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INTRODUCTION

Among the provisions of the Master Plan for
Higher Education approved by the Regents of the
University of California and the State Board of Edu-
cation was the statement that:

The two governing boards reaffirm the long es-
tablished principle that state colleges and the
University of California shall be tuition free to
all residents of the state.!

In the five years since this statement’s approval, the
concept of a free tuition policy has been questioned
on several occasions. During the 1963 and 1964 legis-
lative sessions, for example, bills were introduced to
establish a deferred tuition program in both four-year
segments of public higher education. While these
measures did not see action by either house of the
Legislature, their introduction is indicative of consid-
erable serious interest in the possibility of instituting
fees to cover the costs of instruction in California
public higher education institutions. (In 1965 simi-
lar legislation was proposed and referred to the As-
sembly Committee on Education for interim study
showing continuance of this interest—see Appendix K
for text of this measure.)

In view of this general interest, this report has
been prepared to examine all aspects of the question
so that the subject may receive the fullest possible
consideration. This report seeks to evaluate the con-
cept of tuition and the value of a policy for its insti-
tution in terms of certain major questions: For ex-
ample, has the policy of tuition free education in
California made higher education financiaily accessi-
ble to all who are academically qualified? Has the
tuition free policy sufficiently motivated young people
to accept the opportunity of a college education?
What alternatives are there to a tuition free policy
to make higher education financially accessible to qual-
ified college-age youth and to motivate them to attend
ingtitutions of higher education? Also, we may ask to
what extent is the student or his family able to
finance a larger part of his educational cost and to
what extent should he pay in terms of the projected
increase in his earning power stemming from his col-
lege education? Finally, to what extent does the soci-
ety and the economy in particular profit from the
investment in educating young people through the
resultant effect upon economic growth and through
additional tax payments made by the college gradu-
ate throughout his lifetime?

3 Master Plan for Higher Nducation, xno-'ll,l(mnmento

‘State Department of Education, 1960),

A variety of sources have been examined to develop
this report. In particular, emphasis is placed on data
accumulated from a questionnaire completed by 6,200
students (or their families) enrolled in a broad sample
of public and private institutions throughout the
state. This information was secured as a part of a
study for the State Scholarship Commission under
the direction of Edward Sanders and Hans Palmer.
In addition, the research in the economics of educa-
tion of Theodore W. Schultz has proven valuable
as have the analyses of Seymour E. Harris concern-
ing projected higher education costs and sources of
financing.

Attention is centered primarily upon economic and
financial considerations. This should not be construed
to indicate that social and cultural considerations are
less important. There are two reasons for the empha-
sis given. First, the arguments of protuition advocates
are couched primarily in terms of financial factors—
rapidly growing costs of public higher education, lim-
ited tax resources, excessive tax burdens, and mone-
tary advantages to the college graduate. Secondly,
economic and financial aspects have proven the most
susceptible to measurement and objective analysis.
Consequently the report focuses attention on research
findings concerning certain aspects of these economie
and financial issues.

By way of further introduction it is useful to first
review the historical development of today’s policies
and statutory provisions for the University of Cali-
fornia, the California State Colleges, and the public
Junior Colleges concerning tuition and other fees for
both residents and non-residents.

University of California—Tuition Policies

On March 23, 1868, the Organic Act establishing
the University of California was signed by the Gov-
ernor. Among its provisions was:

Sec. 14. For the time being, an admission fee
and rates of tuition, such as the Board of Regents
shall deem expedient, may be required of each
pupil, except as herein otherwise provided; and
as soon as the income of the University shall per-
mit, admission and tuition shall be free to all resi-
dents of the state. .. .3

A major stimulus in preparation and passage of
the Organic Act of 1868 was the prospect of quali-
fymg for a federal land grant of 150,000 acres under

s Chlp. 244, Btat. of 1863, p. 254,




provisions of the Morrill Land-Grant Act of 1862.
The free tuition principle relates in considerable part
to the philosophy behind the Act—that of the need
to provide for democratic accessibility to higher edu-
cation opportunities and the education of needed
manpower in the expanding national and state
economies.3

Pursuant to the enabling clause in the Organic Act,
tuition fees were assessed students upon the opening
of the University in September 1869. However, three
months later they were abolished by the Regents who
later caused to be stated in the Register of the Uni-
versity of California of 1874: *‘ Tuition in all depart-
ments of the University except the }Me:dical College
is absolutely free.”” In the 1890’s, the financial con-
dition of the University became such that the question
of imposing a tuition fee on residents was re-opened.
In 1895, a Regents’ committee recommended & tuition
fee of $25 per year which was rejected by the full
board. Four years later the question again was con-
sidered; the Regents this time ordered temporarily
a fee of $10 each semester. However, Governor Gage
who had not been able to attend the meeting at which
this action was taken sought to secure its reversal.
Reconsideration gave victory to the Governor.

At the Constitutional Convention of 1879, the Uni-
versity was raised to the status of a constitutional
agency of the State by the provisions of Section 9 of
Article IX of the new California Constitution.* This
section read in part:

The University of California shall constitute a
public trust, and its organization and govern-
ment shall be perpetually continued in the form
and character prescribed by the organic act cre-
ating the same. ..

Thus in effect the Organic Act (by then codified
within the Political Code of 1872) and the free tuition
principle were incorporated into the Constitution.

Further power was granted to the Regents in 1918
when Section 9 of Article IX of the Constitution was
amended as follows:

The Unuiversity of California shall constitute a
public trust, to be administered by the existing
corporation known as ‘The Regents of the Uni-
versity of California,’ with full powers or organ-
ization and government, .. .

The deletion of reference to the Organic Act and
the grant of. full powers of organization and govern-
ment to the University had the effect of doing away
with any need for statutory provisions—the Regents

3 An excellent description of the development of the University

© T of California may be found in Willlam Fercier, Origin and
Development of the University o‘{ Culifornia, from which
material presented in this section hab been takén, -

¢ The statutory histofy of the free tultion principle is summar-
ilzed from: correspondence to the Council staff from J. E.
Landon, Office of the General Counsel, University of Cali-
fornia, September 30 and October.3, 1984. ] :

now had the constitutional power to determine all
matters with respect to admission fees and tuition.

Nonetheless, neither the Organic Act nor the lan-
guage in the Political Code was expressly repealed by
the Legislature at that time. On the contrary, the free
tuition principle was carried forward from the Polits-
cal Code to the new Education Code in 1943 in Sec-
tions 20001 and 20002 (renumbered in 1959 as 23051
and 23052). Thus as late as 1960 the Education Code
provided as follows:

See. 23051. An admission fee and rate of tui-
tion fixed by the Board of Regents shall be re-
quired of each pupil, except as otherwise pro-

‘ded.

Sec. 23022. When the income of the univer-
sity permits, admission and tuition shall be frec
to all residents of the State . . .

In 1961, Assembly Bill 1672 was introduced to
eliminate obsolete provisions of the Education Code.
The University decided during the legislative session
to recommend deletion of additional sections that had
long appeared to be unconstitutional since the consti-
tutional. revision of 1918. Sectior: 23052 was among
those so . ommended for deletion and was repealed
by Chapter 626, Statutes of 1961.

Although the failure to repeal Section 23051 at the
same time might on its face indicate a change in leg-
islative intent with respect to the tuition free princi-
ple, the section was retained — notwithstanding Uni-
versity doubt as to its constitutionality as well — for
a reason quite unreiated to the tuition free principle.
According to the University, Section 23051 together
with Sections 23054-7 are counterparts of the Stand-
ing Orders of the Regents dealing with student out-
of-state residence classification matters. To quote
Counsel J.andon:

In our opinion, the Regents’ Standing Orders
constitute the effective law in the area. But
printed copies of the Standing Orders are not
widely disseminated throughout the State and
country, whereas copies of the California Educa-
tion Code are available in law libraries across the
land. In conferring with students, their parents

and their legal advisors about residence classifi- -

cation matters, it is continually necessary for this
office to refer them to the rule which govern that
status. And these other provisions of the code
make it far easier and more practical to accom-
plish that objective. 1 reiterate, it was for this
latt = reason that the Regents have not sought
the repeal of all of the other provisions of Arti-

. ele 2 of Division 17 of Part IV of the Ellycation
Code.

In conclusion, the repeal of Section 23052 and the
retention ?f ‘S.ectiqn 23051 are.not interpreted as af-




fecting the century-old principle of free tuition for
University students, si‘ce legislative enactments in
this field are subordinate to the powers granted to the
Regents under the constitutional revision of 1918.

California State Colleges—Tuition Policies

The subject of tuition free education has received
considerably less formal attention in the historical de-
velopment of the California State Colleges than in
that of the University of California. The Organic Act
establishing the first State College as a State Normal
School in 1862 in San Francisce, later transferred to
San Jose, provided in Section 4:

. . . that all persons applying for admission as
pupils may be instructed in said school for such
rates of tuition as the Board of Trustees may de-
termine.’

Subsequently, this tuition concept was perpetuated
in the Political Code. Among the powers provided the
Board of Trustees of the State Normal School was
that in Section 489 :

To control and expend all money appropriated
for the support and maintenance of the school,
and all money received for tuition or dona-
tions...

In 1933 the Legislature passed Chapter 819 amend-
ing Section 5.21 of the School Code to read:

The total tuition fees charged any such stu-
dent shall not exceed twenty-five dollars per
vear or twelve dollars and fifty cents per semes-
ter...

This section has gonethrough several renumberings
and now is included within Section 23753 of the Ed-
ucatior: Code.

Although the statutory history of the tuition eon-
cept in the California State Colleges is clear, the his-
tory of the tuition fee itself is somewhat clouded. Aec-
cording to a report prepared by the Chancellor’s Of-
fice in January 1964 :

Prior to 1933 the students were charged a $3
registration fee plus various course fees. The
course fees were originally established to provide
funds to meet specific costs in individual courses
. . . Fees varied from $~ or more for a chemistry
laboratory course down to 25¢ for a syllabus in
auother course . . . By 1940 the colleges were col-
lecting as many as 100 to 125 such individual
fees . . . In 1942, individual course fees were
dropped and a Materials and Service Fee of $12
per vear was adonted. During the period from
1933 to 1953 the Registration Fec nau been elim-
inated and a Tuition Fee ecame ‘nto usage.

By 1953 the Tuition Fee amounted to $13 per
year and the Materials and Service Fee was set

8 Chap. 3417, Stat. of 1862.

at $17 per year. These two fees amounted to $30
per year.

In 1954, the Tuition Fee was dropped and the
Materials and Service Fee was increased to $40
per year. The Director of Education identified
the $40 Materials and Service Fee to include the
original Tuition Fee of $13; Materials and Serv-
ice Fee $22; Placement Fee $1; Evaluation Fee
$2; and a Health Fee of $2 . . . .

Statutory authorization for a tuition fee has per-
sisted throughout the first century of existence of the
State Colleges. Presumably, the $3 registration fee
and the individual course fees were conceived under
this authorization. Moreover, a ‘‘tuition fee’’ did ex-
ist from 1933 through 1953. Although this fee was
absorbed within the materials and service fee in 1954,
statutory recognition of the tuition fee concept con-
tinues to exist in the Education Code.

Junior Colleges—Tuition Policies

The philosophy of tuition free education in the
Junior Colleges has been firmly established. In large
part resulting from the philosophy of free education
applied to elementary and secondary education, fees
for non-instructional costs are only now beginning to
be applied in California public Junior Colleges for
such limited purposes as health services and parking.
It can be clearly said that to date little if any effort
has been made to impose tuition fees ® upon studeuts
who are California residents attending Junior Col-
leges.

Non-Resident Tuition and Non-Instructional
Fee and Charges

Although residents of California have benefited
from the absence of a tuition fee at the University
and the Junior Colleges and the existence of a some-
time nominal tuition fee at the State Colleges, out-of-
state students have been subjected to a tuition fee for
a number of years in the two, four-year segments of
puplic higher education and recently in the Junior
College segment.

The Junior Colleges were granted local option au-
thority to charge out-of-state tuition in 1959 but sub-
sequent legislation directed the Board of Education
to place all on the same non-resident tuition basis;
the rate for 1964-65 was $306 per year—for 1965-66,
$309. Pursuant to a recommendation of the Master
Plan, the other two segments have aligned their non-
resident tuition fce with the cost of ‘‘teaching ex-
pense’’. For 1964-65, the University fee was set
at $600 per year and the State College fee was
set at $300 per year for out-of-state students and at
$255 per year for foreign students. As a by-product

s Possible confusion may arise from the ‘“out-of-district tuition”
assessed to cover the cost of education of non-district resi-

dent students. Such payments are not assessed students, but
are assessed the area of residence tax collecting authority.
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of the California Public Higher Education Cost and
Statistical Analysis, the cost of ‘‘teaching expense’’
has been recomputed for all three public segments
and revisions in the non-resident tuition fee levels for
1965-66 for the two four-year segments have been ree-
ommended.”

Both resident and out-of-state students in the Uni-
versity and the State Colleges are assessed fees to
cover operating costs of certain services incidental to,
but not directly related to, instruction and are di-
rectly charged for their use of ancillary services of
auxiliary enterprises. The level of fees and charges
for these services has been the subject of recent Coun-

t CCHE, Non-Resident Tuition Levels in California Public Higher
Education, (3$65-5B), March 30, 1965, (mimeo).

10

cil study.® At that time, the Council reaffirmed and
amplified Master Plan recommendations that stu-
dents should assume greater responsibility for finane-
ing their education by paying fees sufficient to cover
the operating costs of services not directly related to
instruction and by paying charges sufficient to enable
ancillary services and facilities to be fully self-liqui-
dating. The current level of the incidental fee at the
University is $220 per year; the materials and serv-
jee fee at the State Colleges is $76 per year. Legis-
lation at the 1964 Gieneral Session authorized the Jun-
ior Colleges to assess similar fees for the first time.

8 CCHE, Financing of Additional Auxiliary Enterprise Facilities
on State College and University Campuses, (3£64-9), Sep-
tember 24, 1963, (mimeo).
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SECTION 1|

BENEFITS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

That education is of economic and cultural beneﬁt
to the individual is an axiom which on the surface
few would doubt. However, estimates of the degree
to which higher education produces these benefits re-
main controversial. Only recently have serious, schol-
arly attempts been made to define and distinguish the
elements contributed to the society by education and
to place in perspective the economic as well as the
broad cultural values of formal education.

Drawing in large part from recent research, the
following discusses the benefits of higher education to
the student and the State from several aspects and
viewpoints. The discussion is primarily in terms of
the benefit to the student and of the benefit of the
educated citizen to the society although it should be
recognized that the higher education ‘‘indwstry’’ as
an establishment also has a major influence upon the
general progress and economic well-being of the nation
and of California in particular.

BENEFITS TO THE STATE

Higher education may enhance organized society in
four ways: politically, socially, culturally, and eco-
nomically. Obviously these are interdependent rather
than mutually exclusive categories. Nevertheless they
may serve as general classifications for assessing spe-
cific influences of higher education.

The Polity

-A democracy demands of its citizens an aware-
ness of the problems that confront their society. Its
political institutions are grounded in the belief that
the electorate will be interested and intelligent enough
to make reasonable and informed decisions on matters
of general and pressing importance. California is per-
haps more committed to this philosophy than are
many states because of widespread use of the initia-
tive and the referendum to determine publie policy.
Nearly every state election finds the electorate voting
on a number of prepositions which are decided by leg-
islatures in many other states.

The phenomenal growth of California since 1945
has generated extremely complex problems, the solu-
tion for which ingenuity, intelligence, knowledge, and
vision are demanded. To the extent that solutions are
proposed through initiative or referendum, the pro-
gress of the state will be determined by the wisdom
of its electorate. An increased percentage of coliege
educated citizens can contribute to wise solutions to
problems of growth as they vote and, in many in-

stances, participate directly in the governance of the
state.

Social Mobility

Throughout its history, this country has maintained
the belief that the worth of an individual would result
from his own efforts—that everyone had the right to
try to better himself, The heroes of Horatio Alger’s
works symbolized the universal image of success and
of social acceptance through personal efforts and
hard work.

A society grows in strength and richness when men
who aspire to reach new economic and social levels can
find means of doing so. When social classes become
1.gid and social mobility disappears, society stagnates
and becomes unproductive. Over the years, the charac-
teristies of work have changed, placing more complex
demands upon workers who desire to better them-
selves. Today, education is essential to upward mobil-
ity in positions in business and industry; and success
at work is essential to upward movement in society.

Yet it i1s only a recent development that higher
education has become the major vehicle to upward
mobility. While a high school education is still an
important determinant of social advancement in cer-
tain social and economic milieus, the complexity of
modern industry has made high school education
inadequate for professional and managerial positions.
The premium jobs are now given to college graduates
and class lines are now being based upon the possession
or non-possession of a college diploma.

This situation makes the availability of a college
education to all levels an important public policy issue
if social mobility is to be encouraged. The civil rights
movement, now focusing on an equal employment
policy for semi-gkilled and skilled labor, will soon be
turning its attention towards higher education, and it
is the responsibility of the society at this time to
prepare for the coming surge of students from these
minority groups. There can be great benefit to society
in providing accessible and adequate higher educa-
tion opportunities for all mdmduals to reach their
full potential.

Cultural Advancement

Early American higher education, grounded as it
was in the Puritan philosophy, could hardly be con-
sidered as a strong and active supporter of the arts.
Higher education was rather a guardian of the status
quo, & protector of cherished traditions, and a con-




tributor primarily to the professions. During the pe-
riod of growth of the university, higher education
was the training ground for American business, with
greater emphasis placed upon conformity rather than
upon individuality.

While elements of both the Puritan and pragmatie
philosophies of education still exist, today’s college in-
stitution places emphasis upon research, upon humane
pursuits, and upon esthetic achievements. The con-
vergence of all types of artists, writers, musicians,
performers, and critics upon institutions of higher ed-
ucation provides opportunities for interchange of
ideas and for consequent instructional enrichment of
each fine art form. Higher education increases both
the number of amateur and professional performing
artists and the number of people who patronize them,
while raising both groups to ever higher levels of ar-
tistic skill and esthetic sensitivity.

The Economy

In contrast to the three previously mentioned cate-
gories into which the benefits of higher education may
be cast, the economic benefits of education are much
more susceptible to measurement. A considerable body
of literature has become available within the past five
years presenting the research efforts and findings of
economists. These research findings are of direct ap-
plication to the subject at hand. In conducting a re-
view of this literature, the intent has been to measure
the economic benefits to society arising from the col-
lege-educated population so as to compare these with
the financial gain aceruing directly to college-edu-
cated persons by virtue of their education. Through
this comparison, we can better approach the question
as to how to most equitably distribute the costs of
education between society and the student.

Capital Formation by Education. According to
Professor Theodore W. Schultz:

Although it is obvious that people acquire use-
ful skills and knowledge, it is not obvious that
these skills and knowledge are a form of capital,
that it has grown in Western societies at a much
faster rate than conventional (nonhuman) capi-
tal, and that its growth may well be the most
distinctive feature of the economic system.!

Investment in schooling, of course, is the major
source of human capital. As an investment in capital
formation, moreover, education has a variety of fea-
tures. For example, the educational establishment dis-
covers and cultivates potential talent. It is thus
closely analogous to resource development. It is well
known that it pays to invest in oil exploration and
in the improvement of extraction techniques. Fertili-
zation and irrigation contribute to the economic value

1*“Investment in Human Capital”, The American Economic Re-
view, March 1961, p. 1.
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of land. Similarly, it ‘‘pays’’ to have a system that is
organized to discover human talent and to develop it.

Another feature of schooling is that it increases the
capability of people to adjust to changes in job op-
portunities associated with economic growth and de-
cline. Thus human ecapital is uniquely mobile as com-
pared with most physical capital. An obvious illus-
tration is the large movement of people oui of agri-
culture, made necessary because of the rapid rise in
the productivity of labor in farming and because of
the slower increase in the demand for farm produets.

In recent years, economists have turned their atten-
tion to ways of measuring the stock of capital formed
by education. They have found that there are some
questions about the behavior of an economy where
the concept of human capital is essential in gaining
answers. Chief among these is the riddle of economic
growth. The role of education in economic growth,
however, requires first an appreciation of its growth
as capital.

Technically, the most useful measure of the mag-
nitude of human investment has been found to be the
cost of production (or reproduction) of human capi-
tal—the same method followed in measuring physi-
cal capital goods. Althou, considerable literature has
been developed on the techniques to be used—and
the factors appropriate for inclusion or exclusion—
in measuring the stock of educational capital, a com-
putation by Schultz in 1961 still stands as a land-
mark in the field. (The major steps and elements of
his eomputation are summarized in Appendix A.) Dr.
Schultz found that the educational stock of the labor
force increased in size from $63 billion in 1900 to
$535 billion in 1957 in 1956 prices (see Table 6, Ap-
pendix A). In comparison, the stock of reproducible
nonhuman wealth (producer capital) increased from
$282 billion in 1900 to $1,270 billion in 1957 again
in 1956 prices. From another perspective, the stock
of reproducible tangible wealth increased between
1930 and 1957 by $25.5 billion per year, an annual
growth rate of 2.01%. In contrast, the eduational cap-
ital in the labor force increased by $21.9 billion per
year, an annual growth rate of 4.09%. The key to
this dramatic growth is the increase in the amount
and level of education of each member of the labor
force as indicated in Table A.

. TABLE A
Years of Schoeling Completed per Member of the Labor Force
Type of Schooling 1900 1957 Increase
Elementary School ________________ 3.44 7.52 2199,
High School ____ __ _____ ____.____ 56 2.44 439,
College and University ____________ 15 64 4369,

Economic Growth. Economic growth is the in-
crease in national product, measured in econstant dol-
lars. Heretofore, emphasis in the analysis of economie
growth has involved the study of the conventional fac-
tors of production—land, labor and physical capital




(structures, producer equipment and inventories). Yet
growth in these factors has not been sufficient to ex-
plain economic growth. For example, the national in-
come has been increasing at a much higher rate than
the combined amount of land, man-hours worked and
the stock of reproducible capital used in producing
income. Also, the substantial increase in real earnings
of workers has remained largely unexplained.

The best clues for further study have been the im-
provements in the quality of men and machines and
in economies of scale. Currently, the contributions
of university research to science and technology are
being examined to discover the extent to which they
are a source of economic growth. The effect of
schooling upon the produectivity of human effort is
also believed to be a major source of econo.nic growth.
Both Edward F. Denison and Theodore Schultz have
made estimates of the proportion of national eco-
nomie growth that can be attributed to schooling.

Denison estimates that 21% of the economie growth
of the United States between 1929 and 1957 is attrib-
utable to schooling.2 Schultz’ estimate of a year earlier
supports Denison and is based upon the computation
of educational capital formation summarized above.
As shown in Appendix A, Table 7, the increase in
educational capital of $286 billion between 1929 and
1956 that was created by the increase in amount and
level of schooling per member of the labor force ac-
counted for an increase in national income of at a
minimum, $25.7 billion.

Two qualifications to these estimates deserve spe-
cial menticn at this point. First, the approach used
allocates all of the costs of education to investment
in capital and none to present or future consumption.
From this standpoint, the rate of return is conserv-
atively estimated, for once a part of the cost of school-
ing is charged to consumption, the financial gain in-
creases as a percentage of investment cost. However,
there is no way of estimating the proportion of bene-
fits of schooling that should be distributed among (1)
present consumption (present well-being; e.g., college
life, cultural participation, ete.), (2) future consump-
tion (e.g., enduring refinement of taste, intellectual
reinforcement of moral values, etc.) and (3) producer
capability (investment in skills and knowledge which
enhance future earnings). In practice, much of the
future consumption benefits of schooling are ‘‘cap-
tured’’ by others in that a person’s schooling presum-
ably improves the well-being of his neighbors, his
employer and co-workers and are generally diffused
in society.® Also, the three types of benefits appear

t For details and assumptions, refer to Denison’'s The Sources of
Economic Growth in the United States and the Alternatives
Be!otrewlég )(New York: Committee for Economic Develop-
ment, .

$Burton A, Weisbrod has focused economic analysis upon the
contributions of education to consumption benefits, distin-
guishing between those to the student only and those cap-
tured by others in the community, in “Education and the
Investment in Human Capital”, Journai of Political Econ-
omy (supplement), October, 1962. .
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to overlap considerably, with one possible set of ex-
ceptions. Schultz states that :

In the United States presently, specific advanced
schooling, that is, in law, agriculture, business, en-
gineering, medicine, dentistry, nutrition, and tech-
nology, entails relatively little consumption and
only a few of the benefits are captured by others.
These classes are predominantly investments in pro-
ductive capabilities that affect earnings and aec-
crue to the persons who acquire the schooling.*

The second qualification involves the arithmetic of
schooling and economic growth. Schooling is a source
of economic growth only as its stock increases, as is
true for capital generally. Once a country attains a
high level of schooling, although it would undoubt-
edly require much schooling to maintain it and the
annual investment would be large, schooling would
obviously no longer be a source of economic growth.
Moreover, as schooling increases, the « ~mposition of
its growth assumes economic importance as illus-
trated by Table B constructed from computations of
Schultz:

TABLE B

Future Capital Fermation Prespects in Rducation

Years of Cost of Adding
Schooling per Each Year

Type of Member of Labor of Schooling Rate of
Schooling Forcein 1957 (1956 prices) Return
Elementary _________ 7.52 $280 35%
High School _________ 244 $1,420 109%
College ______._..__. 0.64 $3,300 119,

Although an elementary school education is the
most economical and effective investment, little fu-
ture economic growth arising from an increase in
years of schooling per person is possible at this level.
Education expansion at the high school and college
levels offers considerable opportunity for growth yet
at approximately the same rate of return for each.

To return to the historical comparisons by Deni-
son, the contribution of schooling to growth between
1909 and 1929 was a little more than one half of that
between 1929 and 1957. The projected 1960-80 growth
from this source is a little less than that between 1929
and 1957.5 Schultz believes that in the longer run it
is impossible to maintain the rate of increase in the
amount of schooling achieved during recent deec-
ades.® Between 1909 and 1929, material capital con-
tributed to growth almost twice that of schooling, but
between 1929 and 1957, the contribution of schooling
exceeded that of material capital.

Supply and Demand for Human Capital. Richard
S. Eckaus poses the question:

Is our rate of investment in human capital ade-

quate if we want to accelerate our rate of economic

¢ The Economic Value of Education (New York: Columbia Uni-

versity Press, 1963), pp. 57-68.
8 As inferred from Denison, op. cit.
8 The Economic Value of Education, p. 45. p
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growth? ... Is the present composition of this type
of investment the optimal one? That is, is the sys-
tem producing engineers, mathematicians, phys-
ical scientists, doctors, and teachers, of various
types in the proportions that are most effective in
aiding our economie growth? 7

The central idea of social needs for educated and
trained personnel harkens back to one of the purposes
underlying the Morrill Land Grant Act and the
founding of the University of California. '

Without reviewing in detail the literature on the
subject, the manpower needs of the future can be out-
lined. Reference is appropriate first to Appendix B
of this report wherein employment trends of the past
are presented for both California and the nation and
the employment trend in the future is projected for
the United States. Primary interest for purposes of
this report is centered upon the classification of ‘‘Pro-
fessional, Technical and Kindred’’ employees which
is heavily dependent upon higher education attain-
ments. As a proportion of total employment, this
classification for the U.S. inereased from 7.6% in 1950
to 11.2% in 1960 and is projected to increase further
to 13.3% in 1970 and 14.2% in 1975. In comparison,
California’s proportions increased from 11.1% in
1950 to 14.5% in 1960. Although no projection of the
future is available for California, the rapid industrial
growth and technological developments in the state
can be expected to cause av least as dramatic a change
by 1975 as that projected for the nation. Perhaps the
best way of explaining the effect of our state and na-
tional productivity advances upon our manpower
trends is to say that they have placed us in the posi-
tion of affording to have the majority group in our
working population engaged in service-producing ac-
tivities rather than in goods-producing sectors. A con-
tinuing demand for services carries with it corre-
sponding demands for professional personnel.

To turn to more specific occupational areas, a study
by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics for the Na-
tional Science Foundation projected the future needs
for engineering and scientific personnel.8 Its main ele-
ments were a forecast of total employment in vari-
ous fields of the U.S. economy and a projection of
the ratio of scientists and engineers to total employ-
ment. This ratio (the ‘‘density’’) is assumed to rise
according to past trends with some adjustments made
on the basis of other information. In the manufac-
turing industry, the density of scientists and engi-
neers, for example, is projected to rise from 3.5% in
1959 to 5.5% in 1970.

1 “Education and Economic Growth” in Economics of Higher Ed-
ucation, Selma J. Mushkin, ed, (U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, Office of Education, 1962), p. 109.

$ NSF 61-65, Long Range Demand for Scientific and Technical
Personnel, A Methodological Study, 1961, Also, the Council
has published reports covering projected future needs for
professional personnel in selected occupational areas in Cali-
fornia: (1) Medical Education in California, (#1001), Jan-
uary 1963; (2) Dental Education and Manpower, (;?1015&;
December 1964 ; (:;‘2 Faculty Recruitment in Californ
Higher Education, (#1017), March 1965,

14

Taking into acecount employment in the total civilian
economy, including colleges and universities, the fol-
lowing main results were reached: to meet the pro-
jected demand for engineers during the sixties, 72,-
000 new engineering graduates, on the average, will
have to be produced annually. This will increase the
number from 783,000 in 1959 to 1,484,000 in 1970. .
On the other hand, if, as projected, the degrees
awarded in all fields rise by 80% during the decade,

. and if the proportion that engineering graduates rep-

resent of all graduates remains constant, then the
supply of graduates in engineering, as an annual av-
erage for the sixties, will reach 58,000, an annual
shortage of 14,000.

The corresponding estimate for science graduates
(313,000 in 1959 to 548,000 in 1970) does not indicate
that any deficit would arise in the 1960’s. However,
evidence of increasing demand for science graduates
with advanced degrees, indicates that there may be a
considerable gap between supply and demand for such
highly qualified personnel.

In commenting upon these projections, a report for
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment pointed out how the engineer-deficit might
be over-stated in two respects but that this may well
be off-set by the reality that the share of engineering
in total enrollment has tended to fall in recent years.?
The O.E.C.D. report, however, suggested another ap-
proach to the problem of projecting manpower needs:

It may be claimed that demand for people with
higher education should not be derived from a pre-
determined estimate of the development of the econ-
omy. On the contrary, it is the supply of such per-
sonnel that, in combination with other factors, de-
termines the pace of economic growth. Educational
targets, thus, should be regarded as one facet of
general growth targets. [emphasis added] This ap-
proach to the problem leads to the simple conclusion
that @ marimum effort should be made to expand
education in the field of science and engineering.
According to these considerations, the crucial is-
sues in solving the supply/demand problem seem to
be to increase the proportion of undergraduate stu-
dents who proceed to graduate and doctoral studies
in science and engineering (this proportion is now
quite low) to strike a balance between doctoral
graduates who are retained in teaching and those
who are ‘‘rcleased’’ for employment outside col-
leges and universities. 10

BENEFITS TO STUDENTS
Finai cial Gain
It has been generally accepted that income and
schooling go together. Today, persons who have not
gone beyond elementary school are seldom qualified
* O.E.C.IS., Higher Education and the Demandlfor Scientific Man-

power in the U.8. (Paris, 1963), pp. 14-15.
10 Idid., p. 15.
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to hold any but the most menial jobs, and persons who
aspire to professional or managerial work generally
need at least four years of college education. More-
over, numerous studies have supported the education-
income relationship. Herman P. Miller of the
U.S. Bureau of the Census has produced one of the
more recent comparisons of education and lifetime
earnings based on 1960 census data as shown in

Table C.
" TABLE C

Education and Lifetime Earnings: Men
(Earnings frem age 18 te 64)

Highest grade completed Earnings
All educaiion Eroups - oo e $229,000
Elementary School: '

Less than 8 years oo 143,000

8 Fears - e 184,000
High School :

ltodyears oo 212,000

4 YOUTS e e e 247,000
College :

1t03 YeArS — e e 293,000

4 YOBTS o e 385,000

5 YEars Or more — oo 455,000

SOUKCE: Based on 1960 census figures. U.S. Senate, 88th Con-
gress, 1st Session, Hearings Before the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare on Bills Relating to Equal Employment
Opportunities, July and August, 1963, p. 336

Estimates of lifetime income are derived figures
based upon variations in the payments to individuals
in different age and education groups. They are
based on a cross section of the population and not on
life cycle data which would trace a man’s income from
the time he starts io work until he retires.?

Average figures such as those reported in Table C
conceal wide variations in income. The data shown in
Appendix C, Table 1, indicate that many fail to
profit financially from their higher education. For
example, whereas 509 of male high school graduates
had an annual income exceeding $6,000 in 1959, some
319 of all male college graduates had an annual in-
come less than $6,000. Also, the income pattern for
those with 1 to 3 years of college closely paralleled
that of high school graduates. As would be expected,
income for women is substantially below that of men
regardless even of educational differences in favor of
women. Where ‘‘everything else is equal’’, education
seems to garner a differential in earning power for

its possessor. Often, very little else is equal, hewever.

A study by Miller using 1950 census data revealed
that education has less effect upon income for non-
whites than for whites.12 Table D indicates first that
the lifetime income of white ma) - is approximately
double that of non-white males rcgardless of the level
of education and, second, that income gains associ-
ated with schooling are much more striking for whites
than non-whites.

1 A further explanation of the technique used by Miller is found
in his chapter, “Income and Education: Does Education Pay
Oft?” in Economics of Higher Education, Selma J. Mushkin,
ed. (U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Office of Education, 1962).
1 Ibid., p. 140.

TABLE D
Lifetime Income and Educution for Men

18 te 64, by Coler in 1949 e

Years of Schooling White Non-white

Completed Earnings Earnings
Elementary School :

Less than 8 years . _____ $95,000 $54,000

8 years oo e 119,000 71,000
High School:

1to3 years oo 140,000 76,000

4 YearS oo e 162,000 85,000
College : )

1to3years oo 184,000 88,000

4 years OF MOTe v ceeeceeeen 255,000 117,000

Again using 1960 census data, Miller has estimated
the lifetime monetary value for various professions.!3
In Table E, earnings only are shown—not total in-
come. This difference is important because many of
the highly paid professional men, especially those who
practice independently, have income from invest-
ments, real estate, and other sources.

TABLE E
Estimated Average Lifetime Earnings of Prefessional Men
Lifetime Earnings
from age 18 to 64
Occupation Average

Doctors - oo e $717,000
Dentists oo oo e 589,000
Tawyers o oo 621,000
Engineers:

Aeronautical oo _ 395,000

Electrical oo 372,000

Mechanical o 360,000

Civil oo 335,000
Natural Scientists:

Geologists e 446,000

Physieists . . 415,000

ChemistS . o 327,000

Biologists 310,000
Social Scientists :

Economists - o 413,000

Psychologists o~ 335,000

Statisticians . _______ 335,000
Toachers:

Elementary School __.__ . ___ .. 232,000

High School _._ ____ . . 261,000

College e 324,000
Accountants ___ o e 313,000
Clergymen . o o 175,000

(Based on 1960 census figures)

As far as recent historical trends are concerned,
Miller has found that over a twenty-year period the
demand for coll=e graduates has kept pace with the
supply insofar as this is reflected by earnings trend
relationsh’ ;.14

Still more recent data indicates that the spread be-
tween earnings of high school graduates and college
graduates has increased sharply. James Morgan and
Charles Lininger tabulated data from four Surveys
of Consumer Finances extending between 1957 and
1962 and found that the average annual earnings of

13 7U.S. Senate, 88th Congress, 1st Session. Hearings Before the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare on Bills Relating
to Equal Employment Opportunities, July and August, 1963,

Table 1.
1 Annual and Lifetime Income in Relation to Egucutlon." The

American Economic Review, Dec. 1960, p. 96
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TABLE F

Mean Income (er Rurnings) by Level of £:heol Completed,
for Males 25 Yeurs Old and Over, fer the U.S.

Elementary-High School Differential

Average Income
Elem. School High School
Year Graduates Graduates Difference
1939 e N/A $1,661 N/A
1946 el $2,327 2,939 26%
1049 _____________ 2,829 - © 3,784 34%
1956 - 3,732 5,439 . 469
1958 e 3,769 5,067 48%
High School-College Differential
Aaverage Income
High School College )
Year Graduates Graduates Difference
1939 = $1,661 $2,607 B7ve
1046 . __ 2,939 4,527 549
1049 - 3,784 6,179 63%
1956 - 5,439 8,490 56%
1958 e 5,767 9,200 85%

college graduates 36-64 years of age (excluding farm-
ers and self-employed sin _¢ their return often includes
a return to land or tangible capital) had increased to
$11,070 in 1961-62 for a difference of 93% above that
of high school graduates earnings of $5,740.1%

In the material presented to this point, gross data
has been vsed for the most part. Even where earn-
ings have been shown rather than total income, no
recognition has been given to the fact that education
is only one of many factors that determine income.
Both income and education may be related to more
fundamental traits like ability, drive, and imagina-
tion, or to family status and prestige in the commu-
nity. Even without a college education, superior in-
telligence, better home environment and greater social
and economic opportunities can result in higher earn-
ings.

In recent years, economists have turned their at-
tention to the difficult empirical problem of isolating
the effect of one variable (education level) upon an-
other (lifetime income) from the effect of other in-
come-related factors. In a study in 1963 financed by
the Ford Foundation, James Morgan and Martin Da-
vid undertook an involved statistical manipulation
(multiple regression) of a sample of 3,000 heads of
spending units for 1959.1¢ Their first basic assumption
was that a person’s economic contribution to the econ-
omy is in his produectivity and that this is best meas-
ured by his hourly earnings. Not only is income from
property and investment thus eliminated but the use
of hourly earnings in lieu of annual earnings also
eliminates from the statistical manipulation the un-
wanted unemployment of the less educated and the de-
sired extra leisure that can be afforded by those with
more education. A multivariate analysis was used to
isolate a variety of income-related factors in their ef-
fect on the earnings of each individual in the sample.

13 “Education and Income”, The Quarterly Journal of Ecoromics,
May 1964, pp. 346-7.

16 “Education and Incorae”, The Quarterly Journal of Eoonomios,
August 1963, pp. 423-317.
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Reproduction of much of the tabular results of
the study is shown in Appendix D. In reviewing the
lifetime earnings results in Table 3, therein, it must
be remembered that they cannot be compared with
the gross census figures of Herman P. Miller shown
earlier since earnings foregone for the period in school
commencing at age 15 have been subtracted from life-
time earnings and have also been discounted as a form
of investment. Also, the data is drawn from a specific
sample of 3,000 individuals. '

Morgan and David were quick to qualify their own
analysis. First, they stated their belief that the mul-
tivariate analysis removes too much, and understates
the effects of education. Also, they agree that their
assumption that unemployment should be charged
elsewhere than to low education is debatable. If this
were properly blamed on a lack of sufficient education,
their tabular results underestimate the value of edu-
cation to society. However, they conclude that :

Even though taking account of occupation, for in-
stance overdoes the adjustments, and current earn-
ings understate the differences that may exist in
future years, education remains a powerful determi-
nant of earnings. The effect of education on earn-
ings, is not a fictitious result of spurious correla-
tions involving other factors like parental influ-
ences.1?

Social Mobility

The degree of dependence of an individual’s pros-
pects for social advancement upon formal education
has previously been reviewed in terms of its benefit
to the society. Further attention is warranted from
the standpoint of the student.

The further young people go in the educational sys-
tem, the better their chances for higher-class posi-
tions—especially in the case of youths from lower
socio-economice levels. C. A. Anderson has reported on
a study which shows that among sons of fathers in
white collar jobs whose schooling was superior to that
of their fathers, 38% got jobs above their fathers and
29% got lower jobs.l® When the sons’ schooling was
inferior to that of their fathers, only 11% held su-
perior positions and 68% had a poorer one.

Of the better-schooled sons of manual workers,
53% gained a position above their fathers and 14%
got poorer jobs; if the son had less schooling, 23%
had superior jobs and 18% had inferior jobs.

Consumer Values

Of all the features of human capital that distin-
guish it from physical capital, the most significant
are the ‘‘non-economie’’ factors or motivations. In-

17 Ibid., p. 428.

13« A Skeptical Note on the Relation of Vertical Mobility to Edu-
cation” American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 66, 1961, pp.
360-70. Anderson concluded that although schooling exerts
influence upon moblility, other factors also are operative in-
cludln% general ablility, the type of education (consumptive
or productive) and motivational variability. . .




dividuals do not go to college merely as the result
of a calculation of the rate of return achievable. A
higher education is increasingly regarded as a prere-
quisite for the achievement of personal, non-econ-
nomic goals by the individual and his guardians.
Some of these major enduring consumer benefits of
education include, (1) a social prestige that is inde-
pendent of its economic significance, (2) the lifetime
pursuit of cultural interests such as art, music or lit-
erature, (3) the acquisition of homemaking concepts
and skills to provide a substantial basis for successful
marriage and family life, and (4) generally, any lib-
eral education that contributes to the quality of one’s
life.

Another category of non-economic benefits may not
have been contemplated by the student at the time
he entered upon and pursued his course of schooling.
Burton A. Weisbrod has devised a system of classify-
ing these benefits.!® One such class termed ‘‘non-finan-
cial options’’ is so-called because the value of educa-
tion is a function of the additional options which
become available to a person having it. Examples in-
clude job options, income-leisure-security options, ad-
ditional schooling options, on-the-job learning options,
way of life options. Another class is termed ‘‘hedging
options’’, so-called because education provides in-
creased ability to adjust to changing job opportuni-
ties. Additional flexibility increases security. A final
class of benefits is termed ‘‘non-market returns’’.
Primarily, this is the pervasive value of literacy in
every-day life. As a simple example, the ability to
make out ora’s own tax return saves the expense of
a tax consultant.

Summary

To approach an equitable distribution of the costs
of education between society and the student, an ef-
fort to evaluate and measure the differential benefits

¥ “Education and the Investment in Human Capital”, Journal o
Political Economy, (supplement), October 1962. ' !

to the student and to society seems necessary. The
non-economic benefits to society of widespread oppor-
tunities for individuals to possess a- higher education
include: (1) an increasingly educated and informed
electorate, (2) the increasing reliance upon education
as the vehicle for upward social mobility, and (3) the
raising of the eultural base of society through student
training in artistic skills and esthetic sensitivity. Non-
economic benefits to the student may be cited as: (1)
additional opportunities for higher-class positions for
youth from lower socio-economic levels and (2) so-
called consumer values such as lifetime cultural
interests, homemaking skills, social prestige, and addi-
tional way-of-life options and security. Although non-
economic benefits are intangible and immeasurable,
they are nevertheless real and of great value. Since
they are immeasurable, however; their relevance to
the tuition free principle is purely vne of the philo-
sophic orientation of the individual invoived in the
tuition policy decision.

Economic benefits have proven much more suscep-
tible to measurement and objective analysis as evi-
denced by a large body of literature on the econom-
ics of higher education in recent years. Juxtaposition
of the relative economic gains of schooling to society
and to the student discloses that, on the one hand,
the costs of schooling to society can be considered a
financial investment that has produced a substantial
addition to national income in the United States (in
excess of $25 billion between 1929 and 1956) and, on
the other hand, the costs of schooling to the student
generally have been handsomely reimbursed in future
lifetime earnings (although these earnings differen-
tials have not been shared by non-whites, clergymen,
teachers, and those with one to three years of college,
among others). Again, notwithstanding the relevance
of these economic considerations to the question of
tuition, their weighting is subject to the philosophic
orientation of the decision maker.
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SECTION 1l

COSTS OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION VERSUS ABILITY TO PAY

. The costs of public higher educaticn in California
are borne largely (1) by the State, (2) by local school
districts and (3) by parents of students or by students
without significant parental assistance. In this section,
current and projected expenditures by the State and
by local districts are compared with cur -.; and pro-
jected income in order to provide some iudication of
the ability to finance the projected costs.

Use is made herein of the State expenditure and
revenue projections prepared for the Council in
1963 ! and of similar projections prepared by the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee in 19642 which to-
gether provide a retrospective view of projections
used in the Master Plan. Projected Junior College
costs and income for local districts have been con-
structed by the Council staff from various sources. To
provide further perspective, reference is also made
to state and local support throughout the nation. Sim-
ilarly, the cost to students and their parents is re-
viewed with some referesce to costs in other states.
The ability to pay of California parents and students
is examined first by comparing the eccromic status
of parents and students in public higher education
with that of their counterparts in privaie education
in the state and second by relating their economic
status to national standards applied by the College
Scholarship Service in judging the need for scholar-
ship assistance. This information is available from a
report of the California State Scholarship Commis-
sion based largely upon a survey of 6,200 parents
and students in public and private institutions in
California.?

STATE AND LOCAL COSTS AND ABILITY TO PAY
Projections of State Costs and Revenues

The ability of the State to finance the projected
growth in public higher education was examined in
the preparation of the Master Plan in 1959. As sum-
marized in Table 1, Appendix E, the Survey Team
projected a deficit in the State’s General Fund in
the decade 1964-65 to 1974-75 ranging from $65
million to $117 million.

" 1GriMnhagen-Kroeger, Inc., California’s Ability to Finance

Higher Education, Fetruary 1963,

2 A Projection of State Revenue and Expenditure for California,
Piscal Years 1964-65 to 1973-74, mimeo., May 1964,

s Edward Sanders and Hans Palmer, The Financial Barrier to
College Attendance in California, a report for the California
State Scholarship Commission, April, 1965.
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Since 1960, projected costs have advanced consid-

" erably whereas revenue projections have remained

nearly stationary according to studies made in 1963
and 1964. A 1963 study projected an increase in pub-
lic higher education operating expenditures from the
State’s General Fund from $375 million in 1965-66 to
$873 million in 1975-76.4 This accounts for 25% of
the totai projected growth in State General Fund
expenditures of nearly $2 billion for the same
period as shown in Table 2, Appendix E. The total
deficit between General Fund expenditures and reve-
nues is projected at $934 million in 1975-76. The most
recent study was made under the auspices of the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee in 1964 and is
summarized in Table 3, Appendix E. Total State
General Fund expenditures are estimated to reach
$4.54 billion in 1973-74 whereas General Fund reve-
nues are anticipated to be $3.49 billion, creating a
deficit of $1.05 billion.

As is generally true of expenditure projections, even
the most recent projection has proven to be much too
conservative. The Governor’s General Fund expendi-
ture program (including Phase Two) for 1965-66
exceeds the 1965-66 expenditure projection of the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee in 1964 by ap-
proximately $200 million, due largely to 1964 legisla-
tive auuementations to the public school support pro-
gram. Although: extra revenue under the existing tax
structure also is estimated as a partial offset, extra-
polation of the expenditure incrcases to 1973-74 com-
bined with the following projection of Junior College
costs would indicate a General Fund deficit of mcre
than $1.5 billion by 1973-74 under the existing tax
structure. The Governor’s tax revision proposals
(again including Phase Two) would increase General
Fund revenues by $400 million in 1966-67. It may
be appropriate to point out in this connection, how-
ever, that the Governor’s higher education expendi-
ture program for 1965-66 still falls far short of pro-
viding the amounts recommended by the Council for
the three public segments of higher education.

Projection of Junior College Costs and Revenues

Tables 1, 2, and 3 in Appendix F have been con-
structed to show (1) the annual actual and projected
current expenses of education for California’s public
Junior Colleges during the period 1961-62 through

¢ Griffenhagen-Kroeger, Inc., California’s Ability to Finance
Higher Education, p. 43




1975-76, (2) the State and local shares of ihe annuai
expenditure consistent with the Master Plan’s pro-
vision that the State provide 45% of this expenditure
by 1975, and (3) the statewide property tax rate re-
quired to fina.ice the local share of the annual ex-
penditure,.

In summary, average daily attendance in Junior
Colleges is estimated to increase from 294,400 in 1964—
‘65 to 543,940 in 1974-75 assuming fulfillment of the
planned diversion of potential lower division students
from the University of California and the California
State Colleges. The current expenses of education are
projected to increase, based upon past a.d.a. cost his-
tory, from $173.9 million to $431.9 million. If the
State assumes 45% of this expenditure in 1974-75,
local property taxes will have to provide the remain-
ing $237.6 million.

It is estimated that the local burden will require in
1974-75 a statewide property tax of 29.6 cents per
$100 of assessed valuation. Such & rate level is less,
however, than the tax rate of 35.2 cents that now rep-
resents the average rate levied in 1963-64 in all dis-
triets maintaining Junior Colleges. Furthermore, it is
only slightly higher than the 28.5 cents that would
have been levied statewide in 1963-64 if all territory
in the state had been included in Junior College
distriets.

State and Local Support in Relation to Other States

Having reviewed averall projected State expendi-
tures and income, as well as State expenditures for
public higher education, it is believed useful to place
in perspective the extent to which the State is sup-
porting and is able to support the financial ‘‘ burden’’
of its higher education programs. One such vantage
point is a comparison with the efforts and burden of
other states. Since most states are much smaller or are
much poorer than California, two groups of states
were selected to make such comparisons.

To make an overall state and local tax burden com-
parison, nine states were selected that were most
" comparable to California in per capita income and
population size. These states—Illinois, Indiana, Massa-
chusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, New York,
Oniv and Pennsylvania—appear as Group 1 in Ap-
pendix G, Tuvic 1 California exceeded six of these
states in an index of burqes 8 of state and local taxes
in 1961-62.

Since seven of these states have much or most of
their higher education effort carried by private insti-

® The index of burden formula is: (tax revenues + personal in-

come) X (1 -~ per capita income) X 100. H. S. Frank pre- .

sented this formula in “Measuring State Tax Burdens”,
National Tax Journal, 1959, p. 179, Expressed most simply,
it is the amount of moner removed by the state from each
available $100 of statewide personal income as a percent
of total money available per person. The Master Plan used
the simple ratio tax revenues - personal income, which fails
to weight the income by the population base. Another re-
fineiment to the Master Plan approach is the inclusion in
this formula of local tax revenue. The heavier local taxes
are, the more diificult it becomes o increase state taxes—
thus a combination becomes more meaningful.

tutions, a second group of ten states was selected for
a comparison of California’s tax expenditure effort
in public higher education. These states—Colorado,
Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Ore-
gon, Texas, Washington and Wisconsin—are some-
what less comparable in per capita income and pop-
ulation size, as indicated in Appendix G, Table 1, but
are quite similar in the preponderance of higher ed-
ucation enrollments accommodated in public institu-
tions. All ten of these states exceed C. ifornia in the
index of tax burden used above. )

In terms of its public higher education tax expendi-
ture effort, however, California exceeds seven of these
states as measured by the percentage of state personal
‘1come devoted thereto in the fiscai year 1961-62.9
California invested 0.66% of its personal income in
state and local tax support for operating expenditures
of the University of California, the California State
Colleges and the Junior Colleges in 1961-62. Wash-
ington had the highest rate of 0.75% and the lowest
rate was 0.43% held by Texas. If this effort is
weighted by the income available per person as was
done for the overall index of tax burden, California
drops to 7th in the list.

In conclusion, it can be said: (1) there are a num-
ber of populous and relatively high income states
that carry a much smaller tax burden than California
and that one contributing factor is the large propor-
tion of higher education effort carried by private
rather than public institutions; (2) among these mod-
erately large and upper income states making a sub-
stantial public higher education effort, most exceed
California in their overall tax burden but a number
fail to match California’s effort in public higher edu-
cation expenditures.

COSTS TO PARENTS AND STUDENTS
AND ABILITY TO PAY

Tuition and Required Fees

Tuition and other required fees in public institu.-
tions of higher education are shown in Tables G and
H. Table G compares the 1962-63 fee pattern for
various categories of public institutions with the
1964-65 fee levels for the California State Colleges
and the University of California (the California Jun-
ior Colleges generally assess no fees). The University
raised their fee level from $180 in 1962-63 to $220 in
1964-65 aud the fee now approaches the median fig-
ure for public universities in 1963-64. The State Col-
leges remain substantially below the median figures
for all categories of institutions but the Junior Col-
leges. (Table I is also included to provide some com-
parison with student fees in private institutions.)

s Again, the local tax expenditure affort is combined with the
atate effort in order to encompass local tax expenditures for
the Junior Colleges.
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TABLE G

Comparisen of Low, Medium and High Tuitien and Required
Fees at the Califernia State Colleges and the University of
Califernia for 1964-43, and All Public Institutions of Higher
tducation by Type of Institution for 1963-64 *

Tuition end/or
Fees Required of
State Residents
California Ntawe Colleges
Toow o ___. e o ———————ee $76
Median _____________________ A ————— e 93
High o e o8
University of California :
JOW o e e 220
Median, __________ .. 245
High __ 250
All Institutions
oW e 12
Median ________ . ___ . 191
High 350
Universities
Tow . e 179
Median o e 268
High e 424
Liberal Arts Colleges
LoW - e 67
Median . ___ . 185
High __ 338
Teachers College
Yow e 148
Median _____.___ o ____ 227
High ____ o __ 325
Technological College
Low 91
Median ____ . _____ o ___. - 250
High _ 423
Other Professional
LW 226
Median ____________ H26
Bigh o ___ e 682
Junior Colleges
Low e ————— e 0
Median ______________________ 128
High _ . 296

* Low: 10th Percentile; Median: 50th Percentile; High: 90th
Percentile. egate comparison includes 704 {institutions
of which 92 are universities, 81 are liberal arts colleges,
156 teachers colleges, 18 technological colleges, 15 other pro-
feasional colleges and 344 junior colleges.

SOURCE: Basic Student Charges, 1963-64, U.S. Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, 1964 b P

Earnings Foregone

The foregoing discussion excluded subsistence and
other living expenses from the costs of education to
students and their parents. From the standpoint of
economic analysis, this is appropriate. Young people
have to be fed, clothed and sheltered whether they
are in school or not. On the other hand, the contribu-
tion to national income which young people would
have made if they had been working instead of study-
ing has been considered by many economists as a
proper cost of education. It is & real cost, not only
to the students but to the economy, which is deprived
of a certain amount or production (roughly meas-
ured by the students’ foregone carnings) if part of
the potential labor foree is in school.

The concept of earnings foregone as one of the
major costs nf education is a key to & number of
puzzles about education.” As one important example,

A\ Beslde: the one reviewed here, five are commented on by Theo-
dore Schults in The Eoonomic Value of Education, pp. $0-1.
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TABLE H

Comparisen of Total Annval Fees * for Undergraduate
Students, Year 1964-63

Rank State

Institution Order Residents
Pennsylvania State ____________________ 1 8525
Clemson State University ___..__________ 2 486
Ohio State University _________________ 3 375
University of Colorado ___________._____ 4 358
Indiana University ____________________ 5 355
Colorado State __________ _____________ ¢ 347
Iowa State University __. ______________ 7 345
State University of Towa __..______.___ 8 . 340
North Caroline State __________________ 9 333
Purdue University __..___ e 10 330
U. of O, OSU, and PSC_______________ 110 330
Michignn State University __.__________ 12 124
Montana State College ________._______ 13 320.15 .
University of Minnesota _______________ 14 315
Montana State University _ ___________ 15 307
University of Washington ..____________ 16 300
Washington State University ___________ 16 300
University of Ctah __________________ 16 300
University of Wisconsin . __________ 16 300
University of North Carolina___. _______ 20 284.50
University of Michigan _________.______ 21 280-310%
University of Illinois __________________ 22 270
University of Nevada _________________ 28 288
Kansas State . ________________________ 24 244
University of Kansns ___________._____._ 24 244
Unéversity of California________________ 26 244
Univeraity of Oklahoma ________.______ 27 210
Oklahoma State .__.__________________ 27 210
Texas A, & M. __________. ____________ 29 200.80
University of Idaho ____________.______ 30 184
University of Texas _____._____________ 31 174
California State Oolleges _______________ 32 96
Median of total annual fees.____________ $300

¢ Includes student body fees but excludes charges for ancillary
services such as room, board and p"m"ﬁ‘.
t Lower fee is for lower division students; higher fee for upper
sov%lgorbguder}uf titutional Research, O State Syst
: ce of Institutio LT regon State System
of Higher Education, September 1964. ) %o

TABLE |

Comparison of Annval Tultion Rutes at Selected
Private Institutions 1964-45

Institution Tuition
Yale e $1,800
Dartmouth ______. __ . _.__ 1,800
Massachusetts Institute of Technology______.______ 1,700
Tufts .. . e 1,700
Reed __ - ——— e e 1,700
Johns Hopkins e 1,600
California Institute of Tecknology___ .. __.___ 1,575
Oberlin ___ e e 1,660
Northwestern .. e e 1,500
Amherst _______ . ______________ P 1,500
Occidental .______________________ _______________ 1,425
Stanford __________ e ___ 1,410
Pomona ____________ . _._ 1,400
Notre Dame ____________ . _____ 1,400
Columbie ________________________ 1,350
University of the Pacific ________________________ 1,350
De Pauw L 1,300
George Washington _____________________________ 1,250
Vanderhilt _________ . __ 1,200
Redlands _____ e e 1,200 -
University of Miami ____________________________ 1,200
University of Southern California_______._.________ 1,200
Tulane . 1,200
Duke o 1,050
Chapman .___ — — —— 1,000
University of San Francisco__ - - 840
Willamette University __ e 760
Creighton e 750
Brigham Young ———— - - 430

SOURCE: 1964-65 college catalogs for these institutions.




if earnings foregone were ignored, studies of life-
time earnings differentials associated with levels of
schooling would indicate an exceedingly high rate of
return to what high school and college stndents have
been paying for their education. Even when all of
the public and private school expenditures are taken
into account, this rate of return is still very high
relative to the rate of return on alternative invest-
ments. The inclusion of earnings foregone in the esti-
mates of all costs of education cuts the estimated rate
or return by about 60%.

In view of the importance of earnings foregone as
a major component of cost, the techniques and data
used in making estimates must be selected v-ith care.
Considerable economic literature has developed cover-
ing such issues as (1) the amount of offset to this cost
created by part-time earnings of students in school;
(2) the amount of offset to be prorated based upon
a normal rate of unemployment;?® (3) the wage rate
to be used with respect to the hypnthesis that those in
school if available in the labor market would com-
mand a higher rate than their working counterparts
in age who presumably are less talented.

One set of estimates of earnings foregone per stu-
dent is reproduced in Table 1, Appendix A. In 1956,
for example, a college student was estimated to be
‘“‘out’” $2,003 in potential earnings for the months
he spent in school. Application of the unemploy-
ment rate reduced the average student’s potential
earnings to $1,943. In Table 2, Appendix A, this latter
amount was applied to the nationwide college enroll-
ment to derive a total earnings foregone estimate of
$5.821 billion in 1956.

When this cost element is considered from the
standpoint of the individual student and his family,
it i3 evident that the student is contributing some

60% of the total cost of his education in terms of
foregone earnings ($5.8 billion divided by $9.9 billion

in Table 2, Appendix A) and that he exceeds that per-
centage by the amount of fees and additional expenses
(books, supplies, tyavel) he incurs in undertaking
his education. Considered from the point of view of
- society as a whole, this cost represents a loss in
national income which must be accounted as an in-
vestment in the future (e.g., hoped-for future in-
creases in productivity and national income).

Economic Profile of Public Institution Parents
and Students—Ability to Pay

Comparison With Private Institution Parents and
Students. As expected, the parents of California
college students tend, on the whole, to be more afflu-
ent than the total population. This was shcwn in a
report of the California State Scholarship Commis-

8 Department of Labor Statistics for October, 1964 report that
the jobless rate of the age group 20 to 24 years was 9.1%,
nearly triple the rate for men 26 and older.

sion.? The parents of children in private universities
are the wealthiest, as can be seen in Table J. Nearly
23% of the parents of studer.ts attending private uni-
versities in California had income of $25,000 a year or
more. The next most affluent groups in general
were the parents of students in the private colleges
and the private denominational colleges. The families
of the students at the University of California appear
to have a very similar income distribution to that
of the parents of students in non-denominational pri-
vate colleges. The very lowest income group (0 to
$1,999) at the University, however, included five
times as many parents as did the private colleges
and in percentage exceeded all other segments. The
parents of State College students receive less in-
come than parents in the previously mentioned cate-
gories. Parents of Junior College students are the
least affluent of these categories. About 23% of these
parents had incomes of below $6,000 a year and there
were fewer people in the upper brackets in this cate-

gory.

TABLE J
Parental Income Distribution * .
r.
Income Jr. State Univ. Priv. Priv. Coll. }-yr.
Class Coll. Coll. Calif. Univ. Coll, Denom. Spec.

Priv.

$0-$1,999 186% 7% 29% B5% 5% .T% 14%
2,000~ 3,999 62 83 20 13 29 41 34
4,000- 5909 154 100 T4 49 58 87T 172
6,20- 7,909 100 1668 110 65 11.7 139 131
8,000- 9909 164 168 129 101 124 164 108

10,000-11,999 139 105 131 104 133 145 100
12,000-13,999 70 105 112 117 138 128 81
14,000-10,009 107 127 200 167 180 103 1385
20,000-24,009 25 82 65 128 73 59 96
25,000 andover 40 44 116 227 119 107 199
No response 81 24 13 28 22 21 36

® See Table 1 in Appendix H for a list of the institutions in each
category together with the percentage response to the ques-
tionnaire maliled.

SOURCE: California State Scholarship Commission.

The largest group of self-supporting students of
any of the types of institutions attended the Univer-
sity of California. As seen in Table K, 55% of this
group reported incomes of less than $6,000 per year.
Among the self-supporting students in the State Col-
leges, the pattern was quite similar to that of *he
University with considerable numbers at the low end
of the income scale. Somewhat surprisingly, consid-
erably less Junior College students reported incomes
below $6,000—30%. With the exceptiop :.% the private
universities, students at the private institutions also
reported a high percentage receiving incomes below
$6,000 (approximately 40%).

* Edward Sanders and Hans Palmer, The Financial Barrier to
College Attendance in California, p. 486. A survey of some
6,200 students was made by questionnaire. Parents com-
gieted 71% of the questionnaires on behalf or their depen-

ent children. Self-supporting students responded directly
to the remaining 28%. Refer to Appendix H for the number
surveyed by type of institution attended.
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Some qualification seems necessary with respect to
the above information. The student survey covered
part-time as well as fuil-time students. Undoubtedly,
many of the part-time students were partially or even
fully employed and thus their income reported here
overlaps the report of summer and fall semester
earnings reviewed in Section ITI following.

TABLE K
Student Income Distribution
Priv.
Income Jr. State Univ. Priv. Priv. Coll. }-yr.
Class Coll. Coll. Calif. Univ. Coll. Denom. Spec.

$0-$1,999 3.4% 8.0%11.9% 23% 4.2% 90% 7.3%
2.000- 3,999 88 142 190 70 125 212 126
4,000~ 5999 176 196 244 93 250 121 189
6.000- 7999 251 189 179 163 83 121 221
8,000- 9999 159 120 95 93 250 121 116

10,000-11,999 103 113 48 47 42 152 84
12,000-13,999 62 62 48 47 0 30 42

14,000-19,999 41 40 30 186 42 3.0 53
20,000-24.999 21 29 17 0 42 0 11
25,000 andover 1.7 11 6 140 42 30 32

No response 47 18 24 47 83 90 53
SOURCE: California State Scholarship Commission.

National Standards on Ability to Pay. In 1955 a
carefully formulated procedure for assessing the fi-
nancial contributions expected from students and
families was developed by the Educational Testing
Service. Currently in national use by the College
Scholarship Service, it presently follows ‘he findings
of the Bureau of Labor Statisties that a family with
two children requires an income of approximately
$7,350 before federal income taxes in order to have
a ‘‘modest but adequate’’ standard of living. There-
fore, until a family has an income in excess of that
amount, it has no surplus income available to it for
‘‘discretionary’’ spending. The amount of ‘‘modest
but adequate’’ income varies of course with the num-
ber of children.

The report of the California State Scholarship
Commission includes a table designed to show how
the seholarship formula works for California families
using census data for the income figures. This table
appears below (Table L) and shows the percentage
of families in California who in 1963 would have been
unable to pay the costs for a child to attend institu-
tions in the various segments of higher education.

The table should be read as follows: The University
of California assumes a boarding student would re-
quire $1,600 for the nine-months year of which he
would be expected to earn and contribute $400, the
family, $1,200. Therefore, at the University, a family
with one child required an income of approximately
$8,000 in order to meet costs in 1963. If there is
more income, the youth is declared ‘‘out of need’’;
if there is less, he is declared ‘‘in need.’’ According
to the national standard, 57.8% of the femilies in
California with one child have an income of $8,060
or below and therefore could not be expected to be
able to pay the charges at the University.
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The Scholarship Commission report states that one
major exception should be noted.!® It has not been
possible to take assets into account. On the basis of
general experience, approximately 10% of all the fam-
ilies will have assets which will add to their capacity
to pay. Therefore, approximately 109% more families
can pay the charges than is indicated on the charts.

TABLE L
Percentage of Califernia Families Falling Below
CSSC *-Expected inceme Levels
% of California Families
CSScC Falling Below CSSC
No.of  Ezxpected Erpected Income

Institution Children Income © Levels in 1960
I. Univ. of Calif. 1 $8,000 n7.8%
A. Resident 2 9,250 69.0
cost $1,600/yr = 3 10,250 76.8
$1,200 contribution + 4% 11,500 86.0
B. Commuter 1 6,000 3h2
cost $1,000/yr = 2 7,000 41.2
$700 contribution 3 7,750 526
4 9,000 718

I1. Calif. St. Coll.

A. Resident 1 7,500 H2.2
cost $1,450/yr = 2 8,750 62.2
$1,050 contribution 3 9.500 710

4 10,750 83.1

B. Commuter 1 5,500 30.1
cost $1,000/yr = 2 6,500 34.9
$600 contribution 3 7,250 45.5

4 8,500 67.1
I11. Jr. Colleges

A. Resident 1 7,000 46.7
cost $1,350/yr = 2 8,250 56.7
$950 contribution 3 9,000 66.8

4 10,250 80.5

B. Commuter 1 4,750 22.8
cost $900/yr = 2 3,600 33.6
3500 contribution 3 6,000 36.3

4 7,750 56.4
IV. Ind. Coll. & Univ.

A. Resident 1 11,000 80.0
cost $2,400/yr = 2 12,500 86.0
$2,000 contribution 3 13,500 90.0

4 14,750 93.0

B. Commuter 1 3,700 62.5
cost $1,700/3r = 2 9,500 69.1
$1,300 contribution 3 10,500 78.3

4 12,000 88.0
V. 4-yr. Special
Schools

A. Resident 1 9,750 723
cost $2,000/yr == 2 11,000 798
$1,600 contribution 3 12,000 86.1

4 13,250 910

B. Commuter 1 8.300 62.5
cost $1,700/yr = 2 9,500 69.1
$1,300 contribution 3 10,500 783

4 12,000 88.0

* California State Scholarship Commission.

+ The application of the formula in California assumes $400 per
yvear in work contribution by male students to their own
education.

1 All entries for four children refer to four and more children.

SOURCE: Based upon Table XXIII in the report: Edward San-
ders and Hans Palmer, The Financial Barrier to College At-
tendance in California.

SUMMARY

Recent projections of State General Fund expendi-
tures and revenues indicate that the present tax strue-
ture of the State will fall short of financing expendi-

10 Idid., p. 70.




tures by more than $1 billion in the early 1970’.
The rapid growth in public higher education expendi-
tures contributes a significant share of this deficit.
On the local scene, if the State accepts the responsi-
bility to finance 45% of the current expenses of Jun-
ior Colleges by 1975 as recommended in the Master
Plan, local school districts can accommodate the pro-
Jected growth in Junior College enrollments (includ-
ing those diverted from the University of California
and the California State Colleges) and still provide
a substantial drop in the property tax rate if a state-
wide tax is adopted.

As a point of reference in evaluating the combined
state and local tax burden carried in California, a
comparison with nine populous high income states in-
dicates that in 1961-62 California exceeded six of
them in its overall tax burden. A similar comparison
with ten moderately large and upper income states
making a substantial public higher education effort
shows that California’s tax burden is the lowest but
that it exceeds a number of these states in its public
higher education expenditure effort.

To turn to the costs of higher education to parents
and students and to their ability to pay, several con-
clusions can be drawn. First, student fees for Cali-
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fornia residents at public institutions of higher edu-
cation in California are among the lowest in the
nation. However, earnings foregone constitute a sub-
stantial loss in inecome for the average student,
amounting to a total greater than the cost per student
borne by State or local institutions of higher educa-
tion. With respect to ability to pay, a survey of 6,200
California students in higher education by the Cali-
fornia State Scholarship Commission study discloses
that parents of undergraduate students at the Univer-
sity of California seem to be as affluent as those hav-
ing children enrolled in the private colleges (not pri-
vate universities, however). On the other hand, par-
ents of University of California undergraduates also
constitute the largest group, proportionately, among
all types of institutions at the lowest income level.
Parents of students in the Junior Colleges and State
Colleges are located generally in moderate income
levels. According to national standards used in assess-
ing financial ability of parents for scholarship grant
purposes, even under the most economical circum-
stances—namely, an only child commuting to a Jun-
ior College—22% of California families are unable to
reasonably finance a Junior College education for
their child. -
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SECTION Il

THE INCIDENCE OF FINANCIAL BURDEN

The following examines the data available at this
time as to who pays the costs of higher education and
how these costs are financed. Reference first is made
to the results of studies prepared for the Assembly
Interim Committee on Revenue and Taxation. These
studies include examination of those taxes which pro-
vide the major sources of revenue to the State General
Fund from which State public higher education ex-
penditures are appropriated. They also include exam-
ination of the local property tax which is the major
source of revenue for Junior College expenditures.
These studies estimate the percentage of income paid
directly and indirectly in taxes by Californians, ac-
cording to graduated income levels. The object in the
use of these data is to ascertain the degree of progres-
sion or regression of each tax so as (1) to determine
whether public higher education is being financed
primarily by the lower income classes and (2) to de-
termine whether the lifetime financial gain aceruing
to the average college graduate is actually tapped for
a differential in tax revenue.

Second, reference is once more made to the report
of the California State Scholarship Commission and
the survey data upon which it is based. In this in-
stance, the financial effort of families and of the stu-
dents themselves is reviewed, distinguishing among
the types of institutions attended.

Source of State and Local Tax Revenues by Economic Level

State Taxes. State tax support for public higher
education expenditures is derived entirely from those
taxes which support the State General Fund. Under
the existing tax structure, the proportion of Gen-
eral Fund revenue coming from each tax category is
shown as follows:

TABLE M
Stete General Fund Tax Revenves (in milliens)
Estimated

Taxes, Fees, etc, Revenues, 1965-66 Distribution
Sales and Use _________________ $1,022.1 4209,
Tobacco - ___ 1740 1%
Alcoholic Beverage _____________ 780 3%
Personal Income _______________ 392.2 16%
Bank and Corporation __________ 4230 17%
Inheritance and Gift ___________ 113.1 5%
Insurance _____________________ 103.3 49,
Horse Raecing __________________ 396 2%
Other Sources _________________ 92.2 49,

Totals, General Fund ________ $2,437.4 100%

SOURCE: State of California Support and Local Assistance Bud-
get for the Fiscal Year July 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966, p. A-9

Recent studies for the Assembly Interim Commit.
tee on Revenue and Taxation have computed the ‘‘per-
centage takes’’ for each of these taxes by graduated
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income levels as shown in Appendix I, Table 1. They
are shown in summary form in the following table.

TABLE N

Effective Tax Rete (State General Fund) Bused en Family
Persenal Income After Federal Inceme Taxes

Effective Tax Rate Per $100

Income Bracket (Combined Taxes)
Less than $2,000 .________________________ 4.4
$2000- 2999 _________________________ 3.52
3000-3999 _______ _________________ 3.7
4,000- 4999 _________________________ 3.22
5000- 6999 _________________________ 3.32
6000-699% _________________________ 3.64
7000-9999 __ ________ . 3.36
10,000-14,999 __________________ ______ 3.23
15,000 and over __________ ____________ 6.84

SOURCE: Assembly Interim Committee on Revenue and Taxa-
tion, Taxation of Property in California, (Staff Report to
the Committee), December 1964,

The unusual jump in rate in the last bracket is at-
tributable to the fact that the highly progressive fed-
eral income tax has drastically lowered the net in-
come after taxes and thus the already progressive
State income tax appears to take an unusual increase
in percentage of the net income.

Notwithstanding the percentage jump in the last
bracket, it must be concluded that for the predom-
inance of the taxpayers in the state, those taxes which
finance the State General Fund are basically regres-
sive. The degree of regression, moreover, is undoubt-
edly understated by use of the technique of first dis-
counting the federal income take.

Local Taxes. Local tax support for public higher
education (the Junior Colleges) is derived almost en-
tirely from the local property tax. This is a highly
regressive tax as indicated in the following table.

TABLE O

Effective Tax Rate (Preperty Tax) Based en Family Personal
income After Federal Income Taxes

Income Bracket Effective Tax Rate Per $100
T.ess than $2000 ______ . _____ ___ _______ $9.21
$2000-2999 _________________________ 10.44
3,000-39%9 ________ ____ 9.05
4000- 4999 _________________________ 799
5000- 5999 _______ __ _______________ 742
6000-6999 __ _______________________ 703
7000- 9999 _______ ___ _______ 6.19
10,000-14999 _________ _______________ 3.01
15,000 and over ____________________ ___ 5.63

SOURCE: Assembly Interim Committee on Revenue and Taxa-
tion, Taxation of Property in California, (Staff Report to
the Committee), December 1964.

Pattern of Financing College Costs by Parents and Students

Parental Support Patterns. According to the re-
port of the California State Scholarship Commission,
the parent and student survey showed a high correla-
tion between the income level of the parent and the




amount of cash support provided the student.! The
pattern for the University of California was quite sim-
ilar to that of the private colleges and the private de-
nominational colleges, namely, cash contributions in
excess of $2,000 a year from a considerable number
of those families with incomes of over $12,000 a year.
The proportion of families making such contributions
in this category was not as high as that for the private
universities.

In the State Colleges, also, there is a pronounced
tendency for families with incomes of over $14,000 to
contribute over $2,000 to $2,400 per year to their stu-
dent children. On the other hand, a very large effort
is being made by families at the lower end of the
income distribution. For example, some 13.6% of
State College families with incomes between $2,000
and $4,000 per year claimed contributions of between
$400 and $800 per year.

Among the Junior Colleges, the incidence of very
high contributions is not as great as it is among the
private schools or the University of California. How-
ever, apparently many families at the upper end of
the income spectrum find it necessary to contribute
something in excess of $1,000 per year. Among the
$25,000 per year group, for example, 25% were con-
tributing between $800 and $1,000 a year. At the
lower end of the income distribution, 15.8% of the
families with $2,000 to $4,000 per year indicate that
they were contributing between $490 and $800 a year.

On the whole, it seems that the pattern of fairly
large contribution in the junior college sector is a bit
surprising given the low cost of attending these col-
leges, and morc importantly, the pattern of income
distribution among both the parents and students at-
tending in the junior college sample.

If we may compare cash contributions to incomes,
it seems clear that the Junior College and the State
College people are making the greatest effort relative
to their income.

Student Support Patterns. Approximately 756%
of all students in higher education in C.iifornia work
for wages during the summer break or fall semester,
according to the survey of parents and students
conducted by the California State Scholarship Com-
mission. This and other information is detailed in
Table 1, Appendix J. Parents’ answers on behalf of
their dependent children indicated that 72% earned
less than $800 during the period under survey—dJuly
1, 1963 to February 1, 1964. The percentage varied
from 81% at the University of California to 69.4% at
the Junior Colleges with the private institutions and
State Colleges in between. As would be expected, an-
swers from self-supporting students indicated that
only 35% earned less than this amount. Approxi-
mately 35% in this group earned $1,800 or more dur-

1 Edward Sanders and Hans Palmer, The Financial Barrier to
College Attendance in California, p. 66. Statistical data on
this subject were not included in the report; therefore, re-
liance will be placed upon the narrative.

ing the period under study, ranging from 43% at the
Junior Colleges and 25% at the State Colleges to 15%
at the University of California and none at the pri-
vate colleges. This is consistent with the fact that the
Junior Colleges and State Colleges have a much
higher ratio of part-time students than the other types
of institutions.

Table 2, Appendix J, presents the distribution of
student loans during the period July 1, 1963 to Feb-
ruary 1, 1964.2 Less than 10% of all students were as-
sisted by loans during this period. The percentages
varied from approximately 3% at the Junior Colleges
to approximately 25% at the private denominational
colleges. The State College rate was a little over 10%.
The University rate was about 10% for students de-
pendent upon their parents in contrast to 25% of
the self-supporting students who assisted themselves
with loans.

SUMMARY

Recent studies for the Assembly Interim Commit-
tee on Revenue and Taxation indicate that those
taxes which finance public higher education in Cali-
fornia are quite regressive in their combined impact.
Those in the lower income classes then are bearing
the greatest burden in financing the public costs of
higher education. Also, of the average differential in
lifetime earnings attributable to higher education,
nothing is being recaptured to reimburse the publie
for its iuvestment in higher education. That tax which
is most regressive in impaet is the local property tax.
Thus, any trend toward inereasing the proportion of
Juuior College costs to be borne by the State General
Fund as recommended in A Master Plan for Higher
Education in California 1960-1975 would, of course,
reduce significantly the burden carried by those in
the lower income brackets.

With reference to that part of the cost borne by
parents and students, students are receiving signi-
ficant cash contributions from parents of all econom.c
levels according to the State Scholarship Commission
study. Moreover, despite the relatively low fees at the
public institutions, substantial cash contributions ap-
parently have been required even from low income
families of students at those institutions (e.g., 13.6%
of State College families with incomes between $2,000
and $4,000 per year claimed contributions of between
$400 and $800 per year). Earnings from part-time
work appear also to have been a significant source of
financial assistance to most students whether depend-
ent on their parents or self-supporting. On the other
hand, loans were used by a relatively small proportion
of students. Even so, other data indicates that the use
of loan funds has dramatically increased since the ad-
vent of the NDEA program.

3 The question posed In securing this Informaiio. is ambiguous,
as the respondent cannot clearly ascertain whether ( 1? the
amount of loans outstanding or (2) the amount of loans
taken out was the information desired for the period under
study.

dy.
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SECTION IV

STUDENT AID PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION

Recent concern at both state and national levels
over the availability of financial assistance to needy
students and over the inability of some gifted students
to obtain higher education because of financial diffi-
culties, has led to a number of studies. A great volume
of literature has been developed much of which is lim-
ited to particular institutions, areas, or special pro-
grams. Two recent publications have attempted to
synthesize these materials and relate them nationwide
to developmental aspeets cf student aid.! The sections
that follow rely heavily upon these efforts with added
California data where available.

The California State Scholarship Commission has
‘completed a study of the financial aid needs of the
State.” Based upon a report of the study, the State
Scholarship Commission presented to the November
1964 meeting of the Council a series of financial aid
recommendations concerning means for maintaining
equal educational opportunity for the state’s bright
but economically deprived youth.? This study has pro-
duced up-to-date and specific information to use in
appraising the current status of need for student aid.

In addition to the financial resources of parents
and students, there are several possibilities of provid-
ing sums needed for a college education. Primarily,
these are scholarships and fellowships, loans, employ-
ment, and savings caused by living at home. Califor-
nia, with the great bulk of its college and university
capacity located in areas of population concentration,
may well be considered the leader among the states

1Seymour E. Harris, Higher Education’ Resources and Finance,
(New York : McGraw-Hill, 1962), especially pp. 169-305, and
Elmer D. West, Financial Aid to the Undergraduate, (Wash-
ington. D.C.: American Council on Education, 1963).

in making the possibility of living at home a reality
for many students. This development is consistent
with the basie principles of the Master Plan, which
also recommended, (1) expansion of the State Schol-
arship program, and inecreases in amounts of scholar-
ships to cover increased costs, (2) funds for graduate
fellowships to divert more college graduates into
teaching and to make it possible for graduate schools
to operate at near capacity, and {(3) reaffirmation
of the tuition free principle for state residents at the
public four-year institutions plus additional provi-
sions for student aid and loans as fees and nonresi-
dewt tuition increase.?

Efforts have been made to estimate the gross
amount of student aid available nationwide.* While
subject to numerous limitations and excluding mili-
tary and special employee programs as well as guar-
anteed and other commercial loans for which reliable
estimates do not exist, the following table gives some
insight into aid available in 1960-61.

From the above it may be estimated that nation-
wide some $91 million was available in the form of
loans exclusive of guarantee and commercial loans and
some $190 million in scholarships and fellowships in
1960-61. $99 million was available for student em-
ployment by collegiate institutions.

Scholarships and Fellowships

While there is no central source of information
about federal assistance through fellowships at the

8 Master Plan, pp. 6, 11, 14-15, The Survey Team also noted that
California State Scholarships have been used more in private
than in public .nstitutions, thus affording youth a greater
freedom of choice and the possibility of savings to the tax-
payer in both capital outlay and operating costs, p. 78.

2The Council approved these programs in principle on November

24, 1964, ¢ Elmer D. West, Financial Aid to the Undergraduate, pp. 50-51.

TABLE P
Student Finencial Aid in the U.S., 1960-61
Number Aided Dollars Primarily
Program & Source Type of Aid (thousands) (millions) for
2,000 College and Universities, (institutional funds) _____ Scholarship - ________ 288 $98 UG
Loan o ____ 56 15 UG
Employment - ——————_______ 348 99 UG
Fellowship ———————_____ 15 21 G
Federal Government
eNgEA - » — - Loans oo 151 73 Combined
Fellowship - - 3 74 G
NIH _______ Feilowship ————————______ 4.2 20 G
AEC __. Fellowship _________— ____ 35 1 G
NSPF oo _ Fellowshis - 4.2 14 G
Bureau of Indian Affairs__.________ - — Scholarship - - 0.6 0.25 L ife]
State Programs - —— Scholarship-Fellowship _____. 54 23 Combined
Grants . ___ 16 45 UG
Joans - __ 74 33 UG
Scholar incentive
(N.X. State) —__—_—_______ 120 13 Combined
Corporation and Others Combined - 200 40 Combined
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graduate level, it is estimated that four federal pro-
grams, NASA, the National Science Foundation, the
NDEA and the National Institute of Health will un-
der existing rates provide 12,000 fellowships at sti-
pends of $1800 to $2400 per individual.®

Although the need and importance of graduate fel-
lowships cannot be understated, in recent years in-
creasing emphssis has been placed on the need for
undergraduate scholarships to aid able high school
graduates who for financial reasons do not go on to
college. Awards of graduate fellowships do not in the
main emphasize need as a tasic eriterion. In awarding
undergraduate scholarships there is a growing em-

phasis upon financial neec as a primary factor along’

with ability. This emphasis has been expressed na-
tionally and is a part of the California State Scholar-
ship program.

President Eisenhower’s Committee on Education
Beyond the High School in its second report con-
sidered it desirable that scholarships providing at
least half the cost of tuition and maintenance be made
available to as many as the top 20% of qualified high
school and needy graduates. It estimated that $750
million would be needed annually by 1970. It was the
Committee’s conclusion that the federal government’s
responsibility existed only after public and private
groups had made their contributions. The Eisenhower
proposal and a later one by President Kennedy pro-
posed limited programs for 13% and 1% respectively
of current undergraduate enrollments; both failed of
enactment. President Johnson now has a bill before
Congress entitled the ‘‘Higher Education Aect of
1965’ which would initiate an wundergraduate
scholarship program of $70 million in the first year
for grants up to $800 per acadernic year for qualified
high school graduates from low income families. Cali-
fornia’s allocation under this proposal is now esti-
mated at $5.7 million.

While estimates have been made that some 16.5%
of undergraduates received scholarships, Harris
points out that the major deficiencies of scholarship
programs are due to (1) the low stipends offered and
(2) the exclusion of some 50,000 to 100,000 out of
200,000 able students each year who should go to col-
lege but do not enroll because of financial difficulties.®

West, in appraising data available gn the source of
scholarships, concurs that colleges ang universities
continue to be the primary source. The $98 million
reported by the U.S. Office of Education in 1959 for
institutional scholarships (not all for undergradu-
ates, however) increased from $27 million in 1949.
He reports some $16.3 million in state financed schol-
arships and fellowships and estimates some $17 mil-
lion from corporate support from foundations and
other sources. He indicated that whatever the
source, the growth in scholarship funds must increase

5 Ibid., p. 109.
¢ Harris, op. cit., p. 195,

by almost 40% between 1959 and 1965 to keep pace
with growth of high school graduates alone. Scholar-
ship funds in California have increased from $4.9
million in 1959-60 to $7.5 million in 1963-64, a 53%
increase. However, the full-time college enrollment in
that period has increased 40% and the average cost
of tuition and fees has increased 30%.

In 1959-60, California ranked sixth among the
states in the amount of college and university scholar-
ships awarded. Its $4.9 million compared with New
York’s $12.2 million, Pennsylvania’s $10 million,
Massachusetts’ $8.5 million, Ohio’s $5.2 million and
Illinois’ $5.1 million. California’s enrollments ex-
ceeded those of any state. Average stipend among the
above six states varied from $260 in Illinois to $679
in Massachusetts, with California at $388, slightly
above the national average of $341.

The excellence and desirability of state scholar-
ship programs with emphasis on need and ability such
as that in California is attested to in national studies
and in the reports of the State Scholarship Commis-
sion. With stipends for student fees and tuition per-
missible up to $900 and with limitations up to $1500,
the total number of scholarships awarded is now 5,120.
Approximately two-thirds of the recipients are en-
rolled in California independent colleges and univer-
sities. The Commission points out, however, that in
1963 it was able to provide scholarships to approxi-
mately 1% of graduating high school seniors and in
1964 this dropped to .75%. The percentage will con-
tinue to decrease as high school enrollments increase.
From its current study of student financial aid needs
in California the Commission’s most recent report
indicates :?

1. School and college population is increasing rela-
tively faster than the number of State Scholar-
ships.

2. College costs have increased markedly over re-
cent years and have increased much faster than
nersonal income.

3. ¢ “\oge administered scholarships and financial
aia resources (which never have been adequate)
will not be able to keep up with increased costs
and enrollment.

4. To continue the expansion of independent col-
leges additional State Scholarships will be neces-
sary.

5. To maintain access to higher education, addi-
tional financial aid must be made available to
the finest students who are not financially for-
tunate.

The contribution of scholarships to the rise of tui-
tion and fees is noted by Harris. Scholarships provide
relief to needy staudents, and they also provide in-
come to colleges. An institution may find that its
only available source of a substantial increase in in-

7 Fourth Biennial Report, (Sacramento, November 1964), p. 7.
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come is through increased tuition and fees. Each in-
crease in tuition creates serious financial hardships for
students whose margin of income over expenditures
is slight or non-existent. No college wishes either to
drive some able students away or to exclude others
because of high tuition. Thus an institution planning
to increase tuition must first secure substantial
scholarship funds. The presence of adequate scholar-
ships makes highe - tuition possible.

In his consideration of scholarships Harris also
cites needed improvements: many receive amounts in
excess of need, many in amounts so small as to be
wasted, the most needy are scarcely considered, pools
of students from which choices are made are often
needlessly narrowed, and distribution by colleges and
regions could be improved.® West concludes, ‘‘there
are barriers, and particularly socio-economic barriers,
which deprive capable students of a higher educa-
tion and deprive the nation at the level at which
they could perform.”” He believes that a nationwide
program making available small scholarships and pro-
viding hope would go a long way to reducing barriers
to equal opportunity.?

Both Harris and West consider the question of the
relation of scholarships to low tuition or student
charges. Both conclude that free or low tuition is
not a substitute for scholarships and that scholar-
ships are needed by many students in the low tuition
public segment. Neither considers low or free tuition
as a scholarship program and Harris repeats the gen-
eral view of public institutions that even greatly ex-
panded scholarship programs are not likely to pro-
vide aid to more than 25% of the student body and
that the average student can be helped only through
low tuition charges,1?

Loans

Loans as a source of student aid, influenced in large
part by the NDEA student loan program, are increas-
wg. In 1955-56 institutional loans were reported for
77,107 students in American collezes and universities.
In 1959-60 some 178,000 loans were reported from in-
stitutional or NDEA sources, the sum being $64 mil-
lion. In the following year 214,000 were reported
from institutional, NDEA and state sources totaling
$91 million. Over 70% in number and amount were
under the NDEA program. Nationwide, students bor-
rowed $274 per loan from institutional sources and
NDEA loans averaged $434.

In 1959-60 the U.S. Office of Education reported

) that California institutions loaned $502,920 to 2,358

students from institutional funds and $3.8 million
was devoted to 7,215 under the NDEA program. In
terms of dollars California ranked 9th among the

s }»Ibarrls. olpz.sou., pp. 251-252.
® Idbid., p. 125,
wmf,ppp. 202-3, West, op. oit., pp. 110-11.
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states in institutional loans and second to New York
in NDEA loans.1?

All recent studies have emphasized the growth of
this source as a means of student aid. For example,
the 1963-64 Financial Report of the University of
California indicates that funds available for student
loans from NDEA and all other sources for the Uni-
versity system grew from some $2 million in 1959
to $11 million in 1964 with only slightly over half
of the total ($5.9 million) due to NDEA funds. The
report indicates that 72% of the total was in out-
standing loans. This compares with a utilization rate
of 62.5% on June 30, 1960.12

The 88th Congress extended the NDEA loan pro-
gram with authorization exp..asion each yvear to $195
million in 1968. The President’s proposed ‘‘Higher
Education Act of 1965’’ would extend and expand
it further to 1971 and also would commence a program
of insuring and paying part of the interest of com-
mercial loans up to $700 million.

While undoubtedly the NDEA program has been
an important stimulus to this development certain
changes in administration of loans by the institu-
tions have contributed. Such provisions include easy

conditions of interest and repayment, entrusting the

task to those who believe in the loan principle, and
coordinated administration of loans, scholarships, and
Jobs in one central office. West indicates that publicity
given to the advisability of a college education even
on borrowed money and the practice of college finan-
cial aid officers of spreading available aid through
combinations of scholarships, jobs, and loans have
contributed to this inerease.’® Also state -action
through creating higher education assistance corpor-
ations and guaranteeing commercial loans have in-
creased the availability of loans.

The 1960 survey of borrowers under the NDEA
programs showed that 93% were undergraduates, 71%
came from families with annual incomes of $6,000
and under, and of all borrowers, 85% were financing
their education one-half or more from sources out-
side the family (loans, scholarships and jobs). Sixty-
three percent of the borrowers indicated they were
planning to teach and thus become eligible for for-
giveness features. Only experience will indicate the
extent the program may be converted into a scholar-
ship program with this condition attached.¢

Among some of Harris's arguments for a large
loan program are the following :

1. It will remove some of the unfortunate effects
of higher tuition.

2. It will make scholarship money go further.

11 West, op. cit., p. 39.

13 University of California, Financial Report, 1960-61.
13 'West, op. cit., p. 95.

% Ibid., pp. 69-60.




3. It will provide help for deserving students who
are not quite good enough to merit scholarships.

4. It will enable large numbers to enter professions
where both training costs and financial rewards
*  are high.

5. It will aid students who plan to become teachers.

Neither Harris nor West consider loans a substi-
tute for scholarships. The latter observes:

Loans may supplement scholarships and in many
instances may provide all the funds needed. But
they are not adequate substitutes. There are many
occupations in which income is too small to repay
a substantial loan incurred during undergraduate
days. A large indebtedness might also prevent a
capable college graduate from undertaking gradu-
ate work or entering professional training.1s

Employment

When considering aid offered students, one must
recognize, as has been demonstrated earlier, that no
one means is exclusive. For example, of some 3,167
offers of financial aid by Ivy League colleges, 75%
consisted of combinations of financial aid, i.e., schol-
arships and loans and jobs. A similar study in 1962
of offers by 10 colleges showed 70% were combination
offers. While varying between colleges, this inter-re-
lationship eannot be ignored.

More students than previously are now employed.
In 1940 only 17% of those enrolled in school were full
or part-time members of the labor force. By 1956 the
proportion was 40% In 1960 the estimate of student
earnings was $1 billion.1® In 1959-60 more students
were employed by institutions of higher learning than
were granted scholarships; also more were employed
than ever before. For example, at least 50% of the
San Francisco State College full-time enrollment is
engaged in some type of employment. Nationally,
hours worked per week average ten hours for men
and a slightly higher figure for women; this national
average compares favorably with the number of hours
worked by San Francisco State College students. An
NDEA survey of student job funds in California in
1963-64 reported some $20.4 million available. A sim-
ilar survey by the College Scholarship Service for the
same year, however, reported that $1.6 million was set
aside for student jobs for needy students only.

The President’s proposed ‘‘Higher Education Act
of 1965’ would extend the college work-study pro-
gram, increase it from $56 million to $129 million,
and transfer it from the War on Poverty program
to the Office of Education.

In the case of graduate students, part and full-time
employment is not the primary source of income, al-
though it does play an important role. This general-

B I'bid., p. 109.
¥ Harris, op. cit., p. 265.

ization is due to the considerable variability of in-
come and needs of graduate students.

An excellent reference in this area is J. A. Davis’
Stipends and Spouses, the result of a national survey
(questionnaire) of 2,842 graduate students who co-
operated in a study of student income sources and
expenses expected for the period 1958-59. Of the in-
come-sources noted, stipends and savings comprise the
major income for the majority of graduate students;
employment (part and full-time) was the third fac-
tor. Only 29% of these students worked at part-time
jobs and less than half of this number made $100 or
more monthly through this source of income. Only
18% of these students were employed full-time. How-
ever, one-half of the graduate students were married,
and one-half of these or one-fourth of the 2,842 stu-
dents were aided by a spouse’s full-time job.

For married students, the family role position be-
came a major consideration in weighing financial ca-
pability. Although fathers normally have higher in-
comes (including a working spouse) they have more
financial difficulties, often caused by work which di-
verts them from their studies. Children, of course,
are a definite drag on finances. In contrast, single
graduate students as a rule have lower incomes, low
financial needs and seldom work full time.

SUMMARY

Evidence shows that scholarship funds are going to
children from families in income groups substan-
tially above average income families of the United
States. Whatever the reason, lower economic classes
are not favored in proportion to numbers, abilities
or economic status.

Loan practices and student employment show a re-
versed situation. While little research evidence relates
student employment to family income, it is assumed
that those who worlk need the additional inecome.

Certain general conclusions seem warranted: (1)
scholarship programs today are considered inade-
quate, (2) full-time students are working to a greater
degree than ever to supplement their incomes, and
(3) the recourse to loans is an emerging but unevalu-
ated phenomenon.

Loans should not be considered a substitute for
scholarships. There are many occupations in which
income is too small to repay a substantial loan in-
curred during undergraduate days. A large indebted-
ness might also prevent a capable college graduate
from undertaking graduate work or entering profes-
sional training ; such & negative dowry for women also
deserves consideration.

In conclusion, it would seem clear that any action
to raise student fees substantially should be taken
only in the light of further development of student
aid and, most particularly, substantial increases in un-
dergraduate scholarships on a basis that makes them
widely available to students from low income levels,
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SECTION V .

TUITION CHARGES AND POSSIBLE EFFECTS

Impact of Tuition on Enrollmeni

In Section II it was pointed out that & student, on
the average, will forego earnings well in excess of
$2,000 per year (at today’s wage levels) by attend-
ing an institution of higher education on a full-time
basis. If to this is added $200 in costs of books, sup-
plies and other school-related items and the prevail-
ing rate in student fees, a new annual tuition fee of
$100 to $200 represents a cost increase to the student
of only 4% to 8%.

Economists agree that the demand for higher edu-
cation is inelastic; that is, & rise in price would not
greatly reduce ‘‘purchases.’”’ ! Continued increases in
personal income and i student aid programs would
further dilute the impact. Gf course, the past growth
of public institutions relative to private institutions
indicates that great differences in fees do become a

. crucial factor. However, statistical evidence on .de-

mand-price relationships in higher education when
modest increases in fees are instituted is not available.
The past decade of out-of-state student enrollment at
the University of California during times of non-
resident tuition fee increases may provide some
support to the ‘‘inelasticity’’ theory. This is shown

in Table Q.
TABLE Q

Nen-resident Tuitien-Enreliment Trends
at the University ef Califernia

Non-resident Col. (3) as

Year Tuition Fee Non-resident Total Percent of
(Full) Levels  Enrollment Enrollment Col. (4)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1953 $300 3,751 33,382 11.29%
1954 300 3,949 35,273 - 112
1955 300 4,482 38,594 116
1956 300 4,944 40,313 123
1957 300 H,488 42,039 13.1
2058 400 6,068 43,478 14.0
1959 500 6,289 44,878 14.0
1960 500 7,267 49,169 14.8
1961 500 8,278 H4,265 15.3
1962 550 9,360 58,616 16.0
1963 600 10,727 64,504 166

SOU%%IE: University Dean of Educational Relations, Nov. 8,

It is evident from the Table Q that non-resident
tuition fee increases during the past decade at the
University did not stop a continued increase in the
percentage of non-resident enrollment to total enroll-
ment. .

Additional evidence of the nominal impact of a tui-
tion fee increase is afforded by a study which examines
the weight of various factors motivating college at-

1 Seymour E. Harris, Higher Education: Resources and Finance,
g. 169, Harris sent a questionnaire to 350 economists. The
20 who replied attested to the above mentioned inelasticity.
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tendance.2 A nationwid> sample of heads of house-
holds was taken on a variety of factors presumed to
relate to educational motivation. These were statis-
tically correlated with the s:tual educ~tional achieve-
ment of the children of the heads of households by
use of a multi-variate analysis. This technique statis-
tically isolates each factor in its effect upon the edu-
cational achievement of th. children. The results of
the analysis appear in the following table.2

TABLE R

Characteristics vf Spending Unit Houds Contributing te
Children’s Metivatien te Attend College *

Characteristics of the Heads Rank in
of Spending Units Importance

Edueation — e oo 1
Difference in education of heads and wives__.________ 2
Occupation .. o e 3
Number of children . _ 4
North-South migration oo _____ 1]
Need-achievement index and attitudes toward

hard work o e 6
Peak earnings _______ . . _____ 7
Religious preference and church attendance _.______ 8
Age at hirth of eldest child . ________. 9
Difference ii: education of hends and fathers________ 10
Color - o o e 11
Urban-rural migration .. __ . __ . 12
Age e e ———————— 13
® Calculated for spending unit heads who have children finished

with school.

The importance of the father’s education as the
major factor influencing the education of children is
supported by parallel findings from a study of par-
ents’ aspirations for educating their children of school
age. The ‘‘ability to pay’’ of the parent seems to rank
well down the scale in degree of influence—peak earn-
ings as a factor ranks seventh in importance. The
authors acknowledge however that empirical defici-
encies in this measure may cause it to be less of an
index of lifetime earning patterns than the factors of
education and of occupation. With respect to the
latter factor, evidence earlier in this report indicates
that professional and managerial workers are bettler
able to afford college education for their children than
operatives or laborers. The link between the educa-
tional motivation of the children and the occupation
of the father, on the other hand, may be the observa-
tion by the children of the close relationship between
educational attainment and high status success in a
career. The authors conclude that :

The positive associations between children’s edu-
cation and education of the parents and the need-

s Harvey E. Brazer and Martin David, “Social and Economic
Determinants of the ™emand for Education”, Economics of
s Ibi ‘{Iighazr:l Education, Selma J. Mushkin, ed., pp. 21-42.
o P 27,




TABLE S

1964 Enreliment Adiusted for $100 Tultion

University State Colleges Junior Colleges
Full-time Enrollment ___________________ 71,500 . 92,600 155,300
I.ess: Non-resident Enrollment ___.____ 13,000 5,500 (unknown)
Resident Enrollment ___________________ 58,500 87,100 155,300
Tess: 29 “leakage” . __________ 1,170 1,740 3,100
Adjusted Full-time Enrollment __________ 57,330 85,360 152,200
X $100 Tuition Fee . _______________ $5.7 million $8.5 million 815.2 million
Dart-time Enrollment ___________________ 5,300 £6,200 285,600
Less: 29 “lenkage” __ .o oeeee 100 1,120 5,700
Adjusted Part-time Enrollment __________ 5,200 55,080 - 279,900
X $30 Tuition Fee ___________________ $0.3 million $2.8 mi"‘on $14.0 million
Total Revenue ___________.____ $6.0 million $11.3 million $29.2 million

achievement index of parental values suggest strong
underlying values stimulating educational achieve-
ments. Occupation, peak earnings, age at birth of
first child, and number of children probably de-
rive a portion of their impact on attained educa-
tion from their relationships to lifetime earning
patterns and the ability to pay for higher educa-
tion.4

A final view of the impact of a tuition fee is af-
forded by Table L in Section II. This table indicates
the percentage of California families which are finan-
cially unable to meet the expenses incurred at the
various types of institutions. Clearly, these percent-
ages will increase as tuition is increased.

impact on Institutional Income

Assuming at most a negligible impact on public
higher education enrollments of the assessment of
a modest tuition fee, probable tuition fee income
can be calculated. The following estimates in Table

S aibitrarily assume (1) a ‘‘leakage’ of potential ‘

students away from public higher education of 2%
for each of the first two £100 increments in tuition
(the percentage may well rise with added increments),
(2) an average tuition charge to part-time studcnts
50% of that for full-time students, and (3) that a tui-
tion fee not be superimposed above that already
charged non-resident students.

Impact on the Social Composition of Enrollment

Although the first part of this section analyzed the
potential impact on enrollment of initiating a tuition
fee and concluded that relatively few students would
drop out or fail to enroll with the first two $100 incre-
m-uats in tuition, there will commence a pervasive
change in the social composition of the student body.
Assuming no re-investment of the tuition fee income
in scholarship funds covering both fees and subsist-
ence, the ‘‘leakage’’ away from higher education will
consist of superior students from the bottom financial

4 Ibid., p. 40,

stratum. Also, based upon the above review of the
weight of factors affecting motivation for college at-
tendance, higher student fees would commence to de-
ter those students with reasonably adequate finances
who may be deficient in motivation. Whether the re-
sulting benefit to higher education would compensate
for the adverse effect to society is a point for debate.
Among the categories of students most likely to drop
out of the college community for reasons of low fi-
nances or motivation are Negroes, women, those from
large families and those from non-Jewish middle-class
fai ilies with no tradition of college attendance.®

A further complication arising from a substantially
higher student fee structure is a potential shift by
abler students from curricula leading to modest fu-
ture income to programs which have a much higher
future earning potential. For example, any finanical
discouragement of women students may tend to re-
duce the supply or quality of prospective elementary
and secondary school teachers. However, there appear
to have been no definitive studies performed which
would shed satisfactory light on the subject.

The above indicates that tuition undoubtedly will
have an impact on the differentials of socio-econiomic
strata found in the various segments. It should also
¢ recognized, however, that other factors such as the
institutional image, scholarship practices, and student
selectivity also serve as stroug determinants in typing
the socio-economic profiles of students at varicus in-
stitutions.

Impact on Private Institutions

~  Examination has been made of the relationships

between public higher education and private higher
education across the nation with respect to tuition
differences.® According to Seymour Harris:

Elsewhere I noted that an overall examination
by regions does not seem to yield the conclusion

t Seymour E. Harris reported these comments derived from his
survey of economists. Higher Educe:tion: Resources and Fi-
nance, p. 162,

$ Ibid., p. 94.
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that, where enrollment in public institutions is rela-
tively large, fees of private institutions tend to be
relatively low. Undoubtedly one reason for this is

. the fact that, where the competition of public THL
(institutions of higher learning) is especially
strong (i.e., the Far West), incomes also are very
high.?

Thus, if we consider the isolated case ¢f Cali-
fornia, where the ratio of private to public insti-
tutions is very low, we could either argue that the
high median income of the state swamps the de-
pressing. effect of relatively low private enroliment
capacity upon private tuition charges or that in
situations in which the ratio of private to public
enrollment capacity is extremely low, the inelasti-
city of demand for private higher education be-
comes operative, permitting private institutions to
charge high tuitions. The two arguments are not
really alternatives but are complementary, as high

* Ibid., pp. 91-1.
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median income serves to reinforce the demand for

private higher education.®

The fact upon which these comments were based is a
tuition average for an unidentified sample of eleven
private institutions in the Far West. For many of the
less prestigious private colleges in California, the tui-
tion-free policy in public higher education may have
created serious financial difficulties over the years.

The comments above, however, would indicate that
establishing a tuition fee in public institutions would
have little, if any, direct effect upon most private in-
stitutions of higher education in California.

In summary, analysis of the variety of effects of
inavgurating a tuition policy in public highes educa-
tion in California, shows that initial $100 increments
in tuition would have little impact upon enrollment,
a substantial impact upon institutional income, a per-
vasive and adverse impact upon the socio-economic
profile of the student body and no measurable impact
upon the private institutions.

8 Ibid., p. 100.
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SECTION VI

ALTERNATIVE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

The philosphy underlying the Morrill Land-Grant
Act of 1862 and the University of California’s Or-
ganic Act of 1868 was to make higher education demo-
cratically accessible and to provide trained manpower
ior the expanding national and state economies. The
tuition free principle thus emerged quite naturally in
the founding of the University. Persistence of low-
cost education for students in the State Colleges and
Junior Colleges as well as in the University 2an elso
be attributed to this philosphy.

To this point we have considered primarily the
case for this historic philosophy of which the tuition
free principle is a prime manifestation. For this rea-
son, this section considers first the question as to how
effectively tuition free education has implemented the
basic philosophy. Secondly, a review is undertaken of
the alternative of either continuing tuition free edu-
cation or initisting a tuition policy. Together with
choices within each of these alternatives, the basie
implications or effects of each choice will be noted
briefly. Third. in the event a tuition policy is stated,
alternate ways of setting tuition rates are commented
upon. Finally, alternative uses of the tuition receipts
are suggested.

Degree of Accessibility

Californians widely believe that California’s ex-
tensive system of tuition free public institutions of
higher education rank the state high in the nation in
making a college education available to its youth. Re-
cent findings cast serious doubt on this assumption.
In the report of the State Scholarship Commission a
number of statistical conclusions bearing upon this
point were derived. For example, the progress of an
age cohort born in 1941 was traced at several points
for both California and the nation. Although Califor-
nia exceeds the national average in the proportion of
high school graduates who become first-time, full-time
college enrollees (53.5% vs. 42.8% in 1959), its record
in producing bachelor’s degrees is less than the na-
tional average (22.7% vs. 28% of 1959 high school
graduates, in 1963).! As another illustration, in 1962
California exceeded the nation in the propertion of
15-19 year-olds enrolled in college (52% vs. 28%).
However, the proportion of 20-24 year-olds who grad-
uated from coliege in 1962 was less for California than
for the nation as a whole (3% vs. 3.5%).2

Presumably, costs of education and family income
influence the percentages above. Table K in Section II
1 Edward Sanders and Hans Palmer, Tlhlc Finanoial Barrier to

College Attendance in California, p. 11.
8 Idvid., pp. 18, 20.

disclosed the percentage of California families which
fall below the level of incume that is reasonably ex-
pected to finance a child as he attends the various
public and private segments of higher education.
These data show, for example, of California families
having two children, 41.2% would incur unreason-
able hardship in financing a chiid’s (commuting) at-
tendance at the University of California. Similar pro-
portions for the State Colleges and the Junior Col-
leges are 34.9% and 33.6%. In fact, however, families
of 16% of University commuting students have under-
taken such a hardship with the exception of those
whose children may have obtained sufficient student
aid. Similar proportions for the State Colleges and
Junior Colleges are 18% and 25%.% In any event, it is
clear from the percentage difference for each seg-
ment that a substantial number of California fami-
lies have insufficient income to send their children
to college and have found themselves unable to as-
sume the necessary hardship or to obtain sufficient stu-
dent aid to do so.

The influence of family income upon college at-
tendance also is indicated in Table T.

TABLE T

Cellege Attendance by 18-Year Olds in Given Family Income
Groups United Stutes and Califernia

United States Percent in
Income College
$0- $3000 __________ . ___ 339%
$3,000- $6,000 44
$6,000- $9,000 _________________.___ 55
$9,000-812,000 _______ ____ . _____ 65
$12,000 and above . __ ______________ 78
California Peroent in
Income College
$0- $2000 . 129,
$2,000- $4,000 __. . . .__ 1
$4,000- $6,000 __ . __ . ____________.__ 26
$6,000- $8000 . _______. 23
$8,000-$10000 __ . ___ . .. 27
$10,000-8$12,000 __._______________.__ 44
$12,000-$14,000 ______ ... 53
£14,000 and above — - _________._ 73

SOURCE: Edward Sanders and Hans Palmer, The Finanocial
Barrier to College Attendance in California, p. 60. The U.S.
data is drawn from a research program cafled Project Tal-
ent conducted by Dr. John Flanagan based on a periodic
survey of 440,000 students who were high school senlors
in 1960. The California data is drawn from the question-
naire survey of 6,200 students by the State SBcholarship Com-
mission study. It should be pointed out that both the San-
ders-Palmer report and this report include the Projeot Talent
data with some skepticism at to its validity. The supporting
data and methodology are not available for inspection.

It must be emphasized that financial ability is only
one of a variety of factors motivating college attend-
ance. Nevertheless, the study team for the State

3 Ibid., p. 162,
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Scholarship Commission has stated that, ‘‘the studies
we have quoted give considerable assurance that for
a snbstantial number of students, financial need is a
ceritical reason for the decision not to go to college
at the present.’’ 4 It seems fair to conciude that tuition
free education in California public institutions of
higher education has failed to maximize college at-
tendance by those from the lower economie levels
and that it has benefited primarily those from the
upper economic levels which have the highest repre-
sentation in publie enlleges. Since it has thus failed
also to maximize the supply of college-trained man-
power for the State’s economy, it is appropriate and
timely to consider alternatives to the present pattern
of financing public higher education.

Tuition Versus Tuition Free Education

The two basic alternatives—tuition versus tuition
free education—are subject to numerous policy varia-
tions. These may be stated as follows:

Continuation of the Tuition Free Policy. Although
the status quo may be deficient in the terms reviewed
immediately preceding, merits of the present system
include a philosophic recognition of the benefits of a
broad highly educated stratum in the state’s economy
and society and of the equity of the right of each in-
dividual to rise to whatever socio-economic level his
potential and motivation will lead. It further recog-
nizes that each student and his family already con-
tribute more than half the total investment cost in
terms of earnings foregone, student fees, and books,
supplies, travel and other miscellaneous expenses. F'i-
nally it recognizes that many persons who attend col-
lege fail to achieve any substantial financial benefit
from their education. Those who achieve great per-
sonal economic gain from a higher education invest-
ment however, apparently do not reimburse the State
for its share of the original investment cost in view
of the fact that the State and local tax structures are
generally regressive.

The present and future difficult finaneial condition
of the State is, of course, discounted under this alter-
native. Also, the ability of many families to contribute
a more substantial and immediate share of the cost
is ignored.

Policy variations which may be applied to the tui-
tion free system include:

1. Exemption of students from inadequate income
families from the present student fee system.

2. Augmentation of the present State Scholarship
program both in numbers of students served and

in the types of costs covered such as room and
board.

Either or both of these variations would further
implement the philosphy underlying the tuition free

4 Ibid., p. 141.
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policy by materially incresing the number of stu-
dents from low income families. (Reference was made
at several points in Section IV to the President’s pro-
posed ‘‘ Higher Education Act of 1965, "With respeet
to its scholarship proposals, it is of interest to note
that the Act would go far to accomplish the second
policy variation above, if adopted by Congress, as
some $5.7 million is contemplated for California.)

3. Revision of the present tax structure to recap-
ture much more rapidly any higher earnings
resulting from a college education.

This can be accomplished by one or both of two
ways. First, a massive substitution of State tax reve-
nue could be substituted for the extremely regres-
sive property tax revenue. Second, State taxes could
be made much more progressive in impaet particu-
larly through more reliance upon the progressive
State income tax. Such revisions should improve the
long range tax revenue potential of the State.

Institution of a System of Tuition Fees. Although
the primary merit of this aliernative is to facilitate
the financing of certain critical higher education and
State financing needs that may not otherwise be
financed, theoretically a tuition fee system could be
so structured that progress toward the objectives
underlying the present tuition free policy—aceessi-
bility and trained manpower—could be continued un-
impaired. Another merit is that those who can afford
to pay would now have their State subsidy reduced.
Adverse effects include, (1) raising of an additional
obstacle to a college education even for those who are
financially qualified and (2) a greater degree of dis-
crimination against those who choose careers of low
financial reward such as teacher, clergyman, or home-
maker. Indeed, any cost increase to the student in-
creases the tendency to choose that course of study
that is most likely to lead to future monetary gain.
regardless of social needs.

Policy variations within this altermative include
the following :

1. Continuation of the tuition free policy for the
Junior College segment and institution in the
two public four-year segments of a system of
tuition exemptions at the upper division and
graduate levels for children of inadequate in-
come families, regardless of scholarship.

Such a policy would maintain one channel of tui-
tion free education for those who might otherwise be
deterred from undertaking and persisting in a four-
year program of higher education for financial
reasons. A constructive by-produet of this policy
would be an increased inducement for potential lower
division students in the two four-year segments to
commence their college education at a Junior College
in accordance with the Master Plan policy on diver-
sion.




2. Augmentation of the present State Scholarship
program both in numbers of students served and
in the types of costs covered such as room and
board.

This policy alse wonld continue a degree of recog-
nition of the philosphy underlying the present tui-
tion free policy. An advantage as compared with a
tuition exemption system is that much greater assist-
ance could be given to potential students from the
low income families from which such a small percent-
age now attend. A disadvantage is presumably a
greater cost of administration since here tuition re-
ceipts would continue to be collected and scholarship
funds would necessarily be disbursed. To refer once
again to the President’s proposed ‘‘Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965°’, the basis upon which schelarship
funds would be apportioned to the states is not de-
pendent upon the amount of tuition charged. There-
fore, = tuition policy would, in effect, divert federal
scholarship funds from student support to State sup-
port since the presently estimated $5.7 million alloca-
tion would necessarily cover the tuition charges to
needy students as well as their subsistence and other
expenses.

3. Institution of a deferred tuition program. This
might be so structured as to base repayment upon
future earnings levels and/or ‘‘forgive’’ repay-
ment when the graduate enters certain occupa-
tions.®

4. Institute a massive State loan program at low
interest rates.

The deferred tuition program basically is a loan
program. In either case, without some recognition of
future variations in earning ability, those from low
income levels will continue to be deterred from acquir-
ing a coll2ge education—although less so than for out-
right tuition payments—and those who do enroll will
be persuaded to choose a course of study that
promises the greatest monetary return. Also, a large
administrative cost will be necessitated which will be
compounded if repayments are to vary according to
future earnings levels. An example of a deferred tui-
tion program is Assembly Bill 600 which currently is
under interim study by the State Legislature.® This
bill is reproduced in Appendix K.

Tuition Rate Bases

Tuition fee rates can be based upon a variety of
concepts as suggested below :

National Pa'tern. Table G in Section II reports
the national pattern of student fees at public institu-
tions of higher education during 1963-64. Assuming
adoption of a tuition policy, the combined tuition-

s For example, the NDEA program provides for 560% forgiveness
for graduates who teach for at least five years.

s Introduced by Assemblymen Collier, Cusanovich, Dannemeyer,
Conrad, Asheraft, Badham, Barnes, and Dills.

incidental fee rate at the University could be pegged
at the national median for public universities, the
Junior College rate at the national median for junior
colleges and the State College combined tuition-mate-
rials and service fee rate at a national median rep-
resenting some combination of averages for liberal
arts colleges, teachers colleges and technological col-
leges. Of course, lower or upper quartile averages
could also be used.

Cost of Instruction. Under the Master Plan, non-
resident tuition fees have been set at the cost of
teaching. A similar basis could be used for setting
resident tuition rates. Conceivably, differential rates
could be set for :rious broad disciplines as is already
true for the medical and dental schools at the Univer-
sity. Differentials also could be set for levels of in-
struction: lower division, upper division, graduate.
Problems inherent in establishing differential rates,
however, are, (1) the greater difficulty in computing
and annually up-dating the cost of instruction by dis-
cipline or by level and (2) the danger of accentuating
tendencies of students to emphasize cost and future
earnings prospects in their selection of a course of
study. For example, nursing is a relatively high cost
curriculum but has relatively low future earnings
prospects.

Future Earnings Prospects. If the desire for a
tuition policy is in large measure due to one’s em-
phasis upon the future earnings prospects of the col-
lege graduate, it would appear desirable to establish
differential rates to recognize the fact of differing
earnings. Unfortunately, it is impossible to effectively
forecast the earnings potential of the staggering ar-
ray of occupations which make up the modern econ-
omy.

Revenue Desired. Another, more pragmatie,
method of setting tuition fees could be in terms of
revenue desired, statewide or system-wide. Such reve-
nue may be that required to fund a particular educa-
tional activity or a percentage of the cost for such
programs.

Alternative Uses of Tuition

In suggesting alternative uses of tuition receipts,
it is stipulated that all such uses are legitimate respon-
sibilities of the State’s tax resources and that their
financing by tuition should be considered only on the
assumption that State financing is extremely unlikely.

Student Aid. Assuming the adoption of a tuition
policy, it is evident that any effort to continue to make
a college education available on as large a scale as
before must involve a massive amount of student
aid. As indicated above, various ways of program-
ming such aid are possible. For example, a system of
tuition exemptions would merely reduce the amount
of tuition receipts. Also, it is expected that the Cali-

35




fornia State Scholarship Commission shortly will rec-
ommend a long range broad expansion in student aid
in addition to the program augmentations proposed
for inclusion in the 1965-66 budget as supported by
the Council.

Faculty Salaries. A continual, pressing problem
is that of boosting faculty salaries to those levels ne-
cessary to ensure quality education in California pub-
lic higher education. The Council has consistently
recommended faculty salary parity with selected
groups of institutions for both the University and the
State Colleges as the proper basis for keeping pace
with salary trends, but past failure to finance such
increases has seriously endangered the objective of
attaining and maintaining excellence. To the extent
that many faculty were recruited in times of more
competitive compensation schedules, they are now
bearing a substantial share of the cost of educating
California’s youth by virtue of the increasing lag in
conforming to the upward trend. Serious considera-
tion seems appropriate for transferring the cost now
borne by the faculty to the students by using tuition
receipts to bring faculty salary schedules into parity
with the institutional groups recommended by the
Council. Hopefully, such a commitment would con-
tinue to be honored in future years, as well.

Capital Outlay. Prior to the passage of the most
recent capital outlay bonA issue of *he State, it was
stated that bond financin_: would not be sought in
the future if at all possible and that future capital
outlay needs would be financed on a pay-as-you-go
basis. Since capital needs undoubtedly will continue
for many years to come, partial financing by inition
receipts may become necessary.

Junior College Operating Support. Under the
Master Plan recommendation that potential lower di-
vision students at the University and the State Col-
leges be diverted to the Junior Colleges, the Counecil
annually has recommended a substantial increase in
the proportion of Junior College operating costs to
be carried by the State. Since these recommendations
have met with little success to date, it may be neces-
sary to consider financing the additional amounts re-
quired through imposition of a tuition fee.

Master Plan Expenditure Programs. Among the
Master Plan recommendations were certain program
proposals which still remain largely unfinanced to
this date. They include faculty research and joint
doctoral programs for the State Colleges. Even the
library expansion programs at the State Colleges and
the University and such program improvements in
the State Colleges as sabbatical leave, out-of-state
travel, faculty recruitment and moving expenses and
graduate programs may be considered as implicit in
various Master Plan recommendations. Again due to
past State reluctance to support such program re-
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quests, it may be necessary to consider financing these
needs through tuition receipts.

General State Government. Implicit in all of the
foregoing suggestions is the assumption that any use
of revenue derived from the imposition of a tuition
fee will be acquiesced in by the Governor and the
Legislature, Notwithstanding the authority of the
University Board of Regents to restrict non-state
funds to its own uses, the Legislature does have the
power to indirectly control the disposition of non-
state funds for both the University and the State Col-
leges by reducing the State appropriation by the
amount of non-state funds that it believes should
be made available to meet operating expenditures
formerly financed by the State. Thus, the Governor
and the Legislature could fail to acquiesce in any of
the suggested uses of tuition receipts above and de-
termine that the State revenue situation is sufficiently
critical to justify ‘‘taxing’’ the students for General
Fund revenue by indirectly forcing the imposition
of a tuition fee for general governmental purposes,
only. Obviously, gubernatorial and legislative support
will be necessary to implement any recommendation.

Tuition Revenue Model

In Table S, Section V, a computation was presented
of revenue estimated to be derived from an across-
the-board $100 tuition fee in all three public seg-
ments. The total estimate was $38.2 million. In order
to assess the impact on revenue of adopting a more
restrictive tuition policy, the following model was
prepared reflecting essentially the first policy varia-
tion under a tuition fee system. The total estimate in
this computation is $11.8 million.

TABLE U

Revenue from a $100 Tuitien Fee Under Restricted Conditions
Assuming the following :

1. No fee assessed Junior College students.
2. Full fee assessed all lower-division students at the Univer-

sity and the State Colleges.

3. zemption of fee at upper division and graduate levels at
the University and the State Colleges for those students
whose parents are unable to finance the costs.

Full-time Enrollment uo 080's

Lower Division ________________ 24,200 40,300
Less: Non-residents __________ —4,500 —2.500
Residents ___________________ 19,700 37,800
Tess 29 Leakage ____________ —400 —800

19,300 37,000
X $100 Tuition Fee __________ $19 million  $3.7 million

Upper & Graduate Divisions_.___ 47,300 52,300
Less: Non-residents __________ —8,500 —3,000
Residents ___________________ 38,800 49,300
Less : Children of Low Income

families - _____ —9,800 —16,300
29,000 33,000
X $100 Tuition Fee __________ $2.9 million  $3.3 million
Total Revenue __.________ $4.8 million + $7.0 million
= $11.8 million




SUMMARY

The philosophy underlyins the founding of the
University of California and the persistence of tui-
tion free or low cost educatio.1 in all public segments
is (1) to make higher educaticn democratically acces-
sible and (2) to provide traincd manpower for the
State’s economy. Recent findings of a study of the
California State Scholarship Commission disclose that
tuition free education in California has p>t fully ac-
complished the intent of that philosophy, for Cali-
fornia’s record in inducing high school graduates to
secure & college degree is below the national average.
Other data indicate that financial need is a critical
influence in the decision mot to go to college for a
substantial number of the non-college-going students
in California.

The alternatives to the present pattern of financing
public higher education in the light of these philoso-
phical objectives may be summarized as follows:

1. Continuation of the tuition free policy, but:

a. Exempt students from inadequate income
families from the present student fee system
and/or, .

b. Augment substantially the present State
Scholarship program both in numbers of stu-
dents served and in the types of costs cov-
ered such as room and board, and/or

¢. Revise the present tax structure to recapture
much more rapidly any higher earnings re-
sulting from a college education.

2. Institution of a system of tuition fees, but:

a. Continue the tuition free policy for the Jun-
ior College segment and institute tuition in the
two public four-year segments with a system
of tuition exemptions at the upper division
and graduate levels for children of inadequate
income families, regardless of scholarship,
and/or

b. Augment substantially the present State
Scholarship program both in numbers of stu-
dents served and in the types of costs covered
such as room and board, and/or,

c. Institute a deferred tuition program so strue-
tured as to base repayment upon future earn-
ings levels and/or ‘‘forgive’’ repayment when
the graduate enters certain occupations,
and/or,

d. Institute a massive State loan program at low
interest rates.

Tuition rates can be based upon a variety of con-
cepts including (1) the national pattern of student
fee rates, (2) the cost of instruction, (3) future earn-
ings prospects and (4) the amount of revenue desired
to meet some specific purpose.

Alternative uses of tuition revenues include, (1)
student aid programs such as scholarships and loans,
(2) raising faculty salary levels to parity with selected
groups of institutions for each public segment, (3)
capital outlay, (4) Junior College operating support,
(5) expenditure programs recommended by the Mas-
ter Plan and not adequately financed to date and (6)
support of general State government.
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APPENDIX A

Summary of Basic Cost Data of Theodore W. Schultz!

Earnings foregone by students were exceedingly
important. In 1900 and 1910 these earnings were
about one-half of all costs, rising to 63% in 1920
and then falling to 49% in 1930 and 1940. With

TABLE 1
Annvel Earnings Feregene While Attending High Scheol and
College and University, Adjusted and Net Adjusted for
Unemployment, 1900 to 1956, in Current Prices

Annual earninge foregone per student while attending:
Average High School College and University
weekly
earnings
all manu- Adjusted for Adjusted for
facturing | Unadjusted | unemploy- | Unadjusted | unemploy-
Year (dollars) (dollars) ment (dollars) ment
(dollars) (dollars)
(1) ) 3) 4) (6) ©)
1800.. 8.37 92 84 209 192
1910.. 10.74 118 113 269 259
1920.. 26.12 287 275 853 626
1930.. 23.25 266 224 581 509
1940__ 25.20 277 236 630 537
1950.. 59.33 653 626 1,483 1,422
1956._ 80.13 881 855 2,003 1,043
SOURCES:
Column 2: Economic Report of the Premdent January, 1957, Table E-25, and U.S.
Department of Labor; and Historical Staistics of the U. S, 1780-1945, s
supplement to Statistical Abstract of the US., 1049, Series D 134-144.
Column 3: For High School students, Column 1 1aultiplied by 11,
Column 5: For College and University students, Column 1 multiplied by 25.

Columns 4 and 6: The percent unemployed is based on Clarence D. Long, The Labor
t,a N.B.ER. ltud{ (Prince-

Forcs

Under Changing Incoms and Em
ton Univ. Press 1058), Appendix C.

able C-1 and for 1956 Tab

e C-2 (A

full discussion of the source of these estimates and their limitations appears
in Schultz’ study “Capital Formation by Education”, Journal of Political

Economy, December 1960).

inflation and full employment, they then rose to 60
and 59% in 1950 and 1956.

After computing earnings foregone for high sehool
and college and university students as shown in Table
1, Professor Schultz included this information in (om-
puting the total costs of education for each of the
categories of (1) elementary schools, (2) high schoois
and (3) colleges and universities as exemplified in
Table 2 for the latter category. The following results
are extracted from one of his tables:

TABLE 3

Total Cost of Elementary, High Scheol, and College Education
in United States (in millions of dellars)

1900 1956

Elementary..ceoccecccucaaa. $230 $7,860
High School . . oo 80 10,950
College. . oveeececcccaana 90 9,900
Total. e $400 $28,700

Schultz also priced the cost of each year of school-
ing in 1956 price levels by dividing the total annual
cost of education for each level of education by the
number of students enrolled in that level (e.g., $9.9
billion divided by 2,996,000 students in Table 2, above,
1This summarizes the step-by-step approach used by Schultz

in his ploneering effort to measure the economic benefits of
education in “Education and Economic Growth” in the Na-

tional Society for the Study of E.ucation 60th Yearbook,
Nelson B. Henry, ed., part 2 Social Forces Influencing Amer-

fcan Education, 1961.

TABLE 2

Earnings Feregene and Other Reseurce Cest Ropresented by College and University Education, in the U.S.,
1900 te 1936, In Current Prices

Earnings Total
Number of foregone earnings School Additional
Year students per student foregone costs expenditures Total
(thousands) (dollars) (millions of dollars) | (millions of dollars) | (millions of dollars) | (milli wns of dollars)
¢V 2 (€)) 4 (5) (6) Y
1900 .o ecc——a 238 192 46 40 4 90
1010, e ae 355 259 92 81 9 182
1920 e e eeccee 508 626 374 184 37 595
1930 - o e 1,101 509 560 535 56 1,151
1040 e 1,404 537 802 742 80 1,624
1980 oo e 2,659 1,422 3,781 2,128 378 6,287
1968. o e et 2,996 1,943 5,821 3,500 582 9,003
SOURCES:

Column 2: Statistical Abltnct of)thc U.S., 1053, Table 145; and the Biennial Survey of Education in the U.S., 1954-56, Chap. ii, Table 44.

Column 3: From Table 1, Col

Column4 Cal. (2)mul]fhed by Cal. S.z

Column 5: in the appendix to Schults, Chapter 1, Col
Column 6: Eorendltum for books
Column 7: @ + &) + (8).
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equals $3,300 which is the price tag of a year of col-
lege in 1956). The three levels are as follows:

TABLE 4
1936 Price Tags for « Year of Scheoling
Elementary . . __ $280
High School .___ e meem 1,420
College — e e 3,300
Table 5

Cest of Education por Member of the Lubor Force 1864 Yeurs
of Age, in 1957, According te Years of Schoeling Completed *

Years of Cost of Total cost per membert
schooling schooling
per mem- per year
Type of schooling ber, 1957 1956 prices Amount Percent
Elementary........ 7.52 $280 $2,106 28
High School...... .- 2.44 1,420 3,458 45
College. o e 0.64 3,300 2,099 27
Total..cceeun-- 10.60 18723 $7,663 100

*Based on Table 138 of the Statistical Abstract of the United States 1959 (U.8. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census), which gives the percentage distribution by years
of schooling completed for the labor force 18 to 84 years old, 1957.

tEach amount is the product of the corresponding items in Cols. 2 and 3.

$Average cost per member per year, obtained by dividing $7,663 by 10.60.

Schultz applied the technique used in Table 5 above
to the years 1900 and 1940 and then estimated addi-
tional decennial years by interpolation to develop the
following tabular information.

Between 1929 and 1957, the real income of the U.S.
doubled from $150 to $302 billion in 1956 prices.
75% 2 of this is attributed to human effort in both
years and represents an increase from $112.5 to $226.5

billion. The labor force in 1929 consisted of 49.2 mil-
lion persons with an earned income of $2,287 per
member. If the earnings were held constant, the labor
force in 1956 of 68 million would have earned $155.5
billion. Labor, however, earned $226.5 billion, or $71
billion more than if earning power were held con-
stant.

Schultz has applied the results of the prior tabular
materials to measuring how much of the increase in
national income is attributable to the expanded in-
vestment in education. The total stock of education
carried by the labor force in 1930 was $180 billion
in 1956 prices. The labor force increased by 38% irom
1930 to 1956. To keep the stock of education per
laborer constant at its 1929 level, it would h:uve re-
quired $69 billion more, increasing it to $249 billion.
The total stock of education, however, rose by $355
billion in 1956 prices, representing a $286 billion in-
crease beyond the $69 billion required to keep the per
laborer stock constant. The following table reflects
Schultz’ measurement of the effect of the growth in
the stock of education upon the growth in national
income.

5Thus 25% of national income is attributed here to nonhuman
wealth, $37.5 billion in 1929 and $76.5 billion in 1957. Here,
too, there is a substantial “unexplained” increase, if the
rate of return to capital in 1929 were to have prevailed in
1957, The stock or reproducible wealth (nonhuman) was
$735 and $1,270 billions for these two dates, in 1956 prices.
Adding to these the stock of land, valued at $248 billion in
1957, the total national nonhuman wealth becomes $983
and $1,518 billions for these two Yyears. A return of $37.5
billion on a stock of $933 billion in 1929 implies a rate of
return of 3.8%. Applying this rate to the 1957 stock of
$1,518 billion, a growth of $57.7 billion is obtained thus
leaving $17.8 billion “unexplained” (75.6 —57.7 =17.8), It
the $17.8 billion is now added to the $71 billion for labor,
the ‘“‘unexplained” total becomes $88.8 billion.

TABLE 6
Stock of Education Measured by Cests and Stock of Preducible Nonhuman Wealth, United Stites, 1900-37 *
Labor force Cost of
educational
stock,
Equivalent Total Cost of an labor force Stock of
1940 equivalent 1940 equivalent members reproducible Percentage
years of schooling | years of schooling | year of schooling 14 years nonhuman column 6
Number completed completed (1956 prices and older wealth is of
Year (millions) per person (millions) in dollars) (in billions) (in billions) column 7
(1) (2) @ (4) (5) (6) (04} (8)
1900 _______.__ 28.1 4.14 116 $540 $63 $282 22
1910. ..o e eeae 35.8 4.85 167 563 04 403 23
1920 e e 41.4 5.25 217 586 127 526 24
1930 caecca.. 48.7 6.01 293 614 180 735 24
1940 __.__ 52.8 7.24 382 650 248 756 33
1950 . __..... 60.1 8.65 520 690 359 969 37
1957 e eaaa 70.8 10.45 . 740 725 535 1270 42
Index 1957 (1900 =100) - - - ceceemieccccccccccccccccasccescasecceans 134 849 450 191

* From the worksheets for a study by Clarence D. Long, The Labor Forcs Under Changing Income and Employment, National Bureau of Economic Research, 1958, Schults has adjusted the
on_achool years completed to compare with the 1940 experience of an average of 152 days of achool attendance. Column 7 is derived from the work of Raymond W. Goldsmith, who
made available his estimates of U.S. (national) reproducible wealth at 1947-49 prices, which were then adjusted to 1956 prices.

39

-

e | TR EE Ty & oy ) LRI MR =3 VAESYY S e P ey W e e Y mEs T A A =




L

el

TAME 7
Estimates of the Contribution of Education in the Laber Ferce te Eurnings and te Natienal Income, Between 1929 and 1956, in the U.S.

Proportion of “‘unexplsined
increase in national income"

(in billions of dollars)
Of the $71 Of the $88.8
Stock of education added Incorae attributable to added atock billion increase | billion increase
(in billions of doliars) (in billions of dollars) in earnings in returns of

of labor capital and labor

(Column 6 + (Column 6 +
Three Rate of For labor For increase Column 2 X Column 2 X 71 X 100) 88.8 X 100)
estimates return growth in level column 8 column 4 Total (percent) {vercent)
¢Y) 2) 3) 4) )] 6) () ®) ()]
i 9 69 286 6.2 25.7 31.9 36 20
2 t11 69 286 7.6 31.5 39.1 44 36
3 $17.3 69 286 11.9 49.5 6l.4 70 56

® For this set, Schults took the estimate re 8. Becker in “‘Underinvestment in Education-"", American E ic Review, May, 1960, which is for college education of white urban
males adjusted for ability, omployment.p:fl.dmorhhby G‘t;,, for 1940 and 1050. oonom ad " Sloge
1 This is Schults ownmmudt.honmtoed'l:fudmtanin 1988.
level of education and applied different rates of return as follows:

Weighta in Rateofreturn  Total
1987 sducatioaal stock (petoent) a3
.......... 0.28 38 9.80
g A A 0.48 10 50
(o T 0.27 11 2.97
Total. ceueeaaeen 1.00 17.27

This estimate of returns is high relative to the other two because of the very large contribution attributed to the investment in elementary education as seems to be the oase from the ratios
of additional lti.f:timol;n“;mnu.om xﬁ of elementary education indieated in another set of Schults’ computations. He took the lowest of the ratios, that for 1030. The high school and
college estimates are 1059 earnings ratios.
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' APPENDIX B
TABLE 1
Distribution of Laber Force by Majer Occupational Greup
! United States* (in mil'iona) Californiat
i 1950 1960 1970 1075 1950 1960
j Professional, technical and kindred workers.........ccoceen... 4.5 7.5 i0.7 12.4 .435 .833
Other white collar
Managers, officials, and proprietors, excopt farm...ceceeee... 6.4 7.1 8.6 9.4 440 .581
Clerical and kindred workers. .....cccceeeceacccnccaaann... 7.6 9.8 12.8 14.2 .560 .993
Sales workem.....cccoecoecmccccccnaeccececcanonananes 3.8 4.4 5.4 5.9 .335 474
" Blue oollar
Craftamen, foremen and kindred workers....ccccceceecen... 7.7 8.6 10.3 11.2 .600 847
Operative and kindred workers. .....cceceeeeeeaccccacanann 12.1 12.0 13.6 14.2 .606 904
Laborers except farm and mine. o . cceeeeeenmoeemcecaennn.. 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.7 222 .260
Borvico workem. . cccceeoicccccecccccccccceccccaccccacnaee 6.5 8.3 11.1 12.5 482 634
Farmers, farm managers, laborers and foremen. ....ccceeee.... 7.4 5.4 4.2 3.9 .268 .238
Tothl e ccccccccccccccacccccccccccccccccccnccanen 59.6 66.7 80.5 87.6 3.002 5.761
*SOURCE: Manpower Ruport on the President and A Report on Manpowsr Requiremenis, Resouross, Utilisation and Training, by U.S. Dept. of Labor, U.S. Govt. Printing Office, March 1963,
t SOURCE: Report 400W No. 3, State of California Dept. of Employment, Ofics of Ressarch and Statistios, Oct. 8, 1064,
TABLE 2
Porcontage Distribution of Laber Force by Major Occupational Greup
United States California
(peroent) (percent)
1950 1060 1970 1075 1950 1960
Professional and technical.....c.ceeeeeeeeeacecrecanccnaas 7.6 11.2 13.3 14.2 11.1 g 14.5
Other white collar
Proprietary and managerial . . ...ccceeeeenacceaceeniicaaan. 10.7 10.6 10.7 10.8 11.4 10.1
Clerioal. oo eceecccecccicncccacocancocconamannns 12.8 14.7 15.9 16.2 14.4 17.2
Sale. o cceiceccceeccccccccccoccccaacanensaann 6.4 6.6 6.7 6.7 8.6 8.2
Blue collar
Skilled. ..ot oo ceccccccccccccccacccacaccannn 12.9 12.9 12.8 12.8 15.4 14.7
Semi-skilled. .. .. .o cccccccceeicececceeeeeaaa 20.8 18.0 16.9 16.2 15.5 18.7
Unskilled . - cceeennt comccccccccaccccccccccccccccccanan- 5.9 5.5 4.0 4.2 5.7 4.3
Bervice. - cccccccccccc icececciieccraccccacsaccannan 10.9 12.4 13.8 14.8 11.1 11.0
) Y TR 12.4 8.1 5.2 4.5 6.8 4.1
Total. ceecceeccceccccmcceeccccmcccccciononaccancnnann 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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APPENDIX C

Table 1
Distribution of Income for People With Different Levels of Scheeling, 1959 (percentage with given ineeme)

S mommm e EmeT o T e TR T TN R . e,

cwd =

No Less than | $1,000- $2,000- $3,000- $4,000~ $5,000- $6,000- $7,000- $10,000
Level completed Number | income $1,000 1,999 2,990 3,999 4,909 5,999 6,999 9,999 and over
Tot«l males
Elementary
SYOATS. .. cccccccnccccanncn 601,346 3.9 7.9 13.3 10.0 10.8 12.8 14.5 5.8 11.7 4.4
High school
1-3 years...cccee-- eccccnae 854,104 |.......... 2.7 4.3 6.7 9.7 13.1 16.8 14.7 17.9 6.6
4 YOATB. cccaccccccnccaaa. --| 1,088,200 2.0 3.0 4.7 5.3 7.7 11.3 16.4 16.5 23.0 10.2
College
1-3 years..ccccccccccccccen 588,200 1.8 3.2 5.2 5.2 6.6 9.5 13.5 14.6 24.1 16.3
4 OF MOT® YORIS.cccecucaana-n 534,205 1.7 2.3 4.0 3.8 4.6 6.0 8.7 10.4 25.5 33.0
Total females
Elementary
Syears....cccceceae.. ceceee 610,935 39.0 24.0 17.6 8.3 5.5 3.2 1.2 0.5 0.5 0.3
High school
1-3 yOATS. .o cceccccccccaas 033,038 41.9 18.3 12.9 9.3 7.9 5.4 2.2 0.7 0.6 0.4
4 YORIB. ccoccccacccancacaan 1,451,607 43.4 14.4 9.3 7.9 9.6 8.4 3.8 1.4 1.0 0.6
College
1-3 years....cccccccccccaa. 600,655 38.9 14.8 9.7 7.6 9.2 9.4 5.2 2.2 1.8 1.2
4 Or MOTO YeAIS. ccceecccann- 838,463 20.7 12.9 7.8 6.3 6.9 8.2 9.7 7.1 8.4 3.1

SOURCE: 1960 Census data as reported in: Edward Sanders and Hans Palmer, ThAs Financial Barrier to Collags Attendancs in California, p. 120.
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TABLE 1

APPENDIX D

Rasic Data of Morgan and David!

Heurly Barnings, Actual and Stendardized, by Age

TABLE 3

Value at Age Fifteen of Expected Future Rarnings, Discounted

at 4 Por Cont Assuming 2000 Heurs of Werk Per Year

fe Age Sixty-Five
Average hourly earnings | Net effect of (for all white, male, nonfarmer, heads of spending units)
belonging to
an age- Number of
Asdeviations| education cases At age fifteen
Age and education Actual lror: avg. of group*
2.29
Amount of education Using unadjusted Earning rates ad«
completed earning rates justed for other
12 grades: factors*
Under 25......... $1.70 $0.59 $0.42 72
28-34. . _...... 2.21 .08 .16 97
35-44. .. _...... 2,08 .39 .33 120 O-8grades ..o e $86,600 $96,000
45-54. .o caan-.. 2.60 31 27 78 O-11 grades...cocceccaccnn-- 91,100 96,950
............ 2.83 24 .09 32 12 eecemeemesssammcroan 91,100 99,300
12 grades and nonacademic
College graduates: training.cccecccocecccoacas 92,400 86,900
18-84 . _...c.... 2.87 .58 .07 » 08 College, no degree._.....-c.._.. 93,850 91,100
3544 .coe....... 3.77 1.48 .85 82 College, bachelor’s degree. ... 108,150 100,450
45-54. ccceeennnnn 4.13 1.84 1.27 53 College, advanced degres...... 111,000 101,700
55 and older___... 3.25 .96 43 53
* Earning rate if the group were & in every other respect, that is as to religion, per-
*Adjusted for simultaneous effects of other factors. sonality, father’s educstion, local lsbor market conditions, past mobility. and super-
1 “Education and Income”, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, August, 1963. pp. 423-37. visory responsibility.

TABLE 2
Heurly Eurnings, Actual and Adjusted by Age and Education * (for all white, male, nen-farmer heads of spending units)
Age

Education 18-24 24-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74
1-8grades. - cecncceccanonanana- actudl.coeeeancacocaaaa $1.70 $2.12 $2.23 $2.26 $2.21 $1.74
adjusted._.c.neccecnne-.. 1.85 2.28 2.58 2.59 2.61 2.04
0-11 grades. o ccececnerceccae- actusl . ecencecacaon 1.96 2.38 2.85 2.58 2.33 2.08
adjusted .- —ceenen.-- 2.10 2.51 2.71 2.72 2.74 2.17
12 grades and nonacademic training. | actul. oo oo eeoaoo 2.19 2.61 3.00 3.03 2.08 2,51
adjusted._____ceeane--- 2.02 2.43 2.85 2.86 2.88 2.31
College, no degree. . .coccecucccan- ACLURl oo ccceccccceaaas 2.30 2,72 3.12 3.15 3.10 2.64
adjusted. .o ceeennao 2.32 2.73 2.99 3.00 3.02 2.45

College, bachelor’s degree ... BOLURl - e ecemmmceceeas 2.71 3.13 3.90 3.93 3.88 3.41 ‘
adjusted. ... ccecceeoao 2.46 2.87 3.686 3.67 3.69 3.12
College, advanced degree_._....__.. Y207 ) 13.20 13.62 4.47 4.50 4.45 3.98
adjusted ___-oce-coeeoo. 12.71 13.12 4.23 4.24 4.28 3.69

|

‘Ad’{ultcd rates allow for the net effects of age and educstion “‘holding constant” all the other factors. The teble discounts future earnings at 4 percent back to age 15, assuming no sarnings |
while in school. Earnings foregone from age 15 through college are estimated to amount to $20,000. .

t Unreliable, too few cases. ‘

1

With respect to the projections of lifetime income
in Table 3, Morgan and David commented as follows: 35).
If we ignore the period from fifteen to twenty- negth-elr comment on the discount rate is also perti-

five years of age, the differences between a high
school education and a college degree jump from
$17,050 to $33,300 unadjusted, and from $10,150
to $25,500 adjusted. . . The undiscounted differ-
ences between high school degree and college de-
gree are over $60,620 for the unadjusted earnings
estimates, and $54,680 using the earnings estimates

One could argue for a lower rate of discount in
estimating value to the individual on the grounds
that safe investments for the average man do not
yield well One could argue for a higher rate on
the grounds that alternative social or private in-
vestments yield more, though such yield estimates
are frequently tepuous. (p. 435)

adjusted for the effects of other factors (pp. 434- 1
J

.
1




APPENDIX E

State Costs and Revenve Prejections Comparison of Three Projections

TASBLE 1 TAME 2
Prejections of Master Plan Survey Teum-—1960 Projections of Oriffonhagen-Kreoger, Inc.—1963
State operating State operating
expenditures® Total state expenditures® Total state
(in millions) expenditures State (in millions) expenditures State
from state general fund from state general fund
general fund revenue general fund revenue
Year UC-C8C Junior colleges | (in millions) | (in millions) Year UC-C8C Junior colleges | (in millions) | (in millions)
1004-65..... s24s 856 $2.027 81,003 1065-06..... 308 907 83,381 $3.004
1960-70..... 354 . 8 2,743 2,038 1070-71.... 507 108 3,988 2,071
1974-78.... 471 120 3,623 3,630 1975-76.... 728 148 4,314 3,300

SOURCE: A Maser Plan for Higher Bdusation in Califernia 1000-76 January, 1900,

SOURCE: Califernis’s Ability bo Pinanes Highor Bdweation, Febeuary, 1063.

TABLE 3
Projections of Jo'at Loglsiative Budget Committee—1964
State operating
expenditures® Total state
‘ (in millions) expenditures State
from state general fund
general fund revenue
Year UC-C8C Junior eclleges | (in millions) (in millions)
1065-686.... $312 not identified 83,404 $3.249
1970-71... 433 not identified 3,734 2,036
1973-74.... 508 not identified 4,054 3,490

SOURCE: 4 Prejestion of Sisle Revenue
Yt Kooy P

¢ Basio assum| are that

percent of J.

will finance

€ e s ey e T £

and Bsponditwre for California Fisesl Yoars

) U.C. and C.8.C. will divert students and that (3) State
oosts by 1076 under Master Plan,




APPENDIX F

Local Costs of Public Junlor Colleges Versus Ability to Pay

TAME 1
Actual and Prejected Current Expenditures of Rducation for Public Junier Colleges—1961-62 te 1975-76
Current expense of education per a.d.a. Projected current expensa based upon a
projected increase in current expenge
pera.da.
Projectedt
Average daily attendance
a.d.a. (in thousands) Current 2 percent 3 percent 4 peroant
expense of increase increaso increase
education 2 peroent 3 percent 4 peroent (Col. 8 X (Col. 3 X (Col. 8 X
(actual) increaso increass increase Col. 6) Col. 7 Col. 8)
Fiscal year Aoctual Projected” | (in millions) Actual per year per yoor per year (in million) ! (in million) | (In million)
1061-82.......c..... 202 [oceeecaaanae $112.6 $558.80 [.ccccccccica]ecccccccccean
1062-63............ 248 |icececcanaen 125.2 881.82 |ccvcaccnccc)eccccacaanan
1068-64............ 240 |eeeccennann 141.1 L7 . N P P
1064688, «ccceceeec|enencannann.. b1 TN U PR $585.12 $500.86 .
100866 ..o ecncacnanann 328 |.ccccccccce]|ecccccannnan 500.82 608.58 .
108007 e eeeeeeeees 800 |ececrcccccec|ecccccccaaan 608.76 626.84 .
1067-08. . |cecncnnae.. 391 |oececenceccc]|ecccccnncaan 620.04 645.64 .8
1008-00. ..ol eccccccccaaa 403 |accececcccafeccccccccaan 633.36 665.00 .3
1060-70. cceccceeccacccccancaaan 423 |ecececncene]acccccaccaea 646.03 684.93 . .3
1070-7). e cecceccccjecccccccanen 7.1 2N N R, 658.08 705.50 . 4
1071-78. ceccccccccc]eccnncccccan 476 |.ccccccccacec]eccccccacnae 672.13 726.67 . .0
1972-73. c ccccecacnc]|eccccccaans 802 |eccccccccccafocccccaccans 685.57 748.47 . .8
1073-74 . e iccccccaaea 1) 1 2 IR F 699.28 770.92 . .9
1974-78. cc e e caaaaa. (.7 7 X PO S 713.20 704.08 . .0 .
1978-76. cccceeeeo | cvccccccnana 870 |aceeececeacc]ecaccacacans 727.53 817.87 017.34 414.5 406.0

* SOURCE: State lertmont of Finance. The estinates reflect the planned diversion of potential lower division ltudentl at the University of California and the Califurnia State College uptil
the =atio of lower division enrollment to upper division enroliment reaches 40 percent: 60 percent in 197

t The 'ihperct:: t rate is that actually experienced by separate junior college districts in the period 1945-55 to date. The 2 percent and 4 percent rates are applied as minimum and maximum
growth ral

TABLE 2
Actuel and Prejected State and Lecal Shares of the Current Expenditure of Rducation for Public Junier Colleges, 196162 te 1973-76
Current expense of education
State share Local ehare
Based upon a projected in-
crease in expense/a.d.a. Projected Projected
(in millions) (in millions) (in millions)
Actual Actual
Actual | Based | Based { Based (in millions) Based | Based | Based (in millions) Based | Based | Based
(in on 2 on3 on 4 on 2 on3 on 4 on2 ond on 4
Fiscal mill- | percont | percent | percent Per~ | percent | percent | percent percent | percent | percent
year ions) |increuse | increase | increass { Amount | Percent | cent* | increase | increase | increase | Amount | Percent | Percent | increase | increase | increase
1061-62 | $112.6 |.cccecleccccaca)ecancann $30.9 2749 |oeeeecac]oncccccc)ecccccac]ecaaaaa. $81.6 72.8) |ecececoc]|eoccccaec]eccccnas]ecacccaa
106263 | 128.2 |..ccoooecacceac]acacanan 4.1 o R J (R SR FI I PRI 01.0 | 72.78 |ecceceec|eccccane]|cccccac|accanaas
1063-64 | 141.]1 |....c.co)ecaccaacfencanaas 41.3 ] 20.30 |ccccccec]fercccccnaccccccc]cccacaan 00.81 70.72 leccccccc|aceccanelecenccnc|cncccaas
19064-65 |-ccucu--. $172.3 | $173.9 | 8175.6 |........)cccceanan tX | $53.2 | $53.2 ] $63.2 |ecececc]ocennaes X | 8$119.0 | $120.7 | $122.4
1965-66 |........ 201.9 .9 209.9 Joceeaec)ecaaaaan 36 72.7 74.1 78.6 |ececccccfacacaaee 64 120.2 131.8 134.3
1066-67 |........ 224.7 ) 231.4 | 238.2 jecececc)ecanaaan 37 83.1 85.6 88.1 |ccecccecfecacanan 63| 141.6 145.8| 180.0
196768 |..cc.-.. 242.8 | 252.4 | 262.4 }occccea ]ecann.an 38 92.2 95.9 09.7 lececccce]ecccacae 62 150.8 156.5 162.7
1068-69 |...... --| 2585.3 | 268.1 281.3 |ceeeacac]ecanncan 39 00.6] 1048 1090.7 |ccercccc]oaaanan. 61 165.7 163.8 171.6
1969-70 |.ccee--. 273.3 | 280.7 | 307.0 |cecnccacfeccccnas 40| 109.83 115.9 122.8 |oceccec]cccaaaen 60! 1064.0 173.8 | 184.2
1070-71 |........ 203.4 317.3 | 330.8 |.co-....]--- ~ecee 41 121.8 130.1 139.2 |ecececcc]locaanaa. 50 174.9 187.2 200.3
1971-72 |.ca..... 3200 | 345.9 | 378.7 |ececcce]ecaanaan 42 134.4 148.3 187.0 {acccccc]ececann. &8 185.6 | 200.6 | 216.8
1972-78 |........ 343.8 375.4 409.8 Joceeeecc]eccacaan 43 147.8 161.4 176.1 |........].. eecams 87 106.90 214.0 233.4
1973-74 |..cc-.... 361.0 | 399.0 | 439.4 |cceecncc]ecccnaan 44 159.2 175.8 103.4 |ececcccc]ccaacaae 56 | 202.7( 223.4 246.1
1974-78 |- cccaeee 388.0 431.9 479.8 |.cceeco]eecccnan 45 174.6 104.4 218,90 {ecccecce]ccccanan 55 213.4 237.6 263.9
1978-76 |........ 414.5 | 468.0 | 522.7 |cccccccc]eccccans 45 186.5 | 200.7 | 235.2 |ececcccc|acece am 55| 228.0 | 256.3 | 287.8
* State increased each sc a8 to reach 45 t(umommdedeumM)byleﬂ

1 The lgumpartmheft of Education’s ﬁ”m of 8chool Ag Lorjiaps onment in 1904-65 blud upon the $600 Foundation Program and the 1963-64 a.d.a., would be $44.4
is reduced to an amount per a.da. ( lao,ooo)mdthhhmnlhpln(l egtimated for 1064-63, the estimated state support in 1 = $53.2 millioo. This would

mndeso ss pureent support towards

B

2pemntmcmnmeolt,ao.upcemttmrdthoapmtmminmtndao.mpceennowndthupcoentinminom.
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TABLE 3

Statowide Preperty Tax Rate Required te Fund Lecal Share of Actual and Prejected Current Expenditure of Education
for Public Junier Colleges 1961-62 te 1973-76

Looal share Assessed valuation® 0 Tax rate (conts/$100) required
Actual Projected Actual Pro- Aoctual Projected statewide
(in
All millions)| All To To To
district distriot meet meet meet
opera~ * | opera~ 2 3 1
tions | State- | State- | tions | State- | percent percent | percent
AJC.| wide wide | AJ.C.| wide |increase|increase |increase
$23.8] $31.6 | _.____. 34.37 | 26.88 | ). .-
26.1 83.3 ). ..u....] 3484 27.32 ) e e -
2841 35.0|........ 35.18| 28.48)........|... ecmccfecceace
................ $36.8 1 . _.__|.co.....| 30.69] 31.13| 31.57
64 - ceacal M1 Jocomooe)ommaaea 30.82 | 31.43} 32.04
1066-07. ... 6 | 141.6] 145.8] 180.C |oooetoannoo. 45.2 |.... cee-e-a-a) 31.28| 32.21] 33.16
087-08. ... 62 remmcaes 48.6 | . )oeen.... 30.94| 32.73| 33.44
1068-00._....... 61 | 188.7]| 108.8| 1M.6 | oooolannnne.. 1.5 75 J U 20.80 | 31.28| 332.83
1000-70. . .....eeeeeeeeon. 60 | 164.0) 173.8| 184.2 ... .... comomcea] 88.3 leceecec]ocomanan 20.20 | 36.96 | 32.81
1970-71...... 50 200.8 | |eaee.. .- (.15 N FN S 20.05| 31.10] 33.28
" - ceee 58 [ ] R [ 04.0 |eeeeeoofouen. -] 28.78| 31.06| 33.58
19 cccnsemmncmannaca 87 0] 233.4 4 69.1 | . e)eca.....] 28.35] 80.05| 33.76
1973-74. ... cceeeeaue.. ... - [0 202.7]| 223.4] 246.1 | ueue)oanno. (£ 35 N O S 27.07 7 20.84 ] 82.87
1074-75......... .- - - .| &8 213.4| 237.6| 203,90 | ... toceeoo.. . ) F covecaaw 2.69| 29.60| 32.88
1976-76.. ... ... -I 55 | 228.0| 256.3| 287.5 | .- DR I 86.0 |- |ooIT 26.561 | 20.80| 33.43 1‘
*SOURCE: Stanford Research Institute, Statistieal to: ing Public School Edusation in California, June 1063, p. 241.
The projectione 197374 are on w‘a’ﬁ'ﬂkmm“ﬁm
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TABLE 1
State and Lecs! Suppert in Relation te Other States
Educational
and general
inoome to
Total public IHL*
public IHL State from state
enrollment | Personal |andlocal tax and looal Public IHL
Per capita | Population | as a percent inocome revenue | Tax burden | government | Public IHL*| tax effort
{noome 1061-63 | of total IHL®| 1961-62 1061-62 index 1961-62 tax effort index
1961-63 (millions) enrollment (billions) (billions) 1961-62 (millions) 1961-62 1961-62
1963
(¢)) 2 (€)) ) ® ©) ) ® ®)
Group 1
California. . oo - $3,008 17.0 85.1 $49.2 $5.2 8.8 Jocoeeccoeccclecccccccanaa|eccccaaaa..
11717, SRR -l 2,844 10.1 52.7 28.9 2.4 2.97  lececccccccac]ecccmcccaneo]ecccnccanee.
Indians. ..o eeeeeeaaaaa.. cocee 2,350 4.7 62.3 11.1 0.9 b 7.7 S P, P S ——
Massachusetts. . ... 2,769 5.2 19.6 14.3 1.4 8.52 Jeeceecoemecca|ecccncanaaaa S
Michigat..cecececccccncncaeaa 2416 8.0 79.2 190.3 1.9 %/ (N I FpE R Mt
Missourl. ... 2,384 4.3 58.4 10.4 0.8 8.27 locccccccccoc|ecccncecccee|eccccccnaaaa
New Jemsey....... cemmaee R 2,887 6.2 52.2 18.0 1.5 P, T PN FR SN S,
New York.eeeeeeeccecccccene- - 2,930 17.4 38.0 51.0 5.4 I, S P F I F .
(0] 17, YRS S 2,302 10.1 87.8 24.2 2.0 F: 7 S P M A
Penneylvania._ oo 2,363 11.4 25.1 26.9 2.4 8.71 |ecoceccmcead|occcccccaaan]ecccacanaaa.
Group 2
Californis..cceccccecccceccaae $2,808 17.0 85.1 $49.2 $5.2 3.63 $325.4 .66 .2283
...... 2,370 1.9 7.6 4.5 0.5 4.50 24.6 .58 2200
Florid8eeeeeccccccccoccarecnaas 2,044 5.5 70.4 11.2 1.1 4.71 49.1 A4 2163
Indiana. 2,350 4.7 62.3 11.1 0.9 3.64 58.4 .53 2242
Esnses....ccaaeeae.... I 2,188 2.2 81.5 4.9 0.5 4.86 35.3 .73 .3318
Miohigan. e ceeccceccaaaaae 2410 8.0 79.2 19.3 1.9 4.07 108.9 .56 2202
Minnesota. .. cccceeeccacaan-. 2,236 3.5 72.4 7.8 0.9 4.99 42.1 54 .2423
Oregon...o o e e 2,333 1.9 74.6 4.3 0.4 4.10 32.2 .74 .3174
Texas...cccececccccccccncccces 2,013 10.1 76.0 20.4 1.9 4.53 87.3 .43 .2129
Waahington._ ..o cceceeeee 2,485 3.0 75.7 7.5 0.8 4.00 56.3 .78 .3030
Wiscongin. ccuceccccccconcones 2,283 4.1 72.5 9.3 1.0 4.50 41.7 45 1087
® Institutions of Higher Learning.
SOURCES: Column 1: Burean of Census, &uﬂmdMGﬂMMmlm.p.lo.
g‘&ms mmm Y m-ndwmom;of ot Revidmcs and Migration of College Students, Pal, 1965,
umn 8 @
Column 4; mdcmkmmd Stats Government mzm.mo ration
Column 5: %e&nh Commerce: Government Finances in 1962, October N
Coluran 6: (' l+0dm4 (l+0dumnl)X10'.
Column 7: Un of ©ducation, HEW for forthooming volame, Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education, 1061-08.
Column 8: umn 7 4 Od
Column 9; (Column 7 +0dm4) X 1 + Column 1) X 108,
47
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APPENDIX H

TABLE 1
Survey Respense by Type of Institution

Number | Number | Percent
mailed | returned | response
I. CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES 1870 1102 6.8
SanJose. . . _______________ 234 201 85.9
San Francisco.._..__.___________. 178 156 87.6
Chico_ o _____ 197 174 88.3
San Diego______________________ 225 192 85.3
Long Beach...._________________ 240 203 84.6
CalPoly SLO) . ______________._ 196 176 92.3
IL. JUNIOR COLLEGES...___.______ 1801 1127 76.1 {
8an Jose City_. _____________.___ 142 103 72.5
College of San Mateo.__________. 352 251 71.3
Reedley College.____.__._______. 157 119 75.8
Los Angeles City_._______________ 124 79 63.7
8an Diego City....______________ 54 45 83.3
Pasadena City._ _________________ 150 110 73.3
Los Angeles Pierce.._..________.._ 169 127 75.1
Bakersfield College . .___________ 147 118 80.3
Los Angeles Harbor.____.________ 206 176 85.0
III. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA _ 1254 1098 87.¢
Berkeley ... _______ .. _____ 508 448 88.2
Davis_________ o __ 111 103 92.8
Los Angeles.___.________________ 361 299 82.8
Riverside.______________________ 72 68 94.4
Santa Barbara_.________________ 169 149 88.2
Los Angeles Medical ... ________ 9 8 88.9
San Francisco Medical.___.______ 24 23 95.8
IV. PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES...._.. 75 [~ + ] 90.9 :
Stanford______.________________ 251 236 94.0 '
UOPeee . 156 143 91.7
U.8.Cueeeeee e 345 303 87.8
V. PRIVATE COLLEGES_._________ 462 438 94.8
Occidental .. ____________________ 80 77 96.3
Whittier ..o __. 91 87 95.6
Redlands_______________________ 99 92 92.9
Pomons.._______________.______ 66 66 100.0
Pepperdine_____________________ 91 81 89.0
Cal Tech. oo oo __ 35 35 100.0
VI. DENOMINATIONAL COLLEGES 17 479 90.9
Chapman....._______._________ 8¢ 7 84.5
Pacific Union-_________.___.____ 90 82 91.1
Loyola. oo 72 64 88.9
St.Mary's..__________ o ____._ 100 92 92.0
Dominican College. - ___.._._. 105 97 92.4
San Diego College for Women..__ 76 73 96.1
VII. FOUR-YEAR SPECIALIZED._____ 488 349 77.0 |
Calif. Institute of Arts._______.__ 123 89 72.4 |
Univ. of Judaism.___________.___ 80 58 72.5 1
Menlo (Bus. Adm.).________.____ 91 75 82.4 {
Pasadena Playhouse_____________ 27 2% 88.9 |
Woodbury Collage..____._________ 72 59 81.9 {
Art Center School_. _o oo .__ 60 44 73.3 {
OVERALL..___.__________.._ 6219 5275 84.8 1\
SOURCE: California State Scholarship Commission. J
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TABLE 1
Effective Tux Rute Bused on Family Persensl Income After Federal Income Tuxes
Income bracket
Less than $2,000- $3,000- $4,000- $5,000- $6,000- $7,000- $10,000- $15,000
Tax $2,000 2,999 3,999 4,999 5,999 6,999 9,999 14,999 and up
State, General Fund
Personal Income. ..cceceeceeaa.. $0.01 $0.01 $0.14 $0.18 $0.25 $0.24 $0.33 30.44 $2.45
Bank and Corporation....c..... 1.00 .83 .69 .52 .46 A4 46 .51 1.41
Salesand Use. ...ccveeeeeueee-.. 2.12 1.67 2.04 1.77 1.86 2.16 1.81 1.68 2.04
Cigarette. ... ceeececcecracaean .39 .23 27 22 .22 .23 .18 09 14
Liquor. ... cceeccrcccrcanes .12 A1 A1 .10 .16 .19 .13 .13 .16
Gift and Inheritance............ 49 .35 .25 .16 .12 .09 12 14 .39
Horse Racing. .. ceceveccecvee.. .18 .10 .06 07 .07 .12 d1 .10 .10
Insurance. cceeeoceecccvccccanae .13 .22 .18 .20 .19 17 .22 14 .16
Total state. ccccccccccaaaaa. $4.41 $3.62 $3.74 $3.22 $3.32 $3.64 $3.36 $3.23 $6.54
Local
Property..cceeccceccccccnncacen $9.21 $10.44 $9.05 $7.99 $7.42 $7.03 $6.19 $5.01 $5.63
Total, state and local....... $13.62 $13.96 $12.70 $ 21 $10.74 $10.67 $0.55 $8.24 $12.47
SOURCE: Assembly Interim Committee on Revenue and Taxation, Tazation of Property in California, (Staff Report to the Committee) December, 1064.
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Student Loan and Earning Patterns
TABLE 1
Distribution of Student Earnings
Weighted Univenity Private
totals Junior State of Private Private colleges, Four-year
Money earned by student (percent) colleges oolleges California universities colleges denominational specials
100.0 62.9 18.7 8.2 2.9 1.8 3.7 1.9
Parents Answers for Dependent Students
N/R - 4.3 5.3 3.3 1 2 2 2 3
) S 16.6 14.6 18.3 23 22 18 21 25
$1- 109 o eeecccnrenn- 14.6 14.3 14.6 18 12 14 18 10
800- 399..cceeucnrccccnneaa 16.1 16.2 14.1 18 16 16 19 19
400~ 509 ..ceuaccennncncnn 16.3 15.7 15.1 12 15 16 13 18
000~ 799..cccccccvcnconcca 9.6 8.6 11.8 10 13 13 11 7
800- 999 ... ceveonsnn 6.6 6.7 7.2 6 6 7 [ [
1,000-1,199. . .ccca-.. comaaaae 5.3 5.6 8.6 4 4 5 4 5
1,200-1,309. ccccucvcccncccaan 2.6 2.6 4.1 1 1 1 2 1
1,400-1,800. .o cccvceaaea 1.6 1.8 1.1 1 1 1 1 2
1,600-1,799_ ... cevemcmsnanen 1.4 1.8 1.3 0 0 1 0 1
1,900 pluS.ccecccccvcccccnaaan 5.5 7.2 4.1 0 2 3 1 2
Self-Supporting Studeats
N/R 10.7 14 4 2 7 10 9 11
0 .- 15.5 14 19 16 17 10 21 18
$1- 199 ...... ceccaae PR 4.5 4 6 4 2 20 2 5
200~ 399..ccoceccvcvaccacs 5.2 4 8 9 ” 0 4 4
400~ 899, . cccceccencncaaaa 4.6 3 7 8 [ 10 9 2
600~ 799..cccccccvcnccanan 4.7 3 6 8 17 10 7 7
800- 999. ava= 3.7 2 6 9 2 0 11 5
1,000-1,199. ...... cemaaa coae 4.1 2 6 10 2 30 4 8
1,200-1,399. .« cccccvmcccccanaa 2.2 1 3 10 2 0 2 2
1,400-1,509. c cccccaccccaaaaa. 1.6 1 3 2 2 0 4 2
1,600-1,709. .« cc e 1.8 2 0 1 5 10 2 2
1,800 plus..... weccasscmans wee 35.0 43 26 16 27 ] 19 28
SOURCE: Californis State Scholarship Commission.
¢ Means no response.
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TABLE 2
Distribution of Student Loans

Junior
oolleges

Pareats Answers for Dependent Students

-T2 -3 X ] N |

3”0000000000

Weighted
totals

100.0

180677432203

Amount of student loans (peroent)

L V4 T,

1,600-1,799. ...
1,800 pluge...oe e

600- 709.. ...
800- 000 ... . ...
1,000-1,199. oo
1,200-1,309. e oo ...
1,400-1,599. oo oo .

400- 500.. . .o ...

N/Raeeee.e.

L

$1- 100 oo,
200- 399. ..o
600- 709. . . e,
800- 009 .. oo
1,000-1,199. .. ... ___.
1,200-1,809... oo oo ...
1,400-1,509. _ ..o ee
1,600-1,799. . ... .ceeee.
1,800 plus....coccecaeee e

400- 500 ... ...

SOURCE: Cal.iormia Stabe Scholarship Commission,
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APPENDIX L

Summary of Arguments Pro and Con Concerning Tuition

Pro: Higher Student Charges

The debate on the issue of rising tuition fees goes
on. Those who support higher tuition rest their case
partly on the presumed unavailability of other re-
sources to the IHL and the greater relative rise of
costs than of tuition since 194. ; the large material
advantages obtained by the college-trained, and hence,
financing by beneficiaries; the small impact of higher
tuition on total costs to the student; the alternative
colleges available at low costs; the possibility of im-
proving financing methods, so that at higher tuition
rates opportunities may be increased rather than re-
duced ; the large rises of family income as compared
with the small increases in tuition over the last gen-
eration; the need of adequate charges as a condition
of appreciating higher education.!

1 Seymgta E. Harris, Higher Education: R.sources and Finaice,
p. .

ﬁﬁﬂltl i% CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF STATE PRINTING

45432—453 65-66 1M

Con: Higher Student Charges

Defenders of no tuition or low tuition are equally
eloquent. They 'stress the large social product and
consider the substantial private product largely ir-
relevant. They are opposed to the determination of
numbers or those chosen on the basis of a pricing
system. In view of our expected $200 billion or more
growth of GNP in ten years, the resources for a free
higher education are available. All that is necessary
is for the public—and particularly government and
philanthropists—to sense the large social benefits to
be had from higher education. These defenders of an
equalitarian principle, namely, equal opportunities for
all, are not optimistic concerning improved methods
of finance as weapons for inducing higher tuition.
They do not want two classes of citizens, the debt-
ridden and the others; they fear a widespread schoi-
arship program which may bring a vast bureaucracy,
means test, and political chicanery.?

8 1bid., p. 166.
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