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Abstract: Problem statement: Private giving and government funding are criti@tenue sources for
public colleges and universities. If increased gevgiving reduces government funding, then thae ty
and extent of crowding out carries important mariagand public policy implicationsApproach: The
study used a government funding reaction functiomd @n instrumental variable approach to
empirically estimate the potential for crowding .dresults: The study examined the extent to which
private giving reduces or crowds out state govemtnfiending of public colleges and universities.
Government free riding was at question and invastig to determine how active it is in terms of
private donations partially or wholly displacingt& government funding. The findingsggested that
the rate of crowding out was 43% on the dollar.tTdeampares to the 45% political substitution of the
1960’s but is much diminished from the 1980’s doftar dollar crowding out. Those are aggregate
comparisons for all public institutions. A disaggaéed approach in this study additionally revealed
that doctoral universities were victims of the sa48&6 crowd out but that at two other levels, master
degree granting and associate degree grantinggeslleéhere was the opposite effect of crowding in.
Those colleges received state funding augmentatib32-92% on their dollar of privately provided
donationsConclusion/Recommendations: The study’s finding of the existence of both cravgdout
and crowding in can carry important policy implicais for college and university funding. Future
managerial and public policy decision making shotdde that into account. However, political
sustainability and economy wide and localized éffaxver time of crowding out and in could prove
fruitful avenues of inquiry for future research.
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INTRODUCTION financial changes taking place in higher education.
State universities and colleges have been devoting
This study examines the extent to which privategreater internal resources to fundraising in parsdi
giving reduces or crowds out state government fugpdi  private donations. New competition with the traafitl
of public colleges and universities. It is basedtbe@ flagship universities has arisen as even two-year
notion that private support of public higher edigrat postsecondary institutions are now full force ire th
can give rise to a reaction whereby state politisiand private fund raising business. Local governmentgeha
bureaucrats reallocate available tax dollars awaynf been approached and responded to funding effoits. A
education toward self promoting pursuits. For publi the same time, colleges and universities have
higher education in the United States, this form ofexperienced reductions in state government funding.
government free riding has been empirically exanhine In this context, questions arise as to the current
twice. Peltzman (1973) found that during the midrelationship between public higher education pavat
1960's it existed in the form of partial crowdingtoon  fund raising and state government support. Is cetapl
the order of a 45% reduction in state funding pafad  crowding out sustainable? Even partial crowd ouhwi
of university funds raised through private donagiolm  enhanced private giving will exacerbate declines in
the work of Becker and Lindsay (1994) it increaged state provided revenues. If governments do react
the mid 1980's to complete or dollar-for-dollar differently over time, then it is important to empt
crowding out. those changes and determine whether or not funding
Indeed, it is puzzling that two more decades havelisplacement continues to prevail.
passed with the absence of this attention to public  This study attempts to do so by moving forward
higher education, especially given the movemeninfro toward the present and using the most recently
partial to complete crowd out. Needless to say,ldge deployed financial data for public colleges and
literature abounds with articles reporting the omrihg  universities. Changes in  financial reporting
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requirements incorporated into the data roll ower t An alternative focus has rested upon the opposite
improvements in the empirical work at hand. Alodgsi notion that private giving crowds out government
the much needed updates, a major contribution isupport. There are two major research pieces &kat t
offered in providing disaggregated estimates ofthis line of inquiry. Both centers on higher edimat
crowding out. In addition to aggregate estimates aother studies have scrutinized higher educatiosetn
provided in the two previous studies, institutiome the crowding out proposition, but in the much naseo
disaggregated according to Carnegie classifications  Context of internal resource allocations and the
potential crowding out is examined across four leve fungibility of institutional dollars. Ehrenbergt al.
Doctoral, master, bachelor and two year degred1993)found that federal funding of graduate edooa
granting colleges and universities. The fiscal y2ape  Partially crowded out internal funding in doctoral
results for 1200 institutions indicates a returrpéatial granting universities. Connolly (1997) found that

crowding out for the aggregate of those institugiamd external  government research funding caused an
9 9greg increase in internal research support. That crogvétin

among_doctoral universities as a separate group. I@ also a finding of Payne (2001) but it is inceshs
contrast, there appears matching funding behawior 0private rather than government research giving that

the part of state governments that actually prosliuceincreases externally provided federal research aipp
crowding in among master and associate degreg research universities). First is Peltzman (1973)
granting public colleges and universities. seminal work on in-kind subsidies. He posits that t
demand for public higher education is tied to the
Background: Development of the general relationship political process and that increased private exiperes
between private and government funding of publicdenerate a “political substitution” effect whereby
goods has hinged on the assumption that individuall§9islators react by reducing government funding.
receive utility from private good consumption ahest =mPloying aggregate state level data for 1967, his
total of support to a public good (Bergstroenal., estimated per dollar “coefficient of political

. . substitution” is -0.45.
1986). As extensions, the latter has been sepairtied Second and within the same framework, Becker

present and past priv_ate donor behavior (Andrgoniand Lindsay (1994) contend that self-interested
1990). For a pure public good, government and [Biva g,yernments free ride on private giving. Subject to
sources are perfect substitutes, one completeliogs or obligated funding constraints, government
crowding out the other. If donors are motivatedepyur agents pursue their own utility, including vote
by the act of giving or a warm glow, then indivitiua maximization, at the expense of attending to ativea
contributions transform to a private good (Rose-efficiencies. Increased private provision of a publ
Ackerman, 1982) and zero crowding out occurs. Base§ood tends to weaken constraints, inducing a
of partial crowd out are necessarily more diversé,a government reallocation reaction and subsequent
e.g., have theoretically incorporated donor-recipie expenditure reduction. Using institutional levetaléor
utility interdependence (Abrams and Schmitz, 1978). public colleges and universities, their mid 1980's
One thread of empirical studies concentrates omrowding out parameter of -1.07 is a combined state
investigating the extent to which increased govemim and local government funding reduction per dollar o
expenditures displace private giving. The eviderge institutional funding received from private donokot
mixed. Often cited are the Abrams and Schmitz (1978significantly different from unity, they concludd&at
crowding out parameter of -0.28 in which a dolldr o private giving results in dollar-for-dollar crowdio
government expenditures on an aggregate of welfare The two studies suggest a movement from partial
programs reduces private charity by 28%. Kingmato complete crowding out that raise questions afhdo
(1989), arguing that reliable estimates require ofe current relationship between private charity anddfu
specific rather than aggregate public goods, finalé raising efforts on the part of institutions of hegh
(-0.135) that level of crowd out in public radio. education. The remainder of this study turns ta tha
Manzoor and Straub (2005) re-examination of publicrelationship at it currently pertains to public leges
radio find that it could be five times that magdiéu In  and universities (Both Peltzman (1973) and Becker a
other studies, there are reports of complete (Rsber Lindsay (1994) do provide separate group estimfates
1984) crowding out. Recently, interest in the ploifisy public and private schools but find the absencarof
of the reverse effect of crowding in has arisen,atd significant relationship between government support
research universities, Payne (2001) finds a 65%nd private donations among the latter. It is athait
increase in private research donations per dolfar cthat the lack of any correlation is likely due betvery
increased federal research support. small state funding presence in the private sector)
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MATERIALSAND METHODS where, past or lagged private donor funding is @ax
by accumulated wealth in the form of institutional
Our specific interest lies with a government endowment, ENDOW.

reaction function whereby state funding of a public Upon estimation, whether or not and to what extent
college or university is determined and affected bythere exists a displacement of private forestat
specific  outputs, performance measures andunding is determined by the crowding out parameter
characteristics, but also the level of private donoP. In particular, crowding out can be abse@t( 0),
funding. Following the works of Peltzman (1973) andpartial (-1$<0), or complete, if not super£-1). Of
Becker and Lindsay (1994), the general reactiorfourse, there are special state government programs

function can be expressed as follows: whereby college and university privately raisedlatsl
are partially or even more than dollar for dollar

matched by state funds. In that event, there cbelthe
STATEFUND=0, + Y o, X +BPGIVING +¢ (1) overall effect of crowding ind>0).
i If it is possible for the private provision of gidb
higher education to cause state governments ta reac
where, STATEFUND is the annual dollar amount thatwith funding changes, then it also seems plaugid¢
the institution receives from the state governnemd the same state governments would react to other
depends upon a set of institutional outputs andunding sources, viz., that provided by other
attributes, X and the annual funding received thhou governments. Becker and Lindsay (1994) empirically
private giving, PGIVING. investigated this notion through the effect of fede
In part, state funding is legislated and tied tocontributions in the reaction function. Presentiye
specific institutional outputs and, in part, itile from  will likewise extend our inquiry in this directiorut
discretionary pots of monies available for allogati amend the methodology to include local, in addition
and subject to political influence. In all casemtes state government funding. Thus, it is contended, tha
appropriations are a function of college and ursitgr when feasible, state governments would also frée ri
teaching output as usually measured by studeren local and federal government contributions.
enrollments or credit hour production. But stateding Our two previous empirical estimates examined
is also influenced by some loose performance measur crowding out for the aggregate of all public codeg
that are expected outputs of public colleges and@nd universities. That ignores the fact that there
universities, including research and public servicdhomogeneous institutional groups chartered forifipec
output. There are also institutional characteistieg., Public goods needs that might tend to attract like
auxiliary facilities like sports arenas and studentPolitical and donor support. The so-called flagship
dormitories, which potentially appeal to or mangisl research_ universities differ from t_he two year (@uror
the state political machinery. community college) degree granting |nst|tu_t|ond.akb_
Private giving is largely the result of fund ragi publicly supported and all are engaged in the feiva

L fund raising game, but they have different missiand
eff_orts, .b.Oth present and past, of '”d'V'd“?" agdie and during their fund raising drives they peddle diffier
universities. Those efforts make potentially newd an

. d f the ed ional goods. In order to capture such differences, our
past private donors aware of the educational o8IpUtehirical work will segment the industry by the

accomplishments and needs of the institution afef of camegie Classification Code and investigate crogdi
to them that warm glow that they would enjoy from ot in"the aggregate and disaggregated according to
being contributors. The process is intended toterea {oyr institutional levels: doctoral, master, bacheind
permanent donor base and to continuously expand UpGssociate degree granting institutions.
it. Thus it is likely that both current private gig and,
therefore, state funding are influenced by pastngiv Data: Data for individual colleges and universities are
(Andreoni and Payne, 2003; Becker and Lindsaydrawn from the US Department of Education; National
1994). Hence, for empirical estimation of the r@act Center for Education  Statistics, Integrated
equation, ordinary least squares are not appreprieg  Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) (in
with Peltzman (1973) and Becker and Lindsay (199411988, IPEDS replaced the former National Center for
we employ instrumental variables and in the reactio Education Statistics data used by Becker and Lindsa
function use predicted private giving as recovdrech: ~ (1994). IPEDS requires separate reporting by all
colleges and universities where as previously desie
combined for parent and child institutions, i.e.aim
PGIVING =e'>0+25ixi +YENDOW+¢€ (2) campus data was combined with all branch campuses.
i If the latter receive differential private or stdtmding,
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then the Becker and Lindsay (1994) estimates wbald for the presence of a Medical school (MED). With
biased. Using IPEDS that problem is currently agdid reluctance but believed to be out of necessitgptarol
Also, Becker and Lindsay (1994) arbitrarily elimied  for possible remnants of any racial discrimination
colleges receiving less than $50,000 in privatepedp  educational funding on either funding side, the
Here, we include such institutions). There isPercentage of student enrollment that is Black
considerable annual lag in the assembly and relefise (PBLACK) is incorporated as a funding determinant.
final data sets. The most recently available is tfa Research and service, the other large portions of
fiscal year 2006 and is used here. The financegollege and university production and presumably
institutional characteristics and enrollment sus/ey affecting government support and valued by private
from IPEDS are combined to produce a useable @ta sgonors, are more controversial in measuring. Like
of 1, 210 public universities and colleges, Herattls  others (Cohenet al., 1989) it will be necessary to
subset by doctoral granting universities (147) anchssume that the available financial data on iriiital
master (247), bachelor (54) and two year associatgypengitures correlate with production. From IPEDS,

degree granting colleges (762) (The Camegigne proxies are, therefore, annual Research (RES) a
Classification Codes have undergone changes aver ti public Service (SER) expenditures.

g“t here doctoral combines the two levels of Cameg =~ 1o campus auxiliary facilities serve a variety of
octoraI/RQsearch U’mversmes, master _comt_)llneﬂ botConstituents whether they are sports arenas,
the Carnegie Master's Colleges and Universitiesd a . ;

Il levels, bachelor combines both Baccalaureate "ertainment complexgs, fqod services, ~ or
Colleges-Liberal Arts and-General levels and asgeci dorm_|tc_)r|es. They are either _d|rectly or _|nd|rectly
is a combination of Baccalaureate/Associate’s Qele subsidized through_ state fundmg_ mechanisms and a
and Associate’s Colleges. The eight classificatiares  P'€thora of fund raising undertakings are attacted
collapsed into four levels based on the fact trmtthe ~ them. As with research and service, the best inter-
purposes at hand, the very slight differences isians institutional measure available is the annual

cannot be reasonably quantified). expenditures on Auxiliary enterprises (AUX).
IPEDS is used to derive institutional revenuesnfro
sources pertaining to State Funding (STATEFUND), RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Private Giving (PGIVING), Local funding (LOCAL)
and Federal funding (FED). In attempting to linktst
funding to teaching output we recognize that ndt al
teaching is treated equally in state funding forasubr
given equal treatment in discretionary funding. cAls f levels. A ted. doctoral uni i
different teaching has different visibility thatrcahape our levels. As expected, doc %ra universiieserey
private giving. IPEDS allows us to include teachingthoth comprising Iess_than 4./0. of the instittions,
variability according to three outputs, Undergragua command 85% of private giving. Lower level
(UGRAD), Professional (PROF) and Graduate (GRAD)!nstltutlons on average gather smgller private tlona
teaching. Each is measured as full time equivalent? the both the present and during the past and als
enroliments. Medical school enrollments are not'eceive less state support. But the associate eegre
available, but the schools are highly visible, proel ~ granting  colleges  produce more undergraduate
external community benefits and one would thinkythe education on average than either the master orebarch
are usually productive in creating special govemime level institutions. At the undergraduate level, the
and private support. Thus, we include a dummialsbe  associates actually serve 60% of the student ptpuala

Table 1 contains a summary of the variables along
with their means and standard deviations for &10Q,
institutions combined and separately for each @& th

Table 1: Variable means and standard deviatioriadtigutional level

Variable Description All Doctoral Master Bachelor sgociate
STATEFUND State government funding, $ 40.0 (68.5) 71.9 (122.5) 44.8 (30.2) 15.3 (10.4) 14.8 (14.60)
PGIVING Private giving, $ 3.1 (12.8) 21.5(31.0) 311.8) 0.7 (1.9) 0.3 (1.1)
UGRAD Undergraduate FTE 11273 (9996) 19648 (9024)  34595999) 3933 (2406) 10802 (10596)
PROF Professional FTE 87 (381) 668 (883.0) - - -

GRAD Graduate FTE 1205 (2500) 6167 (3442) 21777)81 - -

PBLACK Percent black enroliment 13.7 (18.0) 103.8) 15.8 (23.5) 16.1 (25.7) 13.4 (15.5)
MED Medical school (if so = 1) - 04 - - -

RES Research expenditures, $ 14.4 (5.9) 113.0q134. 2.9 (5.0) 0.7 (1.2) 0.02 (8.2)
SER Public service expenditures, $ 6.1 (2.2) 38024) 3.8 (5.3) 1.6 (2.0) 0.8 (1.7)
AUX Auxiliary enterprises, $ 12.6 (2.9) 66.2 (58.1) 13.3(11.1) 6.0 (4.9) 25(3.1)
LOCAL Local government funding, $ 10.0 (2.2) 314B.6) 1.9 (4.4) 0.8 (1.5) 9.3 (15.3)
FED Federal government funding, $ 19.6 (5.9) 11335.0) 10.8 (10.3) 5.0 (5.0) 5.2 (5.7)
ENDOW Institution endowment, $ 38.6 (2.1) 275.6323 16.5 (24.0) 9.5 (39.0) 2.3(6.3)

N Observations 1210 147 247 54 762

Note: For presentation, all dollars are presented itions; FTE: Full Time Equivalent
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Table 2: Private giving estimates by institutiolesiel

Variable All Doctoral Master Bachelor Associate
INTERCEPT 81979 (302990) 365592 (3861106) -135Q28%14) 13319415 (2148) 87099 (63948.000)
UGRAD 100.80* (22.72) -252.41* (253.73) 76.59* (32) 89.32* (36.99) 20.52* (5.260)
PROF 1169.72 (835.23) 4896.55 (2646.82) - - -

GRAD -324.64* (113.61) 607.09 (673.15) -68.88 (®4.0 - -

PBLACK -737940 (968867) -2264728 (9103219) -1280881479) 647128* (339045) 258903 (241960)
MED -4143084* (102363) -7076060** (3705092) - - -

RES 0.196* (0.013) 0.301* (0.047) 0.0590* (0.0240) 0.056 (0.082) 0.0450 (0.4470)
SER 0.243* (0.013) 0.022 (0.036) 0.0060 (0.0220) 06@0.055) 0.0110 (0.0230)
AUX 0.073* (0.010) 0.083* (0.033) 0.035* (0.0100) 0.804 (0.018) -0.0030 (0.0130)
LOCAL -0.109* (0.013) -0.313* (0.062) -0.050* (04@) -0.146* (0.052) -0.006** (0.003)
FED -0.022** (0.012) -0.076** (0.039) -0.0150 (050) -0.063* (0.021) -0.013** (0.008)
ENDOW 0.011* (0.001) 0.009* (0.004) 0.030* (0.0040) 0.046* (0.002) 0.030* (0.006)

F 393.99* 35.05* 12.81*0 86.01* 7.66*

Adj R? 0.781 0.72 0.3020 0.928 0.650

N 1210 147 247 54 762

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *: Significantbe6% level or better; **: Significance at the2dCevel or better

Table 3: State funding estimates by institutioeakl

Variable All Doctoral Master Bachelor Associate
INTERCEPT 3002338* (1529192) 7002155 (19093266) 8298 (2474255) 1533376 (1881521) 327722.000 (787919
UGRAD 1737.68* (125.35) 1445.78 (137970) 2989.2%4(.68) 2264.55* (450.9) 1019.06* (90.22)
PROF 24001.79* (4394.08) 31679.81** (17222.81) - - -

GRAD 6458.68* (602.58) 6029.51** (3657.29) 2025.9827.51) - -

PBLACK 37160 (49273) -63657 (451541) 29975 (53081) 177210* (42056) -3990 (28385)
MED -5072463 (5862669) -5904956 (23672360) - - -

RES 1.474*(0.121) 1.708* (0.585) 0.284 (0.288) 038.(1.013) 10.903* (5.200)
SER 0.952 (0.066) 0.623 (0.184) -0.584* (0.246) 10.80.678) 0.054 (0.275)
AUX 0.795* (0.069) 0.818* (0.237) 0.136 (0.033) ©®17 (0.218) 0.267* (0.160)
LOCAL -0.627* (0.092) -0.893 (0.678) -0.450* (0.&y 0.254 (0.648) -0.302* (0.042)
FED -0.246* (0.059) -0.430* (0.202) 0.587** (0.163) -0.654* (0.253) 0.533* (0.102)
PGIVING -0.434* (0.056) -0.427* (0.187) 0.318* (G3) -0.387 (0.524) 0.921* (0.2430)
F 510.20* 25.82* 65.25* 12.59* 113.38*

Adj R? 0.822 0.661 0.71 0.643 0.591

N 1210 147 247 54 762

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *: Significantbe6% level or better; **: Significance at the2d@evel or better

Table 2 and 3 present the regression resultshéor t dollar of private fund raising. The two prior enipa
first and second stages respectively (in each casetudies are based on that kind of aggregation ting,
Hausman’ specification test was employed to deteemi the current 43% compares to Peltzman’s 45% padlitica
if the instrumental variables method was prefen@d substitution during the 1960’s, down considerabbnf
the more efficient ordinary least squares. In albes Becker and Lindsay’s complete 1980’s dollar-fortdol
except the bachelor level group, the ordinary leastrowding out.
squares method was found to be an inconsistent Yet unlike both those studies, the disaggregation
estimator at the 1% and better level of signifi@arnithe approach undertaken here appears to be fruitful in
ordinary least squares estimates for the bachel@l | uncovering quite a different crowding picture asros
institutions, however, did not seem to warrant parir  different institutional levels. The results reveah
a replacement of the instrumental variables esémat unbalanced government reaction. Crowding out as it
especially given the small presence of bacheloredeg pertains to the estimated PGIVING coefficient only
granting colleges group in the public sector and ouexists within two of the four institutional levels,
analysis. The gain in Rwas less than 1% and the doctoral universities and bachelor degree granting
private giving coefficient only changed from a niag@  colleges. The state-private 43% displacement at
0.387-0.351). Turning to the main thrust of theuiing, doctoral universities far exceeds the 4% for bawmhel
the empirical estimates provided in Table 3 suppwt degree colleges, but the Ilatter is statistically
proposition that among publicly controlled stateinsignificant. The doctoral effects tend to have an
colleges and universities, state government fundingverwhelming power in influencing the aggregatel)(Al
responds to private provision. When governmentestimates. That derives from the observed reaciions
reaction to private giving is based on the aggiegaif = the other two levels where state government support
All (All) institutions, there is partial crowdingub to the  responds positively to private charity. In both teas
extent of a 43% reduction in government funding pelevel and associate level colleges, state govertsmen
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match successful private fund raising efforts: elect government decision makers. Hence, the fgndin
approximately 32 and 92% on the dollar, respecdtivel reactions should and do parallel one another.
This crowding in is apparently buried in the aggteg
“All” estimates provided here and therefore quikely, CONCLUSION
in the two previous studies. That there does exist
political complementarity is encouraging, espegiatl Based on this research, government free riding
defense of successful college and university fundappears to be alive and well and implies that peiva
raising. fund raising in public higher education partialhpwds
From the state government reaction estimatesg theiout state government funding at the rate of 43%hen
emerges evidence of free riding on other governmendollar. That is based on an aggregate of some 1,200
funding. In the aggregate and across all instihaio colleges and universities in 2006. It is on the sam
levels, Federal dollars (FED) substitutes for stateorder as Peltzman’s 1960 political substitution46£6
dollars in the funding behavior of state decisicakars.  but considerably diminished in comparison to Becker
It varies from 25% displacement in the aggregatallof and Lindsay’s 1980 dollar-for-dollar crowding out.
institutions to 65% for the small group of bachelor The present finding of crowding out decline is by
degree granting colleges. And while the fundinkes$a itself significant for the revenue implications of
are generally smaller at the Local (LOCAL) successful private fund raising on the part of ubl
government level, there is significant per dollaoved  colleges and universities. However, the currergassh
out evident in the aggregate, but when disaggrdgate is believed to offer even wider contributions.
appears only at the master and associate level Unlike the two previous works, the current study
institutions. Still, those two combined make up enor expands upon the methodology and examines the
than 80% of publicly controlled higher education crowding out proposition by disaggregating public
institutions. Of the remaining determinants of etat higher education institutions according to their
funding decisions, the majority of results are asCarnegie Classification Code. The relationship leetw
expected. In practice, state funding related tochiesy  state and private support is investigated separéoel
output is almost universally formula driven andttt|a  doctoral, master, bachelor and associate degredigga
borne out here with respect to UGRAD, PROF andcolleges and universities. That unbundling prowete
GRAD. It is comforting that we can reject any empirically productive in revealing that state
significant presence of racial discrimination (PBLIR) government reaction to private giving is substdigtia
in the state mechanism. In fact, there are rewéods different among different institutional levels. Penful
student diversity and significantly so at bachdérel  partial crowding out on the order of 43% is foumd t
institutions. Against expectation, the MED coeffici  persist among doctoral universities. But in confrise
is negative but without statistically significarffexts.  opposite effect actually prevails in the master and
It's suspected that they are institutions in thdwese associate level colleges and universities. Theivape
and their autonomy is not captured in the finandath fund raising dollars are rewarded with additiontates
via IPEDS. With only two exceptions, research andfunding on the order of 32% and 92%, respectively.
service output along with auxiliary enterprisesrgar The two groups combined comprise 83% of the public
positive funding impacts, but as would be furtherinstitutions and serve 77% of the undergraduatéesit
expected with varying degrees across college angopulation. In that sense, the funding compleméwtar
university levels. disclosed herein weighs favorably for the future
Returning to the instrumental variable estimates ofinancial well being of a large segment of publigher
Table 2, the results on private giving are equallyeducation.
interesting even though the overall explanatoryitegs But there are some cautions in order. They rest fi
are weaker, especially so in the master level gmiup on the additional finding and in support of prewou
colleges. But it is true here that college and ersity  work that state governments react to other govenhme
private fund raising is more lucrative the largee past funding and tend to free ride on local and federal
donor base (ENDOW). However, according to oursupport of their publicly controlled colleges and
estimates, private donors do react negatively toaLo universities. Second, there remains the question of
(LOCAL) and Federal (FED) government support. Asidepolitical sustainability over time of any free ndj,
from the weaker results in the master level cole¢feat  crowding out, or now crowding in. And third whether
crowding out is everywhere present. All in all, teeults  or not any of these funding reactions are subject t
with respect to individual determinants are in lingh  economy wide, regional, or localized economy effect
that given above for state funding. Private doreds®  have not been rigorously addressed here or elsewher
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