FEDERAL FUNDS

Since the Constitution of the United States does not mention education, the responsibility for education has been considered historically a matter reserved to the states. Antedating the adoption of the Constitution, nevertheless, the national government expressed an interest in and support for education including higher education. The earliest expression of this interest came in the form of reservations of portions of Federal lands in western territories to be used for educational purposes. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 set aside two townships for the support of a university. Most of the states admitted to the Union after 1802 were granted land as an endowment for a university.

Both Washington and Jefferson favored the establishment of a national university. Although the national university did not materialize, the Federal government did establish the United States Military Academy at West Point in 1802 and the United States Naval Academy at Annapolis in 1845 to help meet the need for well trained officers.

The Darmouth College case in 1819 resulted in a ruling by the United States Supreme Court that states could not revoke charters by which they had established private colleges not turn those colleges into public institutions against their wishes. This decision encouraged the establishment of independent institutions and helped to develop the public-private system of higher education.

Land Grant Institutions
The most far reaching Federal legislation concerning higher education in the nineteenth century was the Morrill Act of 1862. This act laid the foundation for the nation’s system of land grant colleges and subsequent legislation expanded their scope and support. The Morrill Act provided 80,000 acres of land (or the equivalent in money for those states in which there were no Federal lands) for a college in each state. These colleges were to include in their offerings agriculture, mechanic arts, and military science. There was no stipulation that these were to be either new colleges or public ones. Although many states, like Virginia with Virginia Polytechnic Institute, did establish new institutions for their land grant colleges, others, like Tennessee, extended the role of their state university to encompass the land grant functions, and still others, like New York at Cornell, assigned the land grant functions to already existing private institutions. The Morrill Act was a culmination of great interest in the practical or applied aspects of knowledge and was instrumental in changing the focus of colleges from classical curricula to scientific and applied studies.

The Hatch Act of 1887 provided for the Agricultural Research Service in the Department of Agriculture and tied it in with funds to the land grant colleges. The Second Morrill Act (1890) provided for black land grant colleges in those states having segregated systems of higher education.

Passage of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914 establishing the Cooperative Extension Service completed the major foundations of the land grant system. The Cooperative Extension Service came about because the research being conducted and the improved methods being developed in the land grant universities were not being followed by the farmers. The act provided for a system of county agents throughout each state whose job was to demonstrate the advantages of new methods of farming. Perhaps there is no better illustration of the potential impact of a complete university on the life and work of a group of people than the scientific revolution in farming which occurred in agriculture as a result of the efforts of land grant institutions. The agricultural revolution occurred only after college instruction and university research were coupled with a system of translation, communication, and demonstration which took the knowledge in usable form to the practitioners. Such an accomplishment has not been so successfully achieved in other areas of higher education.

In 1917 passage of the Smith-Hughes Act provided for the training of high school teachers, added home economics and trade and industrial education to training in agriculture, and supported pre-college programs in vocational education in the secondary schools.

The Great Depression and World War II
Major efforts to overcome the major depression in the 1930’s did not yield legislation aimed directly at higher education, but some of the New Deal measures resulted in various kinds of assistance to colleges and universities. The National Youth Association (NYA) permitted poor students to work part-time to help them pay expenses of going to high school or college. This effort was a forerunner of the federally supported work study program adopted later. Although the Works Progress Administration (WPA) had a primary aim of providing work for the unemployed, a side result was the construction of campus buildings for many colleges. Unemployed artists, writers, and actors were also employed through WPA projects although there was general public disdain that the government should support such intellectual ne’er do wells. A part of the program in the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) camps was training; while most of it was literacy training, some of it led to high school completion and eligibility for college.

The impact of World War II on higher education as well as the rest of American society can hardly be overstated. In one way or another all Americans were caught up in the war effort; the energy of the entire country was directed toward winning the war. The first major effect on colleges was the depletion of enrollment, especially of young men; there were widespread fears that many colleges would have to close. A different turn occurred as the military services soon discovered a great need for advanced training for their personnel, especially their officers. Their own facilities and training staff were inadequate to do the entire job; they began to contract with colleges for the use of their facilities and faculties to provide a part of that training. Programs involved not only the training of officers but also of specialists such as interpreters and engineers. In 1943 the Army launched its Army Specialized Training Program with units located at college and university campuses across the country. Academic programs for military personnel were intensive involving as much as 25 or more credits per quarter or semester; language programs aimed at producing interpreters in as short a period as 6 months. The military services themselves devoted large amounts of their time to training—from basic to advanced and highly specialized levels—some of their programs were of such quality and at such levels as to warrant acceptance for college credit.

The impact of the war on the civilian population was also great, and some of the changes necessitated additional education. For the first time women in great numbers entered the industrial work force in aircraft plants, munitions factories, and shipbuilding yards. "Rosie the Riveter" became one of the popular songs of the war, but Rosie frequently had no skills to bring to her new job. Crash skill programs were set up and these were frequently organized and conducted through extension programs of colleges and universities. 

Another part of the war effort required the government to turn to college and university scientists, mathematicians, and engineers for the development of more sophisticated and effective weapons and war materials. This expertise was drawn on in two ways: by contracts with institutions and by pulling groups of scientists from various institutions into projects directed by the government itself. For the first time the Federal government became a major supporter of research contracts with universities to produce specific results which it needed.

As it became clear the war would be won, concern arose over a smooth transition to a peacetime economy. A major part of that concern centered around the return of millions of military personnel to civilian life. The possibility of high unemployment and widespread unrest helped to generate the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, which was also partly intended as an expression of appreciation to the millions of young Americans whose normal lives had been interrupted by a period of critical service to their country. A major provision of this Act, informally called the GI Bill, was for support of additional education for former military personnel. For persons who had served in the armed forces for as much as three years there was a maximum eligibility of 48 months of educational support. Support consisted of payments to institutions in which the veterans enrolled for tuition, fees, books, and supplies up to a limited amount; a monthly subsistence allowance was paid directly to the student. Veterans enrolled in colleges in unexpectedly large numbers; colleges which during the war were desperate for students were unable to accommodate all those seeking admission.

College administrations and faculties reacted with mixed emotions to the tremendous influx of new and older students than those which they had been accustomed to serving. While the prosperity represented by such numbers was welcomed, there were widespread fears that many of these veteran students were interested only in collecting their monthly stipend, that they were not serious about an education, that they would create severe disciplinary problems, and that these students, having been already exposed to the evils of the world, would be a bad influence on the younger students just out of high school. To control this possibility and to keep enrollments within bounds, many colleges raised admission standards. The ex-GI’s did create significant changes in college life, but they were not of the kind many administrators and faculty members feared. Instead they proved to be the most mature, serious, and capable generation of students the colleges had served; their major influence on younger students was to dampen some of the juvenile antics in which they typically engaged—for example, freshman hazing disappeared from many campuses. Overall, the GI Bill’s educational experiment was so successful that it was extended several times in modified forms.

Many of the GI’s were first generation college students in their families with basic professional or vocational goals rather than purely academic ones. The traditional colleges and universities had great difficulty in adapting their curricula to meet the broad array of their needs, and they frequently turned to community and technical colleges. As a result these types of institutions began to expand rapidly. Their growth was spurred by the report of President Truman’s Commission on Higher Education (1946) which advocated access to higher education for all Americans. Moreover, younger brothers and sisters of GI’s began to yearn for the benefits of college, but without the financial support of the veterans, they had financial difficulty in attending residential four year institutions. For them, too, the community college seemed to be the answer. From the end of World War II through the middle 1960’s, community and technical colleges experienced unparalleled growth, absorbing a large population of the "new" college students.

Cold War and Great Society
Higher education forces set in motion by World War II continued into the Cold War of the 1950’s and 1960’s. There was additional impetus given to Federal assistance to higher education when Russia unexpectedly put the first satellite, Sputnik I, into orbit in 1957. The lack of adequate scientific education was blamed for the failure of the United States to be first in space. In 1958 the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) was passed providing federal funds to expand and improve education in science, mathematics, foreign language, and guidance and counseling. Among the moneys available to higher education were funds to expand graduate programs through fellowships for graduate students, special year-long and summer institutes for teachers in subjects deemed critical, and loans to college students studying in scientific and technical fields. NDEA illustrates clearly the benefits higher education often received because of federal concern with solving major problems other than those of higher education itself; the purpose of NDEA was not to provide funds for colleges, but through support for education to meet long range needs for national defense.

One of the sensitive relationships of higher education to the federal government was segregation. From the Gaines case of 1938 in which the Supreme Court ruled that the University of Missouri’s law school could not refuse to admit black students because the state did not provide an equal facility for them, the federal courts moved inexorably to the 1954 Brown vs. Board of Education decision which ruled segregated education per se illegal. Actual change in the segregated system of higher education moved slowly in some of the states of the South, but change was prodded by additional court cases and threats of cutoff of federal funds. Finally, in the Civil Rights Act of 1964 desegregation was mandated in public institutions, and Title VI made racial and ethnic discrimination illegal in programs that received federal financial assistance. Although general federal aid for education had been advocated by presidents as early as Truman, the complications related to segregation had been one of the stumbling blocks to enactment. As it became clear that segregation was legally dead without general federal financial support for education and that President Johnson was determined to make education one of the major elements in his Great Society program, the long battle for general federal aid for education was successfully concluded.

The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 was the first breakthrough for colleges and universities. It provided both grants and loans to institutions for the construction of academic and library facilities. A much broader piece of legislation, the Higher Education Act of 1965, authorized funds for several diverse kinds of activities. Title I dealing with continuing education and community services was intended to open the way for federal support of general education parallel to support of the Cooperative Extension Service. However, amounts authorized were small and actual appropriations were even smaller. All accredited colleges were eligible to apply for grants which were awarded and administered through a state agency. Federal funds had to be matched by participating institutions, a fact which discouraged many institutions from seeking grants. Programs were generally of a noncredit or technical assistance nature falling within the scope of a state plan.

Title II provided support for college libraries. Almost any college library could apply for and receive the small basic grant, usually about $5000. The larger grants allowed under the second part of the Title required carefully prepared proposals showing the purpose of the proposed grant, the special need for it, and what the results of funding would achieve.

Title III funded assistance to developing institutions. A developing institution was defined as being a struggling institution outside the mainstream of higher education and needing financial assistance to develop. Later criteria related to the percentage of needy or disadvantaged students served by the institution were added. An assisting institution, presumably a developed one, or assisting agency was required and consortia were encouraged. Program proposals could aim at improving a variety of institutional activities including curriculum, faculty, administration, and student services. National teaching fellowships were established to bring outstanding faculty to the campuses of developing colleges. Although changes were legislated in the details of Title III, its basic goals continued to be the same and the amounts appropriated for its implementation were increased. Title III is of special importance for (1) its funding to institutions for what are essentially aspects of current operations and (2) its focus on a particular category of institution different from those which typically receive federal support for their research efforts.

Title IV provided assistance to students rather than institutions. This title concentrated on help to economically deprived or disadvantaged students whose access to higher education had to overcome the financial barrier. Part of it even supported talent searches to locate capable disadvantaged students and encourage their college attendance. The package of aid included outright grants, guaranteed loans, and work study stipends. To qualify, students must be from families with limited income although later legislation although later legislation extended aid to middle income students. Although students were the recipients of aid, their eligibility and the amount of assistance was arranged through the colleges they attended. Except for the work study program, under which the institution had to provide 20 percent of a student’s stipend, there were generally no matching requirements. While other titles of the Act, except for Title III, languished, student assistance provisions were extended and added to and funding increased. Support for students enabled the federal government to avoid the public-private college controversy and to allow the choice of institution to be made by students.

Title V authorized a National Teacher Corps, but this title was not funded. Title VI provided financial aid to institutions for the purpose of laboratory and other special equipment and materials for undergraduate education.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1972 extended and added to the provisions of the Higher Education Act of 1965. One important amendment appeared in the form of Title IX prohibiting discrimination based on sex in any programs receiving federal funds. The focal point of controversy over this Title occurred as a result of efforts of federal administrators to apply it to discrimination in intercollegiate athletics.

The Nature of Federal Support
A chronicle of federal higher education legislation gives only a hint about the nature of federal funding for higher education. Unlike the situation in the states, very little federal money is distributed as direct appropriations to institutions. Except for the military service academies and just a few other institutions, operating funds are not furnished by the federal government. Nor is the majority of federal money allocated through the Department of Education. Almost all major federal departments and agencies contribute funds to higher education in the form of research or training grants and contracts. These grants and contracts are for the purpose of accomplishing some objective of the granting agency. A major source is the Department of Defense, which has a wide array of both research and training efforts conducted by colleges and universities. Other agencies providing substantial sums through grants and contracts are the Veterans Administration, which continues to administer veterans’ education benefits; the National Science Foundation, the National Institutes of Health, the National Institute of Mental Health, the National Endowment for the Arts, and the National Endowment for the Humanities. This decentralization within the federal government of aid to higher education reflects two conditions: (a) the historical fact that there has been no coherent national policy concerning support for higher education and that funds spent on higher education have been primarily the result of some other national concern or objective of the federal government and (b) that colleges and universities can contribute especially through research and training programs to the accomplishments of a wide array of federal agencies.

The bulk of federal grants and contracts for higher education is concentrated in a limited number of large research universities. About 60 percent of federal obligations to higher education institutions go to approximately 100 of these major institutions because they are the ones with the academic expertise and the facilities needed to accomplish the goals of the federal agencies. Moreover, these affluent universities are also the ones with the know-how and the staff to prepare sophisticated proposals and guide them through the complicated processes of approval by a federal agency. Many of them maintain full time staff in the nation’s capital to cultivate contact with elected representatives and with personnel responsible for awarding grants and contracts.

The categorical nature of federal funds for higher education insures that specific needs and objectives of federal agencies are met but severely restricts the institutions which are awarded support. Ad hoc needs of federal agencies may even conflict with the general goals of colleges and universities, but the prospects of additional funds constitute a major incentive to seek them sometimes without a careful assessment of their effect on the nature of the institution.

The dilemma in which colleges and universities find themselves is seen most clearly with regard to research activities. State legislatures have been limited in their ability to appropriate major amounts of money for general research. The federal government has had no policy nor funding to support overall research as it could through block grants. Universities desiring to engage in research and having little money of their own to do so have had to rely heavily on categorical federal grants to fund their efforts. Two major weaknesses in research activity have resulted: (1) only those subjects of value to federal agencies have been funded, primarily in the "hard" sciences and (2) since federal agencies need research for immediate use, most of the funding has been for applied projects to the neglect of basic research. Contracts tend to be even more product oriented than grants.

Block grants, in contrast to categorical ones, serve more general purposes, require less detailed applications or proposals, and have fewer controls and less monitoring from the granting agency. The best example of federal block grants have been those from revenue sharing funds distributed to states, counties, and cities. Congress has generally insisted that funds for higher education have strings attached which will assure that they are used to help achieve some specific goal or policy of the federal government rather than promote the general welfare of colleges and universities.

One of the major drawbacks of federal funding for higher education is its unreliability; sudden and unanticipated changes occur in institutional grants which cause immediate financial crises in the funded colleges. For example, one struggling small college received substantial Title III funds for four years which enabled it to establish an excellent Academic Skills Clinic and to employ several new faculty members to reduce inordinately heavy teaching loads. Unexpectedly in the fifth year, no Title III funds were granted; this college was left in a more serious academic and financial condition than it was in prior to receiving federal support.

Part of the reason for erratic federal support is the lack of consistent federal policy with regard to higher education. Changes of national administrations, particularly if a new administration represents a different political party, cause shifts in support and in the coordinators of support programs. In some instances the aggressiveness of Congressmen on behalf of colleges in their districts may make the difference in whether a grant application is approved. The practice of permitting members of Congress to announce grants affecting their states or districts increases the appearance of political influence in funding and enhances the incumbent’s standing among higher education supporters.

Several conditions have dampened the zeal of colleges and universities to secure federal grants and contracts. In addition to the undependability of funding is the high cost frequently associated with participation in federal projects. Many proposals may have to be prepared and submitted for each one which is funded. The multitude of bureaus and programs under which grants are made creates the necessity for a college to have staff with a broad knowledge of federal programs and the time to keep up with the many changes which occur in them. The employment of a full time federal relations director or the equivalent is common even in small colleges.

In spite of the allure of federal funds, colleges need to determine carefully whether a particular federal program will add to their financial viability or become a drain on college funds needed to conduct regular programs. Among the pertinent questions which should be answered to the satisfaction of the college are: Is the project consistent with the character and goals of the college? Will indirect cost allowances actually cover the indirect costs (such as utilities, space maintenance, and administration) required for the project? What are the matching costs, if any, for current or future years? What commitment is the institution required to make for continuing the program beyond the funding period? What other federal rules or regulations not related to the project itself will the college subject itself to if funds are accepted? How will money or the project affect other programs and activities of the college both financially and otherwise? In short, a college does need to look a potential federal gift horse in the mouth just as much as it should any other gift horse.

Several issues arose in efforts to achieve federal aid for colleges and universities. The general argument against it was that the federal government ran annual deficits and had no business moving into new areas not supported by constitutional authorization and thereby adding to already overextended federal expenditures. Contributing to the general opposition was the question of whether funds should be available to both public and private colleges. Since the majority of private colleges had some religious affiliation, the separation of church and state became a part of the issue. That part of the issue was generally resolved in federal legislation by prohibiting the use of funds to support theological seminaries, any preparation programs of religious personnel, or offerings in religion of colleges.

Another issue was institutional support for colleges and universities as opposed to financial aid to college students. That issue seems to have been resolved largely in favor of aid to students; funds for institutions come largely through grants and contracts which place a greater emphasis on meeting a need of the federal government than on providing financial assistance per se to institutions. In a sense, federal support for colleges and universities can be described as coming through the back door.

The great expectations of higher education supporters in the 1960’s for ever increasing federal money were dashed on the realities of the 70’s. They were further shattered by tax revolts and tax reductions sustained by a conservative trend and reaction against big government and expanding social programs. The trend was confirmed and strengthened by the national election of 1980. With a national administration emphasizing the responsibility of the states for numerous domestic programs including education, prospects for any general aid to higher education are dim. The patchwork quilt of separate programs seems likely to continue to be the basic pattern in federal funding for higher education.

1) Princeton's trustees announced that it would use part of its bloated endowment to offer grants instead of loans to financial aid students. This allows these students to graduate with a prestigious degree in one hand and no debt in the other. With the cost of student loans increasing, experts say, students often opt for cheaper schools or pursue lucrative but less satisfying careers that allow them to pay off debt. This is an expensive proposition and schools like Princeton can afford it, especially when Princeton's endowment increased last year by 36 percent to $8.4 billion, allowing the school to add $57 million to its yearly budget. Other schools with large endowments may follow suit. This is an interesting utilization of endowment money by large institutions to recruit students.
 http://www.usnews.com/usnews/issue/010212/loans.htm
2) This links to an article entitled "Breaking the Social Contract: The Fiscal Crisis in Higher Ed." It discusses the results of a two year study by the Commission on National Investment in Higher Education. The study supports the argument that the federal government is under funding higher education (and has been since the mid 1970's). It discusses the proposals by former President Clinton to increase federal support of higher education and what that would have cost. It also highlights why the national government should put more emphasis on higher education. The article discusses the workforce in the year 2015 and how it will be under skilled and unprepared if it is not educated.

The article complements the ASHE reader articles "New Ways of Paying for College: Should the Federal Government Help" and "A Budget Cure-All."

http://www.rand.org/publications/CAE/CAE100/index.html

3) The Higher Education Act has been very vital in the emergence of the American Higher Education system that we know of today. America currently has the leading higher education system in the world and much of that claim to fame is due to the Federal Government's assistance. The original Higher Education Act of 1965 assisted America in general on the premises that the nation as a whole is very reliant upon the educated masses of our society to solve our national problems, to create new innovations that fosters life as we have come to be dependent upon, to broaden our horizons of creative thinking, expression, and to foster the corner stone of American life, democracy. The Higher Education at of 1965 fulfilled this need by granting financial assistance via Pell Grants and other monetary means to multitudes of knowledge craving American citizens. This form of federal aid has spanned public and private institutions and still is of major significance in the ability of America to retain it's renown title. Visit the listed URL to see the modifications that have been made to the Higher Education Act:

http://www.ed.gov/legislation/HEA/

4) Here is a link that describes the federal financial aid programs that are available to students and the year they were in acted.

http://www.exit109.com/~learn/des005.htm
5) This link will take you to a great article on proposals for the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. Proposals included are Making college more affordable by lowering interest rates for students, helping low-income students to repay loans, increase Pell Grant, increase work study, etc., and simplifying the student aid process by reducing paperwork, simplify the application, and creating a new refund policy. Other points included are encourage Americans to save for college, help more low-income Americans prepare for and go to college, help working Americans improve their wages and lives through further education, and recruit qualified teachers to return to our schools and educate the future generations. 

I appreciated this article because it discussed the budget and the HEA in simple points and language that I could understand as an average American (once I read up on the HEA and why it needs to be reauthorized), and I agreed with every one of the points....I guess the positive propaganda worked!

http://www.ed.gov/offices/OPE/PPI/Reauthor/betterdeal.html
 6) The article, "Getting Government Out of Higher Education", spoke to several topics at length, including federal funding and student loans. It explained the context in which federal student loans originated, and how they have failed in many aspects. Also examined was the criteria the federal government has followed when deciding who should receive loans. In addition, the article voiced concern about the influence federal funding can have over educational institutions. This article had numerous suggestions, one of which was to re-think the role that Government currently plays in higher education, and brings up many thought provoking issues. 

The author, Jon Westling, was the Provost and President-elect for Boston University at the time the article was written in 1995.

http://www.heritage.org/library/categories/education/lect533.html

7) Of the $40 billion approved by the federal government for the year 2000, two million dollars went to IU for expansion of the Cyclotron facility. Because of its size, critics fear that the education budget may be vulnerable to "pork barrel spending." Pork barrel spending refers to preferential treatment for schools that are alma mater of important senators and representatives or schools in important congressional districts. Due to these inequalities, a campaign is underway to reform how funds are distributed. The recommendation is to evaluate projects on a case by case basis, so that only important projects are funded.

http://www.idsnews.com/news/2000.07.31/campus/2000.07.31.funding.html
8)  This article, "Take the anxiety out of paying for college: A bond market for higher education”, breaks down the sources of funding of higher education. It analyzes some of the issues and provides some possible remedies.  It does a great job of highlighting the major points in a short and concise manner.

http://www.heritage.org/library/categories/education/bg1101.html
9) The following is a link to the Financing Postsecondary Education: The Federal Role Proceedings of The National Conference on the Best Ways for the Federal Government to Help Students and Families Finance Postsecondary Education. It has a lot of great information on federal funding of higher education.

http://www.ed.gov/offices/OPE/PPI/FinPostSecEd
10) This articles discusses how Congress directed federal agencies to increase the amount of monetary awards given to higher education during FY 2000. These "earmarked" projects topped the $1 billion figure for the first time ever. These directed appropriations have been controversial because they have been awarded without competition and have often gone to institutions that have direct ties of links with members of the appropriations committees in Congress.

Earmarking provides alternative routes for projects to grow and succeed. Critics of earmarking feel that the practice often wastes taxpayer money and keeps other strong research projects from receiving substantial funding. The articles identifies various programs and projects that have been awarded earmarked funds and discusses how legislators often seen funding for projects to bolster their chances for re-election.

 http://chronicle.com/free/v46/i47/47a02901.htm
11) This is the National Association of College and University Business Officers press release of their study of the returns of endowments for colleges and universities for the 2000 fiscal year.

The most jaw dropping figure for me was Harvard's endowment funds assets exceed $18.8 billion (ranked #1). The University of Texas came in at #3 with a little over $10 billion.

Sound figures and percentages were given, but no stock tips. 

See more at: http://www.nacubo.org/accounting_finance/endowment_study/
You will need to click "2000 NAIS/NES Report" on the right.

12) This 1997 piece looked at federal spending in 5 urban metropolitan areas. The hypothesis was that federal spending was less in these areas than in the suburbs. To investigate the hypothesis, the researchers looked at several areas of federal funding including education. The bottom line finding was that federal funding in these metro areas did surpass the funding in the suburbs. 

Although the portion on education is short, this article shows the emphasis on federal funding and its distribution.

http://rosina.catchword.com/vl=76195292/cl=16/nw=1/fm=docpdf/rpsv/catchword/carfax/1360063x/v34n11/s5/p1831
13) This site is a valuable resource to those administrators in higher education who deal with federal grants and initiatives targeted at broadening access to higher education.

Although not complete (it does not list other Federal grant projects that are similar, like Gear Up) it provides a nice reference for the various grant opportunities.

However, what interests me the most if the direction of these programs. These specific grant programs involve universities working in the recruitment of the populace to higher education. 

Quite often, when universities refer to federal funding, most people associate that with research grant monies. However, there is quite a number of grants through the Federal Government dealing with enrollment and recruiting issues, specifically the recruiting of at-risk populations.

http://www.ed.gov/offices/OPE/HEP/programs-services.html
14) Founded through the Perkins fund, the Tech-Prep programs target not only the college students but also high-school students who intend to pursue a vocational or technical training. The program is too new to show very clear results. In Texas, it seems to increase the high school graduation rate and the number of high school graduates that go to college right after HS. The results look promising and it is one program that starts preparation for college early.

http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/workforce/techprep/tech.html
15) Most institutions fund technology through a series of "ad hoc initiatives". These initiatives rely on add-on revenues, foundation grants and one-time government supports. This is not an effective way to fund technology. Accessibility to the latest technology requires that funding be stable. Funding technology should be viewed as part of the
operating cost based on sound strategic planning.

http://www.luminafoundation.org/Publications/New%20Agenda%20Series/infostructConcl.htm
16) The following link is a long article on long-range strategic and financial planning and what steps should be taken in order to be successful in these endeavors.

 The link is: http://horizon.unc.edu/projects/seminars/futuresresearch/default.asp
