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TO U.S. COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

ABSTRACT

In order to identify long-obscured patterns of concentration in grants made by large private
foundations to various types of colleges and universities in this country, a computer program
capable of annual trend analyses was developed, and utilized with data from the currently most
comprehensive and accessible source, the grants index of Foundation News. All grants reported
in 1963, 1966, 1969, and 1970 by 276 foundations having, nationally, most of the assets and
making most of the grants for all purposes, including higher education, were analyzed. Of these
276, each of which had assets of at least $8 million, a range of from 112 (1963) to 184 (1970} made
grants of at least $10,000 each, to a range of from 293 (1963) to 515 (1970) specifically identifiable
U.S. colleges and universities.

The major finding on concentration among grantors was that each year at least 46% of the
grants and 75% of the actual funds involved came from nao more than 25 of the foundations,
incluging the giant Ford Foundation. Although there was a slight trend toward more widespread
foundation participation in academic grantmaking, the ratio of college or university recipients
per-foundation stayed at about 2.75 per year.

Among grantee institutions, there was more concentration by control type and functional type
than by geographic location. No state normally had more than 10 colleges or universities ranking
in the top 100 recipients (in actual funds granted each separate year). But private institutions (of
all types) represented about two-thirds of the top 100 such recipients each year. And in 1970
reports, forexample, 38 of the top 50 were private institutions; they received close to 81.9% of the
nearly $149.3 million going to the top 50, and about 58.1% of the approximately $210.2 miilion
total from the 184 actual grantor foundations for that year. Finally, from 56 to 60 of the overall top
100 recipient institutions each year were universities. The latter pattern is strongly similar to that
in major federal funding of U.S. higher education.

More extensive analyses of foundation grants, and comparisons with federal funding patterns
are becoming possible and should be of value to scholars and policymakers alike.
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PATTERNS OF CONCENTRATION
IN LARGE FOUNDATIONS’ GRANTS
TO U.S. COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES?

Richard Colvard
Andre M. Bennett?

For decades the absence of adequate evidence
has made it difficult to trace trends in grants to U.S.
colleges and universities from most of our many
large philanthropic foundations. But more data is
becoming available; and recent development of a
computer program (Fundflow) capable of annual re-
categorization and analysis of such information now
makes it possible both to show predominant dis-
tribution patterns from year to year, and to
summarize general characteristics of several
hundred major foundations involved and also of the
academic institutions receiving most of the funds.

This initial report deals neither with the stated
purposes of the grants nor their probable results but
rather with their patterns of concentration, e.g., the
extent to which the funds involved tend to come
from certain types of foundations and go to certain
types of academic institutions. It documents a
definite but slightly declining tendency fora “top 25"
foundations (usually of the “general purpose” type}
to make most of the grants, and especially those
including most of the funds involved, in each year
studied (1963, 1966, 1969, and 1970). And it also
shows a strong concentration of support for large
eminent universities, a financial concentration
strikingly similar to that long evident in the more
thoroughly reported federal funding of higher
education, with the predictable difference that the
foundations concentrate more on supporting
private universities.

Many other such findings on the distribution of
grants made by 276 large private foundations tospe-
cifically identifiable U.S. colleges and universities
are summarized in this report. But no data on the

foundations’ general and indirect grants involving
higher education are included. And only a few
comparisons of the patterns of concentration in
both foundation and federal funding are attempted,
after the main findings on foundation grants and
grantees are presented. No specific policy implica-
tions are intended, but there is an underlying
assumption that the availability of more specific
information on foundation grant patterns would
probably make both public and private funding of
higher education more effective. Such reports,
ideally, should be readily comparable with those
already available on many important aspects of
federal funding. Some tables of types ultimately
desirable to have available annually are included in
the Appendix.

This is a revised version ot a paper read at the Pacific
Sociological Association annual meeting in Portland, Oregon, on
April 17, 1972. Several special questions about the foundation
data were answered by Marianna O. Lewis and Lee Noe, of the
Foundation Center in New York. Robert Loycano of the National
Science Foundation helped clarify the comparisons with federal
data, and many overail findings as well. The Fundfilow computer
program used was originally deveioped for the senior author by
M. Krowl of the Computer Center atthe University of California at
Santa Cruz. It was subsequently modified by G. Gibson af the
Computer Center at the State University of New York at Buffato
(whose Sociology Department supported early work, as did the
Research Foundation of the State University of New York), and
extensively rewritten and generalized by N. Larsen and M. Matyas
of the Computer Center at The University of lowa. The latter work
and related data processing were supported by The American
College Testing Program while the senior author was a
postdactoral fellow during the summer of 1971.

2Colvard is a professor of sociology at Southern GQregon College,
and Bennett is an assistant professor of sociology at Erindale
College of the University of Toronto.



Procedure

The major data source for grantors was The
Foundation Directory, Edition 3 (1967), henceforth
FD3. For grantees it was American Universities and
Colleges, (1968), AUC 68. For grants it was the index
of Foundation News, FN. Of 17,303then known to its
editors, FD3 included 6,803 private foundations.
Each either had assets of at least $200,000 or made
grants of at least $10,000 in the closest year of
record, usually 1965.2 Of those 6,803 foundations,
237 (or .014 of the 17,303 known) stood out sharply.
Each had assets of from $10 million up to the Ford
Foundation's over $3 billion. Their combined assets
constituted 74% (about $15 billion) of the $20.3
billion assets of the 17,303 known foundations. They
also made 61% of the grants for ail purposes
reported (from the grants index of FN}, including

those in the general category of higher education
(FD3, 1967, Table 7, p.22).

To that predominant set of 237 foundations, 39
others which research by a congressional com-
mittee (1968) had shown to be in or near the same
asset size class, were added. The final N for foun-
dations analyzed was, therefore, 276 ratherthan 237,
and the asset size range was from $8 million to $3+
billion.

All grants made by all 276 foundations reportedin
FN in 1963, 1966, 1969, and 1970* were actually
analyzed.® But the tables to be reported here con-
centrate on the number and percent of those 276
very large foundations clearly making grants toU.S.
colleges and universities {CUs) identifiableby name
in the grants index of FN and also in AUC 68.

Findings

Number and Dollar Value of Large Foundations’
Actual Academic Grants

How many of the 276 very large foundations
studied actually made any academic grants, i.e.,
grants of at least $10,000 to a specific (U.S.) CU
identifiable in FN and AUC 687 How many such
actual grantors made most of the grants? And,
considering the actual dollars granted rather than
the number of grants, how many foundations
provided most of the funds?

Table 1 indicates that the number of actual aca-
demic grantors ranged from 112 of 276 (or 41%) in

1963, erratically upward to 184 of 276 (or 67%) in
1970. An indeterminable part of that increase was
probably due to improved reporting rather than
increased interest in higher education. But even
acknowledging fuller reporting after 1963, Table 1
shows that from half to two-thirds of the 276
foundations made at least one grant€ to a college or
university in this country in each year studied.
Table 2, however, shows how extensively the
number of grants given each year was concentrated
in comparatively few of the foundations. Not sur-
prisingly, the mammoth Ford Foundation’s grants
were at least 12% of the total number each year. The

*Annual summary totals in FN showing amounts for higher
education will not be the same as those derived from Fundflow
analyses because the latter include grants actually going to
specific U.S. CUs but categorized in FN under, for example,
"medical research,” rather than “higher education.” [t should also
be noted that FN then excluded grants under $10,000, some
renewal grants, and many "“alma mater” grants, i.e,, ones inwhich
there was a presumed special relation with the donor. The latter
type amounted to about $10.6 million, $14.8 million, and $21.7
million in 1966, 1969, and 1870 editions of FN, respectively.

‘Because of delays by foundations in reporting, the data in FN
may be up to 2 years behind the actual granting of funds, a fact
complicating comparisons with federal grants.

*The Fundflow coding included: foundation identification
number; year grant reported: college identification number;
philanthropic purpose as reportedin FN, e.g., “higher education,”
or "medical research™;, focus on teaching or research; dollar
amount; administrative category, e.g.,endowment; and academic
field, e.g., chemistry. The foundation and college codes included
those for size, location, functional type, and various other
descriptive characteristics. Later reports will present findings on
many of these other measures, and on nonacademic and foreign
grant patterns as well.

*As with federal funding, much of large-scale private foundation
.grant-making is undoubtedly defined as being given notso much
to as through U.S. CUs, to purchase available expertise inscience
or, for example, in international relations.



Ford trend was downward, from 21%, 166 of 789
grants fromthe 1120f276 foundations given in 1963,
to 13%, 198 of 1,496 grants from 184 of 276 foun-
dations in 1970. But the top 25 foundations (in
dollars granted each separate year, and including
Ford each year) tended to give close to half of the
total number of grants each time. They did share

Ford's downward trend here, shifting from 71% of
the grants in 1963, when 563 of 789 grants were from
the top 25, t0 47% in 1970, when the top 25 gave 696
of 1,496 grants. And when the number of grants
made by the top 100 academic grantors (in dollars
granted each separate year) is considered, the con-
centration of grants is at least 86% each year.

TABLE 1

Number and Percent of Actual Academic Grantors
among 276 U.S. Private Foundations with Assets of at Least $8 Million

Academic Academic Academic Academic
Total Grantors Grantors Grantors Grantors
Foundations 1963 1966 1969 1970
in Study No. % No. % No. % No. %
276 112 41 159 58 143 52 184 67

Note.—Grantors must have made at least one grantofatieast $10,000to a U.S. college or university specifically identifiable in the

grants index of Foundation News for the year indicated.

TABLE 2

Number and Percent of Actual Academic Grants
by Subgroups of 276 U.S. Private Foundations with Assets of at Least $8 Mitlion
(Total Academic Grantors, Top 100, Top 25, and Ford Foundation)

1963 1966 1969 1970

Subgroups of No. No. % of No. No. % of No. No. % of No. No. % of
276 Foundations Fdns. Gts. Gts. Fdns. Gits. Gts. Fdns. Gts. Gts. Fdns. Gts. Gts.
Total Academic

Grantors 112 789 1000 159 1,176 1000 143 1,319 1000 184 1,496 100.0
Top 100 776 98.4 1,072 911 1,247 945 1,294 865
Top 25 563 71.3 608 51.7 666 505 696 46.5
Ford Fdn. only 166 21.0 143 122 213 161 198 132




TABLE 3

Amount and Percent of Actual Academic Funds Granted
by Subgroups of 276 U.S. Private Foundations with Assets of at Least $8 Million
(Total Academic Grantors, Top 100, Top 25, and Ford Foundation)

1963 1966

1969 1970

Subgroups of No. 3 % No.

% No. $ % No. 3 %

276 Foundations Fdns. Million of$ Fdns. Million of$% Fdns. Million of$ Fdns. Million of$§

Total Academic

Grantors 112 1091 1000 159 206.1
Top 100 1089 998 203.8
Top 25 912 836 174.0
Ford Fdn. only 303 278

1000 143 2343 100.0 184 2102 1000

98.9 232.3 991 203.1 966
84.4 1838 784 157.0 747
47.8 39.7 169 43.8 208

Noté.—Funds granted to U.S. colleges and universities specifically identifiable in the grants index of Foundation News, listing

grants of at least $10,000 each for the year indicated.

Findings in Table 3 show an even greater concen-
tration in actual dollars provided by the predom-
inant academic grantors than in frequency of grants
made. Predictably, Ford funds still loom large: the
pattern there is erratic’ but the Ford share of total
academic funds given was about 28% in 1963, and
still over 20% in 1970. More significantly, each year
the top 25 foundations {again including Ford)®
supplied at least approximately 75% of the funds
traced in this study, despite the appearance of the
same slight trend toward increased dispersion al-
ready noted for the number of grants. Furthermore,
the top 100 foundations {including Ford)® granted
over97% ofthe funds each year, despite theincrease
in the number of actual grantors involved (or
reported)—from 112 of 276 in 1963, to 184 of 276in
1970—and also despite the erratically upward trend
in actual dollars granted—from $109 millionin 1963,
to $210 million in 1970.

Functional Type, Regional Location, and Asset Size
Class of “Top 100" Foundations

F. Emerson Andrews (1967) has distinguished five
types of U.S. private foundations, each of which is
represented in the top 100 foundations already
generally noted as predominant in grant patterns
each separate year studied. His categories show the
form of legal incorporation more than the actual pro-

grams the foundations undertake. But using them,
asin Table 4, at least helps counterthe commaon ten-
dency, which is unavoidable altogether, evenin this
study, to lump togethernot only all private giving but
all foundations in ways which often obscure impor-
tant differences.'®

Table 4 shows unmistakably that of the five types,
the “general purpose” foundation stands out as the
major source of academic funds of the kind studied
here. This clearly is the most publicly prominent
type as well, represented at present by, forexampie,
The Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation,
and The Rockefeller Foundation. At least 71 such

'Ford, for example, started to phase out its Special Program of
capital grants after 1966 (Ford, 1966).

*Without Ford, the top 24 foundations should show up as
supplying approximately these percentages of total funds
reported in this study: 55% in 1963, 37% in 1966, 62% in 1969, and
54% in 1970.

Without Ford, the top 99 foundations would be responsible for
72% of the total funds supplied in 1963, 51% in 1966, 82% in 1969,
and 76% in 1970.

"YAnother common difficulty in previous reporting of private
philanthropic giving is that of lumping Ford Foundation grants in
with others, despite the severe skewing this can sometimes
produce. Cf. Tables 2 and 3; footnotes 8 and 9 above; and, for
example, data in Levi and Vorsanger (1968).



TABLE 4

Number and Percent of Five Types of Private Foundations
among the top 100 in Total Funds in Actual Academic Grants

Number and Percent of Each Type of Foundation
in Top 100 in Academic Grant Dollars

Type of Foundation 1963 1966 1969 1970
1. General Purpose, e.g., The Ford Foundation,

Carnegie Corporation 72 75 72 71
2. Special Purpose, e.g., Association for the Aid

of Crippled Children 8 10 10 9
3. Community, e.g., Chicago Community Trust 8 3 4 3
4. Corporation, e.g., United States Steel

Foundation, Ford Motor Company Fund 9 8 9 12
5. Family or Misc., e.g., Henry J. Kaiser Family

Foundation, Bing Fund, Inc. 3 4 5 5

100 100 100 100

Note.—Type information is from The Foundation Directory, Edition 3, 1967, plus correspondence with the editor, Marianna O. Lewis.

foundations were in each year's top 100 in total
dollars granted.

Special purpose foundations, such as the Asso-
ciation for the Aid of Crippled Children or the
Maurice Falk Medical Fund, tended to constitute
about 10% of the top 100 each year. So did a third
type, the corporation (or “company”) foundation,
such as the Ford Motor Company Fund orthe United
States Steel Foundation. The latter type of foun-
dation is often by law more closely connected with
the firm's own operations, locations, and em-
ployees.

The final two types represented in Table 4 are the
community foundations, such as the Chicago
Community Trust or the Cleveland Foundation,
which coordinate much of the philanthropy in a
particular city, and the “family or miscellaneous”
foundations, such as the Henry J. Kaiser Family
Foundation, which vary greatly in size and scope of
actual philanthropic activity. In the years studied,
these two types combined constituted no more than
11 of the top 100 academic grantor foundations.

Whatever their types, where did the foundations

ranking in a top 100 each separate year tend to be
located? in the regional categorizations utilized in
Table 5, the Mid-Atlantic Region (New Jersey, New
York, and Pennsylvania) had the headquarters of at
least 50 of the top 100 foundations each year (Cf.
Rosenquist, 1954). Next was the East North Central
Region (lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and
Wisconsin), with a range of from 14 to 21 of the 100.
Two other regions had from 6 to 10 of the top 100.
One was the South Atlantic Region (including Dela-
ware, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Virginia, West Vir-
ginia, Washington, D.C., South Carolina, and espe-
cially North Carolina). The other was the West South
Central Region (Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma,
and. especially Texas). The small remainder of the
top 100tended to be scattered each year through the
other six regions, although there were none in
Hawaii or Alaska, arbitrarily designated as aresidual
region in these categorizations.'

*Hawaii has some long-established large foundations, especially
the Bemice P. Bishop Estate. However, the latter's income is by
charter primarily for the Kamehameha School for native
Hawaiians, and it is no longer categorized as a foundation com-
parable to others here.



TABLE S

Regional Location of Top 100 Private Foundations
in Actual Academic Grant Funds Provided

Region of Headquarters Office of Top 100

1963 1966 1969 1970
Foundations in Academic Grant Dollars No. & % No. & % No. & % No. & %
1. New England (Conn., Maine, Mass., N.-H., R.l., Vt.) 4 2 3 2
2. Mig-Atlantic (N.J., N.Y, Pa.) 54 53 50 .80
3. East North Central (lli., Ind., Mich., Ohio, Wis.} 21 16 14 18
4. West North Central (lowa, Kans., Minn., Mo., Nebr.,
N. Dak., S. Dak.} 3 4 4 6
5. South Atlantic (D.C., Del., Fla., Ga., Md., N.C., S.C,,
Va., W. Va.) 6 8 10 9
6. East South Central (Ala., Ky., Miss., Tenn.) 1 1 0 1
7. West South Central (Ark., La., Okla., Tex.) 6 10 10 10
8. Mountain (Ariz., Colo., I[daho, Mont., Nev.,
N. Mex., Utah, Wyo.) 3 3 4 2
9. Pacific {Calif., Oreg., Wash.) 2 3 5 2
10. Other (Alaska, Hawaii) 0 0 0 0
100 100 100 100

Source.—The Foundation Directory, Edition 3, 1967.

Finally, for this series of tables, how big were the
top 100 foundations as ranked in total dollars
granted each separate year? Because the range of
asset size was so extensive—from about $8 million
for some of the foundations added to the original set
of 237, to over $3 billion for Ford—it was difficult to
establish coherent categories. This was especially
the case when the source data itself unavoidably
included inconsistencies in, for example, whether
the foundations reported assets at ledgeroratactual
market value (FD3, 1967). Still, within the com-
promise categories finally derived, there were some
fairly definite patterns.

As Table 8 shows, one main finding was that from
50% to 70% of the top foundations each year werein
the asset size categories under $49.9 million, and
especially in the $10-19.9 million bracket (the range
here was from 19 to 25 such foundations of the total
100 each year). Those with assets of $100-499.9
million were the final group especialty noteworthy:
they ranged from 13 to 18 of the top 100 in various
years.

Frequency, Dollar Value, and Dispersion of Grants
to All and to Top 100 Colleges and Universities

The next three tables show three clear trends in
the data dealing with the overall distribution of
actual academic grants made, by all the foun-
dations studied. The first, as shownin Table 7, is for
more academic grants to be given each year, and
usually by more foundations. The next, also shown
in Table 7, is for the ratio of actual grantees to
grantor foundations to remain quite stable despite
the typical increases in foundations and grants
through theyears. Thelast, as shownin Tables 8 and
9, is for comparatively few CUs, of about 2,500
potential grantees near the midpoint of this study
(U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
1967), to get most of the grants, and especially to get
most of the funds the grants provide.

The stability in the ratio of grantees to grantors,
evidentin Table 7, can be summarized as an average
of 2.8 CU grantees per foundation per year studied.
The rangewas from 2.6in 1963t03.1in 1969, and the



TABLE 6

Asset Size Range of Top 100 Private Foundations
in Actual Academic Grant Funds Provided

Top 100 Foundations
Size of Endowment, Net Worth,

or Active Capital 1963 1966 1969 1970
($ Million)3 No. & % No. & % No. & % No. & %
8-9.99 4 o 1 4
10 - 18.99 22 19 25 24
20 - 29.99 17 59% 17 70% 11 50% 12 > 62%
30 - 39.99 9 15 7 14
40 - 49.99 7 7 6 8 |
50 - 99.99 18 ] 14 7] 19 ] 17 7
100 - 499.99 16 18 18 13
L1
500 - 999,90 1 > 41% ) >30% » > 50% ) F 38%
1,000 and up ($1 billion or more) 1 1 1 1
Other® 5 | 6 | 10 |
100 100 100 100

The majority of the figures are for fiscal or calendar 1865, e.g., for 1968 values the top 100 include 67 for 1965. 82/100 each year
are market values, according to the main source, The Foundation Directory, Edition 3, 1967.

bThese figures are from the U.S. Congress {1968, pp. 228-259), which indicates ledger values under $10 miltion but higher

market values.

most recent figurewas 2.8, in 1970. This fairly similar
ratio continues through a quite persistent increase,
which is noted in more detail in Table 1, in the
number of foundations involved {from 112 or 41% of
the 276 foundations in 1963, to 184 or 67% in 1970),
although it should again be noted that improve-
ments in reporting are probably hidden in the latter
figures and also in the increases in CU grantees
evident in Table 7.

Table 8 shows strikingly that the upward trend in
the number of CUs getting at least one foundation
grant does not change the consistency with which a
top 5, 10, 25, 50,-and 100 CUs are awarded the most
actual funds in grants. The slight downwardtrendin
such concentration is noteworthy, but should not
obscure the main patterns. Forexample, over83% of
the money each yearwent to a top 100 colleges and
universities. And each year a top 5 CUs received
over 26% of the totat foundation funds reported here.

The magnitude of grants is unquestionably
important but is ideally understood in the context of

a particular college’s or university's goals and
resources. What do the data show aboutthe number
rather than the dollar value of grants? Table 9
indicates that a top 5 CUs tended to get about 10% of
the total number of grants each year, in contrast to
the 26% of total funds involved. When the top 10 and
top 25 CUs are considered, however, the pattern is
somewhat different. The top 10 institutions in each
separate year received the following approximate
percentages of total grants awarded: 17% in 1963,
15%in 1966, 15% in 1969,and 17% again in 1970. And
similarly, the top 25 received about 31% of the grants
in 1963, 26% in 1966, 35% in 1969, and 31% again in
1970. Furthermore, the top 100 CUs still received a
majority of the grants each time, although the
tendency toward concentration was not so strong as
that already found foractual funds distributed; and it
was also diminishing slightly, from 68% of the total
grants in 1963 to 54% in 1966, up to 60% in 1969, then
back to 54% again in 1970. Comparable figures
(Table 8} for dollars granted were 91%, 88%, 88%,
and 84%.



TABLE 7

Number and Ratio ot College or University
Grantees and Grantor Foundations

Yearly Total
Number Grantor

Yearly Total

Number Grantee

Year Foundations CUs Ratio: CU/Fdn.

1963 112 293 26

1966 159 449 28

1969 143 443 3.1

1970 184 515 2.8

TABLE 8
Amount and Percent of Total Funds Received
by All and by Top 100, Top 50, Top 25, Top 10, and Top 5 Grantee Institutions
(From All Academic Grantor Foundations Studied)
1963 1966 1969 1970
Grantee No. Grantsin % No. Grantsin % No. Grantsin % No. Grantsin %
Subgroups CUs §$ Million of$ CUs § Million of$ CUs § Million of§ CUs § Million of$
Total 293 109.1 100.0 449  206.1 100.0 443 2343 1000 515 210.2 100.0
Top 100 99.7 914 182.2 88.4 204.5 87.7 176.0 83.7
Top 50 86.6 79.4 156.2 75.8 175.8 75.0 149.3 71.0
Top 25 69.4 63.6 126.4 61.3 1406 60.0 118.6 56.4
Top 10 43.8 40.2 80.1 43.7 942 40.2 80.6 38.4
Top 5 294 27.0 66.4 32.2 62.4 26.6 54.8 26.1
TABLE 9
Number and Percent of Total Academic Grants Received
by All and by Top 100, Top 50, Top 25, and Top 5 Grantee Institutions
(From All Academic Grantor Foundations Studied)
1963 1966 1969 1970

Grantee No. No. % of No. No. % of No. No. % of No. No. % of
Subgroups CUs Grants Grants CUs Grants Grants CUs Grants Grants CUs Grants Grants
Total 293 789 100.0 449 1176 1000 443 1,319 1000 515 1,496 100.0
Top 100 537 68.4 629 535 795 60.4 817 547
Top 50 392 49.7 463 394 620 471 636 42.6
Top 25 247 31.3 308 262 458 34.8 458 30.7
Top 10 132 16.7 176 150 195 148 260 174
Top 5 86 10.9 105 8.9 107 8.1 156 104




Control Type, Functional Type, State and Region of
Top 100 College and University Grantees

The overall patterns of academic philanthropy
being reported here have already been put in a
somewhat broader perspective in Tables 4-6, which
show some summary characteristics of the top 100
foundations (in total dollars awarded each separate
year). The final four tables report similar infor-
mation about the top 100 CU recipients of the most
funds. Table 10 shows the distribution of such
grantees by control type of institution, e.g., private
nonsectarian, Protestant, state, or county spon-
sorship and control. Table 11 shows functional
types, e.g., junior colleges, liberal arts colleges of
various kinds, and universities of different degrees
of complexity, represented in the top 100 recipients
of funds. Finally, Tables 12 and 13, respectively,
reveal the states and the regions of the U.S. inwhich
the top 100 CUs (in total dollars granted each sepa-
rate year) are located.

The central findings on control type are almost
self-evident in Table 10. Nearly half of the top 100
CUs each year were private nonsectarian insti-
tutions, and about two-thirds were in some category
of private control, whether nonsectarian, Protestant,
or Catholic. Public institutions of various types
received the traceable remainder of the grants.

Among these, the state institutions stood out, com-
prising from 28 to 30 of the top 100 CUs each year.

The many functional types of institutions included
in Table 11, it should be pointed out, are essentially
those of AUC 68, which attempts to acknowledge
the existence of forms and functions far more exten-
sive than is indicated by such terms as "'college” (or
even “liberal arts college”) and “university.” Aside
from those for such fairly distinct types as theo-
logical schools and medical colleges, and a too-
ambiguous one for junior colieges, the main cate-
gories of interest in Table 11 are those which show
the findings for distribution of funds by institutions
offering different levels of degrees. Level Il insti-
tutions, for example, offer only bachelor's and/or
first professional degrees. Those in Level Il also
offer master's and/or second professional degrees.
And Level IV institutions offer the doctorate and
equivalent degrees as well (ordinarily) as those at
the lower levels.

The unmistakable main finding in Table 11is that
what some might term “full-fledged” universities,
i.e., type #411, offering “liberal arts and general
curricula and including three or more professional
schools,” consistently received most of the funds
each year. In 1963, 58 of thetop 100institutions were
of this type. And there were 56 in 1966, 58 again in
1969, and 60 in 1970. Furthermore, all types of insti-

TABLE 10

Number and Percent of Control Types
among Top 100 Academic Grantee Institutions
(In Funds Received from All Private Foundations Studied)

1963 1966 1969 1970
Top 100 Grantee CUs
in Total Dollars Received No. Cum % No. Cum. % No. Cum. % No. Cum. %
Control Types
1. Private nonsectarian 51 51 46 46 44 44 45 45
2. Protestant 11 62 15 61 14 58 17 62
3. Catholic 7 69 5 66 5 63 4 66
4, Greek Orthodox 0 0 0 0
5. Federal 0 0 1 64 1 67
6. State 28 97 28 94 30 94 29 96
7. County 0 0 94 1 95 0
8. City 2 99 2 96 2 97 1 97
9. Miscellaneous 0 1 97 2 99 3 100
10. N. A. 1 100 3 100 1 100 __O_
100 100 100 100




TABLE 11

Number and Percent of Functional Types
among Top 100 Academic Grantee Institutions

(In Funds Received from All Private Foundations Studied)

Functional Types:

Top 100 CUs in Total Dollars Received

1963

1966

1969

1970

No.

Cum.
%

No.

Cum.

% No.

Cum.
%

No.

Cum.
%

AUC Level | (Misc.}
101 Misc.

AUC Level ll, only bachelor's and/or

1st professional degree

202 L.A.; General

205 L.A.: Gen.; & Teacher Prep.

206 Ditto; pius terminal occ'nl.

208 Prof'nl; Techn’l; & Teacher Prep.

210 L.A.; Gen.; with 1-2 Prof'nl Schls.

AUC Level I, master’s and/or
2nd professional degree

302 L.A.; General

305 L.A.; Gen.; & Teacher Prep.

306 Ditto, plus terminal occ'nl

308 Prof'nl; Techn’l; & Teacher Prep.

310 L.A.; Gen.; with 1-2 Prof'nl Schis.

311 L.A.; Gen.; with 3 or more P.S.

AUC Level |V, doctorate and

equivalent degrees

402 L.A.; General

405 L.A.; Gen.; & Teacher Prep.
406 Ditto, plus terminal occ'nl

407 Prof'nl only; no Teacher Prep.
408 Prof'nl; Techn'l; Teacher Prep.

410 L.A.; Gen.; with 1-2 Prof'nl Schls.

411 L.A.: Gen.: with 3 or more P.S.

AUC Level V, Other
5Y1 Junior Colleges

5Y2 Medical Colleges
5Y3 Theological Schools

5Y4 Miscellaneous
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tutions in Level IV taken together, i.e., the 7 sub-
types all offering the doctorate or equivalent
degrees, made up close to two-thirds of the top 100
CUs each year. (The range was from 61 of 100 in
1966 to 70 of 100 in 1970.)

Only two other types of CUs consistently had as
many as three representatives in the top 100. One
was type #205, multipurpose colleges not offering
graduatework (institutions some might designate as
“liberal arts colleges which also train teachers below
the master’s level”). The other was type #311, institu-
tions having three or more professional schools but
not offering doctorate level work.

Where did each year's top 100 CUs tend to be
located? Table 12 shows the considerable disper-
sion evident by individual state. New York led, with
an average of 10.0 of the top 100 CU grantees each
year. Texas averaged 8.2; Pennsylvania, 7.0; Massa-
chusetts, 6.5; California, 6.2; and North Carolinaand
Ohio, 5.2, each year. (All of the states mentioned are
themseives headquarters of large foundations, but
separate study would be necessary to assess
causality or coincidence.) The rest of the top 100
CUs were quite extensively scattered.'?

Table 13’s regional categorizations of the same
grantees remove only some of the dispersion
evident in some of the distributions just reported by

state. (The regions listed are accreditation-types
commonly used, even though they contain unequal
numbers of states, differing extensively in popu-
tation and other important characteristics.) For
example, the Mid-Atlantic Region (New Jersey, New
York, and Pennsylvania) which stood outin location
of foundation headquarters, is at or near the top in
percent of CUs within any year's top 100—the
average being 19.5% and the range 17 to 23. The
South Atlantic Region, however, ranks nearly the
same in the years studied: the average thereis 17.7%
of the top 100 colleges, with the range also slightly
lower, from 1310 20. So does the East North Central
Region, which averaged 17.2% of the top 100 CUs
each year also, and had a range of 13 to 24.

The other regions ranked in order ofaverage CUs
within a top 100 each year were: New England, 10.2;
West South Central, 10.2; West North Central, 7.5;
Pacific, 7.5; Mountain, 4.7; East South Central, 4.7;
and Hawaii and Alaska, .5.

2A possible exception is Georgia, which had 7 colleges in the top
100 in 1966. The Georgia grantees were “predominantly Negro™
colleges and the grants were from The Ford Foundation, which
subsequently broadened such giving to other states, after cutting
back its extensive development grants to private {predominantly
white) liberal arts colleges and universities after 1966. See Ford
(1966).

TABLE 12

State Location of Top 100 Academic Grantee Institutions
(In Funds Received from All Private Foundations Studied)

States of Top 100 CUs
in Total Dollars Received 1963

1966 1969 1970

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
ldaho
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TABLE 12 [Continued]

States of Top 100 CUs
in Total Dollars Received 1963 1966 1969 1970

Rlinois

Indiana
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—_
OO0 L 2 O0W=uwMNMONONPIIWO =~ 2000

—_
NWO =4 =200~ OODUNVOON 4 400NN AENNO 200 2N
—

—
QOOMNOO 2 2 NO=-NOWOWNONO =0 ==2ww

—
—_

‘—AO—AQJ—AOOOO@@OOO

o
O‘NO—‘O—‘—‘I'\J—‘CDAOOO*‘J—‘DU'IDCDCJ—‘OJ—‘—‘(JJOCJJ-hMU'I-Q—‘OCJOO—‘NUT
ll\)o_A_n_A_Ao_A

8’&0—‘-—‘0000“40300—*0)—*&)

-
-
—
c
o
e
o
o

12



TABLE 13

Regional Location of Top 100 Academic Grantee Institutions
(In Total Funds Received from All Private Foundations Studied)

Regions of Top 100 CUs 1963 1966 1969 1970
in Total Dollars Received No. & % No. & % No. & % No. & %
New England (10} (9) (11) (11)
Connecticut 2 2 2 2
Maine 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 6 4 7 9
New Hampshire 1 1 1 ¢
Rhode island 1 0 1 0
Vermont 0 2 0 0
Mid-Atlantic (20) (18) (17) (23)
New Jersey 3 3 2 2
New York 11 8 10 11
Pennsylvania 6 7 5 10
East North Central (24) (18) (13) (14)
illinois 3 5 2 3
Indiana 6 2 2 3
Michigan 4 5 4 S
Ohio 10 5 4 2
Wisconsin 1 1 1 1
West North Central (6) (9) (5) (10)
lowa 0 1 1 1
Kansas 0 0 0 1
Minnesota 2 2 2 3
Missoufi 2 3 2 3
Nebraska 2 3 0 2
North Dakota 0 0 0 0
South Dakota 0 0 0 0
South Atlantic (13) (19) (20) (19)
District of Columbia 4 2 2 1
Delaware 0 1 2 0
Florida 1 1 3 3
Georgia 0 7 4 1
Maryland 3 1 1 2
North Carolina 4 6 5 6
South Carolina 0 0 1 0
Virginia 0 1 1 3
West Virginia 1 0 1 3
East South Central (4) (7) (4) (4)
Alabama 0 2 1 1
Kentucky 1 0 0 0
Mississippi 0 1 0 0
Tennessee 3 4 3 3
[Continued)
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TABLE 13 [Continued]

Regions of Top 100 CUs 1963 1966 1969 1970
in Total Dollars Received No. & % No. & % No. & % No. & %
West South Gentral (10) (9) (13) (9)
Arkansas 0 0 0 0
Louisiana 1 3 1 1
Oklahoma 2 0 0 0
Texas 7 6 12 8
Mountain (4) (4) (6) (5)
Arizona 1 ! 1 0
Colorado 2 0 3 3
idaho 0 0 0 0
Montana 0 0 0 0
Nevada 1 1 1 1
New Mexico 0 1 0 1
Utah 0 1 1 0
Wyoming 0 0 0 0
Pacific (9) (6) (10) (5)
Calitornia 8 4 9 4
Oregon 1 1 0 0
Washington 0 1 1 1
Other (0) (1 (1} (0)
Alaska 0 0 1 0
Hawaii 0 1 0 0
100 100 100 100

Conclusions and Discussion

The main findings of this study simply help answer
some general questions often asked about where
the funds of large foundations actuaily go within
U.S. higher education. Providing part of such here-
tofore hard-to-find information has been the main
purpose of this study, and of the development of the
Fundflow computer program on which it is based.

Tables 1-3 show that in each of the periods
considered—1963, 1966, 1969, and 1970 as reported
in the grants index of FN—about half of the 276 very
large U.S. foundations studied actually made at least
one grant to a specific U.S. college or university
identifiable by name. But The Ford Foundationgave
at least 12% of the total number, and at least 17% of
the total dollar amount, of the grants reported each
separate year. And when all actual grantor foun-
dations (including Ford) were ranked on the percent
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of total funds granted, a “top 25” such foundations
gave at least 46% of the total number of grants each
year, that lowest year being 1966. The “top 25" foun-
dations gave at least 75% of each year's total dollar
value in grants, the lowest year being 1970. The most
these top 25 foundations gave was 71% of the total
number of grants (in 1963}, and 84% of the total
dollar valuein funds granted (in 1966). When the top
100 foundations (again including Ford) are
considered, it can be seen that they made at the
lowest (1970) over 86% of ali the academic grants
studied, and provided over 96% of the actual funds
involved (again in 1970). At the highest (1963) the
top 100 gave over 98% of the total number of grants
and over 99% of the funds involved (again in 1963).

The first three tables, then, show extensive
concentration of actual grant making, despite a



slight but definite trend toward dispersion, e.g.,
toward an increase in the percent of the 276 large
foundations actually making academic grants, from
41% or 112 of 276 in 1963, to 67% or 184 of 276 in
1970. This particular concentration pattern lasted
through a fairly steady increase in the number of
grants reported: 789 in 1963, 1,176 in 1966, 1,319 in
1969, and 1,496 in 1970. It also persisted through a
marked movement toward awarding {or at least
reporting) more actual funds each period, from
about $109 million in 1963 to about $210 million in
1970. The overall trend for most of the academic
grants to be made by relatively few of the large foun-
dations was declining slightly, but far less so for the
proportion of total funds the top foundations
awarded than for the total number of grants they
made each year.

Tables 4, 5, and 6 bring out clearly that the foun-
dations with the broadest formal purposes were
more apt to be actual academic grantors; that at
least half of such foundations were based in the Mid-
Atlantic Region, especially in New York; and that
although over a third of the top 100 foundations each
year, including, of course, The Ford Foundation,
had assets of over $50 million, it was more common
for academic grants to come from foundations with
assets in the $10-19.9 million range.

Tables 7, 8, and 9 indicate that increases both in
the frequency of the grants and in the number of
foundations involved did not tend to change the
ratio of grantees to grantors: that ratio ranged from
2.6 to 3.1 CUs per foundation per year; the average
was 2.8. They also show that a top 5 CUs got about
26% of the funds each separate year, that a top 25
tended to get somewhat more than half, and a top
100 got over 80% of the funds. In number of grants,
rather than dollar total, the concentration was notso
extensive, but actually diminished slightly, if irregu-
larly. Still, a top 100 of a potential of at least 2,500
grantee institutions tended to get the majority of
grants each year.

Tables 10 through 13 make it evident that there
was much more dispersion in the location of the top
100 recipients than in the control types and func-
tional types they represented. New York did average
at least 10 of thetop 100 CUs each year; and the Mid-
Atlantic Region (New Jersey, New York, and Penn-
sylvania) led the rest with an average of 19.5 per
year. But wherever located, the majorgrantees were
usually private institutions; such CUs constituted
about two-thirds of the top 100 recipients (in total
dollars received from all the foundations studied
each year). State institutions made up at least 28 of
such top 100 CU recipients each year. In functional
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types, it was usually universities having both liberal
arts and general curricula and including three or
more professional schools which received most of
the money. From 56 to 60 such universities were in
the top 100 grantees each year.

Interpretations of the larger significance of such
findings should probably await more precise
comparisons, forexample, of the extentto which the
same grantors and grantees are in top ranks each
year in both foundation and federal funding. Sample
preliminary efforts along that line are presented in
the Appendix (Tables A-E).

Table A shows that 10 foundations, including
Ford, made about 32% of the grants, and that those
grants constituted about 55% of the total funds from
184 actual grantors (among the 276 foundations
studied) reported in FN in 1970. A top 50 such
foundations made over 62% of the grants, consti-
tuting about 85% of the funds going to specifically
identifiable U.S. colleges and universities.

Table B indicates that of the top 50 U.S. CUs in
doliars received from the 184 grantor foundations
reported in 1970, the top 10 received about 38% and
the top 25 about 53% of the total funds received by
the 515 CUs getting such funds thatyear. One public
institution was among the top 10, 5 more were
among the top 15 to 25 recipients; and ail 6 were
universities.

Table C is partly based on a report from the
National Science Foundation (1971} indicating that
a top 100 institutions were designated forabout $2.3
billion in federal obligations in fiscal year 1970, an
amount representing about 71% of the total federal
obligations of $3.2 billion for U.S. higher education
that year. Sixty-four percent of the latter total came
from one agency, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.”® (Both federal totals just
cited exclude amounts for federally funded research
and development centers, usually linked to large
universities.) Table C shows that of the top 50 insti-
tutions involved, half were public, half were private,
and all were universities. Italso indicates that at least
half of these top 50 universities in federal obliga-
tions were also in the top 50 in funds obtained from
the large foundations studied here (as reported in
FN in 1970).

Surprising or not, and whatever their impaort for
future philanthropic or federa! policy, these first
three Appendix tables show in a more detailed and

In 1971, this concentration declined to 69% for a top 100 in-
stitutions. Within the top 10 in FY 1971 were 8 which had been in
the top 10 FY 1970; the top 25 in FY 1971 included 23 from the top
25in FY 1970 (NSF 1971, 1972).



comparative way than bhas heretofore been
available, some of the specific processes under-
lying the general trends already mentioned. These
include the similar foundation and federalemphasis
on universities, the foundations’ much greater
attention to private institutions,and the shared large
concentration of actual funds in a small percent of
the potential U.S. recipients.

Subsequent research, of course, should acknowl-
edge more the reported general and specific
purposes for which the funds are provided. Al-
though these are not always clearly stated,
spokesmen for some of the more prominent
foundations argue, for example, that their funds are
meant to be ‘risk capital” rather than regular and
conventional income (Cf., Colvard, 1961, 1964).
Federal funds obviously often go forthe purchase of
research and at times include allocations based in
part on geographic criteria. Somewhatsimilarly, it is
unquestionably true that the sorting of CUs in this
country as either “public” or “private” is at least in
part arbitrary, from what we know of the general
tendency for public funds to become very important
to many kinds of colleges and universities formally
“private” in various legal and administrative
respects. But when these, and many other possible
clarifications ‘are made, and caveats {such as the
percent of students on scholarships) are included, it
would still seem to be important to recognize overall
comparisons of the sort attempted in Tables A-C.

Such tables show details of recipient CUs and
degrees of concentration of funds not evident in
present separate and summary reports. For
example, at a time (1970) when there were 2,556
potential CU recipients of federal and large
philanthropic funds (Yearbook, 1972, Table 24, p.
' 307, based on fall 1970 opening enroliments
reported by HEW), federal support exclusive of
moneys allocated to federally funded research and
development centers associated with universities
and colleges came to $3.2 billion (Table C, FY 1970).
A total of 2,350 CUs (1,247 private, 1,103 public)
received some of these funds (NSF, 1973, p.viii). But
nearly $2.3 billion (about 70.9%) went to a “top 100"
CUs. And a "top 25" universities, about 1% of the
2,556 total, received 49.7% of that $2.3 billion, or
about 35.2% of the overall $3.2 billion.

The initial Fundflow analysis, already generally
reported here, identified in the grants index sections
of FN for 1970 some $210.2 million in grants
distributed to 515 specific U.S. CUs by the 276 large
foundations singled out for special study. It has
already been indicated that a “top 100" CUs got
83.7% of that 1970 total. But Table B shows the “top
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25" among them, which received 52.7% of the $210.2
million granted that year."* And, to show another set
of figures, possible through comparison of Tables B
and C, the “top 10" institutions (all universities) in
federal funds received 17.8% of the overall $3.2
billion from that source. whereas the “top 10"'s
among those sharing the grants traced to the 276
large foundations in FN 1970 received a more
concentrated 37.5% of that $210.2 million.
Comparisons of Tables B and C can also show
that 38 of the top 50 CUs in 1970 (in total dollars
received from all foundations in the study) were
private institutions; 12 were public institutions. The
private CUs received $122.2 million or about 58.1%
of the overall approximately $210.2 million from all
foundations studied, and about 81.9% of the $149.3
million going to the top 50 institutions {public and
private). The public CUs got $27 million of the
foundation grants in 1970. That figure represented
about 12.9% of the overall $210.2 million and 18.1%
of the $143.9 million going to the top 50 institutions
(public and private). In contrast, of thetop50CUs in
federal obligations for fiscal year 1970, 25 were
private and 25 were public institutions. The 25
private institutions received close to $836.6 million
{about 25.9%) of the nearly $3.3 billion in overall
federal obligations, and around 49.4% of the nearly
$1.6 billion in obligations to the top 50 in federal
obligations that year. Quite similarly, the 25 public
institutions got about $857.3 million (about 26.6%)
of the approximate $3.3 billion in federal obligations
for fiscal year 1970, and around 50.6% of. the
approximate $1.6 billion in federal obligationsto the
top 50 institutions {public and private} that year.

Obviously, further research should more def-
initely place such separate and comparative figures
more clearly within the larger distribution of
numbers of private and public CUs, and of overall
sums for U.S. higher education from all sources
each year. Such trend analyses might both explain
and reduce some of the special significance often
attributed to foundation grants.® For as Tables D

“Twelve of these {(Harvard U., Stanford U., U. of Michigan, U. of
Pennsylvania, Yale U., Columbia U., M.I.T., Johns Hopkins U.,
Cornell U., U. of North Carolina, U. of Wisconsin, and U. of
Chicago) were aiso among thetop 25 in federal funding (Table B,
FY 1970 for federal funds).

sFour of these (U. of Michigan, Harvard U., Stanford U., and
Columbia U.), were in the “top 10" from both sources, i.€., federal
and large foundation funds.

'*See, for example, the various aspects of this question brought
out in Andrews (1956), Colvard (1961, 1964), Weaver (1967),
Reeves (1970), Domhotf (1967, 1970), Horowitz (1970),
Cuninggim (1972}, Nieisen (1972), and Heimann (1973),



(Ferriss, 1969)and E (Bowen, 1971) make clear, total
private giving to, or through, U.S. colleges and
universities has tended to constitute no mare than
5% to 9% of all revenues of ourvarious institutions of
higher education since 1930, and the seculartrend is
toward a predicted 4%. Itis likely that more detailed
research of the sort recommended and briefly
illustrated here would find a consistent intensive
concentration of the majority of large foundation

Andrews, F. E. Philanthropic foundations. New
York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1956.

Andrews, F. E. Introduction. In M. O. Lewis (Ed.),
The foundation directory. (3rd ed.) New York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 1967.

Bowen, H. R. Who pays the higher education bill?
In M. D. Orwig (Ed.), Financing higher education:
Alternatives for the federal government. ACT
Monograph Five. lowa City, lowa: The American
College Testing Program, 1971.

Colvard, R. Foundations and professions: The
organizational defense of autonomy. Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 1961, 6(2), 167-184.

Colvard, R. Risk capital philanthropy: The ideologi-
cal defense of innovation. In G. K. Zollschan &
W. Hirsch (Eds.), Explorations in social change.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1964,

Cuninggim, M. Private money and public service.
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1972.

Domhotf, G. W. Who rules America? Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Halil, 1967.

Domhoff, G. W. The higher circles. New York:
Random House, 1970.

Ferriss, A. L. Indicators of trend in American edu-
cation. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1969.

The Ford Foundation. Annual/ Report. New York:
1966.

grant dollars in far fewer of the total U.S. CUs than is
actually revealed in the summary figures usually
made available, i.e., figures on funds going not to
specific colleges and universities but rather to
various types of institutions. if so, such a finding
might strongly suggest that, at least in the last 40
years or so, large foundations’ grants have been
prized as much or more for their scarcity as for their
essentiality.
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TABLE A

Top 50 Large Private Foundations, 1970

Cum. Cum.
Amount % % No. % %
1. Ford Foundation $43,780,968 20.8 198 13.2
2. Danforth Foundation 16,853,194 8.0 13 .8
3. D. & L. Rosenstiel Foundation 11,131,660 52 14 9
4, Rockefeller Foundation 10,924,986 51 87 5.8
5. Kellogg Foundation 7,908,908 3.7 30 2.0
6. Commonwealth Foundation 6,790,067 3.2 21 1.3
7. J. A. Hartford Foundation, Inc. 5,454,939 2.5 29 1.9
8. Pew Memorial Trust 4,781,166 2.2 43 2.8
8. Surdna Foundation, Inc. 4,407,500 2.0 13 8
10. Alfred P. Sloan Foundation 4,343,281 2.0 547 44 29 324
11. Brown Foundation, Inc. 4,320,785 2.0 1
12. Kresge Foundation 4,274,750 20 52 34
13. Eugene C. Eppley Foundation 3,391,000 1.6 3 A
14. €. & E. Woodruff Foundation 3,387,300 1.6 2 A
15. W. R. Kenan, Jr. Charitable Trust 3,250,000 1.5 4 2
16. C. E. Merrill Trust 2,682,761 1.2 30 20
17. Eastman Kodak Charitable Trust 2,625,000 1.2 5 .3
18. Otto Haas Trust No. 2 2,500,000 1.1 3 A
19. Sarah M. Scaife Foundation 2,259,500 1.0 8 .5
20. Carnegie Corporation 2,092,315 .9 23 1.5
21. Charles A. Dana Foundation 2,040,000 9 17 1.1
22. Sid W. Richardson Foundation 2,039,500 9 4 2
23. C. W. Benedum Foundation 1,949,783 .9 13 .8
24. Z. S. Reynolds Trust 1,893,375 .9 15 1.0
25, Lilly Endowment 1,870,000 .8 73.2 24 1.6 453

Note.—Foundations with assets of at least $8 million and making at least one grant of at least $10,000 to a U.S. college or

university specifically identified in the grants index of Foundation News, 1970.
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TABLE A [Continued].

Cum. Cum.
Amount % % No. % %
26. Rogosin Foundation 1,720,000 .8 7 4
27. M. C. Fleischmann Foundation 1,670,097 7 18 1.2
28. Moody Foundation 1,592,378 7 11 7
29. C. S. Mott Foundation 1,436,500 6 7 4
30. A. V. Davis Foundation 1,350,000 6 21 1.3
31. Bush Foundation 1,321,000 .6 5 3
32. 1. H. Given & J. LaPorte Foundation 1,320,161 6 3 1
33. Charles Hayden Foundation 1,220,000 .5 14 9
34. J. M. Morehead Foundation 1,188,164 5 2 A
35. Richard K. Mellon Foundation 1,070,000 5 18 1.2
36. H. L. & G. Doherty Foundation 1,033,463 .4 6 3
37. S. I. Newhouse Foundation 1,000,000 4 1 -
38. Grant Foundation 997,768 .4 11 7
39. Henry Luce Foundation 969,250 4 10 .6
40. Louis Caider Foundation 948,122 4 19 1.2
41. Russell Sage Foundation 908,268 4 17 1.1
42. L. W. & M. Hill Foundation 867,351 4 15 1.0
43. Frank J. Lewis Foundation 849,450 4 12 7
44. Benwood Foundation, Inc. 770,600 3 11 7
45. M. D. Anderson Foundation 765,000 3 4 2
46. Committee of the Permanent Charity Fund 740,000 3 6 3
47. Educational Facilities Labeoratories 719,170 3 24 1.6
48. Booth Ferris Foundation 701,691 3 7 4
49. Standard Oil {Indiana) Foundation 678,490 3 17 1.1
50. George Gund Foundation 674,000 .3 846 7 4 622
Total (of 276 studied) $210,228,798 100.0 100.0 1,496 100.0 100.0
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TABLE B

Top 50 U.S. Colleges and Universities, 1970
in Dollars Granted from up to 184 Large Private Foundations

and as Compared with Rank in Total Federal Obligations, Fiscal Year 1970

Rank in

Control Cum. Federal

Institution Type Amount % % Fundinga
1. Washington University, Mo. Priv. $15987,795 7.6 27
2. Harvard University, Mass. Priv. 11,680,947 55 4
3. University of Miami, Fla. Priv. 10,211,686 4.8 37
4. Stanford University, Calif. Priv. 8,640917 4.1 5
5. University of Michigan Pub. 8,284,187 3.8 2
8. University of Pennsylvania Priv. 7,197,739 34 19
7. Yale University, Conn. Priv. 6,212,893 29 21
8. Rice University, Tex. Priv. 4,570,785 21 ~100
9. Emory University, Ga. Priv. 4146219 19 68
10. Columbia University, N.Y. Priv. 3,669,417 1.7 379 8
11. Massachusetts Institute of Technology Priv. 3,679,976 1.7 1
12. Johns Hopkins University, Md. Priv. 3,567,921 1.6 20
13. Corneli University, N.Y. Priv. 2,853,583 1.3 17
14. University of Southern California Priv. 2809963 13 34
15. University of North Carotina Pub. 2,788,545 1.3 22
16. Mt. Sinai School of Medicine, N.Y. Priv. 2,690,429 12 81
17. Princeton University, N.J. Priv. 2,467,045 1.1 47
18. University of Nebraska Pub 2,444000 11 -100
19. University of Wisconsin Pub. 2,400,582 11 7
20. Carnegie-Mellon University, Pa. Priv. 2,347,877 11 100
21. University of Rochester, N.Y. Priv. 2,224387 1.0 31
22. University of Chicago, Ill. Priv. 2,198,763 1.0 15
23. Michigan State University Pub. 1,902,117 -10 36
24. University of Calif. (unspecitied)? Pub. 1,874,479 -1.0 c
25. St. Louis University, Mo. Priv. 1,829,400 -1.0 52.7 98

Note.—Of 276 foundations (each with assets of at least $8 million) studied, these 184 made atleastone grantofatieast$10,000to
a U.S. college or university specifically identified in the grants index of Foundation News, 1870.
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TABLE B [Continued]

Rank in
Control Cum. Federal
Institution Type Amount % %  Funding?
26. Duke University, N.C. Priv. 1,695,526 -1.0 26
27. University of Pittsburgh, Pa. Priv. 1,611,008 -1.0 30
28. New York University, N.Y. Priv. 1,564,842 -1.0 18
29. Case Western Reserve, Chio Priv. 1,540,643 -10 33
30. University of Minnescta Pub. 1,499,537 -1.0 11
31. Syracuse University, N.Y. Priv. 1,426,836 -1.0 89
32. Wayne State University, Mich. Pub. 1,366,800 -1.0 76
33. University of Nevada Pub. 1,241,227 -1.0 -100
34. Hampshire College, Mass. Priv. 1,224,500 -1.0 -100
35. Brandeis University, Mass. Priv. 1,196,545 -1.0 -100
36. Davidson College, N.C. Priv. 1,180,000 -1.0 -100
37. Hamline University, Minn. Priv. 1,161,000 -1.0 -100
38. Rutgers, The State University, N.J. Pub. 1,158,703 -1.0 62
39. Vanderbilt University, Tenn. Priv. 1,158,446 -1.0 58
40. Wesleyan University, Conn. Priv. - 1,129,071 -1.0 -100
41. Wake Forest University, N.C. Priv. 1,126,000 -1.0 -100
42. Texas Wesleyan College Priv. 1,100,000 -1.0 -100
43. Baylor University, Tex. Priv. 1,090,000 -1.0 66
44. University of Washington Pub. 1,054,075 -1.0 3
45. Conwell School of Theology, Pa. Priv. 1,050,000 -~1.0 -100
46. University of Virginia Pub. 1,026,500 -1.0 70
47. University of Notre Dame, Ind. Priv. 1,026,341 -1.0 -100
48. New College, Fla. Priv. 1,025,000 -1.0 -100
49. Howard University, D.C. Priv. 1,023,784 -1.0 23
50. Creighton University, Nebr. Priv. 1,000,000 -1.0 -100
Total $210,228,798 100.0

83ee National Science Foundation, Science Resource Studies Hightights. NSF 71-16, June 11, 1871, p. 3, Table F. Excludes
amounts for Federally Funded Research and Development Centers and for federal loans to the academic institutions listed.

bAmbiguously reported in source. Most of these funds were probably for University of California, Berkeley, which woulid rank at
least No. 51 in foundation funding (1970) and No. 12 in federal obligations.
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TABLE C

Top 50 U.S. Colleges and Universities in 1970
in Total Federal Obligations, Fiscal Year 1970
{Dollars in Thousands)

Control a Rank in Top 50
Institution Type Amount Cum. % Foundations
1. Massachusetts Institute of Technology Priv. $ 100,177 11
2. University of Michigan Pub. 59,059 5
3. University of Washington Pub. 58,977 44
4. Harvard University Priv. 55,562 2
5. Stanford University Priv. 53,479 4
6.U.C. L. A Pub. 52,619 —
7. University of Wisconsin, Madison Pub. 51,740 19
8. Columbia University Priv. 49,574 10
9. University of Cincinnati Pub. 47,221 —
10. Ohio State University Pub. 46,587 17.8 —
11. University of Minnesota Pub. 46,529 30
12. University of Calif., Berkeley Pub. 44,112 b
13. University of tllinois, Urbana Pub. 43,198 —
14. University of Florida Pub. 41,504 —
15. University of Chicago Priv. 39,597 22
16. University of Calif., San Diego Pub. 39,001 —
17. Cornell University, N.Y. Priv. 37,972 13
18. New York University Priv, 37,779 28
19. University of Pennsylvania Priv. 37,074 6
20. Johns Hopkins University Priv. 36,177 12
21. Yale University, Conn. Priv. 33,904 7
22. University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill Pub. 33,359 15
23. Howard University Priv. 32,529 49
24. University of Colorado Pub. 32,118 —
25. University of Maryland Pub. 27,846 35.2 —

These figures do not include data on (1) federal loans to academic institutions or (2) federal obligations to FFRDCs
(Federally Funded Research and Development Centers) associated with universities and colleges. See footnote a, Table 8.

b
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TABLE C [Continued]|

Control Rank in Top 50

Institution Type .t\mounta Cum. % Foundations
26. Duke University, N.C. Priv. 27,754 26
27. Washington University Priv. 26,901 1
28. University of Calif., San Francisco Pub. 26,784 —
29. George Washington University Priv. 26,357 —
30. University of Pittsburgh Priv. 25,620 27
31. University of Rochester Priv. 25,190 21
32. University of Utah Pub. 24,973 —
33. Case Western Reserve University, Ohio Priv. 24,361 29
34. University of Southern California Priv. 24,351 14
35. Purdue University Priv. 23,490 —
36. Michigan State University Pub. 23,361 23
37. University of Miami Priv. 23,330 3
38. Yeshiva University Priv. 22,774 —
39. University of Missouri, Columbia Pub. 22,715 —
40. Pennsylvania State University Pub. 22,075 —
41. Univ. of Texas, Southwestern Medical School, Dallas Pub. 21,753 —
42. University of lowa Pub. 20,410 —
43. Tufts University Priv. 18,977 —
44. University of Texas, Austin Pub. 18,910 —
45. University of Hawaii Pub. 18,682 —
46. Northwestern University Priv. 18,457 —
47. Princeton University Priv. 17,728 17
48. California Institute of Technoiogy Priv. 17,535 —
49. University of Georgia Pub. 16,874 —
50. University of Kentucky Pub. 16,863 —
Top 50 Total $1,693,919 52.4

Top 100 Total $2,288,808 70.9

Overall Total $3,227,000 100.0
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TABLE D
Major Sources of Revenue as a Percent of Totat Revenue
U.S. Institutions of Higher Education, 1930-66
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Source: Figure 6.9, Abott L. Ferriss, Indicators of Trends in American Education. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1969,
p. 191,
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TABLE E

Current Income of Higher Educational Institutions,
Public and Private
(In Millions of Dollars)

Private Total as
State & Local Federal Student Gifts & Percent
Year Governments Government Fees Grants Other Total of GNP
Amounts:
1949-50 562 527 396 119 257 1,861 0.8%
1951-52 693 453 448 150 303 2,047
1953-54 840 420 554 191 352 2,357
1955-56 998 494 726 246 418 2882
1957-58 1,286 712 939 325 500 3,762
1959-60 1,541 1,041 1,162 383 586 4713
1961-62 1,880 1,542 1,505 451 694 6,072
1963-64 2,368 2,142 1,881 562 837 7,790
1965-662 3,050 2,950 2,500 620 970 10,090
1967-682 3,600 3,700 3,300 690 1,060 12,350 1.9%
1979-BOa 8,250 13,200 7,920 1,320 2,310 33,000 2.4%
Percentages:
1949-50 30% 28% 21% 6% 14% 100%
1951-52 34 22 22 7 15 100
1953-54 36 18 23 8 15 100
1955-56 35 17 25 8 15 100
1957-58 34 19 25 9 13 100
1959-60 33 22 25 8 12 100
1961-62 31 25 25 7 11 100
1963-64 30 27 24 7 11 100
1965-662 30 29 25 6 10 100
1967-682 29 30 26 5 9 100
1979-802 25 40 24 4 9 100

Note.—Reprinted from chapter by Howard R. Bowen in M. D. Orwig (Ed.), Financing Higher Education: Alternatives for the
Federal Government. ACT Monograph Five, 1971, p. 294. Source.—American Council on Education, A Fact Book on Higher
Education, p. 73. These figures do not include capital funds, income to auxiliary enterprises, or student aid. “Other” includes
endowment earnings, sales and services of educational departments, and related activities. Estimates for 1965-66, 1967-68, and
1979-80 were made by the author projecting on the basis of data from a variety of sources, for example, U.S. Office of Education,
Projection of Educational Statistics to 1975-76 (1966 edition), pp. 9, 59, 73, 82-84; Fact Book on Higher Education, pp. 216-23;

Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1967, pp. 133, 391, 421.
8gstimated.
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