Part 11. p. 17.

3Liaison Committee on Texas Private Colleges and Universities: Pluralism and Pun-
nership, Austin, Texas, p. 41.

4New York Select Committee on the Future of Private and Independent Higher Educa
tion in New York State, New York Stale and Private Higher Education. State Educa
tion Department, Albany, New York, 1968, p. 15

''Commission to Study Non-Public Higher Education in Illinois, Strengthening Pri
Higher Education in Illinois, Springfield. 1969, p. 23.

{ '<lbid., p. 25
independent Colleges and Universities of Indiana, Strengthening Independent Hi,
Education in the Stale of Indiana. Indianapolis, 1970, pp. 16, 25
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$5O million by 1975-76 and perhaps two to three times that much in
1980-817

In a recent Carnegie Commission report of the financial status of 41
public and private colleges and universities, it is suggested that many col-
leges and universities, both public and private, are either experiencing finan-
cial difficulty or are headed for financial trouble.- The 41 colleges studied

included 18 public institutions of which only one was determined to be in
' tnancial difficulty and nine were headed for financial trouble. Of the 23
private colleges, 10 were considered to be in difficulty and nine were headed
for trouble. Only four private institutions were determined not in trouble
while eight public institutions were grouped in this category.

In the words of the Carnegie Commission, “The evidence is growing that
higher education in general is facing a period of financial stringency, and
that the stringency has already hit more private than public institutions. The
differential impact of this ‘new depression’ may be due in part to traditional
differences in revenue sources for public and private institutions.”

A 1972 report on private higher education in the State of Washington
by the Council on Higher Education concluded that “The financial situation
of the majority of the colleges is quite grave. These institutions will be forced
to dilute present quality of program, to limit offerings, or to possibly cease
operations if aid is not forthcoming.” 3 The Council also reported that “direct
immediate assistance to the private colleges and universities is necessary and
essential.” 4

In a recent paper published by the Academy for Educational Develop-
ment, the AED stated that “while the present facts are grim, the future may
be grimmer.” In commenting on recent reports describing the plight of
private higher education, the AED paper noted that “These reports are
timely and to the point for private institutions but they understate the case.
(emphasis added). They consider only overall totals; they deal in big num-
bers which gloss over the details of many chilling horror stories.” Conse-
quently, the AED concluded, the public has not been persuaded of the
urgency of the situation for many private individual institutions.

4
iSeiect Committee for the Study of Financial Problems of Private Institutions of Higher
Education in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Financial Problems of Massa-

chusetts Private Higher Education, 1970, p. 3
‘Cheit, Earl F., The New Depression in Higher Education, Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1971,

‘Council on Higher Education, Washington Private Higher Education: Its Future and
the Public’s Interest, Olympia, Washington, May 1972, p, 2.

4 lbid, p. 5
Alvin C. Eurich and Sidney G. Tickton, Academy for Educational Development
Long-Range Planning and Budgeting at Colleges and Universities.” Paper No. 6
1424 16th St., N.W., Washington, D.C.
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The foregoing excerpts from recent analyses of the misfortunes of private
higher education both in general and selected states illustrate a condition
that is present in all fifty states in varying degrees of severity. They do not,
however, indicate the root causes that produced the financial morass in which
private higher education is struggling to survive. In the following sections,
the fiscal status of private colleges and universities is examined at length
with attention given to their unique role in higher education, the effects
inflation on their financial health, the competition from public higher
tion with its subsidized resources, and the consequences of leaving the
private sector of higher education to the mercies of an unstable and unpre-
dictable economy.

The Survival of Private Higher Education
Higher education in the 1960s had perhaps its greatest period of triumph.

In that decade higher education in this country doubled the number of
students from three million to more than six million while maintaining its
standard of quality. In addition, its research activities were expanded so as
to help this nation become the science center of the world.

But, as Clark Kerr has recently written, we are now faced with the most
severe depression in the history of higher education since the founding of
Harvard in 1636.1 This depression is particularly affecting our private
institutions. The gap between their tuition and that of public institutions
has doubled from the historic rate of 2to 1 to 4 to I. 2 As Dr. Kerr makes
plain, “We have now an almost universal crisis in the private segment of
higher education.” 3

There are several reasons to explain this decline of financial health,
During the 19605, the horn of plenty was a munificent source of support
for higher education, much of it from federal contracts for research activity.
In the present decade, the federal government has reduced its research funds,
turning much of its attention to other national problems. This change of
policy came at a time of rapidly rising inflation and stagnation of the
economy, or as Dr. Kerr put it, a period of “stag-flation.” In this atmosphere,
higher education suffered in two ways: (1) in the income it receives, and**
(2) in the inflation of its costs. This blow, at a time when three
students must be absorbed in this decade alone, a number equivalent to
all of the students added by high education between 1636 and 1960, has
pushed many private institutions close to the wall.

ipiscal Dilemmas of Higher Education, Compact, August, 1972, p. 43. Dr. Kerr,
former president and chancellor of the University of California, became chairman and
executive director of the Carnegie Commission on the Future of Higher Education.

2These are national statistics. The gap is much wider in Massachusetts.
Kerr, supra, id.
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The economic storm that crested in 1968-69 caught private universities
and colleges overextended at a time when they need to be at their soundest.
Inflation proved to be the strongest wind with immediate and enfeebling
effects on the most critical college budget item, salaries. A 6% cost-of-
living increase all but erased the salary increase rate which then, was 5%
to 7% annually. And construction and maintenance costs doubled between
1966 and 1970 with serious adverse effects on much needed buildings and

Equipment. In this setting came the economic slump that presented private
' Higher education with the worst of two worlds, recession and inflation. As
the stock market slumped, less funds were available and corporate gifts
became scarcer. With many securities held by colleges and universities de-
valued, there was an accompanying lessening of equity. Depressed stock
prices also contributed to dwindling foundation grants.

It is generally agreed that whatever happens to the nation’s independent
colleges and universities, good or bad, will affect public institutions as well.
On this score one prominent business official has commented:

“Obviously a weakening of independent private institutions would
open the way for a higher education system totally a creature of gov-
ernment, with all the potential for intrusion and control this implies.
Healthy independent institutions provide an alternative, a haven where
intellectual non-conformity has equal house, where scholars can be
at odds with the prevailing doctrine within a framework of tolerance
and objectivity. Our dual system of education public and private

assures this diversity.” l

Furthermore, the severity of the financial crisis may not be realized until
it is too late, according to many spokesmen for private colleges. The busi-
ness official quoted above has written that “for some colleges and univer-
sities the end is alarmingly near after nearly two generations of rampant
inflation.” 2

William W, Jellema of the Association of American Colleges is even more

Private higher education may be facing its last hurrah unless the
severity of its financial plight is realized and understood and unless
all those in a position to respond do so swiftly. 3

’Frank Stanton, Assistant Vice Chairman, Columbia Broadcasting System, in Foreword
to To Turn the Tide. Paul C. Reinert, S.J., Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1972.

2 lbid, p
;Reinert, To Turn the Tide, supra, preface, p. i

Consequences of Decline



HOUSE —No, 6106 [March48

Jellema claims that nearly half of America’s private accredited colleges
and universities could be on the verge of bankruptcy within the decade as the
consequence of having exhausted their liquid assets. 1 A point often over-
looked is that private education has to be perceived as qualitatively different
in order to survive. A public college can decline in prestige, a grievous
misfortune but one not with catastrophic consequences. Its survival is not
likely to be at stake. But if a private college experiences a corresponding
loss of prestige, its survival in these times may be in real doubt. For
reason, then, the plight of private higher education is more serious than that
of tax supported colleges. Private colleges cannot risk the consequences of
continued financial depression.

While the average private institution operated at a loss during 1968-69,
by 1970 its deficit increased fivefold. The average private university granting
the Ph.D. degree in four or more areas went from a surplus of $86,000 in
1968 to deficits of $250,000 and then to $652,000 over the next two years.-’
Moreover, all eight “ivy league” schools have reported deficit financing and
among the highly regarded independent institutions reported to be in serious
financial straits are Stanford University, Georgetown University, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, Boston College, Tulane University and St. Louis Univer-
sity.3 According to the Association of American Colleges, some 200 private
colleges will have.exhausted their liquid assets at the end of 1972.

On the other hand, many institutions have not been beset with fiscal dis-
abilities. Father Paul Reinert, S.J., reports that presently the only schools
avoiding acute financial woes are those which are (a) either fortuitously in
geographic settings with no compelling colleges nearby, or (b) benefitting by
endowments that absorb the deficit, or (c) maintaining a minimum program
wherein every classroom is filled but where variety is at a minimum and
where there are no options

Whatever the case, spokesmen for private higher education contend that
retrenchment is not the solution to their problems. For a college cannot, like
a business corporation, make certain economic adjustments'to weather a
storm, and still fulfill its mission. To educate is the mission of the college or
university; educators in the private sector contend that they do not fulfill that
mission by mass production of graduates stamped in identical molds. (Public
higher education, on the other hand, tends to cater to the masses its job,
in the words of one public higher education policy maker “is mass higher

llbid, p.
2Reinert, To Turn the Tide, supra, p. 16
Reinert, supra, p. 15

'Reinert, supra, pp. 15-16
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education”). 1 If a choice succeeds at nothing else, it must perform success-
fully its primary function: to graduate men and women who can think inde-
pendently. But, as Reinert has put it, “Graduating thinkers is different from
manufacturing automobiles. No amount of financial genius, accounting
wizardry, organizational talent, or gypsy clairvoyance can preclude a deficit
when the cost of educating the student rises beyond what the student can
pay.

A Thus, the crucial issue is the student’s ability to pay his or her tuition.
£ach year, the private college student is confronted with a steady increase in
the cost of education (not to mention related living costs). Tuition at private
institutions of higher education has been rising at about IVi% per year.
Even so, tuition does not pay the entire cost of educating the student. At best
tuition may now pay 75% of that cost but in most cases it is closer to 50%.3

For example, in 1961, a basic tuition of $BOO. at Saint Louis University
covered 47% of the undergraduate’s total education cost. In 1970, tuition
had doubled but it covered only 389 of the total cost.

Regardless, as tution climbs, the
pay dwindles further. Consequently,
their children. As they do, vacancies
this, tuition must be raised again, a
inevitable bankruptcy.

number of families that can afford to
they must reduce educational goals for
in private schools increase and to offset
cycle that cannot be sustained without

While private colleges and universities are forced to continue a policy
which is placing them beyond reach of even the moderately affluent, public
colleges are struggling to satisfy a flood of applicants. Nationally, enrollments
are growing at an average rate of 5Vz% per year with the taxpayer only
dimly aware of the actual cost of subsidizing a swelling student population.
In Massachusetts, where private higher education so long dominated the
scene, the growth of public higher education has been phenomenal. Since
1960, the state has opened a new campus at least every year, expanding its

enrollments from 17,180 to approximately 90,000 an average annual
growth rate of 13%. Its costs have risen from less than $2O million in 1960
to nearly $lBO million now a growth rate of more than 19% per year. 1

Undoubtedly the popularity of Massachusetts public higher education
rests in large measure on the low tuition scale. At the same time, enrollment
at most of the private colleges and universities in the Commonwealth is fore-

Globe, January 9. 197■Peter B. Edelman, Letter to the Editor. B<

-Reinert, supra, pp. 23-24
Reinert, supra, p. 20,

•Governor Francis W. Sargent in his address on higher education delivered at the
Education Trustees Seminar, Framingham Stale College, October 14
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closed to large numbers of academically qualified students because of the
soaring tuition levels. At most of the private colleges and universities, tuition
has become a prohibitive undertaking for even middle class families, particu-
larly where more than one member is attending college. To solve their higher
education problem, many families find it less expensive to purchase an auto-
mobile which is used by the student to commute to a public college even
though he or she could academically qualify at a nearby private college. The
cost of even a new automobile, to be used by one or more members of
family for college commuting over a four-year period, is no greater than a
single year’s tuition at such private schools as Tufts, Clark or Brandeis.
Tuition alone at these and other high priced schools will exceed $12,000
over a four-year period at current charges. Depending on the proximity of a
public college to a private college, the tuition spread may soon prove fatal to
the private school particularly where endowments are small and reserves
all but depleted.

The Case for Aiding Private Higher Education
In the foregoing pages it has been shown that the private sector of higher

education is in an agonizing financial state. Some private colleges have
recently closed, 1 others have been absorbed partly or wholly into the public
sector.- Many others are in their death throes and without financial aid they
face almost certain collapse. As already mentioned the consequences of
either losing or seriously crippling a substantial portion of the private sector
have not yet been driven home to the general public. Perhaps the taxpayer in
general sees only one side of the coin: private colleges he may say, are too
expensive, a luxury reserved to the wealthy, a world of special academic in-
terests catering to special groups the “ivies” for the well-to-do, the
“church” colleges to serve the faithful, the independent “loners” with special
clienteles and labels, “liberal”, “conservative”, “radical”.

Public colleges, on the other hand, are easier for the general public to
understand. With their low tuitions they are financially within reach, and
with their large enrollments from working class families they are not alien
or suspect. They do not appear snobbish, or evangelistic, or (with some ex-
ceptions) politically controversial. Their student bodies are comprised of Hp
the economically less well-to-do, yet ambitious, intelligent young people who
are eager for an education. The curriculum may differ substantially from that
of private colleges, less laden with courses that public higher education con-

I Cardinal Cushing College, Mass., Monticello College, 111., Cascade College, Ore.,
Scott College and Pershing College, Nebr.. Midwestern University. lowa, Silvermine
College, Conn., St. Joseph’s College, Md.. to cite a few.

2E.g. University of Buffalo, University of Houston, University of Pittsburgh
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siders irrelevant to preparation for one’s chosen career. Granted, the fore-
going image of private and public colleges may be a sweeping generalization
of the attitude of many taxpayers, but it is an attitude that does exist, in vary-
ing degrees, among the general public. Images, however, can be distorted and
when they are, the whole subject becomes clouded. Thus, there is another
side of the coin that should be examined and brought into better focus. True,

private college, unlike the public college, does stand for something that
Stakes it different from all other colleges. This will be expanded below. But
the two most important consequences of a collapse of private higher educa-
tion are those which the public has not yet digested: (1) the loss of diversity
in higher education and (2) the financial cost of filling the void with public
facilities.

Diversity of Private Colleges

Higher education in America has long been renowned for its diversity.
The older colleges, when first established, had distinctive missions reflecting
the variety of groups that comprised America. Such groups, set off by social
strata, religious ties, ethnic background, occupational aims, etc., founded
colleges for their own interests. Thus, there appeared throughout the land
agricultural and mechanical colleges, teachers’ colleges, colleges for women
only, colleges for blacks only, colleges affiliated with a particular religion,
etc. to join the already long list of institutions which prepared their students
for life by stressing the arts and humanities. The private sector did not lack
for diversity among its institutions.

Those who advocate state assistance to private colleges and universities
and to their students, and thus who support the proposed constitutional
amendment, vigorously contend that the diversity and potentiality of private
higher education are key contributions well worth saving. Diversity in educa-
tion, it is argued, provides a yardstick against which degrees of governmental
control can be measured. Sometimes this diversity aids competing public
higher education by serving as a buffer against excessive political control of
the state institutions. As to the potentiality that is worth saving, they assert,

is the potentiality that the private sector will be different and that its con-
tributions will be distinctive.

On the other hand, it is argued, the public institution, almost by definition,
must appeal to all segments of the public. Because of this, it is difficult for
a public college or university to make a commitment to clearly defined goals.
Public institutions tend to be physically larger than private schools; they
have larger enrollments to serve and they are dependent upon tax support
from a pluralistic society. They cannot ignore the source of their support.
But being all things to all men has certain handicaps in the implementation
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of educational philosophies. For one, it makes difficult, if not impossible, a
total commitment to certain values. In the public university, personal values
may be ignored or considered too delicate an area for involvement. A private
college, however, which is a truly committed institution, is one that stands
for something which it clearly defines. It cannot be all things to all men, but
it can be certain things to all men. It is free to espouse its own institutional
values and commitments. College, be it public or private, is an opportunity
that provides for maturation of a student’s beliefs. This opportunity, if
perienced at a value-oriented, private institution may well be, asserts one
private university official, “the most fruitful argument for the unique purpose
and distinctive characteristic of such an institution and for its preservation as
a balance for schools that must be tied in with government and a part of
massive public systems.” l

From an examination of current curricula offerings printed in catalogues
of public and private colleges, it would appear that private colleges place
more emphasis on dealing with the whole individual. In other words, their
concern is with what happens to the total human personality during the
learning experience at the institution. Public colleges, by and large, are more
pragmatically oriented. Among private colleges, there is a richer variety of
distinctive qualities than is to be found in the public sector. Students are
drawn to certain private colleges because those institutions best meet or
satisfy a student’s quest for a particular need. Perhaps it is a spiritual fulfill-
ment, or a distinctive academic atmosphere, or a small community of
scholars pursuing truth in all of its forms and diversities. As tangible ex-
amples, if one were to walk about the campus or through the halls of such
varied institutions as Vassar College, Georgetown University, Bowdoin Col-
lege, Stanford University, or Norwich University, he would find no two alike
in form, style or substance for each has its own mission, its own integrity
and its own identifying qualities. One can sense the differences.

It is not so with public higher education. State colleges and universities
may differ in physical setting but they are all part of one system that pro-
duces more uniformity than diversity. Some students at public colleges see
themselves simply as “state college students” rather than as students with an
identity derived from a particular campus. 2 This is not to say or imply that
public colleges and universities are inferior to the private sector. Many public
universities are renowned for their high academic standard. But this does
not change the fact that they are not as unique in character, or as diverse
in philosophical approaches to their mission as are private schools. It may

'Reinert, sup.

-Report on Higher Education (Newman Report) U.S, Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare. March 1971, p. 15
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be argued that there are really no deep, dramatic substantive differences in
the kind of education received by the students who are graduated from
Boston State College, Bridgewater State College, Worcester State College,
or North Adams State College, given the same academic majors. They have
studied in different geographic areas of the state but in one system of state
higher education. There is ever present the monolithic shadow of that single
system, allowing for variances in form but not in substance. Yet, using the
>ane general geographic areas of the state, would one agree that students

'dlho graduate with the same academic majors from Boston University.
Wellesley College, Holy Cross, or Williams College will have had the same
kind of education or even similar substantive preparation in their major
fields? Unlike the state colleges which are part of a whole, each of the latter
schools is a whole in itself, distinct from each other and all others. Sup-
porters of private education stress that their diversity assures a flow of
graduates into the mainstream of society who will bring with them the varied
traditions, philosophies and scholarship of each school. It is this mix of
culture that will be lost to society if private higher education cannot survive
its current crisis.

Another factor affecting diversity of higher education is the sheer size
of colleges and universities and this applies to both sectors although the trend
of growth will eventually have more impact on the public sector. Nationwide,
in 1971, five out of every seven college students were enrolled in public
institutions with an expectation of continued growth of the public sector's
percentage. (In contrast, two out of every three college students in Massa-
chusetts were in private colleges.)

As the public sector has grown in numbers of students, it has also grown
in terms of total enrollments at given institutions, that is to say. the insti-
tutions are growing proportionally larger rather than more numerous. This
trend in growth is underscored by developments among multi-campus sys-
tems such as the State University of New York (65 campuses, 314,000
students), the University of California (10 campuses, 147,000 students),
the City University of New York (II campuses. 123,000 students), the
University of Texas ( 10 campuses, 74,000 students), the California State

-Jtollege system (10 campuses, 288,000 students) and the State University
of Florida (7 campuses, 80.000 students). On the other hand, the Massa-

clcvcn campuses and 44,500 students
,000 students 1 arc now relatively small.

chusetts State College system with it
and the State Universities of some 4(

due to the concentration of private ; ichools in the stat

Mass, at Amherst, at Boston, and thiHhe universities include the University
Technological Institute, and the Southmedical school at Worcester; the Lowell

Massachusetts University at North I);
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The problems inherent in this growth of huge, statewide public systems
of higher education including standardization, centralization of decision-
making, stifling of local initiative, and introducton of new political forces
into higher education have received little notice. One outgrowth of the
multi-campus system is the escalation of political stakes in education issues.
Some observers feel that already, political safety, rather than educational
leadership, is the priority among administrative officials. According to one
recent study the multi-campus system has created pressures which have
“accelerated the trend to homogeneity, diminished the sense of
identity and solidarity, eroded the role of the president, encouraged the rise
of systemwide interest groups, and set the state for politicizing of the uni-
versity.”l Such critics urge a return to policies that encourage maximum
initiative at the individual campus. However, it is difficult to perceive a
return to campus individuality in a climate where the backbone of campus
individuality is about to crack. Just as the public schools must absorb the
students displaced by the closing of parochial schools, the public colleges
and universities will be burdened with any large scale movement from
private higher education. If that happens, multi-campus systems and uni-
versity conglomerates will grow larger and more homogeneous.

Thus, while proponents of aid for private higher education are naturally
concerned with its survival, manifestation of concern is not limited to those in
the private sector. It goes beyond a matter of selfish interest or self-preserva-
tion. There is, as neutral observers, public officials and even those in public
higher education agree, much more is at stake. For private colleges and uni-
versities represent not only a separate concept of values, traditions that
cannot be replaced, and a history of contributions to society, they above all
represent an alternative, a choice between independent views on education
and education prescribed by the state. Thus, it is argued, if we want to pre-
serve any degree of vitalizing diversity in our society, it must begin with
the educational system.

Father Paul C. Reinert, S.J., President of St. Louis University, argues
that “(t)he real essence of the matter is the question of whether or not the
nation really believes that having the private sector and thus a
higher education system is worthwhile nor will these institutions be^F
around tomorrow, but should they be

A similar observation has been expressed by the Carnegie Commission
on Higher Education in its report, The Capitol and the Campus:

Newman R PP
To Turn the Tide P
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Neither quantitative measures nor lists of distinctions tell the real
importance of the private sector to American higher education. The
pressure of the private sector has added to the range of diversity and
potential for experimentation in American higher education. Because
of the interaction of public and private segments, higher education in
the United States has been a more dynamic evolving force, and as a
system, has avoided many of the major bureaucratic problems so

4 frequently inherent in more centralized systems. 1

The Commission believes that there is continued need for a strong
private sector in American higher education. The presence of the
private sector extends diversity, provides a valuable dimension for
developing quality, aids in protecting autonomy for all higher educa-
tion, and fosters the type of institution which gives individual treatment
to individual students.-

Finally, in the current study of high level policy in Massachusetts higher
education being undertaken by the Academy For Educational Develop-
ment for the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education, 3 the very first
working assumption listed by the AED in its summary and details of its
study, is the following;

1. A diversity of institutions and programs, both public and private
is required in Massachusetts in order to provide higher education
in sufficient variety to meet the needs of widely differing groups
and individuals

Attention is also directed to the third and sixth working assumptions
of AED:

3. Planning for the entire system of higher education and coordinating
the work of separate institutions are vitally important to the process
of trying to meet the overall needs of the state as efficiently and
economically as possible in light of the quality desired

6, Projected rises in higher education costs may well require new
4 systems of financing if the

ments in the future. This is
of the Governor and the Le

state is to be able to meet its commit-
a policy issue falling within the province
eislature.

I The Capitol and the Campus', supra., p. 6
2lbid, p. 66.

5

3High Level Policy in Massachusetts Hi •her Education Both Public and Pr
Summary of the Study for the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education Re
questedby the Secretary of Educational Affairs. (Mimeo) AED.
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Some informed authorities predict that many, if not most private insti-
tutions eventually will be absorbed into the public system or collapse. There
is no consensus as to when this prediction will be fulfilled but some fore-
casters look to the mid-1980s as a possibility.

If these dire prophesies do materialize, the impact upon the taxpaying
public is not difficult to predict. Worse hit would be states such as
setts where the bulk of the college population is in the private sector. Xn^T

demise of private colleges and universities would place an intolerable burden
upon the state system and require huge outlays of public funds for takeovers
and plant expansion. Such an expenditure would be both unnecessary and
wasteful, in the judgment of private educators. “.

. . (E)ither the private
sector is rescued with fewer dollars or the public sector will have to take
the whole load, which means many times the rescue dollars that would
be required,” l

Dr. Allan M. Cartter, former Chancellor of New York University, points
out what absorption of a private university into the State University of New
York has meant. The University of Buffalo was an old reputable inde-
pendent university with a small endowment ($l7 million) when it en-
countered increasing difficulty in trying to balance its budget. In 1962 it
became part of the State University of New York. Its operating budget cost
the taxpayers $45 million annually and the state decided to build a new
$4OO million campus. In Dr. Carder’s words, “. . . one may reasonably
speculate on whether it might have performed most of the same functions
for the people of Western New York State if there had been some mechanism
for the state to contribute several million dollars a year to its support, and
whether this might have been a better social investment than shouldering a
$45 millionbill for its total cost.” 2

Chancellor Cartter also contends that it is more expensive to educate a
student at most public institutions than at private schools. For example, he
asserts that the cost of education per student in the University of Illinois is
nearly 50% higher than the tuition charged at Harvard, Yale, or Princeton,
and that the operating cost per student in the four universities of the State*#"
University of New York is about 30% more than what it costs the privately
operated New York University to provide equivalent education. The Chan-
cellor emphasizes that the comparative cost figures are not an indication
that too much is spent on public higher education. On the contrary, he

'Reinert, supra., pp. 37-38
■Dr. Allan M. Cartter, The Responsibility of States for Private Colleges and Univer-
sities (mimeo).

Cost of Absorbing Private Higher Education
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believes the reverse is true that public higher education is not a less
expensive substitute for similar services obtained in non-tax supported
institutions.

In Chancellor Cartter’s view, the fact that independent institutions do not
now cost the taxpayers of the state anything should be a stronger reason for
their claim on public interest and attention, not a weaker one. To the extent
that new or expanding public institutions weaken the independent sector,

state is indirectly placing a larger eventual burden on the taxpayer. It is
Vagued that every private university that is absorbed partly or wholly into
the public system (e.g. Buffalo, Houston, Pittsburgh) will in all probability
cost the state much more than the modest state fiscal support to keep the
independent institutions strong.

Legislators who are concerned with public expenditure policy naturally do
not welcome the thought of additional expenditures to support existing
private educational institutions. In the longer view, however, Chancellor
Cartter points out, every independent institution that does not survive and
which is either absorbed by the state or replaced by state facilities will cost
the state 10 to 15 times as much as modest supplemental aid to insure its
vitality. Moreover, retaining the independent character of such institutions
will better enable them to continue to attract private gifts and grants from
philanthropic foundations and federal agencies, thus helping state funds to

have a significant multiplier effect.

Traditional sources of income for colleges and universities are (1) tuition
and other student fees, (2) government support, (3) gifts and bequests and
(4) income on invested funds.

High interest rates make relatively good returns on investment possible,
but endowments will require better management in the future if past yield
rates are to be maintained or improved. Of the various sources of voluntary
support, alumni assistance appears to be the fastest growing and most stable.
However, since these contributions account for only 10% of current fund

they will not alleviate greatly the financial problems of higher
education.

Private schools have received increased federal support in the last 15
years but much of it is concentrated in the major universities, largely for
research. If these grants are excluded, federal support to private institutions
dwindles to from one to five percent of their income. State support-over the
same period is under two percent of total income. As indicated elsewhere
in this report the minority of private institutions which has been a major

Sources of Revenue
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beneficiary of federal research grants faces sharp curtailment of federal
upport

Tuition and other fees are the main support of private institutions. Clearly,
many private institutions are not able to increase tuition as rapidly as they
believe necessary to meet rising expenses. In the case of small colleges, some
are reluctant to raise tuition for fear of enrollment declines. For the more
prestigious private colleges where applications outnumber acceptance by
three or four to one, tuition fees can be hiked without concern for
enrollments. However, “. . . education is not a commodity which can be
priced solely with reference to economic forces in the market.” 1 Efforts to
increase tuition at some private colleges have created student strikes.

Furthermore, if the nation is to meet its goals of equality of educational
opportunity, private, as well as public institutions, must increase the number
of students from low socio-economic families in their student bodies. But
this requires increased allocation of institutional funds for financial aid for
those students and costs for this purpose at private colleges have risen more
rapidly than almost all other institutional costs.

On a national scale, the public-to-private tuition level ratio at colleges and
universities (excluding two-year colleges) has climbed considerably. In
1939-40, it was Ito 2.57 but by 1968 is was Ito 4.13. For two-year colleges

the ratio change has been more dramatic in recent years. In 1957 it stood
at 1 to 4,77, a decade later it had climbed to 1 to 7.16.

Ratios, however, may not be as significant as the actual dollar gap. A
ratio of 1 to 4 where the public tuition is $lOO and the private tuition $4OO
does not have the same impact on prospective enrollees as would a public
tuition of $6OO and a private tuition of $2,400. A difference of $l,BOO per
year or $7,200. over four years, more than likely means the public college
will be selected. Clearly, the growing dollar gap has increased the proportion
of public college enrollment. And when the margin of financial stability of a
college is slight, the effect of a drop in enrollment can border upon the
catastrophic.

The Carnegie Commission also points out that in the period from 1960^
to 1968, the annual rate of increase for both public (6.4%) and private
tuition (6.6%) was greater than that for per capita disposable income
(5.3%).

The Commission states that “It would hardly be desirable to increase
public tuition levels for the sole purpose of narrowing the public-private

Comparative Tuition Rates

'The C ■i the Car,
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tuition gap. But this pressure, combined with growing concern by the tax-
payers that the subsidies to public higher education are becoming much
too burdensome, has set the stage for recent drives to increase tuition
substantially.”l

The impact of such increases on equal educational opportunity was noted
by the Carnegie Commission report; “It would appear . . . that children
from at least 20 million families will experience increased financial disad-
vantages with every rise in tuition at public colleges and universities. These

are quite conservative.”2 The Commission added that adequate stu-
dent aid program would offset the disadvantage cited above

It should be noted that a new college tuition battle is now raging in the
courts and appears to be headed for the Supreme Court for resolution. The
26th Amendment gave the vote to 18-year old citizens. This was followed by
many college students claiming residency in the state where they were en-
rolled in college. A vast number of these students had been classified
by state colleges as non-residents (i.e., they had registered from out-of-state
addresses) and were subject to higher tuition fees than those accorded to
the state’s resident students. That policy was challenged by a University of
Connecticut student who had previously attended a college in California
before transferring to Connecticut. She challenged the constitutionality of
the university’s classification which denied her in-state tuition rates.

A recent news report alleged that if non-resident tuition is eliminated the
effect on campus budgets could be staggering. In 1971 alone 463,357 non-
residents were enrolled at four-year state institutions. “A universal switch
to in-state standing for all students could cost academe between $250 million
and $350 million a year,” says Robert F. Carbone, Dean of the College of
Education at the University of Maryland.” 3

A 1969-1970 survey by the Carnegie Commission revealed that 19 states
had general programs of assistance for undergraduates enrolled in both
public and private institutions. In most instances, aid programs were re-
stricted to residents who could show financial need which in turn determined

amount of the grant. In some states scholastic ability is not a controlling
factor in the awarding of the grant.

All the state programs combined provide some financial aid to about a
half million students, less than one tenth of all undergraduates in the nation

State Scholarship Program

l lbid .,
p. 80.

2lhid., p. 81.
3National Observer, December 30, 1972



HOUSE —No. 6106 [March60

and about one-fifth of those undergraduates who could demonstrate financial
need. The following Table 4, from a recent report of the Carnegie Com-
mission, summarizes the extent of undergraduate grant programs.

#-

i*
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The Carnegie Commission also recommended that, since both the propor-
tion of enrollment in private institutions and tuition levels, both public and
private vary greatly from state to state, the states make grants to students
for tuition. State policy is responsible both for the amount of public higher
education available and also for the levels of public tuition. However, relative
to student subsistence costs, the commission urged federal government con-
tributions because such costs are relatively uniform across the nation. l
£ The Commission was also in favor of increasing public tuition rates to
levels more in line with current per capita income and to provide state funds
to aid private colleges in holding the line on their rate of tuition increase:

Increases in public tuition rates do not in themselves suggest aban-
donment of the low public tuition principle. Tuition levels could be
much higher than they were 50 years ago and still be considered “low”
in relation to today’s level of earnings. It is the rate of increase in rela-
tion to per capita income, rather than the fact of increase, which is
significant in determining appropriate tuition policy.

If private institutions held their tuition increases to a rate somewhat
less than the rate of increase in personal disposable income, the present
gap in public and private tuition could be narrowed at least to the
historic rate of about 1:3. Appropriation of some state funds to aid
private colleges would make the slower rise of tuition possible. 2

The Commission also recommended that states establish a program of
tuition grants for both public and private institutions to be awarded to
students on the basis of financial need.

The case against aid to private higher education is, for the most part,
an extension of those arguments used by opponents of aid to nonpublic
elementary and secondary schools. Briefly, they are as follows:

(1) Use of public funds to support nonpublic colleges and universities
violates the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the Federal Constitution.
The Supreme Court of the United States recently rejected these arguments
when it upheld the validity of legislation that provides that public funds may

-cte used to assist nonpublic, including sectarian, colleges and universities.
(See Chapter II of this report for a detailed discussion of U.S. Supreme
Court decisions.)

(2) Use of public funds to support private colleges and universities would
divert funds urgently needed to improve and expand public higher education
facilities, maintain quality programs, and foster better faculty-student ratios.

The Case Against Aid to Private Higher Education

I The Capitol and the Campus, p. 8!
2lbid., p. 85
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(3) The public should not be asked to subsidize poorly managed private
colleges and universities. (On this point, up to the late 1950s the ratio of
total major costs between private and public colleges remained suprisingly
constant at about 1.5 to lor 1.6 to 1. That is, it cost about 50% to 60%
more to attend an independent college than to go to a state college or uni-
versity. But over the next decade, the cost ratio rose to more than 2.1.
Inasmuch as there has been no difference in the rate at which costs are
rising for public and private institutions, the difference lies partly in differinjk
educational missions between the two sectors, partly in the willingness or
state legislatures to absorb a rising proportion of the cost of education in
public institutions in the form of support, and partly in the commitment in
most states to a philosophy of merely token tuition levels at state colleges
and universities. The latter policy is admirable where there is but a single
system of higher education but it contributes to impending disaster when
a sizeable segment of higher education must operate without tax support.)

(4) Private colleges and universities have historically catered to select
clienteles. The masses of college-age students are not able to matriculate at
many of those schools. Public aid would only contribute to the perpetuation
of an admissions policy oriented to a national student body.

In a recent position paper on the use of public funds for higher education,
the president of Worcester State College argued that it would be unjust and
inequitable to divert substantial public funds to the private sector. 1

President Leestamper argued first that part of the reason for the private
colleges’ financial crisis is that they overextended their physical plants. In
support of this contention, federal statistics were cited which indicated that
private institutions had 7 million square feet of space in excess of their needs
whereas the public sector had 75 million square feet less than it required.
On the basis of average assignable academic space per student, the private
college student, in 1969, had nearly twice the space for classroom use as did
the public college student. In short, it is argued, the public is,asked to pay
for the private sector’s misjudgment.

A second argument advanced is that the maintenance of excess faculty i.' =

a major contributor to the private college financial crisis. A 197 I BrookingV
Institution report was cited which compared faculty-student ratios at four
year colleges. 2 The national average in 1967 was 6:100 in the public sector
and 7.6:100 in the private sector. Translated into salaries, the difference is

iLeestamper, Robert, “Public Funds and Higher Education. A Position Paper.” Worces
ter State College, Worcester, Mass., February, 1972.
■O’Neil, June, Resource Use In Higher Education, Brookings Institution. Washington,
DC., 1971.



1973J HOUSE No. 6106 67

more than a half million dollars annually, in a private school with an enroll
ment of about 3,000.

In his third contention. President Leestamper argues that any general
review and comparison of private and public instructional costs will strongly
indicate a low level of cost-effectiveness or productivity in the private sector.
Lacking access to private college budgets, Leestamper employed some
reneral data to make his point. For example, credit hour costs in the public

have recently dropped while in the private sector they have gone up.
In the decade ending in the mid-sixties the credit-hour cost in the public
sector dropped from $34.10 to $31.20 while it arose in the private sector
from $35.60 to $39.20, a 25% differential. Locally, he argued that per
student costs at Worcester State were roughly $1,311 compared to per
student costs in five nearby private institutions of from $2,696 to $4,926.
A fourth argument is that state tuition levels are not responsible for the

financial plight of the private college and that efforts to relate the two issues
are highly misleading. In essence, he contends that any increase in public
tuition would produce more harm than good by depriving a college education
to those who can least afford it.

In further arguments. President Leestamper asserts that the public system
of higher education is, and will increasingly be, the key to higher education
for the majority of state residents. Many private colleges in Massachusetts
are overwhelmingly national in their enrollments and it is to the public sector
that most Massachusetts students must look for their educational future.
By 1980, the public sector has to double its enrollments if it is to meet the
state’s needs. It is also argued that public support of higher education in
Massachusetts has not as yet reached an adequate level and to divert funds
to the private sector would be to short-change the public colleges when real
progress toward understanding the need to improve the level of support for
public higher education is being achieved. Dr. Leestamper also echoes other
warnings that federal support cannot be looked upon as a solution to the
immediate financial crisis. Basic responsibility for maintaining, improving
and expanding higher education rests with the states.

In Dr. Lcestamper’s opinion, the only reasonable solution to the dilemma
facing the private colleges lies in the direction of self-help. They must

look to the practice of self-imposed austerities and efforts toward increased
productivity if they are to survive. As expressed by Earl J, McGrath, former
U.S. Commissioner of Education, “Only the more efficient use of income
from all sources can make the difference between survival at an acceptable
level of quality and dissolution , . . Procedures should be established for an
annual review of purposes and programs to prevent the type of unobserved
or unassessed budgetary expansions that have brought these institutions to



HOUSE —No. 6106 [March68

theirpresent embarrassing financial situation. The only solution open to most
colleges as they face their financial problems can be found not by looking
outward for more abundant resources but by looking inward toward their
more economical use.” l Commissioner McGrath did not distinguish between
the public and private sector in his commentary.

Finally, President Leestamper rejects the claim of impoverishment by the
private sector of higher education. Deficits, he argues, cannot be equated
with poverty. It is a time of transition, he continues, in which the
sector must lower its financial expectations so that the public sector can"
raise its expectations. The only real solution, he concludes, is for the private
colleges to increase productivity: “They can achieve this increased produc-
tivity by redefining their roles realistically and restructuring their programs
efficiently to meet the historical necessities of the era of universal higher
education which has already begun.” 2

In line with the foregoing arguments of a public college president, are
the following self-help points enumerated by Father Reinert, President of
St. Louis University, a private institution:

1. The school must decide upon its purpose and get back to it. The
problem has to be solved philosophically if it is to be solved financially. It
is the mission of the college to educate, to graduate thinkers, not technicians.

Deadwood programs must be pruned but what the school does well
should remain and be enhanced.

3. Cost consciousness must become a way of life for faculty as well as
administrators

4. The level of student service must
without denying essentials.

be decreased where it can be done

5. Student aid expenditures must be
6, Institutional productivity must be

kept at reasonable levels
tudicd faculty workloads should

not be increased to the point of diminishing the quality of their teaching.
7. A thorough cost analysis should be made to determine what is achieved

for each dollar spent
8. Strive for still better use of all resources

9. Interinstitutional cooperation must be explored in connection witl;
resources and programs so that efforts can be coordinated and complimeiV
tary, not duplicated or destructive. 3

Reinert also described how Saint Louis University transformed an op
erating deficit of $2.3 million into balanced budget. Among steps taken

‘McGrath, Earl J., "Survival Kit for th
Higher Education, January 10. 1972.

Liberal Arts Colleges”, The Chronich
nuary 10, 19

Leestampe
Reinert, To Turn the Tide, supra, pp. 64-66
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was a phaseout of the school of dentistry; to continue it would require $8,5
million for physical facilities and $2OO-300,000 in operating outlays. The
school was largely a part-time teaching program when what was needed was
a full-time facility. It also phased out its school of engineering which was
relatively undeveloped and lacked strong research and graduate programs.
The choice was to develop it further or close it. Management consultants
were brought in to look at the operation of the school and to do a cost
jgialysis. Subsequently, reductions were made in faculty and nonacademic
personnel. 1

The New England Board of Higher Education lists 88 private institutions
of higher learning in Massachusetts for the 1972-73 academic year. Of these,
12 are universities, 31 are four-year colleges, 11 are four-year specialized
institutions, 21 are two-year institutions, nine are schools primarly for reli-
gious training and four are for post-baccalaureate education only. Nearly
189,000 degree and nondegree students are enrolled in these institutions, as
follows: 135,086 undergraduates, 41,710 graduate students and 12,013
nondegree students. This massive enrollment outstrips the public higher
education by more than 60,000. In the public sector there is only one public
university (with three campuses), II state colleges, 15 two-year colleges
and four technical institutions with a total enrollment of 128,627 (99,161
undergraduates, 14,438 graduates and 15,028 nondegree students).

Massachusetts private higher education is generating more educational
iutput as measured by enrollment levels and number of degrees granted

than at any other time in history. As reflected in the statistics above, the
private sector continues to bear the major responsibility for higher education
in the Commonwealth (60% of the enrollments). In 1969, at the time of a

committee’s study of higher education in the Commonwealth,2 private
accounted for more than two-thirds of all students enrolled in

higher education in Massachusetts and for almost three-fourths of all degrees
granted. In the same year they granted 81 % of all master’s degrees awarded

CHAPTER IV. PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATION
IN MASSACHUSETTS

Extent of Higher Education in Massachusetts

Contributions

ißeinert, Ibid, p. 58
;Select Committee for the Study of Financial Problems of Private Institutions of Higher
Education in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Financial Problems of Massa-
chusetts Higher Education, January. 1970.
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in the state, 92% of all doctoral degrees, and all of the first professional
degrees (such as medicine and law).

Strong emphasis by private higher education on graduate education pro-
vides a distinctive contribution to Massachusetts and the nation. The private
institutions play a major role in the economics and social development of
the Commonwealth.

Growth
Private institutions are currently enrolling more students than at any

in history. But the rate of growth has dropped off recently. 1 Enrollment of
Massachusetts residents in the private sector a measure of output directly
beneficial to the state, reached a record high in the academic year used for
the select committee’s survey (1968-69). Some 106,000 Massachusetts
residents accounted for 57% of total enrollment (up from 75,000 in 1962-
63). Over the same period the number of degrees granted rose from about
27,000 to about 37,000 an increase of slightly more than one-third.

The steady growth of the private institutions in total enrollmentof Massa-
chusetts residents has occurred alongside a rapid expansion of the public
sector of higher education. Enrollment in the public sector more than tripled
between 1962-63 and 1968-69 with the result that the percentage of both
Massachusetts residents and total student population accounted for by the
private sector has declined even though the absolute numbers have increased.

Table 5. Public and Private Higher Education Enrollment in Massachusetts"
1962-63 1965-66 1968-69

AH Students Mass. Residents
No. Private Public No. Private Public

1962-63 170,000 83% 17% 102,000 74% 26%
1965-66 225,000 76% 24% 143,000 64% 36%
1968-69 274,000 68% 32% 190,000 56% 44%

In spite of this rapid public sector expansion, the private sector in Massa-
chusetts still accounted for 68% of enrollments in 1968-69 contrasted with
the national average of 28%. In that academic year on a national scale,
more than 7.5 million students were enrolled in higher education with 2.1
million in the private sector and nearly 5.5 million in the public sector.

One of the frequent criticisms of the private sector of higher education’
in Massachusetts, particularly from the public sector, is that private colleges
and universities are mostly schools with national student bodies. Thus, any

l ln 1972, total enrollments were also down for the first time in recent years.
Reconstructed from data in Figure 4, Financial Problems of Massachusetts Higher
Education, supra, p. 1-4
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public assistance to the private sector would be aiding non-residents in
preference to Massachusetts residents. 1 Of course, diversity in the student
body is one of the strengths of any higher educational institution. Massa-
chusetts residents enrolled in private colleges in the Commonwealth come
in contact with fellow students from all points of the nation and the world.
It is an enriching part of their education to study alongside students of
differing political, social, economic and cultural backgrounds. Except on the

graduate level, the public college student has only limited exposure to this
tampus mixture. While some Massachusetts private colleges have long been
nationally oriented in terms of student bodies, all schools in the private
sector do not fall in this category. The following table shows trends in
percentages of Massachusetts residents enrolled at selected private colleges
and universities in Massachusetts over a seventeen year period 1955-1972.

Table 6. Massachusetts Residents Enrolled at Selected Massachusetts
Private Institutions of Higher Education

Selected Years 1955-1972

Percentage of Undergraduate Mass. Residents
Mass. Residents Enrollment Enrolled

I n.slilnlion 1955 1966 1972 1966 1972 1966 1972
M.I.T. 20.0 12.0 10.7 3,857 4,183 463 448
Williams 16.5 12.3 13.7 1.189 1,167 146 228
Amherst 16.1 14.3 15.6 1,220 1,226 175 191
Wellesley 14.3 14.3 16.8 1.775 1,842 254 309
Smith 10.0 14.7 17.4 2.326 2,574 342 448
Mt. Holyoke 16.5 16.6 19.8 1.707 1,882 283 373
Harvard 28.0 23,0 21.1 4,848 4,688 1,115 989
Boston Univ. 70.0 45.0 31.6 12,177 12,846 5,480 4,060
Worcester-Poly. 59.0 48,0 53.7 1,384 1,999 664 1,073
Boston College 90.0 70.0 58.9 6,684 7,656 4,679 4,510
A.I.C. 71.0 62.0 1,646 1,656 1,169 1,027
Emmanuel 96.1 73.7 66.0 1.369 1,052 1,009 694

95.0 75.0 63.0 1,200 1,605 900 1,011
'vVcnt worth 78.0 60.0 75.0 2,350 1,484 1,410 1,113

Source: Association of Independent Colleges and Universities in Massachusetts. Bos-
ton, Mass. February, 1973

'Programs of state assistance proposed by the private sector, it should be noted, are
directed solely for the benefit of Massachusetts residents enrolled at private schools
These proposals include both aid to institutions and aid to student
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The data above indicate that among the older private schools the percen-
tage of Massachusetts residents has not changed substantially. Wellesley,
Smith and Mt. Holyoke do show percentage increases of note while M.I.T.
alone has reflected a substantial decrease in percentage of Massachusetts
residents enrolled. Among the other schools, including church-affiliated
colleges, there has been, except for the technical schools, a considerable
drop in percentages of Massachusetts residents enrolled. This might be
explained in part by a desire to broaden the geographical base of the
body and in part by the emerging competition of the public sector which
understandably siphoned off large numbers of would-be applicants to the
private sector by reason of low tuition. It should also be noted that most of
these schools have, compared to the public sector, relatively small under-
graduate student bodies.

Graduate Education. Strong emphasis on graduate education is a distinc-
tive feature of private higher education in Massachusetts a feature that
sets the private sector apart from both the Massachusetts public sector and
higher education nationwide. As shown here, this emphasis is on the increase.

Table 7. Massachusetts Private Higher Education Enrollments

Graduate Undergraduate Total
1962-1963 26,000 (18.3%) 115,000 (81.7%) 141,000
1965-1966 33,000 (19%) 138,000 (81%) 171,000
1968-1969 38,000 (20%) 148,000 (80%) 186,000

By comparison, in 1968-69, 15.9% of all Massachusetts public enroll-
ment was in post baccalaureate programs.

The private sector has also granted the bulk of advanced degrees awarded
by all Massachusetts colleges and universities. In 1968-69, the private sector
awarded 86% of the first professional, master’s and doctor’s degrees in
the state. Notwithstanding the rapid growth in the public sector, it has had
only slight impact on the dominant role of the private sector in graduate
education, increasing its percentage of doctoral degrees from 3% of all
doctoral degrees awarded in Massachusetts, in 1962-63 to 8% in
There was no change in its percentage output of master’s degrees during the
same period. The public sector awarded no first professional degrees during
that period.

Economic and Social. The private sector’s economic and social contri-
butions are also substantial. It pours millions of dollars in annual expendi-
tures into the economy, spending $773 million in operating expenditures and
an additional $9O million in plant expenditures during 1968-69. Indirectly,
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its total cumulative investment of more than one billion dollars in physical
plant is an enormous physical resource for the state, obtainable with minimal
use of state funds. In addition, as pointed out in the select committee’s
report, “by enrolling Massachusetts residents, private institutions have
relieved the Commonwealth of a major share of its responsibility for pro-
viding educational opportunities for its citizens. If the state were supporting
Vs residents who are enrolled in private institutions in 1969-70 at the level

budgeted for public institutions, the operating cost of higher education in
the state net of tuition and fees revenue would approximately double,
adding a tax burden in excess of $9O million l (emphasis added).

In one recent study measuring the economic impact of a small private
college in Massachusetts during 1968-69, it was estimated that more than
$l5 million of spending in the lower Merrimack Valley community was at-
tributable to the presence of Merrimack College in North Andover. At the
time of the study the college enrollment stood at only 1,746 students of whom
more than 68% came from outside the lower valley area. In other words,
nearly 70% of the student body was bringing money into the valley. 2 Since
then enrollment has increased to 2,835.

Industrial development in the state has also been a major beneficiary of
the private sector. An M.I.T. study published in 1968 indicated that 156
companies had been spun off from five laboratories and four departments at
M.I.T. with a total sales in 1964 of more than $2OO million.3 A similar
study if conducted today would undoubtedly reveal more dramatic results.

Social contributions, which include the education of men and women who
have provided leadership in medicine, law, science, government and business
cannotbe measured in dollars.

Signs of Increasing Financial Difficulty

Notwithstanding their growth and achievement, private colleges and uni-
versities in Massachusetts have shown signs of increasing financial difficulties
that threaten to limit their future contributions. The root cause is funda-
mental: costs are climbing faster than revenues. The net result is a decline

the excess of operating revenues over operating expenditures, which many
institutions rely upon to help build physical plant. Now these institutions
are confronted with a growing shortage of funds to finance capital expendi-

'Select committee report, supra, p. 1-7
-Impact. A Study of the Impact of Merrimack College on the Lower Merrimack Valley
of Massachusetts and New Hampshire. Arland Charlton. 1970, 99pp. Merrimack
College, No. Andover, Mass. 01845.
'Sloan School of Management Study reported by Dr. E.B. Roberts in Research Man
agemenl, Vol. II (No. 4) 1968.
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tures. In a situation where they are caught between inadequate funds and
expanding needs, more schools are turning to debt assumption to pay for
capital investments while deferring, when possible, necessary improvements
to physical plant. But, as the select committee points out,“As costs continue
to rise faster than revenues, it will become increasingly difficult for the
private institutions to cover operating costs, let alone to provide capital
funds from operating revenues.” l

Historically, net operating funds (i.e., the excess of operating
over operating expenditures) have been an important source of capital 7

funds for many private institutions. Recently net operating funds of Massa-
chusetts private higher education have been in sharp decline. Thus, from
1965-66 to 1968-69, there was a reported decline of $lO million (from $29
million to $l9 million) in net operating funds. 2 When measured in per-
centages of operating expenditures the decline is more dramatic from
5.1% in 1965-66 to 2.5% in 1968-69.

When financial difficulties began to strike the private sector of higher
education in the late 19605, the Governor, in 1969, appointed a committee
to study and report on the gravity of the situation. Specifically, the Gov-
ernor directed the committee to: (1) conduct an examination of the present
financial status and problems facing the private degree granting institutions
in the state, including current income and expenditures, capital investment
and deferred maintenance; (2) make projections of expected income and
expenditures over the next 12 years (to 1980-81) including the relation of
these expenditures to program developments and (3) conduct an explo-
ration of possible alternatives in meeting the needs, if any, identified in the
study (including state, federal and private sources of funding and implica-
tions of each).

The Committee reported to the Governor in early 1970.3 Projections of
revenues and expenditures, which were developed by a consultant to the
committee, 1 show that private institutions of higher education will incur
increasing deficits in the next few years unless new and substantial sources

Governor’s Select Committee on Higher Education

Financial Projections

ISelect Committee Report, p, I-'
Committee Report, p. 1-8

'•Financial Problems of Massachusetts Higher Education. Report of the Select Com-
mittee for the Study of Financial Problems of Private Institutions of Higher Educationin the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. January 1970.
‘McKinsey and Co., Ini
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of revenue become available. It was the judgment of the committee that if
no action is taken to counter the projected deficits, the private colleges and
universities will have increasing difficulty sustaining the current level of
enrollments and maintaining their reputation for excellence “both of which
have contributed so importantly to higher education in Massachusetts over
the years. And, of more serious consequence, continuing financial deficits
may even call into question the future existence of a number of private

1
r The seriousness of the situation is underscored by the committee’s refer-

ence to mounting deficits. It pointed to financial projections based on
historical trends, institutional expectations and environmental factors, which
show that “private higher education in Massachusetts will face deficits on
the order of $5O million by 1975-76 and perhaps two to three times that
amount by 1980-81.”- In the committee’s view, this trend forecasts a pro-
gressive deterioration of the private sector’s ability to continue its current
level of contributions to higher education in the state.

Financial support from the federal government does not appear to offer
a solution to the private sector's financial problems for two reasons. First,
federal funds have been largely provided for services (e.g., research) that
generate only incidentally financial support for other educational activities.
Moreover, as indicated in Chapter 111 research has been, and continues to
be, heavily concentrated in relatively few institutions. Second, new forms of
substantial financial support from the federal government appear unlikely
in the near future.

A recent newspaper article reported possible effects of President Nixon’s
proposals to slash federal funding for private higher education.a According
to the report, some of the larger institutions will lose millions of dollars and
face considerable disruption in academic curriculum and research. "For
large private institutions like Harvard, MIT and Boston University, the
months ahead will be trying ones. At stake will be the future of their medical
schools; their graduate programs, particularly in the natural sciences and
health fields; their very existence, in a time of rising costs.”-4 At MIT. federal
-’fiants are reported to support 172 graduate students in a health science
’program which has brought $1.2 million annually to the school. The loss of
this program, marked for elimination, comes on the heels of another federal

■Select Committee Report
-Ibid.

P

:i ßoston Globe, February 5, 19
4lbid.
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phaseout of graduate programs that have cut graduate school enrollments
by a third, and a loss of $3 million annually. Now the Nixon proposals
threaten to cut into research programs which at MIT reportedly run to $lOO
million in funding and support of 1,000 research assistants. Harvard, which
the report states has $6l million in federal funding for fiscal 1972, may also
be affected because most of the proposed Nixon cuts are in agencies that
have been heavily involved with research contracts at Harvard. Medical and
health funding losses may reach more than $lB million if the President
successful in getting his budget cuts through Congress. More recently,
Harvard closed a privately financed $l2 million public health facility, re-
portedly due to federal cutbacks in funding of research and grants-in-aid
programs. l Nursing schools at Boston College and Boston University are
also reportedly threatened with closing because of federal reduction of
support for nursing trainees.2

State institutions and smaller colleges are also alarmed at proposals to
cut back building programs and student financial aid. The biggest squeeze
on student aid will hit those who need assistance the most students from
lower and middle income families.

With existing external sources of funds drying up, many private institu-
measures to cope with the deteriorating
growth may be curtailed, student aid
tuition increases continued and educa-
student sharply reduced. Adoption of
implication for the Commonwealth. In

dons must resort to drastic internal
fiscal positions. Thus, enrollment
expenditures limited, a high rate of
tional resources available to each
these measures would have serious
the words of the select committee
institutions by their financial plight

these steps “forced upon the private
would be directly counter to the Com-

monwealth’s goal of expanding educational opportunities for all its residents.
Such actions by the private institutions of higher education would place an
increasing moral and financial burden on the public institutions of the
Commonwealth over a period when Massachusetts is likely to face in-
creasing shortages of educational spaces, mounting to 85,000 by 1980. To
the extent such results can be avoided or minimized by reasonable financial
assistance from Massachusetts, such assistance should be rendered.” 3

Recommendations of the Select Committee
The committee therefore recommended that the state provide direct

financial support to its private institutions in the form of grants based on the

I Boston Globe, February 22, 197
2Ibid.
'lbid. The anticipated shortage of 85,000 spaces is based on figures from Enrollment
Study for Massachusetts, Massachusetts Board of Higher Education, January. 1969,
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number of degrees awarded to Massachusetts residents, which, in its judg-
ment, is the best method for channelling state funds to private higher educa-
tion. It recommended that the funding level for the direct grants program
be set as a percentage of the cost to the state of producing a degree in a
comparable Massachusetts public institution;

This formula reflects the Committee’s belief that, by serving a sub-
stantial number of Massachusetts residents, the private colleges and
universities relieve the Commonwealth of the responsibility of educat-
ing those residents solely at public expense. By giving private colleges
and universities financial support equaling a small fraction of the cost
of educating students in the public institutions, the Commonwealth
would help maintain the private sector’s ability to educate Massachu-
setts residents at present or increased levels of enrollment and quality.”l

At the time of filing its report (1970), the Committee proposed that the
funding level be set at 15% of the actual public cost of educating a Massa-
chusetts resident in a comparable public institution. It proposed that grants
be distributed on a graduated scale in proportion to the estimated public cost
of each type of degree, as follows.

Table 8. Proposed Award Per Degree For Massachusetts Residents
in 1972-73*

Estimated 1972-73 Proposed Award
Public Cost (Approximately 15 Percent

Degree Type per Degree of Public Costs)

Associate $ 2,800 $ 400
Bachelor’s 7,000 1,000
Master’s 5,300 800
First Professional 7,900 1,200
Ph.D. 21,000 3,100

,)fledical and Dental 28,000 4,200

data from which to estimate the 1972-73 public costs by type of degree were
not available in 1970. If the proposed award program is adopted, the Committee
recommended that steps should be taken to ensure that the necessary cost data are
made available on a continuing basis.

I lbid, p. 5
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The committee stated that the proposed payment schedule could be
expected to generate about $2O million annually by the 1972-73 academic
year, or roughly, an amount equal to the projected deficit for this year.
Distribution to individual institutions, the committee observed, would not
bear a direct relationship to the amount of their individual deficits. In fact,
the committee added, it is not necessarily desirable to tailor state aid to the
particular financial weaknesses of specific institutions. In the opinion of
committee, the aid program proposed in 1970 would have produced
important positive results: (1) sufficient funds would have been made avail-
able for 1972-73 to improve substantially the overall ability of the private
sector to overcome its shortages of funds; and (2) relatively greater assis-
tance would have been provided to those institutions unable to keep pace
with the general rate of improvement in student aid, student-to-faculty
ratios, faculty salaries, and amount of total education resources devoted to
each student. According to the committee, a payment based on 15% of
the estimated public cost of providing degrees would provide about $25
million in 1975-76, significantly less than the $5O million deficit projected
for that year. l

Aware of the constitutional barrier to such aid, the committee recom-
mended that “the Constitution be amended to permit direct state aid to all
private institutions of higher education except those avowedly engaged in
education primarily for religious training.” 2

It also became apparent to the committee during the course of its study
that private institutions incur significant deficits in their student aid pro-
grams which represent an important contribution toward achieving the state
goal of expanded educational opportunities. Through their financing of
student aid to Massachusetts residents, the private institutions assume a
burden which the committee observed “is rightfully a responsibility of the
Commonwealth.” 3 The committee thus recommended that the state “rapidly
accelerate the current expansion of the scholarship program.” 4

No stronger language could make any clearer the judgment of the Gov-
ernor’s committee as to the financial storm that now envelops the field of
higher education

We believe that the ultimate
education (public and private)
assistance from the Commonwe;

survival of the dual system of higher
is dependent upon such direct financial
alth to private educational institutions.5

Ibid., p. 6
•Ibid.
•Ibid

4 /hid.
Ibid., p
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I

The Predicament of Private Higher Education in Massachusetts
The information which formed the basis of the select committee's recom-

mendations was collected and analyzed by a study team of consultants.
That group obtained financial data directly from the private colleges and
universities concerning their important educational characteristics and major
revenue and expenditure components. Historical data documented the di-

of educational activity and financial results of the recent past,
projections revealed institutional plans and expectations for the next 12
years. Supplementary information was gathered through direct interviews
with officials of the educational institutions.

For purposes of the study, the private educational institutions were clas-
sified as follows:

Group I Two-Year Institutions (18)

Group II - Specialized Colleges (9)

Group 111 Nonspecialized Colleges
Lower Expenditures per Student (19)

Group IV Nonspecialized Colleges
Higher Expenditures per Student (10)

Group V Universities (6)

achusetts Institute of TechnologyGroup VI Harvard and Ma

Groups IV and V, the nonspecialized colleges, were so divided because
of important differences in financial resources. Harvard and M.I.T. were
classified separately because of their larger financial resources and heavy
research orientation, factors which would tend to distort the financial analysis
of the private universities as a group.

Conclusions
From data prepared for the select committee, four important conclusions

were obvious:

1. The financial contribution of the educational and general account
has declined markedly (down more than $ll million in a three-year span).
In particular, instruction and research expenditures, by far the largest ex-
penditure component (faculty salaries account for 70% of this item),
have grown at a rate of \2Vi% annually while tuition and fees, the chief
revenue component, have grown at 10.9% per year.
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2. Student aid continues to drain substantially the financial resources of
the private institutions. In a three-year survey span, while student aid reve-
nues grewby $13.3 million (an increase of 13.8%) student aid expenditures
had a growth of $16.5 million (an increase of 13.3%) or a net deficit of
$3.2 million. Thus, despite a slightly larger revenue growth rate, the rate
was not large enough to offset the absolute growth in expenditures.

3. Research and public service programs sponsored by government and
other agencies are not evenly distributed among all institutions.
and M.I.T. obtained 80% of the total contribution in this category in 1968-
69 while six other universities received 16%. The remaining 4% of the
total was distributed among some of the 56 other Massachusetts private
colleges.

4. Auxiliary enterprises are moving towards the break-even point. This
category includes all revenues and expenditures for activities that exist
solely to furnish a service at a fee to students, faculty or staff.

A deceiving factor in the presentation of aggregate statistics, however,
is that they reveal only part of the effects of unfavorable financial trends.
When examined individually, financial data of reporting institutions reveal
that the number of colleges and universities reporting operating deficits had
nearly doubled in the survey span of only three years. Thus, some institu-
tions are facing serious and deteriorating financial situations that are masked
in the presentation of aggregate statistics.! The decline in net operating
funds, moreover, has an impact beyond the operating budget, for it also
weakens the capital accounts position.

Capital Accounts Status
Capital receipts result from external sources and from the excess of

operating revenues over operating expenditures. These receipts provide
funds for plant expenditures and for additions to endowment. When receipts
exceed expenditures required for plant, the excess goes to increase the en-
dowment. Should capital receipts fail to cover plant requirements, the insti-
tution may have to turn to debt, the least desired form of financing for the
institution

Since 1962, private higher education in Massachusetts has added almost
$1.45 billion to plant and endowment, an average of $207 million per year.
By 1970 such endowments had a total market value of almost $2 billion
and physical plants had a book value of more than $1.2 billion. However,
Harvard and M.I.T. accounted for almost half of the total capital addition
and 67% of the endowment growth. The other 62 institutions had a total

Select Committee Staff Report, p. 1-12
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capital accumulation of $735 million, of which only $269 million was
added to endowment.

Table 9. Capital Additions 1962-1969
(millions of dollars)

0 Harvard & AH Others
M.I.T. in Mass. Total

Endowment Additions $270 $lB5 $ 455
(outside sources)

Endowment Appreciation 275 84 359
Total Increases 545 269 814

Plant Expenditures 169 466 635
Total Capital Additions $714 $735 $1,449

That expansion has been achieved only at a debt price is indicated, in
part, by the $l2B million increase in debt for all institutions between 1962
and 1969. During that period the net increase in debt was equal to 20% of
total plant expenditures by Massachusetts private higher education (from
$63.7 million to $191.8 million). Further, over the same period, it is esti-
mated that the backlog of deferred maintenance (the cost of major repairs
to bring plant up to acceptable standards) for private higher education in
Massachusetts more than doubled from $6 million to $l4 million

Overall Financial Status
As a summary measure of the current status of both operating and capital

accounts, debt is probably the best available indicator of the net inadequacy
of funds. The net amount of borrowing indicates the gap between how much
the institutions could spend by using existing funds and how much they
actually did spend. During the period 1965-69 net borrowing for Massa-
chusetts private higher education in aggregate averaged $lB millionper year.

However, this net funds need measures only the institutions’ inability to
cover expenditures that were made. A more revealing measure of overall
financial status would also reflect the amount of high priority expenditures
that could not be made by the institutions because of a shortage of funds
That amount cannot be estimated. But the survey conducted by the select
committee’s consultant (hereafter referred to as the McKinsey Survey) in-
dicated that fund shortages have severely limited high priority programs and
concludes that the amount of annual debt accumulation understates the true
funds shortage of the private institutions.
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Bases of Financial Projections

Projections of probable trends in institutions’ revenues and expenditures
raise even more serious questions about the future of private higher educa-
tion in Massachusetts.

The McKinsey Survey analyses indicate that private institutions could
incur deficits of approximately $2O million by 1972-73, $5O million by
1975-76, and $l4O million by 1980-81; these deficits represent 1.8

of total expected expenditures in 1972-73, 3.6 percent in 1975-76, and
percent in 1980-81. 1

The McKinsey Survey calculated and compared operating account pro-
jections for 1975-76 based on three sets of assumption: (1) growth rates
implicit in historical data, (2) growth rates implicit in institution projections
and (3) growth rates it used in making its study projections.

The resulting projections indicate that a serious operating funds deficit
would occur under all sets of assumptions. The direct historical projections
would produce the largest deficit:

Table 10. Comparison of Operating Funds Deficits
1975-76

Operating Funds Deficit
Operating Funds Deficit as Percentage of

(millions of dollars) Operating Expenditures

Direct Historical Projections $79.8 5.0%
Institutional Projections 48.1 4.0%
Study Projections 31.1 2,5%

From its series of projected net operating, capital, and total funds by
group, the McKinsey Survey team drew several conclusions:

1. Institutional operating accounts will show the most severe deficits
by 1975-76. Although net operating funds were predicted to be only slightly
negative for the current year (1972-73), a sharp rate of decline was pro-
jected. The future compound growth rate in revenues was projected to be
0.7 percentage points below the growth rate for operating expenditures. This
differential would drive the operating account deficit to $llO million by
1980-81.

2. Projected capital deficits are not expected to grow rapidly. Capital
deficits occur when capital gifts and grants cannot cover planf expenditures.

l lbid., r
-Ibid., p. 2-1 1
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Only four of the groups are projected to have capital deficits. In those groups,
capital gifts and grants, growing at an assumed 6.5% rate will not catch up
by 1981 with plant expenditures growing at a 4% inflation rate. Thus,
despite the favorable growth rate differential between revenues and expendi-
tures, the total deficit is projected to climb.

3. GroupV, the six private universitiesl (excluding Harvard and M.1.T0,
face large deficits. This group has the highest enrollment of the six

|roups and accounts for 43% of total full time equivalent enrollments in
the private sector of higher education in Massachusetts. By 1975-76, the
Group V deficit is projected to reach 41% of the aggregate 1975-76 deficit
for all private institutions. Group V deficits would be significantly greater if
more plant expenditures were planned but there is in that group a low
expectation of increasing plant space per student.

4. Group 11, comprising nine institutions- will face the most severe 1975-
76 deficit relative to its level of expenditures. In this group, as contrasted
with the aggregate picture, the capital account is responsible for almost all
of the deficit. To accommodate their enrollment growth rate (3.4% ) w'hich
is the highest of all groups, projected average annual plant expenditures are
considerably higher than their capital receipts.

5. Group 111. 19 institutions, 3 is projected to have a favorable balance,
in net total funds; Group I, 18 institutions • mostly junior colleges, only a
modest deficit in 1975-76. These groups have historically operated with
limited resources. Consequently, they generally have lower faculty salaries,
higher student-to-faculty ratios, and more modest student aid programs than
the other groups. The favorable results may be somewhat illusory; no net
total surplus is anticipated to materialize because these institutions will
likely use the funds to improve faculty salaries, student faculty ratios, and
student aid programs.

6. Groups IV, 10 institutions, 1 and VI (Harvard and M.1.T.) generally
comprising institutions with strong financial resources have large projected
deficits. These groups include some of the nation’s most prestigious colleges
and universities. Their reputation stems, in part, on continually making costly

in their educational programs. But continuing rates of pro

Boston College, Boston University, Brand is, Clark. Northeastern and Tuft
Babson, Bentley. Boston Conser if Music, Hampden College of Pharmacy

isachusetls College of Pharmacy, New Eng
Springfield.

Massachusetts College of Optometry, Ma
land Conservatory of Music. Nichols, and

A.1.C., Anna Maria, Atlantic Union, Ci
Emerson, Emmanuel, Gordon, Hellenic, I
Elms, Regis, Stonehill, Suffolk Univ., Wc

irdinal Cushing, Curry, Eastern Nazarene,
.esley, Merrimack, Newton, Our Lady of the
stern New England and Wheelock.

•Amherst, Assumption, Holy Cross, Mt. Holyoke, Simmons, Smith, Wellesley, Whe
ton, Williams and Worcester Polytechnic Institute.
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gress will become increasingly difficult; for some it may become impossible
without altering in some way their traditional roles (e.g. changing to a
coeducational institution from all-men or all-women).

7. All groups could face deficits by 1980-81. In the absence of some
form of financial support not now apparent, the differential in growth rates
between costs and revenues will carry every group into a deficit position
bv 1980-81,

Alternative Methods of Financing Future Requirements

Limits on External Sources of Revenue
Various factors limit future growth in funds from the three major external

sources of revenue; (1) private gifts and grants, (2) federal support, and
(3) state support.

Private Giving. The principal sources are alumni, parents of students and
other friends, general welfare foundations and business. In 1967-68 private
giving to Massachusetts private higher education was distributed as follows:

Alumni 44%
24%Foundations

Other Individuals
Business

18 f
11?

Oth 3?

The McKinsey Survey indicated that even though all private institutions
continued to do everything possible to improve their success with private
donors, it is not expected that projected growth rates of 6V2 % to 8% for the
six groupings would be exceeded. Six reasons were cited:

1. Principal private sources have already been tapped
2. Per capita contributions for all forms of charitable purpose are

declining.

3. Other competitors for the philanthropic dollar are driving support
away from higher education (e.g., foundations are focusing on urban as-
sistance programs).

4. Business and corporations focus a limited amount of support on a few
institutions. Moreover, their support is unevenly distributed, favoring institu-
tions that are beneficial to their accounting and research programs. Smaller
schools that cannot offer a tangible quid pro quo are neglected.

5. Campus unrest tends to lower individual giving particularly by
more senior (and more affluent) alumni.

6. Federal tax legislative proposals threaten to further diminish founda
tion support of higher education.
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Federal Support Programs. On the whole, private higher education in
Massachusetts has benefitted significantly from funds supplied by federal
government. These funds, largely for research, have enhanced the educa-
tional environment of the institutions by attracting highly qualified faculty
and fostering outstanding graduate programs. Nevertheless, federal funds
have done little to alleviate the growing financial problems of many Massa-
chusetts private colleges and universities. Two factors account for their

impact. First, they are, in general, restricted to specific program
mat require institutions to provide particular services in return for grant
received. Most administrators consider federal research programs to be
at best, break-even operations. Second, the uneveness in distribution of
federal funds is a limiting factor with respect to financial impact on recipient
institutions. As already indicated, in 1968-69 Harvard and MIT received
the lion’s share of federal funds distributed to Massachusetts private higher
education (80% ). Most of the remainder ( 16%) went to six universities
(Boston College. Boston University, Brandeis, Clark. Northeastern, and
Tufts) while the other 56 colleges collectively shared the residue (4%)

Both the U.S. Dept, of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Carnegie
Commission favor greater federal support of private higher education.
However, while such view's are enci
for increases in federal support pro
Survey that “private institutions in
term on the federal government tc
than the support they now receive.

iuraging they do not spell any assurance
mams. It is the opinion of the McKinsey
Massachusetts cannot rely in the short-
provide assistance appreciably greater

It has already been pointed out that
the Nixon Administration is bent on cutting back on aid to private higher
education.-

State Support Programs. The only programs now providing even indirect
support for private institutions is the General Scholarship Program, through
which the Commonwealth provides scholarship aid for needy and academ-
ically qualified Massachusetts residents. 3 This program provides relatively
little assistance to the private institutions for two reasons. First, the scholar-
ship program’s primary objective is to help students; any benefit provided

the private institutions is indirect i.e., the scholarship reduces the
the institution might otherwise grant to that student. Second, the

program has had a low funding level in past years. Although $1.2 million
went to students attending Massachusetts private institutions in 1969-70

'Select Committee Staff Report, pp. 3-4
2See pp. 75-76 supra.
*G.L. c. 15, s. ID, By law, no more than 25% of the scholarship program assistance can
be awarded to public college students.
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that sum was equal to only 2% of the total student aid expenditures made
by the institutions themselves the previous year. In the present fiscal year,
of $8 million funded, about $6.2 million has flowed to students in the private
sector and the balance to public college students. Of the private funding
total less than $5.3 million went to students enrolled in private colleges
within Massachusetts.

Yet, even with significant increases in the scholarship program, the poten
tial direct benefit of the institutions is small when compared with the deficit!
the institutions could incur in the near future.

The McKinsey Survey concluded that, “at anything like contemplated
funding levels, this form of state aid will have limited effect in helping the
private institutions cope with their future deficits.” l

In the absence of increased funds from external revenue sources, private
colleges and universities in Massachusetts must adjust internal policy and
operations to meet growing financial problems. One alternative is to effect
better management of resources, such as (a) use of existing physical plant
for night and summer school programs, (b) rigorous control of administra-
tive expenses, and (c) efficient management of endowment and cash. How-
ever, there are limited opportunities to improve one’s financial position by
this avenue of approach.

A second alternative, on the other hand, would have serious and undesir-
able side effects. For example, tuition growth rates could be raised; enroll-
ment growth rates could be cut; student aid growth could be limited to the
rate of tuition growth; plant expenditures could be reduced; increased
amounts of debt could be incurred.

The McKinsey tested several hypothetical changes to determine the pos-
sible effects of adoption of some of these steps. It found that increasing the
tuition growth rate by 1% over rates assumed in its projections would
theoretically reduce the deficit by $2O million. Accepting debt level increases
equal to 20% of plant expenditures the average rate of debt accumula-
tion for the Massachusetts private sector since 1962 would have prac-
tically the same effect. Cutting back the rate of enrollment growth would
reduce projected deficits significantly.

However, as pointed out by the McKinsey report, such steps could be
extremely difficult for many institutions to implement:

Possible Internal Steps

Select Committee Staff Report, p. 3-5
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Even without the additional 1 percent increase used in the test, the
projected growth rate in tuition is significantly higher than the current
rate of growth in disposable income per capita. Still faster tuition
growth would widen the gap between the private institutions’ tuition
charges and the charges of public institutions. Excessive tuition charges
could place many institutions in real danger of pricing themselves out
of their best student markets and could prevent some institutions from

-#f. attaining planned enrollment levels.

The institutions may also find it difficult to raise debt levels even
higher than current figures. Institutions that already have large debt
obligations are not likely to obtain additional debt financing easily,
particularly if the funds will apparently be used to offset operating
deficits. Moreover, excessive use of debt as a source of funds may buy
short-term solvency at the expense of long-term financial health; debt
merely postpones a shortage of funds. l

Without greater growth revenue, many institutions will be forced to
choose among such alternatives and to bear the consequences stemming from
such choices. But the penalties would not strike the institutions alone. Many
of these choices would adversely affect the citizenry of the state. For example,
educational opportunities available to Massachusetts residents would be
constricted. Limited enrollment growth would reduce available openings and
intensify competition for these slots. Students of average ability or with
limited financial resources would be put to greater disadvantage. A higher
rate of growth in tuition charges would place private higher education
beyond the reach of more middle and lower income families. Slower growth
in student aid would produce similar aggravations

Secondly, the public sector would be forced to expand even faster in the
future to maintain the same educational opportunity in Massachusetts. To
the extent that internal policy of high tuition charges would limit private
higher education enrollments, the pressure would be greater on the public
'sector to fill the void. In other states, private universities have come under

Estate control rather thanclose entirely (e.g., University of Buffalo, University
of Pittsburgh, University of Houston), But a 1969 study by the Massachu-
setts Board of Higher Education indicated that during this decade of the
19705, the number of students seeking higher education in the Common-
wealth will grow so much faster than the planned supply of public and
private enrollment slots that by 1980 there will be a shortage of 85,000

'lbid., pp. 3-7, 3-8
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slots. 1 Any reduction in the planned rate at which the private sector absorbs
students will create additional pressure for the public sector to provide slots
and to accelerate future increases in public appropriations. 2

Thirdly, the quality of education offered at the private institutions could
suffer. A decrease in the amount of physical resources available to students,
or an increase in student-to-faculty ratios would reduce the quality of educa-
tion available to students.

Left with no other choice in their struggle to survive, private higher
education institutions in Massachusetts will undoubtedly resort to some of
the measures that are bound to have adverse effects on the total higher
education picture and opportunities open to Massachusetts residents. With
such a heavy dependence of Massachusetts higher education on the private
sector, the ultimate result of such measures could be a severe shortage in
the state’s total resources for higher education both in the number of
student spaces available and in the level of quality. According to the
McKinsey Survey this threat to Massachusetts’ prominent position in the
field of higher education is already becoming a reality. It will become pro-
gressively greater each year it is argued unless additional financial support

from some new sources is made available to the state’s private insti-
tutions of higher education.3

Suggested First Step. There has been much printed in the local press on
the continuing argument over the costs of public higher education v. private
higher education. Much of this stems from the anticipated loss of students
in the private sector to the new campus of the University of Massachusetts
nearing completion at Columbia Point. Charges and countercharges relative
to needs, duplication of programs, costs, etc. have been hurled by university
authorities in each- sector. Unfortunately, the debate in print has proved to
be less informative than entertaining.

The most constructive suggestion yet to appear has been that of Very
Reverend Michael P. Walsh, formerly president of Boston College and
Fordham University and now Advisor of Academic Affairs for the University
of Massachusetts. Claiming to have no cures for the financial crisis that
plagues higher education, Father Walsh does suggest, however, a specific
first step be taken the establishment of a coordinator of educational
institutions in the Commonwealth. Father Walsh states that “. . . there has
to be a deep examination in all public and private institutions and we're

IThis estimate, in the judgment of some observers, is considered somewhat high
~lbid., p. 3-9.

3lbid ., p. 3-9
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going to have to look to each other for survival.” l He continued, “We must
get together public and private so we will stop splintering and learn
what each other is doing.” One problem he cited was the inability of ad-
ministrators to get the institutions together tq discuss common problems
and conflicting interests.2 In this decade, cooperation will be vital, Father
Walsh asserts, if the low income white students, a large group that is not
being educated, begins to flood our campuses. They will bring many more
jjpblems than the minorities in college today, according to Father Walsh,
a/id the combined resources of public and private higher education will be
needed to meet their demands.

In the same vein, Father Paul Reinert, President of St. Louis University
has written:

“We must be willing to open our files ancf reveal our costs show
the number of students we have in our classes, the number of hours
our professors are teaching. Only through uniform, accurate facts and
figures can the comparisons be made among schools and between the
public and private sectors that will enable legislators to get the true
picture.”

“I would argue, though, that public institutions have to be equally
open and accountable. To facilitate this, we need to establish common
sets of criteria.” 3

On October 14, 1972, Governor Francis W. Sargent made a major address
on higher education in this Commonwealth. In speaking at the Education
Trustees Seminar at Framingham State College, the Governor set down the
terms under which he believes future education plans should be developed.
His goal is major reform. Among reforms he proposed are included (1)
adoption of a three-year degree program, (2) an “Open University”
where students of every age and walk of life can pursue higher education
at their own pace and in their own places, (3) equality of opportunity that
is independent of financial hardship, where a fair share of educational costs
Amid be borne by students able to pay, and (4) an “all out program of
tcooperation between public and private institutions.’’ (emphasis added).

While all of the Governor’s stated goals affect both sectors of higher
education, it is the goal of “all-out” cooperation that is of primary concern

The Governor Speaks on Higher Education

IBoston Herald Traveler and Sunday Advertiser, October 15, 197:
2 On February 15, 1973, the first meeting of top level authorities from the private and
public sectors in Massachusetts was held for this purpose.

■‘Reinert, supra, p. 70.
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to those who are interested in the preservation of a dual system of higher
education. With reference to the need for cooperation, the Governor warned,
“Two-thirds of the students in Massachusetts study in private colleges and
universities. It would be a disaster if needless expansion in the public sector
destroyed the private institutions.” (emphasis added). “For years,” con-
tinued the Governor, “we have paid lip service to the need for cooperation
. . . But little has taken place. We have now reached the point, however,
where we will have to pool our resources and planning if both the privaV©
and public sectors are to remain healthy.” Growth, the Governor said, has
been substituted for quality, and buildings for learning. “But history has
taught us that bricks and mortar will never insure quality in education . . .

we must find more exciting and less expensive ways to educate our citizens
This means we will have to find ways to restrain our expectations of growth.’

Views of the Secretary of Educational Affairs
Dr. Joseph M. Cronin, Secretary of Educational Affairs, has indicated

his support for the proposed constitutional amendment. l The Comonwealth,
he has pointed out, possesses one of the strongest higher education systems
in the nation, of which our citizens can be proud. Over the years, billions
of dollars have been invested in this enterprise. We must, asserts Dr, Cronin,
recognize it as an asset, which today pours one billion dollars a year into
the economy of the state through purchase of goods and services, in the
form of salaries and wages, and in the provision of community services.

In the clearest terms. Secretary Cronin states that “The preservation of
a strong dual system of higher education is an imperative of the highest
priority for education.” The Commonwealth, he adds, will continue to need
a wide array of strong colleges and universities to furnish the state with
trained brain power to expand the state's economic development and social
health. Conceding that quality education and research are both difficult
to achieve and costly to maintain, Dr. Cronin, nevertheless, along with
several other educational authorities cited in this report, warns that the
financial plight of private higher education is becoming increasingly serious
and critical. “The Commonwealth,” he admonishes, “cannot afford, educa-
tionally, to have many private colleges and universities close their doops.
Ihe variety and quality of our higher educational institutions is an asset the

Commonwealth can ill afford to lose.” Any loss of capacity in the private
sector will increase the burden for the public institutions.

Dr. Cronin has suggested that new avenues must be sought to nurture and
conserve higher educational institutions and the quality of their offerings.

Statement on Ihe Amendment to Article 46, Section 2 of the Constitution from Joseph
M. C ronin. Secretary of Hducation. February 23. 1973.
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There are many ways to achieve this goal. “Many forms of assistance to
private higher education can be explored,” Cronin states, “without compro-
mising the principle of maintaining a strong system of public higher educa-
tion.” Reiterating the Governor’s position, Dr, Cronin expresses support for
educational planning to avoid redundancy and the development of a com-
mon system for accountability and disclosure.

In his speech of October, 1972, the Governor had urged that “Public and
yivate must learn to share their resources, to pool their efforts, and to plan

for the common good of our students and people.”
These are among the issues, policies and problems that Dr. Cronin says

must be debated on their merits. But without the proposed amendment to
section 2 of Article 46, the Legislature has no flexibility to deal with such
problems.

If the proposed constitutional amendment is again agreed to by this
General Court and subsequently ratified by the people, the Legislature will
then determine the kind of public assistance that might be applied in this
jurisdiction. Several alternatives are open to the General Court, some of
which are cited only briefly here. Presumably, the AED report scheduled
to be delivered to MACE in June 1 will cover these and other options in
sufficient detail and with relevant recommendations that will permit the
Legislature to act in an informed manner.

In the discussion below are typical approaches employed in other juris-
dictions along with programs suggested or proposed by interested observers
of the problem. In general the programs are separated into two categories:
(1) Those which provide direct aid to the institution and (2) those which
provide aid to the student whereby he may select an institution of his choice.
In some instances, programs have been devised which offer both aid to the
student and direct aid to the college or university. 2

direct Aid
IT

Direct grants may vary according to the basis of the grant and the re-
cipient. In some jurisdictions direct appropriations are made to a particular
independent college or university or a particular classification of institution.

Chapter I, pp. 21-22
-’See Appendix A for a listing of types of student assistance available among selected
states.

CHAPTER V. AID PROGRAMS

Institutional Assistance
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The grant may rest on a formula or on a simple legislative decision to fund
certain institutions or classes of institutions. Funds may be used for general
operating expenses or they may be restricted for particular purposes.

Formula Grants. The use of a formula in devising aid programs has been
employed in a number of states. One approach is the general formula grant
where the amount appropriated is a specific sum, e.g, for each student
enrolled or each degree awarded, or some similar index of achievement.
New York provides $4OO for each baccalaureate degree conferred and
$2,400 for each doctorate. Approximately $26.9 million was appropriafS3
in fiscal 1972 to support this program. In Oregon, funds are provided based
on the number of student credit hours (up to $250 for each 45 quarter
hours completed an equivalent of the number of hours for each full time
equivalent student in an academic year. The effect is to reimburse each col-
lege $l,OOO for every graduate.) Combinations are also employed in the
form of special formula grants. Illinois provides a grant of $lOO. for each
freshman and sophomore and $2OO. for each junior or senior state resident. i

In 1971, the Minnesota Legislature passed a “private college contract”
bill which authorizes the Higher Education Coordinating Commission to
contract with private colleges for two specific services to the state. (1) the
education of additional Minnesota students and (2) the education of low-
income students. For each Minnesota student in excess of the 1970 enroll-
ment of Minnesota students the state will pay an eligible institution $5OO.
and for each low-income student who receives a state grant-in-aid the state
will pay $5OO. The two payments are separate and unrelated. An eligible
institution is one which is nonprofit, is not a seminary or other institution
established to require its student to take courses “based on a particular set
of religious beliefs.” The above action included an appropriation of
$2,700,000 for the biennium.

Grants or Loans for Facilities. In some states, funds are provided for
construction of facilities on a general basis or for specific classes of facilities
such as medical schools. However, state backed loans are more common
than grants with respect to aid for facilities.

A direct grant is preferred by educational administrators because funds
can be made available directly to the college for either general or specific
purposes. Grants can be used to improve faculty salary structures, strengthen
libraries, lessen deferred maintenance and avoid further deficits.

Among states which have made direct grants are Pennsylvania, Wisconsin,
Ohio and Illinois. In fiscal 1970, the State of Pennsylvania appropriated
$101.7 million in the form of operating subsidies to selected private uni-

ime equivalent students
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versities including such well known private schools as the University of
Pennsylvania, the University of Pittsburgh, Temple University and Drexel
University. The Marquette University medical school in Wisconsin has re-
ceived state funds as has the Case-Western Reserve University medical
school in Ohio ($1.5 million in fiscal 1970). The latter’s dental school has
also received a state grant. These schools were threatened with closing if
state assistance had not been forthcoming. The aid statute was based on the

Rationale of Bradfield v. Roberts (see Chapter 11).

There are a number of programs whereby the state may enter into a
contract with an institution to provide for a specific service or a given num-
ber of student spaces. In some states, certain areas of study in private schools
have long been state supported.l Agreements can be specific (e.g. the
number of student spaces to be provided in a given field) or simply a
specific number of dollars for general educational services provided.

Supporters of contractual aid argue that the state has certain defined
;ducational needs which can be met in part by private institutions, with the

remainder being satisfied by public institutions. Contractual services avoid
indiscriminate financial aid to both institutions and students. It is also
argued that contracts promote sounder planning, preclude the underwriting
of the costs of all programs operated by an individual institution and con-
tribute to more responsible financial accountability.

Conversely, contractual arrangements are necessarily more narrow in
terms of the total scope of state aid. Thus, they may have limited and in-
effectual impact on the real needs of a college or university seeking assis-
tance. Though a single program may be greatly strengthened, the total impact
on the institution may be of meagre help.

Connecticut Program

Connecticut has adopted a combination student and institutionally based
program. Each college agrees to take a specific number of additional Con-
necticut students based on projections verified by a coordinating agency.>e state pays the private school 125% of current tuition (tuition is not to
exceed the state’s comparable cost of education) up to $l,OOO per year for
each Connecticut student enrolled over a base year. Grants are made one
half on July Ist and one half on November 15th. The college must reallo-
cate 80% of the amount received to student aid for Connecticut students;
presumably this would replace institutional funds used for student aid.

Contracted Aid

I Cornell University, e.g., where the Colleges of Agriculture, Home Econo
Veterinary Medicine are supported under state contractual arrangement
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Seventeen private institutions received aid in 1970-71. Funding for 1971-7
was set at $1.33 million.

Student Aid

Scholarship.

A state scholarship or aid program appears to be the most common
means of providing assistance to independent colleges. Usually, these
grams are geared to students who demonstrate both financial need and an
academic performance thatpoints to success on the level of higher education.
Ordinarily, the award will go to the student and is based upon the charges
and fees at the college where the student is enrolled. Scholarship awards
flow to both public and private college students. Experience indicates that
in numbers, more public students receive awards but total dollar awards are
higher among private students.

A college or university looks upon this kind of aid as indirect. It does
enable a superior student with a financial need to select the college of his
choice (public or private) by reducing tuition differentials. It is not neces-
sarily an answer to a student’s financial needs. Most programs do not
completely equalize the cost differentials. In such cases, the private college
may provide supplementary aid. The program helps to attract better students
who might have no choice but to attend a public college, or none at all. It
also frees institutional funds for other purposes or for grants to other needy
students. But it does not follow that for every dollar paid by the state, the
college has a dollar to spend at its own discretion. Scholarship aid rarely
meets the requirements of the student who is in real need. It may well he
that the college which provides a space for the scholarship student incurs
costs that exceed any benefit from the state’s aid program. Finally, it is most
difficult to measure the effects of present scholarship programs on the
financial condition of an institutiort.

Loans

Loans can be used to supplement other programs. They have the ad-
vantage of a broader application or use than scholarship assistance. Loan"?
can be applied not only to tuition charges hut also to living expenses.
Sourcewise, they may be made directly from a special state fund or they
can be guaranteed by the state with subsidized interest payments.

Loan programs are more attractive to students from middle income back-
grounds than those from lower economic strata. However, there is some
concern about the amount of debt that may build up. (In commenting on
the federal student loan plan, Reinert notes that a labor executive who
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#

analyzed the federal loan plan states that if a young man in need of $2,500
per year for four years of college borrowed it on the plan’s 20-year basis
at a 5% rate and then married a girl in the same circumstances, they would
owe the program $56,000.)'

In this kind of program the state may reimburse either the student or the
for a particular percentage or dollar amount of the cost of tuition,

inch grants can be provided for all students or only to those who have
demonstrated a need. There are variable adaptations of this program operat-
ing in some states. One variation provides a payment schedule based upon
the difference between public and private college tuition Lip to a maximum
dollar amount;- another pays tuition fees in excess of a set amount." That
amount could be set at a level higher than the fees at public colleges; con-
sequently though the program in theory might be open to all students, only
students at private colleges would benefit. To illustrate, where a public
college tuition and fees amounted to $4OO contrasted with $1,600 at a
private college, the grant could equalize the burden on the student by making
available the $1,200 differential for students who have a proven need.

Insofar as the impact on the college is concerned there is no essential
difference from the scholarship program. The concept of tuition equalization
generally is applied so as to benefit students irrespective of their academic
performance. Nevertheless, the impact of such a program has greater poten-
tial than a competitive student aid plan because it can reach so many more
students and it permits colleges to increase tuition with a cushioned effect
on the student.

Vouchers
Vouchers have attracted support as a proposed alternative to financing

the needs of students in private elementary and secondary schools. In effect,
the voucher system would provide each family a voucher for an amount
equal to the average cost of education in the public school system, payable
by either the state or the local school district. The family then has the option

educational services at a public or private school.4

Tuition Equalization Grants

r

'Reinert, supra, pp. 48-49
'lowa, up to $l,OOO per year. Funding for 1972-73 was $4 million
'New York and Wisconsin. Wisconsin’s grants are based on taxable family incon

4 A voucher system was proposed in Massachusetts in 1970 (House, No. 5145 of 1970)
and was referred to the Supreme Judicial Court for an advisory opinion on its con-
stitutionality. The Court replied that the proposal violated Article XLVI of the
Amendments to the Constitution. See Opinion of the Justices 357 Mass. 846 ( 1970).
Also printed as House, No. 5803 of 1970.
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On the higher educational level proponents of a voucher system argue that
low tuitions in public colleges and universities have put an unfair burden on
the low income group who pay taxes but do not comprise a significant
percentage of college enrollments. The result is, critics contend, the poor
underwrite college attendance by the financially secure who do attend
college but who do not pay taxes fully proportionate to their ability. Thus,
it is argued, since individuals reap the economic benefits of higher education,
they should pay the full cost of education whether in public or
colleges. The state would provide a voucher (i.e, a base assistance) with
supplementary aid for those who cannot pay the balance. A program recom-
mended in Wisconsin would provide basic grants of $5OO to all Wisconsin
students and alternate grants to students whose individual and family re-
sources fall short of their ability to pay full cost. The amount of the grant
would equal the difference between the ability to pay. l In sum. such a plan
proposes increases in tuition at public colleges and universities to full cost,
a voucher valued at $5OO for all students, and supplementary grants for
those in greatest need. Theoretically, private colleges would become com-
petitive with public colleges.

Any proposal to charge the full cost of education to students in public
colleges is certain to stir up a hornet's nest. Low tuition at public schools
has enabled many persons from modest circumstances to gain a college
degree. On the other hand, proponents of a voucher system argue that it

among all institutions, public and
in order to attract students. Propo-
nl mass enrollment shifts to public

would stimulate healthy competition
private, and promote academic reform;
nents also contend that it would prev
colleges in states such as Massachusett Many supporters of public institu-

private education.tions fear the opposite mass shifts tc

Tax Credit.

A special tax credit, advantage or deduction may be awarded to a family
or a business which makes contributions to higher education. Thus, tuition
payments could become a deductible item on a state income tax return in
some jurisdictions or a tax credit allowed on the amount of a contribution
to a higher education institution whether in the form of a gift or in tuition
payment. 2 There is a limit on the amount that may be claimed (e.g. in In-

IPreliminary Report of the Governor’s Commission on Education. Madison, Wiscon-
sin; March, 1970. p. 59.

2ln Opinion of the Justices, 357 Mass. 846 (1970), the Court stated that “There is no
basis for implying any right in those parents (who send their children to private
schools) to reimbursement from public funds for any part of their expenses incurred
in exercising a privilege to obtain for their children a nonpublic school education
(p. 85
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Diana there is a maximum of $5O for individuals and $5OO for corporations).
Such plans, while serving to help alleviate financial burdens, tend to be

limited to individuals in higher tax brackets
In general, all student assistance programs provide only indirect assistance

to the institutions by lightening the current and future tuition loads borne
by students. Some student aid programs, however, are tailored so as to
improve quality of service in certain educational programs such as aid to

enrolled in schools of nursing. But usually, the typical student aid
program is designed to give the student a choice and it is up to the institutions
to maintain a quality program sufficient to attract the student.

Other Forms of Aid

Among several other forms of state assistance are the following
Faculty Salaries. The state could provide a proportionate share of private

college faculty salaries with the aim of equalizing salaries in the public and
private sectors. New York has endowed distinguished professor chairs in
both private and public universities. Seven of the ten chairs are in private
institutions and each chair represents $BO,OOO in annual state assistance.
There is also the possibility of a contractual arrangement whereby the state
would contract for faculty from independent schools to teach both public
and private students or instruct certain courses in private schools.

Tax Exemptions.' Present programs of property tax exemption benefitting
colleges and universities could be broadened in scope although some ac-
commodation would undoubtedly be necessary with local tax officials in
jurisdictions such as Massachusetts

Foundations. A quasi-public foundation has been suggested which would
be geared to the education of certain groups of students. Such students could
attend private or public institutions with payments based on financial need.
Participating schools could be awarded supplementary funds for each student
educated.

Consortium. Another suggestion would be the development of a consortia
of public and private colleges and universities to provide aid for specific
programs through pooling of faculty, students and facilities in areas of high
cost and/or low student demand. Private higher education is already experi-
menting with this approach.

Purchase of Facilities. The state could purchase private facilities of se-
lected schools and lease the facility to the seller. Under this arrangement the

'ln Opinion of the Justices 357 Mass, 846 ( 1970) (he Court stated that “A parent I
no constitutional right to exemption from taxes for the support of schools or other
public services merely because he does not make use of them.” (p. 851
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state could assume debts outstanding and/or underwrite costs of maintenance.
Or the state could construct a needed facility such as a new library or even
a new school within a university and lease it to the university to operate.

Conclusion
In this chapter there has been only a sketchy description of various forms

of public aid programs for private higher education. The reason is obvious
It is premature to discuss such forms of aid when authorization for such aid
is still an unresolved issue. Whether or not public funds will be employed to
help Massachusetts private higher educational institutions or their students
depends on three steps yet to be taken. First, this General Court must agree
to adoption of the proposed constitutional amendment. A public hearing on
the proposal is scheduled for March 7, 1973. Secondly, if the amendment
is again agreed to by the General Court, it must be approved by the voters
at the next statewide election. That election may be the first crucial test of
responsiveness by the 18-year old voting group which would have so much
at stake. Third, if the electorate does ratify the amendment, the Legislature
will then have to decide the difficult public policy questions of what kind of
aid should be extended and what kind of funding can be provided.

Under the language of the amendment, the Legislature has the option of
appropriating funds that would be paid directly to the institutions, or to
their students (or parents) or in a combinationto these authorizedrecipients.
The Legislature could select any one of a number of aid programs already
suggested or implemented in other jurisdictions. Or it could choose none
at all. It could decide to aid the student (or parent) directly, paying a basic
tuition charge to all who qualify and a supplemental aid figure to others who
prove a need. Or it could decide on some other approach not yet developed.

But what kind of aid and how much are academic questions at this stage.
Most of the aid programs discussed violate Article XLVI as it now stands.
Yet without a change in that article, it is certain that many private colleges
will not be able to serve Massachusetts residents who now make up two-
thirds of their enrollment. Thus the primary question, at this stage, is whether
or not the voters of Massachusetts want to preserve a dual system of higher
education. If the private sector fails for want of funding, the bulk of its
student body can only go to the already over burdened public sector. Of
course there will always be a number of prestigious private colleges for those
who can afford them. But in the end, the voters must decide which, in the
long run, is the better investment and the less costly venture preserving
a highly reputable dual system of higher education or slowly shifting most
of the private burden to the public sector.
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»v

Annual Enroliment
Room & Under-Annual

Institution Board graduate Total 2Location Tuition

American International
Amherst

2,771
1,227

Springfield $1,830
Amherst 4,005

$1,125 2,316
intuition 1,226

Andover Newton
407Theological

Anna Maria
Aquinas Junior
Aquinas Junior

9001,480Newton
Paxton
Milton
Newton

5801.650 1,200 580
1641,250 176

1571471,250

Worcester 2,280
S. Lancaster 1,864
Wellesley 2,350
Longmeadow 3,400
Worcester 1,400

1,5811.190 1,054
880 668

Assumption
668Atlantic Union

Babson 1.7561,350 964
in tuition 434 434Bay Path Junior

Becker Junior 1,100 392 392

Waltham 2,100
Boston 1,950

1,350 3,700
1,375 589
1,000 170

3,700
1,422

Bentley
1,950Berklee Music

Lenox 1,200 170Berkshire Christian
Boston College Newton 2,600

Boston 1,860
1,300 7,741
1.240 489

11,111
1,860 530Boston Conservatory

of Music

Boston 2,490
Bradford 2,575
Waltham 2,900
Cambridge 1,230
Worcester 1,350

1,356 13,331 24,568
1,450 324 324
1,300 2,186 2,994

150 153

Boston University
Bradford
Brandeis
Cambridge Junior

125Central New England Tech 125

Boston 1,235 1,650 710
Worcester 2,948 1,335 2,623
Chicopee 1,375 900 482

Chamberlayne Junior
Clark University
College of Our Lady

of the Elms
College of the Holy Cross

710
3,078

482

Worcester 2,715 1,130 2,379
1,300 894

2,492
Curry Milton 2,400 998

Franklin 2,375Dean Junior 1,300 900
955 825

1,000
Eastern Nazarene
Emerson

Quincy 1,386 903
Boston 2,350 1,791

1.333
1,400 1,682

Emmanuel Boston 2,165 1,100 1,300
in tuition 825Beverly 3,560Endicott Junior 825

Cambridge 1,250 850 107 118
Boston 1,530 1,870 309 309
Boston 1,000 1,625 1,110 1,110
Boston 1,950 2,050 301 316
Wenham 2,040 1,260 791 813

Episcopal Theological
Fisher Junior
Franklin Institute
Garland Junior
Gordon

tCompiled from data in FACTS About New England Colleges, Universities, and In
stitutes, 1972-1973. New England Board of Higher Education, Wellesley, Mass.

includes undergraduate, graduate, professional, and nondegree students

APPENDIX B
TUITIONS AND ENROLLMENTS AT PRIVATE COLLEGES

IN MASSACHUSETTS. 1972-731
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Annual Enrolltr,
4 nnual Room & I

Institution Location Tuition Board graduate Tola

Gordon-Conwell Seminary S. Hamilton 1,125 1,000 40
Grahm Junior Boston 1,675 1,475 1,209 1,209
Hampden Pharmacy Williamansett 2,000 86 86
Hampshire Amherst 4,500 in tuition 640 640

3,000 1,745 6,073 15,875Harvard University Cambridge

450
Hebrew
Hellenic

Brookline
Brookline
Boston

1.800 143 358
1,365 1,250 94 140
1,400 3801 158 158
1.800 1,750 780 780

Laboure Junior
Auburndale

Leicester 1,400 250 250

Lesley Cambrid 2,440 1,300 615 1,041
1,950

- 265Massachusetts Optometry Boston
Massachusetts Pharmacy Boston 611 642
Massachusetts In:

Cambridi
No, And

4,1371,6,c

Merrimack 275 2,835r

Mt. Ah
Mt, He

Newtoi
S. Had
Newtoi

860 1.911
599 620

'

Mt. Ida J
New Eng

of Mu;
New Fne

1,750

Boston 19 1,186( ,600

Science & Err B 148

Law Boston 90

Boston
Newton

350
300 885300

Nicl Dudley
Northampton

200 'O7
00,400

Boston 500 29.306:astern Universit
Forsyth School f
Dental Hvgenist Boston 200 1,500

750 750Natick
Pine Manor Junior Newton
Pope John XXIII Seminary Weston

iOO 9 9

,200 in tuition
000 1.745Cambridge

Regi Weston
Granby
Boston
Boston

,050 1.200 849
St, H 550 1,000

,000 1,000
61 65

St. John’s Semin
Simmons

288
1.280 1,587 2.5X5

Barring! n 3,000 1,300

only

APPENDIX B (CONT.)
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4imual Enrollmt
Annual Room & i

Institutio, Location Tuition Board graduate T
Smith Northampt

Springfield
N. Easton
Boston

.720 1,400

.860 1,050
,020 1,200
,418

595 ,999
,692

in

Springfield
Stonehill

2,004
,909

Suffolk University 9 54
Swain School of Design New Bedfc ,077rd 1 10 140

Medford
Medford

Tufts University
(a) Jackson

.080 1.470

.080 1.470
640 56(

2401,240 1
(b) Museum of Fine

BostonArts School
Wellesley

i 26,600 169 10
Wellesley
Boston

1.720 1
254

.600 1.300
,720 1.130

.826
Wentworth Technology

BostonWentworth Institute
Western New England
Weston Theology

1.366 I
2.295 3

1.400 ,65

Springfield
Cambridge
Norton

900 1,100
500

,45

I 18
Wheaton
Wheelock

100 1,050
200 1,200

1801,180 1
628Boston

Williamstown 760Williams 430 1,484 1 ,609

Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institute Woods H(

Worcester
,900 1.800
,040

le
Worcester Junior
Worcester Polytechnic

Institute Worcester 1,878.650 1,115 500

B (CONT.)APPENDIX
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L

St. Hyacinth $550; Oblate $750Under $l,OOO

Franklin Institute, St. John’s Seminary $1,000;
Worcester Jr. $1,040; Swain $1,077.

1,000- 1,099

New England Institute of Anatomy $1,105; Gordon Seminary $1,1251,100-1,199
1,200- 1,299 Berkshire Christian $1,200; Cambridge Jr. $1,230;

Chamberlayne Jr, $1,235; Aquinas Jr., Episcopal Theology $1,250
Newbury Jr. $1,295.

Central New England $1,350; Hellenic $1,365; Our Lady of the
Elms $1,375; Eastern Nazarene $1,386.

1,300- 1,399

Becker Jr., Laboure Jr. $1,400; Suffolk $1,418;
Andover-Newton Theological $1,480.

1,400- 1,499

Northampton Jr., Weston Theology $1,500; Fisher Jr.
Wentworth Institute $1,530.

1,500- 1,599

Mass. Pharmacy $1,622; Anna Maria $1,650; Grahm Jr., $1,6751,600- 1,699
1,700

-
1,799 Wentworth Tech. $1,720; New England Law $1,732;

Leicester Jr. $1,780.

A.I.C. $1,830; Boston Cons. Music $1,860:1.800- 1,899 Hebrew, Lasell $l,BOO
Atlantic Union $1,864.

1,900 - 1,999 Nichols, Western New England $1,900; Northeastern $1,915;
Merrimack $1,945; Berklee Music, Garland Jr., Mass Optometry
$1,950; Mt. Ida $1,970,

Hampden Pharmacy $2,000; Stonehill $2,020; Gordon $2,040;
Regis $2,050.

2,000 - 2,099

Bentley $2,100; Emmanuel $2,1652,100-2,199

Forsyth, Pope John XXIII Seminary, Wheelock $2,200;
Assumption $2,280.

2,200 - 2,299

2,300-2,399 Newton $2,300; Babson, Emerson $2,350; Dean Jr. $2,375.

2,400
-

2,499 Curry $2,400; Lesley $2,440; Boston Univ. $2,490.

2,500- 2,599 Bradford Jr. $2,575.

2,600 - 2,699 Boston College, New England Cons. Music, Wellesley $2,600;
Mt. Holyoke, Worcester Polytech. $2,650.

2,700 - 2,799
2,800 - 2,899

Holy Cross $2,715; Smith $2,720; Williams $2,760.

Brandeis, Woods Hole Ocean. Inst. $2,900; Clark $2,9482,900 - 2,999

Harvard, Radcliffe, Simon’s Rock $3,000; M.I.T. $3,015; Pine
Manor Jr. $3,025; Tufts, Jackson $3,080; Wheaton $3,100.

3,000 and over

APPENDIX C

TUITION RANGE AMONG MASSACHUSETTS
PRIVATE COLLEGES, 1972-73
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Under $l,OOO Episcopal Theological $850; Atlantic Union $880; Andover-Newton,
Our Lady of the Elms $900; Eastern Nazarene $955

1,000 - 1,099 Berkshire Christian, St. Hyacinth. St. John’s $l,OOO
Springfield, Wheaton $1,050.

1,100 - 1,199 Becker Jr., Emmanuel, Western New England $1,100; Worcester
Polytechnical $1,115; A.I.C. $1,125; Wentworth Tech. $1,130;
Assumption $1,190.

1,200- 1,299 Anna Maria, Merrimack, Nichols, Regis, Stonehill, Wheelock
$1,200; Boston Conservatory of Music $1,240; Hellenic $1,250;
Gordon $1,260; Simmons $1,280.

1,300- 1,399 Boston College, Brandeis, Curry, Dean Jr., Lesley, Newton,
Simon’s Rock, Wellesley $1,300; Clark $1,335; Babson, Bentley,
Newbury Jr. $1,350; Boston Univ. $1,356; Berklee Music $1,375.

1,400- 1,499 Emerson, Leicester Jr., Northampton Jr., Smith, Wentworth Inst.
$1,400; Williams $1,430; Bradford $1,450; Tufts $1,470;
Grahm Jr. $1,475.

1,500 - 1,599 Mt. Holyoke, Northeastern $1,500.

1,600- 1,699 New England Conservatory of Music, Pine Manor Jr. $1,600;
Franklin Inst. $1,625; M.I.T. $1,635; Chamberlayne Jr. $1,650.

1,700- 1,799 Harvard, Radcliffe $1,745; Lasell Jr., Mt. Ida $1,750.
1,800 - 1,899 Woods Hole Oceanographic Inst. $1,800; Fisher Jr. $1,870.
1,900- 1,999

2,000 or More Garland Jr. $2,050.

APPENDIX D

BOARD AND ROOM RANGE AMONG MASSACHUSETTS
PRIVATE COLLEGES, 1972-73
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Under $l,OOO
1,000- 1,099

St. Hyacinth $550; Oblate $750.

Franklin Institute, St. John’s Seminary $1,000;
Worcester Jr. $1,040; Swain $1,077.

New England Institute of Anatomy $1,105; Gordon Seminary $1,1251,100- 1,199
1,200 - 1,299 Berkshire Christian $1,200; Cambridge Jr. $1,230;

Chamberlayne Jr. $1,235; Aquinas Jr., Episcopal Theology $1,250
Newbury Jr. $1,295.

Central New England $1,350; Hellenic $1,365; Our Lady of the
Elms $1,375; Eastern Nazarene $1,386.

1,300- 1,399

Becker Jr., Laboure Jr. $1,400; Suffolk $1,418;
Andover-Newton Theological $1,480,

1,400- 1,499

Northampton Jr., Weston Theology $1,500; Fisher Jr.
Wentworth Institute $1,530.

1,500- 1,599

Mass. Pharmacy $1,622; Anna Maria $1,650; Grahm Jr., $1,675.1,600- 1,699
1,700 - 1,799 Wentworth Tech. $1,720; New England Law $1,732;

Leicester Jr, $1,780.

1.800- 1,899 Hebrew, Lasell $l,BOO
Atlantic Union $1,864.

A.I.C. $1,830; Boston Cons. Music $1,860;

1.900- 1,999 Nichols, Western New England $1,900; Northeastern $1,915;
Merrimack $1,945; Berklee Music, Garland Jr., Mass Optometry
$1,950; Mt. Ida $1,970.

2,000
-

2,099 Hampden Pharmacy $2,000; Stonehill $2,020; Gordon $2,040
Regis $2,050.

2,100 - 2,199 Bentley $2,100; Emmanuel $2,165
Forsyth, Pope John XXIII Seminary, Wheelock $2,2002,200 - 2,299
Assumption $2,280.

2,300-2,399 Newton $2,300; Babson, Emerson $2,350; Dean Jr. $2,375

2,400 - 2,499 Curry $2,400; Lesley $2,440; Boston Univ, $2,490.
2,500- 2,599 Bradford Jr. $2,575.

2,600 - 2,699 Boston College, New England Cons. Music, Wellesley $2,600;
Mt. Holyoke, Worcester Polytech. $2,650.

2,700 - 2,799 Holy Cross $2,715; Smith $2,720; Williams $2,760,

2,800
-

2,899

Brandeis, Woods Hole Ocean. Inst. $2,900; Clark $2,9482,900 - 2,999

Harvard, Radcliffe, Simon’s Rock $3,000; M.I.T. $3,015; Pine3,000 and over
Manor Jr. $3,025; Tufts, Jackson $3,080; Wheaton $3,100.

APPENDIX C

TUITION RANGE AMONG MASSACHUSETTS
PRIVATE COLLEGES, 1972-73
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Episcopal Theological $850; Atlantic Union $880; Andover-Newton,
Our Lady of the Elms $900; Eastern Nazarene $955.

Under $l,OOO
IV

Berkshire Christian, St. Hyacinth, St. John’s $1,000;
Springfield, Wheaton $1,050.

1,000- 1,099

Becker Jr,, Emmanuel, Western New England $1,100; Worcester
Polytechnical $1,115; A.I.C. $1,125; Wentworth Tech. $1,130;
Assumption $1,190.

1,100- 1,199

1,200- 1,299 Anna Maria, Merrimack, Nichols, Regis, Stonehill, Wheelock
$1,200; Boston Conservatory of Music $1,240; Hellenic $1,250;
Gordon $1,260; Simmons $1,280.

1,300- 1,399 Boston College, Brandeis, Curry, Dean Jr., Lesley, Newton,
Simon’s Rock, Wellesley $1,300; Clark $1,335; Babson, Bentley,
Newbury Jr. $1,350; Boston Univ. $1,356; Berklee Music $1,375.

1,400- 1,499 Emerson, Leicester Jr., Northampton Jr., Smith, Wentworth Inst.
$1,400; Williams $1,430; Bradford $1,450; Tufts $1,470;
Grahm Jr. $1,475.

Mt. Holyoke, Northeastern $1,500.1,500- 1,599
1,600- 1,699 New England Conservatory of Music, Pine Manor Jr. $1,600;

Franklin Inst. $1,625; M.I.T. $1,635; Chamberlayne Jr. $1,650.

1,700- 1,799 Harvard, Radcliffe $1,745; Lasell Jr., Mt. Ida $1,750.

1,800- 1,899
1,900- 1,999

Woods Hole Oceanographic Inst. $1,800; Fisher Jr. $1,870.

2,000 or More Garland Jr. $2,050

APPENDIX D

BOARD AND ROOM RANGE AMONG MASSACHUSETTS
PRIVATE COLLEGES, 1972-73
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