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he fact is that one of every. nine Americans is a
Californian. It vrould take the population of 60
AJaskas to make vne Cahfomla ‘The 1982 pgpplja:
by the 3 year 2600 it Cahfomla were a nation, it would be
one of the_ten most powerful in the world on almost any

measure. Our population now lives mostly in the East of

the country: 50% in the Eastern Time Zone, 30% in Cen-
tral, only 5% in-Mountain, and 14% in Western, almost
all of that being California. . - -

_ With the current uncertamues about Texas and glven

the fact that in-migration to that state vmuaily halted at
the end of 1985 due to the state’s overwhelming depen-
dence on world oil prices, California, with its diversified
economy and population; looks like the state to watch in
terms of overall growth. It already represents in human
termis what New York did at the turz of the Century—the
point of entry for millions whonmmngrate tothe U:S; Two-

thirds of the world’s immigration is to the U:S.; which

means that California is now. acceotmg almost one-third
of the world’s immigration; and immigration rates are on
the increase. Of course, Texas -is still admitting immi-
grants in large numbers; as-is Florida; but the largest
number and the gieatest cultural diversity will continue
to come to California. -

As Asian nations continue on their paths to economic
and social development, California becomes -a natural

linkage point for Asian and South American nations just
as New York was in the 20’s for Europe: The only differ-
ence is that when Europeans were migratir, to New York,
that was the only source of population increase. Ca.hforma
is getting both immigration from Asia and South America
AND froii Indiana and Michigan. Nation-building was
the themie for almost everyone immigrating to New York

in ghe 1920’s (from Europe);-it_seems unhkely that most

Americans moving from Indiana and Michigan to Califor-

nia are domg so to build a new nation. Indeed; certain
U:S: citizens moving to California may represent more of
a cultural clash than some folk moving there from Asia or
South America. It is our tolerance for diversity which
allows us to tap the energies of each new group coming
to America to seek a better life, and California does this
well.

- To get some sense of the size and diversity of the state;,

let’s take a look at the 1980 Census numbers for California,
realizing that some of these will be changed in the Census
update for 1985:

CALIFORNIA PROFILE

-1980 POPULATION: 1st (23,667,000)
BLACK POPULATION: 2nd (1,819,690}
- PERCENT BLACK: 215t (7.7%)
HISPANIC POPULATION: st (4,544,000)
PERCENT HISPANIC: 3rd (19.2%)
__FOREIGN BORN: 1st (15.1%)
FERCENT OVER 65: 34th (10.2%)
PERCENT UNDER 18: 43rd (27%)
MEDIAN AGE: 22nd (29.9 Years)
WOMEN IN LABOR FORCE: 13th (52.4%)
COLLEGE GRADUATES: 8th-(19.6%)
49th (55.2%)
48th (55.9%)
10th ($18,243)
2nd ($93,700)

MARRIED—COUPLE HOUSEHOLDS:
OWNER—OCCUPIED HOUSING:
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME:

HOUSING VALUE:

This tabie gives us some pictiire of the ethnic and socio-
economic diversity of California. It is the quintessential

Baby-Boom state—very few old and very. few young. This

means that more workers will be moving into their peak
earning years in the next decade; a positive factor in terms
of taxes and purchasing power, particularly if the Califor-
nia economy can generate the promotions and new jobs
that will-be needed. It is-also easy to see that the Baby
Boomer Californians are delaymg long-term commitmerits
to marriage and family, as seen in the small percentage of

mamed-coupla households. and owner-occupied - hous-

ing: An educated guess would be that California has more
‘*singles,’’ age 30-40, than any other state: This also helps
to explain the very low birth rate in California—if it were
not for immigration ¢irom other-countries) and in-migra-
tion (from other states), the California population would
actually be decreasing. Fifteen percent of California’s
populauon was born in another country while 55% was

born in another stare:




high femhty 1mmlgrant groups ln the state. (The blrlh rate

for whites in the U:S: is now 1.7 children per female, the

Hispanic is 2:8. During the Baby Boom, white birth rates
went to 3.5 children per femrale. The problem is a. major

drop in white fertility, characteristic of California; the
U.S., as well as all Western nations—West Germény is
now benow 1.3. You need 2.1 children just to stay even.)

Thzre are two million children under the age of five in
Crlifornia. A majority of them are non-white, and live in

the southern half of the state, where Los Angeles is ciir-

rently hiring 2,500 new teachers: The Southern California

Gas: €ompany—the nation’s largest-—can teli you how to

hook up.a gas stove in Chinese, (either Mandarin or Can-
tonese) Spanish, Korean, Vietnamese and English, all in
thetr 13 million person service area! Only fifteen percent
of Los Angeles school children are caucasian.
-Household incomeé is _very high consndenng the diver-
sity of the population. This income level has been created
by several factors, pamcularly the large number of women

in the workforce (and two incomes are almost mandatory

for a middle-class llfestyle these days)w the small number

of older people who no longer work, as well as the very

large number of people who have directly benefitted from
a collese degree. -

-Unl.ke Colorado, the #1 state in terms of the pcrcentage
of population with a college degree; a iarge nuinber of
degree-holders in California sarned their degrees in their
own state. Colorado is a ‘‘net gain’’ state, in that a large

number of their degree-holders earned their degrees in

Indiana or Ohio and then mo+ed to Boulder—Ohio pays

the bill for the education; and €Colorado gets the benefit:

In California, a large percentage of the adults with degrees
are graduates of the unusually well-developed California
system of hrgher education. Only 6 to 7% of high school
graduates in California go out of the state to study—

almost 40% do in New Jersey.- andConnchcut

In terms of U.S. citizens moving to California, the data

from 1975-1980 provrde a striking demonstration of the
*‘minority majority’’ soon to come in the Californiz pop-
ulation:

U: S whlte is. 31 years old the averageblack is- 25 the

average Hispanic is 22: Birth rates naturally increase the

most for the youngest populatlon with the largest number
] Whlle 345, 289 whltes were the ‘‘net”’ addmon to Call-
fornia diring this five-year period, 503,902 minorities were
added. Add to this the current Chicano fertility rate of 2.9
children per female and the white birth rate of 1.7 children
per female and the future becomes even clearer, both with
in-migration and. fertlhty Note that this. table includes
only data on U:S. citizens. If one were to add resndent
Asian-Americans (a-very rapid increase from 3 miilion in
1980 to 5 mllllon in 1985 predrcted at_ 10 ml llon by 2660)
more suggestive. -

_Of the curreat U.S. Asian-American populatlon of 5
mrlllon 1/3, or 1.65 million, live in California. In 1979, all

immigrants coming to the U.S. were asked where they
intended to establish residence, with California the most
popular state (118,000), followed by New York (94,401),
Texas (30,520); Florida (26,887). New Jersey (26,465) and
Illinois (19,497). Of this entire pool of U.S. immigrants in
1979, 13.2% were froiii Euirope, 41.1% from Asia, 41.9%
fromLatin America, and oily 2. 8% from Africa; with
about 1% ‘‘other.”. .

In the cases of Latin Amenca andAsra, tﬁe immigrants
are coming from a wider variety of nations; each with
distinct cultures. Here is the breakdown for the U.S:
Asian-American population as of 1985; when their total
numbers were estimated at 5 million but only 3.7 million
could be counted:

ASIAN-AMERICAN POPULATION 1985

CHINESE 806,000
-FILIPINO 775,000
JAPANESE 701,000
ASIAN INDIAN 362,000
__KOREAN 355,000 |
VIETNAMESE 262,000

HAWAIIANS  167,00€
SAMOANS ~ 42,€
GUAMIANS 32,000

CAHFGRNM MIGRATION 1975—1986 -

) ALL . WHITE HISPANIC  BLACK
UN: 2898992 2010327 545906 197,541
ouT: 1,782,831 1,565,038 139,357 100,188
NET: 1,116,161 445,289 406,549  97.353

- Some aspects of this chart are Very xnterest.mg Fzrsﬁtﬁ
for every 10 whites who move to California about 8 whites
leave. For every 10 Hispanics who move in; only 2:5
leave, and for every 10 blacks who move in; 5 move on.
]{ligfsftate s future is compos=d of those who stay; a group

remarkably non-white, your.ger than the white population
and much more likely to have children. While the average

_ It should be clear. that these nations do not necessa.nly

enjoy close cultural bonds with each other, and resent

being lumped together as ‘‘Asians.’’ Similarly, Puerto

Ricans, 50% of all Hispanic immigrants to the U.S. in the

1950’s,-are only 3% today, while Mexicans are 41% of
Hispanic immigration and Cubans are 20%: ‘The rest are

spread across 16 Latin American nations, including Equa-

dor, Dominican Republic, Columbia, Argentina; and more
recently Nicaragua and El Salvador. These nations are

also not grateful for the label “‘Hispanic’’ for the same

reasons.: ,
- One other pomt needs to be made about the Asran-

Anmierican population. According to a €ensus report on




income by state; the Cahforma medlan famlly income
looked like this ‘n 1983:

CALIFORNIA MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME, 1983 }
JAPANESE $27 388
~ CHINESE 24,409
ASIAN INDIANS 23,722
FILPINO 23,586
WHITE 22,754
KOREAN ~ 20.713
HISPANICS (ALL) 16,087 |
_ BIACK 14,887 |
VIETNAMESE 11,852 J

We are not usd to thinking abit minority groups that
make this much money! There are several answers—Asiar-
Americans average three workers per family, about 1/3 of

them have a college degree, etc. Even so, Asian-Amer-

icans have clearly learned a lesso.i—hard work pays off
in America. Hispanics and blacks also work hard, but
thev have not yet learned to use education as effectively

as have most Asian-Americars.

otincluded in our chart are the illegal immigrants
tu California. The 1580 Cerisus counted two mi-
lion illegal immigrants, about half from Mexico.

M The uncoanted illegals can be more. accurately
estrmated now than in the 1980 Census, when estimates
ranged up to 10 million. There are between 3.5 and 4
million illegal< in the U.S. today, according to American
Démogrgp’hi’cs-, March, 1986. Thi‘ceifdut'th;s',bf,the illegals
live in 12 metro areas, six of which-are in California, and
only.two of which (San Francisco- Oakland and San Jose)

are in the Northern half of the state: Addmg the 4,rmlhor

illegals to the legal total of 14 million gives us a current
total of 18 ‘million rmmrgrants in’ the us. Although there

tnbute more to the economy than they take away. The
only exception is that their children must be educated in

America's public schools; creating a major financial drain

on the California; Texas and Florida public schools: The
number of illegals who “‘conveit’’ is not known. :
In terms of ¢ cnme , the state does \ very well, berng 6thin

per 100 000) and athin robbery (384, robbenes per 100 0000)
California’s big cities have a far higher crime rate than the
state’s average, as the table below showing California’s 4

largest cities compared to the rest of the 25 largest cities

in 1980, will indicate:

CRIME RATE PER 100,000
ST MURDER - RAPE.  ROBBERY
LOSANGELES  -7th(34.2) 9th(95.3) 9th (868.3)

SAN FRANCISCO 17th(16.3) -5tht1126) -8th (1116.5)
SAN DIEGO 23rd (11.8) 24th (41.4) 20th (341.3)
SAN JOSE 25th (9.9) 15th (76.3) 24th (272.9)

_ While the state had a murder rate of 14.3 per 100,000
peopls, Los Angeles had a rate of 34.2: (St. Louis is now
the #1 cny for murder, edgmg out both Cleveland and
San Francrsco had l 116 per 100 000. (Ore could,,mfer that
virtually everyone in San Francisco tnakes enoiigh money
to make them worth robbing. Criminals are not stupid.)

Particularly interesting is that the state has a very high
crime rate, but a very low rate of prisoners pei 100,000
population. California ranks 26th in prisoners at 107 per
100,000, compared to North Carolina's #1 score of 256
and New Hampshire’s low of 39. The answer to the dis-
crepancy is a. mystery—the state ranks 6th, 3rd and 4th

on the. three -major crimes, yetis 26th on prisoners. It may
be sheer size--although the rank is low, California Fad
27,792 prisoners in 1981, and that’s a lot of jail space:
Why should California be high on crime and low on pris-
en=rs while North Carolina is low on crimé and #1 on
pnsoners" .

At a mor- minor criminal levei the state ranks 5th on
the percentage of drivers who drive over 55 m.p.h. (61%
of - California- drivers -do, while only 27% of Maryland
drivers do. Apparently police watch us from airplanes
even when thev don’t arrest us, and the numbers are quite
reliable.) Even with ail this speeding, California-drops to
19th in traffic fatalities per mile, due largely to-the excel-

lent highway safety engmeenng in the state: It may also

be that when gndlock happens on the freeway and nothing
with four wheels is movmg, it's pretty safe in the car.

As one measure of public citizenship, California ranks
44th in the percentage of voters who actually voted in the

1980 and '84 national ei\.ctlons aVerégmg 53% of Califor-

that concemed ?ao.rt national poiitics, or there may be
other explanations.
) Tummg to other rssues the state ranks Sth ln abomons

there were 515 abortions. New York leads in thls ‘category
with 666 abortions per every 1,000 live births, while Mis-

sissippi -has 96 abortions per 1,000 births: The demo-

graphic consequences of this variation are striking indeed:
Regardless of the ethical issues surrounding abortion; it
is clear that in Mississippi a large number of children are
born ‘‘at sk’ —in poverty; or to teen-age-mothers or out
of wedlock. A large number of these children will be
dependent on state and federal support for most of their
lives, drawing money.-away from other. state purposes.

The economy of California would be much different if it

had the Mississippi ratios; however, we have here at least
part: of the answer to California’s very low birth rate,

particularly for whites.

Divorce rates in Califormia are also- hrgh—the state ranks
7th with 615 divorces per eveiy 1,000 maitiages. One of
the reasons the figure is so-much above the national norm

of 490 divorces is that there are so many Baby Boomers

in California:




- The stat.’s rate of venereal dicease is also high—7th
for syphilis (19.6 cases per 100,000 population); and 13th
for gonorrhea {554.7 cases). San Francisco is #1 in syphilis
at 153.2 cases per 100,000, and #2 in gonorrhea. a much
less serious disease, at 2,8!0 cases. Atlanta leads in gon-

orrhea with an g§tonlsh|ng 3,114 cases per 100,000, and is
second to San Francisco in syphilis with 138. ©ther Cal-
ifornia major cities are much lower on gonorrhea—Los
Angeles has 739 and San Diego 400 to San Francisco’s
2.810. Data on other sccial diseases like -AIDS are not
coniained in the 1980 Census, but it would appear that
California’s case rates for AIDS would also be among the
highest in the nation. There are important policy impli-

cations behind data like this, but many state leaders would
rather talk about the good things and hope that social
diseases will go away.

nother clue to these high rates of social diseases
- is the fact that California is the most **citified”” of
states—95% of its population live in its 21 met-
opolitan areas. The largest is, of course, Los

Angeles—Long Beach—Anaheim; 7.5.million in the 1980

Gensus second only to New York metro wml 9 1 mllhon
wuh a 52 percent growth rate; while San Francisco was
the slowest of the 21 metro areas with a 5% growth rate
during the 70’s. One way of thinking about urban density
is to look at commiuter airline sehedules:alth'ough East-
erners think New. York- Washmgton is the most frequent

link, and Cahfomxans assume it’s San Francisco-Los

Angeles; they are both -wrong.. In December; 1980, the
most frequently flown route in the U.S. was Dallas—
Houston; with 3,462 flights. -

The economy of the state is rcmarkably dlverse allow-
ing it to ride through recessions that seriously injured
states like Michigan and tbrough rapid fluctuations-in oil
and gas prices, which have brought growth in Oklahoma

and Texas almost to.a standstill in1986. This diversity
holds for both occupatlonal categones. (what workers do)
and industnal categories (what companies and organiza-
tions. produce). The industnal distribution is remarkably
consistent acicss: the categories, with no major weak-
nesses. In the following distribution, 100 represents the
national average ifi 1980 for that category of industry:

CALIFORNIA INDUSTRY, 1980

Agricuiture. Forestry, 88 LI
Fishing, Mining

Construction

Manufacturing -

Transportation, Commumcatlons
Retaii and Wholesale Trade
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate
Business, Repair, Personal Services
Professional Serices

Public Administration

- - 100
National Average

Not even: New York State can compete with that
remarkably high level of coriSiéteticy it is the major rea-

U.S. economy looks like 4.8 on the Richter Scale. When
California’s $14 billion cgricultural economy is in diffi-

culty, it is balanced by its $28 billion defense contract

eeonomy This is not to say that the state is free of eco-
nomic worries; only that in times of trouble you are better
off with a lot of arrows in your guiver than with just one
or two.

The workforce is equally diversified:

Mqhage(iél; Professional Administrative ‘% 111
Technical; Sales: Adrainistrative Support m 109
Senvice 98 I
Farming, Forestry, Fishing -
Craft, Operative, Production 89 .

- 1;0

National Average

A word needs 0 be sald abou1 California as the *‘high

tech”’ center of the U:S. Although the definition is some-
what tricky; California has 22% of the nat|on s publicly-
owned hightech eoijjotétioiis ‘while. 35 P are inthe North-
tan,t,dlﬂ'ereg,ces between SllICOH Valley hngh tech and,t‘lat
of Route 128 in Boston. Silicon Valley is more invelved
in manufacturing (205,000 jobs compared to 152,000 un
Route 128). But interestingly enougti, the number of Jobs

in programming and software development iu Bcston is

much higher—25,000 compared to 6,000 in Silicon Valley:
As hightech manufactt.nng becomes more automated (the
Apple ‘*‘Mac’" plant in Fremont, California, is 2 good
example—a computer comes off the line every 14 seconds
with fewer than 100 workers on the linz), johless growth
will be the result in high tech manufacturinig 1ust as in
autos.and farming. - : -

There are also some parallels between the two areas—

in both cases; a ﬁrst class umversny eng.1eenng school

every year. ngh tech compames have xery hlgh d;vorce

rates on both coasts. In Boston; high tech simply rebuilt

the prevxous ménhfacttinhg enterpnses sometlmes even
nothing there to rebuild. This may be part of the almost
religious fervor with which Californians speak of high
tech, while Bostor.ians see it asjust one more among many
things that comprise their culture. - -

__As long as companies.like IBM;. Bell Labs and GE

concentrate in placcs like New Jersey, New York and
Massachusetts; and virtually every state: has at least one
mejor centerof high-technology; we:will again be better
off through differentiation and pluralism. It is interesting
that the Japanese; known as the *‘Big Dragon;’’ as well
as the ‘‘Little Dragons’’ of Hong Kong, Taiwan, Korea




and §mgaoore who are so good at so much of high tech-
nology, have not been able to develop their own *‘Silicon
Valley—128."" Even the direct imitation of Silicon Valley

by Taiwan’s Hsinchu Industrial Park;, located 70 kilome-

lers frorn Talper, as well as the Science Park 1n Singapore;
are not very good at the entrepreneurship of ideas..

_One of the reasons for the American’s success in this
venture is that universities and corporations can cotlab-
orate with little government interference. In Japan and
the Pacific Rim *‘Little Dragons,” little is done withott
the government, which can be very- useful in- producnon

mnovatlons How;.ver, new ldeas of a.more generic sort

arpgp;g -:a:n activity whlch few govemments appreclate

(Indeed; one of the major motivations of innovators may
be the desrre to get -around govemments ) :

and complex state; let's look more curect’y at the educa-
tional - system in Califoriiia, beginning with- the public
schools. To get a sense of the magnitude of the venture,

the following shows numbers enrolled in the schools through
time:

p—

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS:
1970 1982 NET  U.S.
Atk . 4;633,000 4,065,000 -12. 3% -13.6%
GRADES 9-12 1,402,000 1,264,000 -98% -6.2%
GRADES K-8 3,231,000 2,802,000 -13.3% -16.7%

: 1970 ///9’/// 1982

A e
6 imionz 3 4 5

- These numbers are large, and represent rapidly increas-
ing ethnic and cultural diversity as well—public school
students in California were only 27.3% minority in-1970

to 42.9% minority in 1980, a 15% increase in one decade.

The numbers also mask a major increase in pupiis in the

early elementary grades. Today, California’s elementary
schools (tomorrow’s:college students can be_ found there
today) have a minority majority in the first three grades.
These children will grow older {a simple but useful skill)
creating a minority majority in all- public school enroll-
meiits by 1990. This is because high school enrollments

wrll | continue to geclme even as the heavrly mmorlty ele-
mentary school populations increase rapldly

Although all of the 28 largest U.S. cities now- have a
mmonty of whites, the data for Los Angelesis particularly
stnking: non-Hispanic whites are only 15% of the early
clementary enroliment while Hispanics are 60%, blacks
are 16%, and Asians are about 4% as of Fall, 1985. Total

enrollment in the Los Angeles public schools is 547,233

for Fall ‘85, larger by far than the combined total earoll-
ments of the University of California (147,500 students in
1985) and the former state college system; now titled-Cal-
ifornia State University (325,000 students). By 1990, a
population as large as the Los Angeles school system will
be added to the enrollment in California public schools.
It will be even more diverse ethnically than the current
school populatlon

The strategic problem the state confronts is somethmg

like this: 7
o Quallty ln the pul)lic schools, as measured by

decade as has- fundmg
.o Although the data for drop- outs are hot perfect Cal-

ifornia ranks about 40th in retatmng young reople to high

school graduation: For a state that is 8th in college grad-
uates and very highin per capita.income; the performance
is very bad. In-1976 about 76% of kids gruduated from
high school; 68% did in 1981.

® The raprd ificrease of half a million students in the
schools by 1990 contains a disproportionately large num-
ber who do not speak English, are below the poverty line;,

and have physical and emotional handicaps. The state will

have to spend more and do better just to stay even.
@ California has the largest class sizes. in the_nation:

Lowermg the size of classes is the most expensrve task

essary to teachthis very diverse and § growmg studerit bocy
will be very difficult, even with the high level of California
teacher salaries. -

. ® Senate Bill 813 and other educatlonreforms of 1982-

83 will tighten up curricula, attempt to reduce drop-outs;

and increase standards for admission to higher education.
Meaningful results of this action will take almost a decade
to appear:

e Additiouial ; moneys. will flow toward the schools bt
the largest systems in California-will find the increases
eaten up by expanding numbers of students to be served.

® Itisverydifficult to increase state ranks during a time

when other states are also raising their levzls of educa-
tional effort. -

. @ The state seems. commrtted to a Brooks Brothers
system of higher education for students prepared in Rob-
ert Hall schools

The issues of California hrgher educatron need to be
seen in this kind of a context. The tripartite system cf
hlgher education envisioned by the Califoriia Master Plan
in 1960 was a major development in American ‘higher
education in terms of access and choice, as well as quality
and cost. Today, the three building blocks look like this:
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1. The Un-versny of €al|forn|a now. 9 campuses and

147,000 students is known throughout the world: .

2. The: California State University educates 325; 660 sta-

~ dents on its 19 campuseés. -

3. The California Community Colleges now educatnng
1.1 million students ori-106 campuses, represent a linique
resource, often imitated by other states and seldom

appieciated by Sacramento.
The genuis of the Plan was. the notion that ablhty and

motivation would:he the major factors sought by the sys-
tem—that race, class; parent s education; sex; even age,
would be diminished as predictors of access and success

in the higher education system. The drean: remains a
viable one, but after more than 20 years of the 1960 Plan
we must look at the reality as well. It is clear today that
race, socio-economic class, and a host of other factors are

all of major impcrtanc in terms of who participates in
higher edu~ation; and at what level One of the things the

Master-Plan did not foresee was pointed out nicely by
David Saxon when he left the Presidency of the University
of California in 1983:

By the end of this Ce Lury; Calzforma is hkeiy to
become the first state in the nation whose population
is made up predominantly of members of minority
groups . . . Intelligent self-interest; the welfare of
the nation and | justice all demand that we do somie-

thing to make sure *hat the young people of the state
are_gualified jor an education at the University of
California.

Wlth one little qumble (Hawau has had a. mlnnrlty
majority for some years now), Saxon's comment is pres-
cient, to say the least. The Master Plan anticipated neither

a decade of dechmng performarnce in California schools

nor.a major change in the composition of school popula-
tions: What is now.entering the early elementary school

years is a population that will require additional effort just

io stay even with conternporary achievement levels. That
additional effort is clearly seen in Senate Bili 813: tight-
ening standards alone will solve nothing until all students
have an equal chance of accomplishing these higher goals.
New organizations like the California Achievement Coun-

cil are beginning to make some major contribtitions to our

know]edge of how to. dothls —
In the author’s. previous work entltled All One System,

three key decision paints were developed for the analysis

of the national educational system, and they wﬂl be applied
to California in this report. They are: -

1. The percentage of young people-who graduate from
- high school and become college eligible.

2. The number (ar¢ percentage) of those hlgh school

graduates who choose to enter college at some level.

3. The number of those -entering higher educatlon who

complete the programs they start; and those that trans-
fer to other institutions.

irst, it is clear that Cahtorma has 4 Serious problcm
in retaining youth to high school graduation. The
ethnic and national diversity of the student body is

only one part of the problem—students from dif-

ferent countries and backgrounds need individualized
attention more than most students, yet-California has the

largest class size of any state in the nation: 24 students in

elementary school classes, 28 in high school classes agairist

a national rrverage of about 18 students. Thls is the most

important single factor in the Californiaequation. .

Increased student dwersnty ciearly demands smaller
classes, not ‘bigger ones. Itis veryclearthat student diver-
sity in California will be greater in the future. It is not

humanly possible to teach 30 studeiits in auy class at any
age if the students speak four different languages not

including English: Such classes exist now in California.

Even with the current class size, California is facnng a
major teacher shc 1ge
To reduce class size to the nat|0na1 average of 18 stu-

dents the number of new teachers in the state would. have
to Le doubled from the Callfomla Commlssmn on the

new teachers by the end of thls decade The cost of any
such venture would be $4 billion dolla-s-annually in teach-

ers’ salaries alone (160,000 teachers at $25,000 a year).

Additional classroom construction for 160,000 new teach-

ers wouid build toan lncomprehensrbleﬁgure Year-round

schools and double sessions are only band-aid solutions:

- It is against this background that we should consider
the figures from the (excellent) Director’s Report of the
California Postsecondary Education Commission for

December; 1985:

. ® One quarter of Cahfcrnla s mnth graders do not grad-

uate with their class. The drop-out rate for black and

Hlspanlc youth is 50% higher than for whites: The tracking
sysiem in America’s public schools ends up with a dis-
proportionate number of poor and minority students in
the non-academic tracks, and California is no exception.
Much more attention needs to be given to the nature of
the. tracks in public school curricula. as well as the

crucial importance of the junior high scliool experience,

as the Director’s Report correctly observes.

. ® On the other hand, the Asian-American populatton
in the U.S. has been called a ‘‘model minority™" in terms
of high school success; according to-a Population Refer-
ence Bureau report in October; 1985, indicating the fol-

lowing completion rates:

U.S. HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION RATES, 1984
T e0%
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| Chinese American J 94%
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Viet-American | 7e%
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Black ] 74%
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_ Because one *hird of all Asian-Americans live in Cali-
fornia, these students represent a significant asset—a

ers. California needs to thmk of ways in which the moti-

vations and achievements of this portion of its youth could

be transferred to others Is it the generalized Asian. con-
cern for youth success; and of the role_of education in
achieving personal goals? How do: Asian-families incul-
cate these values in their children? We need to know much
more: about this process, not only for American minori-
ties, but also for whites, as a majority of white California
chiidren will be reared by a single parent by their 18th
bmhday

- The smgle factor tha; dlstrmgunshes Cahforma s schools
is. large schools and large ~lasses. The only way to lower
class size is tc hire more ‘eachzrs: With an expanding
elementary school population of great ethnic diversity;
more teachers will have to be hired just to ‘‘stay even”
in terms of class size. This analysis suggests that the most
likely consequerice of Senate Bill 813 will be a gradual
increase in high school graduates capable of college work,
with little effect on the graduation rates of the minority

and poor populations in the state. In Los Angeles Public
Schools; total enrollment is 56,000 in tenth grade and
27,000 in twelfth grade! Tv.enty-iwo thousand Hispanics
été éiirolléd iti 9ih grédé b{jt oti]y 9 000 Hlspan'i'cs aré

Los Angeles enrolls 1/8th of Callfomla s 4 million publlc
sct;qol students. The situation has reached crisis propor-
tions:

One of the easnest and cheapest rémedles is 10 it increase
school attendance-—if young people go to school every
day, their chanczs of d,opping out decline spectacularly.
An excellent paper on this topic, Increasing School Atten-
dunce, was published in Febriiary, 1986, by the National
School Safety Center in Sacramento. Ornie of the ‘fringe
benefits’’ of such programs is illustrated by the Rohnert

Park Stop and Cite program—as truancy from school went
down; daytime burglaries went down by 46%! The eco-
nomic benefits of school reform are many:

econd, Cahforrua s ablhty to “‘convert” h1gh school
stiidents to cellege studeiits 1S not great, and the
chances are that it will decline in the-future. Cal-
ifornia js rcﬂectmg a major national trend in this

regard—an increase in minority. higk school graduates

(because they are a rapidly increasing part of the school
population), and a rapid decline of the percentage of those
graduates who enter college. The chart to the ﬁght shows
percentage change in the U.S. from 1975 to 1982.

were makmg progress on the top of the jOb hlerarchy By
1980, they were 4% of officials and-managers,-4.3%-of

professionals; and 7% of Federal executives. Almost every
black person knows some black person who.is a lawyer
today. Yet, at the very time the doors are opening slightly;
minorities-are turning away- from the college education
that is indispensable ifi moving to the top of the occlpa-
tional ladder. Is it because of declining certainties of Stu-

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUA"ES AND

, COLLEGE ENTERING
40% -
0% , 1+39%
30% +29% . College Entering
) ngh School
20% Graguates
1 0% + 7% -
10% , , I__I 9%
0% 7 o —
10% B :
- -11% s
20% -16%
3u%
40% : : |
Blacks Hlspanlcs Whites

dem financial aid?. Because the military- has workea so

successfully on recruiting talented(collegc ehglble) minority
hlgh school graduates" Because the bnght hlgh school

and gocs into debt “‘from the top’’? No one is certain, but
the California experience in this area reflects the national
trend in declining minority college enrollment reported by
The Airicrican Association of S.ate Colleges and Univei-
sities. in. March, 198S.

_The situation is especially. confounding because by 1980

68% of workmg black males were. classified as ‘‘middle

class’’ inincome; and 12% were considered above middle-
class income levels; according to the Rand Corporation’s
Closing the Gap, published in February, 1986. One assumes
that middle-class minorities would certainly extol the vir-
tues-of education, and would work hard to ensure their
9h!ldr,cn,s success in school. In Los Angeles, 439,000 of
the city’s 943,000 blacks live in the suburbs, another indi-

cator of middle-class membership: In Oakland; 104,000 of
263,000 blacks are middle class by residence: If this black
middle class is to perpetuate itself; its children will have
to succeed in the édijcatioiial systém 1t may be that mid-
their birth rate.

_ In California, 13.2% of all pubhc hlgh school graduates
in 1983 were eligible for admission to the University of

California: But only 3.6% of the black graduates were

eligible; and 4.9% of the Hispanic graduates were. Con-
versely, 26.9% of Asian graduates were admissable, a

very high rate indeed. These numbers are reflected in the
entering freshman class for October, 1985, at U.C. Berke-
ley, which was 26.9% Asian-Americans {largest number
10.8% Chinese), 10.6% Hispanic, 7.8% black, and 47.9%
white; indicating that the ‘‘minority. majonty _is already

present in higher education as well. My impression is that

the Berkeley administration has worked very hard to
increase black 2nd Hispanic enrollments, but there simply
are not enough coming out of the public schools who are
qualified.
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_The State aa;va;g;iy system is open to the top 1/3 of

students in the State Unlversrty was onIy,proportlonal to
the d'e'ci"eéS'ed selectivity at admissions at this level—there
was fic ‘et gain’’ in minority partrcrpauon Over half of
all Hispanic high school graduates in California had the

grades required for admission to the State University, but

failed to take the tests necessary to assure their eligibility:
This suggests some major problems in terms of guidance
and counselling in the high schools of California:

_In 1983, 262,160 pubhc and private high school gradu-

ates were produced.in California. Of these, 18,323 attended

the University of California as regular or ‘‘special’’ admits,
23,250 were admitted to the State University; 98,390
attended one of the 106 community colleges, while 8,914
attended- private institutions of higher education. -Only
ahout 5% of these students went out-of state for college;
which has been characteristic of California (and Texas)
for some years. It is vital to see thut 84,000 of these high
school graduates—-one-thira—did not go on to any college

during the year after high school graduation:

Miich of the burden resulting from this drversrty is fall-
ing on the community colleges, which have had to admit
alarger number of poorly- prepared students, while simul-
taneously being pushed to produce a higher number of

well-qualified graduates. who will transfer and. feed the

University and State University ranks: Remediation is a

major endeavor at all three levels of the higher education
system ‘however, it rs clear that such eﬁ'orts are concen-

furided on a *‘per head”’ basis, ,unlrke the Umversrty of
California and State UmVersity systems. Which have a

enrollment

- Given the fact that 1 many adv1s1ng and tutonng activities
do not even generate credrt hours the ‘‘coin of the realm’’

Coleges will be forced to expend even more effort on

these activities in the future, they may need some extra

form of appropriation to allow some administrative sta-

bility, given the complexity of their task. (Some of their
students are exceptionally good, as good as any in the
system, some are of middle ability, and some: of -their
students are not yet high school graduates, with basic
skills of writing and math still to be acquired.) Some
improvement in funding has appeared for 1986, biit it does

not seem proportional to the enormous range of tasks the

state has asked them to perform.

--At the University of California rn 1979-80 about half of
all new freshmen were enrolled in remedial writing
courses—in all, 16% of all English course enroliments

were remedial, and 9% of math enrollments were. At the
State. Umversrty, 14% of ‘math enrollments were reiedial

and about 8-10% of English enrolimenis were. In the Com-

munity Colleges; 45% of all English enrollments were

remedial;-and 57% of math enrollmernts were: There.is no
reason to believe that since 1980 these figures have dimin-
ished; and there is some evidence -that remediation is
takrng more course reglstratxons in 1986.

f here seems to be a gencralrzed “levelmg down" of the
Hrspanrc students in €alrforma higher education—if they

yerslty ift tney are ellglble for that, many go to Comnunit y
College. Asian st*dents, on the other hand, ‘‘level 'up’;’;?
in the sense ikat they seef to make siire that they erroll
at the highest order of institutions for which they are
eligible. Even older Asian students are makrng their way—

of the_ Asian students in their thirties in community col-

leges in €atifornia; 94% did not graduate from a California

high school. Presumably most were recent rmmrgrants
and we know that of Asian immigrants:to the U.5:; about
30% have already completed a college degree of sorne sort
before they arrived in the U.S. They were ‘‘trading”’ their
degrees and kinowledge by “Ievelrr'g up’’ in our System to
the highest degree they could.

It would seem that at the point ofentry to hrgher edu-

catron many California students are led astray because

of doing the wrong things in high school; not being told of
entrance requirements, not taking the requisitc tests; etc.

Many students seem not to be aware of the mechanics cf
transfer from one institution or level to another. These
things are relativelv siinple and could be corrected without
large additions in fundrng Information about the mechan-

ics of higher education in California needs to be shared

more comprehensively with colleagues in California’s public

séhools

h1rd it is most xmportant to analyze who cets through
the system wrth the approp ~te degree Admitting
- ‘o higher education
is of little use unless they hav:. ~easonable chance
of graduating. The ‘‘revolving door” college is a cynical
idea, suggesting that we admit high-risk students only for

their money, after which.they go back out the door they

so recently used for entrance. .

“Jationzlly, a little iess than half of the entenng students
in four-year bachelors degree programs graduate in four
years. If you give them six years, the percentage goes up
to-about €0%. And about 70% graduate from some insti-
tution- before seven years-is up. But given the fact that
almost half of U.S. students in higher education are part-

time, and almost half are over 25 (and it may be the same

half!) we may have to rethink what is meant by ‘‘normal

progress toward the degreet’,’ Certainly. within Califor-
nia’s Communrty Colleges; - ‘normal progress’’ has.a very
different meaning than within the University of California:

Because most top-flight institutions like U.C.-are more
selective, they have a higher percentage of students-who

graduate ‘‘on time’’ -than the U.S. average. But U.C.is

not much higher: 60% graduate within five years, 10%

more graduate from U.C. later, and another 10% graduate

from some other college or university—the overall per-

formance is about at the national average: Given the selec-
tiviiy of the University; one can wonder about the quality
of the record. (One answer comes from the Institutional

Undergraduate Yearning-=U.L. -——was about as low as

one could find. Faculty do not get promoted because a

hxgh percentage of their undergraduates graduate.)
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The State University is below. the U. C standards for

retention to graduation:only 29% graduate within five years,
and another 11-14% may graduate later. This puts the
State University below the national average in retention
to graduation: - -

Key to the Master Plan’s strategy was the transfer furic-
tlon— ‘late bloomers’’ who started at State University
could transfer to their rightful place at the University of
California, and most important, thousands of rough dia-

monds entering the community colleges would be able to
move up through the institutional levels to their rightful
place at the State University or University of California.
The truth is that the number of highly able students in the
community colleges who are capable of such transfers has
deciined to less than one quarter of the enrollment, at
least on certain measures. However, given the diversity
in the state’s populauon this ﬁgure maysnmply represent

a new level of cultural disadvantage which will have to be

remedied before the. Community Colleges and State Uni-

versity can become the *‘feeder’’ originally intended.

_ We are ready to come full circle—THERE IS NO WAY
IN WHICH THE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM IN
CALIFORNIA CAN OPERATE INDEPENDENTLY OF
THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS. With great ethnic and eco-
nomic diversity, the largest classes in the nation, and a
decade of declining achievement scores, the schools rep-

resent the wel! from which higher education must drink.
This is as true in fowa as in California. Although Senate
Bill 813 represents:some heroic: efforts on the part of
California’s leadership to remedy these problems. it will be
some Yyears before these improvements can pe systemat-
ically relied lipon to increase the guality ¢f the entry pool
into California higher education.

n addition,; employers in California should now be able
M to see that the quality of their entering workforce will

| be affected by the success of the entire California
educational system—the colleges and universities
cannot be expected to play ‘‘catch-up’ if public school
achievement levels are falling. (Indeed, during the decade
during which SAT scores on high school graduates were

falling, GRE scores on college graduates were falling at

least as fast.) Improvmg higher education while ignoring
public_schools is now clearly an impossible task—they
are indeed all one system. Recent.reports like Excellence
for Whom? by the California Achievement Council bbiht

aself- fulﬁlhng prophecy, cspecrally for poor and minority
students It isdifficult for later grades to provnde ﬁexrblllty

across these tracks Pspeually for the junior high years,

and especially for poor and minority children:
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

There is at least partlal truth to Richard Armour s bit of
verse:

Leap mlh]oy, be blzrhe und gay;
Or weep my friends with sorrow;
What California is today;,
The rest will be tomorrow.

Our earller analys:s of the state s general characteristics

suggests that California’s future will be unusually depen-

dent upon the ability of the state’s educational. system to

develop the trained and flexible workforce needed for the
dlvrrslty of -businesses that rcpresent the- state’s major
ecc. >mic advantage. In addition, California’s future cit-

izens represent a vast diversity of backgrounds and val-

ues; and they will need to be assimilated into the state as

citizens and voters.as well as workers, a job well done in

the past ©:y California’s educational system. .

There has been a.decade or more of *‘deferred mainte-

nance’’ on California education. A leaky; neglected roof
will let water in, a neglected educational system allows
human beings to leak out. Far too many young pecple will

lead diminished lives i in California, not because of a lack

of talent and skill, but because the educational system is

not responsive to them and allows. them to ‘“‘leak’’ into

poverty and unemployment: Because there is no safety

net under the schoels. yeuth can be consigned to a- life of

inadequacy and dependency because of deferred mainte-
narnce.

--Some encouraglng developments in the last Several years
suggest that improvement can happen. But the improve-
ments are.-to.some extent pieceitieal. Here are a few rec-

ommendations that might be useful:

- 1. There needs to be established an_ mdependent body
that would -be responslble for monitoring the entir€ edu-
cational system in California. Pat Callan’s Director's Report
of the Postsecondary Education Commission is a good

step in this direction:
- 2, The educational level most in. nced of improvement

is clearly one we have neglected in this report—pre-schoal.

The biggest ‘‘bang for the buck”’ in term:s of educational
improvements at low costinthe U.S. is undoubtedly Head
Start. With increasing diversity coming in the California
populatlon every Califoriiia four-year-old should have a
positive educational. expenence mostly through day-care

programs that are educational in nature, and through state-

generated programs like Head Start to take care of the

very large numoer of ehgtble chtldren for whom there are
no federalfunds.. - - - -

-3.- The junior hlgh school is an area in Wthh lots of
chlldren begin to ‘‘leak out” of the system) Serious state
attention needs to be given to the junicr high school in
California.

- 4 Lnformatlon about requiremenits for college entrance

is given too late, and too selectively. It seems not to be

followed up by - proper- counsellmg in the secondary schools

Many young people are not gomg to college because of

lack of information about what is needed. This is the
cheapest way of increasing college students: :

5. If the transfer function is truly valued by the state
then the state-will have to provide the resources to make
it happen, and happen successfully. The Community Col-

leges; and to a lesser degree the State Universities, have

not been given the tools to do the_]ob ‘The diversity within

the state suggests that major provisions need to_be made

for “Iate bloomers and for those ‘who overcome cultural

- 6. The budget allocatlon process n Sacramento needs
to reﬂect this sernse that there is a: slngle educational sys-
tem at work, even though funded in segments. An edu-
cation. *‘Czar’’ is clearly nor the solution. Easier com-

munication between the segments, better data on the entire

educational system; more joint hearings, some personnel

with cross-cutting responsibilities might be a.good first
step, even within a segmented budgeting process. Gub-
ernatorial and legislative leadership can make this happen.

7. It would be wonderful if there were an-easy way to
reduce the size of classes in California’s public schools.

anortunately, no such easy route exists. Diversity by
race and class will increase in California pubhc schools,

making smaller classes even more vital in the future.

Attracting excellent teachers to.the schools will-not work

if the odds are stacked against them once they get. there:
In most surveys; salaries are not as vital as control over
worklng conditions; and for most: good teachers, the major

“*working condition’’ problem is size and diversity of
classes. The issue seems to have little public visibility -in

California as an educational crisis, which it surzly is.

Public awareness might be a good start. To reduce Cali-

fornia public school class. size tc the national average

would require an investment of heroic proportlons prob-
ably otitside the capablhty of the state’s resources. €lass
size has slowly crept up in California- during the decade
of negicct. *‘Deferred maintenanice” does come home to

roost.
Although these problems are dlfﬁcult the odds clearly

favor a future in California of increasing economic stabil-

ity and growth; along with the potential for increasing the
fulfillment of the individual citizens who represent the
state’s most important future resource. If in a decade; the
middle-class population of California is proportionately
black, Hlspanlc and Asian-American; then the state’s

future is assured, as these groups will be a majority of

Calrformascltlzens in a few short years. The education
systemn can make it happen.
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10.
- in the State; and how each level af¥ects the others: Particularly important are

11.

CALIFORNIA—SUMMRRY OF MAJOR POINTS

The state 1s largest m populatlon and has the most dlverse populatlon both

bom in another country The state s economy is equally diverse, allowrng it

to ride through economic fluctuations that would swamp many other states.

T!‘P,?,t?te, :also has very high rz-es of major erime, divorce, abortion and
venereal disease ,

Many children in Cahfomla are born ‘‘at risk’’—into poverty, into homes n
which no English is spoken; into life with a physical or emotional handicap,

into homes without two caring parents ‘
A majonty of Cahfomlans will be black, Asra.--Amencan Native American

and Hispanic shortly after the year 2639 Non-Latino Caucasians are already
a mlnonty of elementary school students in Cahforma

By 1990 Cahfomra publlc schools w1ll 1ncrease by half a rmlllon students

even’’ in terras of educatlonal qualrty
Publlc school QUallty, as measured by achrevement test scores, has dropped

retention measures are not perfect, L,ahfomla ranks about 40th in retammg its
youth population to the level of high school graduatlon

. The qualrty of California hrgher education cannot be much hlgher than the

quality of Califoraia public schools The decade of public school neglect is
finally catching up with Califorzia hlgher education.

Educational reforms of 1982-83; like Senate Bill 813, wrll Begln to address

these problems, but major change in the system will take a decade to appear:

(Improving the senior year of high school leaves cleven crucial years of edu-
catronal develmament untouehed )

the partlelpatron of mrnonty groups in hlgher educatlon partlcularlv in terms
of the transfer functlon from one level to the next.

The State needs to pay much more attention to the entire educational system

pre=school and j Jjunior hlgh as well as the transfer function in higher education.

The budgetlng processin Sacramento should reflect these system- W1de targets.
Beahng wrth Calrforma ) current teacher shortage wrll be easrer and cheaper

leen ‘the ethnlc and cultural d1ver51ty of Cahfomla s youth the state should
have the smallest classes in the nation if equity were to be achleved

It is time for California’s business, polrtrca& edueatronal and civic leadershlp
to begin looking at California’s total educational system, the people served
and the results attained. Little is known about the educational system as a
whole. The time to find out is clearly now.
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