DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 101 767 JC 750 120

AUTHOR . Terrey, John N.

TITLE A Proposed Policy on Tuition in Community Colleges.
Staff Paper. .

INSTITUTION Washington State Board for Community Coll. Education,
Olympia.

PUB DATE Dec 74

NOTE 52p.

EDRS PRICE MP-$0.76 HC-$3.32 PLUS POSTAGE

.DESCRIPTORS Educational Benefits; Fducational Economics;

*Educational Finance; *pducational Opportunities:
Higher Education; *Junior Colleges; *Student Costs;
*Tuition

IDENTIFIERS *Washington

ABSTRACT .

Following a short revievw of the literature and a
~thorough discussion of the pros and cons of community college
tuition, an analysis of educational costs and benefits is made. In
Washington, the total cost of community college attendance, inclading
foregone income, is approximately $4,707 per year per student. Of
this figure, the student and/or his family bears the responsibility
for $3,662 (77.8 percent). Even if there were no tuition and fee
charges, these students would still have to pay a large percentage of
the educational cost. This situation represents an economic barrier
to educational opportunity, which benefits society. Higher education
is a social necessity, not a luxury, and should be treated as such in
policy and by funding. As a result of this study, three
recommendations are made: (1) That public institutions of higher
education be supported at a level which makes access possible without
tuition levels wvhich economically would deny opportuaity to some
individuals; (2) That tuition not be increased until such time as the
individual contribution drops below the range of two-thirds to
three-fourths of the economic costs of attendance; and (3) The
tuition charges be graduated within the public sector to reflect the
growth in benefits resulting from additional education. (DC)

T



US D PARTMENT OF HEALTR
EDULATION K WELFARE

Aot NATIONAL INSTITUTE UF

N~ T S

r~

'-—‘

(-

H

(@]

(W

A PROPOSED POLICY ON
TUITION IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES
A STAFF PAPER PREPARED
BY
JouN N. TERREY

O

rt
NOTE: The views expressed in this paper are those of the author and do

QO not necessarily reflect those of the State Board for Community College
Ln ctducation.

r.

DECEMBER 1974

5

ERIC ~ =

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE_OF CONTENTS

L'ST OF TABLES . . . . . . . . . o . . . .

I

Ve

V.

vi.

BACKGROUND ¢« o o & & e e 4 e e e e
EXAMINATION OF THE |SSUES A
A SHORT REVIEW OF THﬁ LITERATURE .« + ¢ ¢ o
TUITION AND FEES AT WASHINGTON'S COMMUNITY COLLEGES
THE BASIC QUESTIONS « o ¢ ¢« o o o o o o

CONCLUS IONS AND RECOMMENDAT|ONS ¢ o e e e e

%)

Page
"

28

46

-~



vi

vii

vil

IX

IST OF TABLES

——

Estimated Changes In Tultlon and Enroliment Resulting from
Alternative Flnancing Plans for 1977 and for 1980 (Publlc
TWO"YedF CO”egeS ON|Y) e 6 8 © 8 © ® & ® e o o e e o o * 0+

The Percent of All Famliles with Heads Aged 35-54 and Famll!les
of Students by Type of College with Income over $10,000 In the

United States Tn 1966 +« « o o o o o o o o o o o o o s o o o
Percentages of Income Recelved from Vailous Sources, 1969-70
Average Student Costs, Commuter . « o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o5 o o
Strong Reverence for Higher Education . « « ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ &

Taxes and Beneflts In Publlc Higher Educatlon . « ¢« & « ¢ &

Percentage of Income Earned as a Result of College
High School Graduates Attending College o . ¢ « o o ¢ ¢ o &

Income of Parents of Students Attending Four Categorles of
Ca.‘forn‘a 'nS*'fu*'onS. '97'-72 ¢ 6 8 ¢ o ¢ o o o o o & o

1

21

25

30

30

31

32

37

42

44



TUITION FOR WASHINGTON'S COMMUNITY COLLEGES !

I. BackcrounD

The community colleges In the State of Washlington are publlc Institutlons.
Tultlen Is set by the Leglslature. The level of tultion !s a matter of public
pollcy. As used In this paper, tultlon 1s meant to Include all general fees
pald by students as requlired by law. Hence, no effort Is made to dlstingulsh
among tultlon, operating fees, and student services and actlvities fees.
Tultlon means the aggregate of all these fees.

in 1967 the tultlon was set by the Leglslature at $70 per quarter for a student
taking a full toad. In 1971 the +ultlon was ralsed to $83 per quarter for a
student taking a full load. In 1975 the Leglslature will very llkely glve con-
sideratlon to Increasing tultlon agaln.

what should the tultion level be? Upon what pollicy should the tultlion level
be set? These are the questlons to which this paper |s addressed.

. Tultlon setting has been a practice In search of a pollcy. What should the
_pollcy be and upon what loglc should the pollcy rest? Frequontly the practice
ls the result of flnanclal exlgencles. The leve! 1s determined by ascertalning
the tultlion levels throughout the natlon and setting a new lovel relatlive to
other states. Now a new device has been dlscovered=-ralsing ti.ltlon to reflect
the Impact of iInflation. Of course, +he assumption In the laflation procedure
s that the base flgure was reasonable, loglcal, and equltabl..

I+ Is the conclusion In thls paper that none of these techn'cues for setting
+ultlon Is satlisfactory and that a better method |s needed--a method which
recogn!zes both soclal efflclency and fiscal efflclency.

II. EXAMINATION OF THE ISSUES

In the 1960's the State of Washington made a courageous comm!tment==a part of
an unprecedented natlonal comm! tment--to extend opportunitles for higher educa-
tlon to a large segment of the population. The speclfic form was the Communlty
College Act of 1967 with Its cornerstone--the open door. Today the State of
washlington Is confronted by a severe challenge to 1ts commltment and dedicatlon
to soclal equallty and Indlvidual opportunlty. Publlc pollcy and financlal
stringencles force pollcy makers to a difflcult cholce. Should tultlon In the
public Instltutions of higher educatlon be ralsed, thereby resolving to some
degree the flnanclal problem while at the same time compromising the comm!tment
made In the previous decade to soclal equal ity and Indlvidual opportunlty?

The publlc pollcy lssue und the flnanclal stress must be viewed together so

that whatever declslon is made takes Into account the trade-offs and thelr
impllcatlons. Thls paper attempts to view both aspects, but I+ Is not a complete
vlew because the emphasis !s on the communlty college. However, 1t needs to be

lThls paper has haen prepared by John Terrey, Deputy Director for the Washington
State Board for Community College Education. The views expressed are hls and should

not be assumed to reflect the views of the State Board.
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noted that In the State of Washington there Is a dlverse system of postsecondary
education. The varlous sectors within the dlverse system have thelr own
ldentlty. To preserve the dlversity and the ldentitles Is of great value to

the State.

I+ 1s not the purpose of thls paper to review the diverslty »f postsecondary
oducation In the State of Washington In the 1970's. |t Is necessary briefly to
l{lustrate that publlic pollcy has had and will have great Impilcations for the
tuture. To provide a perspective It needs to be polnted out that hligher educa-
tion has gone f?rough three phases: "arlstocratlc," "mer!tocratlic," and

"egal ltarian." buring the arlstocratic perlod (1900) only about one In
twenty-five young people entered college. The percentages Increased throughout
eact. successive phase. By 1940 only !0 percent enferﬁd college; by 1950 it was
|8 percent; and by 1970 1t was well over 50 percent,

The arlistocratlic era ended with World I1. The merltocratic era ended In the
mld-1960's. The best phllosophlical statement of the egalltarian principle Is
Communlty College Act of 1967.

On a natlonal level the baslc egalltarlan princlples were set forth In the 1947
report to President Truman by hls Presldant's Commission on Hligher Education,
Higher Educatlon for Amerlcan Democracy. In Volume | the concern was "Educat!on
for AlL."

The goal was clearly stated:

The Amerlcan people should set as thelr ultimate goal

an educational system In which at no level--hlgh school,

college, graduate school, or professlonal schooi=-=-wll| a

quallfled Indlvidual In any part of the country encounter
an Insuperable economic arrler to the attalnment of the

kind of educatlion suited to his aptitudes and Interests.

The second volume, concerned with access, was entltled "Equallzing and Expandlng
“ Indlvidual Opportunity." The princliple set forth was equallty:

Equal educatlonal opportunlty for all persons, to the
maximum of thelr Indlvidual abllltles and without regard
to economlc status, race, creed, color, sex, natlonal
orlgln, or ancestry Is a major goal of Amerlican democracy.
Only an Informed, thoughtful, tolerant people can malntaln
and develop a free soclety.

Equal opportunity for educatlon does not mean equal or
ldentical educatlon for all! Indlviduals. |t means,
rather, that educatlon at all Ievels shall be avallable
equally to every quallfled person.

|K. Patrlicla Cross, Beyond the Open Door (San Franclsco: Jossey Bass, Inc., 1971),
especlally Chapter One. See also Christopher Jencks and Davld Rlesman, The Academlc
Revolutlon (New York: Doubleday & Company, |968).

ZThe flgures are from The Second Newman Report: Natlonal Pollcy and Hlgher Educatlon
(Cambrldge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1973), p. | and p. 116,

3y. s. Presldent's Commission on Hlgher Education, Hlgher Educatlion for Amerlcan
Demognggl (New York: Harper and Brothers Publlshers, 1947), Volume 1, p. 36.

1pld., volume 11, p. 3.
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Danlel P, Moynlhan, 20 years later, restated the egall*2rlan princliple:

to "make the natlonal purpose serve the human purpose; that every person shall
have the opportunity to become all that he or she |s capable of becoming. We
bel leve that knowtedge is essentlal to Indlvidual freedom and to the conduct

of a free soclety. We belleve that educatlon Is the surest and most profltable

invesiment a natlon can make."

Beyond all doubt the Instltution within the postsecondary spectrum most
responsible for translating the national policy of egalltarlanism into practice

. has been the community college. Today, there are 2,866,000 students In 1,14}
communlty colleges. Thelr development has made 2 policy a reallty. On a
natlona! basls by 1970 the community colleges accounted for 38 percent of the
postsecondary institutlons and 28 percent of the students. These flgures are
double the number of Institutlions and three times the number of students which
were reported In 1960. In the State of Washington the community colleges
account for 60 percent of the Institutions and almost 50 percent of the students.

Nonetheless, It Is lmportant to note that the full spectrum of postsecondary
educatlon s necessary to diverslty. Dlifference Is not necessarlly better.
Similarly, the results expected must be as dlverse as the Institutlons which
oroduce the results. The role of the community college decrees that I+ not be
"aristrocratic,”" that 1+ not be "merltocratic." |t Is an alternative to those
tradltlonal concepts and thelr structures. If an Institutlion Is to forego the
luxury of selecting a student body to serve Its structure, then 1t has an obil-
gation to select a structure to serve It+s students. lts students are varled

In age, background, asplrations. Judgling both Indlviduatl and Instltutional
effectiveness must conslder the egalltarian nature of the communlty college.
Inevitably, the flnancing, Including tultlon pollcy, must recognlze the varlety
of purposes and missions of the Instlitutlions which agg egate Into postsecondary

educatlion.

The task of establishing a nollcy relative to tultion Is compl Icated by the need
to balance several dlfferent objectives simultaneously. For example, It Is a
clearly estab!ished natlonal objective to provide equallty of opportunity for
students to enter postsecondary education. At the same time, equlity In allo-
cating the cost becomes a necessity. In thls case, equlty Is a concern to the
publlc In establishing what Is falr In assessling cost of higher educat!on between
the taxpayers on the one hand who represent soclety and students and thelr
ftaml!les who are the private beneflciarles of higher education. A third and
related objective 1s the balancing of the equal Ity of opportunlty with equlty

to a system which Is characterlzed by a dlversity not only between the publlc
and prlvate sector but the slze and mlsslon and purpose of Institutions within

the publ !c sector.

I+ Is not surprising then that there are a multltude of plans which have been
devised for balancing tultlion responsibliitles In the flnancing of higher educa-
+1on with the confllicting objectives. There are three primary flnanclal plans
for tultion. The first Is the full cost pricing which would mean that the
student and/or his famlly would pay the full cost of hls education. The second
major plan Is the antithesls of the flrst, namely, that a government subsldy

|Danlel P. Moynthan, "The !mpact on Manpower Development and the Employment of
Youth," In Unlversal Hlgher Education by Eari J. McGrath, ed!tor (New York:




would provide postsecondary education free to students who wish to enter.

Between thess two extremes ls a compromlse which represents the present mixed
system. The current system s one of sharing the cost between the student and/or
his famlly and society In which the student pays a share through tuition and
soclety pays a share through governmental appropriations. Even the compromlse,
however, creates an additlonal complex!ty. What should be the proport lonal

share for each segment? Usually the attempts to answer the proportional share
question result In two add1tlonal questions: 1) Who beneflits from higher edu-
cation? and 2) Which plan will provide the most revenue and the most effectlve
allocatlon of resources white malntalning eduszational opportunity?

The case for high tultlon rests on the assumption that the price of hlgher edu-
catlon should be commensurate with the beneflts derived and the ablilty to pay.
Since the beneflts from higher educatlon accrue primarily to students, It Is .
argued that the Instructlonal costs should br pald primarily from tultlon. The
{ssue of equal opportunity Is provided In p by offering grants or loans to
students with low Incomes. Slince the demar. or higher education s generally
bel leved to be somewhat more Inelastlc among high Income familles than among
medlum and tow Income famlilles (1.e., relatively more Insensitive to price),
higher tultion would pose no serlous threat to attendance by students from high
Income faml!les. 1f under these cond!tlons there Is a {Imlted amount of tax
revenue avallable, the wisest expenditure of the revenue Is In a form of subsldy
to students of low-Income fam!llles who have the abl!lity but not the flranclal
resources to attend a postsecondary Institution. The net result 1s that the
higk tultlon Is charged to those who have the ablilty to pay whlle those who
cannot pay are subslidlzed. Thus, there Is a savings to the taxpayer. The
argument concludes that since the benefl+s accrue to only a few, I+ should be
pald for primarily by the Indlvidual part!cipant according to his ablllty 1o
pay rather than by the general publlc. However, there Is dlsagreement on the
degree to which beneflts accrue to the Indlvidual and soclety. The relailve
proportion of beneflt Is dlscussed In a later sectlion of thls paper.

Those who argue In favor of high tultlon generally use one or more of the fol-
lowlng arguments:

. Since the student Is the one who derlives the greatest benef 1t from
college education, he should pay for as much of hls educatlon as

he Is able.

2. The tax support of higher education, together with high tultlon,
would maximlze the total revenue avallable to operate colleges and
universitles.

3. Funds derived from high tultlon could increase +he number of grants
and loans avallable to needy students and thereby enhance the
ideal of aqual educatlonal opportunlty for all.

4. High tultion would provide greater market actlons and stimulate
healthy Institutional competition.

5. Because high tuitlon more closely approximates the cost of providing
the hlgher education, 1t could affect a more efflclent use of re-

sources.

6. High tultlon, together with generous ald to needy students, would
tend to redlistribute Income from the wealthy to the poor.

&
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Those who argue for low tultlon generally clte tradition. It Is true that
public higher education has been flnanced through low tultlon with substantlal
tax support. The low tultlon, It Is argued, Is essentlal because It provides
the best means of facllitating college attendance by quallfled people from
low-1ncome faml!les, thereby satisfylng the objJective of equallty of oppor-
tunlty.

The baslc argument on the economlc slde, In additlon to the phllosophical
argument about equallty of opportunlty, s that low tultlon for everyone,
while 1+ does requlire a high tax subsldy, Is a form of Invesiment which
soclety makes. Followlng graduation the student puts hls skills on the
market and generally attracts a higher salary than he would attract had he
not attended college. The hlgher Income Is subsequently taxed by the state,
and the state therefore becomes the beneflclary of the Investiment 1+ made In
the educatlon of the Indlvidual. Thls form of repayment Is preferred by the
advocates of low tultion to charging high tultlon, especlally at a time when
most students cannot afford 1t. Those who argue for low tultlon contend that
soclety Is also a beneficlary of higher educatlicn and that, 1f ablll*y ‘o pay
should govern the burden placed or each member of soclety, it then loglcally
follows that low tultlon and state taxes constltute an equlitable financing

system.

Those who argue for low tultlon usually argue on one or more of the followling
polnts:

I. Since soclety beneflits greatly from hlgher education through broad
economlc, soclal, and cultural advancement, soclety should bear Its

portion of the cost of such educatlon.

2. Based on ablllty to pay, hligher educatlon costs are most equltably
shared by soclety through a tax system, hopeful ly a progresslve
tax system.

3, Slince hlgh tultlon Is seldom sufficlently offset by student ald
grants, low tultlon provides more equal educatlonal opportunlty.

Congressman O'Hara of Michlgan summarlzed the argument:

The Amerlcan people wl!! support . roadly based,
open educatlon system. And they wi.. support 1t
more readlly If 1+s costs are spread across the
soclety It serves, and not ccncentrated wholly on
those w?o happen at the moment to be using the
system.

Howard R. Bowen, Chancellor of the Claremont Center and a natlonally recogn!zed
student of the economics of hlgher educatlon, has found that there are three
major arguments In favor of high-level tultlon. The flrst argument Is the
application of the "beneflt theory,” namely, that the cost of publlc services
which benefit particular Indlviduals should be borne by the beneflclary.
According to Bowen, "1t Is argued that the beneflts from higher educatlon

'James G. O'Hara, "The Soclal Necesslty for Low Tultlon," Change (Winter 1973-74),
p. 77.

J
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accrue primarlly to students (or to parents who value the economlc and cultural
advancement of their chlldren), and that the Instructlonal cost should be pald
primarily or wholly through tultions."

Bowen rejects thls argument on the grounds that soclety at large beneflts from
higher educatlon through broad economlc, soclal and cultural advancement, and
soclety (taxpayers and donors) might reasonably bear some of the cost even
under the "berneflt theory." He goes on to say:

| would polnt out that educatlon Is so critlcal to
the advancement of the soclety that encouragement of
i+ through subsldlizatlon from general taxes ls fully
justifled. Certalnly, If a case can be made for
"tree" elementary and secondary educatlon, where the
element of cost resulting from foregone Income Is
largely absent, a much stronger case can be made for
subs!dizing higher educatlon where the element of
foregone Income |s so ifarge. ...lt would seem extra-
ordinarlly perverse In the America of today to ralse
the barrlers to higher education preclsely at the
+1me when we are, or should be, trying to open up
opportunity to young Qersons of low Income and
minor!ty backgrounds.

The second argument for high levels of tultion Is an app|lcation of the "abllilty
to pay" theory, namely, that faml!les that can afford to pay the cost of educatlion
for thelr chlidren should do so. In other words, the cost of educatlon should
vary with the Income of the famlly whose chlidren are recelving 1+. Thls argument
is rebutted by the conslderation that 1t Is not necessar!ly wrong for the rlch

to recelve educaflonal services at a cost less than the full cost any more than

I+ Is not necessar!ly wrong for them to recelve other publlic services at less

than full cost, provided they are recelving these services on the same terms as
the rest of the population and the tax structure Is "oqultable." |f one contends
the tax system Is Inequitable and that, therefore, high Income faml!les are not
paying thelr proper proportion of publlc educational costs, the remedy does not
Ile In the realm of Increasing tultion and fee charges, but rather 1+ shuld be
sought through reform of the tax structure Itself.

The flnal argument |s what could be called "the expedlency argument." Whenever
Instltutions cannot generate a suffliclent amount of revenue from other sources,
they turn to tultlon as an addltlonal revenue source as a last resort. Thls
Is, In part, the sltuation that ex!sts In the State of Washlington today. The
State |s faced wlth Inadequate revenue from other sources and therefore s con-
sldering ralsing more revenue through tultion and fee charges. Exped | ency
would seem to be wholly Inadequate as a reason for Increasing tul+ion and fees
In view of the baslc commltment of the communlity college system to the open
door concept which Is central to access.

'Howard R. Bowen, "Tultlon and Student Loans In the Financing of Higher Education,"
In The Economlcs and Flnancing of Hlgher Educatlon In the Unlted States (Jolnt
Economlc Committee, Congress of the Unlted States, U. S. Government Printing Offlce,
washlngton, D.C., 1969), p. 624. '

2i51d., pp. 624-25.
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Howard Bowen has concluded that:

| $Ind no persuasive argument for tultion as a method of
fInancing Instltutlions, and | conclude that the natlon
would be well advised to ellmlinate or reduce tultion, or
at least tu avold ralsing them further. |f flnanclal
need does not permlt all tultlon to be ellmlinated or
reduced, charges In some parts of the system, e.g.,
community colleges and state unlversltles, should be
held to a minimum so that hlgher educatlon may be
readlly accessible to persons of low Income and mlinority

background.

There must be a point of entry and a track through the
system thai presents the minimum of flnancial barrlers.
And of course a condltlon of low tuitlon Is adequate

Institutional support through appropriations and glfts.

To return agaln to the ablllty-to-pay argument, It would perhaps be more
reasonable to base tultlon/fee charges dlrectly on the level of the faml!ly
Income. Thls could be done elther dlirectly with the varlable schedule of
tultion and fees or Indlrectly through an adequate flnanclal ald program
where student support would be based on fam!ly Income with a fixed level of
tultlon and fees. WIt+h the present Impracticallty of the former and the
nonex!stence of the latter, 1+ Is felt that the need for commltment to the

open door concept greatly outwelghs such conslderation of the Inequlitles
occurring.

A SHORT REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In order to provide a perspective on the subject of tultion, a review of the
most recent |lterature deallng with the pollcy Issues will be presented. The

materlals reviewed are:

|. Orwig, M. D. (Edltor). Flnancing Hlgher Educatlon: Alternatlves for the
Federal Government. (lowa Clty, lowa: The American College Testling Program,

1971.)
2. Bowen, Howard R. and Paul Servelle. Who Beneflts from Higher Educatlon and

Who Should Pay? (Washlngton, D.C.: Amerlcan Assoclation for Higher
Education, 1972.)

3, Carnegle Commisslon on Higher Education. The Open-Door Colleges: Pollcles
for Community Colleges. (New York: McGraw-H!|| Book Company, 1970.)

4. _ . Hlgher Educatlon: Who Pays? VWho
Benef1ts? Who Should Pay? (New York: McGraw-H!|| Book Company, 1973.)
5. . Tultlon. (New York: McGraw-H!1|

Book Company, 1974.,)
6. Commlittee for Economic Development. The Management and Flnanclng of

Colledes. (New York: Commlttee for Economic Development, 1973.)

|
Ibld., p. 626.
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7. National Commisslion on the Financing of Post-secondary Education. Flnanclng
Postsecondary Educatlon In_the Unlted States. (Wash!ington, D.C.: U. S.
Government Printing Offlce, 1973.)

8. Halstead, D. Kent. State-wlde Plannine In Hlaher Educatlon. (Washington,
D.C.: U. S. Government Printing Offlce, 1974.)

Orwlg, M. C. (Edltor). Financing Hlgher Educatlion: Alternatives for the
federal Government. (Towa Clty, lowa: The Amerlican College Testing Program, 1971.)

This monograph !s the result of a conference held In 1970 under the sponsorship
of the Amerlcan College Testing Program. The purpose of the conference was to
dlscuss the balance between the search for equallty of educational opportunity
on one hand and the rlsing cost of higher educatlon on the other hand. Papers
were presented by experts reflecting deflinitlve but opposing polnts of view.
Thecdore W. Schultz, Mary Jean Bowman, and Chrlstopher Jencks examlned the
economic and soclal Issues.

Who should pay? Thls questlon was addressed In three papers, each reflecting a
different answer. For W. Lee Hensen and Burton A. Welsbrod, the answer was--
students and parents. For James L. Wattenbarger, the answer was-=-soclety.

For Howard R. Bowen, the answer was--soclety, students, and parents. Other
Issues not dlrectly related to tuitlon were dlscussed. '

Theodore W. Schultz 1s an economist at the Unlversity of Chlicago and one of the
ploneers In exploring the economic facets of human capital, especlally educatlion
as a means of Increasing the return on Investment of human caplital. Hls argument
ls that Investment 1n education Is an Investment In human capltal. Hls studles
have focused on attempts to measure the rate of return to Investment (RO1) to
students and to soclety. Whlle measures are not exact, the relatlionship of
Investment I? educatlon and return to the Indlvidual and to the soclety are
slgntficant.’ Schultz also Introduces a controverslal toplc which will be
mentioned frequently In thls paper, viz. the concep: of foregone earnings as

a cost of educatlon borre by the student.? (Foregone earnings are those
earnings foregone as a result of +Ime when a student contlinues In college
Instead of taking a full-tlme Job.) HIs arguments for the Inclusion of foregone
earnings as a factor In determining the cost of higher education are multiple:

- Hlgher educatlon 1s more than twice as costly as 1s revealed In
the budgets (Yoregone earnlings by students represent over half
the economlc costs of hlgher educatlion);

- 1+ 1s simply Impossibte to plan efficlently when over half of the
real costs are treated as "free" resources;

- There 1s no Incentlve to economize on the time of students In
educatlonal planning under existing clrcumstances;

T Sme also Mark Blaug, An_Introduction to the Economlcs of Ecducatlon,
especlally Chapters |-3, for a further discusslion of the concept.

2 See Page 20.
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- Educatlonal planners recelve no signals that the value of the tIme
of students ls rising relative to matertal Inputs;

- The rate of return to Investment In higher educdtfon Is grossly
overestimated when earnings foregone are omltted;

- So-called free educatlon Is far from free to students and thelr
parents, which In turn Implles that many famllles with low Incomes
cannot afford to forego the earnings of thelr chlldren; and

- Savings, Investment, and capltal formatlon afe all substantlally
understated In terms of natlonal accounting.

Schultz readlly admits that a model |s needed which wiil help to ldentlfy the
value added by education as well as the return on Investment. Thus far,
Indisputable measures are lackling. '

Mary Jean Bowman |s also an economist at +he Unlverslty of Chlcago. Her article
reviews the efforts of economists to devise methods for measuring the "unexplalned
reslduals"--that part of growth In natlonal [Income over and above what could be
explained by the aggregate Inputs of labor and capital. Regardless of the
methodology employed, a substantlal unexplalned residual Is ldentifled. It Is
broadly termed "advancement In know!edge" and Is attributed to the Investment
soclety makes In human capltal through educatlion.

Christopher Jencks of Harvard Is not an economist. Hls article examines the
goal of equallty of opportunity and the role of higher educatlon In achleving
the soclal goal of equallty of opportunlty. Jencks concludes that the only way
to move toward equallty Is to help those at the lower levels of soclety.
Because the el lte 1s more powerful than the poor and because the ellte will
guard agalinst the downward mob! |1ty of Its progeny, upward soclal mobillty for
the poor wli| depend upon equallty of opportunlty for the poor. "There are,
after all, only two ways to make men equal: We can reduce the privilege of

the el lte or we can Increase the privilege of the non-ellte."” Higher educatlion,
especlally the community college sector, has moved ‘away from serving the ellte
by providing an opportunity for all--an egalltarlan concept. Equallty of
opportunlty must overcome the barrlers of flnance, geography, soclal stitus,
and academlic preparation. -

W. Lee Hansen and Burton A. Welsbrod are professors of economics at the
Unlversity of Wisconsin. Thelr paper Is a shorter version of thelr book,
Beneilts, Costs, and Flnance of Publlc Higher Educatlon. They present a plan
for full-cost pricing. Essentlally they would replace the present system of
state subsldles by a system of grants to the student who In turn would be
charged by the Institutlon the full cost of Instruction. The grants to students,
however, would be based on the ablllty of the student and hls parents to pay for
the cost of hlgher educatlon. The poorer the famlly, the higher Is the grant.
The result would be that poorer students would recelve larger grants whereas

the students from wealthler famllles would be asked to pay more If not all of
the cost. As a result, the tax burden would decrease. They state thelr case

as follows:

l
Simon Kuznets treats these lssues In hls book, Modern Economlc Growth, wrltten
In 1965.
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The baslic problem, then, |s how to use 1Imited public
revenue resources most falrly and most effectively. A
low or zero tultion level for everyone Implles a sub-
stantially Increased level of state support. But If
only a Iimlted amount of tax revenue Is avallable for
higher educatlon, which 1s more effliclent? To use
+hese funds to subslidlze above average Income students
who can afford to go on to college and would do so,

we predict, even without the subsldy? Or to subsidlize
lower Income students, many of whom would otherwlise
not go to college at all, or who 1f they did go ml?h*
have no alternative but to lncur substantlal debt?

They also contend that low or even zero +ultlon will not achleve the goa! of
equal Ity of opportunity. Low or zero tultlon simply does not provide equallty
of opportunity because tultion Is but a smal| part of the total cost. Addl-
+lonal costs inciude books and supplles, I1ving expenses, and foregone earnings.
€ven 1f tultlon were zero, these costs would represent a substantlal economic
barrler to equallty of opportunity. :

James L. Wattenbarger of the Unlversity of Florida argued that educatlon at all
levels ls.a soclal responsibllity. He argues essentlally from the hlstorlcal
perspective. He contends +hat low cost publlc educatlon Is a necessary con=
comitant to the development of human resources, to future economlic growth, to
natlonal securlty, and to the eventual elimination of poverty.

wattenbarger quotes Edward F. Denlson as saylng that 20 percent of the growth
In real natlona! Income between 1929 and 1957 was accounted for by the advance-
ment of knowledge, and another 23 percent of the growth was the result of
education of the labor force. Denison concluded that education, therefore,
contributed 42 percent of the growth rate in output per man employed In the
united States over the years of his study. Denlson grovlded many reservatlions
about hls method. Others too have had reservations.

Wattenbarger Jdces Introduce a dimenslon to the argument which the economlsts
dld not discuss. He argues that tultlon Is a use tax levied on the student
at the moment he Is least able to pay It--a cond!+lon Wattenbarger clalms Is
unfalr. Would 1t not be more loglcal, he argues, to have no or low tultlon so
as to remove as much of the economic barrier as possible? Soclety would sub-
sequently be repald through increased taxes pald as a consequence of higher
Income resulting from educational tralning. He cltes the G! Bl to support
hls argument. "Those persons who beneflted from the G.1. Bl durlng the late
fortles and flftles have already regald or soon will repay that amount many
+Imes over In Federal Income Tax."

The flnal article to be reported from thls book Is one written by Howard R. Bowen,
a noted economist and chancellor of the Claremont Unlversity Center. No wrliter
has wrltten more extenslvely on the subject of beneflits and flnanclal charges

See

See E. F. Denlson, The Sources of Economic Growth In_the Unlited States, p. 73.
also pp. 251-253 for Denlson's reservations.
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In hligher educatlon than Howard Bowen. He thoughtfully polnts out that the
cost of hligher education Is dlvided Into three parts:

- The Income of the student that |s foregone because he chooses to
be In college;

- The cost to the student Incldental to hls educatlon, e.g., books;
and

- The Instltutional cost of Instruction.

Concentratlon on only the last part--the cost of Instructlon--reveals that the
student might be payling as low as one-flfth of the cost of hls educatlon.
Assuming that the cost of Instructlon In Washlngton State communlity colleges
averages about $1,000, the tultlon Is $249 or 24.9 percent of the cost, silightly
In excess of one-flfth of the cost,

However, when the Incldental costs and the foregone earnings are Included, the
student Is contributing over three-fourths of the costs. Bowen concludes:
"Three-quarters seems an adequate contritutlion ln view of the substant!al
soclal beneflts derived from higher education.:

Bowen then dlscusses the three princlpal alternatives to flnancing the cost. of
higher education: (1) Full cost priclng, (2) Frea publlc educatlion, and (3)
Conglomerate flnancling.

Full cost prlclng assumes that the student will be charged the full cost of
his Instructlon as well as the full cost for any aux!llary enterprises he
utillzes. To be conslistent, the Instltution should also charge the full cost
of research and public service It provides. The result would be that the
Instltutlion would be self-supporting. |f a student could not afford the full
cost, he would recelve grants or loans to cover hls daflclfs. |f he recelved
a loan, the loan would be payable from futufe Income.

Free publ ic education assumes that the cost of instruction In public Institu=

tTons would be pald for from public sources. Aux!ilary services would be pald
for by the user. Student ald, If needed to cover Incldental charges, would be
In the form of ald through grants or loans.

The conglomerate model deplcts the present state of flnancing hligher educatlon.
The costs are covered partly by tultion and, In public Institutions, partly by
publlc funds. Again, as with the other alternatlives, grants and loans are an
Integral part of the structure. The Issue Is: Should the conglomerate shlft
toward the full cost mode! or toward the free public educatlon mode!? Related
to thls Issue Is yet another one: Should financlal ald be primarlly In the form
of grants or of loans?

Bowen then presents hls own concluslons. These are summarlzed as follows:

I. Higher educatlon should charge relatively low tultlons. "1 would
argue that the system of flnance should veer toward the ﬂgee publle
education mode! rather than toward the full cost model."

;See Page 161.
For a fuller discussion of thls concept, see Mllton Friedman's article, "The

Hlgher Schooling In America," which appeared In The Publlic Interest, Spring, 1968.
3See Page 165.
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2. The age of emancipation of students from thelr familles should be
lowered to 20 or 21. Thls would remove the responsibliity for parents
to finance the students' cost of education. Princlpally, 1t would
remove the means test In connectlon with grants or other forms of
student ald. "Thls proposal merely suggests extending the precedent

set by the Gl BN,

3. Student financlal ald should be primarlly In the form of grants rather
than loans. "...no student who Is willing to work a reasonable amount
and to |1ve modestly should have to go deeply Into debt to secure an
educatlon." Grants should be adequate to cover costs but without

fl"l ' |5c

4. The basic program of student ald should be conducted outside the Instl=
tution for two reasons: (1) So as not to Influence the student's cholce
of Institutlion, and (2) So as to relleve the Instltution of a financlal
burden in administering the program.

5. lIncome of institutlons should come from varled sources with a substant!al
part of the amount represented by unrestricted |ncome. "The full cost
model 1s weak In that instltutional income would come predominantly from

students and other users of services who would then be able to wleld
enormous power." As a consequence, Bowen expressed concern about academlic

freedom.

Bowen concludes with a I1sting of the .soclal benefits of higher education. The

§1nal category of soclal beneflts are those relating to the community college:

The communlty college 1s often thought of as strictly
an Instructlonal center having no function but to edu-
cate and traln young people. As such It has Important
soclal beneflts. But 1t too provides~-or should provlide
--benefits that flow from l+s posltion as a center of
learning. |t Is a cultural center for I+s community,
I+ Is a patron of the arts, a center of dlscusslon, a
place for Indlvidual consultatlion and guldance, a
humane Influence, and a pool of talent to help wlth
communlty problems. A communlty college Is of great
value to a communlty aslde from the cred!t hours of
Instructlion It generates.

Bowen, Howard R. and Paul Servelle. Who Beneflts from Hlgher Educatlon--and
Who Should Pay? (Washlington D.C.: Amerlcan Assoclation for Higher Educatlon,

1972)

This short publlication Is primarlly a review of the problems relating to the
financing of higher education and of the solutions which have been offered.

'Page 166.
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In additlon, the booklet provides a very complete b!bllography of 116 items
cross referenced to the text so that the arguments are related to the authors

who propose them,

Bowen and Sevelle dlscuss the questlons ralsed In the title 'n seven short
chapters:

- The Beneflt Theory and Justice

Marglnal Analysls and the Beneflt Theory
Filnancial Options

Financial Optlons for Higher Educatlon
Indlvidual Beneflts from Higher Educatlon
Soclal Beneflts from Higher Educatlon
The Costs of Hligher Education

In trylng to answer the question--who benef 1ts and who should pay?--the authors
attempt to Isolate the benef!ts of higher education to the student and hls
faml 1y from the benefits to soclety. Both benef!t and both pay. The search
continues as to the proper balance of the payments.

One recurring ldea Is that the allocatlon of costs between
students and society should be related to the beneflts
from higher educatlion. But there are two verslions of the
beneflt theory and these are not necessarlly congruent.
One !s concerned with Justice In the allocatlon of costs
among different persons and groups. The assumption Is
made that the beneflclaries should pay and that the costs
should be dlvided among them In proportion to the total
beneflts recelved. The other version of the beneflt
theory |s concerned with effliclency In the allocatlion of
resources. The assumption Is made that when a good or
service ylelds both Indlvidual and soclal beneflts, Its
productlon should be Increased beyond the amount that
would be called forth by Indlvidual demand alone. This
{dea applled to hlgher educatlon means that tultion should
be lowered below the cost per student unt!| the combined
marginal beneflts to both Indlvliduals and soclety are
equal to the marglinal cost.

Needless to say, It |s assumed In publlic Institutlons that the deflcl+t should.

be made up from taxes. After reading the brlef text=-which 1s an ldeal overvlew
of the debate--one concludes that the present system of American hlgher education
s a mixed system of flnance. The dlversity has its frustrations and presents
1+s dllemmas; however, there Is strength as a result of the diversity. This

polnt was recognized by Marlon Folsom, a distingulshed buslnessman as well as

a former Secretary of HEW:

iPages 2-3,



The flnanclal support of higher educatlon Is_a patchwork
qullt. This support Is drawn from virtually every known
source... Thls patchwork quilt...1s no Jumble of confusion.
Instead, .t Is a signlficantly complete |1st of the groups
that form the broad base of support for hlgher educatlon
In our soclety. It Is true that 'he who pays the plper
calls the tune.' The integrity of higher educatlon s
ensured by the fact that no one group Is really paying

the plper and thus no one group can 'cal!l the tune.'

T-is broad base of support ensures that our system will
remaln free of a single, |imlting educatlonal creed.

And this, In a sense, Is the genlus of Amerlcan educatlion
--that there !s no single Interest, no one creed or dogma,
t+hat might stifle the freedom and Independence we as a
people cherlsh.!

carnegle Commission on Higher Education. The Open-Door Colleges: Pollcles for
Commun!ty Colleges (New York: McGraw-HIIl, 1970).

One of the 21 speclal reports completed by the Carnegle Commission on Hligher
Education, thls report made a simple but stralghtforward recommendat lon on
tultion:

The Commlssion recommends that the states revise thelr
leglslation, wherever necessary, to provide for unlform
low fulflgn or no tultlon charges at publlic two-year
collejes.

The ratlonale s based on the goa! of unlversal access to higher education. In
general, the Commission concluded that 1t was not reasonable to expect students
and thelr fam!lles to pay more than one-ha!f to three-fourths of the cost of
higher educatlion, In view of the substantlal beneflt+s which accrue to soclety
as a whole.

Since foregone earnings for community college students
(exclud!ng estimated part-time earnings of students)
may be estimated at about $3,000 a year, and Instruc-
+1onal costs per student now average about $700 to $800
a year, It Is clear that students would be meet ng
nearly four-flfths of thelr educational costs In comg
munlty colleges even 1f they were pay!ng no tultion.>

Carnegle Commisslon on Hlgher Education. Hlgher Educatlon: Who Pays? Who Beneflts?
Who Should Pay? (New York: McGraw-HI!1l, 1973).

Many publications have asked these three questlons. Thls report Is an excel lent

TSee "Who Should Pay for Amerlcan Higher Educatlon?" In Economles of Higher
Educatlon edlted by Selma J. Mushkin, p. 195. .

Page 46.
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response to the quesflons,’ The response Is thoughtful and balanced. There
Is no single answer. The Commission offered elght Interrelated pollcy dlirec-
tlons to be taken as a totallty. "These recommendations should be consldered
al! at once, and no one recommendation should be taken out of context of thls
total addltlve approach to flnanclng..."2 The recommendatlons are:

l. A short-term Increase In the publ!lc share of monetary costs for
hlgher educatlon to be followed by a long-term Increase In the
private share unt!| 1+ agaln reaches about current proportlons.

2. A redlistribution of the governmental burden from the states and
local1tles toward the federal govermment.

3. A redlstributlon of student subsidies from higher- to lower-income
groups.

4. A greater amount of support for private colleges and universitlies.

5. A comparatlive, although modest and gradual, rise In publlc as
agalnst private tultlon.

6. A re-evaluation of tultlion pollcy to gear 1t more to the actual
cost of education by level of the tralning.

7. Greater rellance on better loan programs In the {onger-run future
and on charges to users.

8. Careful conservation In the use of resources to minimize the rlsing
Impact on the GNP.

Recommendation IV In the report deals wlth the subject of tultlon. Speclflcally,
Its recommendation Is as follows:

Public Institutions--and especlaliy the community
colleges-~-should malntaln a relatively low=tultlion
pollicy for the flirst two years of hligher educatlion.
Such tultlon should be suffliclently low that no
student, after recelpt of whatever federal and
state support he or she may be ellgible for, Is
barred from access to some publlic Institutlion by
virtue of Inadequate flnances.3

The report goes on to deflne what |s meant by the key phrase, "relatively low
tultlon." As the Commisslion uses the term, 1+ Is meant that the leve! of
support, Including baslc federal student ald grants and whatever state ald the
student may be ellglble for, will mean that a student from a very low-1ncome
famlly would find that outlay requlred to attend collence for the flrst two years
to be approximately zero.

0f the 2! reports publléhed by the Commisslion, thls Is belleved to be one of the
best and one of the least recognlzed.

2Pllge 2 .
3Page 108,
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The entire Commisslon recommendatlon deallng with an Instlitutlonal tultion
pollcy Is based on four reasons. These are as fol lows:

I. Lower dlvision students, especla!ly at relatively open-access Insti-
tutions such as communlty co!leges are often uncertain about thelr

prospects for academlc achievement In college, and thus may be
especlally reluctant to flnance thelr educatlon through borrowing.

2. A low tuition pollicy for lower divislon students, especlally for
students in community colleges, could help to Implement the Commission's
pollcy of universal access to hlgher educatlon, as set forth In
A Chance to Learn and In The Open-Door Colleges. '

3, The cost of education per student Is relatlvely low at the lower
division level, rlses somewhat at the upper dlvision level, and Is
relatively high for graduate education. Thus, with unlform tultion
at all three levels, the lower dlvision student pays a disproportionately
high percentage of his cost of educatlon. Studles conducted by the
Unlverslty of Toronto, and Information obtalned from a number of publlc
instltutlons In the tinlted States Indicate that the cost of educatlion
per student at the upper division level Is commonly about flfty percent
hlgher (and more In some Institutlons) than at the lower divislion level,
and that the cost of educatlon for graduate students Is two to three and
even more times as high as the average cost for undergraduates. Adjusting
tultlon In four-year Institutlons more equitably to cost of educatlon
would bring lower dlvislon charges to students closer to those at publle
communlty colleges and enable low-income students to choose more freely
among publlc Instltutlons for lower-dlvision Instructlon.

4. The earnling capaclity of students rises with Increasing educatlion, so
that as students movis Into upper dlvision and graduate levels they are
more able to earn at least part of thelr educatlonal costs through part-
time work, summer Jobs, or stopplng out for a year or two. They also
should be less reluctant to borrow funds.

Carnegle Comm!ssion on Higher Educatlon. Tultlon: A Supplemental Statement to
theReport of the Carneale Commlsslon on Hlgher Educatlion on "Who Pays? Who
Benef1ts? Who Should Pay?" (New York: McGraw-H!!! Publlishers, 1974).

The Commisslon followlng 1ts ear!ler report became concerned because only two
of the elght suggested directlons had been glven any substantial publlic dis-
cusslon. As a consequence, the package of elght related Items had been
dlsseminated and dlscussed In a plecemea! manner. Thls was of sufficlent con-
cern to the Commlission that 1+ took the unusual step of publishling a supplement
to 1ts orliglnal report. The supplement also contalned some addltional and more

recent data.

Another reason for the publlcatlon of the supplement was that the Carnegle
Report--especlally as It related to tultion--was often confused In the publlc
mind with recommendaflons'made at approximately the same time by the Commlttee

for Economlc Development.

Isee next page for a discusslon of the CED proposal.



The purposes of the volume are: (1) To restate the reasons for the Commisslon's
recommendations on tultlon; (2) To provide more recent and more preclse
Information; (3) To Indicate more clearly the potentlal impacts of the sugges-
+lon for modestly hlgher average t+ultlon at publlc four-year Institutlions by
presenting data by type of Instltuticn and by state; (4) To contrast and compare
the Commlsslon's recommendatlons wlth those of the Commlttee for Economic
pDevelopment, and of other selected bodles; (5) To comment on certain current
controversies about tultion pollcy; (6) To note some of the complexitles of
getting equlity in tuitlon policy.

The comparlison between the recommendatlons of the Commission and those of the
committee for Economlc Development as reported In the publlcation, The Manage-
ment and Flnanclng of Colleges, are set forth below: :

Coverage Carnegle Commisslon CED (4-year and 2-year
(4-year Instltutlions) Institutions

Suggested tultlon as per-
centage of educatlonal

cost. 339 50%

Gap between suggested
percentage and estimated
current percentage. 9 percentage polnts 26 percentage polnts

Length of time to reach .
suggested levels. 10 years 5 years (10 years for
2-year colleges

Rate at which gap would

need to be closed for

4-year instltutlons. ! percentage polnt 5 percentage polnts per
per year year

Ratlo of resulting per-

centages between private

and publlic 4-year Instl-

tutlons. (Assumlng

private Institutlons stay

at the 62% rate.) Roughly 2 to | Roughly 5 to 4

The Committee for Economlc Development. The Management and Flnancing of Colleges
(New York: The Commlittee for Economic Development, 1973).

The Committee for Economlc Development Is a presttgous comm|ttee made up
principally of business anac flnanclal leaders thi.:.ahout the Unlted States.
Within the CED there Is the Research and Pollcy Cumnlttee. That Committee
Is responsible for the report on higher education. 1t 1s dlrected by the
by~laws of the CED to "Inltlate studles Into t+he princlples of business
pollcy and of publlc policy which wlll foster the full contributlon by
Industry and commerce to the attalnment and malntenance of hlgh and secure

~.e
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standards of llving for people In all walks of |lfe through max imum employmant
and high productivity In the domestic economy." It is further emphas!zed that
"a1| research is to be thoroughly objective In character, and the approach In

each Instance Is to be from the standpoint of the general welfare and not from
that of any speclal polltical or economlc group.-

The reason for the publlcation was a concluslion on the part of the CED that,
although the perlod of vlolence on campus might be over, the crisls In higher
oducatlon Is not over. The crisls In higher educatlon relates primarliy to
financlal problems. Therefore, the CED undertook the study to be of asslstance
In the formatlon of publlc pollcy relatlive to the flnancing and management of

higher educatlon.

while the report covers a wlde range of toplcs, the concern at the moment
deals with tultion. The CED recommendatlion Is as follows:

We belleve that tultlon charges at many colleges and
unlversities are unjustifiably low. We recommend an
increase In tultlions and fees as needed unt!| they
approximate 50 percent of the Instructlonal cost,
deflned to Include a reasonable allowance for replace-
ment of facllitles witihln the next flve years.  For
2-year community col leges anrd technlcal colleges, we 2
recommend that the Increase be phased over ten years.

The computations used by the CED and thelr Implications are as {ollows: The
estimated Instructlonal cost per student for a 2-year Instltutlon was $1,226.
Tultlon and fees equal to 50 percent of the cost would be $613. The average
actual charges of tultlon and fees are flgured at $187; thus the Increase In
tultlon and fees requlred tc reach the recommended level would be $213. The
$213 represents half the actual! cost because the community col leges were to

be phased In over a |0-year perlod.

The Natlonal Commisslon on the Flnancling of Postsecondary Educatlon. Financling
Postsecondary Educatlon In the Unlted States (Washlington, D.C.: The u. S.
Government Printing Offlce, 1973).

The National Commlssion was created by the 92nd Congress to examine the role
of the Federal government In financling postsecondary educatlon. The report

wlil certalinly be consldered one of the landmark publlicatlions In the pollcy

area relating to postsecondary educatlon.

Covered In the report Is the full range of flnanclal Issues relating to a broad
spectrum, much broader than communlty colleges. "Postsecondary education" as
deflined by the Commlssion conslists of four major sectors:

. A colleglate sector
2. A non-colleglate sector
3. A sector made up of all other postsecondary Institutlions,

and

Ipage 4.
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4. A sector encompassing the vast array of formal and
Informa! learning opportunitles offered by agencles
and Institutions that are not primarlly engaged In
providing structured educatlonal programs.

The Commission establlshed elght objectlves for postsecondary education. These
are:

. Student Access. Each Indlvidual should be able to enrol! In some
form of postsecondary educatlon appropriate to that person's needs,
capablillty, and motlvation. '

2. Student Cholce. Each Indlvidual should have a reasonable cholce among
those Instltutlons of postsecondary educatlon that have accepted him
or her for admlssion.

3, Student Opportunlty. Postsecondary education should make avallable
academlc asslstance and counselllng that will enable each Indlvidual
according to hls or her needs, capablllty, and motivation to achleve
his or her educatlional objectives.

4. Educatlonal Dlverslty. Postseconaary fducation should offer programs
of formal Instruction and other learnlhg opportunitles and engage
In research and publlc service of sufficlent diversity to be responsive
to the changlng needs of Indlviduals and soclety.

5. Institutlonal Excellence. Postsecondary educatlon should strive for
excel lence In all Instruction and other learning opportunitlies, and In
research and publlc service.

6. JInstltutlonal Independence. Instlitutions of postsecondary educatlon
.should have sufflclent freedom and flexliblllty to malntaln Instltutlional
and professional Integrity and to meet creatively and responsively thelr

educatlional goals.

7. |Instltutlonal Accountablllty. Instlitutlions of postsecondary educatlion
should use flnanclal and other resources efflclently and effectlvely and
employ procedures that enable those who provlide the resources to determine
whether those resources are belng used to achleve deslred outcomes.

8. Adequate Flnanclal Support. Adequate flnanclal resources should be prov lded
for the accompllshment of these objectives. This Is a responsibllity that
should be shared by publlic and prlvate sources Including federal, state,
and local government, students and thelr famllles, and other concerned
organlzations and Indlviduals.

Later In the report the Natlonal Commisslon analyzes elght different financling
plans for higher educatlion. The selectlon of the elght plans represented an
analysls of several dozen alternatlive plans for the flnancling of postsecondary
education. From the multitude of alternative plans, elght were selected and
described and analyzed by the National Commisslon as belng most representative
and reasonable among all those which have been consldered for publlic pollcy
positions. The plans are as follows:

oy
Kool




Plan A -- Thls plan proposes a major shift+ In the responsibl!ity for
financ!ng postsecondary educatlion from publtc and private sources to

students and parents.

Pian B -- Thls plan proposes a substantlal reductlion In c?rrenf Instl-
tutlonal ald and a corresponding Increase In student ald.

Plan C -- Thls plan proposes a shift In the relatlive proportion of
student ald to Instltutional ald by providing proportionately greater
Increases In student ald than Institutionai ald.

Plan D =- This plan proposes a shift In the relative proportion of
student ald to Instltutlonal ald, with a substantlal increase of
financlal ald to students, particularly to students attending private
Institutions.

Plan E == This plan proposes to hold lower dlvision tultion In publlc
Institutions stable (with adjustment for Inflation oniy) while sub-
stantlally Increasing ald to private Institutions to enable them to
Improve thelr competltive positions relative to publlc Institutions.

Plan F == Thls plan proposes to shlft respcasiblilty for flnancing
postsecondary educatlon at the lower division from students and parents
to publlc sources and to Increase ald to Instltutions while reducling

ald to students.

Plan G =- This plan proposes a shift In the relative proportion of
student ald to Instltutlonal ald by providing Increased ald to colleglate
Institutions while holding student ald constant.

Pian H == This plan proposes a shift In the relative proportion of
student ald to tota! publlic ald by Increasing both student ald and
Instltutional ald,_but by Increasing student ald relatlively more than

Instlitutional aid.

Each plan Is analyzed agalnst the criterla established to determine what Its
Impact would be. The consequences of varlous plans as they relate to commun | ty
colleges are summarized In Table | (Page 2! of this report). :

Attached to the report of +he Commisslon. s a paper entltled, "A Framework
for Future Planning," prepared by Ernest L. Boyer and concurrei In by four
of hls fellow commlissioners. Boyer Is a Chancellor of the State Unlverslty
of New York. His recommendatlons are particularly close to the Carnegle
Commisslion recommendatlons, not only wlth respect to tultlon pollcy, but
also on federal and state support of higher educatlon generally. On tultlon

|Th!s plan is qulte simllar to that which Is proposed by the Committee for
Economic Development. For example, It assumes that tultlon at publlc two-year
inst!tutions would be ralsed to 50 percent of the cost of Instruction within ten

years.

2This plan contalns several elements simllar to those recently recommended by
the Carnegie Commlission as addit+ions to changes enacted In the Educatlon Amendments

of 1972.

3This pian Is based on the major postsecondary educatlon sectlons of the
tducation Amendments of 1972,
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pollcy for public Institutlons Boyer's statement recommended, (1) that
tultion for the flrst two years should "be free or at least be stabllized
at the present level, and (2) that beyond the flrst two years tultlon
should be graduated by tevel and “should remaln low In cost (a maxImum

of approximafelY one-thlrd of Instructlional cost might be a useful

benchmark)..."

Roger W. Heyns, presldent of the Amerlcan Counc!! on Educatlion, polnted out
in commenting on the report of the Natlonal Comm!sslon that Chancellor Coyer's
statement "will be wldely endorsed by the higher education community."

In Boyer's comment he makes the statement that "state and local support
should be sufflclent to make 1t possible for publlc Institutions to provlde
t+wo years of postsecondary education to all quallfied students, preferably
at no cost to the_student, but at least at tultion rates not exceeding

present levels."

Later In hls comment whille d!scussing the role which a student and a famlly
support of postsecondary education should be he concludes: (1) "Students

and thelr familles should share somewhat In the cost of postsecondary education
in both the publlc and prlvate sectors, although the level of such support

will differ In each," (2) In the public sector, Income from tultion and other
fees should remaln a secondary source of Instltutional support. Tultlon for
the flrst two years of publlc educatlon beyond high school should be free or

at least be stablilzed at the present level .

D. Kent Halstead. Statewlde Planning In Higher Educatlon (Washington D.C.:
The U. S. Government Printing Offlce, 1974).

while thls new book contalns some extensive Informatlion relative to tultlon,
Its major thrust as Its title Implles Is the statewlde planning of higher
education. It wlil undoubtedly become a major reference for all people
involved In the difflcult process of statewide planning. Lyman A. Glenny,
In the forward to the book, makes the statement that "Dr. Halstead comes
close to exhausting the extant knowledge of higher educatlon planning tech=
nology." The book, In fact, will be {dent!fled as a handbook. |n additlion
to the wlde coverage and extenslve t+reatment of the complex problems related
to planning, each chapter Is supplemented by annotated blbllographles which
the user would find qulte helpful. ' :

Chapter 12 deals with the Issue of f1nancing hlgher educatlon--status and
{ssues. One of the Issues dlscussed s publlc Investment In natlonal objec-
tlves: Who should pay, the role of tultlon, and related Issues.

among the pollcy issues which Halstead ident!fles 1s one which reads, "What
tractlon of total educatlonal cost should be borne by the student and hls
faml Iy and what proportion by soclety?"

'Page 366.
2Page 362.

3page 366.
4Page 551ff.



The question ralses two substantial polnts. |f open access is a goal to be
sought, especlally In the community colleges, then some means must be found
to deal with the dl1ffering abl|ltles of faml 1 les and students to pay the
cost at whatever level the tultion might be. The second Issue Implled In

the question dea!s with the beneflts soclety derlves as a consequence of the
education It provides. In all falrness 1+ must be polnted out that higher
educatlon beneflts cannot be measured exactly nor thelr relative proportion
be determined preclisely. Therefore, any attempt to proportion cost equlitably
in ierms of beneflts recelved must be based on estimates. The estimates must
be more judgmental than analytical at the present time.

in determining the cost to the student, Halstead ldent!fles three components:
(1) the value of the time the student spends In acqulring an educatlon; thls
means the earnings he foregoes whlle attendling college; (2) the Incldental
expenses for books, supplles, transportation, etec.; and (3) the expend! tures

by the nstltution tor Instructlion and related supporting activitles. These
categories are simllar to those ldentifled by Bowen. Halstead places a

value on foregone earnings which Is higher than most others. The Carnegle
commisslon, for example, assumed the figure of $3,100. Halstead assumes

$4,680 per year. He arrlved at hils flgure by using the federal salary

schedule whlch, he concluded, was reasonably competItive with that of private
enterprise. He concluded that there would be some youths not attending coi-
leage who might not be employed. Therefore, he assumed a |5 percent unemployment
In this age group. fsa reasonably conservative estimate of earnings the average
col lege student foregoes would be $5,250 to $5,850. Students who work part-
+ime or during the summer earn from $585 to $1,175; hence, thelr net
unrecovered loss was estimated to be $4,680.

The second major cost=-that of Incldental expenses--related to college
attendance Includes books, supp! les, equlpmeit, transportation and, In some
cases, |iving expenses. Halstead assumed that Incldental expenses In publlc
Institutions amount to $263 yearly.

For the third cost center--that of expendlture for Instructlon--Halstead used
$2,153 yearly at publlc and 4-year institutlons. He provided no flgures for

2-year Instltutlions.

Based on these assumptions, the cost to a student In a publlic Instlitution Is
$5,230 of which soclety pays $1,866 for a tota! of $7,096 per student. The
cost to the student Is 74 percent of the total, and soclety's share Is

26 percent of the total.

Halstead In an elaborate table sets f?rfh the princlpal arguments for low-
tultion pians and high-tultlion plans. The display sets forth a serles O
objectives for nigher educatlion that compares the Implications of high tuitlon
and low tultion to the objectlves. Those objectives Include the followlng:
(1) Equity, (2) Equallty, (3) Market actlon, (4) Resource allocation, (5)
Redlstribution of Income affects, (6) Total publlc support leve! required,

(7) Government control, (8) Adminlistrative cost. The display effectlively
focuses the dlfferences of the two approaches.

lpage 568.



V. Turtion AND Fees AT WasHInGTON'S CoMMUNITY CoLLEGES

The Arthur D. Llttie report to the Super!ntendent of Publlc Instruction entitled
A Pollcy Plan for Community College Education In the State of Washlngton, sub-
mitted June 30, 1966, contalned a rather prophetic remark. The report contended
t+hat tultlon payments should not be earmarked to support major elements of the
operating or capltal program. Such earmarking could result In Increasing pres-
sures to ralse tultlon which mlghT deny the avallabl!llty of community college
educatlon to those unable to pay.' When the recommendatlons of this report ware
translated Into law, l.e., the Community College Act of 1967 (288.50 RCW),
tultion and fees were used to support major elements of both the capltal and
operating budgets. Consequently, today the state Is faced wlth ‘
Increasing pressures to ralse tultion and fees at the community colleges In

the face of the revenue crlsls confronting the State of Washlngton.

The ratlonale for the A. D. Llttle recommendatlion agalnst depending on tultlon
and fees as major revenue sources was that high levels of tultlon and fees
would be antlthetical to the concept of the communlty college as an open door
colleg.. This principle holds that anyone having a high school d!ploma or
otherwlse having the requisite maturlity should have access to a community
college. Access chould not be denled by virtue of academic, cultural, economlc
or other barrlers. The Arthur D. Little report declares:

The 'open door' Is the essentlal feature and Indeed a
unique feature of communlty college educatlon. There
1s a risk that tultlon charges would be pushed to
levels which would Inhlblt+ and perhaps deny portlions
of the community easy access to communlity college edu-
catlon. '

The baslc commitment to t+he open door concept was written Into the Community
College Act and Is thus an Integral part of the organlic charter of the communlty
college system. Thls commltment Is also reflected In thae general goals of the
state system adopted by the State Board for Community College Educatlon. Among
these |s the goa! to "malntaln an open door pollcy by admitting all appllcants
wlthin the limlts of the law and the resources avallable to the system."

The Carnegle Commlssion on Hligher Educatlon In 1ts recent report, The Open
Door Colleges: Pollicles for Communlty Colleges, makes the followlng statement:

The Carnegle Commisslon supports open access to

the open door college for all hligh school graduates
and otherwlse quallfled Indlviduals. The communlty
col leges have a particular role to play In assuring
the equallty of opportunity to all Amerlcans. The

Commisslon, whlle supporting open access, does not

TArthur D. Little, Inc., A Pollcy Plan for Community College Educatlon In the
State of Washlngton: A Report to the Superlintendent of Publlc:lnstructlon (San Franc!sco:
Arthur D. Littie, 1966), p. 8

2|pid. p. 119

35+ate Board for Community College Education, Deslan for Excellence (WashIngton
State Board for Communlty College Educatlion, 1970), p. 13.




belleve that all young people elther want hlgher education
or can benefit from 1+. Many of those who can benefit from
higher educatlion and want It would be better off In other
endeavors for a time after high schoo! before entering higher
education. WIth thls latter group, the community college
can st?nd as a continuing open opportunlity over a perlod of

years.

The Carnegle Commlsslion on Higher Educatlon has thus also adopted the concept
that the community college should be the principal vehicle for provlding equallty
of educational opportunity within the higher educatlon system.

1+ 1s clear that there Is substantlal agreement among those know | edgeable about
higher educatlon that the community college has an unlque and vital role to play
in our technologlcal soclety. A challenge has been created, comparable to the
.hallenge that exlsted earller In the history of the Un!ted States. In the jatter
case the challenge was to provide unlversa! access to primary and secondary educa-
tion. This was consldered an absolute necesslty to meet the needs for an educated
cltizenry. The nature of soclety today dlctates that a sim!lar type of open door
access be provided In higher educatlon agaln for the purposes of meeting the
nation's needs for an adequate supply of educated Indlviduals. Moreover, access
1o higher education has long been conslidered a primary factor In Increasing the
abl 1ty of dlsadvantaged and minority persons to achleve upward soclal and
cconomic mobility. The task of meeting this challenge has been asslgned to the
community colleges as one of thelr primary functions. The community colleges

have accepted this challenge In principle and In accomp! Ishment as can be seen

in the comm!tment to the open door-concept. The following table shows the per-
cent of all U. S. famllles and fam!lles of students In dlifferent types of

col leges with Income over $10,000:

Table ||

THE PERCENT OF ALL FAMILIES WITH HEADS AGED 35-54 AND FAMILIES OF STUDENTS
BY TYPE OF COLLEGE WITH |NCOME OVER $10,000 IN THE UNITED STATES IN 1966.

All Famllles o o o o o o o o o o o o 39.5%
Community Colleges . « « « ¢« « ¢ o & 33.4%
Publlc Four-year Colleges . « « . . . 43.8%
Private Four-year Colleges . . . . . 57.4%

Source: Adapted from U. S. Bureau of the Census Data

I+ Is clear that the communlity colleges provide higher sducation to a substantlially
greater proportion of students from low Income fam!!les than do other parts of the
higher educatlion system. This Is an essentla! part of the open door concept.

|Carnegle Commisslon for Higher Educatlion, The Open-Door Colleges: Pollicles
for Community Colleges (New York: McGraw-HIIl, 1970), p. 2.




The need for open door access !s particularly Increased durlng times of high

" unemployment. The Inablllty to find employment, particularly by those lacklng
the appropriate skill, motlvates many additlonal persons to seek more educatlon
to acqulre skills with which they might have a better chance of finding jobs.
This Increased pressure for access Is also coupled wlth a decreased abillty to
meet the financlal costs of acquiring that education. The sltuation 1s that of
a magnlfled Importance of the role of the communlty college as an open door
instltution and the major necessity to minimlze economlic barrlers to that access.

" The State of Washington Is now In a period of relatlvely high unemp loyment and
a hlgh rate of Inflatlon. Indeed this Is the reason why In part there Is the
pressure for Increases In tultion and fees for the community colleges. However,
as was polnted out, this Is also the period when there Is a need to lessen
flnanclal barrlers rather than to make them higher as would be the case with
Increased tultlon and fee charges. |t Is In this confllct that the dynamlic
tenslons between the open door and the proper level of tultion fees becomes

most vislble.

From the above, |t can be seen that there has been-an Increase In the number
In the category of low Income famllles. |t is thls group which looks to the
community college as its principal means of access to hlgher educatlon. As
Selma Mushkin pointed out, a price would be pald If a substantial number of
speclally talented students were lost to hlgher educatlon. Moreovei, an
openlng up of access to hlgher education for those from low Income familles
on a parity with other economlc groups suggests higher and more flnanclal In=-

centives for college-golng.

This 1s conslstent with the open door commitment of the communlty colleges,.
but Is contrary to the ldea of using Increased tultlon and fee charges to
generate more revenue. Both the Arthur D. Little study, which forms the
foundation for the present community college system In Washington, and the
Carnegle Commission on Higher Educatlon have recognlzed the possible confllct °
between high tultion levels and the open door concept.

The position of the Arthur D. Little report has already been referred to. The
Carnegle Commisslion report states:

If the goa! of unlversal access to the system of hlgher
educatlion ls to be achleved, |t seems Imperative that
+ultlon charges of community colleges be held to a
minimum. The Carnegle Commlsslon belleves that tultlon
charges In community co!leges should be held to low
levels and that, as federal ald Is expanded and the
states strengthen thelr flnanclal support of communlity
colleges, a statewlde no-tultlion pol}cy should be fol-
lowed In as many states as possible.

Isetma Mushkin, "Note on State and Loca! Flnancling of Hligher Educatlion," In
The Economice and Financing of Higher Educatlon In the Unlted States (Washington, D.C.,
The U. 5. Government Printing Offlce, 1969), p. 250.

2Carnegle Commission on Higher Education, op. clt., p. 46.




The Carnegie Commisslon shows that the costs of attendance at community colleges
are already In excess of what it feels Is the proper burden on the student and
his famlly wlthout Including any tultion charges. The Commission has forcefully
stated that 1t does not feel that college students and t+helr fam!lles should be
expected to pay more than one-half to three-fourths of the educatlonal costs of
college attendance. Thls cost Is broken down In the fol lowing categorles:

. Instltutional Expendl!tures

2. Student Expendltures:

a. Tultlon and fees

b. Books and supplles

¢. Personal 1lving expenses (room, board and
mlscel laneous) above those which would
have been Incurred !|f the student was not
In college

d. Foregone earnings

There 1s wldespread acceptance among professional students of the economlics of
higher educatlon that the foregone earnings of students are a legltimate and
principal portlon of the total educatlonal costs of college attendance. The
Carnegle Commission estlimates foregone Inc?me of communlty college students at
approximately $3,000 per year per student.! They also estimate the instruc-
tlonal costs per student as averaging between $700-$800 per year In 1969-70.
In Washington for. 1973-74 this flgure was approximately $1,045 per year per
student. |t would seem reasonable to estimate student expendl tures for books,
supplles and marglinal personal !lving expenses at approximately $313 per year
per student. Therefore, thelr total cost of communlty co!lege attendance Is
approximately $4,707 per year per student.

Of this $4,707 the student and/or hls family bears the responsiblilty for the
to!lowlng:

|. Tu'*'on (] . ] e o (] (] (] (] (] s 249
2. Books and Supplies . . . . 263
3, Marginal Llving Expenses . 50

4., Foregone Earnings . . . . 3,100
TOTAL: $3,662

communlty college students In Washington are, t+herefore, payling $3,662 per
year which means they are responsible for 77.8 percent of thelr educatlonal
costs. Even |f there were no tultlon and fee charges, these students woul!d
s+111 have a cost of $3,413 or nearly four-flfths of the educatlional cost.
This clearly exceeds the recommended dlvislon of the cost burden Into the
student's share of one-half to three-fourths with the publlc making up the
remalnder. |t also represents an economic barrier to educatlonal opportunity.

Although tultlon and fee charges In the communlty colleges In Washlngton are
such that the student bears a dlsproportionate share of the burden, data on
tul+ion and fees generally required at publlc community colleges In other
states comparable to Washington Indicates that Washington does not have
inordinately high levels of tultion.

Yib1d., p. 46.



V. THe Basic QUESTIONS

The Carnegle Commission on Higher Educatlon In June of 1973 addressed the
subject of tultion by asking three questions: (1) Who Pays? (2) Who Benef1+s?
and (3) Who Should Pay? Those three questlons provide a workable framework for

analyzing the tultion lIssue.

A. Who Pays?

The answer to the questlon Is that both the Individual and/or famlly
and soclety pay. The student pays direct costs for tultion, Incl-
dental expenses and |1ving costs. Indlrectly the student also pays
through the use of his time. The assumptlon Is made--from an economlcs
polnt of view--that the time |s measured as foregone Income. In other
words, |f the student were not enrolled In postsecondary educatlion, he
would use his time by JolIning the labor force. Insofar. as he Is not

in the labor force, he foregoes the money he would have earned. Thls

is an Indlirect cost.

Soclety pays through the tax funds which go to support the postsecondary
Institution. Thls Is a growing cost as the Increases in support exceed

+he rate of Inflation. |In fact, the Carnegle Commisslon argued that the
cost per student has been lncreasln? at a rate of 3.3 percent above the

general rise In the cost of Ilving.

At the present time the costs of hligher education are borne by both ihe
Indlvldual and soclety. Generally, If one considers only the monetary
outlay--leaving out the Indlrect costs represented by foregone |ncome--
about one-third of the cost Is borne by the student and two-thirds by
soclety. However, In the communlty college system for the State of
Washington the studert pays 35 percent of the monetary costs while soclety
pays 65 percent. However, In terms of the economl¢ costs==including
foregone earnings--the flgures are reversed with the Individual paylng
approximately two-thirds the costs and soclety approximately one-third.
In the community college system at ‘the present time the Indlvidual Is
paylng 77.8 percent of the costs and soclety 22.2 percent.

The Carnegle Commisslon defined the terms: monetary outlays, economlc |
costs, and foregone Income. -

Monetary outlays -- Educatlonal funds of Instltutlons
plus Ilving and Incldental expendltures pald by stu-
dents and thelr famliles (net of student ald recelved)
plus payments directly to students from government or
philanthroplc agencles for student asslstance. Thls
measure avolds the double counting of student ald funds
t+hat would be Involved 1f expendlitures by Instltutlons,
famliles, and government agencles were merely summed.

Icarnegie Commission on Hligher Educatlon, The More Effectlve Use of Resources
(New York: McGraw-HIt!, 1972), p.l.

Zcarnegle Commlsslon on Hlgher Educatlon, Higher Education: Who Pays? Who Beneflts?
Who Should Pay? (New York: McGraw-H!11, 1973), p. 26.
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Fconomlc costs == The sum of monetary outlays on higher
education plus the lost earnings (net of subslistence costs)
of student occasloned by attending college rather than
taking full-tIme employment. Thls measure provides an
estimate of the economlc alternatlves foregone by reason
of college attendance.

Foregone Income =-- An estimate of what a student would have
earned In full-time employment had he entered the labor
force Instead of college. 1t Is estimated by multiplylng

. +he number of full-time equlvalent students enrolled In
hlgher educatlon times the average weekly earnings of
18- to 2l=-year-old high school graduates In the iabor
force, times 40 weeks of employment, minus an allowance
for estimated unemployment (assumed to be twlice *he overall
national rate).

The Commisslon concludes:

From the polnt of view of soclal Justice, the dlstributlion

of economlc costs Is more Important than distributlion of
monetary outlays alone. Thus a baslc question Is: Are
economic costs assessed In some rough proportion to benef!+s?!

To estimate the beneflts--as wlll be seen In the next sectlon--Is very
difflcult. D. Kent Halstead sald: "Hlgher educatlon beneflts cannot be
measured exactly nor can thelr relatlve proportion be determined. There-
fore, any attempt to proportion cosfg equltably In terms of beneflts
recelved must be based on estlimates.

Table |1l reveals the percentages of Income recelved by students from
varlous sources as reported by the National Commission on the Flnancing
of Postsecondary Educatlon. 1t Is noted t+hat communlty ccl!ege students
recelve a signlflcantly smaller part of thelr Income from thelr parents
than do students generally. At the same time communlty college students
earn a larger share of thelr Income through employment than do students
generally. Note also that communlty co!lege students depend to a high
degres on unconventlonal loans to flnance thelr educatlon.

lipid., p. 1.

2p. Kent Halstead, Statewlde Plannlng In_Hlgher Educatlon (Washlngton, D.C.:
The U. S. Government Printing Offlce, 1974), p. 552.
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Table |11

PERCENTAGES OF INCOME RECEIVED FROM VARIOUS SOURCES, 1969-70

PUBLIC PUBLIC
4-YEAR 2-YEAR __ TOTAL

% 44%
2

Ald from Parents « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o « o & 2

Educatlonal Opportunlty Grants .
Institutional Scholarshlps and
Grants « « o ¢ o o o o o o o o
State Scholarships and Grants .
Private Scholarshlps and Grants
Natlonal! Defense Student Loans .
College Loans « « ¢« o o o o o &
Guaranteed Loans « « ¢« « o o o

N D

e N

Non-guaranteed Loans . . . . . .
Other LOANS « o o ¢ o o o o o .
Jobs awarded as part of ald package.
Other JODS « o o o o ¢ o o o o o o o
Money drawn from Assets . . . . « .
Soclal Securlty and Veterans'

Beneflts ¢« « o ¢ o o o o @
Income Tax Refunds . . . .
Other Income « « « ¢ o« « &

2
PBW ED KU—ULW N &
k.Y
U — BN XKW K WN— D

- N
x B SO oW

.
- N Qo -

2

3

U - N
100% 100% 100%

Source: E. W. Haven and D. H. Horch, "How College Students Flnance
Thelr Educatton" (College Entrance Examlination Board, 1971y, p. 10.

#|ndicates percentages of .5 or less.

The Natlonal Commlission on the Financing of Postsecondary Educatlion provlded
some: flgures on the monetary costs of attending college for two-year college
students who commute. These flgures are dlsplayed In Table V.

Table 'V

AVERAGE STUDENT COSTS, COMMUTER

—1o70-71___1971-72 __1972-73

Two-Year (Publlic):

Tultlon and FEES « « o o« « ¢« o o o« » o $ 168 $ 185 $ 200

Room and Board « ¢« « o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o 544 566 615

Other EXpenses . « ¢ o o o o o ¢ o o o 718 775 820
$1430 $1526 $1635

Four-Year (Publlc)

Tultlon and FEES « « « o o o o o« o « o $ 395 $ 439 $ 465

Room and Board « « o o o o o o o o o o 458 494 545

Other EXpenses « o« ¢ o o o ¢ o o o o o 678 726 __150_
$1531 $1659 $1760

Source: Flinancing Postsecondary Educaflon In the Unlted States, p. 75.
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John Lombardl clted an HEW publication which esflmaf?d that communlty college
tultlon rose from $97 In 1962~63 to $242 In 1972-73." (Washington tultlon
for 1972-73 was $249.)

Regardless of who pays, there are two crliterla which must be balanced--f!scal
efflclency and soclal efficlency. Benson and Hodgklnson deflne the terms:

Fiscal efflclency In hlgher educatlon Is achleved by
minlmizing rellance on taxes whlle fulfilling soclal

objectlves.

Soclal efflclency In higher education Is galned as
college attendance and performance become free of the
Influence of Income class...

The task of balancing f'scal and soclal efflclencles !s not easy. Flscal
efflclencles are readlly apparent--at least the need Is. Soclal effliclencles
are not so readlly apparent. To what extent do socloeconomic factors Influence
college attendance? Measures are difflcult to obtaln.

In 1973 a statewlde survey was conducted In Callfornla. The Importance of
higher education Is evident In the minds of those groups outside the maln-
stream of Amerlican |1fe. For example, 76 percent of the Blacks, 52 percent
of the Chlcanos, and only 35 percent of the Whltes agreed that "college
educatlon Is a must for a young person to get anywhere." At the same tIme
the reverence for hligher education Is In Inverse ratlo to Income except

for those In the $20,000 and above group.

Table V

STRONG REVERENCE FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

INCOME PERCENT AGREE ING STRONGLY
Under $4,999 . . . . . 61%
$5,000-9,999 . . . . . 39
$10,000-14,999 . . . . 37
$15,000-19,999 . . . . 27
$20,000 and above . . 36

Source: The Second Newman Report: Natlonal Pollcy
and Higher Educatlion (Cambrlidge: The MIT Press,
1973), pp. 128-29,

The communlty college Is hest prepared to serve those of low Income provlided

lJohn Lombard!l, Managlng Flnances In Communlty Colleges (San Franclsco: Jossey-Bass
PublIshers, 1973), p. 43.

2Charles S. Benson and Harold L. HodgkInson, Implementing the Learnlng Soclety
(San Franclsco: Jossey-Bass PubllIshers, 1974), p. 61.

31b1d., p. 129.
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economic barriers are not created to restrict access. Benson and
Hodgkinson concur:

As long as zero or low fees Induce low Income students
to attend college, and as long as low Income households
recelve a small net subsldy, such tultion pollcy Is
appropriate to Increasing soclal efflclency In higher
educatlion.

In concluding the dlscusslon on the question of who pays, It Is necessary
+o look at another facet of the questlon. Where does the state get the
funds to pay soclety's share of the cost of hlgher educatlion? Also, what
segments of soclety utlilze the opportunities of higher education? These
questlions are difflcult to answer because the data are not read!ly avallable.
R. W. Hartman set up a hypothetical sltuation for Callfornla. He assumed
the ex!stence of nine faml!les--three low-Income, three mlddle-!ncome, and
three hlgh-1ncome. Each of the nine famllles has one college age chlid.
The poor famllles do not particlipate extensively In higher educatlion. One
of the three college age children Is enrolled In a community college. The
mlddle-lncome fam!iles ut!llze higher educatlon, especlally public higher
education. All three college age chlldren are enrolled In a state col lege.
The rich, ilke the poor, make sparing use of publlic higher educatlon, but
when they do they use the best. In thls case, two of the three attend a
state university. The hypothetical sltuation Is displayed in Table

Table VI
TAXES AND BENEFITS IN PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

INCOME
$2,000 $10,000 $30,000

Famlly . . « & A B C R S T X Y Z
Students . . . 0 0 |4 o D o e lc o

. TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
Beneflt . . . 0 0 500 500 533 533 533 1600 1500 1500 0 3000
Tax « « « « « 100 100 100 300 400 400 400 1200 1200 1200 1200 3600
Net Beneflt . (100 (100) 400 200 133 133 133 400 300 300 (1200) (600)

a Attends communlity col lege.
b Attends state college
¢ Attends publlc unlverslity

ource: R. W. Hartman, "A Comment on the Peckman-Hansen-Welsbrod Controversy,"
lhe Journal of Human Resou.ces (Vo!. 4, 1970), pp. 519«23.

Vibid., p. 106. It should also be polnted out that low tuition Is not the total
sofution. Llving costs are high, especlally for one from a low-Income famlly. Here
+he declslon to forego potentlal Income by decldfng to attend college Is a major de-
cislon. The costs, other than tultlon, are not negllglble. Hence, higher education
onroliment ls blased agalnst students from low-1ncome households.
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Hartman summar!zed:

All these manlpulations are simply another way of describling
the raw facts. Poor people pay taxes and very few of them

use publ!lc educatlon. Those who do,galn thereby; those who
don't, don't. Middle Income people are heavy users of the
system. Thelr taxes don't cover the costs. A few rich people
use the system and galn handsomely thereby. The res of the
rich pay substantlal taxes and get no dlrect return.

The example drawn from Callfornla Is not completely transferable to
washington. Conslderatlon needs to be glven to the fact that Washlngton
operates under a sales tax which, by Its nature, Is regresslve. Californla
has an lncome tax as well. The Callfornla tax structure |s more progres-

. slve. As a consequence, the poor would probably suffer more because they
would pay a larger amount In sales tax. At the same t+Ime, wlthout a
graduated Income tax, the rich would probably pay less.

In examlnlng the questlon of who pays, It Is necessary to look at both

the dlrect and the Indirect costs. The direct costs are the monetary
outlays pald by the student and by soclety. These outlays for the student
are tultlon, Incldental charges (books, suppllies, equlpment, transportation,
etcd, and 1lving expenses. For soclety the outlay Is the sum appropriated
for the operatlon of the college. The Indirect cost Includes the economic
costs represented by the loss of earnlngs occasloned by the students
attending college rather than jolnlng the labor force. This Indlrect
expendlture 1s referred to by aconomlsts as “"foregone" earnings. They
represent over flfty percent of the total costs of hligher education
according to T. W. Schultz of the Unlverslty of Chlcago. Halstead ex-
plained the calculatlon of costs as follows:

On a unlt basls, the costs of hlgher educatlon In any glven
year can be deflned as the value of all resources devoted
In that year to the educatlon of a full=-time student en-
rolled In a college or unlversity. These costs may be
divided Into three components: (a) The value of the time
the student spends 1n acquiring an educatlon--1.e., the
earnings he foregoes whlle attending college; (b) Incl-
dental expenses fcr books, supplles, transportation, etc.;
and (c) expendltures by the Instltutlon for Instruction and
related supporting actlvitles. rhe two last namad components
constitute the direct costs of hlgher education.

There are several problems related to the concept of Includ!ng foregone
earnings In determinling the cost. |f one wishes to estimate the rate of
return on the lnvestment made !n education, 1t Is necessary to Include all
costs--both dlrect and Indlrect. The Carnegle Commission exptained the
concept as fol lows:

IR, w. Hartman, "A Comment on the Peckman-Hansen-Welsbrod Controversy," The Journal

of Human Resources (Vo!. 4, 1970), p. 523.
25, Kent Halstead, op. clt., pp. 553-54.




Economists who have been concerned with rates of return
on the invesiment In human capital ordlinarily have
attempted to estimate foregone Income as a 'cost! for
all students. In terms of a person's {1fetime stream
of earnings, the cholce to go to college pos tpones
earnings In the hope of adding to potentlal carnings

In the future. These 'opportunity costs' are correctly
Included 1f one !s primarlly concerned with comparing
rates of return on varlous types of private and soclal
Investment. And 1t could be argued that any ratlional
declslon concerning college attendance would be made 1
wlth at least some awareness of foregone alternatives.

The economist Edward Denison In his book, The Sources of Economic Growth
In_the Unlted States, attributed to education 235 percent of the growth In
Yhe total natlonal income and 42 percent of the growth In per capltal
Income. What the economlist Is trying to ascertaln Is whether the compu-~
tatlon of the rate of return can justiflably be reduced by 50 percent

by making foregone earnings a cost of higher education. The debate Is
largely academlc. |f the rate of return on the Investment In higher
educatlon Is say 20 percent without adding the foregone earnings, then
+he real return on Investment Is |0 percent. If one Is not concerned
about the rate of return, the use of the concept is of 11+tle general
value. However, the level of tultion should be related to the beneflts
of higher educatlon. Those beneflts can be quantifled In part by using
+he rate of return on Investment.

To one group--the low=-Income group--the debate about foregone earnlngs

s not an academlc exerclse. The cholce for many In the low=-Income group
about college attendance !s based on whether +hey can afford to forego

+he Income. For thls group;the primary barrier Is not +ultlion but foregone
Income. The point Is made by the Carnegle Commission:

When we consider total economic costs, we find that the
barriers to college attendance for young people from
iow-1ncome fam!!les appear relatively more severe t+han

In terms of monetary outlays alone. This Is particularly
Important when consldering the cost of attending a

publlc communlty college, where tultion tends to be
low-~foregone earnings are an Important sacriflice for
the young people from |ow-Income faml!les who form a
larger proportion of sfudeafs In these colleges than

In four-year Instlitutions.

Benson and Hodgklnson observe:

In . fect, free higher education Implles zero tultlon.
But the expense to the student of obtalning hligher

'carnegle Commission on Higher Educatlon, Higher Education: Who Pays? Who Benefits?
who Should Pay? (New York: McGraw-H1!!, 1973), p. 49.
Z21bid., p. 52.
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educatlon Includes his foregone Income, a sum usually

In excess uvf dlrect instructional costs. |In response
t+o this loss of income, British and European governments
subsidlize not only the cost of Instructlon but also

| lving expenses.

Thus, the toplc of foregone earnings has both pollcy and practical Impllica-
tlons. For pollcymakers the concept ls Important In the broader context of
determining the pattern and levei of long-term_Invesiment In human capltal
for the benefit of scclety and the Indlvidual.?

8. Who Beneflts?

There are beneflts related to higher educaﬂon.3 In some measure the
benef its accrue to the indlvidual. In some measure the benef!+s accrue

to soclety. The benetlts represent a biend which cannot be measured pre-
clsaly. Thls conclusion supports the viewpolnt that both the Indlividual
and soclety should share the costs of hlgher educatlion.

If soclety Is the prime benefliclary of hligher educatlon, soclety should
be primar!ly responsible for putting up the resources. Conversely, If
the Indlvidual Is the beneflclary, the Indlvidual should be primarily
responsible for the cost. However, I1f both beneflt, In what proportlon

do they beneflt?

Howard R. Bowen and Paul Servelle argue that the soclal beneflts are
slgnlflcant:

Higher education through I1ts Instructlonal activities
undoubtedly dlscovers taient, strengthens leadershlp

In all parts of the economy, makes possible wlide appl -
cations of high technology, and encourages lnnovation.
Many of these beneflts may be approprlated In Indlvidual
Incomes but surely not all of them are.

Higher education r:'ses tha quallty of clvic and buslness
|1fe by providing an educatad polltical leadership, by
preparing people for good cltlzenship, by providing the
host of volunteer community leade:'s needed to make soclety
function, and by supplylng a large corps of people who

can bring humane values and broad soclal outlook to
government, busliness, and other practical affalrs. Hlgher
education results on the whole In Improved home care and
tralning of chlldren. 1|t produces mlillons of persons

who enter essentlal professlons having compensation

below rates pald for work requliring less education--

for example, teachers, clergymen, nurses, soclal workers,

Icharles S. Benson and Harold L. Hodgklnson, op. clt., p. 6l.

2even 1f one accepts the concept of foregone earnings, there remalns the added
task of estimating the amount foregone For two dlfferent approaches, see the Carnegle
Commlsslon report, supra, pp. 50-51, and Halstead, p. 554. The former figures $3,000
and ;he latter flgures $4,680.

For a fuiler discusslon see Oscar T. Lennin ! "
Education (Washington D.C.: Amerlcan Assoclatlon or JTSLE?neﬁLIS qgg?'s '2 ﬁ‘ hfﬁaen+
L9 . benefits are examined beginning on p. 7. Soclal beneflts are reviewed at p. 23 forward.
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and publlc offlclals... Colleges and unlversitles provide
a vast and versatlle poo! of speclallzed talent avallable
to soclety for a wide varlety of emergent soclal problems...
Flnally, higher educatlon contributed ref Inement of conduct,
aesthetic appreclation, and taste and thus adds to the
graclousness and variety of llfe.

Through actlvitles In research, scholarship, criticlsm,
creatlve art, and pub!lc service hlgher ?duca*lon also
produces social beneflts of great value.

Mi!ton Freldman, the Unlversity of Chlcago economlst, Is not much impressed
with the evidence presented by the advocates of *“he soclal beneflts argu-
ment.

when | flrst started writing on this subject, | had a
good deal of sympathy wlth thls argument. | no longer
do. In the Interim | have trled tIme and agaln to get
+hose who make this argument to be speclflic about
alleged soclal beneflts. Almost always, the answer Is
simply bad economlcs... In my experlience, these (soclal
beneflts) are always vague and general, and always selec=
t+ive In that negatlive external effects are never men-
+loned... Untll thls Is done, the demand for subsldy

In the 'pubilc Interest' must be regarded as speclal
pleading pure and simple.

The actual extent to which higher educatlon adds to the {1fetime |ncome

of the Indlvidual 1s debated. A generally accepted range of the add1tional
earnings gesul+lng from a col lege degree Is $200,000 to $250,000 over one's
|1fetime.

The U. S. Bureau of Census ldentifying only males computed that college
graduates earn |70 percent of the mean Income for males. HIgh school
graduates earn |11 percent of the mean Income. High schoo! dropouts
earn 96 percent of the mean Income.

Richard Eckaus estimated that the average annual return on the Investment
in a colliege educatlon Is |2 percenf.4 This analysls assumes foregone earnings
as a cost of edv-atlon. WIthout Includling foregone earnings as a cost, the

annual return or. 'nvestment would need to be Increased.

Another study reported the Increases In Income for males as a resuit of
higher educatlon, Inciuding less than a degree. The report |s summarized
In Table Vi1,

lHoward R. Bowen and Paul Servelie, Who Beneflts from Hlgher Educatlon and Who
Should Pay? (Washlington, D.C.: American Assoclatlon for Higher Educatlon, 1972), pp. 25-26.

2M1 |ton Freldman, "The Higher Schoollng In America," The Publlic Interest (Spring
1968), pp. 108-112.

3n jfetime and Annual Income vs. Years of School Completed," Amerlcan Educatlion
(Vol. 7, No. 33, March 1971).

4Richard Eckaus, Estimatina the Returns to Educatlon, (Berkeley: The Carnegle
Commission on Higher Educatlon, 1973), p. 5. .
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Table VIt
PERCENTAGE OF INCOME EARNED AS.A RESULT OF COLLEGE
ercent o Percent of
Time In College Non-graduafes I|ncrease In?l ncome
‘ fo 2 ferms . . . . (] . [] (] 40 (] L] |0 L4
..5 1.0 4 T(“)rms L L L L L] L L] L] 37 L L !9
5 terms or more (no degree). 23 . e 21

aThe base Is a hlgh school graduate

Source: Walter Adams and A. J. Jaffe, "Economlc Returns on College
Investment," Change (November 1971), p. 8.

I+ should be noted that a college graduate will earn sixty percent more than
a hlgh school graduate but that a student with flve terms or more wll! earn
only 21 percent more. The real pay-off seems to depend upon recelving the

baccalaureate degree.

Desplte the many studles which have +rled to measure the beneflts of hlgher
educatlon, there ls no preclse measure. One purpose of the searcn for pre-
clslon Is the assumption that 1f both the Indlvidual and soclety beneflt,

each should pay In approximately the proportion 1+ beneflts. The Comm!ttee

for Economic Development (CED) concluded that:

...the beneflts to soclety and the indlvldual derlved
from undergraduate educatlon are not mutual ly excluslive.
I+ Is clear that each gains both culturally and economi-
cally from hlgher education, wlth the benef 1ts appear!ng
to accrue chiefly to soclety In some Instances and to
indlviduals in others. The educatlon of Indivlduals
should benefit.society by the extenslon of knowledge and
skil1, the cultivation of greater soclal Intelilgence
and cultural vitallty, and Increased economlc productivity.
A+ the same time, an Indlvidual may generally be expected
to benefit oy Increased Income and an Improved quallty

of Ilfe.'

After so even-handed an evaluation of the beneflts, one Is unprepared for
+he conclusion reached by the CED: "Nevertheless, because of the beneflts
of educatlon to the Indlvldual, we conslder It appropriate for students

and thelr famllles to pay as large a part of the cost as they can afford."2

Wattenbarger, Schafer, and Zucker observe t' same even distributlion of
beneflts as dld the CED; however, they reac: :d the contrary concluslon:

Clearly, the Indlvidual beneflts of hlgher educatlon
do not justify the Indlvidual's bearing 66 to 77 percent

TCommlttee for Economlc Development, The Management and Financling of Lolleqes
(New York: Comm!ttee for Economic Development, 1973), p. 63.

2lbid., p. 64.
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of the cost. Soclety reallzes at least as much or more
benef |t from an educated populace; therefore, 11 would
appear that soclety should at least share equally In
t+he total cost of hlgher education.!

M. M. Chambers Is even more combatlve. He declares:

I+s beneflts extend to every cltlizen, of whatever 2age,
sex, or educatlonal status; hence 1ts cost should be
equltably apportloned to all by means of a tax system
adjusted to economic condlitlons. In short, higher
education s essentlally a publlc function and a publlc
obllgation--not a private privilege or a private caprlice.

The most thoughtful and balanced observation on the subject of beneflts
Is that made by the Carnegle Commission on Hlgher Education In Its publl-
catlon, Higher Educatlon: Who Pays? Who Benef 1ts? Who Should Pay?

No preclse--or even Imprec!se--methods exlst to access
+he Individual and socletal beneflts as agalnst the
private and publlc costs. 1+ Is our judgment, however,
t+hat the proportion of total economlc costs now borne
privately (about +wo-thirds) as agalnst the proportion
of total economic costs now borne publicly (about one-
+hird) Is generally responsible.

one of the arguments glven for dlvliding the economlc costs two-thirds
private and one-third public Is that the added Income resulting from
higher educatlon tends to be divlided along the same Ilnes, viz. two-thlrds
to the Indlvidual and one-third to soclety In taxes.

While the benef!+ araument lacks preclse measures, 1+ does merlt consldera-
t+ion. After all, It Is no more Impreclise certalnly than the current
pricing system. Even wlth 1+s acknowledged Imprecision, 1t does provide
some equlty by balancing soclal efflclency and flscal efflclency. 1t
recognizes equal opportunity. It also recognlzes private beneflt and
private responsiblility. The goal should be the malntenance of yhe publlc
pollcy position of equal opportunity whlle proportioning the burden of

the economic costs equitably according to the relative beneflts to the
public and the Indlvidual.

C. Who Should Pay?

The answer to thls questlion must be-deferred unt!! the pollcy Issue of
who should utillze higher educatlon Is examlned. Elther a policy of
Imi+1ng access to those who can afford I+ or who are supported by grants
or loans should be adopted, or a pollcy of open access wlthout economic

lyames L. Wattenbarger, Susan Schafer, and Jacob D. Zucker, "Tylt+lon and the Open
poor" !n Meeting the Flnanclal Crisls edited by John Lombardl (San Franclsco: Jossey-Bass

Pub! ishers, 1973), p. 63.

2M. M. Chambers, Higher Educatlon: Who Pays? Who Galns? (Daavitle, 11llnols: The
Interstate Printers & Publlshers, Inc., 1968), p. 91.
3Page 3.
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barriers should be adopted. Whichever adoptlion |s made, It should be made
with full knowledge of the soclal and economlc consequences. Ben Lawrence
sounds a warnlng agalinst acce *Ing a compromise position:

Convinced that add!t!.e:! publlic funds wilil not, nr
should not, become ava) .hle to postsecondary education,
some educators have propssed Increasing tultion In
public Institutions so that mlddle- and upper=-1ncome
tfamllles share the cost of achleving equallty. The
savings to publlc subsidy reallzed through Increasing
+ultlon would be dedicated to student flnanclal
asslstance.

The warning Is: "...| am not convinced that state leglslators generally
would allocate Increased tultlon revenue to student flnanclal ass|stance.?
The Carnegle Commisslion on Higher Educatlon In several of It+s reports advo-
cates open access, especlally through the community coilege. In 1970 of Its
report--The Open-Door Colleges--the Commlisslon made the following recom-
mendation:

The Carnegle Commission supports open access to the
"open door" college for all hlgh school graduates and
otherwlse quallfled Indlviduals. The community colleges
colleges have a particular role to play In assuring
equal Ity of opportunity to all Americans.

The Commisslion goes on to quote from Its earller report--A Chance to Learn:
An Actlion Agenda for Equal Opportunity In Hlgher Educatlon:

An unusually heavy burden of unlversal access now

falls on and wil!l continue to fall on the two-year
commun ity colleges. They have the most varled programs
and thus appeal to the wlidest varlety of students.
Thelr geographlcal dispersion makes them, In states
where there are well developed systems, the most easlly
avallable colleges for many students. The communlty
colleges are particularly well sulted to help overcome
deprlivation by fact of locatlion, deprlvaf!gn by fact

of age, and deprlvation by fact of Income.

Three years later In a subsequent report the Carnegle Commisslion, conslstent
with 1ts earller views made the following recommendatlion:

IG. Ben Lawrence, "Pollcy Proposals for Flnancing," In Lifelong Learners--A New
Cllentele for Hligher Education by Dyckman W. Verm!llye, Edltor (San Franclsco:
Jossey-Bass PubllIshers, 1974), p. 153.

2|pid., p. 155.

3Carnegle Commlisslon on Higher Education, The Open-Door Colleges: Pollcles for
Community Colleges (New York: McGraw-HIll, 1970), p. 2.

41b1d., p. 12.
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Public Institutlons--and especlaily the communlty col leges--
should maintaln a relatively low=tultion pollicy for the
first two years of hlgher education. Such t+ultlon should

be sufflciently low that no student, after recelpt of what-
ever federal and state support he or she may be ellglble
for, s barred from access to ?ome publlc Institution by
virtue of Inadequate flnances.

Speaking speciflcally to the role of state governments, the Carnegle Com-
mlssion sald:

State governments, as the largest source of Institutional
support for higher educatlon, play a vital role In any
gradua! red!stribution of the burden of college costs...
Our recommendatlons encourage the following state actlons.

...Through funding formulas for publlc Institutlons,
assure that tultion charges for the two years of post-
secondary education are not beyond the means of students
from low-Income famllles.

In December of 1973 the Natlonal Commlsslon on the Financling of Post-
secondary Educatlon, speaking to the Issue of access, sald: "Each
individual should be able to enrol! In some form of postsecondary

educatlon appropriate to that person's needs, capablilty, and motlvation.">

The late Senator Wayne Morse argued the access question on the basis of
equal opportunlity. He contended t+hat the principle of equal opportunity
includes the right of educatlional opportunity.

The flnanclal ablllty of a student to go on wlth hls
educatlon Is a key question of decldlng who should go

to col lege. ...|f one accepts the proposition that

the right to equal opportunlty Includes the right o
educatlonal opportunity, one must accept the propos!tion
+hat the financlal resources of a student should not

act as a ilmltation on the right. So long as opportunlty
for postsecondary educatlon is dependent upon the abllilty
of a student or hls famlly to buy 1t, true equal oppor-
tunlty Is not avallable., Equal protection ct the law
Includes an afflrmative duty on the part of the govern-
ment to take such steps as may be necessary to guarantee
that opportunlty.

He concludes hls argument as follows:

| have advanced the heresy that at! the postsecondary
offerings, whether vocatlonal, professlonal, or |lberal

Carnegie Commlsslon on Higher Educatlon, Hldher Educatlon: Who Pays? Who Beneflts?
who “hould Pay? (New York: McGraw-Hlll, 1973), p. 108. The term "relatively low
tul+ion" means that with grants and alds the net outlay requlred to attend college
for -he flrst two years would be approximately zero. See p. 108.

J1bid., p. 124,
‘The National Commisslon on the Flnancing of Postsecondary Educatlon, Flnancing Post-

secondary Educatlion In the Unlted States (WashIngton, D.C.: U. S. Government Printing
offl- e, 1973), p. 55,

4Wayne L. Morse, "Who Should Declde Who Goes to College?" Open Admisslons and
£1{U:‘ B Editor (szg Clty: American Testing Program, '07'* »o. '7




arts are simllarly vested with a public Interest and deserve
publlc support. As a consequence of that value Jjudgment, |
have suggested that It Is as sound a policy to provide publlc
funds for at least two years of postsecondary opportunities
as 1t Is to provide publlc funds for the flrst twelve years
of educatlonal exposure.

These arguments do not Imply that low Income 1s the only deterrent to
equallty of access. Evidence does suggest that famlly background and the
selectlon of high school courses are even greater deterrents.

Access and equallty of opportunlty are clearly Impacted as soclal goals by
the level of tultion. Tultlon Is of vital Importance to the communlty col-
lege because a high tuitlon tends t+o deny access which In turn denles

equal 1ty of opportunlity. The people most severely hurt are those ldentifled.
by K. Patricla Cross as "new students." She deflnes the "new students" as
those who are In the lowest third In academic achlevement.4 They face four
major barrlers to postsecondary education: (1) low socloeconomic level,

(2) low tested academic aptltude, (3) female sex, and (4) mlinority ethnlc
<tatus. To thls deflinltlon must be added adults and part-time learners.

Table VI]I (attached) 11lustrates the patterns of high school graduates
attending college by socloeconomlc status and academic ablilty.

1+ can be seen that there have been dramatic galns for « ose In the lowest
socloeconomlc quarter and the lowest ablllty quarter for both male (six per=
cent to 33 percent) and female (four percent to 25 percent) In the decade
between 1957 and 1967. Thus !t can be seen that the egalltarian pollcy Is
working. It Is working In all quarters. For example, females In the lowest
socloeconomlc quarter but the hlghest abl11+ty quarter Increased from

28 percent In 1957 to 60 percent in 1967. Even In the highest quarter for
both measures, the percentage of females golng to co!lege Increased

(76 percent to 93 percent) so that at that polnt the females had a higher
percentage attending college than dld the mates (92 percent), Males !n the
highest quarters by both measures changed |1+tle over the decade (91 percent

to 92 percent).

while the table does not display the Impact of minority ethnlc status, 1t
can be reasonably assumed that they are highly represented In the lower
soc loeconomic quarters and In lower abl!1ty quarters, largely reflecting
the poorer quallty schools they have attended.

Another observation to be made !s that there are few addlitlional students to
be served durlng the 1970s who come from the highest quarter on both the
abl 11ty and the socloeconomic scales. Those not served by postsecondary

education are those who tend to be lower on both scales. These are the "new"

students" who requlre new approaches and structures to fulfll! thelr needs.
l1ptd., p. I®
. Patricla Cross, Beyond the Open Door (San Franclsco: Jossey-Bass Pub! Ishers,
1971), p. 6.
-
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Knoell and Mcintyre conclude:

Comprehens lve community colleges offer the greatest
potential among exIsting !nstitutlons and dellvery
systems for making PSE (Postsecondary Educatlon)
available to all without respect to age, sex, race
or ethnic group, famlly Income, ?laCe of resldence,
or prlor educatlonal experlence.

Thelr conclusion seems to be borne out when one examlnes the attendance
patterns and Income levels. Table IX displays the patterns In Callfornla
where there Is a fully developed system of higher education. |t can be
seen that for familles with Incomes.up to $9,000 the community college Is
the princlipal entry point to the system. Even for familles with income up
to $15,000 the community college ranks lowest as a cholce for higher edu-
catlon. The Carnegle Comm!sslon concludes:

...communlty colleges tend to serve a student audlence
drawn more heavlly from low-income famllles who face
proportionately high comblned state and local tax

rates. A+ the other extreme the more heav!ly subsidized
unlvers!ty sector of the higher educatlion system tends
+o serve students with consliderably higher average
fam!ly Incomes, and these famlilles In most states hEve

a proportlonately lower state and local tax bu."den.

The response to the dllemma Is a cholce between a position advocated by
James B. Conant on one hand and a posltlon advocated by the Committee for

Economlc Development on the other hand. Conant's position clalms that

The extenslon of the years of free educatlon through the
establ! Ishment of local two-year colleges has been the
expresslon of a new soclal pollcy of the natlon. Or
perhaps | should say a further thrust of an old pollcy.
For one could simplify the hlstory of Amerlican publlic
education In the last hundred years by noting the steps
In the movement to make unlversal the opportunities
hith2rto open only to well-to-do. Flrst came the pro-
vislon of elementary schoolling at publlic expense; then
came the free hlgh schools and efforts to provide
Instruction for a wide varlety of talents (the wldely
comprehensive four-year high school); lastly, the growth
of the equally comprehensive publlic two-year college,
t+he open-door college as !t has been sometimes called.3

An equaily clear call for actlon In preclsely the opposite dlrection s
made by the Committee for Economic Development:

We belleve that tultlon charges at many colleges and
unlversitlies are unjustiflfably low. We recommend an

IDorothy Knoell and Charles Mcintyre, Planning Colleges for the Community
{(San Franclsco: Jossey-Bass Publ Ishers, 1974), p. 65.
2Carneglie Commlsslon on Hlgher Educatlon, op. clt., p. 91.

3Ouoted In The Open-Door Colleges as a Foreword.
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Increase In tultlons and fees as needed, untll they
approximate 50 percent of Instructlonal costs (defined
to Include a reasonable allowance for replacement of
facliitles) within the next flve years. For two-year
communlty colleges and technlcal colleges, we recommend

that the Increase be phased over ten years.

There |s conslderable room for compromise between zero tultlon and 50 percent
of the cost of instructlon. Halstead commented that "the fact that hlgher
educatlon Is considered a soclal necesslity has not meant, however, that col-
leges and unlversities could not charge tultlon to cover part of thelr

operatlional costs."2

The Impllcation for pollcy-makers Is clear: Increases In the effectlive
price (tultlon minus student ald) of postsecondary educatlon--the price
the student must pay--result In decrezses In enrollment; conversely,
decreases In the effective price resu't.In Increases In enroliment.
Agaln, famlly Income level Is a central factor.

...lt was estlmated that an Increase of $100 In tultlon
would reduce enrollment by approximately 0.7 percent among
upper Income students, !.2 percent among middle !ncome
students, and 3.! percent among low Income students=--wlth
varlations depending on the type of Instltution.>

Among types of Institutlons the Impact would be great on t+he communlty col-
lege. Henderson and Henderson asked the questlion: "what wil! hlgher
tultion do to the egalltarlan movement so recent!y achleved In hlgher edu-
catlon?"® They concluded that '

Pollcy should be concerned wlth soclal values, and these
values are more nearly a philosophlical matter than an
economic one. The focus should be: What Is best for

soclety In the long run?? :

The present trend 1s strongly agalnst the soclal Interest.

'Commlffee for Economlc Development, The Management and Flnancing of Colleges
(New York: Committee for Economlc Development, 1973), p. 75,

2p. Kent Halstead, op. clt., p. 55I.

3Natlonal Commisslon on the Flnancing of Postsecondary Educatlon, op. clt.,
p. 255-

4Algo D. Henderson and Jean Gl!dden Henderson, Hlgher Educatlon In Amerlca
(San Franclsco: Jossey-Bass PubllIshers, 1974), p. 239.

%Ibld., p. 239.




VI. CoNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

There are three speclfic recommendatlons which are made as a consequence of this study.
Stated In a general way they are:

- +that the egalltarlan phtlosophy which has slowly moved
through publlc educatlon should be extended to publlc
community colleges by re-stating the commitment to
equal educatlonal opportunity,

- that equal educatlonal opportunity should not be frus-
trated by creating barrlers through the Increasing of
tultlion, and

- that the benefl!+ theory which concludes that both the
Indlvidual and soclety are benefliclarles of higher edu-
cation also Implles that both should pay.

speclflcally, 1t Is the concluslon of thls study that the setting of tultlon must be
done on the basls of some loglc rather than on flscal need or economic expedlency. The
loglc suggested Is that the public pollcy poslition clearly states that equal opportunlty
Includes equal educational opportunlty so that every person with the abl!llty and the
motlvation has access at some polnt to the higher education system regardless of hls
economlc position. The best means of assuring equal educational opportunlity 1s through
a pattern of low tultlon. Tultlon should not be used to modify Imperfectlions In the:
tax structure. Ben Lawrence, who served as the executive dlrector of the Natlonal
Commisslon on the Flnancing of Postsecondary Educatlon, stated the case clearly:

If we are proposing pollcy to redistribute wealth, It

should be done through tax po!lcy and not through educa-
+ional flnancing pollcy. Low tultlon In public Instltutlons
has been developed as a matter of publlic pollicy from the
convictlon that the soclal beneflts of postsecondary
education just!fy such subsldy. | see no strong or per-
slstent evlidence that this pollcy should be changed. On

the contrary, socletal expectatlons of the general edu-

catlonal and sklil levels of adults have Increased to the
polnt where general access to two years of postsecondary

educatlon has become more a socletal obllgation than an
avenue to Indlvidual opportunity. Thus, contlnued general
public subsldy Is justified and perhaps should be Increased.
Tultlon levels should be set low enough to assure that the
majorlty of students can have dbces? to public Institutlions
without need for publlc asslstance.

Hlgher education Is not a personal luxury subject to a users' luxury tax; It Is a soclal
necesslty which should be recognlzed In pollcy and by funding. The funding, In turn,
Is not an extravagance reserved for the affluent. It Is an Imperative for a soclety.

6. Ben Lawrence, "Pollcy Proposals for Financing," Lifelong Learners—--A New
Cllentele for Hligher Educatlon, Dyckman W. Vermllye, Edltor (San Franclsco: Jossey-Vass

Publichers, 1974), p. 154,
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Chancellor Boyer argued that:

State and local support should be suffliclent to make

I+ posslble for publlc Institutions to provide two-
years of postsecondary educatlon to all quallifled
students, preferably at no cost to the student, but

at least at tultlon rates not exceeding present Ievels.'

geconmendation No. 1: That public institutions of higher education be supported at
2 level which makes access possible without tuition levels which economically would

deny opportunity to some individuals.

As has been stated repeatedly, the beneflts of higher educatlon accrue to both the
indlvidual and soclety. Consequently, both should pay. The dlvision of the cost Is
open to debate. Uslng economlc costs--including foregone Income--the student and hls
famlly should reasonably be expected to pay two-thirds (not more than three-fourths)

of the cost. Soclety through tax appropriation should pay the balance. Usling

monetary costs--excluding foregone Income--the student and hls famlly should reasonab!ly
be expected to pay one=flfth of the cost through tultion If he Is enrolled In a publ lc

two-year Institution.

o

The Increasing of tultlon become some can afford to pay and the usling of +h65e recelpts
to provide ald for the low Income student should be avolded because It puts a burden
on the tultlon structure which rightfully belongs to the tax structure.

Lawrence summarlzed the case as follows:

...} do not concur with the proposal to Increase
+ultlon, not only as a matter of principle, but also
on pragmatic grounds. Increasing tultlon to provide
student flnanclal ald to the poor places a burden of
wealth redistribution only on those who recelve
postsecondary beneflts. Redlstribution of wealth
should really belong to the whole soclety. No matter
what the distributlon of the Increased revenue,
Increased tultlon at public instltutlions wil!l cause
one percent to three percent of all students from
middle Income fam!lles_to drop out for every $100
Increase 'n tultlon...4

increasing tultlon beyond one-fourth to one-third of the economlc cost Is nelther sound
soclal nor economic pollcy.

INational Commission on the Flnanclng of Postsecondary Educatlon, Flnanclng
Postsecondary Educatlon In the Unlted States (Washington, D.C.: U. S. Government

Printing Office, 1973), p. 362.
2G, Ben Lawrence, op. clt., p. 154. UN“;-EO%S'TY OF CALIF,
ANGELES
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pocommendation No. 2: That tuition not be increased 'mtil such time as the individual
sontribution drops below the range of two-third to three-fourths of the economic costs
of attendance.

Since the evidence Is clear that the Indlvidual beneflts of higher educatlon Increase

as the length of time Invested Increases, It Is logical that the share of the cost to

be borne by the student should be graduated as the student moves through the system.

The Carnegle Commission demonstrated fhat the costs of upper dlvislion, graduate, and
protessional educatlon Increase and that lower division students to some degree subsldlze
these costs. The Commission concluded:

Overall, we belleve that tultlon should be more nearly
proportional to costs, rather than regressive as agalnst
students at the lower levels. Thus we favor separately
determined tultion levels for:

The assoclate In arts degree

The B.A. and M.A. degrees

The Ph.D. degree |
Other advanced professional degrees.

What the preclse costs should be need to be determined by economic analyze; hov- ‘er,
the pollcy should relate the tultlon to the cost of providing the educatlonal service.

To dlffer somewhat from the Carnegie Commlisslon, a dlfferent divlision of levels has merlt,
wlthout violating the baslic principle, separately determined tultlon levels could be
establ Ished for:

- the assoclate In arts cdoqree, .

- Jower dlvislion at state colleges and unlversitles,
- upper divislon at state colleges and unlversities,
- the M.A. degree,

- the Ph.D. degree,

- advanced professlonal degrees.

since the costs of Instruction dlffer between state colleges and state unlversitles, It
might pe prudent to differentiate between the Instlitutlons In tultlon.

The graduated proposal would be responsive to economlc condltlons, For example, an
Increase In the cost of Ilving would tend to hold tultlon charges down, whereas an Increase
In the cost of Instruction would tend to drive the tultlon charges up. There would be

some pressure to keep the cost of Instructlon low because each Increase could cause an
Increase in tultlon.

Recommendation No. 3: That tuition charges be graduated within the public sector to re-
flect the growth in benefits resulting from additional education.

These three recommendatlons, |f acted upon, would put the process of tultlon setting on
a loglcal basls and would enhance both soclal and flscal efflclency.

lCarneg!e Commisslion on Hligher Educatlon, Hlgher Educatlon: Who Pays? Who Should Pay?
(New York: McGraw-HlI1, 1973), p. 12.
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