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UNIVERSITY (!I MINNESCYrl-\ 
TASK FORCE ON . rUDENT ACCESS 

An Interim Report of Grou1.· D - Tuition, Financial 
Assistance, and Resources 

Group D has been charged with seeking answers to the following questions 

and proposing policies in response to those answers: 

1. Is the present tuition and instructional fee policy appropriate 

and justifiable? 

2. If not, can a more acceptable tuition policy (including fees 

and/or per credit hour charge) be developed? 

3. Does the University of Minnesota have enough financial assist-

ance available so that other enrollment decision ·of any first time 

entry or transfer student, or decisions to continue enrollment can be 

made without undue consideration of financial factors? 

4. Does the University of Minnesota provide adequate financial 

assistance to part-time students? 

5. Will adequate resources (physical plant, faculty, and student 

financial assistance) be available to support enrollment levels pro-

jected for the University of Minnesota until 1985? 

6. Are there problems of student access associated with organiza-

tional size and, if so, are there ways of compensating for difficulties? 

Many variables affect student·access to the University of Minnesota, not all 

of which are under control of the University. Among these considerations are the 

following: 

1. The perceptions, goals, and motivations of the potential 

student. 

2. The student's financial resources. 

3. The student's ability to meet the admissimrequirements and 

standards of the University. 
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4. The ability of the University to accommodate the student. 

5. The existence of alternati·'es to the University such as 

employment opportunities or other colleges and universities. 

Assumptions 
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In approaching its task this subcommittee has made several assumptions: 

1. The "best" set of tuition and financial aid policies depends 

upon what assumptions are made concerning the role and mission of the 

University and the implications of such a policy for student access. 

The student access objectives of a realistic mission statement must 

reflect a compromise between the University's concept of (1) who it 

should educate · and (2) who it ~ best and most effectively provide 

with an undergraduate education operationally. This assumption re

quires the Task Force to develop some propositions concerning the 

ideal student body. 

2. Tuition and financial aid policies affect many values and 

_goals, not merely student access to the University. Considering 

only the effect of these policies upon student access might lead 

to undesirable total effects. 

3. In developing the propositions called for under assumption 

1 the Task Force must recognize that resources are, and will remain, 

limited. Consequently the Task Force cannot simply assume. that we 

will admit more students with certain characteristics. Admission of 

these students may caus~ the University to limit the numbers of 

other groups of students or to alter the totaJ educational experience. 

In short, some goals may have to be sacrificed to accompJish the 

best allocation of scarce resources. 
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4. The makeup of the student 'ody of the University, particularly 

its Twin Cities Campus, is largely lhe result of the demographic and 

educational - vocational goal characteristics of students with a strong 

interest in attending the University. Access barriers have some effect 

but they are small. Consequently reducing access barriers such as 

tuition and other costs for underrepres~nted groups among this popula

tion will cause only relatively small changes in the character of the 

student body. This is not to say that the University should not try 

to remove these barriers but that the effect of changes in tuition and 

financial aid policies upon the composition of the student body should 

not be overestimated. 

5. Tuition and financial aid policies may have a more significant 

impact upon the rate of part-time enrollment, interrupted progress, 

and the attrition rate among enrolled students than upon the composi

tion of students admitted to the University. 

G. The public policy of the State of Minnesota is to provide 

meaningful postsecondary access as desired by students and their 

parents, to minimize the effects of personal and family income on 

access, and to maximize the accomplishment of these goals within the 

limits of available resources. 

7. Meaningful access means admission with a reasonable prob

ability of achieving the intended goal. The kind of "open" access 

which leads the predictably unsuccessful into failure is cruelty in 

the guise of idealism. 

Changes in Student Body Composition 

Because student access is one consideration in developing tuition and 

financial aids policies, the subcommittee decided to consider first what changes 
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would be desirable at the margin in the ··omposition of the student body. The 

criteria used to determine which groups !he University should try to increase 

among the student body were as follows: 

1. Contribution to the student body's educational experience. 

a. Classroom activities 

b. Institutional climate 

2. Challenge and motivation for faculty. 

3. Probability that student will be interested in attending 

the University. 

4. Probability that student will complete program successfully. 

5. Contribution to the State of Minnesota and the nation. 

6. Social responsibility 

a. Socio-economic mobility 

b. To the disadvantaged 

c. International responsibility. 

The available evidence would indicate that the present University of Minnesota 

student body is more homogeneous in terms of social, economic, cultural, and geo

graphic background than is desirable for a major public university. The attrac

tion of a somewhat more cosmopolitan group would serve the first and second of 

the above criteria. 

Exhibits 1 ffid 2 suggest other desirable marginal changes in access. Exhibit 1 

shows quite clearly that the rate of access to the University for highly able 

lower middle income students is substantially below that for more affluent stu

dents of the same measured ability. From Exhibit 2 it is obvious that many highly 

able Minnesota high school graduates are going directly into the labor market. 

Of the approximately 25,800 students testing in the top four deciles of the 1972 

MSAT, about 9600 or 37% entered neither the military nor any tertiary institution. 
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TDrAL 
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*Less than ~% 
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University of Minnesota Exhibit 1 · 
1972 MSAT Data Ba~e 

Percentage of Enrollment Pool (N=66,792) 

MSAT Percentile 
0-9% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89% 90-100% Tote 

** -a- -0- ** ** 100% ** ** ** ** 33% 

-0- l% 1% 2% * 2% 5% 7% 6% 17% 2% 

* * 1% 2% 4% 4% 7% 14% 15% 19% 5% 

-0- * l% l% 3% 3% 6% 8% 10% 16% 4% 

l% l% l% 2% 3% 5% 6% 9% 11% 17% 5% 

l% l% 2% 2% 3% 6% 9% 12% 16% 21% 7% 

* l% 2% 3% 4% 8% 10% 13% 20% 22% 9% 

2% 4% 29s 7% 9% ll's 17% 20% 26 7o 

5% 3% 7% 9% 10% l8 9s 21% 21% 27% 26% 19% 

l% l% 2% 3% 4% 7% 10% 13% 18% 22% 8% 

5% 4% 7% 8% 10% l61s 16% 14% 21% 11% 17% 
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$25,000+ 

TOTAL 

Range 

*Less than· ~% 

**Empty Cell 

MPIS 
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Percentage of Total Freshman Pool Who Did Not 
Enter Any Tertiary Institution or The dilitary (N=66,792) 

1972 HSAT Data Base 

MSAT Percentile 
0-9% 10-19% 20-,29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% -- -

** 100% 100% ** ** -0- ** 

81% 76% 77% 71% 69% 62~5 58% 

80% 77% 70% 64% 64% 60% 50% 

80% 78% 71% 67% 61% 58% 52% 

82% 76% 74% 67% 62% 57% 51% 

81% 77% 69% 66% 60% 53% 50% 

83% 77% 69% 63% 57% 51% 47% 

74% 68% 66% 59% 56% 46% 41% 

72% 56% 52% 4 79o 47% 36% 30% 

• 
80% 75% 70% 64% 60% 53% 47% 

11% 22% 25% 24% 22% 26% 28% 

70-79% 80-89% 

** ** 

56% 38% 

42% 40% 

48% 40% 

46% 40% 

41 9-s 36% -

39% 35°-

35% 27% 

31% 28% 

41% 35% 

25% 13% 
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** 
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9% 

Total 

67% 

69% 

61% 

6H 

61% 

57% 

44% 

36% 

55>; 

33% 

'U 
OJ 
.a 
Cll 

"' 

tq..ltM ,p; 4. 3 t}LtX.@hl;t\}!F&AF,.JMXJ.!AiJUJ§U&@t~"JMJJ£._ WMM£Z;t( ,QX .. ) i)tl££L42JL. ~2 _,LA.t!M@l(>.M ""24ZJ)MI2%\?JM.Lt.,4JKJZ.P_.t&.t.IAXX 1 ,Q s,. 4JwtZW.. _y.ow.;..ko; ·"*"f'"'·w;;c;:;, u~ 



Task Force on Student Access Page 7 

Attraction of additional numbers from th's pool would be of benefit to the 

University as well as the students thems,dves. 

Recommendation 1. On the basis of the criteria stated above and the present 
mix of students, the subcommittee believes·that the University should encourage 
the admission of more students in the following groups: 

a) Non-residents from the United States. 

b) Academically able disadvantaged. 

c) High ability students, regardless of income level. 

A general principle advocated by the subcommittee is that students sh,ould 

not be prevented from attending the University because of income deficiencies or 

artificial barriers but that resource constraints and other considerations require 

minimum ability levels or other predictors of success. 

Recommendation 2. Where enrollment limitations or other access barriers are 
necessary because of resource constraints, probability of success should be the 
principle criterion. 

The possibility exists that changes in access policies which serve to in-

crease the' availability and convenience of educational opportunity for the less 

able and for part-time or intermittent students could damage the University's abil-

ity to serve the able, full-time undergraduate. The subcommittee perceives the 

latter group as having priority both for reasons of educational quality and 

because this promotes better use of limited resources. 

Recommendation 3. While measures to promote access for part-time and intermittent 
students and for the less able are desirable, such measures should not benefit 
these groups at the expense of the academically able, full time student. 

Tuition and Financial Aids Policies 

The tuition and financial aids policies assigned to the subcommittee for 

early consideration were as follows: 
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1. University-wide tuition le els. 

2. Tuition variations among r 'Sidents and non-residents. 

3. Tuition variations by prog1:am and level. 

4. Credit hour vs. term fees. 

5. Financial aids. 

As noted earlier, consideration of these issues invoJves more than student 

access questions. 

University-Wide Tuition Levels 

There is every reason to believe that both the individual and society benefit 

from higher education. The proportions of that benefit accruing to each are not 

practically measurable. They are, however, determined on a subjective basis 

through the political process. While it is certainly appropriate for the 

University to attempt to influence that subjective judgement, the duty of making 

such a judgement on behalf of the state properly belongs to the political apparatus 

of the state. It has not been, and probably should not be, delegated to the 

University or any other state agency. 

The subcommittee sees four major kinds of approach to the overall tuition 

level question: 

1. No tuition or very low tuition. 

2. Relatively low tuition combined with student aid at a level 

(necessarily) rather lower than in option 3. By relatively low tui-

tion we mean 10% - 33% of instructional cost. 

3. Relatively high tuition combined with a higher level of student 

aid than in option 2. Here we mean 34% - 90% of instructional cost. 

4. Full or nearly full cost tuition combined with massive state 

aid channeled through the student rather than the institution. 
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The first option is easily rejecteci. It is politically infeasible, aids 

only the student for whom tuition is thf sole barrier, and is a poor use of re

sources since it aids many students who are in no need of aid. In addition, such 

evidence as exists would indicate that benefits to the student are considerably 

higher. 

Option 4 is very appealing in the sense that it squares well with the idea : 

of consumer sovereignty and might well promote efficient use of resources by edu

cational institutions. It would also allow a very efficient use of state resources 

to implement state access policies since aid could be targeted quite specifically. 

The administrative difficulties of handling such a massive student aid program 

centrally are formidable, however. Beyond that objection, a major shift in state 

policy would be required, perhaps even a change of national policy. The subcom

mittee perceives any such changes as requiring a consensus and coordination which 

are not predictable within present planning horizons. It is not a practical posi

tion for us to advocate here. 

Option 3 is much like option 4 but at a reduced scale. It would visualize 

an increase in the general level of tuition to, say, 50% from the present 24% 

(approximately) with the state funds thus released targeted to aid potential stu

dents whose options for access are thought to be most restricted. Both the ad

vantages and disadvantages are similar to option 4. Advocacy of option 3, in the 

absence of a clear statewide consensus, runs the unacceptable risk that the state 

might accept the increased tuition level without reserving and targeting the re

leased funds. 

Option 2 is descriptive of the present situation, within which some variations 

are possible. Modern political judgement in Minnesota has placed,the state's 

interest in University instruction at 70% - 80% of instructional cost and this 

., .... , ' ..,++ii> U(JI4C .. .,,..,. 6 *'•• ~ I .. * 
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does not vary significantly from nation2 1 patterns. .In fiscal 1975 state support 

was 74.6% and for fiscal 1976 it is esti,1ated to be about 76%. The subcommittee 

sees little benefit in pressing for move·,1ent toward 80%. While such a move 

might permit access for a small number of additional students, most of its ef

fect would be dissipated in providing lower tuition to students for whom the 

difference of perhaps $20 or $30 per quarter does not represent the crucial ac

cess constraint. The median income of new entering freshmen in University of 

Minnesota four year colleges in 1972 was $18,625; over 3,000 University of 

Minnesota entrants from the 1972 MSAT Data Base had family incomes in excess of 

$17,000. To aid that group indiscriminately is not an efficient use of resources 

to maximize access. The lowest tuition is patently not the best access policy. 

It is also possible that we might persuade the state to support 80% rather than 

76% of a lower expenditure level, clearly an undesirable result. 

Another possibility would be to propose that the general tuition level be 

allowed to rise, say, from 24% to 26% with the resulting increase of perhaps 

$3 million to be targeted for specific kinds of student aid. The expected loss 

of students solely because of the tuition rise would not exceed 1,400 students 

while the $3 million, if targeted to 1,400 students, would provide annual grants 

of $2,142 annually on the average. This would serve the goal of making the best 

use of available resources to reduce economic barriers to admission. There is, 

of course, a risk that such .a proposal would result in higher tuition without 

corresponding student aid but the risk is minimal and the possible gain in 

access policy is substantial. 

We note at this point that analysis might be improved if we could treat state 

support of the institution through its sharing of instructional cost and state 

support of the student through aid programs together. The state 'finances a con

siderable amount of student aid and undoubtedly the first claim on that aid is 

payment of tuition. Thus the 76% figure for the state's share of instructional 
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cost is understated, to what degree we c • not know. We do not believe the 

substance of the analysis shown here wot' ld change if we were aware of the true 

proportion but it is impossible to be s"l'r:e of that. 

Recommendation 4. The subcommittee believes that the University should pursue 
one of the following two alternate policies for the biennium 1977-79: 

a. Propose that the overall tuition level remain where it 

now is (approximately 24% of instructional cost). 

b. Propose an increase of one or two points in the tuition 

level with the proceeds to remain with or be reappropriated to the 

University to be targeted two-thirds to need scholarships and one-

third to purely merit scholarships. 

Tuition Variations Between Residents and Non-Res~dents 

The desire for a more cosmopolitan student body conflicts with the equitable 

principle that Minnesota students should have first claim on resources provided 

mostly from Minnesota tax revenues. While the high mobility of Americans and the 

national r~sponsibilities of institutions like the University of Minnesota make 

non-resident differentials anachronistic, it is not feasible for one institution 

to move toward their abolition while the differential exists elsewhere and until 

the Federal Government recognizes its ·responsibilities toward the "national" 

universities. Differentials of this type should be minimized or abolished 

wherever possible, however. 

Recommendation 5. The University should encourage more reciprocity agreements 
on the lines of the Wisconsin and North Dakota agreements. Agreements with 
states more distant than these are desirable. Particularly desirable would be 
agreements regarding graduate and professional programs. 

At present the non-resident differential for various tuition categories 

varies from 156% to 203%. The subcommittee sees no rationale for such variation. 
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Recommendation 6. Non-resident differentials should be proportional among 
programs and levels. For the immediate future a differential of about 175% is 
recommended. 

Tuition Variations by Program and Level 

The subcommittee has devoted considerable time and effort to the problem 

of how state support to the University's instructional program, once determined, 

should be distributed. This is a decision which, while within the powers of con-

trol of the state legislature and executive, has been left, in practice, to the 

discretion of the University. In terms of access policy it is at least as·impor-

tant as the question of University-wide tuition levels. In addition to having 

substantial marginal implications for access, it also raises basic questions of 

legislative intent and equity among the state·•s taxpayers and the users of the 

higher education system. 

It seems helpful to view the tuition question from its obverse side and 

consider the roughly three-quarters of the University instructional budget sup-

plied by the state as a trust in aid of our students which carries with it a 

responsibility to use it in accordance with the intentions of its donors. Thus 

Exhibit 3, which roughly represents the present situation, shows that we have an 

annual subvention of about "$86,250,000 to allocate to the benefit of our students 

on one basis or another. 

There appear to be four possible systematic theories about the method of 

allocation: 

1. A constant dollar amount per student. This results in 

widely variant tuition rates which are prohibitively high for the 

high cost programs and would be negative for some low cost programs 

since the state aid exceeds costs. 

2. A constant tuition rate such that the state share absorbs 

the difference to cost. The results of this approach are objectionable 
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WHAT I S T H E I N T E N T 

75 U/M - FY r97 -
Group I 24,000 @ $1,800 = $ 43,200,000 

Group II 10,000 @ $2,200 = $ 22,000,000 

Group III 10,000 @ $3,180 = $ 31,800,000 

Group IV 2,000 @ $9,000 = $ 18. 000' 000 ' 
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46,000 @ $2,500 = $115' 000, 000 

THIS WAS PAID FOR APPR OXIHATELY: 

State Subsidy 75% = $ 86,250,000 

Tuition 25% = $ 28,750,000 

$115 '000' 000 

WHAT DID THE STATE INTEND THA T WE DO WITH THE 

SUBSIDY? WHO SHOULD GET IT? .t 

POSSIBILITIES: 

1. Tuition Should Be Uniform 

2. Subsidy Should Be Uniform 
. 

3. Percent Subsidy Should Be 

4. None of the Above 

0 F T H E S T A T E S U B S I D Y ? 
Exhibit ? · 

Cost Tuition Subsidy % Tuition % Subsid'y 

I. $1,800 $625 $1,175 34.7% 65.3% 

II. $2,200 $625 $1,575 28.4% 71.6% 

III. $3' 180 $625 $2,555 19.7% 80.3% 

I·· S9,onn $625 $8,375 .6. 9% 93.1% 

-
Cost Tuition Subsidy % Tuition % Subsidy 

I. $1,800 $ -75 $1,875 -4.2% 104.2% 

II • $2,200 $ 325 $1' 875 14.8% 85.2% 

III. $3' 180 $1' 305 $1' 875 41.0% 69.0% 

IV. $9,000 $7' 125 $1,875 79.2% 20.8% 

Cost Tuition Subsidy % Tuition ::; Subsidy 

I. $1,800 $ 450 $1,350 25% 75% 

II. $2,200 $ 550 $1,650 25% 75% 

III. $3,180 $ 795 $2,385 25% 75% 

IV. $9,000 $2,250 $6,750 25% 75% 

WHAT DID WE DO WITH THE STATE SUBSIDY? WHO GOT IT? 

APPROXIHATELY: 

Cost Tuition Subsidy 'S Tuition % Subsidy 

I. $1,800 $ 515 $1,285 28.6% 71.4% 

II. $2,200 $ 578 $1,622 26.3% 73.7% 

III. $3,180 $ 794 $2,386 25.0% 75.0% 

IV. $9,000 $1,340 $7' 660 14.9% 85.1% 
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in that a substantial portion of tuitions from low cost programs 

and levels is used to subsidize high cost programs and levels 

and the degree of difference in the percentage of state share is 

very severe. 

3. A constant percentage of state share by program and 

level. 

4. The non-formula use of the state subvention as a policy 

tool to achieve various goals deemed to be in the public interest. 

Page 14 

The present tuition scheme of the University closely approximates alterna

tive 3 above although it has obviously been influenced also by policy considera

tions. Exhibits 4 and 5 illustrate that we behave as if we believed the constant 

percentage of state share approach to be equitable and in accord with public 

policy. Most programs are very close to the line of proportionality, However, 

we tend to favor medical, dental, allied health, and veterinary programs and we 

do so at the expense of general, business, and liberal arts programs and, inter

estingly, the mortuary science student. One could infer that these departures 

fzom formula reflect some value judgements about the relative social utility of 

the various programs. 

For the past several years the tuition rate structure has been getting very 

slightly closer to proportionality as the consequence of deliberate policy begun 

in the 1972-73 academic year. This can, of course, be accomplished either by 

varying tuitions, varying total program funding, or a combination of the two. 

We observe that the result of many separate subjective decisions has been 

a rough approximation of proportionality. Much of the present tuition structure 

took form before program or level costs were known. The more recent conscious 

policy of moving toward proportionality has provoked little dispute. There may 

..... t F 
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well be an implicit consensus about the matter. Perhaps it should be made more 

explicit. 

There are some very appealing features to proportionality. It provides a 

guide to allocation of state funds which takes the competition out of the realm of 

a mere political power struggle~ at the same time it provides the means of main-

taining a fair policy through changing conditions. It also seems conducive to 

fiscal and budgetary responsibility. If each increase in spending results in an 

increased price to the consumer and the possibility of shifting the cost to other 

groups of consumers is slight, both the provider and the user of educational ser-

vices are likely to consider budgetary demands more carefully. Scarce resources 

should have a price and that price should bear a relatively constant relationship 

to cost. 

The major objection to the proportionality approach is that its strict ap-

plication results in very high tuitions for certain high cost programs. In theory 

that is a problem to be solved through borrowing or student aid~ in practice the 

burden of debt required of an impecunious medical student, e.g., under full pro-

portionality may have undesirable effects on the makeup of the student body. It 

is probable that exact proportionality cannot be achieved without considerable 

increases in available student aid. It is also recognized that proportionality 

ought not to be enforced strictly during a major development phase of a program. 

Recommendation 7. The general approach in allocating the state share of instruc
tional cost should be a uniform proportion of the cost of each program or category 
of student to which a separate tuition rate is applied. We recognize that there 
are limitations to the application of this principle and advance it only as a 
guide to marginal changes in tuition policy. 

As to the specifics of selecting levels and programs and whether differentia-

tion should be based on characteristics of the student or characteristics of the 

work taken, the subcommittee is not yet prepared to recommend. We do have some 
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rather preliminary impressions which may convey the direction in which our work 

is going. 

There is, as yet, no agreement within the subcommittee about whether tuition 

rates should be structured upon the classification of the student by level or pro

gram or on the classification of the course work taken by the student. There are 

strongly held opinions on both sides of the issue. Some believe that course work 

pricing merely does directly what student classification pricing is attempting to 

accomplish in an indirect way. On this view of the matter it seems preferable to 

obtain the advantages which course work pricing offers in terms of automated 

scheduling, fee charging, tuition income analysis, and collections management. 

It is also argued that a course work pricing system would avoid the tendency to 

vary rates on the basis of factors which are unrelated to the cost of the service 

and that it would avoid the situation, currently fairly common, where students 

taking the same work pay different prices for it. 

Those who favor basing tuition on the classification of the student would 

argue that·course work pricing will result in restrictions on student choice 

based on tuition variations and that there would be a tendency to downgrade 

course designations. 

Based on the changeableness of student programs at the lower division, the 

widely held educational philosophy that a great variety of uninhibited course 

choice is desirable at that stage of a scholarly experience, and the administra

tive convenience it might provide, we propose to evaluate the idea of a single 

tuition rate for a.ll lower division (lXXX) course work notwithstanding the exist

ence of program cost variations on the order. of 4.5 to 1 among colleges at that 

level and much higher variations across study fields. 

If a single rate were adopted for the lXXX course level, it would be neces

sary to create controls to prevent the downgrading of course designation to 
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achieve lower tuition. Adoption of such a policy would price some 45% of our 

credit hour instruction at a single rate. 

We have not had time to devote adeq'late study or discussion to the question 

of tuition differentiation. A single trilevel approach seems undesirable on a 

number of grounds. As a minimum, it seems clear that professional and graduate 

level instruction in such fields as medicine, dentistry, and veterinary medicine 

ought not to be grouped in a single tuition class with work of a similar level 

in far less costly fields such as social sciences or literature. To over

simplify the grouping of tuition classes within which are contained relatively 

discrete programs with enormous cost variations invites resource misallocation 

and may simply replace a system of massive subsidy of high cost programs by low 

cost programs with a similar system operat]ng within and possibly among course 

levels. Furthermore, it can be argued that the University does its students an 

educational disservice if it protects them too long from exercising the normal 

adult function of making consumption and investment choices based on rationally 

differentiated prices. 

Nevertheless, the simplicity of keeping tuition classes to a minimum is 

appealing and ways may be found to do so. The subcommittee wishes to study the 

matter further and simulate some hypothetical tuition plans before making 

specific recommendations beyond the general principle stated above. Specifically, 

ii: seems essential that we gain some knowledge of how various tuition schemes 

might affect study demand both now and in the future before any course of action 

is recommended in this area. 

Credit Hour vs. Term Fees 

Whatever pattern of tuition is adopted, it will be possible to implement 

it either on the basis of quarterly tuitions or of tuition based on credit hours. 
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The credit hour fee issue is purely technical in that sense and we believe that 

it has negligible effect on access. The subcommittee is currently divided on the 

recommendations of the Grygar Committee. We wish to pursue some additional in-

vestigations and discussions before stating a position and we are led to belie~ 

that this problem does not require an immediate solutio~. 

"" 
Financial Aids 

Data presented above seem to demonstrate that our financial aids are less 

than adequate. However, in this area also the subcommittee would like to pursue 

further exploration before making any recommendations beyond what is contained 

in 4b. above. 

Some Miscellaneous Issues 

There are multiple possibilities for differentiating tuition rates. Some of 

them are discussed above. Exhibit 6 attempts to list them. While we have not 

discussed all of these bases for differentiating, we do have some agreement re-

garding certain of them. Both the desire to maximize access and equity con-

siderations suggest that tuition rates ought not to vary according to the time 

of day or the time of year when the work is taken or according to an arbitrary 

designation of a student as "full time" or "part time" at a certain number of 

credits. Such practices have the effect of subsidizing one class of students at 

the expense of another which is likely to promote misallocation of resources and 

inhibit our efforts to achieve the most satisfaction of student demand possible 

with a given resource base. 

Recommendation 8. Time of day, time of year, or classification of a student as 
full time or part time should not be the basis of tuition differentiation unless 
substantial cost differences based on these factors can be demonstrated or sub
stantial damage is threatened to the program for able, full time 'students. 
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METHODS 0 F TUITION Exhibit 6 

D I F F E R E N T I A T I 0 N 

BASED ON STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS BASED ON COURSE CHARACTERISTICS 

PROGRAH 

LEVEL 

TIME OF DAY 

TIME OF YEAR 

RESIDENCE STATUS 

EMPLOY!·IENT STATUS 

AGE 

INCOME 

FULL OR PART TIME 

ETHNICITY 

FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS 

VETERAN STATUS 

HARDSHIPS OF VARIOUS TYPES 

PROGRAM 

LEVEL 

TIME OF DAY 

TIME OF YEAR 

TYPE (Lecture, Lab, Seminar, 
Practicurn, etc.) 

INDIVIDUAL COURSE 

CLASS SIZE/CLASS CREDIT 
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