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INTRODUCTION — THE PROBLEM IN BRIEF

For nine months The Citizens Commuttee for
Higher Education in New Jersey, through certamn
of its members, has been reviewing previous
studies, consulting with officials of other states,
conducting surveys, and working cooperatively
with the State Department of Education to de-
velop this document for the citizens of the state.

Accepting Governor Hughes’ challenge to “plan
for the future,” the Citizens Commuittee will pre-
sent in this paper proposals which are compre-
hensive and realistic. They are based not on what
has been feasible or has been the practice in the
past, but on the goals which need to be attamed
m the future. As such, these proposals differ from
those m previous studies, and even differ from
analyses of the problem of higher education as
presented by the State Department of Education,
which recently announced that a major “antici-
pated” growth m educational facilities could be
expected by 1968. The Commuttee takes a longer
view than 1968 and even than 1970, both because
the magnitude of the problem demands 1t and
because the lag-time between appropriations and
actual facilities requires the long look. The Com-
mittee also rejects the philosophy that moderate
funds can cope with the problem and that the
growth of public mstitutions can be cautious and
gradual

Thas Call to Action will attempt:

(1) to present a concise, factual description
of the present crisis in higher education
mn the state

(2) to forecast the size of the problem as 1t
will be 1 1970 and 1975

(3) to suggest a series of actions to be taken.
The scope of these actions 1s so great
that they can be accomplished mn 1975
only 1f all work together cooperatively—
the Governor, the Legislature, State
Education officials, and the citizens.

New Jersey’s Crisis in Higher Education

The word “crisis” is not too strong for the
phight of public higher education in New Jersey.
Both quantitatively and qualitatively the present
system 1s madequate for the tasks at hand.

To attempt to lay the blame for this situation
at the feet of any individual, any group, any de-
partment 1s a futile exercise. In large part, the
situation that confronts us today arises from the
fact that in the past New Jersey was singularly
fortunate m matters of higher education—and in
the financing of higher education—and its citizens
and therr elected representatives liked it that
way. Because of New Jersey’s geographical rela-

tionship to other states, notably to New York and
to Pennsylvania, 1t used to be possible for 1t to
seize the apparent advantages of bemg a large-
scale exporter of students. And, because for its
size New Jersey 1s well-endowed with private n-
stitutions, 1 the past 1t could rely upon these to
a degree not possible i most other states.

Fundamental changes on the national scene
prevent New Jersey from continuing its prepon-
derant dependence upon others. Other states,
too, are under considerable stramn to meet the
demands bemng made upon their public educa-
tional systems, and many no longer offer their
once cordial welcome to New Jersey students.
Private stitutions—while most of them can and
will grow—cannot carry as large a proportion of
the load as they have m the past.

The national system of higher education as a
whole 1s caught 1n the strain of major, unavoid-
able pressures These mclude the dynamic growth
of our national population, changes 1n social pat-
terns throughout the country that have been
affecting and will continue to affect college at-
tendance, and, not least, the unprecedented n-
tellectual challenges of our time.

These challenges are part and parcel of the sort
of complex, scientifically mwvigorated, technologi-
cally potent society we have evolved n this coun-
try over the past fifty years, poised, as this society
now 1s, n a critical contest for world leadership.
On every side, m virtually every kind of pro-
ductive enterprise, the nation shows marked and
steadily rising demands for highly skilled and
highly educated manpower. And 1t shows, at the
same time, marked and rising demands for the
fruits of advanced research m many different
fields of knowledge. To meet the challenge of
providing talented manpower and new knowl-
edge requires much more than routine forms of
trammg such as might equip men to hold static
and readily limitable jobs. Expanded opportuni-
ties at every level are demanded. The technical
mstitute and the 2-year commumnity college have
key roles to play, as do professional schools and
the post-graduate programs of the colleges and
universities.

Applied to New Jersey all this means that
steps must be taken to develop an adequate num-
ber of opportunities for study at every level.
This 1s especially so because New Jersey is a
heavily ndustrialized, technologically oriented
state, highly dependent on tramned and educated
manpower. Therefore, it must ensure that the
young person who seeks vocational training, or
the one who wants to enter law or medicine, or




the potential research scientist is as well served
by the public mstitutions of this state as 1s today
the high school graduate who seeks traming m
a state college to be an elementary or secondary
school teacher. And, the educational opportuni-
ties available must be of such excellence that the
graduates of our public mstitutions will be pre-
pared to compete effectively, and on even terms,
with the products of the best institutions de-
veloped by the most advanced and enhghtened
of our sister states. It 1s clear, of course, that the
rewards to the individual provided by such op-
portunities go far beyond the material. By en-
larging awareness and sharpening sensitivities,
education to the proper level of the individual’s
ability provides the gift of a hife richer in matters
of the mmnd and spirit than would otherwise be
possible.

No time for further delays or holding actions
remans to us The time for action has come and
failure now to provide a public system of higher
education adequate to meet the needs of the
young people of the state, and of the state 1tself,
will only be counted a disaster in the years ahead.

The record makes it all too clear that the New
Jersey citizen’s past unwillingness to be taxed
has played a principal role m bringing about our
present, dangerously adverse situation, m which:

— there are only 30,000 places for New Jersey
students in our own public colleges and the
state university at a time when more than
60,000 are gomg out-of-state for an educa-
tion.

— 4,000 well-qualified sons and daughters of
tax payers are refused admission to Rutgers
the State University.

— 6,000 are denied entrance to the six state
colleges.

— five states, Pennsylvamia, New York, Massa-
chusetts, Ohio, and Virginia are asked to
provide college facilities for 30,000 New Jer-
sey residents—as many as the total now in
all New Jersey public nstitutions.

— our state, which ranks third from the top in
the nation m financial support of its ele-
mentary and secondary schools ranks second
from the bottom 1n per capita support of its
colleges and universities.

Combined with a rapidly growing college age
population and thewr nising need for education
beyond the high school, these facts point up sev-
eral critical questions—namely,

— Why, in the 15-year period 1950 - 1965, when
it was obvious that the post-war “baby
boom” would bring large college demands
m the early 1960’s, did the State appropri-
ate only $150 mullion for all capital needs

while in the same years other states were
spending two to three times that amount on
a per capita basis m anticipation of the
crisis?

— Why, as late as 1964, did the tax payers
approve a bond 1ssue of only $40,000,000 m-
stead of the $134,000,000 requested by the
State Department of Education?

— Why, as of December 1965, is.there no
“master plan” for higher education which
adequately deals with the expected ten year
increase of more than 100,000 New Jersey
high school graduates who will seek college
admission?

The Citizens Committee considers this evi-
dence and these questions to be of grave concern
to parents of future college students, to the stu-
dents themselves, to the leaders of a highly in-
dustrialized state, and to the public officials
whose ultimate responsibility 1t is to provide
New Jersey with a dynamic and high quality
system of higher education.

The time appears to be ripe for action. Cer-
tamly action 1s required, and 1t can be no longer
by half-way measures. As public attention to
the problem grows, public recognition must be
gamed for the need for action which is bold and
far-reaching The scale of today’s deficiencies
and the clearly predictable pace of the future
combme to make this an mescapable conclusion.

The Citizens Committee

Composed of leaders in all major segments of
the New Jersey commumty, the non-partisan
Citizens Committee aims to arouse the public to
the urgent problem of the state’s inadequacy in
the whole range of higher educational services,
and to support measures which will ensure a
sound, long-term solution.

The Committee functions under the chairman-
ship of Robert F. Goheen, President of Princeton
Umniversity. Other officers are: First Vice Chair-
man—Elmer W. Engstrom, chairman, Executive
Committee, Radio Corporation of America; Sec-
ond Vice Chairman—James Hayward, President,
Atlantic City Electric Company, Secretary—Henry
Chauncey, President, Educational Testing Serv-
1ce, and Treasurer—C. Malcolm Davis, President,
Fidelity Union Trust Company.

The Problem in Brief
The discussion which follows will amplify, at

some length, the 1ssues, the various solutions, and .

the financial costs. Briefly, the following box
presents a summary of the salient facts which
need to be kept 1n mind in thinking about the
problems of New Jersey Higher Education.

TABLE 1
Salient Facts Relevant To
New Jersey Higher Education 1965 to 1975
EST RE%iORI(\I}IE}’%‘LE REASONABLE
ENROLLMENTS 1965 1970 T

Total New Jersey Students in College ......ccoveerreeuce. 112,500 158,000 221,500
New Jersey Students Gomg

In-State o o e 50,500 101,000 169,500

Out-State ... o s e e s 62,000 57,000 52,000
In-State Undergraduate Enrollments

(N.J students only)

Public oo o e e 30,500 71,000 129,500

Private oo e e 20,000 30,000 40,000
Grad and Prof Enrollment (pubhc) ... ... 2,700 5,000 8,500

COSTS

Capital Funds Requwred (mullions), cumulative

totals, 1965 to designated year ... ... $150) $3152) $4273)
Annual State Operatmg Funds (mullions ), exclusive of

scholarships, bond interest and medical education $§ 44 $ 79 $126

(1) Sum needed now to provide for 1970 enrollments

(2) $150 million plus 3 units of $55 million each

(8) $150 million plus 5 units of $55 to $60 million each by 1972

Part I
BACKGROUND STUDIES OF THE PROBLEM

There 1s nothing novel about a paper on the
needs of higher education n New Jersey. In fact,
one mught say in truth that i the past ten years
the subject has been studied to death.

Simce 1955 there have been six major studies,
fact papers or analyses (aside from a special
medical study) issued on the urgency of more
adequate provision for public facilities at the
college and university level withmn the state. In
addition, the Strayer Report 1s being updated.
Briefly these are.

1956 “New Jersey’s Undergraduates 1954-1973”

Published by N. J. State Department of Edu-
cation (also short version called “The Closing
Door to College”), analyzed “baby boom” of
Post-WWII, said growth to 1973 would be an
mcrease from 48,600 to 155,000,

1957 “College Opportunity in New Jersey”

Continued the analysis of growth problem,
and recommended capital appropriation. Result:
the 1959 College Bond Issue of $66.8 million.

1960 “Education Beyond High School:
The 2-Year Community College”

State Department of Education advocated a
broad expansion of Junior Colleges around the

state Result. legislation permitting establishment
of 2-year County Colleges after July 1, 1963.

1961 “Higher Education in N. J.”

League of Women Voters analyzed numbers
of high school graduates, college-going percent-
ages, economic needs of state, and recommended
broad expansion of public facilities in all parts
of the state.

1962 “The Strayer Report”

(““The Needs of New Jersey in
Higher Education 1962-1970")

The best known and most frequently cited of
all reports, said “the undergraduate load in pub-
lic mstitutions must more than double from 1960-
1970,” and m addition must make provision for
4,073 graduate and professional students. Recom-
mended $134,000,000 for capital construction.
Result. November 3, 1964 election voted $40,-
000,000—leaving $94 million still needed.

1964 “The Newsom Report”

Issued by the Governor’s Committee on N. J.
Higher Education. Stated Strayer estimates were
conservative. Recommended: large capital ap-
propriations, major salary mcreases, more free-
dom and flexibility in the structure of New Jer-
sey higher education.




1965 “Updated Strayer”

Now 1n preparation by the State Department
ot Education to bring 1961 figures up to 1965

As will be seen by the above summaries there
has been a series of thoughtful reports issued mn
the past ten years, and some of these have re-
sulted 1 capital appropriations, though not of
the magnitude required to deal adequately with
the mounting problem

In the past 15 years there have been only four
bond 1ssues, and ten small annual appropriations
out of operational funds, as follows:

Summary of All State Capital
Appropriations 1950-1965

Bond Issues

1952-33 oo s e e $ 17,205,000
1958-59 . e e 10,252,500
1959-60 .ot e 69,929,564
1964-65 ...ooiors et e 40,500,650
$137,887,714

10 muscellaneous appropriations.... 9,076,200

Total Capital Investment ..... $146,963,914

Part 1I
THREE MAJOR FACTORS IN THE PROBLEM

Why, then, one might ask, m view of these
numerous studies under a variety of auspices,
has not a long-term master plan been recom-
mended by the Governor, approved by the Legis-
lature, and funds voted by the taxpayers? This
1s one aspect of the question with which the
Citizens Commaitte has been grapphng as 1t has
been seeking a solution

At least three factors have contributed to the
stalemate and the climate of mactivity related to
New Jersey’s single most important problem.
These are

(1) Lack of Acceptance of the Accuracy of

the Predictions

Forecasting trends, extrapolating from past
and present statistics, and making assumptions
about a number of variables 1s a complicated
busmess Predictions of exact numbers five or
ten years hence can always be challenged Edu-
cation, however, 1s 1n no different position from
other areas of our society which are called upon
to plan ahead It requires courage to make and
stand by such predictions. However, without
such forecasting little progress would ever be
made m our economic or educational establish-
ments The Citizens Committee 1s aware of the
complexity of the variables in forecasting to 1970
and 1975 and i its data extensions has con-
sidered carefully such questions as

— How many New Jersey students will ac-

tually graduate from high school mn each of

the ten years to 19757

— What percentage of graduates will want to
go on to some form of higher education?

— What numbers aie now going to college out-
of-state and for what reasons?

— If more college facilities were established mn
New Jersey, what would be the effect on
the out-migration trend?

— Would expanded and additional facilities,
particularly 1n local communities, attract ad-
ditional students not now planning to go to
college?

— How many more students will the private
colleges be able to accommodate by 19757

— How rapidly can the local county or junior
colleges be established and how fast will
thewr enrollments grow?

— What will be the graduate and professional
requirements 1n the state?

— How will the expanded educational enter-
prise be staffed with competent and mspir-
mg professors?

— What is an accurate unit cost per student
for capital construction of new plant, for
replacement of obsolete plant, and for ex-
panding existing plant?

— How much will operating costs mcrease for
the public facilities i an expanded Rutgers,
six State Colleges, New Jersey College of
Engineering, and in the new community
colleges?

— Should new State Colleges be established to
relieve some of the pressure on the existing
six State Colleges?

Other questions, tangential to these, still fur-
ther complicate the problems, and the function
of the Citizens Committee has been to balance
out the many factors, and to arrive at a realistic
picture of the students mvolved, mstitutional
growth required, and approximate cost estimates,
all of which will be presented in this paper.

(2) An Escape from Responsibility—The

Out-of-State Migration

Of the factors listed above the one of greatest
importance m predicting the future public obl-
gation 1s that of the greatly excesstve and m-
creasing number of New Jersey students taking

T

their college education in other states. To be
sure, some of these students are gong out-of-
state for perfectly sound personal and educa-
tional reasons. The Commuttee fully supports the
free choice of students to go wherever they wish.
It 1s only when the proportion going out-of-state
becomes very large that it is clearly sympto-
matic of deficient resources in higher education

Because New Jersey suffers from a long his-
tory of madequate public provision of college

NJ. Md. I
100— .

opportunity, 1t has had to rely heavily on stu-
dents being admitted to college out-of-state. In
the fall of 1963, the last year for which nation-
wide figuies were available, the U. S. Office of
Education “mugration study” showed that some
52,500 New Jersey students were out-of-state
while only 44,600 were -state.

The following table compares New Jersey with
ten other populous industrial states to illustrate
the degree of the deficit.

TABLE 2
Percentages of Students In-State and Out-State in 11 States in Fall, 1963

N.Y. Mass. Pa Fla. Ohio Ind. Mich. Cal

= N

SEE

70— \
60—
50—
40—
30—
20—
10—

Index 0—
Out-of-State 55 32 30 29
[ In-State 45 68 70 71

1t should be noted that all of these states have
vigorous plans for expansion, and are not count-
ing on resting on thewr oars. Plans for four of
these states—Ohio, Michigan, Illinois and New
York—are shown m Part V of this report.

Another way of looking at the in-state and
out-of-state problem is to compare the number
gomg out with the number from other states
commg in to New Jersey. For 1965 New Jersey
out-of-state 1s 62,000 and m-flow 1s 12,000—a
deficit of some 50,000 students.

New Jersey now ranks 49th among the states
m the percentage of 1its residents who are edu-
cated within the state. Only Alaska, for obvious
reasons, ranks lower.

The out-of-state problem raises three questions,
each of which has been assessed by the Com-
mittee. (1) how many students are voluntarily
going out-of-state as agamst those forced out by
lack of places? (2) what are the financial im-
plications for New Jersey students (and their
families) of higher-cost, out-of-state enrollment?
and (3) what 1s the potential loss to the edu-
cational and economic sectors of New Jersey life
by such out-migration? As these are critical ques-
tions, several sections of the Appendix deal

27 26 25 20 18 12 8
73 74 75 80 82 88 92

further with them, espeically Appendix A and
Appendix B A fourth factor—for how long, mn
view of enrollment pressures country-wide, can
other states be expected to take large numbers
of New Jersey studentsP—is extremely difficult to
assess from any existing data. For purposes of
planning, however, the assumption that New Jer-
sey students will be able to find places out-of-
state, 1s, at best, precarious.

(3) Appropriation of Public Funds

The final of the three factors contributing to
a stalemate m action on a master plan for higher
education in New Jersey has been the unreadi-
ness of the citizenry to face the hard fact that
substantial sums of money must be appropriated
to finance the building and operation of a
greatly enlarged public higher education system
mn the state.

It 15 common knowledge that, although it is
one of the ighest among the states in the nation
m per capita mcome (ranking 7th), New Jersey
ranks 48th m per capita expenditure for higher
education

There is a contradiction, however. The National
Education Association reports that in expendi-




tures for elementary and secondary education
New Jersey ranks in the first five states i the
nation Since this support 1s largely local, 1t is
evident that citizens of New Jersey do believe
m quality education, and that 1t 1s only m higher
education that the State 1s woefully deficient.

As of November 1965, New Jersey and Ne-
braska were the only two states in the nation
which had neither an income nor a sales tax
It does not, therefore, have the broad-based tax
structure to support the operation of a strong
system of public higher education or to amortize
a bond 1ssue of sufficient proportions to build
the college facilities which are so badly needed

It 1s primarily to overcome these three blocks
to progress in higher education 1n the State that
the Citizens Committee has been formed, to

draw together leaders of the mdustrial com-
mumity with the civic, labor, fraternal, agricul-
tural, and educational leaders of the State to
present the facts of the case, and to urge the
concerted support of all citizens 1n rectifying the
educational imbalance which exists.

The mstitution of a broad-based tax 1s natural-
ly unpopular, and with the State politically
divided on this issue in the past, the result has
been a postponement of the ultimate day of
financial reckoning The recent state election,
however, has highlighted fiscal needs of New
Jersey for major capital and operational appro-
priations, and ligher education 1s the most
urgent of these needs.

The time 1s now ripe for a frontal attack on
the higher education front.

Part III
PRESENT AND FUTURE REQUIREMENTS FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

New Jersey has been well and repeatedly ad-
vised on the need for expansion of its system
of public colleges and universities The six studies
in ten years have already been mentioned. At-
tention must be given to the warnings from other
states that the continuing export of New Jersey
students will not be welcomed as m the past.

There has emerged a common and consistent
conculsion from these studies: the state needs
a much enlarged system of public two-year coun-
ty colleges, a major expansion of Rutgers the
State University, a doubling of the enrollment
capacities of the six state colleges and their
conversion to multi-purpose mstitutions, the
establishment of new state colleges, a substantial
mcrease n the graduate and professional offer-
mgs, an finally, provision for extensive research
facilities to enrich the industrial and cultural Life
of the state.

There 1s every reason to believe that the num-
ber of New Jersey students enrolled m colleges
and unversities will show a dramatic increase
over the next ten years. First, the number of high
school graduates will show a steady and sub-
stantial mcrease Second, the rising demand for
higher education will result i an mcreasing per-
centage of high school graduates going on to
college Third, assuming that New Jersey in-
stitutions of higher education respond fully to
the needs of the state, many students who now
postpone or forego higher education will be able
to enter college. The anticipated growth of the
county colleges can be expected to add addi-
tional numbers who might not have gone to col-
lege at all.

For the Citizens Committee to present a pre-

cise detailed plan for needed expansion of New
Jersey higher education facilities would be im-
possible as well as inappropriate in this discus-
sion. This responsibility lies with the State Board
of Education and the State Department of Edu-
cation. Nevertheless, a clearer understanding of
the tasks confronting New Jersey may be ob-
tamed by developing an illustrative distribution
of New Jersey students.

A Hypothetical Distribution of
Undergraduate Students

The total enrollments used i making these
distributions are based on preliminary projec-
tions of full-time enrollments of New Jersey stu-
dents made available to the Citizens Commuittee
by the State Department of Education. In round
numbers these enrollment figures are as follows:

Full-Time N. ]J. Students

1965, it et e 112,500
1970, 158,000
1975 221,500

If anyone doubts that enrollments could grow
by these amounts mn ten years, he need only
observe that in the ten-year period 1953-1963, the
increase in New Jersey college full-time enroll-
ments was 115%—from 25,900 to 55,700 students!
Other states have experienced similar increases
and are projecting substantial future growth.

The following hypothetical distribution based
on these enrollment figures has one virtue—it
reduces the number of out-of-state students from
62,000 in 1965 to 52,000 in 1975, thus begmning
a “rollback” of the total New Jersey students now
out-of-state at the rate of at least 1,000 per year.

TABLE 3

Hypothetical Distribution of
Full-Time Undergraduate Students
by Public and Private Institutions

In-State and Out-of-State
(1965 to 1975)

In-State Public (New Jersey Students Only)

4-year colleges and umwversity .. ......... ...

2-year colleges

In-State Private (Né-\;v Jersey Students Only) .........
Out-of-State (New Jersey Students Only) ... ...
TOTAL New Jersey Students ... .. ... ...

Plus. Out-of-State Students in New Jersey

4-year public mstitutions ... ... . ..
GRAND TOTAL .. .. o e

1965 1970 1975
................ 29,500 60,000 96,500
................ 1,000 11,000 33,000
.............. 20,000 30,000 40,000
........... - 62,000 57,000 52,000
................ 112,500 158,000 221,500
_________ 1,500 3,000 5,000
................ 114,000 161,000 226,500

(The figures 1n Table 3 are rounded to nearest 500)

In all these figures, it 1s assumed that out-of-
state students will amount to about 5% of the
total New Jersey enrollment m the public 4-year
colleges As shown 1n the above, for example, the
226,500 figure for 1975 includes some 5,000 stu-
dents from other states. This figure is a bare
mimimum, for a substantially larger percentage
of out-of-state students should be enrolled if
the “mix” found desirable by first-rank institu-
tions elsewhere is to be attamned.

It will be noted that private colleges are pro-
jected to double their enrollments of New Jersey

Rutgers, the State University ...........ococeeeomecncccces
Six State Colleges ... .. oot e
Two or More New State Colleges ... ... cccceee - e
Newark College of Engineering .... ... ccccccocoivins .
Public Junior Colleges . .. .. ... e oiieec. e e

TOTAL o i e

students by 1975. This may be optimustic, but 1t
1s generous 1n order to allow for (1) the poten-
tial mfluence of federal legislation such as the
Higher Education Facilities Act, (2) the estab-
lishment of a New Jersey Dormitory Authority,
and (3) a broad scholarship incentive plan.
Other states expect the private growth to be only
about 50% of 1965

A possible distribution of students (both New
Jersey and out-of-state) within the public in-
stitutions of higher education in New Jersey
might be as follows:

1965 1970 1975
.............. 11,900 92,250 32,900
.............. 16,800 33,250 54,000
............. 3,000 8,000
______________ 2,400 4,500 6,600
R 1,000 11,000 33,000
.............. 32,000 74,000 134,500

(1) This 15 a total estimate of engineering facilities required Another engineering college may
be required 1n the southern part of New Jersey perhaps as an extension of either Newark

College of Engineering or Rutgers College of Engineering

(2) Rounded to nearest 500

The Reasons for the Need for this
Undergraduate Growth

In absolute numbers the growth picture pre-
sented above looks formidable. How feasible is
this suggested expansion?

The foregoing analysis has shown m Table 3
that between 1965 and 1975 more than 100,000
new places are needed i public four-year col-
leges. The implications of this goal for enroll-
ments in Rutgers, Newark College of Engineering,
and the State Colleges are also summarized. The
figures given represent one possible pattern of
enrollments, developed to aid mm determining
what must be accomplished.

In developing an estimated size for Rutgers,
1t was assumed that Rutgers would grow m part
as the result of the mcreasmg number of New
Jersey students qualified to pursue the programs
they offer and as a result of efforts to reduce
substantially the number of qualified students
who must now be rejected for lack of space
The latter factor is particularly important, if
the goal of bringing the out-of-state students
back into New Jersey is to be achieved.

In addition, requests for transfer by qualfied
students from the County Colleges will place
significant demands on Rutgers

It was assumed the Newark College of En-




gineering would grow at about the same rate
as Rutgers.

For the State Colleges, including possible new
State Colleges, the estimated enrollment 1s based
on the belief that by 1975 they can achieve the
goal of becoming truly multi-purpose mstitutions
without 1n any way mmpawrmg ther essential
work of preparing teachers tor New Jersey
schools This change 1n the character of the State
Colleges would 1n 1tself require a marked in-
crease mm size Over and above this, there are
also the needs of transfer students from the Coun-
ty Colleges, who are prepared and qualified for
admission, who would have to be rejected for
lack of space. It 1s recognized that careful plan-
ning would be required to develop the State
Colleges mto full-fledged multi-purpose mstitu-
tions while preserving a sound balance of educa-
tional facilities, both public and private, through-
out the state. The estimates are based on the be-
lief that the State Colleges can play a major role
mn responding to the needs for higher education.

After allocating 33,000 students to County Col-
leges 1 calculating the estimated enrollments,
the following procedure was used The present
enrollments were increased by half for Rutgers
and Newark College of Engineering and doubled
for the State Colleges The total estimated en-
rollment for 1975 was then distributed propor-
tionately to the resulting figures.

In calculating the 1970 figures, 1t was assured
that the proportions of students mn each of three
basic categories would be half-way between the
1965 proportions and the 1975 proportions. The
results are as shown m Table 3.

There are many State Universities mn the coun-
try with enrollments larger than 30,000—a few
larger than 50,000, and so the Rutgers estimate
of 32,900 full-time undergraduates 1s well with-
i bounds of feasibility. State Colleges enrolling
an average of 9,000 are also quite common m
many other states. In New York City for ex-
ample, the four city colleges are expected to
average 12,000 each by 1970

As the establishment of new State Colleges
and a great expansion of two-year colleges are
mmportant elements m the growth pattern, some
special comment 1s m order on these two sub-
jects

The Establishment of New State Colleges

To confine the total college offerings of New
Jersey to the present 6 State Colleges 1s to limit
drastically the number of students who can ex-
pect to have a four-year hiberal arts education.

Even with the large expansion of the present
Colleges, and their conversion to multi-purpose
mstitutions over the next five years, some 8 to
10,000 additional places will be needed.

The Citizens Committee hopes that at least

one new State College will be established in the
period 1965-1970 and that a second will be in
operation by 1975

One of the major services of the new colleges
would be to provide the final two years of edu-
cation for the large numbers who will be com-
pleting their first two years m local County Col-
leges, and who will wish to go on for a bachelor’s
degree The experience m states such as Cali-
fornia 1s that as many as 50% continue their
junior college education to the B.A.

The Role of the 2-Year County College

As one looks at the total college-gomng prob-
lem over the next ten years from the viewpomt
of New Jersey high school graduates who want
to go to college within the state, 1t is obvious
that the junior or community college will be
the answer for a great many of them. The sheer
magnitude of the problem of a need for over
100 thousand more places m New Jersey mstitu-
tions of higher education will require the rapid
establishment of at least 10 to 15 community
colleges, which by 1975 will be able to accom-
modate 30 to 40 thousand students.

It 1s mmperative that these county colleges
offer both two-year programs of liberal arts and
technical courses leading to immediate employ-
ment and that the tuition for students attending
be kept to a minimum.

The growth of the community college has
been a national phenomenon. In 1963 some
800,000 were enrolled the nation over; by the
fall of 1965 there were about 1,100,000. The
growth to 1970 1s estimated to be 1,750,000 and
by 1975 enrollments will be at more than 2,000,-
000. A November 1963 article i the Junior Col-
lege Journal by Dr. Sidney Tickson, an authority
on higher education planning, takes an even
longer view, and predicts that by 1985 there will
be no fewer than 1,000 junior colleges enrolling
4 to 5 million students. In other words, in twenty
years there would be as many students in junior
colleges as are this year n all colleges and uni-
versities mn the United States.

That this may actually be realized 1s borne out
by some tentative plans for community college
growth m other states. California plans to grow
from 175,600 to 344,500 in a 14-year period,
New York has projected a five year increase from
44,200 to 89,000.

Except for the fact that there has been only
one public junior college in the State of New
Jersey, and as such it 1s not a familiar pattern
of higher education here, there 1s no reason why
a very rapid expansion cannot take place within
the state. Plans have been drawn and approved
for the immediate establishment of twelve new
county colleges mn Atlantic, Cape May, Cumber-
land, Essex, Mercer, Middlesex, Ocean, Morris,
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Camden, Somerset, Burlington, and Bergen coun-
ties. A conservative estimate of an mitial enroll-
ment of 11,400 has been planned, with a possible
maximum of over 40,000, according to a recent
progress report which is Appendix C. Six more
locatigns throughout the state have been dis-
cussed, and new colleges provisionally planned.
Three counties (Hudson, Sussex, and Warren)
report “no official action taken”

The “market” for such colleges 1s strong. Not
only would many students now gomg out-of-
state be eager to attend i their local communi-
ties, but many others not planning to attend col-
lege at all because of the high cost would be
candidates for the home-based mstitutions.

It only needs to be added that the success of
a vastly expanded community college movement
m New Jersey will depend directly on the blend-
ing of four essential elements—a faculty of high
quality, a student body of able and interested
undergraduates, a physical facility able to pro-
vide good education, and a curriculum which 1s
relevant to our times, and which permits con-
tinuation of higher education for the talented

Under these conditions, the enrollment of 30,-
000 to 40,000 students mn junior colleges in New
Jersey 1s not only feasible and justified, but 1s
also imperative m terms of the overall solution to
the state deficit in facilities.

Graduate and Professional Education

The need of New Jersey for increased oppor-
tumties mn higher education 1s nowhere more
critical than n professional and graduate educa-
tion. This report suggests an ncrease from 2,700
to 8,500 daytime students m public stitutions
by 1975, principally at Rutgers and NCE, but
also including master’s degree programs at the
present and new State Colleges, especially to
help meet the faculty needs of the new County
Colleges and the expanding State Colleges.

It 1s well known that a complex and highly
industrialized society such as New Jersey's 1s
peculiarly dependent upon the 1dea-generating
Ph.D. for growth and wvitality. Jesse E. Hobson,
past president of the Armour Research Founda-
tion and the Stanford Research Institute has said,
“One Ph D. will generate employment for 10 en-
gmeers. Ten engmeers will generate employ-
ment for 150 technicians and skilled workers.”

New Jersey 1s an importer of men and women
with advanced degrees The shortage 1s so acute
that some industrial firms n the state have been
discussing a proposal that they pool thewr talent
and establish a new graduate school i the
sciences and engineermg This move, if 1t occurs,
will be helpful But it will in no way relieve the
pressure upon the public responsibility, the need
1s too great.

Table 4 presents the approximate distributions
of graduate and professional enrollments.

TABLE 4

Hypothetical Distribution of
Daytime Graduate and Professional Students
in Public Institutions in New Jersey
(1965 to 1975)

1965 1970 1975

Rutgers .. ... 22,700 4,700 7,700
Newark College of
Engmeermg ... ..... . na. 100 400
State Colleges ........ ... 5§ 200 400
TOTAL ‘e e 2,700+ 5,000 8,500

Growth of graduate and professional schools
has certain limitations even 1if very large funds
are available Many of the factors which make
undergraduate expansion difficult become acute
at the graduate and professional level. Recruit-
mg of staff, development of programs of finan-
cial support of students, particularly graduate
students, and acquisition of complex research
facilities are among the critical factors which re-
quire time, as well as effort and funds, to ac-
complish Nevertheless, in view of the great need
for expansion 1t 1s believed that Rutgers can ex-
pand from 2,700 day students m 1965 to 4,700
m 1970, as they now expect to do, according to
a survey recently made by Robert Heller Associ-
ates During the period 1970 to 1975, if adequate
funds were made available, a growth at a 50%
larger rate would be a reasonable goal to shoot
for. If this goal were achieved, there would be
7,700 daytime graduate and professional students
at Rutgers by 1975

Even more difficult than expandmg a moder-
ately large ongomng program of graduate and
protessional work 1s the mitiation and early de-
velopment of such a program. Accordingly, 1t
seems deswrable to make a conservative estimate
of the growth of full-time graduate work at
NCE and the State Colleges. A possible goal
might be 300 by 1970 and 800 by 1975. Although
no attempt has been made to estimate the growth
of graduate and professional study in private uni-
versities 1 the state, 1t 1s evident that this
growth, however large, 1s not likely to close the
gap between the needs of the state and 1its re-
sources for such study

It should be noted that these figures'have not

mcluded medical students, which is a separate
and complex problem

The Recruitment of College Faculty

How can a state double or triple the size of
its public mstitutions and still maintamn quality
education?




One answer to this question came from a state
official m Ilhnois who said “That’s the least of
our worries If the legislature will just give us
the money, we'll find the teachers.” He went on
to powmnt out that Illinois had, mn the ten years
1955 to 1965, doubled its college enrollments
and, in his opmion, had not cut the quality of
mstruction The same doubling also occurred in
New Jersey between 1953 and 1963, and stand-
ards were mamtained.

Discussions with officials in three other states
mdicate that while the problem of faculty re-
crurtment 1s difficult, 1t is not mnsolvable. Among
the sources of new college faculty which have
been mentioned are the followmg:

(1) High school teachers—New York State re-
ports that 1t expects over 30% of its new faculty
to come from the ranks of secondary schools.
These are men and women with master’s de-
grees who wish to associate themselves with
colleges and universities, in many cases intend-
mg to secure a Ph D, While 1t 1s not desirable
to “raid” the lower schools of their best talent,
the supply of good teachers at that level is
said, in many states, to be reasonably adequate.
(2) Part-time teachers—Ohio 1s conducting an
active search for special skills among govern-
ment employees, mdustrial researchers, social
welfare workers, and other talented individuals
who may wish a part-time affihation with a
university Often these are men and women
with Ph.Ds who have the qualities of good
teachers and who can arrange to leave their
banks, clinics, corporations, insurance com-
panies or public jobs for specified lecture
duties at nearby mstitutions

(3) Women teachers—Another midwest state

believes that one of the most promising un-

tapped sources for higher education 1s women,
who have erther been passed over as not being
of collegiate calibre or who have been teachers
at the high school level, have raised their
families, and who could, with special training,

be able instructors at the umversity level.

(4) Graduate students—The pool of graduate
students is, of course, an obvious source and
one which 1s heavily drawn on—some educa-
tors .(and students) feel to far too great an
extent. It 15, however, a major reliance of most
institutions—even those of the highest quality.
(5) Technology—Many colleges and universi-
ties are experimenting heavily with instruc-
tional methods other than live teachers. Edu-
cational television, lecture-by-wire, computer
mstruction, language laboratories and other
techniques have reached the operational stage
mn many parts of the country. One wstitution—
Florida Atlantic University near Fort Lauder-
dale—1s orgamized almost completely around
technological devices.

(6) Trimester and Four-Quarter—Every year
more and more wstitutions adopt year-round
organization of the curriculum, thus mcreasing
thewr capacities by a third or more Doubling
of capacity has for years been the pattern of
the Antioch Plan (among others), where the
work-study program has 800 students on-
campus while 800 are off-campus on coopera-
tive work assignments. These measures while
mcreasing space for students do not save on
erther staffing or operating costs, since the
same per diem costs apply whether the mstitu-
tion 1s 1n session nine months or twelve months.
Also public institutions in New Jersey already
have nearly full-capacity summer programs.

Obviously, there 1s no single solution to the
problems of staffing. The Citizens Committee
recommends that a special Task Force should
be appomted in New Jersey to develop a “master
plan” for faculty recruitment for the state.

It should also become a major objective of
the present and future State Colleges to prepare
professors for the new two-year County Colleges,
m addition to preparing elementary and sec-
ondary school teachers.

Part IV
A LOOK AT THE BILL: SOME ESTIMATES OF COST

It may be assumed that 1965 enrollments are
using plant facilities to capacity, so that addi-
tional facilities are required for virtually all of
the projected mncreases Even if some unused
capacity exists, or if some facilities could be used
more mtensively, it may still be assumed m view
of the present stringency (e g qualified students
bemng rejected at Rutgers and the state colleges)
that at least an equal amount of facilities are
bemg overused to the detriment of the students,
faculty, facilities, and instruction.

The calculation of the cost of providing facili-

ties for the expansion mdicated 1s not simple.
Much will depend on the proportions of commut-
g and residential students, on the relative pro-
portions of undergraduate and graduate students,
on the type of site and construction, and on other
variables. However, it 1s possible to take ad-
vantage of averaging to estimate costs, capital
and operating, for academic facilities needed for
the additional students anticipated in New Jersey
Public Colleges and the State University. These
estimated costs are based partly on the experi-
ence of the New Jersey State Department of

Education m spending the $40 million Bond
Issue and partly on the experience of other

states, notably New York, Ohio, and Illinois.

TABLE 5

Estimated Costs
for Academic Facilities and Annual Operating Expenses
for Additional Students in
New Jersey Public Colleges and University
(1965 to 1975)

I. Capital Costs

1965 to 1970 1965 to 1975

NEW CAPITAL
STUDENTS COSTS STUN];S];]IV\]TS C€g§¥gL
Full-Time Undergraduates (MILLIONS) (MILLIONS)
g-year coﬂeges and university . .. ... 32,000 $150.0 70,500 $342.5
-year colleges ... 10,000 10 2, .
Graduate and ProfessionalV) 0 22000 220
Rutgers, NCE, State Colleges ...........o......_._...._.. 2,300 36 8 5,800 92.8
TOTAL e 196.8 467.3
Less: $40 million bond issue oo 40.0 40.0
Amount of New Funds Needed . ... ... .. $156.8 $427.3
II. Additional Annual Operating Costs
1970 1975
NEW OPERATING NE
STUDENTS COSTS STUDI;J}Y\TTS OP(E]:(I){S:I'I‘SING
Full-Time Undergraduates (MILLIONS) (MILLIONS)
4-year colleges and university ... ... 32,000 $256 70,500 $56.4
2-year colleges ... ... 10,000 4.0 32,000 12.8
Graduate and Professional(®)
Rutgers, NCE, State Colleges ...........ooooooooooo_.. 2,300 5.1 5,800 12.8
TOTAL INCREASE®) ..o $34.7 $82.0

(1) Medical school costs have not been mcluded, as the situation 1
R s too unclear and complex for th
to deal with This will, however, be a major item of expense P © Citizens Commttee

{2) These creased costs make the operating budgets $44 million m 1965, $79 mllion 1 1970, and $126 million m 1975,

as shown i Table T

These cost projections are based on the hypo-
thetical distribution of students presented m
Part III, and are as follows:

—Increases—
1965 1965

to to
Institution 1970 1975
4-Year Public ... ... 32,000 70,500
2-Year Public ........ ... .. 10,000 32,000
Graduate and Professional ... 2,300 5,800

TOTAL ... ... 44,300 108,300

It will be noted that the new funds needed
immediately to produce academic facilities by
1970 (because of 3 to 4 year lag) are $156.8
million, which may be compared with the $94
million recommended by the Strayer Report but
not yet provided smce only $40 million was ap-

proved by the taxpayers in 1964.

So that all new college facilities under discus-
sion will be m operation by 1975, additional
capital totalling $270 5 million should be appro-
priated by the Legislature m the five year
period 1967-1972, at the rate of approximately
$50 to $60 million per annum.

Capital costs for 4-year colleges are based on
$40 mullion for 10,000 places provided by the
bond 1ssue and $5,000 for each additional place
needed For 2-year colleges, $1,000 was estimated
as the state’s one-third share in the capital cost
for each new place.

In estimating costs for graduate and profes-
sional education, 1t was estimated that the capital
cost would be $16,000 per student, and that the
annual operating cost would be $2,200 per stu-
dent. Both figures are exclusive of medical edu-




cation, for which costs are very much higher.
The figures for costs were derived by Robert
Heller Associates from analysis of costs at vari-
ous universities throughout the country similar
to Rutgers They assume a balanced growth of
graduate and professional programs maintaining
the existing pattern across fields.

Additional annual operating costs for 4-year
colleges were based on $800 per year per place
for 4-year college students, and $400 per year
per place for the state’s share of operating ex-
penses for 2-year college students This figure
assumes that the state’s share 1s mcreased from
the present $200 to $400.

For comparison purposes, the 1965 State Fiscal
contribution to the Operating Budgets of New
Jersey Higher Education Institutions was $44,-
293,021, distributed as follows:

TABLE 6
N. J. State Department of Education
Fiscal Contributions to
N. J. Public Higher Education Institutions
1965 Budget*

1965 Adjusted
Approp
Glassboro State College ......co... ... $ 3,587,286
Jersey City State College ................ 2,500,065
Jersey City Lab School
(A. Harry Moore) ....ccoooeeee e 230,000
Newark State College ...... . cooooeeeeeo.. 3,102,755
Paterson State College .......................... 2,765,083
Montclair State College ............. ........ 3,858,776
Trenton State College ........... ... 4,066,305
Rutgers University ... . coeoeeeeeeeene. 21,678,238
Newark College of Engineering and
Newark Technical School .. ......... 2,327,713
Trenton Junior College .. .................. 176,800

TOTAL-—State Higher Institutions $44,293,021

OTHER
N. J. College of

Medicime and Dentistry ... 4,300,000
Scholarships and Loans ............. ........ 4,833,638
Interest on Bonds ...... ... N 2,189,500

GRAND TOTAL ..o $55,616,159

®*Source Budget Message of Richard J Hughes,
Governor of New Jersey, February 1, 1965,
pp 304-305

Additional Costs
As indicated, there are other costs which must

be planned for in addition to the above which
will only meet the needs related to expansion of
new enrollment in undergraduate and graduate
programs Among these are:
(1) a broadening of the whole scholarship aid
program of the state, mncluding a program of
“mcentive” scholarships for N. J. students to
attend private mstitutions within the state
(2) realignment and upgrading of professional
salaries in the colleges, to make New Jersey
competitive for able faculty
(3) the replacement of obsolete and rehabilita-
tion of sub-standard plant facilities, already
referred to
(4) additional costs associated with the con-
version of the six state colleges to multi-pur-
pose mstitutions
(5) the adjustment of capital and operating
estimates from 1965 dollars to 1970 and 1975
dollars (allowance for mflation)
(6) larger appropriations for the operation of
the State Department of Education to equip
1t to deal eftectively with increasingly com-
plex problems of higher education
(7) possible adjustments upward in all esti-
mates should the present forecasts prove to be
conservative, as the problem is reviewed every
two years
(8) costs related to expansion of medical
traming and research facilities in the state.

It has been stated that the competency of the
Citizens Commuttee does not extend to precise
projections of the costs associated with expand-
mg higher education. It should also be stated
that the Citizens Committee does not expect to
recommend how the funds are to be secured.
This agamn 1s a problem for public officials re-
sponsible for managing the affairs of the state.

It 1s obvious, however, that the funds required
will come from a variety of sources. Federal
grants to higher educational institutions in the
various states could provide as much as one-third
of the total costs, probably with larger sums i
1974-75 than m 1967-68. County taxation will
relieve the state of full responsibility for large
numbers of junior college students.

That New Jersey 1s not alone in this problem
1s discussed 1n the next Part which describes how
other states are facing and financing higher edu-
cation growth.

Part V
HIGHER EDUCATION PATTERNS IN OTHER STATES

Across the nation the problem of planning for
expanded college facilities faces educators and
legislators in every state The pressures every-
where stem from the same elements: Jarger num-

bers 1n the age-group, fewer dropouts from high
school, more graduates desiring college, greater
mterest of women 1 higher education, and the
upgrading of educational requirements by in-

D

dustry and society at large.

Predictions for five years ahead are often
reached in three years, according to national ex-
perts such as Seymour Harris and Sidney Tick-
ton. Enrollment estimates thought to be liberal
even 1 the short-term turn out to be conserva-
tive when reviewed at two-year intervals.

The following table illustrates the heavy de-
mands which will be made on those responsible

for master planning of higher education in four
other populous and mndustrial states as compared
with New Jersey. It should be noted that three
of these four states have had an on-gomng tradi-
tion of strong support for public education. The
fourth (New York) has extensive private educa-
tion. Thus, to a great extent, they are not faced
with the “make-up” situation existing in New
Jersey. Even so, their problems are enormous.

TABLE 7 N

Full-Time College Enrollments in h
Four States Compared to New Jersey
(years 1965 and 1975) N

(1n thousands of students)

1965 College Enrollments OHIO MICHIGAN ILLINOIS N.Y. N.J. ‘ \1
) 111 143 126 93 32 |
Private oo e e 68 36 121 163 31 I

g X0 VN S 179 179 247 256 “63

1975 College Enrollments
PUBLIC .o 255 189 245 235 134
Private ..o 114 46 192 230 62

TOTAL oo 369 235 437 465 1960

State Population (millions) ..o, 10.1 8.1 10.5 179 6.6

(1) The 1975 N J. enrollments are those recommended by the Citizens Commuttee.

(The enrollment figures given are net full-
time undergraduates for all five states. The
“master plan” studies for Ohio, Michigan, and
Illnois give “head-count” totals, including part-
time students, which 1n Table 7 have been elim-
inated by the percentages supplied by authori-
ties in each state New Jersey figures include
out-of-state enrollees in New Jersey colleges— plans to provide public and private higher edu-
approximately 5% in public four-year institutions cation for its citizens.
and 35% in private. Other states also include out- I

TABLE 8 }

Planned College Expansion ¥
Four States Compared With New Jersey |
I

of-staters n their mstitutions.) N

Since all of these four states are larger in total 8
population than New Jersey, some kind of ’1‘
equating 1s necessary to bring their enrollment g
figures into relative position with those in New |
Jersey. The following chart illustrates how, for y
each 1,000 of 1965 population, each of the states

1965-1975 ‘
(for each 1,000 population) N
Index OHIO MICHIGAN ILLINOIS NEW YORK NEW JERSEY ‘ i"
45— ¥
1975 H
gg—- 1975 E§§ I
0 N 1975 N 1975 |
2%B_ N 1965 R 1975 |
15— 1965 |
5— )
0— [ | !
Index 0
S Private ... 67 113 44 57 11.5 183 91 128 4.7 94 ‘
[ Public ........ 11.0 252 177 233 120 23.3 52 131 48 20.3 )
Total ... 177 36.5 22.1  29.0 23.5 41.6 143 259 95 29.7
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The low position of New Jersey m 1965, in
both public and private college facilities is
clearly brought out by this table. The 1975 pro-
jections, however, are based on the assumption
that this state will make a major effort, which
will bring New Jersey above New York levels
and put 1t in much better relative position to all
the states.

Capital Expenditures in Four States

To New Jersey residents who in the fifteen
year period 1950-1965 spent only $147 million
for total capital needs of higher education, the
thought of planning expenditures m the $400
million range may seem exorbitant. For whatever
consolation it may bring, and misery is said to
love company, the sums proposed for New Jer-

sey are not overly large in comparison to other
states.

Ohio 15 planning to spend about $850 mullion,
Michigan $700 mullion, Illinois $600 million, and
New York $1.6 billion for capital facilities for
public colleges and universities in the next ten
years, and these states do not have to “catch up”
to the extent which New Jersey does.

The following table shows that if New Jersey
were to spend at the same rate as the average
of these four states, in relation to size of popula-
tion, the per capita expenditure would be about
$80. Thus, for the 6.6 million population in this
state, New Jersey should and could plan for a
ten year capital goal of $528,000,000. This figure
underscores the conservative nature of the Com-
mittee’s $427,000,000 projection.

TABLE 9
Capital Expenditures by States in
Proportion to Population

1965-1975

CAPITAL PER
EXPEND CAPITA
POPULATION  (MILLIONS $) EXPEND

(0] 1170 I 10.1 850 $85.
Michigan ........ 8.1 700 88.
Inoss ... ....... 105 600 60.
New York .....17.9 1,600 88.
New Jersey .... 6.6 5281 $80.

(4-state avg.)
(1) If New Jersey’s per capita expenditure were $80

Part VI
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The 22 recommendations that appear below
highlight the goals of higher education that New
Jersey should strive to attain. The Committee
wishes to emphasize that this summary is no sub-
stitute for a master plan for public higher educa-
tion in New Jersey, and that the numerical data
presented are not offered as precise, firm figures,
but rather represent a careful assessment of
the dimensions and scope of the problem. While
1t 1s believed that these numerical projections are
the best estimates available, they should be fur-
ther refined by State authorities during the course
of developing a master plan.

The 22 recommendations are:

Administration

(1) The State’s procedures for the planning,
oversight, and administration of higher
education should be strengthened, ex-
panded, and given more freedom and flexi-
bility This will entail certain changes in
the structure of the organization of higher
education in New Jersey and, pursuant to
the request of Governor Hughes, the Citi-
zens Committee intends to study these
issues further and make recommendations
in the near future.

(2) A special faculty salary review board should
be appointed by the Governor to make a

study of the present salary scales, and re-
port its recommendations for new and
more adequate scales within six months of
the time of appointment.

(3) A special task force on faculty recruitment
should be appointed to report on all avail-
able methods and plans for staffing a
greatly enlarged higher education estab-
lishment This task force should be pro-
vided with funds to hire an executive
director and for travel to other states to
discuss the matter with state officials, and
possibly to assist in the recruitment of
faculty.

(4) A separate and detailed study should be
made of the whole range of graduate and
professional offerings and needs of the
State in public institutions, not only as it
applies to Rutgers, but also to Newark
College of Engineering, and to the master’s
degree level at the state colleges. The
study should include the need for fellow-
ships and other forms of assistance to
graduate students in both public and pri-
vate institutions.

(5) A resources center for community colleges
should be set up to aid in planning, act
as a clearinghouse of information, and pro-
vide continuing field services.

(6) A New Jersey dormitory and building
authority, patterned on dormitory authori-
ties of other states, is recommended for
legislative approval at the next session.

(7) In the establishment of new college facili-
ties and in the expansion of those in exist-
ence, consideration should be given to the
process of cooperative education where the
student alternates between the campus and
employment.

Enrollments
The Committee’s best estimates mdicate that:

(8) Public institutions must plan to increase
total enrollments from 32,000 in 1965 to at
least 134,500 in 1975, including at least
5% from out-of-state, such plans to respect
fully the role of private institutions—and
to coordinate actively with them.

(9) Private institutions should strive to in-
crease total enrollments from 31,000 in
1965 to at least 62,000 in 1975 to allow
New Jersey student places to grow from
20,000 to 40,000.

(10) The present six state colleges should ex-
pand and convert to multi-purpose institu-
tions offering a wire variety of curricula as
well as teacher education. Enrollments
should go from 17,000 to 54,000 in 1975.
Active planning should go forward for the
establishment of new state colleges, en-

rolling no less than 8,000 by 1975.

(11) Rutgers, the State University, should plan
an undergraduate expansion from the pres-
ent 11,900 to 32,900 in 1975 and a graduate
and professional growth from 2,700 to at
least 7,700.

(12) Newark College of Engineering should be
funded adequately for a gradual ten year
growth from 2,400 full time undergradu-
ates in 1965 to some 6,600 in 1975, and
for at least 400 full time graduate students
in 1975. Another engineering college may
need to be established.

(13) The projected state-wide network of com-
munity colleges must be carried forward
to bring no less than 7 into full operation
by 1970 and no less than 17 by 1975, with
total enrollments by 1975 of 30-40,000
students.

(14) A basic goal should be to make available
within the State opportunities for post high
school education to those qualified stu-
dents who cannot afford or do not wish to
go outside the State for higher education.
A start toward this objective, beginning in
1966, should be to reduce the 62,000 stu-
dents going out of state by at least 1,000
each year.

The figures in recommendations (8) to (14)
are summarized as follows:

Hypothetical Distribution of
Full-Time Undergraduate Students
by Public and Private Institutions

In-State and Out-of-State

(1965 t0 1975)
1965 1970 1975
In-State Public (New Jersey Students Only)
4-year colleges and UNIiversity ...........ooeeesencens 29,500 60,000 96,500
2-year COllEES ...oroiomrmeuemirecmrrmmecma s 1,000 11,000 33,000
tate Pri 40,000
In-State Private (New Jersey Students Only) .......... 20,000 30,000 40,000
Out-of-State (New Jersey Students Only) ......ccooweeees 62,000 57,000 \
TOTAL New Jersey Students ......c.ccoweeveves 112,500 158,000 221,500
Plus: Out-of-State Students in New Jersey
4-year public InSHEUtONS .oormoveioeirecereaieinaeenenes 1,500 3,000 5,000
GRAND TOTAL o 114,000 161,000 226,500

Financing
(15) The Citizens Committee recommends, for
consideration by public authorities, an im-
mediate capital outlay for higher educa-
tion of $150 million, and subsequent ap-
propriations in 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, and
1971 of from $55 to 60 million per annum,
for a total $427 million capital expenditure
by 1975. These estimates should be ad-
justed upward or downward on the basis

W

of new information. (This recommendation
makes no provision for medical education
which will require a large additional
amount.)

(16) The State must plan for an increase in
State operating appropriations from $44
million in 1965 to $79 million by 1970 and
to $126 million by 1975, exclusive of
scholarships, medical education, and in-
terest on bonds.




(17) The sum of approximately $500,000 should
be approved promptly to establish and
finance planning for higher education, in-
cluding a study for a master plan for the
State, and to permit the engaging of archi-
tects for site planning, preliminary sketches,
and other such functions

(18) To assist the operating expenses of the new
community colleges, the present state
statutory formula of up to $200 per pupil
should be revised, to provide one-half the
cost up to a maximum contribution of $400
per pupil, the county and tuition charges
bearing the other half

(19) A new college incentive scholarship pro-
gram providing incentive grants of up to
$600 per stucfent in private institutions
within New Jersey should be established,

APPENDIX
SUPPORTING PAPERS ON THE 1975 REQUIREMENTS

with appropriation for 1,500 such four year
scholarships in the first year and increased
numbers in subsequent years.

(20) The State must support a broad program of
medical education with full facilities and
faculty for first-rate education and research
in the medical sciences

(21) The State Department of Education should
issue to the public periodically special re-
ports on the kinds, conditions, and amounts
of funds available from the federal govern-
ment for higher education purposes

(22) The Citizens Committee points to and en-
dorses the urgent need for a broad base
tax to help meet the needs, objectives, and
requirements specified above for New Jer-
sey higher education.

Part 11T presented data developed for the Citi-
zens Commuttee by Educational Testing Service,
which for some months has had a cooperative
working arrangement with the State Department
of Education and with Robert Heller Associates.
The interpretation and assumptions, however,
are those of the Citizens Commuttee and not of
the State Department or Heller Associates, which
have provided mformation, but have not at-
tempted in any way to mfluence the Commuttee
In 1ts presentation or imterpretation of the facts
as 1t sees them.

As has been pomted out n the begmning of
Part I the complexity of the factors which must

be balanced in making accurate predictions is
sizable.

This Appendix will, therefore, discuss some
of the assumptions underlying the forecasts, the
major pomts being.

. The Out-ot-State Problem

. Studies of Rutgers and State Colleges
Rejections

- Progress Report on County Colleges
A Competitive Salary Structure

An Opportumty Scholarship Program
. The Establishment of a Dormitory
Authority

. New Jersey’s Inadequacies in Medical
Education

Statistical Considerations in the
Enrollment Data

L. A Partial Bibhography of Reference
Sources

T Q mEgo =

Appendix A
THE OUT-OF-STATE PROBLEM

The problem of New Jersey students gomng
out-of-state to college has been discussed earlier
m this paper. It has been noted that m 1963
about 52,500* were enrolled out-of-state and of
these 28,800 (more than half) were m college
m four states as follows.

PA N Y MASS OHIO

N. J. students in ...13,100 8,900 3,800 3,000

About 85% of these 28,800 New Jersey students
in these four states were m private mstitutions,

as shown by this breakdown (to the nearest
hundred )—

PA NY MASS OHIO

PublicInstitutions 1,200 400 100 1,100
Private Institutions 11,900 8,500 3,700 1,900

WMW%W

One reaction to these data would be—“What
does 1t matter, as long as they get m college
somewhere?”

The Citizens Committee does not share this
reaction, and stands on the position that the
long-range goal of New Jersey higher education
should be to provide in any year the same num-
ber of places for college-going students within
the state of New Jersey as the total number of
New Jersey students going to college in that
year Ths, of course, means a balanced equation
m which ultimately New Jersey (and all other
states as well) would provide ‘its fair share of
college places m the nation. Thus, if this were
to be achieved in 1975, there would be some
220,000 college places m public and private -

stitutions in New Jersey. Obviously a great many
New Jersey students will want to go out-state
to college, but there should be an equal number
of places n New Jersey for students from Penn-
sylvania, New York, Ohio, and other states to
come here to study.

The Citizens Committee recogmizes that the
“y0ll-back” of New Jersey students (i.e. correct-
mg the deficit) 1s a problem requiring many
years to accomplish. To achieve balance may
take as long as 15 to 20 years—but 1t 1s the goal.

The Committee does, however, state its pres-
ent position to be that immediate steps be taken
to mcrease college facilities n New Jersey so
that the number of students gomg out-of-state
will be frozen at its 1965 level. In other words,
the State of New Jersey would absorb the total
increase m enrollment of New Jersey students
from 1965 on. In addition to absorbing the in-
crease the state must begin to redress the im-
balance by planning a reduction of 1,000 per
year 1 the number gomg out-of-state.

*The figures mn this appendix comparing New Jersey with

other gstates are from the US Offices of Educatlog
“Residence and Migration Study of College Students,
Fall, 1963

There are clear reasons, other than New Jer-
sey’s standing vis-a-vis other states, for taking
this position.

(1) Manpower loss—students spending their
four undergraduate years m other parts of the
country frequently do not return to work in
New Jersey. This 1s even more evident at the
graduate level where attractive positions are
offered elsewhere to master’s and doctoral de-
gree holders.

(2) Expense—a private college education
other states can cost as much as $3,000 per
year for tuition, room, board, travel and m-
cidentals While many parents can afford this,
many cannot. The responses to the Rutgers
Survey indicate violent objections on the part
of many families to the lack of public college
faciities within New Jersey.

(3) Quality education—there 1s reason to be-
Lieve that many students, in accepting second
or third choices after rejection by New Jersey
mstitutions are settling for lower level mstruc-
tion m colleges of poorer quality than the state
could provide for them 1if sufficient funds were
made available.

The Citizens Committee 1s well aware_that
many students want to go to college a good dis-
tance from home and that other states will wel-
come New Jersey and other students in order to
have a good “mix” in the student body to over-
come local provincialism.

The Committee feels, however, that such past
acceptance cannot and should not be relied upon
for future solution of New Jersey’s problems in
higher education.

#* % #* #* *

The following tables show:

(1) where the major number of New Jersey
students were registered out-of-state in the
fall of 1963

(2) the patterns of in-state, out-state balance
m 16 most populous states, also for 1963, the
most recent year of accurate statistical esti-
mates

MAJOR CONCENTRATIONS* OF
NEW JERSEY COLLEGE STUDENTS
ENROLLING OUT-OF-STATE

Fall 1963

Source U S Office of Education,
“Residence and Migration of College Students”

STATE MEN WOMEN TOTAL
California ... 328 159 487
Colorado ... oo 277 130 407
Connecticut .............. ... 897 559 1,456
Delaware ... 321 306 627
Dastrict of Columbia ...... 680 819 1,499
Florida ... ... 732 273 1,005
NIno1s oo 605 430 1,035
Indiana ...l 789 304 1,093
Towa oo 476 181 657
Kentucky ... 530 200 730
Maryland ... ... 757 667 1,424
Massachusetts ............... 1,908 1,864 3,772
Michigan ... 676 483 1,159
LY $TTT0101 o R 423 178 601
New Hampshire ........... 425 180 605
New York ..o 5,149 3,758 8,907
North Carolna ............ 1,008 467 1,475
Oh10 oo 1,734 1,309 3,043
Pennsylvama ... 8,286 4,819 13,105
Rhode Island ................. 540 194 734
South Carolna ................ 430 110 540
Tennessee ... .. ..o, 452 241 693
Vermont ... 459 492 881
Virgma oo 784 702 1,486
West Virgmia ... 550 314 864
Wisconsin ..o 225 178 403
All others ... 3,085 731 3,816
Olgr(;fngta'it‘gtal .............. 32,526 19,978 52,504

*More than 400 Students




COLLEGE OUT-OF-STATE ENROLLMENTS

A Sample of 16 Populous States, Fall 1963
Source U. S Office of Education, Fall 1963, “Residence and Migration of College Students”

( Nearest
(Figures to Nearest Thousand) Percent)

Number Number  Total  Percent
Gommg  Gomg Attending Going

(Nearest
(Figures to Nearest Thousand) Percent)

Number Number Total Percent
Gomg Gomg Attending Gomg

State In-State Out-State College Out-State State In-State Out-State College Out-State
New Jersey ........ 44 53 97 55 Georgia ............. 34 9 43 21
Maryland __________ 30 14 44 32 Ohio ... .103 26 129 20
0 Indiana ... .. 50 11 61 18
IllanlS ................ 109 46 155 30 Kansas ... 36 7 43 16
New York ......... 180 73 253 29 Minnesota .......... 55 9 64 14
Massachusetts . 60 22 82 97 Xd"asﬁlmgton ------ lgg ; 5 13
ichigan ........_.. 1 113 12
Pennsylvania ..106 38 144 26 North Carolma _. 50 757 12
Florida ..coooooeo.. 55 18 73 25 Califorma ... ... 256 25 281 8
NEW JERSEY IN 1975*

*Even 1f the total plans outhned mn this paper were attamed, New Jersey m 1975 would still have 52,000 out-of-state

or 23% of 221,500 students 1n college that year.

Appendix B
STUDIES OF RUTGERS AND STATE COLLEGES REJECTIONS

The followng summaries are based on pre-
limmary reports of two studies concerned with
the subsequent educational careers of New Jer-
sey students rejected by Rutgers and by the six
State Colleges. Newark College of Engmeering
and Trenton Junior College are not included.

1. The Rutgers Study

In 1965, Rutgers divided its rejections into two
groups—qualified applicants rejected for lack of
space and unqualified applicants. The Citizens
Commuttee asked Rutgers to make a special
study of its qualified rejects The study was
limited to New Jersey students, of whom there
were 4,036. Eighty-one percent (3,253) of these
students returned usable questionnaires.

Of the 3,253 students who replied, 2,949

NUMBER
New Jersey public ... 277
New Jersey private ... 742
Out-of-state public ... 284
Out-of-state private ... 925
Total 2228

Data on the tuition and required fees were
available for most of the mstitutions attended by
these students. Average tuition and fees for stu-
dents attending the different types of mnstitu-
tions were as follows:

%

(90.1%) reported that they definitely planned to
attend a college or university as full-time stu-
dents m the fall of 1965. An additional 122 (3.8%)
planned to attend college part-time, leaving only
182 (5.6%) who had no definite plans for college
as of early September, when the survey was
made. Even m the group of 182 students with-
out college plans for 1965, all but 101 expected
to attend college full-time m the future. The
findings with respect to college plans seem rea-
sonable when 1t is considered that the study was
himited to qualified applicants.

Where the full-time students actually went to
college is important to know. The students were
classified according to the location and control
of the mstitution they chose to attend, with the
following results:

MEN WOMEN TOTAL
% NUMBER % NUMBER %
12 161 23 438 15
33 166 23 908 31
13 82 11 366 12
42 307 43 1232 42
100% 716 100% 2944 100%

$1,227 for out-of-state private
(based on 1,039 students)

$1,024 for New Jersey private
(based on 827 students)

$659 for out-of-state public
(based on 336 students)

At New Jersey public institutions, tuition and
fees are approximately $250 in the six State col-
leges, $431 at Newark College of Engmeering
and range from $437 to $506 in the various
branches of Rutgers Clearly, students gomng to
private New Jersey colleges or to out-of-state
mstitutions were paying substantially higher tui-
tion and fees than they would have paid at
Rutgers. Indeed, 65% (890 out of 1375) of those
gomg out-of-state paid tuition and fees of $1,000
or more. It 1s unlikely that this result would be
greatly changed if allowance were made for
various scholarships awarded to these students.

A question on Junior Colleges was asked—“If
a county junior college offermg the first two
years of college and located m your county had
been admitting students for September 1965 at
the time you were exploring possibilities for edu-
cation beyond high school, do you thmk you
would have seriously considered attending such
a college?r”

In reply 873 (or 36%) of the men and 297 (or
37%) of the women said they definitely or prob-
ably would attend

How many of these qualified rejects would
have attended Rutgers if they had been accepted?
After careful consideration, 1t was decided that
many students would find 1t difficult to say in
early September what decision they would have
made if they had been offered admission by
Rutgers rather than rejected Accordmgly, the
questionnaire did not ask students whether they
would have attended Rutgers if they had been
accepted. It seems entirely safe to conclude, how-
ever, that they would have been at least as likely
to choose Rutgers as did the accepted candidates.
Undoubtedly, the accepted candidates had m
general more attractive alternates mn choosmg a
college than did the qualified rejects. Since about
50% of the accepted candidates enrolled, 1t 1s
clear that at least 2,000 (and possibly many
more) of the 4,000 qualified rejects would have
enrolled. These results mdicate that Rutgers
could mcrease 1ts freshman class well beyond the
present size of about 3,500 without accepting
unqualified students.

2. The Six State Colleges Study

The State Department of Education studied
23,470 applications for 1965 admission to the
state colleges It was found that these repre-
sented 13,431 individuals, after discounting multi-
ple applications Of the 13,431 applicants, 165
made wmcomplete applications not considered,
877 were placed on the waiting hst, 6,023 were
mvited to matriculate, and 6,366 were rejected

At the time the prelimnary report on the six
state colleges was made, the State Department
of Education with the assistance of high school

principals had been able to determine the plans
tor 1965 of all but 923 of 6,084 applicants who
were dented admussion to state colleges. Of the
5,160 hving students (one was deceased) for
whom data were available.

115 had enrolled at the State University

886 had enrolled in a private New Jersey
college

1,905 had enrolled mn a college outside New
Jersey

300 had enrolled in an evening or extension
division of a college

421 had enrolled mn a technical or profes-
sional school

478 had enrolled in a 2-year college

1,055 were not mn college (of these, 931 were
employed, 71 were mm military service,
and the remamder mcluded post-gradu-
ate high school students, housewives,
and students who failed to graduate or
were ill.)

Of the 5,150 students, almost four-fifths were
continuing thewr higher education It 1s worthy
of note that the number gomng out-of-state to
college was more than twice the number enroll-
mg m New Jersey private colleges.

In another phase of the study, it was found
that of the 6,023 mvited, 1,326 dechned the n-
vitation to attend Of these, 343 planned to at-
tend Rutgers, 276 were planning to attend a
New Jersey private college, and 567 were at-
tending private colleges out-of-state. The remam-
ing 140 included 31 attending a professional or
technical nstitution, 28 who accepted employ-
ment, 51 who did enroll for personal reasons, 10
who enrolled m junior colleges, 7 mn military
service, 12 who were uncertam of their plans,
and one deceased.

These results make 1t clear that the great
majority of the rejected students have the mitia-
tive, ability and resources to continue their higher
education. Perhaps a finding of equal significance
1s that the State Colleges found it necessary to
reject more applicants than they accepted.

3. Mercer County College Interest Survey

One additional study may be reported as it
bears on the establishment of County Colleges.
On March 23, 1964 members of the senior class
of Trenton Central High School filled out a ques-
tionnaire known as the Mercer County College
Interest Survey. Of the 355 students who indi-
cated mnterest mn a college education, 204 or 58%
said “Yes” to this question. “If you cannot afford
the cost of attending college away from home,
would the establishment of a County College n
Mercer County now make it possible?” Twenty-
three answered “No” and 128 gave no answer.




Appendix C
PROGRESS REPORT ON COUNTY COLLEGES

On November 10, 1965, the Director of Com- It 1s interesting to note that the estimated
munity College Education of the State Depart- initial enrollment capacity for the first 12 coun-
ment of Education issued a public report on the ties is approximately 11,400 students, and the
status, as of that date, of the planning county by maximum capacity for the 12 1s about 44,000
county for the establishment of County Colleges. students, whach, if achieved, would amply care
As the information may be of interest to citizens for the 33,000 students projected mn this report
in the various local communities, the report is for county colleges.

reproduced here 1n its entirety.

OCEAN COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ..........c.c.cccece.. ...t September, 1963

County Appomnted Board of Trustees ..... . ..ccococeevcces et March 4, 1964

Official Name of College ........ococoooeee - o s :  Ocean County College
President of College ... ...... oot eecvieceeeecee « et Do Andrew S. Moreland
Temporary Address of Administration ............ ..cccccvveececceeee: - 504 Main Street, Toms River
Location and Size of Campus Site ........... .. ... ... Hooper Ave., Dover Twp., 276a.
Possible Student Enrollment (1965) ........ ... et 1,500 full-time students

Planned Initial Building Capacity ........ cccocovevivvces vt 900 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ... ...t $2,832,300 (College’s Proposal )
Federal Aid Recommended by State Comm. ..........o.ococooeeee .. : $1,200,000 (1966)

ATLANTIC COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ................ .........:  December, 1963

County Appointed Board of Trustees ... ...ccccececeoeieececceeeceeeeee:. - April 8, 1964

Official Name of College ........cccoocveee - coeeeereccecreeeeceneccrece et Atlantic Community College
President of Colle@e ... ... oo e :  Dr. Walton A Brown
Temporary Address of Administration ........o...cocoooeeoceeooeeece :  Surrogate Bldg., Mays Landing
Location and Size of Campus Site ........cocooeee oo oot ULS, 322, Hamilton Twp., 501a.
Possible Student Enrollment (1965) ...........c.cooooveveeeeeceeeeeee ot 1,700 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity ........ ... oo oo ceeeeeeeeeer 800 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ... ... . $2,964,060 (College’s Proposal )
Federal Aid Recommended by State Comm. ......cccccocecveveceee: $1,185,624 (1966)

CAPE MAY COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ...........c.c.ccceeceeeo...:. February, 1964
Possible Student Enrollment (1965) ......ccooooimiiioncocreeececs 628 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity ..o ot 300 full-time students

Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ... $1977,936 (State’s Estimate)

CUMBERLAND COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College .............c.cccc.......: . November, 1963

County Appointed Board of Trustees ........cccccoceeeccveeeocernceceeeee: January 5, 1965

Official Name of College ...t :  Cumberland County College
President ot College .......... ooeeceiocoeenrieeeeceiececceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeea:. - D1 William Sample

Temporary Address of Administration .........c...ccccecececoeeeeee.t. County Court House, Bridgeton
Location and Size of Campus Site ..o :  NJ 47, Vineland-Millville, 78a.
Possible Student Enrollment (1965) ... : 1,300 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity ........... oot 500 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ... $2740,627 (College’s Proposal)
Federal Aid Recommended by State Comm. ...................:  $441,623* (1966)

*Request for additional $654,628 held for consideration i future years

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ..............ccccce......:. May, 1964

County Appomted Board of Trustees ... .....cocceceeeceoccceeeeeee.t November 17, 1964

Official Name of College ...t Mliddlesex County College
President of College .........oooooov oot e :  Dr. Frank Chambers

Address of Admmistration ...........cocooooooieeeee et Edison

Location and Size of Campus Site ........ ... ..ot NJ 514 (Raritan Arsenal ), 165a.
Possible Student Enrollment (1965) . .....o...o.oiimieeieee. : 6,073 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity ........ .. oo : 1,000 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ...t $3,126,000 ( College’s Proposal )
Federal Aid Recommended by State Comm. ..........c.c...........__.. : $1,330,510 (1965)

ESSEX COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ............................:  February, 1965

Possible Student Enrollment (1965) .........cccoovoveeieierceecceeeeeet 10,000 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity ... ..o : 700 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ...t 84,073,125 (State’s Estimate)

MERCER COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College .........ccoococoeuee.... :  May, 1965

Possible Student Enrollment (1965) ... : 3,000 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity ......... . ceceeooeeee oot 1,500 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings .. ..ot $6,982,500 ( State’s Estimate)

MORRIS COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ..........................:  September, 1965

Possible Student Enrollment (1965) ......ccoocooovrvoireereececeeer 3,000 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity ...ocececoeoeeeeeeecccreeeceececeet - 1,000 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ... ¢ $5,320,000 (State’s Estimate)

CAMDEN COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ..............c.c..........:  September, 1965

Possible Student Enrollment (1965) ....cccoooooovveeveiccceceeeet - 4,600 full-time students
Planned Inmitial Building Capacity ....ococoooocoecerccceceeececeet - 1,000 full-time students
Estimated Cost of Plant & Furmishings .......................:  $4,655,000 (State’s Estimate)

SOMERSET COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College .............c.............:  October, 1965

Possible Student Enrollment (1967) .....cccooovovvcovcvcceceeeeer 1,700 full-time students

Planned Imtial Building Capacity .........ccccooocovcccccccccccccnceceet. - 500 full-time students

Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ... ¢ $2,327,500 (State’s Estimate)
BURLINGTON COUNTY b

State Board of Education Approved College ...........c..c..c..........:  October, 1965

Possible Student Enrollment (1966) ..ot 2,800 full-time students

Planned Initial Building Capacity .......coooeoeeomeeeocoeceeeeinceee : 1,000 full-time students

Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ...t $4,189,500 ( State’s Estimate)

BERGEN COUNTY

State Board of Education Approved College ............................:  October, 1965
Possible Student Enrollment (1966) ..............cccoece: 7,800 full-time students
Planned Initial Building Capacity .....cococeceevceeeeeecoccececeencececee: 2,000 full-time students

Estimated Cost of Plant & Furnishings ..........cccccccccccccceecet. $10,706,500 ( State’s Estimate)




UNION COUNTY

Petitioned State Board of Education for permission to establish and operate a County College,

September 8, 1965.

HUNTERDON COUNTY
Requested State Board of Education for an mdependent feasibility study. Unofficial study in

progress.

GLOUCESTER, MONMOUTH, PASSAIC, & SALEM COUNTIES

In the process of appraising the need for a County College, or involved in the course of pro-
cedure to appomt a local study committee for this purpose.

HUDSON, SUSSEX, & WARREN COUNTIES
No official action on the establishment of a County College.

Appendix D
A COMPETITIVE SALARY STRUCTURE

The quality of higher education in the State
1s essentially dependent on the quality of the
faculty and especially on the relative standing in
thewr fields of the leading full professors in the
doctorate degree granting mstitutions. They
greatly influence the development and recruit-
ment of the lower ranks in the faculty and are
of especial importance m attracting graduate stu-
dents of high scholastic potential. The expansion
of ligher education throughout the country, as
well as the greater demands of industry for high-
ly specialized knowledge, has made the demand
for faculty members of the associate professor
and full professor grades highly competitive at
present and 1t 1s expected to be more acute in
the future.

New Jersey’s doctorate degree granting mstitu-
tions are 1n an unfavorable position in this nation-
wide competition because the regular salary
range for full professors 1s clearly below the top
levels of the major public umiversities in the

country, not to mention the leading private uni-
versities The average salaries and fringe bene-
fits for professors at Rutgers i 1965-66 was
graded “C” in the national scale of the American
Association of University Professors rating. Ex-
ceptions for a greatly advanced top scale have
been authorized for distinguished professors who
are specially recommended to the Board of Gov-
ernors Although this is of great importance in
bemng able to deal with the problem of com-
pensation 1 special competitive circumstances, it
1s not of wide enough applicability to establish
a competitive average compensation for full pro-
fessors

Although special emphasis 1s placed on the
professor’s scale in doctorate degree granting in-
stitutions, the salary ranges m all public institu-
tions should be re-exammed and adjusted to a
completely competitive level with private mstitu-
tions as well as public mstitutions elsewhere.

Appendix E
AN OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

Last year a proposal for Educational Incentive
Grants failed to pass the Legislature. If students
who are otherwise fully qualfied, except finan-
cially, are to attend a private college or uni-
versity of thewr choice within the State of New
Jersey, additional scholarship aid is required mn
order to meet the rising charges for tuition. A
maximum of $600 per student could be com-
bmed with other scholarships or assistance of
any kind to be awarded on the basis of need
plus academic potential. This would be confined
to students enrolled in non-tax supported in-
stitutions in New Jersey and be admnistered
by the State Scholarship Commission,

It 1s recommended that the Legislature author-
1ze College Opportunity Scholarships up to $600
per student m non-tax supported colleges and
universities of the State, making available a total
of 1,500 such scholarships i the first year and
mn subsequent years for a total of 6,000.

In addition to these opportunity scholarships
it can be expected, during the next ten years,
that there will be an increasmng number of Fed-
eral grants, loans, and other stipends available to
New Jersey students, and the state program
could fluctuate in relation both to the need and
to the funds available from all sources.

In 1944 a Dormitory Authority of the State ot
New York was established for the purpose of
100% financing of the cost of dormitories and
dining hall facilities for the State University of
New York. This reheved the taxpayers of appro-
priations or carrying charges for bonded in-
debtedness of substantial sums required for these
purposes. The Authority was later authorzed to
provide similar financing for private hugher edu-
cation mstitutions which wished to participate.
Also, such 100% financing was extended in the
private field to other types of buildings required
for students’ use, such as libraries, classrooms,
and laboratories. This permitted private mstitu-
tions to expand their facihities without the delay
and necessity of raising capital funds from dona-
tions or diverting funds available to unproduc-
tive fixed assets. This Authority has become a
vital part of New York State’s effort to meet
sharply mncreased enrollments for higher educa-
tion forecast by 1970. As of June 30, 1964 the
program mncluded over $400 million of completed
buildings and those i design or under construc-
tion.

The requirements for dormitories and dining
facilities in New Jersey’s public institutions for
higher learning could be similarly financed and
thus relieve the burden from the taxpayers. To
the extent that private institutions can expand
their capacity and thus relieve to a greater ex-
tent the load on public facilities, the state would
also be benefited.

A Dormitory Authority of the State of New
Jersey could function m the same general pat-

Appendix F
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DORMITORY AUTHORITY

tern as the Authority m New York. The first step
is for the college to advise the Authority on the
type of building required and discuss the pre-
liminary plans. With the approval of the college
the Authority then engages architects and con-
structs the buildings with its own funds on land
which the college has deeded to the Authority.
The college then leases the building from the
Authority and is entirely responsible for its opera-
tion Payments by the college under the Tease
provide for amortization for as long as a 40 year
term, mterest, administration expense, and main-
tenance of a repaiwr reserve equal to 5% of the
construction cost. Such payments in the case of
public mstitutions where the construction is con-
fined to dormitories and dinmg facilities, are
covered entirely by fees from students for room
and board The Authority issues its bonds for
the total costs, which are tax exempt, but are an
obligation only of the Authority and not of the
state At the end of the lease the Authority gives
the title to the entire property back to the college.

Smce a question had been raised as to whether
such an Authority might conflict with the Con-
stitution of the State of New Jersey, the Attorney
General has been asked to investigate this point
and on September 16, 1965 rendered an opmion
that it would not conflict with the Constitution.
Some question has been raised as to whether any
change in the scale of charges to students for
room and board might be required, but in any
event, the State has no obligation to furnish in
its public mstitutions dormitory rooms and board
at fees below the actual non-profit costs.

Appendix G
NEW JERSEY’S INADEQUACIES IN MEDICAL EDUCATION

Despite the facilities provided by the New
Jersey College of Medicme and Dentistry and
the newly established two year medical school at
Rutgers, it is a recognized fact that New Jersey
falls far short of providing its citizens with ade-
quate resources for the training of physicians.

Prior to 1956 there was no medical school oper-
ating in New Jersey. Seton Hall University then
established its own school using the Jersey City
Medical Center for both teaching and clinical
facilities.

In 1962 Rutgers, The State University, set out
to establish a two year school on the campus
at New Brunswick for a projected class of 64
pupils. It was expected that these students could
gain entrance to other medical schools for their
junior and senior years. The first pupils will be
admitted in the Fall of 1966.

Because the rising costs of operating a medical
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school were too great a drain on 1ts resources,
Seton Hall University proposed that the State
take 1t over, and this was accomplished by act
of Legslature m the Spring of 1965. It is now
called the New Jersey College of Medicine and
Dentistry and is admimistered by a Board ap-
pomted by Governor Hughes. As a result of the
withdrawal of the school from the Jersey City
Medical Center, the State is now faced with the
immediate and urgent problem of finding the
school a new home.

In 1964 there were 417 New Jersey students
enrolled m medical schools, but 79% were study-
ing out-of-state, since New Jersey provided for
only 88 places, or 21%. This placed New Jersey
at the bottom of the list of states in out-migration
of medical students. The desperate national need
to train doctors is a well estabhshed fact, ar}d it
is all too obvious that New Jersey is failing




miserably to carry its share.

The health of the citizens of the State can be
affected when it 15 realized that the top young
men graduating from medical schools usually
choose to practice near centers of teaching and
research. That New Jersey is less attractive to
physicians is borne out by the fact that it is
below the national average in the number of
physicians per 100,000 population. While the
State has been fortunate in being able to fall
back on the great universities and hospitals of
New York and Philadelphia, it is obvious that
the quality of 1ts medical care suffers seriously.
The situation may well grow worse as a result
of the State’s rapid growth and the greater de-
mands being made on out-of-state schools and
hospitals.

How should the State meet this problem? An
immediate study should be made to recommend
a comprehensive plan for the future of medical
education 1n the State. As to cost, it is fortunate
that matching funds from the Federal Govern-

ment for medical education are now available.
If the plan should provide for Rutgers to com-
plete a four year school and provide a 450 bed
Unuversity hospital, 1t would require $30 million
m State tunds plus Federal matching funds. If
an entirely new plant 1s to be built for the New
Jersey College, a figure of $45 million (plus
Federal funds) would seem to be a minimum
amount. If an existing hospital is taken over as
the University hospital, this cost could be re-
duced. In addition to these two schools, the plan
might call for the establishment of a third at
an additional cost to the State of $35 million.
Thus, the nature of the financial requirements
seems to be over $100 million for capital con-
struction m the next few years, with $75 million
needed at present. The plan would provide an
estimate of additional operating costs.

This 15 a problem of immediate and personal
concern to every person 1n the State. Our health
and the health of our families are at 1ssue.

Appendix H
STATISTICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN THE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

Most of the essential assumptions in develop-
ing the various statistical tables have been stated
in the report. This appendix will be limited to
a brief discussion of the basic enrollment pro-
jections.

With respect to the basic projections for New
Jersey students enrolled as full time undergradu-
.ates, the figures of 158,000 for 1970 and 221,500
for 1975 arise when an enrollment of 112,500 for
1965 is taken as the base and an annual growth
rate of 7% is assumed. The figure of 7% was
obtained on the basis of surveys of New Jersey
students enrolled in-state and out-of-state for
1961 through 1964, and estimated figures for
1965. The average annual icrement was approxi-
mately 7% durmg this period. (Of course, the
very large increment between 1963 and 1964 was
not used in obtaining the average trend, smce
this was obviously the result of the post-World
War II “baby boom”.) It may clarify the mean-
ing of the results for 1975 if they are developed
in a different way.

During the period from 1965 to 1975 two fac-
tors are likely to dominate the enrollment trends.
First, the number of high school graduates each

ear can be expected to increase steadily, mainly
Eecause of the increasing number of children
born each year following the end of World War
II. Second, the trend for an increasing percent-
age of high school graduates to seek higher edu-
cation can be expected to continue. The basis
for this belief has been well stated by Cartter
and Farrell in the Spring 1965 issue of the Edu-
cational Record, as follows: “The bulge in enroll-

e S e

ments m the 1950’s was attributed to the G. I.
Bill, to a delayed reaction to the war years, to
the cold war, and then to Sputnik. Now twenty
years after the close of World War 11, it is ap-
parent that a permanent revolution in collegiate
patterns has occurred, and that higher education
has become and will continue to be the common
training ground for American adult life rather
than the province of a small, select portion of
society.”

Data on the effects of the increasing number
of high school graduates are provided for New
Jersey public schools 1 a report prepared by the
Bureau of Research of the State Department of
Education 1n March 1965. On the basis of this
report it can be determmed that the projected
total number of high school graduates n the four
years 1972 through 1975 will be 384,000 as com-
pared with a total of 252,555 for the four years
1962 through 1965. College enrollments may be
assumed to be proportional to the number of
public high school graduates in the four most
recent classes, as a reasonable approximation. On
this bass, it would be expected that college en-
rollments would increase by 52% during the 10
year period. Using the figure of 112,500 for 1965,
we would then expect an enrollment of 171,000
as the result of the increasing number of stu-
dents reaching college age.

Subtracting 171,000 %rom 221,500 (the 1975
projection) yields an mcrease of 50,500 attribut-
able to a rising demand for higher education. In
order to evaluate this figure, it is useful to esti-
mate the total number of New Jersey high school

graduates, both public and private, for the four
years 1972 through 1975. This may be done by
assuming that the number of private school
graduates will be 19% of the number of public
school graduates. The total turns out to be 456,-
960. Since 50,500 1s 11% of the new figure, 1t
may be concluded that if the percentage of re-
cent high school graduates enrolled m college
increases by 1.1% per year during the period:
1965 to 1975, the resulting increment m enroll-
ment will be 50,500 m 1975. For comparison, Dr.
Strayer assumed a 0.9% annual increase in the
percentage of New Jersey secondary school
graduates entermg college.

One factor which 1s likely to facilitate the ob-
taining of higher education by New Jersey stu-
dents 1s the growth of county colleges. In this
report, 1t has been estimated that these colleges
will grow by some 32,000 students from 1965 to
1975. This figure was based on the estimate that
county colleges will be enrolling about 15% of
all New Jersey full-time undergraduates and

about 25% of the full-time undergraduates en-
rolled in the first two years of college. Thus, the
growth of county colleges alone, if expectations
are fulfilled, is more than three-fifths as large as
the total increase of 50,500 attributed to the in-
creased proportion of high school students going
on to college m this method of developing the
estimates.

The foregomng analysis attributes somewhat
more of the growth to the mcrease in high school
graduates than to the increase in the proportion
of graduates gomng on to college. An alternative
development, based on data for the 18 to 21
year age group 1n successive years would attrib-
ute substantially more of the estimated growth
to the mcrease in the proportion going to college
than to the basic increase in the age group. For
this reason, the relative importance of the two
major factors in producing the estimated growth
should be regarded as open, pending the de-
velopment of further data.
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“. .. IF THOSE WHO TALK ABOUT STATES RIGHTS MEAN STATES
RESPONSIBILITIES, THEN NEW JERSEY MUST ACCEPT ITS CHALLENGE; MUST
SEIZE ITS OPPORTUNITY TO PLAN FOR THE FUTURE, MUST SEEK THE FUNDS
FOR THE FUTURE, AND MUST LET ITS IMAGINATION RUN TO THE BOLD, THE
NEW, AND THE EDUCATIONALLY DARING.”

—Governor Richard ] Hughes
at Princeton University
September 22, 1965

“STATE BY STATE CITIZENS MUST REAPPRAISE THE PUBLICLY SUP-
PORTED EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM FROM TOP TO BOTTOM AND DECIDE WHAT
ADJUSTMENTS MUST BE MADE TO HANDLE THE VAST INCREASE IN THE
NUMBERS OF YOUTH.”

—James B Conant
The Citadel of Learning,

Yale University Press, 1956




