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This is one of a series of policy alternative papers commiss ioned
by the California Legislature's Joint Committee on the Master Plan for

oHigher Education.

The primary purpose of these papers is to give legislators an
overview of a given policy area. Most of the papers 2ve directed
;oward cynthesis and analysis of existing information and perspectives
rather than the gathering of new data. The authors were asked to

raise and explore prominent jssues and to suggest alternatives available

to the Legislature in dealing with those issues.

The Joint Committee has not restricted its consultants to’
discussions and recommendations in those areas which fall exclusively
within the scope of legislative responsibility. The authors were
encouraged to direct comments to individual ins;itutions, segmental
offices, state agencies -- oOr wherever seemed appropriate. It is
hoped that these papers will stimulate public, segmental and
jnstitutional discussion of the critical issues in postsecondary

education.
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PREFACE

In the late Spring of 1972, the staff of the Joint Committee on the
Master Plan for Higher Education approached me about the possibility of
doing "a pulicy alternative paper on independent higher education in
California”. This would be one of several studies and reports commis~
-ivned by the Joint Committee I welcomed the invitation to do so and,
unrealistically as it turned out, committed myself to fourteen man-days
to complete the task. Because professional commitments took me to the
east coast for the summer months, the bulk of the work on this report
was completed during September and October. While in the east, 1 was
able to meet with individuals in four states who either administer or

deal directly with programs of state assistance to independent higher
edication.

The joint Committee also commissioned other studies, including
papers on "Financing Postsecondary Education", particularly public
higher education, and one on the "Probable Impact of the Federal Role
in Financing Postsecondary Education”. For this reason, this paper does
not go into detail into either of these extremely important topics. As
can be seen in Appendix A, the mandate for this paper from the Joint
Committee turned out to be much more broad than "a policy alternative
paper".

Why me? During 1967 and 1968, while a full-time doctoral candi-
date at Stanford University, I wrote three papers on various topics
dealing with govermmental assistance to private higher education. (It
is a sad commentary on higher education that by writing a single paper,
one can become even a semi-expert.) Througk one of those papers, 1 was
offered, in 1968, a position as one of two full-time research associates
with the Illinois Commission to Study Nonpublic Higher Education. That
interest and experience grew into a Ph.D. dissertation at Stanford, com-
pleted duriug 1968 through 1970, entitled: California and Nonpublic
Higher Education: The Historical and Current Relationships Between the
State of California and Independent Colleges and Universities.

Lest the reader think, or fear, that this report is simply a former
dissertation beiween new covers, it might be reassuring to know that only
the Introduction and Chapter- 111, "Present Practices in California", draw
heavily on my Stanford dissertation, but with considerable updating.
Other chapters, of course, utilize to some extent”the background reading
and research: that went into the dissertation.

For example, at that time (1968 through 1970), I interviewed ex-
tensively 44 government officials and leaders of California higher edu-
cation, public and private. In addition, 34 out cf 48 presidents of in-
dependent colleges and universities and 15 out of 55 State Senators and
Assemblymen surveyed completed lengthy questiounaires, a technique which
everyone seems to utilize. I must sincerely thank, again, these individuals
for their assistance at that time. - For this reason, I choose not to sub-
mit another questionnaire to the presidents of independent colleges and
universities who already feel the need for a "vice president for question-
naire completion".




A wast amount of data, and opinion, is already avail.ble. For this .
report I reviewed much of the testimony given before both the Joint
Committee and the Select Committee on the Master Plan, as well as re-
viewing all of the current college catalogues of California's independent
colleges and universities. This report also utilizes a number of other
sources of data and information contained in many other reports, surveys,
and publications, some of which are briefly described in the "Review of
the Literature" or cited in the Bibliography. There has obviously been
4 lot said already, and the need seemed to be to pull much of this in-

formation together into a single report on independent higher education
in California. -

I must most cord:ally thank Dr. Morgan Odell and Mrs. Betty Katanick
of the AICCU for their complete cooperation and for providing much of the
current data contained in Chaptérs I1 and V. Mr. Arthuir S. Marmaduke of
the 3tate Scholarship and Loan Commission has, again, been extremely
helpful in ptoviding up-to-the-minute data and the draft of the Student
Resources Survey which were utilized in Chapters III and V. I must also
thank President Charles J. Hitch of the University of California and
Chancellor Glenn'6.Dumke of the California State University and Colleges
for their time, cooperation, and thoughtful comments on this topic.

Lastly, I would like to thank Robert G. Cameron, the Director of the
Western Reg¥9n31 Office of the College Entrance Examination Board, for his
cooperatjon and my wife, Doris, and son, John, who had to put up with an
absent husband and father for many weekends, days, and evenings.

While 1 am obviously‘sympatheticcto the problems of independent
higher education in California and elsewhere, 1 have attempted to be
reasonably '"neutral" in this report. The opinions expressed are my own
unless cited otherwise. Likewise, I must personally assume all respon-
sibility for errors of fact, overstatements, and misconceptions.

Because of the girth of this report, my advice to the prospective
reader is to first look over the Table of Contents and the data contained
in the 44 tables. Only then do I suggest reading those chapters or
sections in which the reader has a particular interest.

.

Fred A. Nelson

October 1972
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

* This report occurs at a critical time in the State's history. Now
more than ever, California's independent colleges and universities are
increasingly concerned about maintaining autonomy, independence, quality
and vitality while achieving fiscal solvency. Some are worried about
their very survival. At the same time the California Legislature is
considering the future of all higher education in the State. The Legis-
lature is rightfully charged with maintaining, promoting and protecting
the public interest, effecting economies wherever possible, and exerting
some form of accountability for the expenditure of public funds. These
are the confluent issues and concerns of 1972. These same issues are the
recurrent themes in this study.

The Purpose of the Report .
At the outset, it should be made perfectly clear that this report is

not an advocacy paper such as a commission or task {orce might present.

No specific recommendations are advocated and then justified. The Associ-

ation of Independent California Colleges and Universities (AICCU) has

stated its collective positiun on a number of important topics at several

of the hearings conducted by the Joint Committee on the Master Plan for

Higher Education and the Coordinating Council's Select Committee on the

Master Plan. Rather, this report was mandated to deal with the several

issues and public policy questions posed in the-Joint Committee's study

plan (see Appendix A). Additionally, this report was asked to focus on

major issues "through an analysis of present practices in California, a

survey of practices and proposals elsewhere and a review and summary of

the literature'". Furthermore, the Joint Committee asked for an "analysis ~.

of whatever policy alternates are available to the Legislature" with the

advantages and disadvantages of each.

~

State legislatures, certainly including California's, are primarily
concerned about their state's system(s) of public higher education. While
the majority of legislators in Californil ;%% elsewhere, are aware of the
well-being of independent colleges and uhiversities, it is the public col-
leges and universities, because of theid *ax support and direct, or at
least indirect, accountability to the L gislé%ure, which preoccupy the
interest of legislators. Educators must be continually reminded that higher
education, public or private, is but one of many socially significant activ-
ities which compete for the attention of legislators and for tax dollars.
Therefore, it is most significant that the Joint Committee has chosen to
devote one of its studies specifically to California's independent colleges
and’ universities.

Definition of Terms

What do we mean by "independent higher education in California''?
First of all the terms ''independent", "private", and "non-public" are
usually used interchangeably and synonymously. Many institutions prefer
the term "independent" because of possible exclusive connotations of the
word "private", such as one's '"private" thoughts. Likewise the term
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"non-public' draws attention to the fact that these institutions are, by
definition, not public. In this paper the term "independent higher ed-
ucation' usually refers to the approximately fifty, four-year non-public
colleges and universities in California, accredited by the Western Assoc-
iation of Schools and Colleges. Beyond this group of institutions there
are presently in California a number of other "non-public" four-year
colleges, proprietary institutions, and almost countless other private
schools und "colleges" - including beauty, barber, and business. (Some
'ther problems and some legislative options regarding these additional

institutions are discussed in the later sections of this paper dealing
with "chartering".)

Privatg.golleges and universities in California, as elsewhere in the
country, are commonly thought of as being entirely independent, or at
least laigely so, from governmental support, influence, and control. The
very words "independent college” and "independent higher education” re-
fle~t this notion. These same private colleges and universities are, in
fact, already tied to govermment, particularly state government, by a -
complex web of relationships. Many of these relationships are legal and
formal; some are direct while others are indirect; several are informal;

and a few are subrosa. These ties with government are becoming in-

creasingly important and complex at a pace that occasionally leaves in-
stitutions, and government jtself, overtaken by. events.

The Federal Role

The absence of the word "education" in our federal constitution.,
declares, in effect, education at ali levels to be a function and respon-
sibility of the individual states. In recent years the "generai welfare"
clause of the United States Constitution has been liberally interpreted
to provide more and more categorical support to education at all levels.
The passing, by the Federal Congress, of the Higher Education Amendments
1n 1972 further extends the role of the Federal government by providing
for wide spread and general support of all higher education, publin and
private. This recent Federal legislation tends to muddy the water in
terms of what the individual states - including of course California -
can and should do in the future to further assist all higher education.

The Federal legislation represents a coilection of compromises which
fails to spell out in explicit terms the primary.roles or functions of the
Fuederal and State governments in regard to the support of higher education,
publie and private. Indeed, the very existcnce of the new Federal legis-
lation may be used by Statec legislatures as a reason, if not an excuse,
not to move ahead - th various state plans of assistance to and support
of higher educatiou. This may prove to be true even if the Higher Edu-

cation Admendments of 1972 are only partially funded or even not funded
at all!

The Fundamental Relationships

The fact remains that all colleges and universities, whether public
or private, owe their existence to the state in which they are located.
California, like the other individual states, possesses at least four
rights and obligations: 1) to grant charters and o*her privileges of
incorporation; 2) to exempt property from taxation; 3) to oversee
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and support higher education; and 4) to protect the public's ‘interest.

These State-granted rights assert that colleges and universities,
public and private, are in the State's, hence public's, interest. The
qualifications for a charter define, however poorly, an institution's
quality at birth; and the charter itself defines the institution's
limits of corporate activity. The qualifications for a charter for
private colleges and universities, have on several occasions been a
matter of concern in California; and these qualifications have been
ad justed from time to time by what has been called "diploma mill legis-
lation". (More will be said about this later in "Chartering".)

The all-important exemption from taxation of private institutions
has been, over the years, an almost constant issue. The independent
colleges and universities have sought to protect existing benefits, and
occasionally have sought to extend these benefits. For example, a ballot
pProposition in 1962 extended the maximum amount of tax-exempt land for

each campus (except for Stanford University) beyond the previous 1limit
of one hundred acres.

Private higher education in California obviously does not exist in
either a vacuum or a monopoly. 1Its relationships with the public segments
of higher education must always be considered. The independent colleges
and universities have had, and continue to have, a number of important
ties to the public segments of higher education.

Lastly, the puivate colleges and universities have maintained their
concern for Institutional autonomy and freedom from state "control.
Even so, the State must maintain its responsibility for protecting the
public ‘nterest, and with this responsibility goes at least some concern
about irstitutional quality as well as indirect, if not direct, means
of support. Institutional autonomy is, in the end, inexorably bound up
in all kincs and levels of relationships. "Independeuce" here is a
relative rather than absolute term. Each new or extended relationship
with "independent” colleges or universities can mean a reduction in
degree or type of institutional autonomy. What is to be given up for

what in return? wWhat benefit is worth the price? What sacrifice worth
its cost?

Variations in Public Policy

Public policy seldom remains constant. Public policy towards pri-
vate higher education, in California as elsewhere, is formulated within
a much larger social context. Priorities change and public attitudes
shift with new values and concerns. The historical relationships of the
State of Californ.a to its independent colleges and universities offer
vivid and even unique examples of how dramatically and swiftly such
changes in public policy can occur.

During the past one hundred and twenty years the State has reversed

its official fiscal policy towards independent colleges, not once but
twice: At one time California, lik- several older states and particularly
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those that are former colonies, provided for direct financial assistance
to private, even church-related, secondary schools and colleges. Within
forty years Califorria reversed its position to become the only state

in the Union to tax its independent schools, -colleges, and universities.

This policy, which existed at the turn,of the century, was ewentu-
ally rmodified to the more traditional, and how universal, position of
2i.nting tax exempt status to these educational institutions. State-
granted benefits were expanded 1n 1929 by providing tax-exempt institu-
tions of higher learning with the right of eminent domain, a privilege
that is rare, if not unique, among the fifty states. More recently
California has provided more indirect assistance to private colleges
and universities through the State's Scholarship, Fellowship, and
College Opportunity Grant Programs.

Public policy in California has now nearly come fuil-circle. The
Constitution Revision Commission in 1969 recommended a constitutional
revision which would allow the Legislature the option of again providing-
direct financial assistance to independent colleges and universities.
During the 1970 Legislative session the Association of Independent
California Colleges and Universities actively sought, and almost
obtained, a« ballot proposition to accomplish the same purpose. About
the same time the Coordinati.ig Council for Higher Education studied
alternate forms of state zid to private institutions whether or not
the Constitution was revised. )

Some Historical Turning Points - The First Colleges

California's first Constitution of 1849, which made a reference to
a state university, made no explicit provision for the chartering of
colleges. 1In response to requests by several individuals and groups, the
California Legislature, in its very first session in the Spring of 1850,
passed a bill which allowed the State Supreme Court to charter c.lleges.
The Court itself had to determine if the prospective college had its:
required twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) of endowment before the
charter could be granted. 1In July of 1851 California Wesleyan College
obtained the first and, as it turned out, only charter from the Supreme
Court. The trustees of the new college, then in Santa Clara, at their
first meeting after incorporation, quickly changed the new institution's
name to "The University of the Pacific", «<howing more originality than
other Methodists in the naming of their co.leges. '

If the Methodists can justly claim the oldest chartered college in
the State, the Catholics can with equal justice claim the earliest in-
stitutions actually giving instruction and conferring the first degrees.
Some anti-Catholic feelings at the time prevented its fledgling Santa
“lara €College from obtaining its charter until 1855, just two weeks after
the incorporation law was amended to permit incorporation by the State
superintendent of Public Institutions rather than by the State Supreme
Court. During these early years, 1853 to 1855, the State provided for
direct financial assistance to the private schools and colleges on a
ner capita basis. While Santa Clara sought this aid and the University
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of the Pacific appointed a committee of trustees "to secure tc our in-
stitution a fair proportion of the public school money according to the
law of this State", there is no firm evidence that State money actually
-changed hands.?2

A Private College Becomes Public

The College of California, initially a Presbyterian institution,
received its charter the very day the incorporation law was amended in
1855 The founder of the college insisted that it be nondenominational,

"never to come under the control of Church or State".3 In this way -
they hoped to attract wider support, both from donors and from prospec-
tive students. Unfortunately the college ended up having no particular
constituéncy, which may provide a lesson for some of today's institutions.

From its inception, the College of California was plagued with dif-
ficulties, largely financial. The College sought, unsuccessfully, public
funds. In 1867 the College "dined and liquidated” visiting State
Legislators on a site selection team for a yet to be created University
of California. Ultimately the College offered its handsome site in
Berkeley to the State of California to become the University of California
with the expectation, not realized however, that the College of California
would becdme "the central college in a first-class university".® The
State assumed the debt of the College of California, but ended up creating
a completely new university in March of 1868 on the Berkeley site. It
was devoid of any ties with-the former struggling college. Even so, until
the University of California enrolled its first student, church-related

institutions had maintained the only colleges during California's first
twenty years.

State Arms for College Students p
Given the occasionally violent nature of today's campus, it is almost

ironic that the State of California, in 1862, provided an extraordinary

means of direct assistance to the colleges of that time, all of which

were still private and church-related. In May of 1862 Governor Leland

Stanford, himself only thirty-eight years old, signed into law "an Act

to provide for issuing Arms and Accoutrements to Colleges and Academies

for the use of the Youth, and to prescribe the tactics to be used by them".?

This unique form of "state aid", which predated ROTC, becomes understand-

able within the social context of the times, since the newspaper: were

_then filled with news about the Civil War.

The Constitution of 1879

Despite needed and earlier éttempts at reform, the laws of California
were not codified until 1872. All old revenue laws were repealed, and
Section 3607 of the new code read: "All property within this state, except
the property of the United States, of the state, and of municipal corpor-
ations, is subject to taxation."” 6

The. Constitutional Convention of 1879 produced a new state constitu-
tion filled with compromises. The article on taxation declared that all

/;
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property should be taxed according to its value except growing crops,
public school property, and land belonging to the United States, the State
of California or municipal corporations. Another critically important
provision of the constitution of 1879, and one which is still in force,
declared that "no public money shall ever be appropriated for the support
of any sectarian or denominational school, or any school not under the
exclusive control of the officers of the public schools".’

One historian of the time, Frank W. Blackmar, himself a UOP alumnus
and a former UOP faculty member, wrote in 1890 about California's dis-
tinctive taxation policy:

"In one thing California stan]s alone among the several
States, and this is in the taxation of private, sectarian
or denominational schools.

A reaction from the early practice of aiding such
- institutions has taken the Legislators to the opposite
extreme of taxing the school grounds, property, apparatus,
and libraries of private institutions. 't is not desired
.to discuss the question here, but merely to relate the
historical fact. It is certainly a novel position that
the State has assuwed in thus opposing a policy which has
grown with the development of the country for over two
hundred and fifty years. California is either in advance
of her sister States in the wisdom of legislation or else
has rendered a great injustice to prévate benevolence,
which should always be encouraged."

Summary .

Independent colleges and universities, as an integral part of the
State's total educational opportunities, have been and continue tn be
both a responsibility and concern of this State. These responsibilities
of the State, and the benefits provided by the State, have varied
through California's relatively brief history to reflect changing public
policy, social context, and governmental priorities. It is this back-
drop which forms the stage for 1972 and the current reviews of California's
Master Plan for Higher Education in terms of those California colleges and
universities which bear the title "independent'.
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CHAPTER 11

CONTRIBUTIONS OF CALIFORNIA'S INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
%7 .

The ‘\Pu storic Role

éor the first twenty years of California's history, non-public
col}éges apd universities, more specifically church-related colleges,
provided only higher education in the State. By the time Stanford
University burst onto California's education scene in 1891, at least
nine other private colleges or academies, which were o become per-
manent” colleges, existed in northern California. Five others had
just recently come into being in southern California. All of these
institutions, with the exception of Stanford itself and Mills College
in Oakland, could be clearly regarded as sectarian or church-related.
While the forces of sectargjanism promoted colleges with particular
brands of Christianity, these same institutions provided an invaluable
public service to the State. B

.o

-

The early California legislatures were not noted for their generous
support of education, particularly public higher education. Little
wonder that the opening day of the new Stanford University in 1891 should
have been such a newsworthy event. The new Stanford ' University had no’
less than 559 students in its first year, compared to the University of
California's enrollment of 520 that same year--and that after twenty-
three years of grgwth!l

The existence of a number of independent colleges and universities
has always been a useful stimulus to California's public higher education.
One alumnus of the University of California, Charles Shinn, observed the
importance of Stanford University to his alma mater:

"The friends of the older institution feel that their
hands have been strengthened by the vigorous University
_at Palo Alto, and it has been said with much truth, that
if Senator Stanford had chosen to endow the State Uni-
versity with his millions, he would have helped it less
than he has done by establishing a sister university upon
a sufficiently different foundation, to aid, support, agd

encourage the entire educational system of California.'

The Contemporary Role

The "sufficiently different foundation" of Stanford, like that of all
of California's independent colleges, provides the fundamental base for
the current contributions of these same colleges and universities. Thes
independent institutions are today characterlzed by at least the folloyfng
six qualities: ! .

1. Independence of control and governing authority.

2. Flexibility of sources of finmancial support.

-8-




Lack of governmental bureaucracy.

Freedom to innovate and to meet students' needs.

Diversity of missions, size, functions, and educational
programs.

6. Ability to be directly concerned about personal, ethical,
and moral  values.

Perhaps the most important roles and contributions of California's
independent colleges and universities, both today as in the past, are
in these non-quantifiable qualities. Likewise the amount of good these
institutions have done, and the amount of service they perform today,
does not lend itself to yardstick measures. It almost becomes a question
of faith, One either believes in the importance of such institutions
within our society or one believes otherwise. Some quantifiable measures
may help serve to convert the unconverted, but these quantifiable measures
tell only part of the story, and to many people, this may be the less
important part. ’

1 Y

Enrollment - Problems in Counting

Lf colleges and universities exist to serve students, as some of us
hope, then the number of students served, as well as the quality of the
"service", becomes a paramount concern to the larger society. A per-
petual dilemma confronting legislators, administrators of guigher edu-
cation, and the lay public as well is the apparent inability of higher
education to agree on some standards of measutement., After all, what could
be simpler than counting students enrolled: How to "count" part-time
students? Which level of students are to be counted? Must they be
"matriculated?" Should students enrolled for 'degree credit" or non-
degree programs be counted? For a multiplicity of reasons, enrollment
figures, even those after the fact, seldom agree.-

The problem of numbers is further complicated when talking about
"private" versus "public" higher education. For example, data from the
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities (AICCU)
typically includes data from only those fifty or so full-year colleges
and universities, which are members of the AICCU. But Office of Edu-
cation publications often list between eighty-five and ninety-five
"privately controlled institutions” in California. Many of these addi-
tional institutions are very small divinity schools or proprietary colleges;
and there are separate listings for individual campuses of the same in-
stitution. ’

California Compared to All Other States

Despite the historical and contemporary 'importance of California's
independent colleges and universities, California's higher education is
dominated by the public segments. In the United States today public
colleges and universities enroll three times ds many students as co the

3
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TABLE 1

/
s

OPENINé FALL ENROLLMENT, ALL U.S. HIGHER EDUCATION
DEGREE AND NON-DEGREE BY INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL

~ Year Tctal Public

~ :
Private BPublic %Private

1956 2,812,000 1,596,000 1,216,000 56% 44 %

1956 3,096,000 1,792,000 1,304,000 58 42

1957

1958 -

1959
1960
1961
1962
1963

1964

1965
1966
11967
1968
1969
1970

3,224,000
3,424,000

3,671,000

3,772,000 -

4,048,000

4,401,000

4,765,000

5,281,000

" 5,920,000

6,438,000
6,963,000

7.571.000 .
7,978,000

8,566,000

1

1,896,000
2,037,000

2,133,000

N

2,260,000
2,470,000
2,750,000
3,065,000
3,468,000
3,969,000
4,381,000
4,850,000
5,469,000
5,882,000
6,418,000

1,398,000
1,387,000
1,438,000
1,512,000

1578.,000

1,651,000
1,700,000
1,813,000
1,951,000

* 2,057,000

2,113,000
2,102,000
2,096,000
2,147,000

et

59
60

89
60 -

61
62
64
65
67
68
70
72
74
75

41

40

30

28
26
25

‘ o ¥
wource of Data: Compiled from data contained in Fall Enrollment in Higher
_Education, 1970, U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, U. S,
Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C., 1971.

Yy
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private institutions, as demonstrated in Table 1.
are almost nine times as many students attending publicly controlled
institutions as private. Therefore, the balance between public and

In California there

private enrollment in California is markedly different than the natiomal
average, and reflects a ratio towards which the nation itself, for good

or for ill, is moving.
seems to present a model of the future.

‘The following table shows in descending order by state the ratios

As in other phases of Amer‘-an life, California

of enrollment in public institutions to private as of the Fall of 1970.

As can be seen from the table, only eight states have a higher percentage
of students in public higher education than does California:

Wyoming,

Nevada, Arizona, North Dakota, New Mexico, Montana, Alaska, and Hawaii.
For this reason alone, it is impossible to fairly compare California to

those states still dominated by private institutions, such as New York

and Massachusetts.

. RATIOS OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT, PUBLIC TO PR
DESCENDING ORDER BY STATE, FALL OF 19

State

Wyoming
Nevada
Arizona
North Dakota
New Mexico
Montana
Alaska
Hawaii
California
Oregon
Washington
Colorado
Mississippi
Michigan
Kansas
Alabama
Wisconsin
Arkansas
Louisiana
Delaware
Oklahoma
Texas

West Virginia
Minnesota
Virginia

TABLE 2

Ratio

i

e

Public

Enrollment

Private

Enrollment

1044.
46.
23.

L 4

“.

(-
[-—

0 O O O

31
57
17
.13
.83
.43
.16
.40

SV O N NN

.92
.81
.32
.22
.40
.18
.48
.38
.17
.16
.15
.89
.77
.36
.32
.31

-11-

15,220
“13,576
107,315

30,192

40,795

27,287

8,563

32,963

1,123,529

108,483 -

162,718
108,562
64,968
- 339,625
88,215
87,884
170,374
43,599
101,127
21,151
91,438
365,522
. 51,363
130,567
123,279

93
2,304

" 1,303 .

3,666
2,775

908
3,599

Vs

133,716 ¢

13,69
20,826
14,833

8,999
53,101
14,270
16,052
31,684

8,440
19,601

4,109
18,717
76,703
11,790
30,221
28,636

.

—
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)

] , Public Private
State Enroliment Enrol Iment

Georgia
Florida
“aryland
Kentucky

ldaho

South Dakota
Nebraska
United States
Ohio

Maine
Tennessee
Missouri

North Carolina
Indiana
Il]linois

South Carolina
Puerto Rico
New Jersey
Iowa

Utah
Connecticut
Pennsylvania
Vermont

New York

Rhode Island
New Hampshire
Massachusetts
District of Columbia

101,900 24,611
189,450 6,075
118,988 Ss,a;9
77,240 21,351
27,072 7,495
23,936 6,703
51,454 15,461
6,476,058 2,173,310
281,099 95,168
25,405 . 8,729
98,897 36,206
132,540 51,390
123,761 48,164
136,739 55,929
315,634 136,512
47,010 22,417
42,516 20,557
145,373 70,748
68,390 40,512
49,588 32,099
73,351 51,309
232,982 178,062
12,536 9,673
449,437 357,042
25,527 20,371
15,979 13,421
" 116,127 186,682

12,194 64,964

Total _ 6,476,058 - 2,173,310

N WA WWWs &

WWSs8 MO O WE UL ~ND WO

SOV WNNO-&S&ENOWEWDM

- = RRNNNNNODNNNN
. . e o e . . .

-
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[
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Source of Data: Compiled from data contained in Fall Enrollment in Higher
Education, 1970, U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, U. S.
Govermment Printing Office, Washington, D. C., 1971.

While the ratio of enrollments nationally in 1970 of public to private -
was 2.98, in California there were 8.40 times as many students in public
institutions as private. It becomes readily apparent that California®s
independent institutions are- far more important than their percentage of
the total enrollment would indicate. -

Table 2 also clearly shows those states which are still dominated by
enrollments in private institutions. These are the low. ratios of public
to private at the bottom of the table. Many of those states have a o

history of providing direct assistance to private institutions, and a ‘\\
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-smr 1 tuers have recently added such programs. This table also re- ™
*.i 1 . nistorical development of the country with those sections of
t:o- datlon most recently developed, particularly the far west, more fre-
auentiy dominated by public higher education.

tsaoliment is but one dimension of the relative importance of the

1a5d. wad private segments of American higher education. Just seven
v &rs ugu, tn the Fall of 1965, there were only twice as many students
varsiled in public tastitutions as in private versus the national ratio

tiiree U one today. Even with this dominance of enrollment by public
suslitutions, in 1965 there were nearly twice as many private institutions
4~ public,  The obvious reason for this reverse ratio is because of the
muin smaller average size of enrollments of the private institutions.

The number of institutions is also quite important. Each independent
.nstitution has its own Board of Trustees, its own fund-raising efforts,
it: wwn band of alumni, and in most cases its own student clientele. In
pulitical terms, the more institutions that exist, the greater their lobby-
ing potential with their particular legislature. Certainly in many states
these independent institutions are able to make themselves heard to a far
greater degree than their enrollments would suggest or, perhaps, even justify.

It.x tollowing Table 3 shows the relative position of California in
¢ .aparison with all other states in terms of the ratio of the number of

TABLE 3

RATIOS OF THE NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS, PRIVATE TO PUBLIC,
DESCENDING ORDER BY STATE, FALL OF 1965

No. of Ne. of Total No.

_btate L Ratio Private Inst Public Inst of: Inst
Maiae 7.00 14 2 16
Bistrict ot Lolumbia 6.33 19 3 22
Hettwos i 1 6.00 6 1 7
Lo ana 5.60 38 5 43
rentug Ry 4.00 28 7 35
ow Hampshirce 4.00 16 4 20
Viprrto Kico 4.00 4 1 5
Penngyivania 3.90 113 29 142
Rivede Island 3.67 11 3 14
10 ’ 3.40 68 20 88
M. el 2.79 81 29 110
fennessee 2.53 38 15 53
lowa 2.47 37 15 52
Vermoant 2.40 12 5 17
SIS ' 2.35 47 20 67
liianets 2.07 89 43 132

L4
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TABLE 3 (CONTD)

No. of No. of Total No.
State Ratio Private Inst Public Inst of Inst

New York 2.03 146 72 218
Alaska 2.00 2 1 3
Connecticut ! 1.71 +29 17 46
New Jersey 1.59 35 22 57
South Dakota 1.43 10 7 17
United States 1.38 1,465 1,060 2,525
Nebraska 1.36 15 11 26
Vicginia - 1.35 34 25 59
Minnesota 1.33 32 24 56
South Carolina 1.32 25 19 44
Michigan 1.23 49 40 89
Georgia 1.22 33 27 60
Maryland 1.14 25 22 47
Arkansas 1.00 10 10 20
Delaware 1.00 3 3 6
West Virginia 1.00 11 11 22
Kansas .96 26 27 53
Oregon .95 19 20 39
Wisconsin .94 31 33 64
Louisiana .92 11 12 23
North Carolina .88 45 51 96
Florida .79 27 34 61
California 217 85 110 195
Texas .76 53 69 122
Alabama .74 20 27 47
Mississippi .72 78 ) 43
Idaho .67 4 6 10
Oklahoma .52 12 23 35
Utah - A 4 9 13
Washington .44 12 27 39
Colorado .40 8 20 28
New Mexico .38 3 8 11
Arizona .33 - 4 12 16
Montana .33 3 9 12
Nevada ..33 1 3 4
North Dakota .33 3 9 12
Wyoming .0 0 ) 7 7

Total 1,465 1,060 2,525

. Source of Data: Digest of Educational Stétistics,

Educ:.tion, Department of Health, Education,

ments, Washington, D. C., 1970.
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This table indicates that fourteen states have a lower ratio of the
number of institutions private to public. As was the case with enrollments,
these states are predominately western states. Ncte that the Office of
Education lists no less than eighty-five (85) "privately controlled in-
stitutions™ in California. As mentioned earlier, the Office of Education
includes many small church-training or divinity schools, proprietary
colleges, and includes separate listings for individual campuses of the
same institutions.

R

Enrollment. in California

The original Master Plan for Higher Education in California declared
that "the fundamental problem, central to all that follows in the Survey,
is that of students". The Survey team's report goes on to say that closely
related is the problem of how students will be distributed amony, the state's
many collegiate institutions, both public and private".

The Master Plan Survey Team presented the following data and mentioned
"the difficulties in preparing this table" because of the lack of standard
methods of reporting. -

TABLE 4
FULL TIME FALL' ENROLLMENTS, CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION,
BY SEGMENT 1948-1958

Junior State University Public  Independent State
Year College College of California Total Institutions Total

1948 55,933 22,787 43,469 122,189 44,780 166,969
1949 66,603 26,086 43,426 136,115 . 46,210 182,325
1950 56,624 25,369 © 39,492 121,485 41,036 162,521
1951 48,674 24,160 34,8833 207,717 36,446 144,163
1952 52,818 25,162 33,326 111,306 33,120 144,426

1953 52,142 24,712 32,636 109,490 37,167 146,657

1954 63,019 29,487 32,563 125,069, 37,847 162,916

1955 70,165 33,910 37,717 141,792 ' 40,832 182,624
1956 74,082 38,338 37,522 149,942 42,396 192,338
1957 80,916 41,479 41,625 164,020 44,378 208,398

1958 91,162 44,528 43,101 178,791 46,824 225,615

Sour:e of Data: A Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975,
(California State Department of Educriion, Sacramento, 1960), p. 46.
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from Table 4, enrollment in California's independent
arallels the total enrollment at the University of
period 1948 through 1958. Furthermore, the rises
and decliues of enroll s, largely due to an influx of veterans follow-
ing World War 1I and the e Korean War, are quite similar in both of
these sectors of Californid\ higher education.

As can be sege
institutions closel
‘falifornia for the s

I .e !laster Plan Survey Team then made some "status quo projections'
of ‘nrollment by tegments to the year 1975.

TABLE 5
MASTER PLAN STATUS QUO PROJECTIONS OF FULL-TIME ENROLLMENT 'N -
CALIFORNIA SEGMENTS OF HIGHER EDUCATION TO 1975
Independent
University of State Junior Colleges &
California College College Universities Total
Actual (Fall)

1955 37,717 ' 33,910 70,165 40,832 182,624
1957 41,625 41,479 80,916 44,378 208,398
1958 43,101 44,528 91,162 46,824 225,615

(19.1%) (19.7%) (40.4%) (20.8%) (100%)

Projection (Fall) ~

1960 50,400 58,600 115,750 51,850 276,600
1965 77,000 104,950 162,600 60,550 405,100
1970 106,050 157,150 205,200 68,400 536,800
1975 136,000 /200,000 251,400 73,950 661,350

' '(20.6%) (30.2%) (38 0%) (11.2%) (100%)

~—
\,
’ ~

Source of Data: Table based on data contained in Tables 2 and 3 on Pages 51
and 53 of Master Plan.

Based on their own set of reasonable assumptions, the Master Plan Survey
Team estimated that full-time enrollment in California's independent colleges
and universities would grow from 46,828 in the Fall of 1958 to 73,950 stu-
dents by the Fall of 1975. At the same time they predicted that the per-
centage of students in these institutions would decline from 38.0% in 1958 to
11.2% in 1975. The following Table 6 reflects what actually happened to full-
time enrollment in the various segments from the year of the oriyinal Master
Plan, 1959-1960, up Fhrough 1969-70.

16 o
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California's independent institutions not only have equalled the -
original Master Plan's projection for their enrollment, but by 1969-70
already well exceeded the full-time enrollment predicted for the Fall of
1975. The proportion of full-time students in independent institutions
has not yet reached that "status quo projection' of 11.2% by 1975, but
t?e current percentage is approaching that.

Because of the varying methods of counting students, it becomes
necessary to also show the contribution of students in terms of total
enrollment. The following table depicts the growth of total enrollment
of the various segments of California's higher education. It obviously
reflects the varying ratios of full-time and part-time students within
the four segments. -For example, total enrollment in the AICCU instituticns
in 1970-71 is approximately 25% greater than full-time enrollment. By
contrast total enrollment in the University of California is only 6%
greater than full-time enrollment; whereas total enrollment in community
colleges is over double the full-time enrollment. Total enrollment in the
AICCU institutions continues to closely parallel the growth in total en-
rollment of the University of California. The percentage of total en-
rollment- in AICCU institutions is now about 10% of the total for all four

segments, 1qcluding the massive total enrollment of California's community
colleges .
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Total enrollment reflects some rapid changes, up and down, in part-
time students. Part-time graduate students have been among the fastest
growing segments of enrollment in Californie's independent colleges and
universities. - .. : .

The following Table 8 shows enrollment data by undergraduate, grad-
uate, and various categories of professional students for the AICCU in-
stitutions. Enrollment of law students has grown most dramatically,

“rom 3,280 in 1966-67 to 6,574 five years later in 1971-72. This rep-
resents an average annual growth rate of 14.8% for law students in these
independent institutions. It is also important to note the absolute
decline in FTE enrollment of graduate students within the AICCU insti-
tutions from 20,311 in 1969-70 to 18,694 in 1971-72. Over-all, the ratio
of enrollments of undergraduate to graduate students in the AICCU insti-
tutions has increased from about three to one in 1966-67 to almost four

to cne in 1971-72. These institutions in 1970-71 enrolled about -ne-third
of all graduate and professional students in California, centainly a dis-
proportionate share of that burden.

TABLE 8

ENROLLMENT DATA - AICCU INSTITUTIONS
1966-67 THROUGH 1971-72

- 5-Yr. Average
1966-67 1971-72 Annual Growth

Undergraduates
Full-Time 53,881 64,855
Part-Time 8,739 10,834
Total 62,620 75,689
FTE 57,842 69,584

Graduate Students
Full-Time 9,606 11,536
Part-Time 14,494 19,007
Total 24,100 30,543
FTE 17,385 18,694

Professional
Medicine 877 1,106
Dentistry 931 1,132
Law 3,290 6,574
Pharmacy 600 962
Optometry ) 190 250
Theology - 180
Total 5,888 10,204

Grand Total 92,608 116,436
Total FTE 81,115 98,482

Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent California Colleges
and Universities. Prepared by the AICCU Research Foundation, August 197 ?
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Degrees Awarded

Another easily quantifiable measure of the contributions of Cali-
fornia's independent institutions is the number of degrees they actually
award. Certainly "degrees awarded" are frequently regarded as the tan-
gible "output" of higher education. New York State, for example, bases
its direct aid to independent institutions, sometimes called ''Bundy aid",
on the number of degrees awarded. (More will be said about - this under
the section of this study dealing with "Practices in Other States".)

The following Table 9 compares the degrees awarded by California's
independent colleges and universities with those .awarded by the Uni-
versity of California and the California State Colleges in 1969-70.

£

LN

N TABLE 9 ”

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS
DEGREES AWARDED, 1969-70

—

- First;
Bachelor Master's Professional Doctors All
Degrees Degrees Degrees Degrees Degrees
Public
Institutions 53,826 12,208 1,308 1,928 69,270
Independent .
Institutions 14,010 7,259 1,845 1,247 24,361

Total Degrees 67,836 19,467 3,153 - 3,175 93,631

Source of Data: Earned Degrees Conferred 1969-70, Summary Data,
Tables 3A and 3B (Supt. of Documents, Washington, D. C., - 1971).

The above table clearly demonstrates the high percentage of degrees
awarded by California's independent institutions, particularly in grad-
uate and professional education. The majority of first professional
degrees are awarded by the independent institutions. About 35% of all
master's degrees and nearly half of all doctoral degrees are awgided by
these same institutions. The next table reflects the growth in the
number of degrees awarded by the AICCU institutions. ’
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TABLE 10

DEGREES GRANTED BY AICCU INSTITUTIONS
: 1965-66 THROUGH 1970-71

5-Year

Annual
Increase
1965-66

to
1965-66 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1970-71

4-Vear
Degrees 9,589 . 12,259 13,07 13,608 7.1

Master's
Degrees 4,622 6,330 7,112 7,675

Doctor's
Degrees 808 1,258 . 1,222 1,363

Professional ’ \
Medicine ~ 200
Dentistry » 217
Law 923
Pharmacy 99 112 4.9
Optometry 33 ' 46 49 52 9.5

Grand Total 16,040 21,345 22,898 24,355 8.6

Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent California Colleges
and Universities.” Prepared by the AICCU Research Foundation, August 1972.

From Table 10, when compared to Tabép 8, it becomes apparent that the
awarding of four-year and Master's Degreg® has increased at a slightly
faster rate than enrollment in the AICCU institutions. This is true not
only for the past five years but also for each of the past two years. The
largest gain was 19.3% in law degrees, a rate which the AICCU expects to
be maintained or even increased in the years ahead. The independent in~-
stitutions of California are providing more than their proportionate share

of degrees awarded at ex y level except, of course, the Associate of Arts
Degree.




Assets e
e

Before discussing in some detail in a later section the need for
either direct or indirect govermmental assistance, it is appropriate to
mention the financial assets of California's independent institutions as
another of their important contributions to the welfare of California.

The total assets of all AICCU institutions in 1970-71 approach no
less than two billion dollars or, more exactly, $1,843,257,000.

The Association of Independent Colleges and Universities presently
divides its members into six different groupings for analytical purposes?
This is particularly important when discussing finances because a few
highly endowed institutions, for example, can easily distort the data
for all of the institutions. For this aiid subsequent discussions, the
AICCU membership is divided into the following groups with these dis-
tinguishing characteristics:

TABLE 11
AICCU INSTITUTIONS BY GROUP

GROUP I - Bnstitutions with substantial grgauate enrollment and a number
of Ph.D. programs:

California Institute of Technology Stanford Universi
Claremont Graduate School University of Southern California

GROYP II - Universities with graduate, professional, and .undergraduate
programs:

Loma Linda University ’ University of the Pacific
Loyola University University of San Diego
. Pepperdine University " University of San Francisco
United States International Univ. University of Santa Clara
GROUP III - Colleges with over $4 million in endowment and with little or
no graduate enrollment:

<laremont Men's College Pomona College

.. Harvey Mudd College t /‘/ Scripps College
Mills College University of Redlands
Occidental College Whittier College
Pitzer College

GROUP 1V - Colleges with less than $4 million in endowment and with en-
rollment over 800 students:

Azusa Pacific College Mount St. Mary's College:
Blola College Pacific Union College




GROUP IV (CONTD) -

Calitornia Lutheran College Pasadena College
Chapman College St. Mary's College of California

La Verne College Westmont College
Marymount College

GkOUP V - Colleges with enrollment less than 800 students:

California Baptist College Menlo College

College of the Holy Names Pacific College

College of Notre Dame St. John's College
Jominican College of San Rafael ~ St. Patrick's College
Immaculate Heart College * Southern California College
Lone Mountain College

GROUP VI - Specialized institutions:

«California College of Arts & Crafts Northrop Institute of Technology
Golden Gate College Pacific Oaks College

Los Angeles College of Optdmetry San Francisco Art Institute
Monterey Institute of Foreign Studies West Coast University

The above Table 11 lists the AICCU members during 1970-71 which come
under each of these six groupings. The following Table 12 indicates the
assets and fund balances for all AICCU institutions and for each of these
six groups from 1968-69 through 1970-71 SN

-

TABLE 12~

ASSETS, ENDOWMENT FU&DS PLANT FUNDS, & DEBT FOR ALL
AICCU INSTITUTIONS & THE SIX GROUPS, 1968-69 THROUGH 1970-71
. (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

% of % of
Growth  Growth
68-69 69-70
to to
1968-69 1969-70 ~1970-71 69-70 70-71

Total Assets ) ) ) 2
A1l Groups 1,631,597 1,734,877 1,843,257 6.3 6.2

Group ] 98%,713‘ 1,048,339 1,121,503 6.1 7.0

Group 11 - 252,386 269,670 75?57537“\\ 6.8 3.8

Group 111 228,565 241,106 256,961 5.5 6.6

Group IV 90,727 97,705 104, 364 7.7 6.3
. ’y\ .

»




TABLE 12

1968-69

1969-70

(CONTINUED)

1970-71

% of
Growth
68-69

to
69-70

% of
Growth
69-70

to
70-71

A

Tot;l Assets

Group'V ) 53,905

Group VI 18,303

Endowment Funds

Al1 Groups : 524,239
Group 1 397,965
Grokp 11 - . 30,043
Group III 84,732
Group 1V 6,990

Group V 2,866

Grpup VI 1,643

Plant Funds
IncTuding Physical Assets

All Groupg 832,989
Group 1 ) 44],14]
Group 11 178,634
Group III 88,762
Group 1V 65,294
Group V 45,670
Group VI 13,788

i

57,159
20,898

553,310
422,935
31,24§
87,766
7,117
2,668
1,576

L/

889,329
376,253
188,329
97,550
70,318
46,744
16,135

59,053
2%¥,519

582,579
451,982
25,593
92,702
8,202
2,700
1,600

»

948,305
502,863
203,206
103,776

74,089

«.47,160

17,21
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TABLE 12 (CONTINUED)
% of % of
Growth Growth
68-69  69-70
to to
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71. 69-70  70-71
Plant Debt _
All Groups 145,003 152,906 154,517 N 5.5 1.1
Group I 41,005 41,423 43,364 1.0 4.7
! -
Croup 11 43,240 - 43,080 42,905 ,~0.4 -0.4
Group III 16,587 19,763 18,867 19.1  -4.5
Group IV T 25,407 28,289 29,675  11.3 4.{
Group V 12,705 13,763 13,453 8.3  2.3=""
Group VI 6,05 - 6,588 6.253, 8.7 -5.1

Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent California Colleges
. and Universities. Prepared by the AICCU ReseaEE% Foundation, Auaust 1972.

of the total assets of about $1.8-billion in 1970-71, over one billion ’

represents the assets of the four institutions in Group I California
Institute of Technology, Claremont Graduate School, Stanford University,
and the University of Souther®California. These same four institutions
have maintained the largest rate of growth in total assets of all of the
AICCU groupings of institutions with a rate of 7% from 1{69-70 to 1970-71.

Endowment funds for all AICCU institutiors during ¥970-71 totaled
almost a half billion dollars, or $582 million; and of this total, the
four institutions in Gtoup I had $451 million, or nearly all of the total.
The thirty-one institutions in Groups IV, V, and VI have an aggregate
endowment d¢f $12.3 million or less than $400,000 average endowment for
each institution in those three groups.

7
Plant funds, including physical assets, for all AICCU institutions
totaled $948 million, which represents over one-half of their total assets.
All cf these assets were developed without the assistance of State funds.
One can speculate here how much property taxes these institutions would
have to pay on their physical plants if they were not thx exempt. If,
for example, these physical plants were assessed at 252 of actual vaiue

-26-

jajd

‘e




stid Lot tascd at the rate of $5.00 per hundred, the resulting tax would
eooaperocaamately $12,500,000 per year. The important consideration here
i. oot the possibility of taxing these institutions but rather to make the
i «nt tuat a tonsiderable state granted subsidy, albeit an indirect one,
s wrrentlv being provided these independent institutions.

wiicit the assets of the AICCU institutions have continued to grow at
i1te @ about 67 per year, it is important to note that the a. sets per
it enrcllment have increased only 2,64 between 1969-70 and 197 J-71 and
for the previous year they decreaged by 0.3%! Even the increase this past
swit tatls to keep up with inflation. Only Loan Funds and Life Income
Y © o Punls grew tast encugh to match inflation on a dollars per FTE student
i’ [EIFRN SFIN

[and

Piant debt for all the ATCCU institutions toiils something like $154
1 wiilion with less chan one-third of that total represented by the four in-
~titut:iwns an Group I. Clearly, many of the smaller institutions have
-anatantial debts since in all AICCU groups, except for Groups I and III,
plant sdebt far exceeds endowment funds! For many of these institutions,

3
ignt dent 1s four or five times greater than endowment funds available.

i

;a
tatifornia's independent colleges and universities, out of nec~ sity,

ave virtually stopped building new buildings. This fact is reflected in

the AICCL data for Plant Debt since plant debt decreased in 1970-71 for

two groups of upstitutions and only increased by 1.1% from 1969-70 to 1970-71

tor «ll AICCU institutions. There obviously has been a slowing down of new

weustruction, and the future may see construction funds spent mainly for

remodeling existing facilities and, perhaps, facilities to house instruc-

ti-nal technology.

Giversity

tine of the greatest coniributions of California's independent colleges
sng unisersitles 1s the plurality of options and opportunities they pro-
“1ie within the totality of higher education within the State. This rich®
fisetsatv artords California students an extreme variety of institutions,
; 1+ and private,.of educational programs, and of inscitutional locations
sl o tiende focus.

stantord Uriversity and the California Institute of Technology rep-
fesanloansti ions of international academic repute. At least four
valier liberal arts colleges also have a more selective student body
Uhaie tue Unwversity of California. These colleges include Claremont
“t.a' ., Harvey Mudd, Occidental, and Pomona. A number of others are in
the satie range of selectivity as the University of California. These
inslitutions provide distinctive approaches to academ.ic excellence in a
tires when our rociety is posed with the dilemma of providing both mass
aind clite higher education. In John Gardner's words, ''can we be equal and
vasetlent too?" floqueville long ago predicted that the renewal of ex-
; «1ilence, the nurturing of the best minds and highly gifted students,

0

-27-

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

] o
P




would be anathema in an egalitarian society. In a society where higher
education is increasingly becoming more and more egalitarian, the ex-
istence of some institutions committed to their individual brands of
excellence becomes increasingly important.

In addition to these institutions, a number of other independent
colleges in California offer excellent liberal arts and professional
education to able students. Some of the other large independent uni-
versities provide inordinate service to the urban areas: USC,"Loyola,
and the Universities of San Diego, San Francisco, and Santa Clara. At .
least ten sp¢ ‘alized institutions (those included in ALCCU Group VI)
are character. .d by professional training in -the arts, languages,
sciences, engineering and management.

Church Relationships ) : N

Over nalf of the AICCU institutions are clearly church-related or
espouse strong sectarian purposes in their educational programs. Of
the fifty-two members of the AICCU during 1971-72, fifteen identify
themselves as related to the Catholic Church, another thirteen 1dent1fy,
themselves with specific Protestant dgngminations, four others are '
Protestant but interdenominational, and” twenty say they are ''non-sectarian"
or completely independent of church relationship.

TABLE 13

. ‘ “
CHURCH RELATIONSHIPS OF AICCU INSTITUTIONS, 1971-72

- .

a

Church Relatiohship . : Number of Institutions

Catholic Church 15
Protestant - Specific Demonination : 13
Protestant -.Interdenominational 4

“Non-Sectarian ) . 20

Total 52

The thirteen Protestant irstitutions which identify with specific
denominations, relate to no less than eleven different churches. Only
the Methodist, Baptist, and Seventh-Day Adventist .Churches have ties with two
institutions in each case. All of these fastitutions are proud of their ~
church relationships; and perhaps most of these thirteen institutions,
including several of the "interdenominational" colleges and universities,
stress a conservative or fundamentalist approach to religion, at least
as expressed in their goals and purposes. “
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1t is, perhaps, somewhat ironic that many of the fifteen Catholic
colleges and universities appear to be becoming more and more secular
in purpose. While many of the Protestant-related ingtitutions can
Attempt to appeal to a specific student constituency, there simply may
not be enough interested students to fill all of the Catholic-related
institutions. In their current effort to attract a wider stundent
cliemtele, many of these institutions, particularly the Catholic women's
.olleges, may find that they appeal to no constituency. Here we should
recall the fate of the*College of California back in 1868.

The twenty-eight institutions with church relationships present an
important alternative to publicly controlled colleges and universities.
They represent institutions with a strong moral emphasis even if they do
not specifically offer religious training.

Sex and Size

Another difference between private and public institutions is the
existence of single sex independent institutions. Dnring 1971-72 there
were three all men's colleges as members of the AICCU: Claremont Men's
College, St. John's College, and St. Patrick's College. (The latter two
institutions are Catiholic men's seminaries, and they are fip longer mem-
bers of the AICCU.) Five institutions still serve women exclusively:
Marymount College (now coordinate with Loyola University), Mills College,
Mount St. Mary's College, Russell College, and Scripps College. All of
these women's colleges are Catholic, except Mills and Scripps which are
non-sectarian. A number of other former women's colleges have recently
become coeducational. Lone Mountain College, formerly San Francisco
College for Women, still enrolls 90% women. Dominican College in San
Rafael remains almost exclusively women. Similarly, the College of
Notre Dame retains 80% female students. By contrast, St. Mary's College
enrolls 87% men, and Northrop Institute of Technology has nearly $9% men
in its engineering, science, and management programs.

Size, relatively small size, is one of the most physically apparent
differences between California's public and independent institutions.
Except for the state colleges at Bakersfield, Stanislaus, Domirguez Hills,
and Sonoma, it is difficult to find public four-year institutions as small
as most of the independent colleges. Only Stanford with about 12,500
students (half graduate and half undergraducte) and USC with about 20,000
students, many of whom are part-time graduate students, approach the size
of most of the University of California and California State University
campuses. To those students for whom institutional size, small size, is -
an important factor in their education, the independent institutions offer
the more intimate atmosphere. The median enrollment of the AICCU institu-
tions is approximately 1,450,and 40 of the 52 institutions have enrollments
of less than 2,000 students.

E A
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TABLE 14 >

L3

SIZE OF ENROLLMENT OF AICCU INSTITUTIONS, 1970-71

Size of Institution Number of Institutions
Over 10,000 Total Enrollment 2 (Stanford and USC)
5,000-10,000 Total Enrollment 3 (uop, USF & Santa Clara)
4,000-5,000 1 (Golden Gate College)
3,000-4,000 3 (Loma Linda, Loyola, USIU)
2,000-3,000 3 (Chapman, Pepperdine, Whittier.)
1,000-2,000 6 - - -

500-1,000 6 - - -
Less than 500 8 - - -

Total 52

Source of Data: What's the Story?, published by the AICCU (1971).

Another comment about size becomes important. Today many worldly
wise and sophisticated students seek large campuses, with presumably a
wide diversity of students and educational programs, or, "where it's
happening". Some institutions, public and private, are able to convert
geographic isolation into very positive virtue, but at the same time
the virtues of smallness or isolation may not be strong enough to attract
a sufficient number of students to remain viable. Over half of the
above 52 institutions enroll less than 1,000 students, and this low en-
rollment tends to be economically costly.

California Residents

To what degree are the California independent colleges and univer<’
sities serving California residents? Of the total enrollment in the AICCU

institutions, 70 to 80 percent of all students enrolled in these insti-
tutions are California residents.
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TABLE 15

PERCENT OF CALIFORNIA RESIDENTS ATTENDING INDEéENDENT
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, 1970-71

Percent California Residents Number of Institutions
90 to 100 percent 8
80 to 90 percent 14
Y 70 to 80 percent 1 14
60 to 70 percent 5
50 to 60 percent 6 ’
Less than 50 percent 2
Unknown 3 l
Total 52

‘ Source of Date: AICCU Counselor's Manual, 1971.

TABLE 16

ENROLLMENT, PERCENT OF CALIFORNIA RESIDENTS, AND CHURCH RELATIONSHIP
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

1970-71 Percent

Enroliment of
Under- California Church
? Craduate Graduate Residents Relationchip’
Azusa Pacific College 836 138 79 Free Methodist
Biola College 1,545 26 70 Interdenom. Christian
) California Baptist College 690 - 75 So. Baptist
California College of Arts
& Crafts 1,350 130 70 Independent
Calif. Inst. of Technology 762 743 35 Non-Sectarian
Calif. Lutheran College 1,196 - 90 An. Lutheran
Chapman College 1,302 70 78 Disciples of Christ
Claremont Men's College 82 - 65 Independent
College of the Holy Names 585 278 84 Catholic
"College of Notre Dame 450 125 28 Catholic
, Dominican College of San
{ Rafael 412 405 85 Catholic
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TABLE 16

Golder Gate College

Ha vy Mudd College
T-maculate Heart College
La Verne College

toma Linda University

Lone Mountain College

Los Angeles College of
Optometry

Loyola Univ. of Los Angeles

Marymount College

Menlo College

Mills College

Monterey Inst. of Foreign
Studies

Mount St. Mary's College

Northrop Inst. of Tech.

Occidental

Pacific College

Pacific Oaks College

tecific Union College

Pasadena College

Pepperdine University
Pitzer College

Pomona College

Russell College

St. John's College

St. Mary's College

St. Patrick's College
Saif Francisco Art Inst.
Scripps College
Southern Calif. College
Stanford University
U.S. Int'l University
Univ. of the Pacific
Univ. of Redlands

Univ. of San Diego
Univ. of San Francisco
Univ. of Santa Clara
Univ. of So. California
West Coast University
Westmont College
Whittier College

1970-71
Enrol Iment

(CONTINUED)

Under-

Graduate Graduate

2,103
402
703
754

1,465
1,498

245
1,964
743
525
850

118
803
1,1
1,759
403
105
1,901
1,115

1,642
720
1,360
121
177
1,150
126
935
960
516
6,303
3,080
3,676
1,850
1,209
3,828
3,286
8,050
1,056
860
2,046
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1,930
141
318

130
40

1,697
1o
174

5,217
1,400
368
425
17
880
3,344
11,000
383

160

L‘,

Percent
of
California Church
Residents Relationship
90 Non-sectarian
65 Independen
56 Catholic
88 Church of the
Brethern
76 Seventh-Day Adv.
80 Catholic
87 Independent
90 Catholic
88 Catholic
.50 Non-sectarian
50 Interdenominational
87 Non-sectarian
94 Catholic
48 Independent
65 w Non-sectarian
87 Mennonite Brethern
95 Non-sectarian
82 Seventh-Day Adv.
83.5 “Church of the
Nazarene" - Evan-
gslical & Wesleyan
70.8 Church of Christ
50 Independent
63 Non-sectarian
97 Catholic
92 Catholic
79 Catholic
97 * tholig
- Independent
50 Independent
75 Assembly of God
54 Non-denominational
60 Non-sectarian
70 Methodist
20 American Baptist
- Catholic
86 Catholic
80 Catholic
70 Non-denominational
80 Non-sectarian
77 Biblical Christian
75 Quaker
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Diversity of Purpose and Educational Program

"A four-hogse team can be driven through any formal
statement you can make of the purpose-ef your college.™
Woodrow Wilson, quoted AAC Bulletin, November 1927.

As part of the background research for this report, the author re-
7icwed every current catalogue of California's independent colleges and
universities as though he were a prospective student. The first and
perhaps most important reaction to reading all of these catalogues is
the great similarity of the lofty educational rhetoric in the infroduction
of most bulletins. One can almost substitute the name of one institution for

another in the paragraph typically labeled "institutional goals" or "the
purposes of X college".

This' writer came across one college catalogue which spoke with com-
plete candor. Even the format of the catalogue was different, being in the

form of a newspaper, and it was hopefully not writfen by a "public ra-
lations expert".

‘

College Catalogs are dishonest. They talk about things
that were, things that might be and things that never were
or will be. Seldom do they talk.about things that are.
Philosophy of education is fine, but it's not what's going
on in the here and now. One merely needs to take a brief
glimpse of sections on student life in most catalogs to
realize that they are written not by students whose life
is being described buiL by some faculty member, public re-
lations expert or whatever. Why aren't students allowed
to write about their concerns and what's going on with them?
Why do catalogs show posed photographs of stuflents with
short hair;none with long hair, none with one day's beard
growth,none demonstrating or protesting, none being sloppy
in a sloppy residence hall room, none sleeping in class?

To give credit where it is due, the above paragraph was found in the
"catalogue" of Immaculate Heart College, September 1971.

Despite a great similarity of some avowed educational purposes, there
remains great diversity of educational programs and approaches to educa-
tion within California's independent colleges and universities. One
recent AICCU survey indicated that at least twenty-five of its member
institutions have made comprehensive revisicns of their undergraduate
curriculum within the past five years. Institutional autonomy, relatively
small size in most cases, and flexibility have permitted such revisions.

A number of independent institutions have adopted new academic calerlars
in the past five years with the 4-1-4 becoming increasingly popular. (One
educational cynic has called it: "four-none-four".

Besides such general comments about change and differences, true di-
versity of educational options do exist. The most dramatic variations are
among the specialized institutions in AICCU Group VI. Three institutions
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focus on the arts® one onllanguages and “'understanding foreign nations",
and two offer primarily science and engineering. One of _these, West
Coast University, offers all of its courses in the evening to serve
employed adults. LikewisE:_Colden Gate University serves an urban
clientele of part-time students including their Law School. Pacific
Oaks College is an upper division and graduate institution only, the
only one in California. (Some other independent institutions may want
té consider the option of becoming upper division institutions.)

A number of other independent institutions maintain a particular
curriculum emphasis. Cal Tech is well known for its program in science
and engineering, and it hopes "to tr#in a creative type of engineer and
scientist”. Likewise, Harvey Mudd College within the Claremont Group
of fers excellent programs in science and engineering. Loma Linda Univer-
sity has "sprung from medical origins", to quote its catalogue, and
specializes in medical and health education. Menlo College, besides its
excellent two-year transfer program, offers a four-year business course.
Claremont Men's College emphasizes economics of political science while
Preparing students for "public affairs". Other institutions, su¢h as
isty Names and La Verne Colleges, specialize in leader training,

There are other dimensions to institutional diversity which demon-
strate the flexibility of California's iridependerit institutions. The
six Claremont Colleges pioneered the cluster college concept by estab-
lishing a federation of smaller .institutions but with each maintaining
its unique purpose and, to some measure, its institutional autonomy.
The University of the Pacific also maintains four residential "cluster"
colleges, one of which is entirely Spanish speaking. The University of
Redlands has chosen to create, and not always comfortably contain, the
experimental Johnston College. Other universities, such as San Diego

and Loyola, have become coordinate institutions with previously single
sex institutions.

Stanford University led most American universities in establishing
campuses abroad. - Now University of the Pacific and United States Inter-
national University have also established campuses overseas. USIU has
also created one of the few "middle colleges" (grades 11 through 14) in
the country. Part of the Chapman College floats, becoming famous as its
World Campus Afloat. Chapman, Pepperdine, Golden Gafe, La Verne, and
USC have all established a. number of educational programs on military
bases and other off-campus locations througnout California.

To look beyond the AICCU member institutions, the potential and
actuality of diversity bécomes even more extreme. For example, there
are at least three ethnic-centered institutions developing: Nairobi
College in Palo Alto, the DQU in Davis, and the Universidad in Fresna.
The Wright Institute in Berkeley offers a doctorate only in social
clinical psychology. The Rand Corporation awards degrees in policy
analysis only, the California School of Professional Psychology offers
doctorate degrees in clinical psychology.

Despite this diversity, there are a number of institutions, the

church-related liberal arts colleges, that are still remarkably similar
1
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L 4
in purpose if not in student clientele. Many independent institutions

have obviously not yet taken full advantage of their autonomy. On the
other hand, there is great diversity among the aggregate of the inde-
pendent colleges and universities. But one man's "diversity" is another
man's "proliferation". The next chapter examines current practices of
the State of California in establishing, encouraging, assisting, and, to
some extent, in controlling some independent institutions.

[
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CHAPTER 111
PRESENT PRACTICES IN CALIFORNIA

~n ,

Ever since California became a state, a variety of fundamental re-
lationships has closely tied the state to its independent colleges and
universities. The evolution of these policies .and practices shapes,
in large measure, today's issues and coucerns. The present practices
of California regarding independent institutions fall under two very
general headings: legal ties and indirect state aid. The legal ties
include these basic current practices: 1) Chartering; 2) Exemption
from Taxation; 3) The Right of Eminent Domain; and 4) Participation on
the Coordinating Coun » Current means of indirect state aid, besides
tax exémption and the’ right of eminent domain, include: 1) State
Scholarship Program; 2) State Graduate Fellowships; 3) Gollege Oppor-
tunity Grant Programs;:and 4) Contracts with Medical Schools. -

Chartering

The exclusive right'of the state to grant charters determines the
limit of corporate activity of any specific college or university. Ac-
creditation is a second hurdle, but one largely in the hands of the
various regional accrediting associations, such as the Western Association
of Schools and Colleges. ’ ’

¥
By 1850 it was well understood that only states couldagrant.gh;ztera
to colleges with rights of granting degrees, exemption from taxation, and
other privileges such as the right of eminent domain. In April of 1850
the Governor of California signed-into law a bill which provided for the -
incorporation of colleges. -Essential features of that law included the
provision that the Supreme Court had to be satisfied that the college had
an endowment of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) before granting the
college a charter. '

This act was amended five years later so that ''the State Board of
Education, consisting of- the Governor, Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion and Surveyor General" rather than the State Supreme Court incorpor~
ated colleges. Only the University of the Pacific receive® a charter °
from the State's Supreme Court. : ‘

-
&

+

Diploma Mill Legislation N
. - . , -
Over the years, the California Legislature has periodically been con-
cerned about the requirements, particularly the tax requirements,. for a
private college to obtain a charter. Various abuses occasionally pushed
chartering into the limelight. ‘ :

The chartering of private colleges was eventually codified in the
state's Education Code, and the right to actually grant charters was
likewise eventually delegated to the Secretary of State. The Education
Code as amended in 1939 limited the right to issue degrees of any kind to
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incorporated organizations which, by the Education Code, were required t
to mcet certain condltions, including ownership of real or personal
property, to be used exclusively for education, valued at $50,000 2

The post-World War II flood of enrollments, coumbined with the bene-
fits of the 6I Bill, which then also paid tuition regardless of price,
led to the incorporation of many questionable educational institutions,
Jhich capitalized on the big business of veteran edication. Some of the
more notorious educational abwses weré officially ignored, partially be-.
cause of California's tolepamee of the experimental, even fHe bizarte
and occult. “Gradually the more flagrant examples of out-right selling
of degrges and assorted diplomas weré brought to the attention of the
State Department of Educatfon and, by 1929 to the office of the Attorney
General, Edmund G. Brown -

During 1957 Attcrney General Brown and the Legislature moved ahead
with their own investigations of diploma mills. Heatrings were held in
October 1957 which produced front-page headlines for four days. A num-
ber of the victims, or perhaps beneficiaries depending on one's point of
view, ﬂﬁreely admltted buying and selling of fraudulent diplomas, cer-
tlle‘veS of otdination and degrees by various universities, colleges,
and schools.3 “

These sensational hearings led to: legislation in 1958 which tighten-
ed the requirements for incorporation of colleges and -the granting of
degrees, but the $50,000 requirement remained in force for all institu-
tions except those accredited, in one way ot ditother, by State agencies -
or departments. Of course, the dilemha confroating the State is how to
encourage genuine innevation and to ''presérvé educazional freedom but
control unscrupulous eperatots of  'diploma mills'¥.® -The Education Code
wassrevised again in'1959 to tequire all institutions to file with the
Superintendent of Public-lasfruction the names and addresses of the
institution, its officers,.and the "custodian of such records" as re-
quired by the Act of 195_8.5 Section 29009 subsequently amended this re-
quirement, still onerous to many instituti®hs, to apply to "all except

-,

Currqht Concerns Qith Chartering

Duting 1969 and 1970 the problem of "diploma mills' once again came
into the limelight with the Rev. Kirby J. Hensley, D. D. President of
the Universal Life Church, inc., in Modesto wHo granted his "credentials
of ministers", and,.for a fee, Doctor of Divinity degrees. The church-
state issuye becomes iavolved with ordination, but the issuing of "degrees"

by dubious means continues to be of concern to the public and legitimate
educational instdtutions.. ..

»”
-

During the 1969 Regular Session of the Legislature, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 248, intreduced by Senator.Albert S, Rodda, directed the Coor-
dinating Councilfor Higher Educ¢ation td study Division 21 of the Education
Code and "to develop alternativée methods- to’ those currently provided' to .
charter private schools, colleges, universities, and the "more than one
thousand privately owned and operated" post-high school institutions in
California.

~

*
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In October of 1971, the staff of the €:ordinating Council.published
"a Position Paper on Division 21 of the Education Code", entitled®The %
Chartering of Private Institutions of Higher Education in California. The
Council staff declared in this report "that the condltions umnter which .a
nonpublic, postsecondary ingtitutfon may come into existence do not satis-
factorily provide the safeguards needed to assure quality educational enter-
prise and do not adequately provide protection to the citizens of the State".

The Council paper cited the existing provisions of Division 21, Sec-
tion 29001 (a) (1-3) that '"no person, firm, association, paripe*ship or
corporation may issue, confer or award an academic or hunorary degree or
title unless one of the following requirements is met":

1. The course upon which the degree is based must be £
accredited by either a national or regional ac-
crediting agency recognized by the U.S. Office of
Education (USOE);

2. The awarding entity is approved by the Superinten-
dent of Public Instruction; or ‘

3. The corporatior granting the degree owns an interest

~ 1n real and/or personal property used exclusively
for the purpose of education of a fair market value -
of at least $50,000.8

The Council then cited a great number of problems, and abuses, primarily
from those institutions chartered and granting degrees or diplomas under
Section 29001(a)(3). 1It's almost ironic that California's first legisla-
tion for the chartering of colleges in 1850 required only $20,000 in assets.

In one hundred and twenty years the assets required increased by only two
and one-half times. -

The Council staff recommended the creation of two new agencies, one
to charter those institutions which require a high school diploma for ad-
mission and which award associate or higher degrees and another agency to
charter all other private educational institutions. The Council staff also
recommended that 'the appropriate chartering agency should conduct a con-
tinuing program of institutional evaluation and promotion of quality".

During the 1972 ﬁegular Session, Assembly Bill 1083, introduced by
Assemblyman Biddle, and Assembly Bill 1946, introduced by Assemblymen
Biddle, Stull, and Lewis, addressed themselves to the problems posed by,
and to the recommendations contained in, the Coordinating Council report -
on private educational institutions. The former "did not see the light of
day" in the Committee on Education and the latter died in the Committee on
Government Administration. The writer has been told that A.B. 1946 on
"private educational institutions" will be reintroduced in the next session
of the legislature.

The political influence of the State's private schools, calleges, and
training institutes should not be underestimated. With over one thousand

| l
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private institutions of post-secondary education or training in California,
there is no legislative district whfch doesn't contain at- least half'a
dozen of #fese institutions. T:;/gxpéiience of this past year demonstrates
that these institutions do not_want substantial changes in the require-
ments for a charter or increased control and/or coordination by the State,
at least at the present time. This situation will undoubtedly change in
the future, at least to some extent. The new State Commissions required

by Cuction 1202 of the Federal Education Amendments of 1972 must be "broadly
7 d equitably representative of the general pub11c and public and private .
nonprofit and preprietary institutions of post-secondary education in the
State including community colleges, junior colleges, post-secondary voca-
tional schools, area vocational schools, technical institutes, four-year
institutions of higher education and branches thereof".

The existing practice of chartering private colleges and universities
remains ¢ne of the most fundamental obligations and responsibilities of
the State of California. In the future the State must continue to cope
with the dilemma of how to protect the public's interest and to encourage
innovation yet, at the same time, not unduly infringe upon the autonomy
and educational independence of the State's non-public institutions.

2
(An excellent summary of the "Legal Bases for the Establishment and
Regulation of .Private Institutions and Corporations” for all fifty states
can be found in the May-June 1972 issue of Higher Education in the S:iates,
Volume 3, Number 4, published by the Education Commission of the States.
The length of this comprehensive ECS summary table prevents its inclusion
in this report as an Appendix.)

Tax Exemption

.California first provided for chartering of colleges in April 1850, -
but it was not until two years later, in April of 1852, that tax exemption
was extended to these same institutions. The Legislature in 1852 exempted
from taxation several categories of public property as well as "all lands,
bu11d1ngs and other property which was granted and held for educational
purposes'. This exemption included "all schoolhouses and other buildings
together with thelr furnitdte, equipment, and lands -appurtenant, used for
educational purposes"

As mentioned in Chapter I under the sectiun of "The Constitution of
1879", tax exemption was eliminated for "all prcperty within thfs state,
cxcept the property of the United States, of thé state, and f municipal
corporations”. With that act, California became the only state to tax
its private schools, colleges and universities, )

Taxation of ‘the indepeadent colleges continued into the twentieth
centuyy. The prohibition of state support remains, but in .November of
1914 the voters approved fifteen out of twenty-two proposed amenhdments
to the ever-expanding state constitution. One of the approved amendments
became 5ection la of Article XIII:




An, cdi_ational institution of collegiate gfade, within
tae State of California, shall hold exempt from taxation
1ts buildings and equipment, its grounds withir which its
buildings are located, not exceeding one hundred acres

10 area, its securities and income used exclusively for ’
tne purposes of edvcation.l1

Yt another constiturional amendment in 1952 made it clear tnat the
wore, exempticn applied equally to new buildings as well as existing ones.
‘o Lier amen’nent in 1962, the first Propogition 13 to be approved by the

Ltars simee Ldrl) 1n the century, eliminated the phrase '"not exceeding
i acres ot area'.

During an 1nterview in 1969, Clark Kerr, the former President of the
P, w1ty of California, said what may be the obv1ous. "you know that
sl Lot csenpt people from taxes, it's the same ®thing . ., giving them money"
A ment.ooed in Chapter, 11 on the "Assets'" of the AICCU institutions, if
Yy physical assets of these institutions were not granted tax exemption,
snu 11 these assets of almost one billion dollars were taxed at a rate of
$5.00 per hundred, and were assessed at 25% of actual value, the resulting
taxes paid to the State would equal approximately $12,500,000 per year.

N

ihe notion ot exemption for private colleges and universities is so
ingrained by tradition in American higher education that no-one would
seriously prupcse today the el. nation of this exemption. Even so, it
i~ an option which does exist, and both the State and independent colleges
and institutes should be fullv aware of all the implications of this ex-
viption from taxation.

Tre Right of Eminent Domain

In May of 1929 the California Legislature passed an act extending to
private colleges the right of eminent domain, a State-granted privilege
wiiivn ad, be unique to this day among the fifty states. The California
code vl Ctvi! frocedure, Section 1238, was amended in 1929 to grant the
{146l ot vminent domain to "any institution within the State of California

whivte 1w eaempt from taxation under the provisions of Section la, of

art: e XITI", which is the same section added to the Constitution in

{4« tu provide tax-exemption to the privac: colleges and universities
erovpt lor Stanford University. 12 gtanford had obtained tax exemption with

:15 wwtl constitutional amendment in 1900 which was necessary in order to
s t0e the University a firm legal foundation.

Uver the years Stanford has lost about 665 of its original 8,833 acres
. «tious acts of condemnation, since the University, by its founding
srant, was prohibited from selling aay of its land. Other colleges and.
qniversities have become land-locked, and the University of Southern
¢ «l11tornia spearheaded the campaign in 1929 for all private colleges and
aniversities to garner the right of eminent domain in order to obtain
qeeded additional property for educational purposes. USC has exercised
tis . 1ght a pumber of times, at least six times during the 1960's.
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Chapman College, Whittier College, and the Northrop Institute of N
Technology have also exercised their state-granted right of eminent
domain, 'Northrop as recently as 1970 in order to obtain needed additional
-land for their campus. The legally established right of eminent domain
is as powerful in the threat as in the practice. The legality of this
right of eminent domain has been upheld in several court tests including
the vell-known University of Southern California vs. Robbins (1934).
soth Pasadena College and the Univer#ity of the.Pacific, as well as other
independent: colleges and universities, have threatened to exercise their
right of .eminent domain to obtain nteded additional property. Since the

- courts had recognized their rights to do so, these institutions were able

to obtain the property in question without exercising the right of eminent
4 domain,. )

~

Participation on the Coordinating Council

—

Ever since the implementation of California's original Master Plan
for Higher Education in 1960, private institutions have been represented
on the Coordinating Council for Higher Education not simply as observers .
but with full voting powers. Moreover, the independent institutions have

always been equs'ly represented with each of the three public segments of
higher education.

The late Arthur Coons was well aware of the rather unique participation
of private colleges and universities on the Council. Coons himself noted
that "in the view of some political scientists the position of private in-
stitutions on the Coordinating Council brings their voices to bear upon
issues of public Eigher education which it is agreed are not strictly
their business",l .

Representation of private institutions on the State's Ccordinating
Council does not, at least today, seem either revolutionary or even in-
appropriate. Regardless of how one views the effectiveness of California's
Coordinating Council for Higher Education, it is most significant that
ever since the Council was created, the independent colleges and univer-
sities have been formal members of the Council with full voting powers.

In fact, by custom rather than by law, the presidency of the Council has
alternated between a representative of independent colleges and univer-
sities and a representative of the general public.

California's independent institutions were not always actively
included in the State's planning for higher education. ''The Strayer
Report", A Report of a Survey of the Needs of California in Higher Edu-
cation, in 1948 did not have the State's private institutions directly
participate in that study. This despite the fact that in 1947 the in-
dependent colleges and universities enrolled 28.84 percent of the total
of 171,785 students in all of higher education in the State.

Higher' education in California, as elsewhere, is forever being
studied! By 1955, the Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher
Education directed by Professor T. R. McConnell, then of the University ‘
of Buffalo, invited California's independent institutions to participate:
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R ’ These private institutions by their very nature are and
should be free from legislative inquiry and direction in
their programs and policies. Therefore, the Restudy

staff felt it inappropriate to do more than invite pri-
vate institutions to cooperate in any way they wished in
planning for the future coordination and development of -
higher education in California. Also, for the same reason,
the Restudy staff has not made specific recommendations
concerning their role.l

One of the most important outcomes of the Restudy was the establishment,
in 1955, of the State Scholarship Program. But it took the original Master
Plan Survey Team, headed by President Arthur Coons of Occidental, which
belatedly added a representative from independent higher cducation to it-
self, to recommend a Coordinating Council which would irclude representatives
from private colleges and universities with full voting power. Arthur Coons
himself wrote of at least five reasons why the Survey Team recommended
having representatives from private institutions on the Council, "not
simply as observers but to set with full powers to vote".

arer-

One was the historical position of private higher educa-
tion in California with academic strength and reputation
possessed by several beyond the state on a national and
world level. . . . and distinct contributions had been made
before the State of California adequately awakened to its
: public responsibilities in higher education both as a result
' of popu'ation growth and economic development.

The second reason is that private institutions enjo
incorporation by charter from the state. They are Zoday not
really private but quasi-public corpcrations, and the very
large majority of these so-called private institutioms have
been fulfilling public purposes, not private goals, as tve
federal government's policies in several areas of fund dis-
tribution have attested.

The third reason is that, except for certain inter-
institutional rivalries better not detailed, there had been
a considerable mutuality of respect and cooperation between

. and among public and private ins:itutions, especially the
stronger ones from each segment, to keep the standards of
higher education in California high. . . . Apart from the
formal associations and relationships, as in so many phases
of human life, there was nmutual goodwill and cooperation for
certain ends and competition to advance one's own programs
and approaches to problem solving.

The fourth major reason was political. The political
weight of the private institutions was such that if this fac-
tor were overlooked there would be peril to progress. As to

; one item alone, namely, analysis of the educational background
of the State Legislature showed a considerable identification
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with private colleges and universities, and although no simple
conclusion could or should be reached from such a fact, the
fact remained that at least a good hearing for private insti-
tutions would be assured. . . '

The fifth reason was intensely down to earth, namely, the
already demonstrated effectiveness of the private institu-
tions in common action in support of the California State
Scholarship Program passed in 1955. . . . The Legislature
proved itself genuinely concerned about the case made by the
private institutions, and this fact made an impression on
public higher education leaders. . 16

Having Arthur Coons write about California's Master Plan is like having
Moscs write About the Ten Commandments: no one knew it octter or loved it
more. Any ills today in California's higher education are not the result
of any weaknesses in the Master Plan's recommendations, but rather due to
the failure of heathen legislators, administrators and faculty to accept-
and/or then abide by the Survey Team's commandments.

Even so, the reasons stated by Coons why independent institutions were
initially included on the Coc .dinating Council are especially timely and
appropriate today. Independent institutions obviously have a very direct
interest in the location of new public institutions or new campuses of
existing public institutions, as in a number of other educational con-
cerns such as faculty salaries in public institutions and development of
2 number of external degree programs. )

While the independent institutions have been represented by full voting
members of the Council, the fact remains that the Council, in turn, has
no advisory responsibility over these institutions.

In the Spring of this year, Dr. Owen Albert Knmorr, the Director of the
Coordinating Council, wrote to Attorney General Evelle J. Younger re-
questing an opinion on "what specifically is the relationship between the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education and the private higher education

sector, and specifically whether the Council is advisory to private higher
education" .17 ‘

In his five-page opinion, written on 'arch 14, 1972, the Attorney
General declared that "It is our conclusion #hrat under the Donahoe Higher
Education Act (Education Code Sections 22700-22705) the Coordinating Council
for Higher Education has no advisory responsibility to private higher edu-
cation.18 (This five-page opinion of the Office of the Attorney General,
written on March 14, 1972, is contained at the end of this report as
Appendix B.)

Therefore, while California's independent institutions have full voting
powers on the Council, which is presently one vote out of ten, the Council
in turn, at least in the opinion of the Attorney General, presently has no
advisory responsibility to private education. This is to say the Council
can not tell, or perhaps even suggest, what independent colleges can or
can not do. While t!: Council also administers a number of federal programs
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which require contact with independent colleges and universities, these
contacts do not "make the Council advisory to private education". 19

The State Scholarship Program - The Origins

Until now, this Chapter has discussed the present legil bases be-
tween 1ndcpendent higher education and the State of Cali ornia. The
“tate Scholarship Program looms large as the most important current
means by which the State of California provides indirect financial
assistance td the State's independent colleges ard universities.

If the late nineteentn and early twentieth—eenturies might be re-
garded as the "era of the great university pfesidents" in American higher
education, chen the period since World War II might be known as the era
of the report, commission survey, committee and task forc. . Nothing,

apparently, can be accomplished without the appropriate benediction of
some group,

The State Scholarship Program has complex'origins, but it can trace
its genesis back to one of the first of the long series of such studies
and reports concerning California higher education undertaken bince World
War I1. A Report of a Survey of the Needs of California in Higher Edu-
cation, better kmown ¢s "The otrayer Report", after George D. Strayer of
Columbia University who was chairman of the team who conducted the survey,
was begun in 1947 and was then published and made pubkic in 1948.

The Strayer Report recommended in 1948 '"That there be established
2,000. . . . subsistence scholarships paying $750 -each per year, which
may be used to attend any of the public higher institutions of California". 20
The Strayer committee also recommended 500 subsistence fellowships for use
in the graduate and professional schools of the University of California.
The important fact to note here is that the undergraduate scholarships and
the graduate fellowships, as recommended, could be used at only public
institutions, partially out of concern for.the church-state issue.

As is the custom, the Strayer Committee also recommended further stud-
ies. Im 1953 the Legislature authorized $112,000 for a "Restudy of the
Needs of California in Higher Education". Dr. T. R. McConnell, former
chancellor of the University of Buffalo, which was then a private univer-
sily, was brought in as Chief Consultant for the Restudy. Unlike the )
Strayer Committee, Professor McConnell chos¢ to include private colleges
and universities in the Restudy, p.ctially because in 1953 these institu-

tions accounted for approximately 28 percent of the total enrollment in
-the-State,

The Restudy staff established a "Professional Advisory Committee"
consisting of twelve members including five from the private sector.
This committee, predictably, sent out a questionnaire to all institutions
of higher learning in California, both public and private, to elicit the
needed facts. Enrollment from Korean conflict veterans had, by this time,
begun to ebb, and from the response to the questionnaire it appeared that
many of the private colleges could accommodate more students than were then
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enrolled. Since a principal barrier to private schools, then as now, was '
presumed to be tuition, a logical answer was for the state to provide

scholarships for students which cculd be used in either public or private
institutions.

a vnlunteer California Committee for the Study of Education in 1950 recom-
mended a state subsistence scholarship program which might be used at
private institutions if students also received tuition scholarships from

the private institutions. Whiie the idea of state scholarships, useable .
at private colleges and universities, predates the Restudy, it took the
investigations and recommendations of the Restudy to finally bring the

State Scholarship into being. The Restudy final report, issued in

February of 1955, recommended a program of 800 state scholarships of up to
$600 "based on actual or demonstrated need and (which) would be useable at
either public or private institutions in the State".2l

Between the Strayer Report in 1948 and prior to the Restudy in 1954, /)

Several bills introduced into the 1955 session of the legislature pro-
posed state scholarships. The fact that some of these bills required the
scholarships to be used at only public institutions, caused the State's
private institutions to become organized around the cause of st¢holarships
useable at private colleges and universities. This effort directly led

to the creation of the Association of Independent Colleges and Universities
(AICCU).

After much wrangling and months of lobbying and several dramatic
amendments, A.B. 1546 originally introduced by Assemblyman Sheridan Hegland
of La Mesa, finally was signed into law by Governor Goodwin Knight on
July 8, 1955. The late Arthur Coons observed that "the political strength,
existing and potential, of the private institutions had been demonstrated
in the legislative passage in 1955 of the enabling act to create the Cali-
fornia Scholarship (Program and) Commission". 22 .

The Impact of the State Scholarship Program

The State Scholarship Program came into being in 1955 with essentially
three purposes: 1) to save taxpayers money by diverting'students to in-
dependent institutions; 2) to provide indirect financial assistance to in-
dependent institutions; and 3) to award direct aid to able and needy stu-
dents. The First Biennial Report of the State Scholarship Commission in
1958 declared that "through the operation oi this program, maximum utiliza-
tion has been approached of vacant facilities in private colleges within
the State of California". 4

Tables 15,16, 17, and 18 reflect the impact of the State Scholarship
Program in a number of dimensions since its first year of operation in
1956-57 up through the awards for the current academic year 1972-73. While
the total number of awards has grown fantastically from 599 that first year
to 23,028 awards this current year (see Table 18), the percentage of scholar-
ship recipients attending independent colleges has slowly declined from a

high of 67.6% in 1962-63 to 46.0% in the current academic year 1972-73 >
(Table 15).
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Dollars awarded have grown from a modegt $244,000 in 1956-57 to over .
$23 million dollars in total awards during the current year (Table 18). Be-
cause of the very low tuition at the University of ‘California and the mod-
est required fees at the California State University and colleges, the vast
majority of the money awarded through State Scholarships has gone to those
students attending the higher-cost independent institutions. Even so, the
percentage of Scholarship dollars going to students attending independent
rolleges has also slowly declined from a high of 91.0% in 1961-62 and
1962-63 to the present 76.77% during the present year (Table‘l7)

TABLE 17

DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF STATE SCHOLARSHIPS
BY SEGMENT, 1956-57 THROUGH 1972-73

Year Indeﬁendent Univ. of State
(September) Colleges ‘California Colleges
1956 62.
1957 65.
1958 66.
1959 65.
1960 67.
1961 65.
1962 67.
1963 65.
1964 63.
1965 62.
1966 60.
1967 56.
1968 51.
1969 50.
1970 48.
1971 46.
1972 46.

(el

28.6
28,
27.
29.
28.
29.
27.
28.
30.
32.
32.
35.
36.
37.
38.
38.
36.
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‘§%:rce of Data: Data compiled from the Biennial Reports and mineographed
mparative Data" reports, California State Scholarship and Loan Com-
mission, Sacramento, California. s




TABLE 18

DISTRIBUTION OF DOLLARS AWARDED (IN THOU§ANDS)
BY SEGMENT, 1956-57 THROUGH 1972-73

¢

Total
Year Independent Univ. of State Dollars

(September ) Colleges California Colleges Awarded
1956 § 220 $ 2. v§$ 3 § 244
1957 483 44 5 532
1958 yLly - 72 7 819
1959 : 985 110 1 1,106
1960 1,140 109 : 9 1,140
1961 1,606 138 15 . 1,759
1962 2,058 188 ‘ 17 2,263
1963 " 2,307 2N 24 2,602
1964 3,197 378 28 - 3,603
1965 3,247 406 27 3,680
1966 4,017 - 489 41 4,547
1967 : 4,373 597 67 5,037
1968 6.400 1,143 152 7,695
1969 9,743 1,513 227 11,483
1970 1,134 2,391 312 13,837
1971 13,816 3,159 330 17,305
1972 17,743 4,757 643 23,143

Source of Data: Compiled from Biennial Reports, mimeographed “Comparative -°
Data" reports, and from additional data supplied by Mrs. Dortha L. Morrison,
Assistant Executive Director, State Scholars<hip and Loan Commission.




TABLE 19

N

PERCENTAGE ﬁfg;;IBUTION OF SCHOLARSHIP DOLLARS AWARDED
BY SEGMENT, 1956-57 THROUGH 1972-73

Year Independent Univ.‘of State
(September ) Colleges California Colleges
1956 90. 8.
-1957 90. 8.
1958 *3
1959 89.
1960 89.
1961 9.
1962 .91
1963
1964 89.
1965
1966
1957
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
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Source of Data: Data provided by Mrs. Dortha L. Morrison, Assistant
Executive Director, State Scholarship and Loan Commission, August 19, 1970,
and the most recent "Comparative Data" reports from the Commission.




Why has the percentage of state scholars attending private colleges 'f *
declined? Percentages alone are useful but deceptive. The total number
of state scholars attending independent institutions continues to in-
crease, often dramatically, while the independent college share of the
total decreased. Some of the most selective private colleges and univer-
sities are more selective in admissions than the State Scholarship Program.
That is they reject for admis<ion, with increasing reluctance, winners‘of
State Scholarships. Another possible cause of this decline is the #teadily
increasing "tuition gap", “or more accurately the "total cost gap" betwqen
the cost of attending a private institution versus a cémpus of the Univer~ _
sity of Calitornia or the California State University and Colluges. This
trend eontinues even though the maximum amo .nt of the scholarship award
has been increased on a number of occasions over the years from $600 in
the program's first year to $2,000 during the current year, which will
increase to a maximum award of $2,200 during 1973-74. :

Another factor whfch also affects this decline in the percentage of
scholarship winners attending independent institutions has been the growth
'9f, and even the creating of, new campuses of the University of California
since the program's inception in 1955. Another factor has been the in-
creasing quality and academic reputation particularly of some campuses of
the California State University and Colleges.

“

Table 20 shows this trend as it 1ists in descending crder the ten
institutions which enrolled the most state scholarship winners. each yeat.
This table must be interpreted with 'great caution since most of the changes
in the ranking of institutions over time are a result of relative growth
rates by various colleges and universities, public and private, combined’
with other factors.

During the first year of the Scholarship Program, 1956~-57, seven
out of the "top ten" were indeperdent colleges and universities, whereas
in the current year 1972-73 the situation 1s exactly reversed with seven
of the "top ten" being campuses of the University of California. o©nly
UC-San Francisco~and UC-Riverside are not included; and only the Univer-
sity of Southern € lifornia, Stanford University, and the University of
Santa Clara among the privates remain in the "top ten".

To focus on tHe ten institutions which receive the most state scholar-
ship winners also distorts the focus and impact of the program, both on
students and the State's institutions, eveun though these ten institutions
received 11,404 of the 23,028 awards this current year. In order to pro-
vide the complete picture, at least for the present 1972-73 academic year
Appendix C at the end of this report lists the total number of awards,
average amount of awards, and the total amount of scholarship awards re-
ceived by each California college and university over the past four years.
When referring to this appendix, the relative size of each institution
must be kept in mind. This appendix might be compared to the under-
graduate enrollment listed in Table 16 in Chapter II to obtain some
appreciation for the total impact of the State Scholarship Program of

the smaller institutions.
4




SCHOLARSHIP WINNERS, 1956-57 THROUGH 1972-73

1956-57

1957-58

asLe 20 @

TEN INSTITUTIONS WITH THE LARGEST TOTAL OF STATE

1958-5

9

1959-60

Stanfbrd
Berkeley
usc

UCLA
Pomona
Cal Tech
Occi.
koyola
San Jose
St. Clara

110

102

Bertkeley .
Stanford
uscC

Pomona
Occi.

UCLA

Cal Tech
Redlands
St. Clara
Loyola

211

197
88
78
75

74
64
4]
40
39

Stanford
Berkeley
UCLA
Pomona
usC

Occi.

Cal Tech
Loyola
St.- Clara
Redlands

311
303
127
120
120
112
85
67
64
62

423
384
176
172
Occi. 163
Pomona 152
Cal Tech 90
St. Clara 90
Loyola 85
Redlands .73

Berkeley
Stanford
UCLA

uscC

Total
Awards

1960-61

1961-62

1,280

1962-63

1,920

2,560

1963-64

Berkeley
Stanford
usc

Occi.
UCLA
Pomona
Cal Tech .
Loyola
St. Clara
Redlands
- Riverside

Berkeley
Stanford
UCLA
Occi.

usc
Pomona
Cal Tech
Uc-SB
Loyola
St. Clara

»Berkeley

Stanford
uscC

UCLA
Occi.
Pomona
St. Clara
Uc-<B
Loyola
Redlands

Berkeley
Stanford
usc

UCLA
Occi.

St. Clara
Pomona
UC-SB
Loyela
Redlands

Total

Awards 2,560

4,480




1964-65

. TABLE 20 (CONTINUED)

1965-66

1966-67

1967-68

Berkeley 687
Stanford 477
usc 411,
" UCLA 364
Occi. 301
St. Clera 272
Pomona’ 207
uc-SB 195
‘UC-Davis 155
Loyola 153

Berkeley 587
Stanford 465
UCLA 364
UsC 411
St. Clara 307
Occi. 261
uc-SB 189
Pomona 182
USF 177
loyold 139

Berkeley 595
UCLA 487
usc 476
Stunford 467
St. Clara 370
Occi. 294
USF 270
UC-SB 253
UC-Davis 248
Pomona 196

Berkeley 711
UCLA 548
usc 505
Stanford 502
St. Clara 406
uc-SB 305
USF 304
Occi. 301
UC-Davis 301
Pomona 195

. Total

Awards 5,120

S

1968-69

5,120

1969-70

6,027

1970-71

6,883

1971-72

Berkeley 979
UCLA 814
uscC 628
Stanford 595
UC-Davis 585
uc-SB 527
St. Clara 508
ULF 426
Occi. 373
Loyola @ 274

Berkeley 1,142
UCLA: 1,078
usc 875

UC-Davis’ 780

uc-SB 755
Stanford 714
St. Clara 647
USF 497
Occi. 420
uop * 37

Berkeley 1,463

UCE'L‘-h' 1,198
usc 1,086

Uc-SB 908
UC-Davis 880
Stanford 774
St. Clara 725
USF 531
UC-S.Diego 431
UC-St.Cruz 426

Berkeley 1,832
UCLA 1,356
usc 1,415
uc-SB 1,072
UC-Davis 1,016
Stanford 902
St. Clara 795
UC-St.Cruz 57%
UC-Irvine 567
USF 544

Total

Awards 10,467

1972-73

13,514

15,880 -

w

20,154

Berkeley 2,002
UCLA 1,767
usc 1,621
UC-Da/is 1,220
uc-ss 1,064

Stanford 976.

St. Clara 833
UC-Irvine 675
UC-St.Cruz 647
UC-SanDiego 599

Total

Awards 23,028

Suurce of Data:

Scholarship and Loan Commission, Sacramento, California.

Data compiled from Biennial Reports
and "Comparative Data" reports, California State




Diversion of Students and Dollars

The three original intended purposes for the State Scholarship Pro-
gram were: 1) to save taxpayers money by diverting students to indepen-
dent institutions; 2) to provide indirect aid to private colleges and
universities; and 3) to award direct aid to able and needy students. As
early as 1962, the Schqurship Program's Executive Director, Arthur S.
Marmaduke, stated that the first purpose had, temporarily, begun to
become a less visible purpose. 'What remained was indirect aid to
colleges, principally private, and aid to students".24 Certainly many
legisiators, though not all by any means, regarded the Scholarship Pro-
gram as indirect state assistance to private colleges. Over the years
as a greater and greater percentage of the scholarship recipients have
chosen to attend public institutions, the "third stage" of the rocket,
i.e. aid directly to students, has become increasingly important.

In 1968, L. Winchester Jones, the former Dean of Admissions and
Financial Aid at Cal Tech conducted a survey of college presidents and
state officials to determine the impact of the Scholarship Program on
the State's independent institutions. Dean Jones found that for ‘most
institutions the Program had been "a very important factor” responsible
for increases in enrollment. Futthermore, the Program played "an im-
portant part'" in permitting a greater "mix" in social-economic back-
grounds of students enrolled and, at the same time, helped increase the
quality of the student body.2?

Studies in Illinois by Joseph D. Boyd, the Executive Director of
the.Illinois State Scholarship Commission, have clearly demonstrated
that the Illinois Scholarships and Grants have been effective in
"diverting'" Illinois students from low tuition public institutions to
that State's many priwate colleges and universities.

During 1968 the California State Scholarship and Loan Commission
conducted a survey of that year's new scholarship winners attending
independent colleges and universities. The results of this survey are
presented in the following Table 21

TABLE 21

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS OF NEW STATE SCHOLARSHIP WINNERB
ATTENDING INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, 1968 6)

Questionnaires Mailed: 2662 Questionnaires Returned: 2490

Response Rate: 93.5% -




TABLE 21 (CONTINUED)

[ 4
Three Questions Which Were Asked:

1. Had vou not received a State Scholarship would you have
attended an independent college?

Yes: 890 No: 1,600

v

1f yes, is it because you received.other financial assistance?

Yes: 604 No: 286
I'f no, where would you have attended?

University of California: 464-
California State College: 544
Community College: 368
Not Attended: 18
Other: 103
‘Don't Know: 103

In summary, 2,204 of the 2,490 students who responded, or 88%, in-
dicated their decision to attend an independent college was the result
of either a State Scholarship or other financial assistance through an
institution or outside source.

One additiorjl comment needs to be made about diversion of students.
1f one of the purppses of the State Scholarship Program was, or still is,
to save taxpayers money by encouraging students to attend an independent
cbllege or university rather than a campus of the University of California
or the California State University and Colleges, then this will be ac-
complished so long as the cost of the scholarship per student is less
than the cost of instructing the student at a public four-year institution.
With the maximum scholarship award of $2,000, going up to $2,200 during 1973-74,
this sum could exceed the cost, to the taxpayers, of educating the same stu-
dents. But the average scholarship award for 1972-73 is only $1,005.

Diversipon of funds as well as students is a complex matter. When
enrollments in the public sectors were overflowing to the extent of justify-
ing entirely new campuses and expensive new facilities, the economic argu-
ments favoring the diversion of students to independent institutions were®
quite strong. Now that all of higher education, public and private, is
exper encxng a leveling-off of enrollment grodth, the economic need, from
the taxpayer's point of view, to divert students from the public and to
the private institutions beLOmeS {ess strong. If however, private in-
stitutions would be forced to close, this, in turn, would place another
increased economic burden on the State and the State's taxpayers.




State Graduite Fellowship Program

coripared to undergraduate State Scholarship Programs, the more recent
stuce Fellowship Poogram has had less impact on the State's private col-
itgus anu universities., Most of the independent institutions do not have
large graduate programs, and many do not have any.

ine State Graduate Fellowship Program was established in 1965 with
tne Support ot all segments of higher education in the State, but it was
ast tunded until 1967. Like the long defumct State Agricultural Scholar-
siiip~, vstablished in 1959 and then terminated in 19637~{§e Graduate
teiliwsnip Program came into b2ing to serve a presumed and specific mat.~
power need 1in California. In the case of the former, to serve the large
4#Te¢ wltural i1nterests in the State, and in the case of the Sta:e Graduate
feiiowship Program, the need for college level teachers.

ihe following Tables 22 and 23 show the distribution of the State
'r yluate Fellowships and the Fellowship dollars among the three appro-
priate segments of California Higher Education during the first four
vwar~ the Fellowship Program was actually funded. As can be seen, the
vercentage of Fellowship winners attending independent institutions de-
cliued from 59.9% in 1967-68 to 46.6% in 1970-71 while the amount of
dallar . aeclined {rom 90.47% to 79.4% of the total over the same time span.

TABLE 22

DISTRIBUTION OF STATE GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS
(AND PERCENT) BY SEGMENT

1967 1968 1969

indgependent Colleges 169 433 431
(59.9) (55.2) (34.1)

arvy. of Califormia 88 268 286 -
(32.2) (34.1) (35&9)

~tate (4 leges 25 24 80
( 8.9) (10.0) (10.0)

Totals 282 785 797"
(100.0)  (100.0)  (100.0)

Source of Data: Data compiled from Biennial Reports, and other data pro-
1ded by the California State Scholarship and Load Commission.




TABLE 23 g‘

DISTRIBUTION OF STATE FELLOWSHIP DOLLARS
(AND PERCENT) BY SEGMENT

1967 1968 1969 1970
Independent Colleges $261,227 $705,978 $777,500 $811,828
(90.4) (88.2) (88.3) (79.4)
y Univ. of California 24,205 84,289 92,421 194,316
( 8.3) (10.5) (10.5) (19.0)>
State Colleges 3,568 9,673 10,617 16,103 '
(1.3) (1.3) (1.2) ( 2.6)

Totals $289,000 $799,940 $880,538 $1,022,247
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

Source of Data: Data compiled from Biennial Repo''ts, and other data pro-
vided by the California State Scholarship and Loa Commission.

College Opportunity Grant Programs

. As a program of providing direct assistance to exceptionally able stu-
dents, State Scholarships achieve the commendable, and occasionally dif-
ficult, purpose of rewarding and encouraging excell2nce. Most observers
would agree that on that basis alone the program deserves expansion and
continuation. Even so, other “ducational peeds remain to be met.

iu 19A7, the State Scholarship and Loan Commission proposed that an
additional program be devised which would provide financial assistance to
¢."nomically disadvantaged students with academic potential. In keeping
with the existing public policy to provide all students with an equal.
opportunity to enter post-high school education, the Legisl.ture in 1968
passed A.B. 745, introduced Ly Assemblyman Bear, which created the College
Opportunity Grant Program. Unlike the State Scholarthip Program, the
College Opportunity Grant (COG) serves the equally commendable purpose of
redressing irequity of educational opportunity. All students in the COG
Program are ''students who generally, though not exclusiiely, are minority
and come from low income families; and who are not necessarily able to
obtain scholarships .,y the use of conventional selection methods".

Durirg the first two years of the program, 1969 through 1971, the vast
majority of the COC recipients attended Community Colleges. A change in
the program in 1971 permitted COG recipients to attend any institution,
public or privatc, to which they could gain admission. Tha result of this
change has been a significant increase in the number of COG recipients
attending four-year institutions. These changes in distribution among the
segments are demonstrated in the following Table 24A
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TABLE 24

COLLEGE OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM COMPARATIVE DATA,
1969-70 THROUGH 1972-73

IYPE OF INSTITUTION ATTENDED-PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL GROUP

Type 1969 1970 1971 1972

Community College 94.20% 85.127 58.887% 43.19%
State Univ. and Colleges 3.10% 6.98% 20.55% 26.767%
Univ. of California 1.10% 3.72% 11.16% 17.61%
Independent Colleges 1.60% 4.18% 9.41% 12.447%

Total No. of Grants: 1,000 1.720 2,293 3,811
FUNDS BY TYPE OF INSTIT''TION ATTENDED-PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS

Type 1969 1970 1971 1972

Community College 927 95% 507% 34%
State Univ. and Colleges 37 5% 18% 23%
Univ. of California 1% 13% 20%
Independent Colleges 47 47 197 237

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION ATTENDED

Type 1969 1970 1971 1972

Community College $869,300 $1,256,400 $1,186,511 $1,455,735
State Univ. and Colleges 30,649 116,301 426,376 1,006,502
Univ. of California 12,088 86,410 292,448 845,572
Independent Colleges 36,?59 182,910 455,089 994,122

Total $948,896  $1,645,021  $2,360,424  $4,301,931

Source of Data: Data compiled from comparative data reports for the COG
Program, supplied by Arthur S. Marmaduke, Director of State Scholarshir
and Loan Commission, September 28, 1972.
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During the first two years of the COG Program,’g;n community colleges
received the ten greatest numbers of COG recipients. During 1971-72,
six community colleges, two state colleges, and two campuses of the Univer-
sity of California received the ten most COG “rinners. During the current
year, 1972-73, three community colleges, four campuses of the State Univer-
sity of Colleges, and three campuses of the University of California are
the "top ten". As yet, no single independent college or university has
ipproached any public 'institution in terms of the largest number of COG
winners enrolled. But the trend is changing dramatically in the indepen-
dent institutions. The following Table 25 lists those ten independent
colleges and universities which are enrolling the greatest number of COG
recipients during this current year, as well as the number they enrolled
during the first three years of the program. Appendix D of this report
lists #11 institutions and the number of COG recipients at each, the aver-
age award, and the total awards per institution from 1970-71 through 1972-73.

TABLE 25

THE TEN INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS ENROLLING_THE GREATEST NUMBER
OF COLLEGE OPPORTUNITY GRANT RECIPIENTS,
1969-70 THROUGH 1972+73 s

No. of Grants by Year
Institutions 1960 1970 19;! 1972

15 54
15 29
16 29
8 27
12 24
9 24
6 22
12 22
11 19
3 18

Univ. of So. California
Occidental College
Pomona College

Stanford University
Pitzer College

Univ. of the Pacific
Univ. of Redlands

Univ. of Santa Clara
Pepperdine University

W W = NN W b

Loyola University

Source of Data: Comparative reports for the Fall of 1972 of the College
Opportunity Grant Program, supplied by Arthur S. Marmaduke, September 2. 1472,

The average amount of the grants has increased from $956 in 1970 to
$1,128 this current year. The average COG at the above independent institu-
tions this year is approximately $2,149, ranging from a low average grant
of $1,444 at Loyola University to a high average of $2,606 at Occidental
follege. Because of the low family incomes of these students, the colleges
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frequently must supplement the COG grant with their own funds.

Contracts with Medical Schools

This last example of a "present practice" by which the State of Califor-
nia assists independent colleges and universities is also the most recent.
During 1971, the Governor signed into law Senate Bill 1284, introduced by
Senator Donald Grunsky of Watsonville, which authorized the State Scholar-
ship and Loan Commission ''to enter into contracts with private colleges
and universities maintaining medical schools. . . for the purpose of in-
ducing them to increase enrollment".

The bill authorized the Commission 'to contract with non-state-
supported” medical schools for twelve thousand dollars ($12,000) for
each medical student enrolled up to the total enrollment above the en-
rollment of the base year, 1970-71. This State grant is reduced by any
federal funds granted per medical student enrolled during the same years.

California's three independent medical schools are those of Stanford
University, the University of Southern California and Loma Linda University.
The one "string" attached to ‘his contract program is that each medical t
school must have "an affirmative action program approved by the State
Fair Employment Practice Commission for equitable recruitment of instructors
and medical students".

This new program,now in the Education Code as "Contracts for Study of
Medicine", could well trac: its origins to another Legislative Committee.
During 1966 the Assembly Interim Committee on Ways and Means conducted and
issued a report on The Costs of Medical Education. Alfred W. Baxter, then
president of the consulting firm of Baxter, McDonald and Company served as
a "contract consultant" for this report. In this report, the question
was rormally asked of the Office of Legislative Council: 'Are there any
serious constitutional problems which would be raised by legislation which
would authorize the State to contract with privately owned medical school. . .
(to® increase its facilities. . . (if) the State would pay the cost of
the increased facilities and additionil expenses incurred?'" The formal
response by Office of Legislative Council noted that such legislation

"would probabl§ be held to violate Article IX, Section 8 of the California
Constitution".28

Through his work on this report, Baxter became particularly concerned
about the constitutional prohibition of state assistance to non-public
medical schools. Baxter took positive action which ultimately, albeit in-
directly, led to the recommendation of the Constitutional Revision Com-
mission to delete the offending prohibition from the existing constitution.

One response to Baxter's concern appeared in the report of the former
Joint Committee on Higher Education entitled The Academic State. This
report recommended a change in the state constitution to allow at least a
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consideration of alternatives such as 'the partial public support of ex-
panded private medical schools or of new combinatioas of public and pri-
vate institutions in addition to or instead.of total public support of
new University medic¢a} schools".

Since 1961-62{ the State of Florida has paid the University of Miami
Medi.al School, af entirely private institution, an annual stipend, start-
ing with $3,000 in 1961, for each additinnal Florida medical student en-
rolled. As was the case with Florida, the extraordinarily high costs of
professional education, particularly medical education, can eventually
force a legislature to consider subsidies to private higher education,
particularly private medical education.

The AICCU is of the opinion that the current plan of "contracts for
study of medicine" is constitutional even with the existing wording of
the prohibition in the California Constitution. The assumption is that
the Scholarship and Loan Commission can "enter into contracts. . . for
the purpose of inducing them (the State's three independent medical
schools) to increase enrollment” without violating the constitutional
prohibition that ''no public money shall ever be appropriated for the
support of any sectarian or denominational school, or any school not
under the exclusive control nf the officers of the public schools".

More precisely the 2ssumption is that a "contract” for specified
services is not the same thing as "support" of the institution. Since
this program is of such obvious merit and public b:efit, it's extremely
unlikely that its constitutionality will ever be contested in the courts.
Perhaps a less worthy or more controversial program might be so contested.
The constitutionality of this current program suggests that the Legislature
may wish to consider other options of State assistance to independent

colleges and universities.
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CHAPTER 1V
PRACTICES AND PROPOSALS IN OTHER STATES

California cannot be directly compared to other states when consider-
ing implications of higher education, public and private. As already
qmentioned, only eight other states have a higher ratio of enrollment in
public institutions to private. Even so, it is both timely and appro-
priate to survey the“current policies and practices, as well as proposals,
in all other states. This survey becomes particularly important in de-
termining how other states are attempting to utilize the resources of
their independent colleges and universities.

A Brief History of State Assistance to Private Institutionrs

How quickly higher education forgets its past! The apparent '"newness'
of current proposals for state assistance to independent’ colleges and uni-
versities is an illustration. State assistance through direct and in-
direct forms (along with a grossly underpaid faculty) was largely re-
sponsible for the survival of all colleges founded during the American
colonial period and countless others founded since the Revolution.
Prdclamations of the virtues of independence frc n the state by todayv's
institutions only serve to perpetuate historical amnesia.

The colonists coming from England held education to be a sacred trust
and in the test interests of their church and their new communities. The
relationships between the church and ‘the colonial govermments were very
close. These relationships established the American precedent for support
of higher education; namely that higher education is a public and state
concern, authorized and encouraged by the people through their govermment,
and publicly supported by tax exemptions and direct funds from tan rev-
enues. Furthermore, the support of the early colleges before and after the
Revolution was largely based upon the notions of Christian charity and
stewardship: support of the young and worthy by the old and wealthy.

The colonial governments assisted their colleges in at least eight
different ways: 1) by granting charters with privileges to church spon-
sored schools and colleges; 2) by freeing professors and students from
military duty (the L1-S deferment of the time?) and jury duty; 3) by
granting permanent money endowments by statute law; 4) by exempting the
persons and property of professors and students from taxation; 5) by
granting land endowments; 6) by making special appropriaticns from funds
raised by taxation; 7) by granting bcnefit of lotteries; and 8) by special
gifts of buildings and sites. All nine colonial colleges benefited from
at least one of these forms of assistance. Harvard profited by the first
six, and Yale by at least four different forms. ’

In Post-revolutionary years the dichotomy between church and state
dictated by the new Federal Constitution slowly, and in some places pain-
fully, became clear. There were a number of attempts to make the existing
"private" colleges into new "state" universities of the "revolutionary type",
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but all of these efforts failed. These attempts culminated in the famous
Dartuwouth College Case of 1816-19 which affirmed the inviolate "private"
corporate status of a college (and other institutions as well) even
though chartered by the state.

The first half of the nineteenth century saw a stream of ‘college
founding, a result of westward expansion and the religious "Second Awaken='
‘ng". The stream became a torrent by mid-century. Different denominations
fiercely competed for all or part of the "seminary grants" awarded by Con-
gcess to each new state. By the end of the Civil War the states dis-
covered a far more popular instrument for educational largess~the state
university and land-grant college. Legislatures found a welcome "out"
in awarding support to a new state university rather than favoring<“gne
denomination or college. Each denomination simply found that it had
more enemies than friends, and unlike the older colleges in the East, the
hundreds of new colleges in the West did not have strong alumni ‘supplrt
in their legislatures. The legislatures in the West also found that they
were favoring a much more popular form of higher education than the
narrowly classical curriculum of the colleges which attempted, however
badly, to duplicate the crimson and blue of the east.

More Recent State Assistance

Despite the Dartmouth College Case and the emergé€nce of state-
supported public higher education, direct state assfistance to independent
colleges and universities has continued in a variety of forms from the
American Revolution up to the present day.

Dartmouth College, whose very name is synonymous-with independence
from the state, received direct grants from the State of New Hampshire
well into the twentieth century, with annual grants totaling $395,000
between 1893 and 1921. Dartmouth today still owns a portion of Vermont,
which remaing from the original 25,000 acres given to Dartmouth i, 1785
by the new State of Vermont'Z Today states seldom show such concern
about their neighbors.

The State of Pennsylvania provided a variety of forms of state
assistance to non-sectarian and to denominational cdlleges almost con-
tinuously until 1921. A court decision ia 1921 cyt off state support of
the denominational colleges.

Even after the Revolution and the Dartmouth College Case, Massachusetts
continued to directly assist its independent institutions. Between 1859
and 1874, Massachusetts appropriated at least $235,000 to Harvard. All in
all, Harvard received over a half-million dollars and 46,000 acres of land
from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts prior to 1874. The Commonwealth
also made direct appropriation to Amherst, Williams, and Bowdoin Colleges
in the late 1800's, even though the latter institutions happened to be
located in Maine! As recently as 1829, the Massachusetts Legislature’
appropriated an additional $75,000 to Williams College. Regarding that
windfall from the state, Mark Hopkins (the other Mark Hopkins), then
president of Williams said; "But for an unexpected gift by the state. . .
I do not see how the college would have got on".
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Independent colleges and universities dominated higher education
in New York for at least two centuries. Columbia, Union, Hamilton,
Geneva, Elmira, Rochester, Cornell and the City University of New York
all received direct ~ssistance from the state. For example, Hamilton
received $50:000 in 1812 from the sale of its land grants from the
state, $40,000 in 1814 from a state-supported lottery, and $30,000 in
outright appropriations between 1836 and 1846. Lotteries have been
1 popular method of support of education in New York State since the
1700's, and through state supported lotteries, land grants, and direct
appropriation, Union Colleie received at least‘$358,111 and Columbia
College obtained $14G,130.

These are but a few examples of how the states supported independent’
cnlleges and universities in America during the seventeenth, eighteenth, .
and nineteenth centuries. The essential point here is th . states have )
alw:vs been responsible for an responsive to higher ecucation, public s
and private. Over the years tWgse same states have utilized a variety
of means to assist both students and the institutions which they attend.

Current Practices and Proposals in All Other States

The following Table 26 is a visual summary of 'Current Methods of
State Support of Private Hig.cr Education". At least thirty-four of
the fifty states have some form of student assistance program which can be,
or must be, used at private colleges or universities. This tabulation
in Table 26 and the following state-by-state summaries exclude guaranteed
student loan programs, which many states maintain. The Western Inter-
state Comnission for Higher Education (WICHE), the Southern Regional
Education Bodrd (SREB), and The New England Board of Higher Education
(NEBHE) all maintain contract programs for out-of-state student enrollments
with participating states. Furthermore, all states have a number of
methods of granting tax exemption to private institutions, so these
forms of assistance will not be mentioned, unless noteworthy and distinctive.

A wide variety of publications, reports, and other sources of data
were used for this chapter. The writer contacted the directors of a
number of programs in several states including New York, Pennsylvania,

"New Jersey, and Connecticut. The writer is particularly indebted to

Richard S. kewis, Associate in Higher Edu-ation with the Connecticut
Commission¢of Higher Education, and his excellent rgcent report. The
writer also appreciates the permission of . incy M. Berve, Editor and
Associate Director of the Education Commission of the State. (ECS), to
include as another source of data Appendix E at the end of this report,
the excellent ECS summary of ''State Support of Private Higher Education'.

Sources for this chapter and the following Table 26 include the
following:

1. Richard S. Lewis, State Relationships with Independent Institutions
. of Higher kducation and Assistance to Students Attending Independent
. Institutions of Higher Education, A Background Paper Prepared for
the Education Committee of the Connecticut General Assembly by the
Staff of the Commission .or Higher Education, February 1972.
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2. A Survey of State Programs of Aid to Independent Colleges and ‘
Universities and Their Students, Compiled by Elden T. Smith,
National Council of Independent Colleges and Universities,
Washington, D. C., October, 1971. .

(]
3. "State Support of Private Higher Education: Programs in Operation

or Approved as of January 1972", in Higher Education in the States,
published by the Education Commission of the States, Volume 3,
Number 1, January-February 1972.

TABLE 26
CURRENT PRACTICES OF STATE ASSISTANCE TO PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATION
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Alabama - * - * - - -
Alaska - * - - - * - t
Arizona - - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - -
California * - * - * * *
Colorado - - - - - - -
Connecticut * * * * - * -
) Delaware - - - - - * -
' Florida . * - - - * * *
Georgia - - - - - * -
Hawaii - - - - .. - *
Idaho - - - - - - -
I1linois - * - * * * -
Indiana - - - - - * * .
Iowa - - * - * * _
. Kansas - - - - * * -
Kentucky - - * - - * -
Louisiana - - - - - - -
g Maine - - - - - * -
Maryland - * - * * * *
Massachusetts - - - * * * -
Michigan * - - * * * *
Minnesota * * * * * * *
Mississippi - - - - - - -
Missouri - - - - - - -
Montana - - - - - * _
Nebraska - - - - - - * -
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Nevada - - . - - - -
New Hampshire - - - * - - -
New Jersey * * * * - * -
New Mexico - - - - - - -
New York * * * * * * *
North Carolina * * - - * * -
North Dakota - - - - - - -
Ohio - * - * * * -
Oktahoma - . - - - * -
Oregon : * * - - - * -
Pennsylvania - * - * * * -
Rhode Islana - - - - * * -
South Carolina * * - * _ * *
South Dakota - - - - - - -
Tennessee - - - - - * -
Texas : * - - - * * _
Utah - - - - - - -
Vermont * - - * * * -
Virginia - - - - * * *
Washington - - - - - * *
West Virginia - - - - - * -
Wisconsi * * * - * * -
Wyoming - - - - - - -
Total Number 13 14 8 14 18 34 11

The following state-by-state descriptions are intended to put in
narrative form the data from Table 26. More importantly, these state-
by-state descriptions include various proposals known to the writer,
since these proposals do not appear either in Table 26 or in Appendix "D"
at the end of this report.

Alabama: Funds ($662,617 in 1970) which can be used for facilities have
been appropriated to four private institutions for a number of years.
For 1971 through 1973, Tuskegee Institute is to receive $75,000 per
year, Walker Junior College is to receive $200,000 per year; and
Marion Institute is, to also receive $200,000 per year. The state
contracts through SREB to provide out-of-state graduate and pro-
fessional instruction. In 1969-70, $129,674 (or 787 of the total
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appropriation) went to private institutions. A scholarship program
for all Alabama students attending private institutions has been
proposed to equal an amount which is 253% of the cost per student at
state supported institutions.
* 5

Alaska: During 1970 the legislature authorized the Higher Education Com-
mission to enter into contractual arrangemencs with the two ac-
credited private institutions in the state. Alaska also made a
direct appropriation (of questionable constitutionality) to the
financially struggling Alaska Methodist University. Career and
scholarship grants and loans are avajilable to residents‘'and can
be used at any accredited institution, in-state or out-of-state.
Tuition Equalization Grants are given to eligible students to use
at any Alaskan college or university. ,

Arizona: This state has no scholarship or grant progrz:, but does par-
ticipate in the WICHE program for out-of-state student places.
$108,000 was appropriated to independent institutions in 1970-71.
A proposal (which would grant a private Arizona college of the
student's choice an amount equal to the state cost per student
in state colleges) has been submitted to the legislature for the
past two years. No action has been taken on the prcposal.

Arkansas: Contractual arrangements are made for student places and

- student aid in out-of-state institutions through SREB. During
1969-70, $14,400 went to independent institutions.

California: (See Chapter III of this report, «nd Appendix E.)

Colorado: Through WICHE the state contracts for student places and
$26,400 was appropriated to independent institutions in 1970-71. -
- Occasional contractual arrangements are made with independent
colleges and universities for research, studies, and special
classes. Scholarships or grants to students attending private
institutions have been ruled in violation of the Colorado constitution.

Connecticut: During 1969 the state passed a bill for the "promotion of
additional student spaces in independent Conn:cticut colleges".
The state paid the institution 125% »f the current tuition for
each additional Connecticut student cnrolled with the prpvision
that 80% of the funds received by the institution would be awarded
as student aid. During 1970,5$894,551 was awarded to eight private
Connecticut colleges and universities which had an aggregate in-
crease of 464 Connecticut stude'ts. In the Fall of 1971, however,
when the total enrollment decreased in the private sect<r, only six
institutions were able to add 167 Connecticut™students to qualify
for $332,874 in assistance. This unforeseen decreas= in enrollments
prompted new legislation 'which will award state fuhas for each
Connecticut student regardless of whether or not they represent an
expanded enrollment to the state. So what began as a program to
encourage increases in enrollment has changed to a program of direct
state assistance to Connecticut independent colleges to help them
maintain existing enrollments. The revised program provides a grant
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- S at et to caceedl an amount equal to one-half of the dif-
¢ ¢ taween the iverage cost to the state for educating full-
S avrgt tduite students in public two and four year programs
210 e tartion (parges made to students in those public institutions'.

=+ 40t also nas three programs of student assistance; a State
tship Program, 4 program of awards to Children of Deceased or

ginatted Veterans, and the Restricted Educational Achievement Grant
froptar.  freedom of choice between public and private institutions,
L tate and out-ot-siate, is permitted in the first twe programs;
whetesis ihiw dhtr i program is restricted to Connecticut institutions.
. sne L U:te alse turnishes capital construction assistance through
> vt long anl short-term bonds via The Health and Education Facili-

tivs Aauthority.

wi terer The S#ate Department of Public Instruction ~:<w.inisters a
<t :'¢ scholarship program for needy students who are accepted at
acredited out-of-state schoeols, public or private, for programs .

not available within the state.

}itflud: ihe state contracts threcugn SREB for out-of-state student places
777X prercessional education, and during 1969-70 $274,800 was appro-
;7iated to Independent .ustitutions. In addition, since 1961 the
state nas corntracted with the private University of Miami to sub-
sidize Flerida residents enrolled in the Medical School. A Regents'
Seholarshnp rogram was funded at $900,000 in 1969-70 and $1,520,000
in 1470-71. Luring the first vear, 5/7% of the appropriation went ~
t.: studerts in independent institutjons. This past June, a new
w holars! 1p program provided grarts up to $1,200 a year to talented,
2 ¢av students .n both public and private institutions. Only $360,000
wi. allocated ror 1972-73. There are also Florida Competitive
“ 1 siarship Loans for studeuts wuo arree to work in the state after
- cStsdnation,  During 1971 legislation established a State Boord of
independent (ulleges to set standards and to license non-public in-
stitutions. For several years, Florida's independent colleges have
ipproved legislation which would provide for tuition-equalization
pertweer e public and private institutions within the state.

rgia: 0+ oang 1971, a program was adoptec which provides grants of
00 per year to all Georgia resident< attending independent |
* rotleges and universities within the .tate. Students attending

aon-nublic colleges and universities are eligible for Cancellable

s hularship Loans and for Teacher and Medical Scholarship Programs.

= i~ich prugram rewards .the student if he or she remains in the state.

fagre

f.owati: lhe state participates in the WICHE program, and $39,600 was
sppropriated to independent institutions in 1970-71. The University
0! Hawall 14 reported to be considering providing financial aid to

‘ gqu+iitied and needy students desiring to attend a private institution.
vavings would be realized because the firancial aid costs 1~ss than
ti. eduration ot such students at a public institution. The establish-

ment of 4 Higher kducation Assistance Commission 1s also beiuag considered.
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Idaho: The state participates in the WICHE program, ana in 1970-71
T $40,934 was appropriated to independent institutions. In 1971
a bill which would have provided aid to independent colleges and
universities failed to pass the legislature.

Illinois: Illinois maintains one of the most comprehensive arrays of
programs in the country.. Furthermore, the baiance of enrollments
between the public and private sectors is close to the national
average. The State's Scholarship and Grant Programs are amemg the
largest in the nation on a dollar per capita basis. In 1967 the
State Legislature established a blue-ribbon "Commission to Study
Non-Public Higher Education in Illinois" and appropriated a sum
of $250,000 to the Commission to study the role and needs of non-
public higher education in the State. A number of the recent
programs implemented in Illinois are direct out-com~ - of the recom-
mendations of this Commission which issued its finsi report ir 1969.
The Commission concluded that financial assistance tc the private
instituitfons from public funds is "imperative'". Evidencing concern
over the quality of independent institutions, the Commission said,
"If the’'quality of higher education in Illinois is to be maintained,
much less improved, the private institutions must obtain financial
assistance immediately". ‘
The récommendations of the Commission were not followed exactly by
the legi=lature, but in 1971 Illinois implemented a program which
provides $5,970,900 for general assistance grants to independent
Colleges and universities. Direct grants of $100 are made to each
private institution for each full-time 'enrolled ‘reshmrn and
sophomore who is a recipient of an Illinois State Scholarship or
Grant. Grants of $200 are also made for each full-time ¢nrolled
junior or senior who is a resident of the State. In 1969 the
legislature quickly ‘acted to create the Illinois Educational
Facilities Authority, as recommended by the Commission, to f-ind
construction through the issuance of reve: .e bonds for all approved
non-profit institutions of higher education. Th: Health’Services
Educatioén Grants Act in 1970 provided the Boaru of Higher Education
to make grants to non-public health service educational facilities,
and $800,000 was' appropriated for thiis purpose in 1970.

During 1969-70 State Scholarships amonnting .to $8,205,000, which
was 29% of the total, and State Grant. of $12,067,000, which is

76% of the total, were awarded to students attending independent
institutions within the state. Most recently, in 1971, the Illinois
Board of Higher Education adoptu:d Phdse III of their Master Plan
which'concerns the establishment of an integrated system of public
and private higher education to insure maximum use of resources.

A "Collegiate Common Market" to utilize the existing and developing
resources of both sectors has been proposed, as well as a 'Lincoln
State 'Iniversity", to award ¢redit-by-examination, external.degrees,
and to promote the use of media by all institutions.




Indiana: In Indiana individuals and corporations may claim up to 50%
of contributions to higher education as a tax credit. For in-
dividuals this tax credit is limited to 20% of adjusted gross in-
-ome or $50, whichever is less. More simply, an individual can
contribute $100 to a college and deduct $50 from his state taxes.
The State Scholarship program consists of honorary awards granted
on the basis of merit, arid monetary awards based’on need, which are
payable directly to the college. In 1970 a nroposal for Tuition-
Equalization Grants for highly qualified needy students to attend
approved private colleges was passed by the Legislature but was
vetoed by the Governor because no amount was specified for funding.
It is espacted to be redrafted an reintroduced.

Iowa: During 1969 Iowa instituted a Tuition Equalization Program. Grants
of up to $1,000, which averaged about $870 during '1972-73, are made
to private college resident students demonstrating financial need
and enrolled in eligible independent colleges within the state.
Grants cannot exceed tuition and fees minus average amount that
would be paid at the state institutions. Appropriations for this

. . program have increased from $1,500,000 in 1969-70 to $8 million for
the 1971-73 biennium. For 1972-73, $% million is providing grants
to about 4,600 Iowans. There were 11,000 applications for these
4,600 awards, and it wouid have taken $8.3 million to meet the total
need.

-~

Iowa also maintains a Scholarship Program based on need, and in 1969-70,
$131,250, or 50% of th. total, went to students attending independent
ingtitutions. -A State Medical Loan Program provides full tuition for
up to three years at either the one private or the one public medical
school in the state. The loans are cancellable if the graduate prac-
tices g@heral medicine In the State of Iowa.

Kansas: The State Scholarship Program permits 150 new freshman recipients
to attend the college of their choice. The maximum award is tuition
or $500, whichever ié less, and about 25% of the total appropriation
was used at independent institutions. In 1968, $15,000 was appro-
priated in support of dental students attending out-of-state in-
stitutions.

* Kentucky: A program of state scholarships and grants has been approved,
but not funded, since 1966. The Kentucky Higher Education Authority
provides $500 per academic year to students with high potential who
come from families receiving public assistance. Grants are usable
at either public or private institutions, and during 1970-71 about
25% of the total $172,500 appfopriated went to .tudents attending
private institutions. In 1970, a legislative proposal for $2,500,000
for Tuition-Equalization Grants for the 1970-72 biennium was voted
down in the Senate Education Committee because of the church-state
issues. It is expectec the Kentucky Council of Independent Colleges
and Universities will reintroduce this or a similar measure duringy
the next legislgtive session.
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Louisiana: The state participates in tne SREB prggram, and appropriations
to independent institutions in 196J-70 amounted to $68,600 of the total.
- Approximately six $300 Stonewall Jackson Schalastic Scholarships are
awarded each year which can be used at either public or non-public
institutions. (Now there's a student aid program:)

Maine: The state contracts through NEBHE for student places at the Vermont
“<dical College and the Tufts Dental College, and during 1971-72
approximately one-fourth of the total $100,000 went to the private
scctor. In 1969, an act which would provide funds for Maine students
attending non-public institutions had been referred to the Maine
ducation Council for study. A constitutional amendment providing
for the use .of state credit for construction loans to private colleges
was turned down in a 1969 referendum. o

HMaryland: The Maryland constitution has not been interprete¢ 15 prohibiting
direct st ite aid to church-related colleges. 1In 1965, the Maryland
legislature appropriated $6,588,881 to private colleges-and universities.
Earlier grants in 1962 and 1963 to Hood College, Western Maryland
College, St. Joseph's College, and the College of Notre Dame of
Maryland prompted a court test of the constitutionality of such
grants by the Horace Mann League. (A brief discussion of this court o
test is included in the sec'.on of this report on "The Church-State
Issue".) 1n 1971, Maryland implemented a program of direct grants
to independent institutions after the New York model and $1,915,000
was awarded during 1971-72.

Maryland provides each eligible private institution 5200 for each
associate degree and $500 for each bachelor's degree awarded, ex-

cépt for seminarian.and theological degrees. Maryland continues to
provide facilities grants, similar to those which sparked the court
test, and Lhese grants must be mitched by the institutions. The
purpose of such grants must be approved in advance, and then authorized.
by the General Assembly.

The State of Maryland also maintains seven programs of student assistance.
Senatorial S~holarships, awarded on the basis of competitive academic
examinations, may be used in any apyroved Maryland institution. The
General State Scholarship Program is bas~d on financial need and
performance of the Scholastic Aptitude Test, with half of the awards
to go to the "ablest of the needy" and th. other half to the "neediest
of the ablé". Approximately 40% of the total scholarship dollars of
$1,203,440 went to students attending independent institutions. The
state also has Teacher Education Scholarships, Medical Scholarships,
Delegate Scholarships, and programs of financial aid to war orphans
and children of disabied veterans, plus a program of educational re-
imbursement for firemen. Maryland has also undertaken to provide ad-
ditional support of medical education through the University of
Maryland and the John Hopkins Medical Schools.

Massachusetts: The Massachusetts Health and Education Facilities Authority
finances construction of hospitals and construction of buildings for
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private colleges only. The Commonwealt 7 e scholarship
programs. During 1969-70, 67% of the tofal appropriation for general
scholarships of $2 million went to independent colleges. In 1970-71,
about 80% of the $3,500,000 appropriation was used in the independent
sector, and for 1971-72 a total of $8 million was appropriated. More
than 3,000 awards will be made dyring the current academic year, and
they can be used throughout the United Statea. The Dental, Medical,
and Nursing Scholarships provide assistance to 600 needy students in
public or private in-state or out-of-state institutions, with
$315,000, or 90% cof the total, in 1970-71 used in private institutions.
Finally, the Massachusetts State Board of Higher Education is proposing
a plan wherein the state would pay independent colleges approximately
$1,000 for additional resident students above the number usually
accepted.

Michigan: A taxpayer may take credit against his State income tax for

contributions to any public or private college in the state, up to
one-half of gift amount or 20% of state tax liability or $100. In
addition, a rebate of State gasoline taxes paid by independent
colleges and universities is allowed for gasoline uses in college
buses. Michigan makes a $2,400 per capita svbsidy grant to each
accredited non-public school of dentistry located within the state
for each doctor's degre. earned by Michigan residents. The Michigan
Higher Education Facilities Authority issues tax-exempt bonds for
financing the construction of academic facilities of independent
colleges. Michigan also provides competitive non-repayable Tuition-
Equalization Grants of up to 3800 per year to permit needy students
at non-profit colleges and universities, and $5,200,000 was appro-
priated for this purpose in 1969-71. The Michigan Scholarship
Program can be used for either undergraduate or graduate study,

and usable at either public or non-public Michigan institutions,
During 1970-71, about $2,27G,000, or 30% of the total appropriation
went to independent institutions.

Minnesota: A new law in 1971 authorizes the Minnesota Higher Education

Coordinating Council to contract with private colleges for the edu-
cation of additional Minnesota students and for low-income students.
For each state resident in excess of the 1970 enrollment, each four-
year college receives up to $500 and each two-year colleze up to $400.
The same amount will be alloted for each low income student who re=

" ceives a state grant-in-aid. For 1971-73, $2,700,000 was appropriated
for this program. Gifts to private colleges are deductible from the
Minnesota State income tax. The State Scholarship Program makes
awards based on need to state residents who intend to enroll at an
approved Minnesota institution, hut the award is actually paia to

the institution. Approximately 67% of $300,000 sppropriated for

this program in 1970-71 went to independent institutions. There

are also special scholarship programs for nurses and Indian students
which can be used at independent institutions. The 1971 legislature
established the State Higher Education Facilities Agency which is
authorized to issue tax-exempt bonds for the construction or reno-
vation of physical facilities at independent colleges. There are
also some interinstitutional TV projects with limited participation
by private collieges.




Mississippi: The state participates in the SREB program, andfdﬁ}ing
1969-70, 234 of the total appropriation of $243,200 went to in-
dependent out-of-state institutions for student enrollment.

v

Missouri: The state provides limited property zand sales tax exemptions

. to non-public institutions of higher education. During 1971, a
Governor s Commission recommended several programs which would aid
students at either public or private institutions: 1) state com-
petitive schofarships for needy students; 2) a tuition-equalization
program; 3) contractua! arrangements with private schools of
medicine and usteopaihy, 4) contractual arrangements for educational
serviies; and 5) educational opportunity grants for capable dis-
advantaged students. During the summer of 1972, the Missour.
legislature did pass a bill which will allow tuition subsidics up -
tv $900 a year to students in private and public institut:.ns.
$1C5,000 has been appropriated for the program, and a q...ck court

- test of its constitutionality is expected.

Montana: The state participates in the WICHE program, and during 1970-71
$38,400 was appropriated to independent institutions. There are
small scholarship programs for High School Honor Students, for War
Orphans, and for "Advanced Honor or Merit".

Nebraska: Nebraska, like California, has a constitutional proscription
against direct state aid to any non-public schools or colleges. In
1971, the State Investment Council was authorized to provide direct
loans to students attending either public or privaie eolleges in
the state. During 1972 tuition grants of up to $5000 a year were
authorized for Nebraska residents in private colleges in the state.
Because of the constitutional prohibition, a court test is expected
before the first grants are awarded. ’

Nevada: Nevada and Wyoming are the two states which contain no private
institutions of higher education. The state does participate in the
WICHE program, and appropriations®of $47,401 were made to independent
institutions in 1970-71.

New Hawoshire: A State Scholarship Program was created in 1967 for which
students attending independent institutions would be eligible, but
the program has yet to be funded. 1In 19/ the legislature established
the New Hampshire Higher Educational and .1icilities Authority to
issue tax-exempt bonds for facility construction at private institutions.

New Jersey: The New Jersey Scholarship Program, established in 1959, pro-
vides awards up to $500 per year usable at public or private institu-.
tions in-state and; to a limited degree, out-of-state. In 1970-71
the appropriation was $6,890,000 and 17..1% of this amount ($1,175,000)
went to independent institutions. Incentive grants, established in
1960, go to state scholarship holders who attend institutions in
New Jersey which charge more than $500 annual tuition, with a maxi- —
mum. awar. of $500. Tuition aid grarts, cstablished in 1969, are based
on financial need and are awarded to students attending the same
institutious as the tucentive grants. Both programs provide 100% of
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their awards to independent institutions, with the Incentive CGrant
Program being funded at $1,475,000 for 1971-72 and the Tuition Aid
Grants (TAG) funded for 1971-72 at $3,384,000.

fﬁrthermore, County College Assistance Program provides aid to
graduates of county colleges who transfer to four-year institutions.
In 1970-71, the appropriation for this program was $511,500 of
which $128,000 (25.6%) went to independent institutions. Lastly,
the Educational Opportunity Grant Program created in 1968 provides
grants of up to $1,000 to dicadvantaged students, with 10% of the
fund usable by out-of-state undergraduate. and in-state graduate
students. In addition, institutions receive grants for progran
support and summer programs. For 1971-72, Opportunity Grants have
been funded at $9,748,000 with supplementary educational program
grants for $2,880,000. During 1970-71 about 12% of the appro-
priation went to independent institutions.

Besidc this truly comprehensive, and complex array of student aid
progr:ms, New Jersey also maintains the New Jersey Education rfacility
Authority, which loans money from the sale of tax-free bonds. As

of January 1, 1970, $5 million in bonds had been issued for indep n-
dent institutions.

As if this weren't enough, in late June Governor William T. Cahill

signed into law a new $7 million program of direct aid for New Jersey's

fifteen regiqgnally accredited private colleges and universities known

as the "Independent Colleges and Universities Utilization Act". This
1w has as its goals "the development and preservation of a planned

and diverse system of higher education" as well as "assuring maxi-

mum ed.cational choice by young people regarding college and univer-

sity by preserving-the vitality and quality of independent institu-

tions of higher education in New Cersey". The law provides for

direct payments of $300 to institutions for each New Jersey resident

receiving financial a2id in excess of $1,000; and fc- $600 for each

additional New Jersey undergraduate enroiled. Furtlermore, $175

will be awarded to tne institution for each freshmas. and sophomore,

and $225 for each junior and senior New Jersey unde graduate enrolled
"to lower the effective cost to New Jersey students in a manner to

be determined by the institution". The bill requires t! it each

student "shall be notified by the institution as to ‘he source of

such assistance"”. 1n other words, tell them where the money came from!

The law also provides for contracts for specialized graduate and pro-
fessional programs where this would "reduce or eliminate the need fot
the state to create or expand such programs at public institutions".
The Board of Higher Education is also authorized to provide in-
dependent institutions with computer, library and other services
which are available at public institutions.

What "strings" are attached to the new New Jersey program? Institu-
tions don't have to expand to receive the appropriate funds if they

"in the opinion of the governing board and of the Board of Higher
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Education have or shall have attained optimum enrollment". State
funds cannot be used for sectarian instruction or facilities, and
all funds received from the state must "be maintained in a separate
account and not be commingled with other funds of the institution".
Additionally, "each institutirn shall cause an audit of such account
and enrollment figures to be made annually by a certified public
accountant. . . (which). . . shall be forwarded to the Board of
Higher Education". These are "strings" that most institutions
would be willing to live with. All that remains beyond this is .
for the Board to "promulgate rules and adopt pulicies and make all \
determinations necessary for the proper administration and enforce-
ment of the provisions of this act". Not an easy or enviable task.

New Mexico: The state participates in the WICHE program, and during

1970-71 appropriated a grand total of $7,200 to independent in-
stitutions.

New York: The current Practices and proposals in New York State could Ye,
and perhaps should be, a report unto itself. No other stafe has
such complex ties with its independent institutions and the students
who attend them. New York ie, in several ways, an anomaly. As early
as 1784, the state established the University of the State of New York
patterned after the French model as a nonteaching and nondegree
granting supervisory institution. The Regents of this "nonuniver-
sitity” act as representatives of the state and charter and oversee
all collegeﬁgahd universities in the state, public and private. No
other state, at least thus far, has this form of governance over its
independent institutions. For example, this Fall the Regents re- .
quired that all colleges and universities in the state submit plans
by October 1lst for “the“integration of any currently segregated
facilities" by the Fall of 1973 and for recruiting more minority-
group students and faculty. This unique system of governance,
which deserves study, provides a back-drop for a number of other
policies and practices that affect independent institutions.

k7

New York, like a number of the states in the east,
dominated by independent colleges and universities. In fact, these
states for almost centuries relied on these same institutions to
provide most of the higher education in the state. Thus, it is not
unlikely that New York wa: one of the first states to provide student
scholarships uysable at independent institutions and today the state
maintains no less than seven student aid programs.

has long btzen

New York institited its general

offering 3,000 $100 scholarshi
of tuition at that time.
Scholarship Program has gr

scholarship program in 1913 by
Ps, which was the average full cost
Since that time the Regents Undergraduate

own to 84,266 scholarships during 1971-72
with a maximum award of $1,090 and requiring an appropriation of

$29.7 million. 1In 1961 the state added its Scholar Incentive

Program,Jﬁhich is non-competitive awards of up to $600 according to

need. Dyring 1971-72 approximately 250,000 students received these T
awards totaling over $44.1 million. More recently, the state has R
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added a program of Equal Educational Opportunity Grants for dis-
advantaged students. Of the $44.8 million allocated to this program
Lo increase opportunity for 16,000 students, about $6.2 million goes
to 5,000 students attending independent colleges and universities.
In addition, the state provides special scholarship programs for
medical, nursing, dental, and osteopathy students; it maintains

"war Service Scholarship and Child of Veteran Grants as well as
Regent's Fellowships", which are being phased out.

-

To move from student aid to facilities, the Dormitory Authority of
the State of New York has provided funding through tax>exempt bonds
for construction at private colleges of residential and attendant
facilities since 1955 and academic facilities since 1959. During
1970 the powers ~f the Dormitory Authoriiy were extended to provide
funds to private colleges through-loans to finance deferred major
maintenance, including remodeling, restoration and modernization

of educational buildings. Construction assistance in 1969-70,

for example, amounted to $2i9 million.

In the area of contracting for services, ‘a program to expand nursing
—enrellments—began in 1966, the same year a program was implemented

to encourage incrcased enrollment in the state's medical and dental
schools. The program for nurses provides the institution with from
$300 to "$2,500 per each additional student enrolled, depending on
the educational level of the institution. The medical schools
receive $6,000 for each additional -student up to 25 per class or
100 per school, and the dental colleges receive a grant of $3,000
per increased student. During 1971-72 the appropriation for these
programs equaled $6.7 million.

New York also provides ten endowed chairs in its distinguished
professorship program, and seven of the ten are at independent in-
stitutions. Each chair to receive $80,000 annually provided by an
annual appropriatjon of $800,000.

New York State is perhaps best known today for its programs of direct
assistance to independent colleges and universities. Almost fourteen
years ago, an article in the November 9, 1958 issue of the New York
Times declared: "State's Colleges Study Albany %id". The article
pessimistically concluded that "any effort New York's privace colleges
might make to obtain state aid at the 1959 session of the Legislature
is likely to run into stiff,competition".

~ " -
Higher education, like some legislative bodies, frequently moves
slowly. Ten years later, the Covernsr of New York and its Board of
Regents together called into being a "Select Committee on the Future
of Private and Independent Higher Education in New York, chaired by
Mr. George Bundy. The committee's charge: "how the state can help
preserve the strength and vitality of our private and independent
inst{tutions of higher education, yet at the same time keep them
free"..
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The "Select Committee" issued its final report and recommendations
in early 1968, and in that same year the New York Legislature
adopted the Committee's recommendation of a plan to award grants
to imdependent colleges and universities based on a formula of
$600 for each Bachelor's and Master's degree and $2,400 for each
doctorate degree awarded the previaus year. The program, now
known as "Bundy aid", awarded $26.9 million in 1971-72 to seventy-
cne eligible institutions. In 1970, the Legislature approved a
Program which also grants $1,500 to private medical schools for
cach student enrolled. 1n 1971-72 this appropriation came to

$3.6 million.

With all of these programs of direct assistance to students and
to institutions, one might ask what further measures should or
even could be taken to further assist the independent colleges and
universities. Yet in December of 1971, six presidents of some of
the largest private universities in New York State prepared in
behalf of the Commission on Independent Colleges and Universities
(New York's AICCU) "A Plan of Action for Financing Higher Education
in the State of New York". This report states that New York "is
in a crisis in the financing of higher education" and there are, -
declared these six presidents, tnree elements to this crisis:
- \
Forty. percent more student places muSt be provided
in New York State in the 1970's.

A large number of the present student places (43%
of the total) are jeopardized by the impending
financial collapse of the State's private colleges
‘and universities.

Burdens on the State's taxpayers are already ex-
cessive, and higher education is only one of many
urgent demands.

To cope with this'crisis, this "plan of action" makes several re-
markable recommendations for a long-term plan to be phased- 1n over
three to four years. The plan includes the following:

1. Publxc institutions should extend user charges to cover
their full educational costs, including instructional
expense and such student-related expenses as those for
meals, rooms, and health services. This will introduce
a2 new source of income from those students who, with
their parents, can afford to pay all or part of the full
costs at ithe public colleges and universities'.

"At the same time, the Scholar Incentive Program should
be expanded to the point where the maximum awards, for
students with the greatest need, cover the full user
charges at the public institutions. The awards should
be usable at the Néw York institution of I is choice,
whether public or private.
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For the short-term, that is the current 1973-73 state budget, the
"Plan of Action" urged that the maximum Scholar Incentive award be
increased from its present maximum of $600 to $1,500 and that
"Bundy aid should be continued at least at present levels". In
addition, the private institutions recommenied that all categorical
aid programs be continued at present levels and that "a tempora-y
emergency fund should be established to sustain those private in-
stitutions facing immediate financial disaster".

This dramatic proposal advocates that New York's public institutions
move to full-cost pricing for those students and their families who
~an afford it, and use of the vastly increased revenue to support
those needy students who can't afford the cost. This plzn would
drastically narrow the "tuition gap" and, presumably, allow the
independent culleges and universities to compete more successfully
with the g-owing public institutions in New York.

The current student charges for 1972-73 at the State University of
New York (SUNY), for example, are approximately $675 for lower
division students aid $825 for upper division students. Dr. Ernest
L. Boyer, Chancellor of the SUNY system, has stated that "the State
University is funded at a clearly defined pvr student cost. For
example, $1,540 for the first two years and 32,570 for upper
division years in our colleges of arts and sciences".® Under the

"Plan of Action", SUNY, presumably, would increase its tuition to
their full-cost levels plus eliminating any state subsidies for
other "student-related services". Even so, the so-called "tuition
gap” between the public and private institutions vould hardly be
closed, only narrowed, particularly for the lower division years.

The proposals in the '"Plan of Action" have not been warmly received
in all quarters in New York. Dr. william I. McGill, President of
Columbia University and one of the six private university presidents
who drafted the "Plan .’ Action", commented on some of the criticisms
to these proposals. Said McGill: "It appeared, after the fact, to
have been graceless".’ |[n Boyer's view, "the key issue is the
directing of public doullars to fulfill a public priority mission,

and not whether the institution is public or private".

Norih Carolina: 1n 1970, the State Board of Higher Education, at the
request of the Governor and with the cooperation of the North
Carolina Association of Independent Colleges and Universities,
completed a study of private higher-education in the state. -In
response to this study, a new program was adopted in 1971 with
two purposes: 1) to sustain the'present North Carolina student
enrollment on private campuses, and 2) to encourage additional
North Carolina students to enroll in order to fill as many vacan-
cies as possible on the private college campuses. $1,025,000 was
appropriated for the Fall f 1972 with about half of these funds
distributed to the private institutions as a contract program based
on the nurber of additional North Carolina students enrolled since
October 1, 1970, and the ot'er half is regarded as direct institutional
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aid and is based on the absolute number of North Carolina students
enrolled on that same date. Each institution must disburse to needy
students an amount equal to that received through both programs.

A separate program appropriates $1,236,000 for the two years, 1971-73,
to help educate state residents at the two private medical schools in
the state. In addition, $200 is awarded for each student enrolled in
nursing diploma programs in private and public hospitals. The state
- maintains five scholarship programs for particular types of students
and educational ‘programs, including mental health fields as well as
medicine and dentistry. North Carolina allows an income tax de-
duction for gifts to colleges and a State income tax exemption of
$600 for each dependent who is a full-time student at either a public !
or private college. -

North Dakota: The North Dakota Council of Independent Colleges is sceking
the enactment of a bill by the 1973 State Legislature to provice: -
tuition equalization grants to student$ attend1ng pr1vate colleges,
since there is no legal or constitutional barrier to such aid.

- Ohio: During 1970-71 Ohio instituted a program of Instructional Grants
which provide grants up to $510 for students attending public in~-
stitutions and up to $1,200 for those attending private colleges
and universities. Approximately $15 million has been appropr1ated
for 1971-72, and during the prévious year about three-fourths of
the funds went to students in independent institutions. The state

' also provides a direct subsidy to the Case-~Westerrn Reserve Medical

School, which amounted to $2,680,000 in 1971-72. ~
- .
" The Ohio Board of Regents has, since 1968, administered the Ohio

Higher Educational Facilities Commission. The Commission obtains,

* capical improvement funds,through the issuance of tax-exempt, bonds
at aprroximately municipul "“2nd rates. The Commission thus helps
to finance educational facilities at private institutions, and the )
Ohio Commission has bLecome a model for a number of other facility ‘
authc “ities in other states. ’

Oklahoma: State law prohibits the use of state funds for budgetary
support of private institutions. 1In 1971 the legislature approved
a program of grants to students of up to $500, based on need, up
to a maximum of 50% of tuition and/or fees at a specific public or
private college or university. The legislature has yet to fund this
progrzm of student aid, but bills have been introduced during the
1972 cession for this purpose.

Oregon: The State Scholarship Commission administers a new program, im-~
plemented in 1971, of direct assistan:e to accredited independent
colleges and universities in Oregon, and $2 million was appropriated
for this purpose for the 1971-73 biennium. The state is authorized
to contract for the secular education of Oregon residents; and the
state pays cach institution up to $250 for every 45 quarter hours
or an equivalent of 3uch secular education completed, which, in

v effect, becomes $1,000 for every student completing four jears of
underygraduate education.
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This program was predated by/a Tuition-Equalization Grant Program
in the 1969-71 biennium,/%ihded at $1,325,100, wvhich simply made
grants of $100 per year/to Oregon students enrolled as fuli-time
students at approved pfivate four-year -institutions. The state
also maintains a Schglarship Program of $2,500,000 for 1971-73.
One-fifth of this gfiount must be used at community colleges. Of
theremaining fumds, $1.5 million is for "Need Grant Awards" and
‘#ash Awards Program", either of which can be used at
+ any accredj#td college or university, public or-private, with a
raximum annual grant of $500. The Oregon Independent Colleges
Association is seeking the same exclusion from payment of a
transit tax as is enjoyed-by the state institutions and the
privilege of using the state purchasing system for all purchases.

Pennsylvania: As mgntioned earlier, Pennsylvania has provided direct .
assistance to independent colleges and universities on a virtually
continuous basis since colonial times. To this day, the state
still does .not have a,true "state university". There are, however,
fourteen completely public state colleges and three "state-related"
universities: Pennsylvania State University, the University of
Pittsburgh, and Temple University. Penn State serves as the state's
land-grant institution, but a significant percentage of its trustees
are self-perpetuating and not named by the state. Both Pittsburgh
and Temple were once totally independent, and have only recently
moved to this rather unique "state-rélated" status. Temple had
been the ..»-ion's second largest private behind New York University,
and was receiving some direct state assistance, but financial dif-
ficulties forced it, and Pittsburgh, to become "state-related". In
return for substantial state support, these three universities have
a minority of state-appointed trustees and accept Pennsylvania
students at relatively low tuition rates. . v

~ In addition, there are no less than 118 éompletely private colleges
and universities in Pennsylvania. Fourteen of these are "state-aiced
institutions", ingluding some of the larger private universities, ¢
such as the University of Pennsylvania, Drexel Universi.y, Lincoln
University, and Thomas Jefferson University. Most o©f the other
state-aid colleges are specialized institutions in one way or another.
It is estimated that approximately one-third of the money the state
spends on higher education goes to the private sector. .Capital
facilities assistance is also provided by the Peansylvania Higher
‘Education Facilities Authority.

Second in total ,size only to New York, Pennsylvania maintains a
massive state¢ scholarship program, f{unded at $55.4 million for R
1971-72." These scholarships can be used in-state ur out-of-state,
and about 50% of Lhe recipients attended independent institutions.
The maximum award is $1,200 for a Pennsylvania ipstitution and

$800 for out-of-state colleges or universities. There is also an
Educational Incentive Program for needy students who do not meet

the test requirements for- the scholarship program. There are also
special programs of assistance for nursing, technical, ard vocational
vducation. Private medical schools, for example, receive about
$4,200 per student from the state. -
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Rhode Island: Like Pennsylvania's program, Rhoae Island Scholarships
can be used in any approved institution in the United States or
even Canada: Awards afe made directly to the recipient's in-
stitution, and unlike Pennsylvania the maximuin award does not vary
from in-state to out-of-state institution . During 1970-71, $1.5
million was appropriated for the program, amd about 557 of. this
amount was used at independent col’eges and universities. There
are also Nursing Education and War Orphan Scholarships also usable
ac any approved institution, public or private.

So:th Carolina: The state has a tuition grant program for students
attending independent colleges in the state, which is based on the !
, t "per student appropriation" at the state-supported institutions
, (approximately $1,300). A State Supreme Court decision in 1970
ruled that church-related coll ses could not participate in this
program, leaving only four institutions eligible. South Carolina
¢ contracts with independent colleges to provide training for public
school ireachers. $200,000 yas appropriated for this purpose in
1971-72. 1In 1971 the State Education Assistance Authority was
created to issue revenue bonds to make or guarantee loans to
students. The Educational Facilicies Authority also issues tax-
exemption for capital construction purposes.. The state's in-
dependent .colleges have recently been given the authority to
purchase from the State Purchasing Office and to utilize contracts
negotiated by that office. While no state funding is involved,
"substantial savings" to the independent colleges have resulted.

South Dakota: The only student aid Programs in South Dakota are special
programs to assist children of veterans, blind students, and
American Indians. During 1970 and again in 1971 a tuition equali-
zation plan, modeled on the Iowa program, was defeated by the legis-
lature. One opinion why it may have been defeated in 1971 was that
the bill was considered at the same time with another program to
provide assistfnce to private elementary and secondary school
students. ’ * :

Tennessee: During 1971 the state's General Assembly established a
Tennessee Studént Assistance agency to administer a Tuition Grant

‘Qrogram. Grants would be limited to tuition and fees, usablas at
any accredited public and private college or university, and would
have a maximum grant of $1,000. Unfortungtely, the legislature
did not approgriate funds for the program, but is expected to do
so in 1972,

)
Texas: 1n 1971, the legislature established a program of ‘iuition Equali-

zation Grants of up to{$600 to Texas residents attending independent
colleges and universities in the state. The grants are based on
financial need, usable onky for tuition, and are payable to the
student only at th-~ business office of the institution.” $1 miilion
was appropriated for the 1971-73 biennium. While Texas maintaius
nineteen state scholarship programs of tuition and fee waivers, all
are usatle only at public institutions. -
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At the same time the tuition equalization program was approved, a
companion piece of legislation that would have permitted the state

to contract for educational services with independent institutions
was not acted upon. Because of the growing disparity between public
and private college tuitions in Texas, the state's independent in-
stitutions placed higher priority on the tuition equalization pro-
gram. The "state does, however, contract with Baylor University for
medical and dental training and with the Texas College of Osteopathic
Medicine for Texas undergraduate students.

Utah: The state participates in the WICHE prog;am for out-of-state stu-
dent places, and $2,400 was appropriated in 1970-71 to independent
institutions. -

Vermont: As early as 1916, Vermont provided Middlebury College with a
"State Teacher Training Grant" for its Department.of Pedagogy. This
practice continued until 1933, then resumed in 1943 with an annual
grant of $24,000. 1In 1970, the state made another contractual
arrangement, this time with the private Norwich University to
support the Vermcnt Development Department's Bureau of Research.
Independent institutions are eligible for capital construction
assistance from the Vermont Educational Building Financing Agency,
but the legality of the Agency is being contested in the courts.

The state maintains two scholarship programs, Honor Scholarships

and Senatorial Scholarships, both usable in independent institutions.
In’addition, an Incentive Grant Program aids needy students and

can be used at an out-of-state college or school .of nursing or the
medical college of the University of Vermont.

Virginia: The Virginia Constitution prohibits appropriations to any

. organization "controlled" by a church or to any charitable in-
stituticn not controlled or owned by the Commonwealth. The state
does provide State Teacher Scholarships, some of which are used by
students attending non-sectarian colleges. There are also one
hundred Mursing Scholarships and about six Dental Hygienist Scholar-
ships awarded per year. In Virginia private colleges and universities
are granted exemption from sales taxes as well as the more traditional
exemption from property taxes. A recent Constitutional change will
‘permit the establishment of & state bonding authority through which
private colleges and universities may borrow money for facilities
construction, '

Washington: 1971 was a big year for tuition equalization programs. .The
Washington Legislature approved a Tuition Supplement Program which
grants up to $100 per studeat co private institutions for every full-
time undergraduate enrolled at the institution. The State's Student
Aid Program had its funds more than doubled during the 1971-73
biennium, and student: receiving funds under this program can attend
public or priv:te institutions within the state. New legislation in
1971 clarified the tax exempt status of student housing, food ser-
vices, student unions, field houses, etc. Three bills which would
have provided for the genaral contracting of services with private
institutions, as well as for nursing and law students, .were defeated
primarily due to the financial condition of the state.

*
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West Virginia: The State Scholarship Program provides grants up to $900
to students attending any "approved institution of higher education".
Current funding permits the maximum award actually granted to be
$600, but there are those eternal hopes for a sharp increase in
funding as well as other supplementary state programs to encourage
more s.udents to enroll in West Virginia's independent colleges.

Wisconsin: Wisconsin began its Tuition Grant Program in 1965 with a
maximum award then of $500, subsequently raised to $650, and now
proposed to be increased to $900. This program is restricted to
students attending independent colleges in the state and might thus
be properly regarded as a tuition equalization program. During -
1970-71 $2 million was appropriated for this program. In addition,
there are in Wisconsin Tuition Reimbursement Grants for students
enrolled in courses not offered by Wisconsin public institutions,
Private Wisconsin and out-of-state institutions qualify. There
are also Honor Scholarships, Indian Scholarships usable at indepen-
lent institutions, and Stipends for Teachers of the Handicapped
as well as Educational Manpower grants, all usable at private in-
stitutions. The State of Wisconsin subsidizes the private Medical
College of Wisconsin, formerly the Medical School of Marquette
University, with about $3 million a year for "operating" expenses.

In Wisconsin, the private sector is exempt from sales and use taxes ;%
as well as property taxation: -

Wyoming: As is the case with Nevada, there are no private institutions
in Wyoming, but the state does participate in the WICHE program.
During 1970-71, $17,403 was appropriated to non-public institutions.

.
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SUMMARY

The variety of forms of state assistance to independent h1gher edu-
cation seem to be limited only by the imagination of legislators and
educators in the fifty states. Virtually everything that can be done,
is being tried somewhere. There is also vast and disparate variation
among the fiftv states, both among the number of their programs and tke
magnitude of their efforts. Two states, New York and Minnesota, l.-ve
programs in all six caéegor1es of methods of state support l1sted in
Table 26, while no léss than twelve states have no current methods,
other than tax-exemption, of assisting private colleges and universities
and their students. (Two of these twelve, it should be noted, Nevada
and Wyoming, have no independert institutions.)

Student assistance, typically in the form of a wide variety of
scholarship programs, is the most common present practice of more fully
utilizing independent colleges and universities and assisting their
students. At the present time at least thirty-four of the fifty states
have operational student aid programs, or programs which have been
approved but not yet funded. (State and/or Federal guaranteed loan pro-
grams are not included.) Eighteen states haye programs to support
medical, dental, nursing, or osteopathic medicine. Some of these

.eighteen states have scholarship or fellowship programs for students in

these particular educational programs. A few etates, like California,
maintain "contract" programs or provide direct grants to medical. dental,
or nursing schools.

Only eight states have programs to assist minority and/or disadvan-
taged students, or at least programs which are specifically identified
for this purpose. Almost all of these eight states have categorical
student aid programs for these students, so that these eight states are
also included within those thirty-four states which maintain student aid
programs usable at independent colleges and universities. The point here
is that there is gon51derable overlap among these categorizations and that
these listings aren't mutually exclusive. :

Fourteen states now have programs which provide assistance to in-
dependent institutions in financing construction and/or renovatlon of
facilities. Twelve of these fourteen states now have dormitory or edu-
cational facilities "authorities" with the power to issue tax-free bonds.
Only two states, Alabama and Maryland, have provided direct grants to
independent institutions which may be used for .he construction of
facilities. Clearly the fifty states, in aggregate, have thus far chosen
not to provide private institutions with grants of state funds for che
zonstruction of facilities. At the same time, the establishment of state-

‘authorized facility authorities is one of the most rapidly developing

means of indirect state assistance to these institutions, since the vast
majority of these authorities have been created within the past five years.

Direct institutional-ajd, that is direct state appropriations to in-
dependent institutions, is one of the oldest forms of governmental assistance
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to higher cducation, public and private. Presently fourteen states have
programs which can be classificd under this general heading. Four states,
Alabama, Alaska, Maryland, and Pennsylvania, provide direct appropriations

Lo someg private, "state-aided” or "state-related" institutions for the
operating budgets at some Private institutions. Connecticut, like Oregon, now
has a’program of awarding funds per resident. Illinois, per student

plus cost-of-education grants to institutions accompanying each State
Scholarship or Grant. Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin provide direct
Appropriation to private medical schools. North Carolina, like Connecticut's
former program, awards direct on additional enrollment of

.state residents.

training.

Lleven states have "other" programs or ‘practices which assist, fre-
quently indirectly, independent colleges or universities. Most of these
"otler" forms are Plans of various tax credits, tax exemptions, tax de-
ductions, or outright exemptions of several kinds «f state imposed taxes.

Lastly, one of the newest and fastest'growing forms of state assistance
to students attending independent institutions is "tuition equalization
plans”, which comes under the more general heading of "student assistance",
No less than seven states have tuition equalization Plans ‘typically named as
Such?!  Alaska, Iowa, Michigan, New Jersey, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin.
Furthermore, at least six additional States are actively considering or
formally Proposing similar plans: Arizona, Flordda, Indiana, Kentucky,
North Dakota, and Soutl bakota. Oregen had a tuition equalization program,
whicli has now been converted to a program of direct assistance. Tuition
equalization is obviously a "hot" 1ssue and growing in importance around
the country.

All of this fimly implants the realization that the individual states
AEC one of the.most important patrons of higher education, private as
weh} as public. .
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CHAPTLR V

UTILIZATION Oi CALIFORHIA'S INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

~ Chapter 1L of this report documents the present ways the independent
institutions are being utilized. The question remains:° are these in-
stitutions being fully utilized? If not, what might be dona to encourage
greater utilization of the capacities and resources of the independent
colleges and universities?

The answer to this question is obvious. The independent institutions
certainly could be more fully utilized. Many of them could, and would,
accommodate morc students. There could be greater freedom of choice for
students among all the state's colleges and universities, and there could
be yet greater diversity of type, function, and philosophy among the edu-
cational ortions available to students., Furthermore, there is the
possibility, some would say probability, that the state could effect some
economies in its overall expenditures for higher education by increasing

_AMe utilization of California's independent colleges and universities.
e . .
Space Available and Anticipated

The major problem, as well as the most dramatic success, of American
higher education since WOrld War 11 has been coping with numbers. The
grcatnessu?hat any state's system of higher education, that any college
or unlver51¢& president, might achieve 1. this cra was often due to the
size of the numbers and/or the success in coping with greatly inflated
enrollments. This post-war era has resulted in something which might
be called a "growth psychology". New programs new faculty, mew campuses, and
new kinds of students served all depend upon growth. To add without sub-
tracting, expansion is necessary. The only decline in enrollments ‘in
California since World War II occured after the flood of World War II
veterans began to ebb at the onset of the Korean conflict in early 1950.
Since 1950 and 1951 growth has been the norm for all segments of California
h}gher education.

Despite their growth in enrollment, California's independent colleges
and universities, have always Lad, and have now, the capacity to accommodate
additional students. In 1954, R, J. Wig, the<Chairman of the Board of
Trustees at Pomona College and one of the "founding fathers" of both the
ALCCU and the State Scholarship Programs, sent a questionnaire to the
twenty-six accredited private institutions to ask how many more students
they could accommodate. (Wig at that time was *rying to make the case
tor a State Schiolarship Program usable at the state's irdependent in-
stitutions.) All twenty-six institutions responded, and, combining under-
graduate and graduate enrollments, their aggregate answers indicated that
8,706 more students could be accommodated; 13,126 more could be accommodated
with small changes to facilities; and 19,276 more if a program of state
scholarships were usable at private colleges and universities.

During March of 1972, the AICCU conducted a survey of its member
institutions similar to the questionnaire of R. J. Wig eighteen years ago.
. } "
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'The AICCU survey asked for the number of full-time lower division, upper
division, and full-time graduate students each institution could and
would accommodate in the Fall of 1974 compared to Fall enrollment of
1971. These estimates were based on the following five assumptions:2

1. That there will be no change in institutional policy
concerning ultimate total enrollment.

That any additicnal enrollment ‘will be distributed
among najors and degree programs in pretty much the
same pattern that now exists.

That physical facilities will not be increased beyond
present plans for physical expansion by Full of 1974.

.  That the additional enrollment could he accommodated (\_o
without any increase in the institutional student ai
budget. K ;

That any new state program to stimulate enrollment in
independent institutions (voucher-type programs, ex-
pansion of State Scholarship program, etc.) would be
enacted by July of 1973 to become effective by January
of 1974. Y

L
The results of this AICCU questionnaire in March of 1972 generated
the data in Table 27. The space available is shown by the AICCU groupings
which are named in Table 11 on Page 23.

-

TABLE 27

ADDITIONAL SPACE FOR FULL-TIME STUDENTS
Additional Space Available in Fall 1974
(Difference Between Fall 1971 Enroliment and
Space Available in Fall 1974)

“Space for Space for Space for Total
Addi tional Addi tional Additional Space for
Lower Division Upper Division Graduate Aaditional
AICCU Groups Students Students Students - Students

Group 1 600 " 950 2,182 3,732
Group 11 1,750 1,900 1,070 4,720
Group 111 275 255 20 620
Group 1V 1,275 1,135 - 355 2,765
Group V 1,050 975 250 2,275

. Group VI * _1,005 _1,402 370 2,117

Total Groups 5,955 6,617 T 4,317 16,889

P

-Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent California Colleges
and Universities, prepared by The AICCU Research Foundation, August 1972
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Given the five assumptions on which these estimates were made, it
would appear that the independent institutions could accommodate 17,000
more students by the Fall of 1974. Man: of “hese places are at non-
residential institutions such as West Coast Univer=zity, but all six of
the AICCU groups of imstitutiors indicate that they could accommodate
significant numbers of students. |, !

'whenevgg’private institutions in California, Illinois, New York or
elsewhére talk about "space available" for additional students, there
are occasionally some unasked questions. What, for example, happens to
those students who apply for admission but who are rejected? what is
the relationship of "space available" to number of applications rejected
at each specific institution? Are we only considering the kind of stu-
dents these colleges would like to enroll? While all AICCU groups in-
dicate they have space available, obviously some institutions are more
eager and able to expand than others. 'This leaves the dilemma that many
of the institutions most anxious to attract more students, are the ones
which are least selective and reject the smallest petcentage of appli-
cants for admission.

Decline in Admissions Applications

Another measure of the less than maximum utilization of California's
independent colleges and universities, is the current decline in admissions
applications. This fact has obvious and important implications for the
future. It must be stressed here that private higher education in Cali-
fornia, as elsewhere, does not exist in a vacuum. Admission$s applications
nationally are leveling off, and applications to a numberof the public
four-year campuses in California for the Fall of 1972 have also declined.
So this situation is not unique to either California or California's in-
dependent colleges and universities. wWhat is important is that all AICCU
groups of institutions have suffered declines in freshman appliczszns
from 4.0% to 24.0% and declines in transfer applications from 0.6% to
39.7%. Overall, there was a decline of 8.5% i1 freshman applications and
5.2% in transfer applications from April of 1971 to April of 1972. These
data are reflected in Table 28.

-




TABLE 28 )

DECLINE IN FRESHMAN AND TRANSFER APPLICATIONS
(FROM APRIL 1971 TO APRIL 1972)

DECLINE APPLICATIONS

Freshman % of
: Applications Change
, 4/71 4/72 71 to 72
' Group 1 14,813 14,073 -5.0
Group II 9,305 8,888 -4.5
Group 111 8,913 7.641 -14.3 }
Group IV 3,746 3,442 -8.1
Group V 2,609 1,982 -24.0
Group VI 1,609 1,500 -6.8
Total Groups 40,995 37,526 -8.5
¢ TRANSFER APPLICATIONS
Transfer % of
Applications Change
4771 4772 71 to 72
Group I 5,587 4,698 -15.9
! Group 11 2,510 2,739 9.1
Group II1I 1,258 1,250 - -0.6
Group IV 1,255 1,202 -4.2
Group V 461 278 -39.7
Group VI o 1,254 1,515 -20.8
Total Groups 12,325 11,682 -5.2

™

Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent Colleges and

Universities, August 1972, p. 53.
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In addition to these decline: in applications for admission, twelv.
AICCU institutions experienced a decline in full-time undergraduate stu-
dents. The effects of declines in admissions applications, or evean en-
rollment of new students, are slow to be seen because larger classes of
upperclassmen can cause total enrollment to remain constant, or even in-
crease, while the number of new freshmen declines. Even so, thése trends
will soon become ~pparent.

A partial AICCU survey in the Spring of 1971 indicated that an/éhat
time applications were 5% below those ol the Spring of. 1970. The ad-
missions officers of the private colleges and universities offer a number
of reasons for the current year's decline, which are some of the same
réasons being discugsed around the .nation: more students heading for
lower cost public institutions, particularly no-tuition community colleges-
many students, particularly middle class, opting to defer entering college
at all; and less students filing multiple applications because of greater
certainty of admission. :

From the point of view of independent institutions, costs to the stu-
dents appear to be the biggest factor in these drops in applications, as
the "tuition gap” between public and private institutions continues to
widen. Yet other reasons exist. Many students today seek larger in-
stitutions with a wide variety of academic programs and, presumably, a
more heterogeneous student body. Another unspoken reason is the in-
creasing quality of many of the public four-year institutions and the
increasing academic respectability of community colleges.

Quality of California's Independeqj: Colleges and Universities

If one accepts the supposition that both the individual and society
benetit by higher education, then utilization must not only be measured
by the numbers of students served but also by the quality of that ~du-
cation. (Quality in higher education, like othet subjective features of
American life, is not-easy to evaluate. As yet no one has been able to
define satisfactorily, much less quantify in absolute terms, those
elusive characteristics which determine the strengths or weaknesses of
a college or university. The quality of a particular student's education
or a particular institution’'s educational programs becomes a curious
blend of the 'quality" of faculty, students, educational resources, and
the specific mission, philosophy, or sense of purpose of the institution
itself.

Most four-year colleges and universities in California are "accredited"
by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges, but the various
regional accrediting associat ons have been unable to agree on specific
criteria of quality. Variations between associations as well as within
regions in terms of the ranges in quality acceptable for "accreditation"
attest to this fact. Yet institutions, like individuals, clearly do
have reputations, whether or not they are justified in fact. Some in-
stitutions are thought of as "rtrong” while others are "weak, some are
"adequate" and others "less than adequate”, )
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Should the state be concerned about.the "quality" of California's
independent higher education? Both the Illinois Commission to Study
jon-Public digher Education and the Select Committee on the Future of
Private and Independent Higher Education in New York conclude indepen-
dently that the state must be concerned with the quality of its private
colleges and universities. The forms of this concern vary, and no state
would probably accept the notion that any private college or university
should be kept alive regardless of the cost to the state. . Nevertheless,
if states, including California, are concerned about more fully utilizing
independent colleges and universities, the state should be alse concerned
about the quality of these institutions and the ed:cation which tney
provide.

A thorough examination of the quality of California's independent
colleges and universities, even if “thoroughness" were-possible, would
itself take a separate study far longer than this ohe. Even so, some of
the more frequently agreed upon elements of quality are: 1) the quality

‘of faculty; 2) the quality of students, and 3) the quality and quantity

of educational resources available. The Illinois Commission, for example,
developed seventeen quantifiable measures of quali:y, many of which are
almost hackneyed, sich as "library books per student" and "percent of
faculty with earned doctorate". Salaries of faculty at all ranks were
considered important, as were faculty-student ratios. Student "quality"
almost always falls back on standardized test scores, which have limited
usefulness in determining institutionaf~'quality". One couid also con-
sider the number of State Scholarship winners electing to attend a par-
ticular institution. (Illinois has both Scholarships and Grants, and
both programs were included as measures of quality.) “Selectivity of
admission, that is the percent of applicants offered admission, is
another measure.  However, it is well known that a great deal of "self
selection" is done by the applicants themselves, so that those institu-
tions which admit a relatively low percentage of their applicants do not
necessarily end up with students of higher acaldemic ability tnan some
institutions which admit a higher percentage of their applicants.

"Educational resources" almost defies qualification. One can, and
usually does, talk about "library books per student", and what might be
more useful would be "library expenditures per student". Educators
would also like to think that the "quality" of administrative officers
is also important and that the imagination, resourcefulness, and vision
of an institution are also "edncational resources".

The following Tables 29 and 30 show in very condensed forms some of
these measures for some of California's independent colleges and univer-
sities. Tabl. 29 lists nine different, quantifiable, characteristics for
faculty and students in many of California's independent instituticns.
Table 30 is the ALCCU Administrative Salary Survey for 1971-72. Any in-
ferences about institutional quality should be made with great caution
and considerable skepticism. Many capable faculty at many of California's
institutions could earn more money e¢lsewhere, but they have a dedication
to a particular institution, its mission, and its students. Similarly,
many institutions with relatively low "admissions selectivity" and

/

/
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standardized student ability measures may well be providing a "better"
and more meaningful education. and indeed 4 greater public service, than
some institutions with higher faculty salaries, higher admissions selec-

tivity, and higher student academic ability,

FACULTY AND STUDENT MEASURES IN CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

Biola College
Calif. Baptist
Cal Tech
Chapman College
Claremont Men's
Claremont U.
Center
Golden Gate
Harvey Mudd
Immaculate Heart
La Verne College
Lone Mountain*
Loyola
Marymount
Menlo Col lege
Mills College
Mt. St. Mary's*
Northrop Inst.
Occidental
Pacific College
Pasadena College
Pitzer College
Pomona College
St.Mary's
College*
Scripps College
Stanford
uop
Redlands
San Diego
San Francisco*
Santa Clara*
uUsc .
Westmdnt
Whittier

TABLE 29

FACULTY

1971-72 Faculty Salaries

Assoc. Asst.
Prof. Prof. Prof. Inst,
14,5 12,6 10,5 9,4
1,7 10,2 - -
27,0 17,3 14,5 11,3
18,6 135 11,1 1004
21,5 15,8 13,4 11,5
25,7 19,8 - -

- 14,0 11,6 -
21,6 16,0 12,9 -
16,6 13,8 11,4 9,7
15,3 12,9 11,2 -
15,3 - 10,5 9,1
19,4 14,7 11.6 10,1

- - 10,7 9,0
20,5 15,7 13,6 10,7
15,0 - 10,6 9,1
21,0 16,6 12,6 11,4
13,9 10,6 9,8 7,6
20,3 15,3 12,4 -
22,4 17,1 13,2 12,0
20,4 16,0 12,3 10,4
20,6 15,2 12,7 -
26,4 18, 14,7 10,4
19,0 1549 13,5 11,0
20,2 ,0 12,5 10,1
15,5 13,3 11,0 9,2
20,8 16,0 12,8 10,7
21,1 16,7 13,7 -
22,3 17,0 14,0 11,4
16,1 13,8 11,5 -
20, 16,6 13,3 11,3

STUDENTS
% Appli-
% With cants
Doc tor- Mean SAT Admi tted
ate Verbal Math Men Women
42% 518 511 - -
247 468 467 80% 80%
94% 696 763  28% 51%
50% 480 475 - -
90+% - - 60% -
11% - - 66% 62%
100% - - 46% 51%
47% 618 608 40% 43%
47% - - - -
36% 481 460 - -
63% 520 565 82% 57%
31% 516 487 - 487
7% 487 525 38% 63%
65% 561 525 - -
35% 507 506 - -
25% 471 587 20% 66%
70% 623 641 58% 51%
50% 454 436 80% 89%
25% - - 87% 68%
45% 593 567 66% 73%
89% 646 645 46% 31%
58% 572 543 66% 78%
67% 602 562 - 57%
90+% - - 26% 28%
62% 508 520 73% 86%
70% 580 600 69% 63%
60% 503 497 61% 73%
38% 491 515 82% 86%
62% 540 572 75% 74%
89% 545 568 78% 78%
53% 527 538 92% 91%
60% 500 514 73% 94%
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TABLE 29 X(CONTINUED)

J
FACULTY STUDENTS
. % Appli-
1971-72 Faculty - e. % With cants .
' Assoc. Asst. Doctor- Mean SAT Admitted
Prof. Prof. Prof. Inst. ate _ Verbal Math Men Women
CLieL Ltate 19,4 14,8 12,2 10,4  Approx -
e Laipuses to to to to 60%
et uf G4l -
ey 20,2 15,4 12,8 11,3 \
.2 brancisco 500 . 510
Stanislaus 480 520
vaL of caifl 23,5 15,8 12,8 - 9,1 90+%
(et Tarpuses)
PEVERR : 541 580
irvine ; 560 600

Santa Crué\\ 620 610

*selary Data ar;\for lay faculty onl .

suurce of Bata: Faculty salaries, The Chronicle of Higher Education,

Volume VI, Number 3T, May 8, 1972.

Percent of Faculty with Doctorate: AICCU Counselors
Guiae, 197i. :

Mean SAT.Verbal and Math Scores: AICCU publication,
What's the Story? Independent Colleges and Universities
of California, 1971

Percent of Men and Women Applicants Admitted: Data sup-
plied to the College Entrance Examination Board for use
1n CEEB College Handbook and to any student using the

> CEEB College Locater Service.
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Even from this limited data in Tables 29 and 30, it becomes obvious
that much support of California independent higher education is through
underpaid faculty. It also becomes clear that many of these institutions
could be more fully utilized if they had the resources to strengthen their
taculty on one hand and pay what the most qualified and capable deserve on
the other.,  Except for the extremely limited data on faculty salaries for
the University of California, the California State University and Colleges.
and student test score data on a few of the public campuses, there is no
ef fort here to compare directly, or even indirectly, the "quality" of Cali-
fornia's independent colleges and universities with the four-year institu-
tions in California's public sectors. Obviously a few of the independent
institutions do provide faculty salaries which compare favorably with those
of the University of California. Many others compare more closely with
those ot the California State Universities, aud a few are below either of
the four-year public segments. i )

There is increasing evidence that admissions standards and qualjty
of students may decline at high-tuition private colleges. Humphrey Boermann
in his research has pointed out that even nationally there are actually
very few students academically talented enough and rich encugh to afford
the high-cost private institutions. The‘choiczg—éppear to be massive
student aid programs for the not-so-rich or lessening admissions "stand-
ards" for the not-so-bright who can still afford the tuition.3

Cost Differentials Between Public and Private

Many of California's independent colleges and universities believe
the primary cause of their current financial crisis is high tuition. The
AICCU believes that "most independent colleges have raised tuition too
high too fast", and "as a result, applications from prospective students
have dropped off and enrollment of new students has leveled off or declined".
The second problem, in the view of these independent institutions is that
"tuition is too high both in absolute terms and in relation to student
charges in public institutions. The dollar gap between student charges
in independent and puhblic institutions has grown' to unmanageable size".4

What are the cost diff rentials between California's public and pri-
vate colleges and universiities? The AICCU is fond of speaking about the
"tuition gap", but to speak only about the differences in tuition charges
. exaggerates the differences in the total cost to the student and/or his
parents.

The differences in tuition charges must also be considered with dif-
ferences in total student budgets. The following Table 31 shows tuition
and fees, estimates of resident and commuter board and room, and estimated
total resident and community student budgets for the 1972-73 academic year.
These arc the data as reported to the College Scholarship Service, which
then serve as a basis for determining financial need and financial aid
awards. All California independent institutions listed with CSS are con-
tained in this Table as well as the mean charges for the three public
segments and the resulting differences in mean charges between the Cali-
fornia independent institutions and the three public segments.

L)
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TABLE 31

CALIFORNIA COLLEGES AND 'NIVERSITIES
STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGETS FOR 1972-73

Tuition Resident Commuter Total Total Out of
and Room and Room and Resident Commuter State
Fees __Poard -Board Budget =~ Budget Charge

Antioch College- -

San Francisco - - $2,160 - $5,450
Armstrong College  $1,053 $1,125 1,125 $2,508 2,598
Art Center Coll. .

of Design 3,000 1,800 900 6,000 5,475
Azusa Pacific Coll. 1,600 1,038 400 3,388 2,500
Bethany College 1,400 1,000 500 2,800 2,500
Biola College 1,600 975 550 3,025 2,900
Calif. Baptist

College 1,272 930 930 2,852 3,052
Calif. Christian

College . 530 774 1,800 1,654 2,780
Calif. Coll. of

Arts & Crafts 1,800 1,450 1,450 4,000 4,000
Calif. Coll. of

Podiatric Med. 2,022 2,400 2,400 5,622 5,622
Calif. Inst. of

Technology - 2,850 1,300 720 4,700 4,170
Calif. Inst. of

the Arts 2,500 1,500 900 5,000 4,300
Calif. Lutheran ‘

College 2,023 950 900 3,573 4,023
Calif. Sch. of

Prof. Psych. - -
Chapman College 1,924 1,000
Claremont Men's

College 2,618 1,280 4,399 -
College of Notre

Dame . 1,500 1,200 3,400 3,100
College of the Holy

Names 1,550 1,214 3,514 3,025
Dominican Coll. of

San Rafael 1,600 1,250 3,450 3,450
Golden Gate Coll. 1,012 1,313 3,450 3,502
Heald Business Coll. - : - - 2,800
Immaculate Heart

College 2,025 1,250 3,850 2,950
La Verne College 1,935 980 3,215 2,915
Linda Vista Baptist

Bible College 633 . 880 - 1,613 1,284
Lowa Linda Univ. 1,742 1,020 3,400 3,400
Lone Mountain Coll. 1,500 1,230 3,280 2,725

6,050

2,300 -
- 3,500 2,95-
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TABLE 31 (CONTINUED)

Tuition Resident Commuter Total Total Out of
and Room and  Room and Resident Commuter State
Fees Board Board Budget Budget Charge
Los Angeles Baptist

College $1,100 $ 880 $ 880 $2,455 $2,555 -
Loyola Univ.-L.A. 1,920 1,190 - 3,710 3,020 -
Marymount Coll.-

Palos Verdes 1,560 1,450 1,000 3,500 3,170 -
Marymount Coll.-

Los Angeles 1,815 1,140 1,140 3,360 3,760 -
Mills College 2,295 1,590 - 4,435 - -
Monterey Inst. of

Foreign Studies - - 2,005 - 4,950 -
Maynt St. Mary's

College 1,500 1,250 900 3,200 2,850 -
Northrep Inst. of

Technclogy 1,655 1,251 900 3,356 3,355 -
Occidental College 2,460 1,310 410 4,270 3,670 -
Otis Art Inst. - - 1,630 - 3,590 -
Pacific Christian

College - 950 870 500 2,470 2,700 -
Pacific College 1,435 1,000 1,050 2,¢ 3,070 -
Pacific Union Coll. 1,740 90 650 2,95 2,950 -
Pasadera College 1,780 900 900 2,930 3,230 -
Pepperdine Unijv. 2,176 1,150 - 3,626 2,676 -
Pitzer College 2,655 1,400 1,050 4,705 4,405 -
Pomona Cqdlege 2,714 1,400 1,400 4,614 4,614 -
Riverside Univ. 1,300 900 900 2,650 2,950 -
San Francisco Art .

Inst 1,540 1,300 1,200 3,440 3,440 -
San Fran. Conser- -

vatory of Music 1,845 1,200 900 3,645 3,345 -
Scripps College 2,510 1,400 - 4,410 - -
Simpson College 1,245 970 1,500 2,615 3,345 -
Skadron Coll. of

Business - 1,440 1,080 1,440 1,340 -
So. Calif. Coll. 1,245 990 - 2,800 2,300 -
So. Western School

of Law 1,350 2,000 2,000 3,950 4,350
St. Johns College 740 700 - 1,590 - -
St. Mary's Coll. of

Calif. 1,940 1,115 - 3,555 2,840 -
Stanford Univ. 2,610 1,295 - 4,405 - -
U.S. Int'l Univ. 2,214 1.200 675 4,064 3,664 -
Univ. of Redlands 2,350 1,150 1,050 4,000 4,200 -
Univ. of San Diego 1,760 1,400 900 3,660 3,560 -
Univ. Santa Clara 2,070 1,242 742 3,962 3,462 -
Univ. of So. Calif. 2,515 1,250 900 4,315 4,315 -
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TABLE 31 {CONTD)
Tuition Resident Commute? Toiall Total OQut of
and Room and Room and Resident Commuter State
Fees Board- Board Budget Budget Charge
Univ. of the,

Pacific $2,610 $1,320 $ 600 $4,530 $4,010 -
Western States .

Coll. of Eng. 725 1,200 . 1,200 2,425 2,425 -
Westmont College 2,100 1,050 600 - 3,650 . 3,000 -
Whittier College 2,230 1,000 900 3,780 3,780 -
Mean Charges:

Independent N

Institutions $1,796 $1,202 $1,019 $3,510 $3,421 -

Univ. of Calif. 649° 1,399 989 2,795 2,276  $%,500

Calif. State Univ.

&-Colleges 216 1,187 733 2,103 1,809 1,024

Calif. Community

Colleges 20 1,039 889 1,733~ 1,721 748
Dif ference Between:

Independents & :

Univ. of Calif. $1,146 $ 197 $ 30 $ 715 $1,145 -

Independents &

State Univ. 1,579 15 286 1.407 1,714 -

Independents &

Community Coll. 1,776 163 129 1,777 1,670 -

Source of Data: Student Expense Budgets of Colleges and Universities for

1972-73 Academic Year, College Scholarship Service of the Coliege Entrance

Examination Board, New York, March 1972.
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From Table 31 it appéars that the mean
seven independent institutions in California
fornia is $},146 and the California State Uni
But the mean difference in total resident bud
stitutions and UC is only $715 and with csuc,
tuition and fees for 1972-73 at these same fif
stitutions is 91,796, in cortrast to $649 at the nine campuses of the
University of California and the mean fee charge of $216 at the nineteen
campuses of the California State Universities and Colleges.

"tuition gap" between fifty-
and the Un iversity of Cali-
versity and Colleges is §1,579,
gets between independent in-
$1,407. The mean charge for
ty-seven independent in-

It should be pointed out here-that independent institutions have
reason to be conservative in their estimates of resident or commuter
board and room; whereas the low-tuition public institutions have reason
thQe liberal in these same estimates, The private imstitutions want
thelr total budget to be as low as possible but still realistic. The
Public institutions make more liberal estimates of resident board and
room plus miscelianeous expenses -in order to make financial aid applicants
eligible for as large an amount of financial aid as possible,

The AICCU has chosen to compute’ the
by using “the average tuition and fee char
institutions enrolling the largest number
aad the average student charges (tuition
©f California and the California State Universities and Colleges. For
1972-73, the AICCU estimates that the average tuition and fees for those
twenty independent institutions is $2,279, which contrasts with the mean

tuition and fees of $1,796 for fifty-seven independent.institutions for
the same year.

"dollar gap" or the-"tuition gap"
ges for the twenty independent

of State Scholarship winners
and/or fees) at the University

Nevertheless, the AICCU asserts that "the dollar gap between student
charges in independent institutions and four-year public institutions has
increased by $1,332 during the last 16 years. In 1956 the dif ference was
$346. In 1972 it is $1,878. 1In the Fall of 1973 it is likely to be $2,000".5

The graph in Figure 1 depicts this' increase in the
1956-57 to 1972-73.

in Figure 1
ship award

"dollar gap" from
The data in Table 32 provide the basis for the graph
» and the data in Table 33 show how the average State Scholar-
has not kept pace with increases in tuition and fees, at least
at those 20 institutions receiving the most State Scholarships.
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y TABLE 32 '

DOLLAR %AP BETWEEN STUDENT CHARGES IN
PUBLIC AND INDEPENDENT COLLEGES ‘
Gap Between Inde-

) pendent Colleges
Average Tuition & Average Fees at and 7-Year Public

Fees in Independent 4-Year Pubtic  Institution Student
Colleges* - Institutions** Charges

-~

1956-57 $ 620 $ 74 $ .546
1961-62 989 120 - 869
1966-67 1,390 174 1,216
1967-68 1,490 : 183 . 1,307
1968-69 1,629 232 1,397
1969-70 1,758 YY) 1,516
1970-71 1,957 321 . 1,636
1971-72 ‘ 2,133 ~ 400 1,733
1972-73 (Est.) 2,219 . - 401 , 1,878

*Average student charges at 20 AICCU institutions with largest number of
State Scholarship students. Median student charge for all AICCU in-
stitutions is estimated to be about $100 less.

**Average of University of California and State University and Colleges -
student charges.

A
Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile., Independent Colleges and
Universities, August 1972, p. 60. :




TABLE 33

STATE SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS AND AVERAGE
TUITION AND FEE CHARGE IN 20 INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS WITH THE LARGEST NUMBER OF

SCHOLARSHIP AWARD WINNERS

Average Amount of Percentage of
State Scholarship Average Tuition & Tuition & Fee
Grant to Student Fee Charge in the Covered by

in Indep. Instit. 20 Institutions Scholarship Grant

1956-57 ° 582 620 93.9

1961-62 773 989 78.2
. »
1966-67 1,117 1,390 © 80.4

1967-68 1,132 1,490 76.0
'19587§9 1,211 1,630 74.3
/| : )
1969-70 1,462 1,758 83.2

_ lgldiél - 1,470 1,907 77.1

~

N
1971-72/ 1,491 2,133 69.9

, |
1972-73 - 1,641 (Est.) 2,280 72.01 (Est.)

»

Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent Colleges and
Universities, August 1972, p. 60. o
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Why should the state be concerned about the high tuitions and costs
of the independent institutions? First of all, the high costs limit the
choice of institutions for an increasing number of sfudents by financial
rather than educational or academic reasons. Sacondly, the total system
of highe# education in California seems rather delicate,”and differences
in costs, even where the difference is a matter of a few hundred dollars,
can shift students from one institution or segment to another. Without
question the high costs of the independent institutions are diverting
more students to lower cost, and in some cases higher quality, public
institutions with a net increase in the cost to the state.

It is possible to narrow, if nbt close,/the "tuition gap" and to
narrow the cost differentials betwee i¢ and private institutions.
Some options are discussed in Chapter : this report, along with some
of the educational and political advantages and disadvantages of each.

Ability of Students and Their Parents to Meet the Costs

Ability to pay and willingness to pay are obviously different, often
vastly different, questions or assumptions. However, ability to pay lends
itself to reasonably objective assessment, whereas willingness to pay
does not. Ability to pay, particularly for undergraduate education at
private colleges and universities, largely depends upon the income level
of the student's parents and the resulting ability to contribute to the
educational expenses of their son or daughter.

During 1972 .the College Entrance Examination Board conducted a massive
California Student Resource Survey for the California State Scholarship and
Loan Commissicn. Over 160,000 students from all four segments of higher
education in California provided extensive data about themselves and their
families, their educational plans, and how they finance their education.

- This detailed report will be issued shortly by the Scholarship Commission,
and most of the Survey's findings bear more directly on the issue of
financing higher education in California. Another paper for the Joint
Committee on the Master Plan is devoted specifically to that topic, and
the writers of that paper also have data from the CEEB conducted survey.

The following Table 34 shows the Average Family Income by segment of
higher education in California as reported by the 160,000 students in the
1972 Student Resource Survey. The median 1971 income of the parents or
legal guardians of students in the total sample ranged from $12,000 to
$14,999. The Average Family Income for the students from independent

1nstitutions providing data for the Student Resource Survey for 1971 was °
$15,650. )




TABLE 34

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME FOR 1971 BY SEGMENT
OF CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION

-

Segment . Average Family Income

Independent Colleges & Universities $15,650
University of California 15,160
California State Univ. & Colleges 12,330

Calffornia Community Colleges 11,420

Source of Data: California Student Resource Survey 1972, draft copy,
provided by Arthur S: Marmaduke, Director, State Scholarship and Loan
Comission, September 28, 1972.

What does family income mean in terms of ability dQ pay? What is a
reasonable expectation for a student's education at a California indepen-
dent college or university with an average family income of $15,650?

The College Scholarship Service (CSS) of the College Entrance Exam-
ination Board (CEEB) provides the financial need analysis service which
the California State Scholarship and Loan Comnission, as well as most of
California's colleges and universities, utilize in determining a scholar-
ship applicant's need for financial aid. The Ccllege Scholarship Service
has elaborate, equitable, and reasonable means of determining what re-
Sources a student and his or her family can be reasonably expected to
provide for his or her higher education. There are also a number of
assumptions made in determining need. For example, men aré expected to
contribute $400 and women $300 in prefreshman summer earnings for h#s or
her total educational expenses the subsequent acadenmic year. Yor families,
with exception of those with considerable savings or other assets, the
large parental contribution is typically from income. Table 35, from the
College Scholarship Service Manual for Financial Aid Officers (1971 Re-
vision), shows what CSS expects parents to be able to contribute from net
income, before federal tax, where there are no financial complications
requiring special allowances against income,




TABLE 35 .
PARENTS' ABILITY TO PAY FROM INCOME BY SIZE OF FAMILY

Table A  Note: Use this tabte only when there are no financial complications requiring
specta! Bllowances against income When there are such complicztions use Table E.

Total parents’ contribution from net income by size of family*

Net income Number of dependent children
(before
federal tax® 1 2 3

$ 185582124 $—500 $--500
215- 2374 —500 500
2375- 2625 -500  --S00
2,625~ 2874 —S00 —S00

2875- 3124 -500  --500
315 3374 —430  —500
3375~ 3624 —410 500
3625 3374 -340 —470

3875- 4124 270 420
4125- 4374 --200 360
4375- 4624 —130  —300
465" 4874 -60 —240

487~ 5124 —180
S,125- 5374 0 —120
© 5375~ 524 40 60
S635- 5174 210

5,875 6,124 20 50
6,15~ 6374 350
6,375- 6623 410
6,625 6874 480

6,875- 7,124 550 -50
7,15~ 7,374 620 -10
7,375~ 7,624 690 30 -30
7,625~ 7874 750 230 80

7.875- 8124 820 280 120 50
8,125- 8374 890 560 33 90
8,375- 8624 950 370 130
8,625- 85374 1,020 680 420 260 180

8875- 9124 1080 470 300 20
915 9374 1130 790 520 260
9,375~ 90, 1,180 570 390 310
9625 9874 1240 900 620 430 350

9,875- 10,124 1,290 960 660 480 390

10,125- 1037 1,350 1,020 710 520 430 350

10,375~ 19,124 1,410 1,070 760 570 460\ 390 240
10,625—’ 10,974 1,470 1,120 810 610 520/ 430 280

* The hgures zisen for expected parents’ contrrbution are salues at the m{dpmn( of the ranges of "net” income. ""Net” income in all the
tables in Appeadic B s detined by the o« as wta? tanuly income minus unreimbursed business expenses but Lefore federal 1ax.

The minus supn iciore o ligure i ttes a “negitive contrrbution” (ser Chapier 23 tor eaphination).

Contributions are byre an the 1972 tax tanle tor parents who ile a joint retuss.
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TABLE 35 {CONTD)

Ta.ble A (continucd)

Total parents’ contribution from net income by size of family

Net income Number of dependent children
(before
federal tax) 1 2 3 4

$10,575 $11,124 $1.530 $ 0 8650
11,125- 11,374 1,59 1,230 900 700
11,375- 11,624 - 1,660 1,280 959 740
11,625- 11,874 1,730 l,000/ 790

11,875- 12,124 1,800 1,400 1,050 830
12,125- 12,374 / 1870 1,100 870
12375- 12624 /1940 - L1860 920
12,625- 12,874 2,020 1,210 9650

12,875- 13,124 2,100 1,260
13125 13,374 2,180 1,320 - 1050
13,3755~ 13624 2,260 1,380
13,625 13,874 2,350 1,440

13575 14,124 2,440 1490 .
14,125- 14,374 2540 1550
14,375- 14,624 2,630 1,620
14,625~ 14874 2,720 1,650

14,875~ 15,124 2810 1,750
15,125- 15,371 2,920 1,820
15,375- 15,624 3,030 1,880

1565- 15,874 3,140 1950
AICCU average
15875~ 16,124 3240 2,030

16,125- 16,374 3,350 2110
16,375~ 16,624 3,450 2,19
16,625- 16,874 3,595 2270

16,875- 17,124 3,660 2,350
17,125- 17,374 3,760 2440
17,375- 17,624 3,860 2,530
17,625~ 17,874 3,970 2,620

17,875~ 18,124 4,070 2,710
18,125 - 18,374 4,170 2,800
18,375- 14,624 4,280 2,900
18,625- 18,874 4,3%0 3010

18.875- 19,124 4,480 3,110
19,125- 19,371 4590 : 3210
19,375- 1964 4,09 3320
19,625- 19874 4,790 3420

19.875- 20,124 459 3520
20,125~ 20,374 5,000 3,630
20,375- 20,624 500" 37

20,625~ 20,874 5,190 3,830
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TABLE 35 (CONTD)

Number of dependent children

! 2 3 4 5 6 . 7 8 9 10

G20 G $3930 $3370  $3060 - $2760 $2580  $2420  $2330  $22'0
510 472 1,040 3470 3,170 2,860 2,660 2,500 2,420 2,290
$.440 1,820 $149 3,580 3,270 2960 2750 - 259 2510 2,380
557 4920 4,240 3,680 3370 3,060 2,850 2,680 2,600 2470
) 5020 4340 3,780 3480 3170 2950 2,770 2,690 2,560
<=0 5,120 4440 3,880 3580 3270 3,050 2,870 2,780 2,650
5,290 5220 4540 3,980 3,680 3370 3,160 2970 2,880 2,740
5,9% 5310 4,640 4,080 3,790 3480 3,260 3,080 2,980 2,840
£.0%0 5410 4730 4,180 3,890 3580 3,360 3,180 3,080 2,940
610 5.510 4830 4,280 3990 3680 . 3470 3,280 3,190 3,050
62N 5610 4930 4380 4,09 3780 3570 339 3,20 3,150
6,340 5,710 5,030 4,480 4,180 3880 3670 3,490 3,3% 3,250
£, %0 5,810 5,130 4,580 4,280 3980 3,770 3590 3,500 3,360
5.5M) 5910 5,230 4,680 4380 4,080 -3,8%0 3,690 3,600 3,460
nE70 6010 5330 4,780 4,480 4180 . 3980 - 3800 3,700 3560
6,760 6,110 5,430 4870 4580 4280 4,080 3,900 3,810 3670
6 %0 6200 5530 4970 4,680 4,380 4,180 4,000 3910 3770
£.5%50 6,29 5,630 5,070 4,780 4,480 4,270 4,100 4,010 3,870
=0 6,39 5,720 5,170 4,880 4580 4,370 4200 4120 3,980
7140 6,480 5,820 5,270 4980 4,680 4470 4,300 4220 4,080
7.2 6,580 5910 5370 5,080 4780 4570 4,400 4320 4,180
7320 6670 6,010 5,470 510 4870 4670 4500 4420 4280
7420 6,760 6,100 5,560 5270 4970 4770 4,600 4,520 4,390
7510 6,860 6,19 5,650 5,370 5,070 4870 4,700 4610 4,490
7000 6,950 6,290 5,750 5470 . 5170 4970 43800 4710 4580
7300 7,040 6,380 5,840 5,568 5,270 5,070 4900 4,810 4,630
7590 7,140 6,470 5930 5,660 5,370 5,170 4,990 4910 4,780
780 7,230 6,570 6,030 5,750 5470 5,260 5,090 5,010 4,880
T 7.320 2z 6,120 5,840 5560 5,360 5,190 5,110 4980
S 07 7420 750 6220 5,940 5,650 5,460 5,290 5,210 5,080
T 7510 6.950 6,310 6,030 5,750 5,560 5,390 5,310 5,180
3,240 7,600 6,940 6,400 6,120 5,840 5,650 549 - 5410 5,280
5330 7690 7,030 6,500 6220 5930 5740  55% 5510 5,380
- 30 7750 7.130 6,5% 6,310 6,030 5,840 5,680 5,600. 5,480
<510 7870 7,220 6680 6,400 6.120 5930 5780 5,700 5,570
) 7.960 7,310 6,780 6,500 6,210 6,020 5,870 3,800 5,670

Suurce of Data: Manual for Financial Aid Officers, 1971, Revision, College
Scholarship Service, College Entrance kxamination Board,. 1971, Table "A",
pp. B-1, 5-4, B-5.
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From the previous CSS table, a family with a net income before taxes
of $15,650, the average for students in California independent colleges
and universities in the 1972 Student Resource Survey, should be able to
contribute $3,140 towards higher education if they have only one son or
daughter . With two children, a contribution of $2,490 is expected, and
$1,950 is.expected from a family with three children. It should be
evident that a family with the average income of present students atr.end-
ing Calfornia's independent colleges or universities cannot meet tae
total education costs even when supplemented by a student's summer earnings.

Even though $15,650 is the average reported family income for all
AICCU institutions participating in the Student Resource Survey, there is
significant variation in this median income among these institutions with
some having slightly higher average family incomes but many with lower
" family incomes. Furthermore, if $15,650 is the average family income,
what is the distributiou of family incomes for these same students attend-
ing California's independent colleges and universities? Table 36 reports
the distribution of income of parents of the Student Resource Survey
respondents for the AICCU participating institutions and for. the other
three segments as well.
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For all segments, women students reported family incomes slightly
higher than men, the largest difference being at the University of
California where the average p2iental income for women exceeded that of
men by $870. The other large difference in incomes was for graduate
students at both the AICCU participating institutions and: the University
of California. The average parental income of graduate students was
approximately $1,000 and $2,000 respectively below the overall mean
incomes. When undergraduate and graduate students are combined, Table 36
indicates that 26.4% of the AICCU students came from families with less
than $9,000 incomes in 1971. By contrast, 27.3% of the AICCU students
in the Student Resource Survey report their parents' 1971 incomes to
be in excess of $21,000.

A number of observations can be made from these tables of family
incomes. The mean family incomes by segment reflects an acader :
nierarchy which is also, to a degree, a sccio-economic hierarchy.

These tables quickly dispel the notion that public higher education,
particularly the four-year institutions, are for the "poor but worthy".
With 13.2% of the California State University and Colleges and aboit
26.2% of the University of California students reporting family incomes
for 1971 in excess of $21,000, these students, or their families, can
hardly be regarded as "poor", however worthy. More will be said about
this in the next chapter dealing with policy options available to the
state.

Deficits in California's Independent Institutions

Another factor which could limit full utilization of California's
private colleges and universities, is the operating deficits which nearly
nalf of the AICCU institutions now incur. Besides the problem of too
rapidly rising tuitions, and the problem of the "tuition gap" or cost
differential between the private and public imstitutions, many private
institutions are unable to balance operating incomes and expenditures.
This is true despite substantial reductions in educational expenditures
and other efforts to effect economies.

Since 1968-69, there has been a dramatic swing from a surplus in
operating funds for all AICCU institutions to large total deficits with
nearly half of the AICCU experiencing deficits in 1970-71. The follow-
ing Table 37 reflects the operating deficits by AICCU institutions since
1968.




TABLE 37
OPERATING DEFICITS BY AICCU INSTITUTIONS

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

Total Deficits: $2-1/2 Million $7 Million $6 Million
Surplus Deficit Deficit

No. of AICCU Institu-
tions with Operating
Deficits:

Source of Dazta: 1972 Statistical Profile, AICCU.

The slightly more favorable financial picture for 1970-71 was due
almost entirely to a turn-around in Group IV of the AICCU institutions,
those eleven colleges with less than $4 million in endowment and with
enrollment of over 800 students. During 1969-70, seven out of these
eleven institutions had operating deficits, but only three had deficits
in 1970-71. 1In the same one-year span, these eleven colleges went from
an aggregate deficit of $78,000 to a $1.3 million surplus in 1970-71.

Of course, the main reason for these operational deficits is that
educational income is not increasing as fast as educational expenditures.
Between 1968-69 to 1969-70, the increase in educational expenditures for
all AICCU institutions was 11.3% and a year later this increase was re-
duced to 7.4% from 1969-70 to 1970-71. At the same time and for the same
years educational income per FTE increased by only 7.7% and 8.2%
respectively.

During 1970-71, three of the four universities in the AICCU "Group I"
experienced deficits, ranging. from $396,000 to $2,912,000. These deficits
per FTE ranged from $91 to a -massive $1,938 per FTE student. During the
same year, four of the seven "Group I1" universities had deficits ranging
from $172,000 to $898,000. These deficits per FTE student ranged from
$32 to $181.

Also in 1970-71, four of the nine more highly endowed colleges in
Group 111 also experienced deficits, ranging from $5,000 to $353,000, or
$13 to $280 deficit per FTE student. Only three of the eleven larger,
but less highly endowed colleges in Group IV, as already mentioned, had
deficits in 1970-71, ranging from $62,000 to $222,000, or $54 to $403
deficit per student.

Half of the smaller colleges, that is those with less than 800 stu-
dents, in AICCU Group V had operating deficits in 1970-71, with five
of the ten going into the red. Their deficits ranged from $26,000 to
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$344,000, or %41 to a large $2,000 per 1ILE student, Just four of the
nine "specialized institutions" in AICCU GroupVI experienced deficits
ranging from only $38,000 'o 3162,000, or $16 to $403 deficit per FTE
student. -
Way back in 1933, Stanford Qresident Ray Lyman Wilbur made the fo’lowing

statement:

"Universities make their greatest advances when they have

new money or no moriey. New money gives the opportunity

to accept the many osportunities that are ever in front

of university mer. <o money requires the most careful

analysis of existing plans and programs and permits a

certain amount of prvaing which is a recurring necessity".

This may be true, or at least true in part for a complex, multi-
purposc private university. However, many of California's independent
colleges and universities cannot afford to "prune" very far without
being pruned out of existence. 1lnstitution vitality, like quality, is
difficult to d~fine and impossible to measure. But most educators agree
that sever: deficits will gravely hamper an institution's vitality and
in the imr.edinate future result in weakening of educational programs.

Costs per Student

One way of cutting back or "piuning" is to reduce expenditures.
Budgets can obviously be balanced and deficits eliminated by either
increasing income or decreasing expenditures. Logical questions to
ask are; how fully are the independr 1t institutions being utilized in
terms of what they spend per student and can further economies be
affected? Another critical consideration here is that all dollars
spent by independent institutions, per student, regardless of whether
too many or too few, are dollars that the public institutions and the
state does not have to spend for the same purpose. Table 38 shows the
educational expenditures per full-time equivalent student, for a number
of categories of expenditures, for all AICCU institutions and for each
ALCCU group of institutions. \




TABLE 38

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE OF INCREASE IN EDUCATIONAL
EXPENDITURES PER FTE FOR ALL AICCU INSTITUTIONS
AND FOR THE SIX GROUPS OF INSTITUTIONS

% Inc. % Inc.

68-69 69-70

. to to
1968-69  1969-70 1970-71 69-70 70-71

Total Educational
Expenditures Per FTE

Group 1
Group 11
Group III
Group IV
Group V
Group VI
A1l Groups

Administration &
General Per FTE

Group 1
Group I1I
Group III
Group IV
Group V
Group VI
A1l Groups

Ihstruction Per FTE

Group 1
Group II
Group III
Group IV
Group V
Group VI




TABLE 38 (CONTD)

% Inc.
68-69

. to
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 69-70

Library Per FTE

Group 1
Group II
Group II1I
Group IV
Group V
Group VI
A11 Groups

Student Aid Per FTE

Group I
Group 11
Group III
Group IV
Group V
Group VI
A11 Groups

Source of Datd: AICCU Statistical Profile, 1972.

For 1970-71 the total expenditure per student ranged from a low of
$1,460 for the specialized institutions in Group VI to a high of $6,265
in Group 1 (Stanford, USC, Cal Tech, and the Claremont University Center).
The average for all institutions for 1970-71 was $3,610 per student. With
the exception of those four institutions in Group I, the largest average

expenditure per student in 1970-71 was $3,273 for the more highly endowed
colleges in Group III.

Expenditures specifically for instruction ranged from $680 in the
specialized institutions to $3,523 in the four Group I institutions, with
an average for all institutions of $1,878. The expenditures for "Admin-
istration and General" seem to reflect both economies of scale and relative
affluence. The large universities in Group II, those without substantial

/.
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graduate enrollment or Ph.D. programs (and only one medical school)

have the lowest expenditure for administration per student in 1970-71

of $438 per student. The four complex institutions in Gfeup I, the more
highly endowed colleges in Group 111, and the very small/(under 800 en-
rollment) colleges of Group V, have the largest expenditures per stu-
dent in this area. Size seems to decrease expenditures per student in
this area, but only if there is less money overall to spend !

The state should be concerned about the rather low expenditures for
libraries per FTE by all but Group 1 institutions, and should show alarm
for student aid expenditures per FTE, which show a decline of 9.3% be-
tween 1969-70 and 1970-71 for the eleven iarger but less well endowed.
colleges in Group 1V.

Comparison of Private and Public Costs per Student

Legislators at both the Federal and State levels are of the opinion
that there must be educational administrators devoting their full-time,

as well as all of their enfrgy and imagination, to disguising, if not
. actually hiding, the real educational costs per student'

The new Federal Higher Education Amendments of 1972 establish a
National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education. One
of the more difficult, and unenviable, tasks of this Commission will be -
to suggest "national uniform standards for determining the annual per
i student costs of vroviding postsecondary education for students in

attendance at various types and classes of institutions of higher edu-
cation".

The frustration of the Congress, and the Federal government in —~
general, is certainly shared by those professional economists who have
attempted to study and compare expenditures per student at various
colleges and universities. Anyone who seriously attempts to do so is
skating on thin ice ,
During 1969 the California Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation commissioned an extensive study on Alternative Methods of State
Support for Independent Higher Education in California, which was com-
pleted by two well-known edusational economists, Professor Henry M. Levin
of Stanford and Jack W. Osman of San Francisco State College. One of the

Coordinating Council's fundamental questions was the following:8 o

How can public funds be used to stimulate increases
. in enrollment at private colleges at less cost per

enrollee to the State than that incurred in public
institutions? .

Obviously to answer that question, Levin and Osman had to attempt to
determine what "cost per enrollee" was being "incurred” in flie state's
colleges and universities, public and private. The authors ventured on
this thin ice, and some critics might say the ice cracked. In-one appendix
to one chapter Levin and Osman provide their estimate of expenditures per
full-time student in the various segments of California higher educatin.
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The Levin-Osman study was sent to a number of noted ecgbomists in-
_cluding Howard Bowen of the Claremont Graduate School, and Allan Cartter
of New York .University. Cartter took issue with Levin and Osman's
estimates of cost rer student and generated his own estimates from Levin
and Osman's data. Cartter thought that "to the uninitiated some of the
figures (in the Levin and Osman estimates of costs per student) would
look shocking and make many institutions appear to be 'fat cats'".9

Cartter took out Federal grant funds since he thought that they
would be about 907 for contract research. He felt his estimates were
"more realistic". Furthermore, Cartter felt that if the University of
California and the Group 1 AICCU institutions "were adjusted to allow

for the enrollment mix, they would probably both be about $2,000 for
an undergraduate",10

The following table reflects both the Levin-Osman and the Cartter
estimates of cost per students:

TABLE 39

EXPENDITURES PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT IN CALIFORNIA
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION: 1966-67 IN CURRENT DOLLARS

Cartter
Levin-Usman Estimates . Estimate
Public Institutions % Operating Expense _Total\ Total

Univ. of California $2,609 $6,251 $2,896
State Univ. and Colleges 1,752 2,609 2,850

Independent Institutions

Group I ' 7,392 8,995 2,630
Group II 3,061 4,345 2,200
Group III . 4,113 5,577 1,709
Group IV 3,159 3,919 1,526
Group V 2,697 4,450 1,339

Source of Data: Henry M. Levin & Jack W. Osman, Alternative Methods of '
State Support for Independent Highe [Education in-California, Coordinating
Council for Higher Education, Sacramento, February 1970, p. 93; and Allan
M.Cartter, “Comments on Levin-Osman Report", to Coordinating Council for
Higher Education, January 19, 1970, p. 5. (At the time of this study, AICCU
divided its institutions into five groups rather than six for analytical
purposes.)
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More recently the Coordinating Council on Highér Education has com-
pleted a timely geport, The Costs of Instruction in California Public
Higher Education. While thic report concerns only public higher edu- ~
~cation, it does provide some limited data which can be cautiously com-
pared with the 1970-71 AICCU data in Table 39.

TABLE 40
COST.PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT (FTE)
BY TYPE OF FUND AND LEVEL OF STUDENT, 1970-71 FISCAL YEAR

Level of Student
Total Lower Div. Upper Div. Grad. 1 Grad. 2

University of California

Instruction
State General FuQQ\On]y $1,979 $1,256 $1,627 $3,165 $4,017
N
Total General Fund 2,161 1,372 1,778 3,457 ° 4,388

A1l Funds 3,305 2,226 2,756 5,099 6,417

re
g
~

California State University
and Colleges

Instruction
State General Fund Only  $1,545 $1,240 $1,537 $3,498  $14,924
State General Fund Plus 1,868 ],SOO 1,859 4,230 14,924
Reimbursements '
A1l Funds \“‘ 2,248 1,804 L 2,237 5,090 14,924

\
Source of Data: The Costs of Instruction in California Public Higher
Education, a report prepared by the Coordinating Council for Higher
- Education, Council Report 72-5, October 1972, pp. 40 and 48.

By combining the data frem the AICCU institutions for 1970 and 1971,
and that for the four-year public segments from the recent Coordinating
"Council Report, some crude comparisons of costs per student can be drawn.
As ALlan Cartter pointed out, both the University of California and the
ALCCU Group 1 institutions enroll a high percentage of graduate and pro-
fessional students with a resulting enrollment mix of higher cost programs.
Except for AICCU Group I, it does appear that costs per student are greater
for both four-year public segments than any of the other AICCU groups of
independent institutions.
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TABLE 41

COMPARISONS OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES PER FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT
STUDENT AT FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC AND AICCU INSTITUTIONS, FOR 1970-71

Cost Per Student, 1970-71 )

PN g
) University of California $ 3,305 -
h California State University &
d Colleges 2,248
AICCU Institutions - A1l Groups 3,610 -
Group I ) 6,265
Group II . ) . 2,509
2T Group III 3,273
v ‘ Group IV 2,240 j
Group V : 2,441 )
Group VI . % 1,460
Source of Data: Tables 38 and 40. .
52
o
[ \\//
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SUMMARY

The independent colleges and universities could be more fully utilized
but there are a number of needs which must be met in order to achieve this
gnal,

‘First of all, the private institutions could+ and would like to, ac-
commodate more students. There is some apprehension that the absolute
number of students which they now serve does not decline. Ideally. these

_ institutions would like, and are able, to accommodate their present ''share

of the market".

Perhaps more importantly, their quality and vitality is also being
eroded. Declines in the numbers of students served and, perhaps, the
quality and social-economic diversity of the students seeking admission,
prevents these institutions from being all that they are capable of be-
coming.

Lastly, the financial plight of many of the independent institutions
furthér lessens full utilization of their resources, both quantitative
and qualitative. The cost differential between public and private in-
stitutions continues to limit freedom of choice by students as does the
very high tuition charges at many of these institutions. Many appear to
be pricing themselves out ef the market, to coin a phrase, with a smaller
and smaller percentage of the population able and willing to mee* this
cost. At the same time, large numbers of students from the upper income
groups are choosing to attend low-tuition and no-tuition public institu-
tions in California.

ES
.

These factors have led to substantial operating deficits at a number
of California's independent colleges and universities. While struggling
with these problems and while confronting a bleak financial future, these
institutions cannot be fully utilized. New alternatives must be explored,
a'd .existing policies and programs expanded, before full potential can be
more nearly reached. \_\%




REFERENCES

Restudy, p.342.

AICCU memorandum 'and questionnaire, "Space for Additional Students",
March 27, 1972.

Humphey Doermann, Crosscurrents in College Admissions (New York:
Teachers College President, 1968), and "The Student Market for Private
Colleges", Liberal Education (May 1970). .

\ -

AICCU, 1972 Statistical Profile.

Ibid.

-

Edith R. -Minielees, Stanford: The Stor& of a University (New York:
G. P. Putman & Sons, 1959), p.222.

Education Amendments of 1972, Conference Report, No. 92-798, 92nd
Congress, 2nd Session, pp. 50-51.

Henry M. Jevin and Jack W. Osman, Alternative Methods of State Suéﬁprt
for Independent Higher Education in California, Coordinatirg Council
for Higher Education, Sacramento, February 1970, p. 1.

Allan M. Cartter, '"Comments on Levin-Osman Report", to Coordinating
Council for Higher Education, January 19, 1970, p.S.

Ibid. - <




——
~

CHAPTER VI
POLICY ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE TO THE LEGISLATURE

Ve vpcloa the California Legislature has is to continue doing what
s bren doing. With no criticism intended, the Legislature in Cali-
Srnin s been largely a "reactive" body (not reactionary.). It seems
o tan ®on by reacting to pressures and proposals either by taking
i oalive action, rejecting, or just ignoring specific proposals and bills
taal vome before 1t.  This past year was pretty typical with no less than
2 owr nundred (4000) bills concerning highar education introduced in the
‘velslature,  The Joint Committee on the Master Plan itself is one positive
Tueputise Lo such a bill in preVious years. Even' its proposals and ulti-

bt revommendations may be positively acted upon, rejected, or simply
teieored. (Whatever happened to the recommendations of the former Joint
fotiittee on Higner Education?)

e ke

i11> 15 not intended to sound cynical or unduly pessimistic, but
“i 4y o place "policy alternatives” in some kind of realistic per- .
et tive. Problems in California's system of higher educatior seem to
b weneraliv well known, if not completely understood by legislators;
bul sulutivns to these problems, because of political, economic, and"
wovn o edus 1tional considerations, are difficult to come by. The most °
inp rtant consideration here is that the Legislature does have policy,

i cptans, and a great many of them,

faxs chapter is going to briefly consider the critical issues con-
“roacing the State and independent institutions, alternative motives for
et assistance, and legal barriers to some alternatives before dis-
Loty inosore detail specific policy alternatives, with educational
sl poditical advantages and disadvantages of each.

ine jssues

Froe the point of view of Califsrnia’s inde endent colleges -and
P 4

silcrsities, the key issue is how they best can maintain their present
“rgree o1 oandependence and institutional autonomy. Perhaps the secnnd

mo=t 17D 1tast issue is how can these institutions best serve studenc.s

and soclety while at the same time maintaining, or even regaining,
tay ' solvency.  Fiscal solvency is, in the end, directly related to

proserving the vitalit, ind quality of these institutions and, in some
t v, assSuring their very survival. «

.

froco the point of view of the Legislature, perhaps the key issue is
'~ Pest o to serve the public interest. The State Legislature is the
Sireesc sangle patron of higher education, particularly public; and it
"luuaily confronts the dilemma of to what degree and by what form
et 3ty the Legislature, subsidize higher education, public and private,

ot alatornin? Beyond (his fundamental issue, there are the other questions

oW best to (oordinate the sundry systems, institutions, and programs

A

ky

AN

-
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of higher education; how to effect economies wherever possible and
appropriate, and how, or to what degree, to expect accountability for

the expenditures of public funds. These are some of the more important
issues, from both sides, which provide the backdrop for the consideration
of policy alternatives.

Possible Motives

Hopefully all legislation has some rational purpose. Purposes can
sometimes be clearly stated and equally understood, but often the real
purposes of legislatior are not clearly stateéd and thus not well under-
stood, at least by the eral public. Often the real purposes of
legislation are indirect .n the form of hoped for outcomes of a particular
program or law. Not a few times are the real motives actually sub rosa.
It is possible to enumerate a wide variety of motives the State Legisla-
ture may or may not have before considering specific policy alternatives
and programs. The following lists of alternative motives are divided
into three groups: motives relating to governance, motives relating to
aiding students, and motives relating to assisting institutions. There

is, obviously, some overlap among these three rather arbitrary lists.

Motives Relating to Chartering, Governance, and Control

1. Maintair the existing degree of autonomy of independent
institutions.

2. Encourage gredter participation in the State's total
higher educatiun enterprise through new institution-.
expansion of existing colleges and programs, etc.

3. Encourage greater utilization of existing facilities
and institutions. .

4. Prevent undue proliferation of programs, efforts, facil-
ities, and expenditures.

5. Protect the public from charlatans.
6. Prevent the emergence of "degree mills" or "diploma mills".

7. [Lncourage, or even mandate, greater coordination between
institutions and/or segments of higher education.

8. Establish and maintain institutional quality and/or
program standards,
]

Motives Relating to Aiding Students

1. Avoidance of the issue of the separétion of church and
State,

2. Encourage more high ability students to attend college.
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13.

14.

15.

Encourage more 'disadvantaged" students to attend college.

Encourage students to enter specific academic, educational,
or vocational areas where there is believed to be a par-
ticularly great social need, such as the health professions.
Expand a student's "freedom of choice" to attend either a
public or private college or university.

N
Permit students to select an institution because of jits
academic or educational program rather than because of
its cost.

bivert students from public to private institutions.

Encourage greater social-economic diversity of students
at alil or high-cost institutions.

Supplement other forms of financial assistance, including
private money.

«

Eliminate financial barriers for students to attend any
college or university.

Lncourage independent institutions to maintain existing
enrollments.

Effect savings, overall, of tax expenditures (public funds)
for all higher education in the State.

Provide indirect financial assistance to institutions via
the students.

Encourage the "free market" Principle.

Prevent a decline in private philanthropy to independent
institutions by providing public funds via the student.

Motives Relating to Assisting Institutions Directly

1.

2.

Support the éeneral welfare of society.

Maintain, or increase, the quality and vitality of existing
institutions.

Encourage enrollment growth overall through a "supply subsidy".

Encourage enrollment growth for specific kinds cf students
and specific kinds of academic, educational, or vocational
programs.

Assist with the construction of facilivies to encourage en-
rollment growth or to help maintain existing enrollment.
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Contract for research, services, programs, and student
places not available, or not attainable at the same cost,
at public institutions.

Alleviate financial difficulties of independent institutions.

Alleviate financial difficulties by reducing or eliminating
various taxes and some forms of interest paid by institutions.

Provide support for institutions to attract, and keep,
highly qualified faculty.

Stimulate, rather than discourage, greater private giving to
independent institutions through matching grants, etc.

Permit, or at least extend, the survival of threatened jn-
dependent institutions.

Effect tax savings by not having to establish new or to ex-
pand exiscing public institutions to accommodate students
served by existing independent institutions.

Establish and maintain some form of direct accountability
cf state funds provided in a direct, rather than indirect,
manner.

These three lists of various motives the State might have are hardly
exhaustive. Specific policy alternatives may or may not address them-
selves to these motives for state assistance. Existing legal barriers
limit and thus affect these options. Two important legal barriers must
te considered; namely, the existing prohibition in the current California
Constitution and the issue of separation of church and state.

Constitutional Prohibition

No public money shall ever be appropriated for the
support of any sectarian or denominational school,

or any school not under _Lhe exclusive control of the
officers of the public schools; nor shall any sec-
tarian or denominational doctrine be taught, or in-
struction therecon be permitted, directly or indirectly,
in any of the common schools of this State.

Constitution of California
Article IX, Section 8

Only qualified legal opinion can determine what can or cannot be done
under the above prohibition contained in the California Constitution. It
obviously limits the options which can be considered and implemented by
the State. Only the Courts, in the end, can determine whether or not a
specific program of policy option is or is not constitutional. There are
those who believe that the existing program of State contracts with
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California's three independent medical schools does not violate the terms
of Section 8 of Article IX. The supposition here is that a "contract" to
increase enrollments is not the same thing as appropriating money '"for the
support of. . .any school not under the exclusive control of the officers
of the public schools". Because of the obvious merit and public purpose
of the medical school contract program, there is little reason to believe
that its constitutionality will ever be challenged.

Ihe problem is not with the word "schools" since elsewhere in the
Constitution 'school" is defined as all schools up through collegiate
grade, including the California State University and-Colleges, but not
including the University of California. So ever since 1879, now almost
a century, this prohibition has remained intact in the Constitution despite
almost four hundred amendments.

Although this section of Article IX has remained unchanged for almost
a century, it certainly has not gone unnoticed. Within the past ten years
there has been a great deal of attention, almost countless man-hours, and
not a few dollars focused'on this one complex sentence of the Constitution.
The cast of characters directly involved with Section 8 of Article IX in
the past ten years includes: the AICCU, the Coordinating Council for
Higher Lducation, the Caiifsrnia Constitution Revision Commission, the
Office of the Goverpor, the Department of Finance, the former Joint Com-
mittee on Higher Education, as well as tl.e Assembly and Senate of the
Legislature.

As early as 1958 the AICCU formed a "Committee on State Impact on
Private Education" to "review the subject of State government assistance
to private education at the college level”. 0On a different front, Clark
Kerr in January of 1964, while still President of the University, sug-
gested that the Coordinating Council "might give particular study to the
problems of the independent institutions and ways in which the State might
cooperate in their development".l AICCU leaders discussed Kerr's sug-
gestion with Assemblyman Jesse Unruh. It was recalled that Mr. Unruh said
at that time (February of 1964) that "inasmuch as it is not possible under
the State Constitution to make gifts or grants to them, consideration is
being given to contractual arrangements for carrying a part of the in-
creasing college enrollments".2 $o eight years later we now have the
Medical School Contract program. Assemblyman Unruh also said in February
1964 that he was of the opinion that "costs (per students) were lower in
tile independent institutions than in the public institutions".3 Table 41
gives some support to that notion.

During that same year, in October of 1964, William Honig in the De-
partment of Finance called the AICCU to inquire how the State might assist
private colleges and universities. In response to Honig's inquiry, the
AICCU suggested expansion of the State Scholarship Program, the intro-
duction of a State Graduate Fellowship Prog im, exploration of contracts
for additional students, exploration of tuition tax credits, and an "ex-
ploration of a constitutional amendment in due time to enable the State
to make capital grants to private institutions".
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Joint Committee on Higher Education

In 1965 the Legislature created the Joint Committee on Higher Edu-
cation 1n the wake of the turmoil at Berkeley in 1964. In preparing its
reports, this Joint Committee extensively utilized the service of Alfred W.
Baxter and his consulting firm, Baxter, McDonald and Company. Baxter be-
came aware of the constitutional prohibition in Section 8 of Article IX
while working, at this same time, on anothet report on "The Costs of
Medical Education" for another Assembly Committee. Baxter urged the
elimination of the prohibition through correspondence with Assemblyman
Unruh and Judge Bruce Sumner, Chairman of the Constitutional Revision
Commission, then just beginning its work on Article IX.

The Joint Committee issued its initial report to the Legislature in-.
February 1968. Besides coming out squarely opposed to tuition charges
in rhe public institutions, this report, known as The Academic State,
made a number of policy recommendations concerning independent higher
education and a revision of Article IX. The report man{ joned the State's
needs "in costly fields such as medical training" and suggested that the
time was appropriate to explore the arguments for and against revising the
Constitution. The Joint Committee also rejected the argument for tuition
in the public institutions as a means of providing indirect aid to private
institutions, —‘-

rd

"The obvious and logical way to aid California's private
colleges and universities is not by indirect measures
such as public tuition or increases in the state scholar-
ships but by direct subventions to those institutions
under applirable planning and budgetary procedures".?

The Joint Committee tended to oppose indirect means of state assistance
to independent colleges and universities because dhey ''provide no clear
measure of their effectiveness". The Academic State concluded that "there
may be great potential value and no substantial disadvantages associated
with a reconsideration of those pcrtions of the Constitution which currently

forbid any public monies to be apprcpriated to or through private insti-
tutions",6 '

The Joint Committee's final report, The Challenge of Achiev ent,
issued in February of 1969, put into more formal form its proposal for
4 constitutional revision: -

"That the Legislature initiate a revision of the California
Constitution with the object of putting the State in a legal
position to consider providing financial support to non-
Sectarian programs at ‘private collcges and universities

at such time as 1t mey appear useful to do so and under terms
and conditions subsequently to be determined".

Constitution Revision Commission

The Joint Committee in its initial report noted "the fortuitous
circumstances whereby a Constitution Revision Commission is operating

4
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concurrently and cooperatively with the Joint Committee". The Legis-
lature, during its 1963 session, had established the Constitution
Revision Commission with a mandate to provide the Legislature "with

facts and récommendations relatirg to the revision of the Constitution".
The Commissioé submitted its recommendations, including those of Article IX .
on Education, but deferred action on Section 8 and on Section 9 dealing
with the University of California.

The Joint Committee had issued its special report on the role and
financing private higher education in December of 1968; and just two
moffis before, the Article IX Committee of the Constitution Revision
Commission, in September 1968, began its deliberations on the contro-
versial Section 8. After many meetings of the Article IX Committee,
almost countless proposals, amendments, and machinations behind the
scenes, the proposed revisiom of Section 8 came before the Constitution
Revision Commission at its meeting in San Franc .sco in July 1969. The
Commission approved, but not without some strcng dissent, a revised
Article 8: "The Legislature may grant aid sto nonprofit institutions
of higher education provided that all such aid serve a public, non-
sectarian, educational purpose'.

The Drafting Committee on Article IX subsequently recommended that
Article IX be devoted exclusively to the "Public School System" and that
a new Article X on "Higher Education" be created. The Drafting Committeé
also recommended that the "public aid" proposal become Section 7 of the
new Article X. On June 4, 1970, the full Commission adopted the Drafting
Committee's recommendation for the new Section 7 of Article X: "“The Legis-
‘lature may provide for aid to nonprofit institutions of higher education
but only for a nonsectarian, educational, public purpose'.>

Other Means of Constitutional Revision i

It is safe to say that thus far neither the recommendations of the
Joint Committee on the Master Plan nor those of the Constitution Revision
Commission pertaining to Article IX have resulted in much discernible
action by the Legislature. Even though the Constitution Revision Com-
mission had already made its'recommendation, the AICCU began, in late
1969, to seek its own constitutional amendment to Article IX, Section 8.
The very earliest that the Commission's "public aid proposal" could have
gone on the ballot was 1972, and even that route and timetable was
dubious at best. The AICCU thought that the "climate" was right in late
1969 and 1970 to seek their own revision by means of a constitutional
amendment placed on the ballot through the approval of the Legislature.

In March of 1970, Assemblyman W. Craig Biddle introduced a bill which
became Assembly Constitutional Amendment No. 47, and it would add to the
2xisting Section 8, Article IX the following sentence: "that nothing in -
this section shall prevent the Legislature from appropriating funds for
the purposes set forth in subdivision (7) of Section 21 of Article XIII".
Furthermore, ACA 47 would have added the following subdivision (7) to
Section 21 of Article XIIl, with almost the same wording as recommended
by the Constitution Revision Commission. ’
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"The Begislature shall have the power to make appro-
priations and authorize the use of public money for
the purpose of utilizing the services and facilities
of nonprofit institutions of higher education, pro-
vided that all such actions must serve a public non-
sectarian educational purpose".l

Many legislators and leaders of California's independent cnlleges
and universities will well remember the deliberations surrounding, and
the subsequent fate of, ACA 47. After the usual hearings and work
by the AICCU, AcA 47, passed through the hard and often tedious legis-
lative process and was passed by tHe Assembly, by a vote of 56 to
16; but ultimately defeated in the Senate on Friday, August 21, 1970
by a yote of 26 ayes and 12 noes, one vote short of approval.

The AICCU obviously felt strongly about ACA 47 and a constitutional
revision at that time. The Association had approved a budget of no less
than $259,850 for a public campaign had ACA 47 gotten on the ballot in
I'970. Since that time, the AICCU has come to strongly favbr increased
State assistance via students which does not necessitate a constitution
zalevision of ArticIE—iX, Section 8.

Unless the recommendations of the 'Constitution Revision Commission
come before the Legislature and go before the people as a ballot prop-
osition, it appears that there will be no other active effort to revise
Article IX, Section 8., If the independent institutions no longer wish
to seek such a revision, who else will? This being the case, the State
and the Legislature must continue to live with the existing prohibition
of Article IX, Section 8. Therefore the policy options available to the
State would appear to be limited by this legal constraint for the pre-
dictable future. ’

Separation of Church and State

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment
of religion, or prohibiting free exercise there of. . .

Constitution of the United States
Amendment L7

Neither the Legislature, nor any county, city and county,
township, school district, or other municipal corporation,
shall ever make an appropriation, or pay from any public

fund whatever, or grant anything to or in aid of any religious
sect, church, creed, or sectarian purpose, or help to sup-
pPort or sustain any school, college, university, hospital,

or other institution controlled by any religious creed,
church, or sectarian denomination whatever; nor shall any
grant or donation of personal property or real estate ever

be made by the state, or any city, city and county, town,

or other municipal corporation for any religious creed,
church, or sectarian purpose whatever; provided, that nothing
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in this section shall prevent the Legislature granting
aid pursuant to Section 21 of this article.

Constitution of California
Article XIII, Section 24

The "Church-State" issue is not dead, only dormant, even in Cali-
fornia. When ACA 47 was being considered in the Assembly in 1970, the
question of separation of church and state never came up; but the issue
was one of the reasons for the defeat of ACA 47 in the Senate. “he =
California Teachers Association (CTA) was quick to claim credit for the -
defeat of ACA 47, and the CTA Legislative Letter of August 11, 1970 de-
clared that '"CTA and Americans United for Separation of Church and State
carried the burden of battle against ACA 47". The latter organization,

a southern California based group, appears where and whenever the church-
statz issue does.

The framers of California's Constitution in 1879 were obviously
anxious to prevent the use of public money for sectarian purposes. The
former Joint Committee on Higher Education felt that the church-state

. and private-public distinctions in higher education are no longer equi-
’—) valent. Said the Joint Committee, "in order to preserve a valid and im-
portunt.-distinction bhetween church and state, it is not necessary to
maintaif® rigid distinction between public and private institutional
management or support'.ll

In the minds of the California Teachers Association, and many other
individuals, state assistance to independent colleges and universities
becomes involved with the more controversial issue of state assistance
to non-public elementary and secondary schools. Robert Berdahl, writing
on the same question, summarized the préblem:

"in higher education, the issue of church-state relations

is perhaps less charged with volatile emotion than it is

in elementary and secondary education, but it suffers from

a lack of judicial quidelines... Because the situation in
higher education is inevitably linked to the more explosive

one in the elementary and secondary schools (where attend-

ance is compulsory and younger minds are more vulnerable -

to "indoctrination"), it suffers from guilt by association".12’

When the Constitution Revision Commission was considering the re-
vision of Article IX, Section 8, Commissioner John A. Busterud of San
Rafael moved to include all nonprofit educational institutions and thus -
include private elementary and secondary schools with independent
colleges and universities to be eligible to receive direct assistance )
from the Legislature. Commissioner Sol Silverman called this "an ex- »
plosive question which would face explosive, emotional opposition' by . )
the public despite rational arguments to the contrary. Pat Hyndman,
Chairman of the Article IX committee, told the entire Commission that

{ there was "nothing wrong" with Mr. Busterud's logic; but, he concluded,
-131-
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"it takes a great deal of courage to do what we're proposing to do, but
to add what Mr. Busterud proposes would introduce am element of fool-
hardiness".13 ) .

It is also somewhat ironic that while the Catholic-trelated colleges
and universities are rapidly becoming some of the more secular of the
church-related independent institutions, the emotion-laden nature of
state-aid to church-related elementary and secondary schools is partic-
ularly ingjcnse with respect to Catholic schools.

Federal legislation affectiné higher education has been typically
draftéd to avoid or at least circumvent the issue of separation of
church and state. Most Federal programs have been narrowly categorical
of purpose or have provided funds directly to students or researchers.
One early discussion of this issue, noted that "the closer to a program
af general assistance a proposa’ is, the more likely it is to stir up
the Church-State controversy'".l

Court decisions thus far seem to indicate that govermment funds,
state or federal, to church-related or sectarian institutions is con-
stitutional so long as the funds serve a secular or non-sectarian pur-
pose. The Maryland court test, the case of The Horace Mann League versus
the Board of Pubiic Works of Maryland, felt the central 1ssue was "a
question of degree as to how far all religions or a specific religion
may be benefited by State Action'. The court had to determine both
the purposes of the college or university receiving govermment funds
and the purpose of the grant.l5

One strong argument for the revision of both Article IX, Section 8 =
and Article XII1, Section 24 of the California Constitution, is that in
this matter the State Constitution should not be mere restrictive than
the Federal Constitution. The former Joint Committee on Higher Education
noted that the private-public and church-state dichotomies are "not
noticeably operative with respect to current federal programs of aid to
higher education".l6

The new Federal Higher Education Amendments of 1972, for example,
typical#§ make no distinctions among non-public colleges and universities.
Each program of assistance does, when appropriate, contain a phrase such
as: '"the funds received by the institution under this section will not
be used for a school or department of divinity or for any religious
Worship or sectarian activity".l7

While there seems to be less and less apprehension about providing
public funds to church-re.ated colleges and universities, particularly
among Federal programs of aid to students and institutions in higher
education, these prohibitions remain in California's Constitution.

These existing prohibitions must, of course, be taken into account in
any future legislation affecting California's independent colleges and
universities. The legislature may also, at some future time, wish to
consider either modifying or eliminating these prohibitions by constitu-
tional amendments and votes of the people.
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Options with Existing Constitution

It cannot be overemphasized that only competent legal opinion and
the courts can accurately determine what is or is not constitutional,
by either the Federal or State Constitutions.' Even these opinions vary
from each other and can change over time with the evolution of
attitudes, social context, and governmental priorities.

Even so, there are a large number of specific policy options avail-
able to the Legislature to assist or better utilize California's indepen-
dent colleges and universities, which are clearly possible within the
existing constitution. These options include, but certainly are not
limited to, the following policy alternatives:

1. Increase maximum number of State Scholarships.

Increase the maximum award of State Scholarships.

Increase the maximum number of College Opportunity Grants.

Increase the maximum award of the College Opportunity Grants.

Increase the maximum number of State Graduate Fellowships.

Increase the maximum award of the State Graduate Fellowships.

Implementing tuition equalization grants or vouchers.

Increasing tuition, or implementing, tuition at the public
institutioens. -

Establish or expand contracts for specific kinds of educational
services. -

Provide loans for capital construction.

Provide loans for“facility improvements.

Provide loans for land purchases.

Increase tax relief:
4. Property tax exemption.
b. Income tax remission.
¢. Tax credits.
d. Tax deductions for contributions to higher education,
€. Gasoline tax refunds.
f. Sales tax exemptions.

Student Aid Options

Alternatives 1 through 6 have the great educational and political ad-
vantages in that they provide assistance directly to students and they are

-—
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curren*ly operational programs. To increase either the number or maxi-
mum cwards of State Scholarships ‘would further reward and encourage
academic excellence. There may be more poljtical édvantages in increas-
ing the number of scholarships since this increases the number of con-
stituents and their families who benefit by the program. To increase
either the number or maximum number of Colle Opportunity Grants would
further expand equality of access to higher education by disadvantaged
students. The political climate, to this one observer, %eems to favor
the purposes and motives behind COG, at least at this time. While there
is still a considerable and widening gap between the’average scholar~
ship award and the total cost‘to the student to attend many independent
colleges and universities, the maximum award is now approaching, or even
exceeding, the cost to the state of educating the student at a four-year ¥
public institution. Of course, the average scholarship award is not the
maximum award, and it is the gap between the average award and tuition in
.the independent colleges whicl continues to widen, as in Figure 2.

t

Vo

Despite the size of California's expenditures in these student aid
programs, there is some evidence that Califognia's "effort" in supporting
student assistance programs lags behind thas %f many other states. Dollars
spent must be considered in terms of the number of people served, or the
number of people paying those dollars, in order to obtain any index of
"effort" rather than simple éxpenditures.

Ability of California to Fund thase Alternatives

One sﬁrvey of current state expenditures for undergraduate studenmt aid
programs usable ai either public or private institutions, indicates that
California ranks eleventh among the twenty-two states included in the sur-
vey in terms of appropriations per populafion base. ‘The data from this
annual survey by Joseph D. Boyd of the Illinois State Scholarship Com-
mission are contained in Table 42,

l
TABLE 42

RATIOS OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR UNDERGRADUATE STATE
PROGRAMS OF FINANCIAL AID BASED ON NEED, USABLE
AT EITHER PUELIC OR PRIVATE COLLEGES, TO 1970
POPULATION, IN DESCENDING ORDER

Ratio of
Total Dollars 1972-73 Dollars
Appropriated Awarded to
State 1972-73 1970 Population

Vermont $ 2,505,000 $ 5.63
Pennsylvania 60,458,000 5.13
I linois, 51,400,000 4,62
New York 80,100,000 4.40
New Jersey 25,687,467 3.58
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TABLE 42  (CONTD) Ve

Ratio of
Total Dollars °1972-73 Dollars

. Appropriated Ayarded to
State 1972-73 1970 Population

Rhode Island ~$ 1,900,000 $ 2.60
Indiana 8,830,884 1.70
Michigan 13,826,000 1.56
Towa 4,235,000 1.50
Ohio 16,000,000 1.50
Massachusetts 8,000,020 1.41
California 27,828,955 1.39
Minnesota 4,700,000 1.24
Wisconsin 4,585,000 1.04
Maryland 3,263,500 .83
Cunnecticut 1,697,095 .56
Cregon 1,180,000
Kansas 1,147,000
Washington 1,680,565
Tennessee 1.200,000
Texas 3,000,000
West Virginia 425,000
Florida 860,000

Totals $324,509,466 $ 2.17

Source of pata: Joseph D. Boyd, 1972-73 Undergraduate Comprehensive State
Scholarship Programs, Third Annual Survey, [1Tinois State Scholarship Com-
mission, September 1972.

Based on this one index of "effort" in terms of student aid programs,
there were, at the time of this survey, eleven other states having larger
appropriations per population, Four of these states, Vermont, Pennsylvania
New York, and Illinois, spend three times or more per capita of population
than does California. 1t must be pointed out that these states are more
beavily dominated by private higher education than is California.

b

One immediate reaction to Tabl® 42 and the implication that California
could be spending more on student aid programs, is that California and the
Legislature have chosen to subsidize higher education through other means.
The State, being the largest patron of higher education, must decide by
what methods and to what degree it wishes to support higher education,
public or private, directly or indirectly.

At this point it might be illustrative to point out California's total
"effort" in support of higher education in comparison to all other states.
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cet Lable 43, compiled by Edric A, Weld, Jr., Assistant Professor
wot ot Cleveland State University, points, out the differences in
Yei tate wepondlitures for higher education.
v te e andices of effort compiled by Professor Weld, it would appear
el banuiomnia at least has the option of spending more on higher edu-
£0L 0 than 1L now spends, in comparison to other states. Califor.ia ranks
="t anopul capita expenditures, 28th on expenditures per person of coliege
st ane wlatan terms of expenditures per $1,000 of personal income.
"rotv-wr ol also pointed out that California ranks first in the nation
terooo local government expenditures on higher education. The combined
Srte aaa foca! vipenditures, places California 16th in the nation with a
LM or capita cxpenditure for higher education for 1969-70. The same
vvtated weependiture of state and local funds of $459.95 per each person
¢~ llege age places California 17th in the nation, and 24th because of
«3.»% wcate and local government expenditures per $1,000 personal income.

1ne data in these surveys would indicate that, when compared to
7 ofates, Calirornia has the ability to increase its expenditures for
Sreentoand programs and/or increase other expenditures for higher education,
.omd priviate, <

Jrtivn tqudalization .

soacte are a number of policy alternatives available to the Legislature

fhie eaisting constitution to help narrow the "tuition gap" or the
witlerential to the student petween p:.vate and public institutions.
ta¢ocurrent sState Scholarship Program and cog are, in a very real

< 4ituon equalization programc. As mentioned in Chapter IV, seven

titys nave additional tuition equalization programs and call them
bl at least sis other states are actively considering such plans.
-+ Turtion bqualization Program is typical in that it seeks to

+re low and middle income students to attend Iowa private colleges
Sovtvrsatles. The grants are up to a maximum of $1,000, based on the

"L ¢stimated financial need, and cannot exceed tuition and fees

Lo dcerdge anount the student would pay at a state university.

’

Calirornia terms, a similar plan could close by $1,000 the "tuition
I,534% between the University of California and the average 1972-73
poand tees o 2,279 at twenty California independent colleges and
crottae o0 close by 51,000 the $2,122 gap between the State University
ey cand e wame independent institutions in 1972-73.

the dirference between "tuition equalization" and "vouchers'?
cut the term "voucher" has become emotion-filled, almost pejorative
fosely ddentitied with elementary and secondary education. A
wcher or "turtion equalization” would be, in effect, a blank check
~ttadant to use for the full cost of his cr her education at the in-
ion o thetr choice.  Tuition equalization could, of course, elim-
entarely the "turtion gap", but this is unrealistic and not presently
b consudored by the California independent institutions. There
= beonote premium to be paid in order to attend independent institutions.
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TABLE 43

Sian Govinsvrst Larrsonrnt os Coppi e Orr pattons 1or Incctiunioss ov Hicnrr
Lovoatton, Prw Cavira, Pry Poecos ar Cotrror Acr, anp Poac$E o or Prr oNAL

Incomi, Frcar Yian 14970 .
' Per Pet-on of Per §1,000 of
Per Capita Collcee Age Personul tocome
' Total (000's) Anount « Kank Amesut R.nk  Amount [Pan%
. U.S average ’ €7,286,179 £33 9 $303.89 $9.84 .
® ) Alibam 174,403 3002 25 33378 2 1494 16
Alaska 24,572 81 50 3 539.8% 6 19.53 7
Arisona 98,153 55 39 13 401,13 1t 17.19 11
' Arlansas 57,434 87 42 27180 . 11.57 30
Califorma 700,219 34 40 26 313016 28 9.19 41
Colorado 152,202 BV ) 520 91 8 20.11 4
Conned ticut 76,219 2506 46 3.7 40 5.53 46
Delawars 23,435 51 29 16 g 52 17 1282 23
Floiida 173,208 2551 ° 45 212.725 43 7.73 45
Georpia 154,004 3111 31 26875 37 11.09 31
Haw.aii 67,484 87 64 2 617.833 3 22.05 3.
Idaho 26, 301 36 90 23 9y 26 124 24
Hhinois 368,718 33.18 55 29 G6 30 77 41
Indiina 284,771 St 14 4083 G4 13 15 09 15
Tow. 128,674 5% 20 116 11 19 1301 20
. Kanss 111,521 149.59 18 06635 21 137 18
Kentucky 109,761 110 32 2109 13 a1 28
Loui.ana 122,55 “33.04 33 276,04 3 11.77 29
Maine 38,437 21.56 on 310,814 29 11 50 31
Maryland 123,60 139 40 A5 38 8.03 43
M. chusiits 112,997 19.79 49 167.80 50 4.96 48
M Ligan ’ 466,522 57 15 15226 16 1332 21
Minncon 214,003 7 5545 12 4364 11 1597 14
Mt nppt 63,395 “I A0 43 M1.06  4b 12 26
Micouri 148,469 31.7% 3N 23116 32 973 140
Montana . 31,319 4373 2F 10).59 20 1445 17
Nibraska 63,028 42.5% 92 36062 22 1207 27
Nevada 22,507 400 19 419 36 18 1095 35
" New FHawpshite 30,901 al 0 4 357.86 23 1227 25
New Jeisey 151,77 2117 17 200 32 46 501 47
New Mexio $2,25 £0 9% t 033 5 1 2857 2
Neow York 82,165 21 0) 13 193,09 48 170 50
North Citolina 119,310 3y o2 ¥ 2495 4l noe 33
Norih Dt o 35,19 MR 10 4a8lLe6 12 19.01 8
Otio 325,141 w2 H Ryl 30 8.10 12
Oklahona 106,695 41 69 23 351 2 2% 13 .64 19
Oregun 118,492 56 67 i1 497 .85 10 16.32 13
Fennsyhoen 213,924 13,14 20 170.20 49 4.96 49
Rhode¢ Island A, 459 39 5 27 291 47 2 10.37 36
South Catolinn 72,086 27 .62 it 205 01 47 10 27 37
South D.d otn HIO W 17 451 w0 15 17.13 12
Tennessce 128,150 IR 37 272 16 BY) 11.45 32
Teaas 09,171 3297 “ih 207 17 40 10.13 58
Uah 9l £9.15% 1 67) 46 2 30.14 1
Vernnont 25,117 (Bt 8 512.07 9 19 72 6
Virginia F, 99 3 O 73 M2o00 12 9.65 39
. Washington 235,514 6y 18 5 b 47 5 18.01 9
West Viroinia i, 33 Hi3l 29 REE AL I 13.37 ¢
Wisconun 2,75 61 (r, 9 543,02 7 17.5% 10
Wyoinmg 21,202 413 7 578.49 t  19.64 5
Scurce of Data: Edric A. Weld, Jr. "Expenditures for Public '
Institutions of Higher Education, 1969-70," The Journal of
Q Higher Education, Volume XLIII, Number 6, June 1972.
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Tuition equalization has bot!. educational and political appeal. It
would serve those students, famili.s, and constituents who dare neither
able enough to receive State Scholarships nor disadvantaged enough to be
eligible for College Opportunity Grants. It also has the educational
advantage that it could help divert students to independent institutions,
encourage greater freedom of student choice, and either supplement or
replace existing student aid programs. Because it serves that vast army
of "average Californians" or "middle Americans", such a program has
important, and positive, political implications as well. It has also the
political disadvantage that there is almost no limit as to how much such
a program might cost. As with most legislative student aid programs, the
decisions remain: how much to spend, how many students to assist, and
to what degree are the individual students and their families assisted?
Each decision obviously affects the other two.

Increased Tuition in Public Institutions )

Another, and even more obvious, way to narrow the "tuition gap"
between public and private institutions is to increase the tuition
charges at public institutions. In the case of the State University and
Colleges, this would mean implementing a tuition charge in addition to
the existing fees. Tuition at the public institutions is an explosive
political and educational issue about which almost everyone has strong
feelings, one way or another. -

The independent institutions themsclves are not in a position to ad-
vocate, publicly at least, increases im tuition in the public institutions
as an indirect means of assisting the private colleges and universities.
The political reason for their taking such a stand is clear-cut. Further-
more the Joint Committee on Higher Education stated that {"the obvious
and logical way to aid California's private colleges and universities is
not by indirect means such as public tuition or increases in the state
scholarships. . ."18

Tuition in the public institutions is a complex as well as emotionally
charged issue. Reason may dictate one course of action, but political
realities dictate anotiier. The independent institutions find themselves
between the anti-tuition and pro-tuition forces.

Christopher Jenchs and David Riesman observed that "the answer (to
current means of funding public higher education) must be clearly sought
in the attitudes of the middle-class parents to whom legislators are
responsive”.  They go on to say that "for many middle-income families,
taxes that support higher education are 1 bit like compulsory insurance...
Everyone pays into the kitty. Then families whose children stay in school
win; families whose children drop out lose".19 These authors also believe
that "faculty and administrators at public institutions tend to assume,
just as their private colleagues did a generation ago, that higher tuition
will exclude many desirable students".? )

The time has come when the "colleagues" in private institutions feel

that yet higher tuitions may eliminate students period, regardless of how
"desirable". The AlCCU has said that the "tuition gap' here in California
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1s the largest in the nation.

This statement is difficult to sub-

stantiate without calculating the mean tuition and fees of all public
and all private institutions in each state and determining the dif-

ferences between these means

in each case.

A less difficult ‘task is

to compare the tuition and/or fees charged at the Unive 'sity of Cali-

fornia and the California State University and Colleges with public in-

stitutions in other-states. It is probably reasonably safe to assume

that tuition and fees at other private colleges around the country
dor.'t vary too markedly from either the range or the mean of California's
independent institutions.

The following Table 44 shows the 1972-73 student charges at
sixty public universities in all fifty states.

TABLE 44

STUDENT CHARGES AT SIXTY STATE UNIVERSITIES, 1972-73

Tuition & Fees

Res1- Non-
State Institution dent Resident  Room Board
Alabama Univ. of Alabama $ 540 $1,065 - -
Alabama State Univ. 330 555 § 252 456
Alaska Univ. of Alaska 402 1,002 570 900
Arizona Univ. of Arizona 411 1,301 335 574
Arizona State Univ. 320 890 462 485b
Arkansas Univ. of Arkansas 400 930 860a -
California Univ. of California 644 2,144 - -
Calif. State Univ. 117 to 1,110 to 581 to 499 to
and Colleges 168 1,271 660 675
Colorado Univ. of Colorado 576 1,895 1,135a -
Colorado State Univ. 570 1,759 418 . 672
Connecticut Univ. of Connecticut 655 1,555 600 610b
Delaware "Univ. of Delaware 475 1,350 .535 585
Florida Univ. of Florida 570 1,620 480 750
Georgia Univ. of Georgia 519 1,239 1,170a -
Hawaii Univ. of Hawaii 233 743 506 372b
Idaho Univ. of ldaho 346 1,146 320 540
[Tlinois Univ. of Il1linois 686 1,676 1,080a -
[TTinois Stage Univ. 585 1,246 1,120a -
Indiana Indiana University 650 1,490 445 600
lowa Univ. of Jowa 620 1,250 518 596
Kansas Univ. of Kansas 486 1,076 950a -
Kentucky Univ. of Kentucky 405 1,201 537 537
Louisiana Louisiana State Univ. 320 950 354 410b
1aine Univ. of Maine 562 1,662 520 630
Maryland Univ. of Maryland 639 1,439 450 610
Massachusetts Univ. of Massachusetts 469 1,069 678 613b
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State

TABLE 44 (CONTINUED)

Tuition & Fee

S

Resi- Non-

Institution dent Reside

nt Room Board

Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Ok1ahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

696
675
641
516
540
432
534
519
1,034
655
629
456
825
422
456
750
484
534
506
855
982
761
570
500
396
267
480
1,086
597
564
495
292
558

Univ. of Michigan
Michigan State Univ.
Univ. of Minnesota
Univ. of Mississippi
Univ. of Missouri .~
Univ. of Mcntana”
Univ. of Nebraska
Univ. of Nevada

Univ. of New Hampshire
Rutgers

Trenton State

Univ. of New Mexico
SUNY.

Univ. of No. Carolina
Univ. of North Dakota
Ohio State Univ.
Oklahoma State Univ.
Univ. of Oregon
Oregon State Univ.
Penn. State Univ.
Univ. of Pittsburgh
Univ. of Rhode Island
Univ. of So. Carolina
Univ. of South Dakota
Univ. of Tennessee
Univ. of Texas

Univ. of Utah

Univ. of Vermont
Univ. “of Virginia
Univ. of Washington
W. Washington State
Univ. of West Virginia
Univ. of Wisconsin
Univ. of Wyoming

$ $2,26
’ 1,53

1,54

1,54
1,31
1,26
1,71
2,23
1,24
1,16

»32

vy
1,18
1,80
1,18
1,59
1,56
1,98
1,97
1,66
1,28
1,07
1,1
1,34
1,15

1,37
1,58
1,35
1,12
1,90
1,37

1,116

1,284

2,536

0 $1,236a -
0 1,143a -
7 1,200a
320

0 360

8 312

0 1,040a
9 524

4 550

0. 612

4 ,1,250a -
1,080a -
5 650 -

2 391 630
4 -

0 825

8 946a
3 960a -
5 973a -
6 1,140a
2 650

1 600

0 380

6 350

6 450

7 489

5 458

460

2 375

1 1,020a
9 950a
2 1,165a
6 1,300a
7 943a

540
580
642
564
560
660

510

600
600
584

Mean (N=61) .97 81,41

Range to 55

2,536

Room and Board Combined

5-Day Plan

6.70

Sto 252 to

1,250a

Source of Data:

Chronicle of Higher Education, October 2

by the National Association of Land-Grant Colleges and th
of State Colleges and Universities.
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among this sglected sample of sixty state universities, none of them
have lower tuition and fees than the California State University and Col-
leges with their annual charges which range from $117 to $168 depending
on the campus. No less than forty-two of the remaining fifty-nine state
institutions have resident student charges less than the University of
California. The average tuition and fees for both California "senior"
public ‘segments for 1972-73 1is about $400, and eight of the other fifty-
nine institutions have resident tuition and fees below that average of the
two California systems.

A ] .

Tuition remains a volatile issue in California; in the public insti-
tutions because many people feel that the tuition charges are too low;
and in the private because many peopie are alarmed that they're too high.
Seon the legislature will eventually have to consider both problems whether
Oor not there is any relationship between them. )

Contracts for Educational Services

The' existing program of contracts with medical schools could itself
be expanded, if the participating institutions feel they could accommodate
yet more students. This principle could be also extended to other high-
cost educational areas or services. Contracts for increased dental or
nursing *stuuents are two other examples. If the existing program is
constitutional, programs exactly like it, but for other academic areas,
would probably -also be constitutional. )

Contracts for educational services have several educational and
political advantages. The legislature can determine in what specific
areas there are needs in the society, and then, in turn, provide categorical
assistance to meet these needs. The contracts also have the political and edu-
cational advantage of effecting a savings of taxpayer's dollars if the
contract per student or for other services results in less expenddtures
than creating a new or expanding an existing public institution to provide
the same service.

From the institution point of view, contracts provide funds which per-
mit expansion, increased enrollment, or greater servide. There is also the dis-
advantage that the program may be discontinued as social and political
pricrities shift and change emphasis. There has been some experience
with Federal support of graduate education and research to justify this
apprehension.

Loans to Institutions

State funded loans to independent institutions may or may not be con-
stitutional, particularly to those church-related colleges and univer-
sities affected by Article X111, Section 24. Even so, loans for construc-
tion and/or renovation of facilities have a number of advantages for both
the State and the institutions of higher learning.

Twelve other states now have facility or dormitory authorities em-
powered to issue tax-free bonds, in turn, to provide lower interest loans
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for the construction of dormitories, classrooms, and other academic
facilitieés. During the current islative session, A.B. 2014, in—
troduced by Assemblyman Dixon Arnett, would establish a "California
kducational Facilities Authority" with similar powers to issue tax-
exempt construction bonds. This bill, introduced initially at the -
request of Stanford University, now has the full support of the AICCU.

Tax exempt bonds sell about two points less than guaranteed cor-
porate loans. On Stanford's large amount of borrowed money, this could
amount to between $250,000 and $500,000. A.B. 2614 limits the total
bond authorization tc $150 million with no more tham $50 million of
the bonds to be issued and sold within two years of the effective date
of the act. The bill permits the Authority "to make loans to private
colleges and universities for the construction of dormitories and edu-
cational facilities". All costs of the Authority would be borne by the
colleges and universities using it-. The only loser by this system
wouid appear to be the individuals, agencies, or institutions which
now receive the payments of the higher interest rate.

Only two other states provide diréct grants to private institutions
which can be used for the construction of facilities. States seem to
prefer to use their power to issue tax-free bonds to obtain the capital
needed to finance construction at private colleges and universities.
This permits colleges and universities to operate at.a constant level
regardless of short-term deficits. These lower interest rates permit
colleges to use the resulting savings for other purposes and to expand
at lower cost than could have been accomplished without such state
assistance. Other options might be loans for the purchase of land, but
this seems less common and less attractive than providing loans for edu-
cational facilities which themselves might be revenue producing.

+

Tax Relief : .

"Whenever you exempt anyone from taxes, it's the same thing as giving
them money'", or so said Clark Kerr during an interview with the writer.
California's independent colleges and universities have. long, but not
always, had exemption from property taxation. These institutions, over
the years, have always sought to maintain existing tax benefits and have
occasionally sought to expand their tax i1elief. In 1964, for example,
the AICCU Executive Committee began to explore a tuition tax credit or
deduction on the State income tax as well .s the possibility of amending
the State tax law to increase the gift deduction to 30 percent.

Any tax relief or exemptions for the institutions decrease their
expenditures, assuming that administrative costs to obtain the relief
don't exceed the amount saved. There is also the critically important
stimulus to private giving encouraged by deductions for private con-

tributions, and this benefit can apply to both individuals and corpor-
ations.

. There are a number of taxes which Calif@rnia institutions now pay
from which they could be granted relief. The State of Michigan, for ex-
ample, provides a gasoline tax refund for gasoline used in school buses
as well as a tax credit for contributions to colleges and universities.
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From the State's point of view, any further tinkering with the
altcady extremely complex tax laws might make the situation even more
coty lex.  Some additional programs of providing tax relief might also
nave high administra.ive costs, be difficult to regulate, and may not
be worth the effort. There is also the political consideration of \
providing a new or additional tax exemption to ore group of non-profit
and charitable institutions without doing the same for other groups
and institutions. 'Then there is the fact that increased tax exemptions
tesult in decreased revenue. One man's benefit is another men's burden.

-

Options with a Rewised Constitution

One possible advantage of the existing State constitution is that
it does limit the options. One objection voiced in the State Senate
when ACA 47 wag, being considered two years ago was the possibliity, albeit
remote, that the Legislature might be receiving requests and bills
frou every college. Another great.advantage of the existing State pro-
grams, from the point of view of the independent colleges and univer-
sities, is that there are few State mandated controls placed on in-
stitutions or students.

Yet from the point of view of the Legislature and "good government",
it would be desirable to eliminate all unnecessary prohibitions in the
constitution and to provide the Legislature with as many possible al-
ternatives for statutory law. At the same time, greater control or
accountabilify for the expenditures of public funds might be possible,
whether or not desirab@g, tirough different forms of State assistance to
independent colleges and universities.

As is the case with the existing constitution, only ccmpetent legal
opinion and the courts can determine what would or would not be consti-
tutional even if the constitution were revised. The following is a list
of some policy alternatives, certainly not an exhaustive list, which would
probably be available to the Legislature if the existing prohibitions in
the State Constitution were removed:

1. Direct subvention per student or California resident.

v

2. Direct subvention per additional California resident enrolled.

3. Cost of education grant to institution for each State Scholar-
ship winner enrolled. :

4. Cost of education grant to institution for each College Oppor-
tunity Crant winner enrolled.

>. Dircect subvention per degree awarded.

6. State loans for facility construction or renovation.

7. 'ﬂ&gﬂts of state land or surplus facilities.
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8. Leases of state-owned land or facilities.

9. Directigggventions to institutions for operating expenses,

10. Direct grants to stimulate increases in private wifts and

philanthropy.

11. "State-related" or "semi-public" colleges and universities.

- 12. Elimination of existing tax exemptions.

e
13. HNew forms of governance to include all California highe: edu-
- cation, pubiic and private. '

Direct Subventions per Student or Degree Awarded

The former Joint Committee on Higher Education was of .the opinion
that "direct subventions. . . under applicable planning and budgetary
procedures" was ''the obyious and logical way to aid California's private
colleges and universities'.22 Several other states now have programs
which appropriate state funds to private institutions for each resident
enrolled, each state scholarship winner enrolled, each additional resi-
dent enrolled, or each degree awarded. .

When any legislator considers these kinds of alternatives, he should
ask "what are the motives behind such a program"? If the motive is to
increase enrollment, the Levin and Osman study concluded that, theoretically
at least, increasing supply or demand subsidies will have exactly the same
effect on increasing enrollment. That is direct state aid to institutions
to increase capacity (supplv s'hsidies) will, thecreticzlly, have the same
positive effect on enrollment as increased fiaianc'al aid to students
(demand subsidies). The goal of the Levin and Osman report was primarily
to study alternative ways of increasing enrcllments in private institu-
tions; and in their extremely theoretical treatise and mathematical model,
the authors assumed that "the quality of educational output is fixed" for
all instituticns, public and private, as were "all of the variables other
rhan price".Z3 Obviously there are other variables at work, but it is .
important to know that grants via students or grants directIy to in-
stitutions can bbth result in increased enrollments. Educational, political

and legal considerations thus must determine which policy or policies are
implemented,

b

Lf the goal of legislatures is «imply to improve the financial health
of institutions, there are a number of ways to do this; and grants per
~tudent, per scholarship holder, or per degree awarded are means available
to accomplish that end. Such forms of assistance might be presently con-
stitutional if they would be desigrated as "contracts" and assuming that
the existine contract program with medical schools is cofistitutional. Such
forms of state aid are not categorical in a narrow sense, as they are awarded
with equity based on some determinable number of students or degrees awarded.
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The Fedorad Congress nas long avoided this kind of non-categorical assis-
tance sivce this kind of governmental subvention has been called "put it
on the stuap and run"! hat is, there is no accountability or explicit
purpose tor the funds awarded, and who's going to say no to that.

There are at least two more considerations about aid awarded to increase
enrollments.  tirst of all, many institutions are anxious to simply retain
voistine snrollments before worrying about expanding enrollments. The
otit . -onsideration i what Levin and Osman called "the savings bank

-nomenon'.  Savings banks increase interest paid to attract m depositors
L st also pay the increased interest to those people who already were
depositors at the former and lower interest rate. For exmple, vouchers
to students may lower the cost of tuition to students who would have been
able and willing to pay the higher tuition anyway. Assistance directly
te the dnstitution, in some cases or programs, might avoid the ''savings
_bank phciomenon". -

Presidenc Charles Hiteh of the University of California, in a state-
ment to the Select Committee on £nd Master Plan, stated that "it is ex- ,
tremely importaﬁt to assure the continued existence and strength of
Private institutions'". He went on to say that the "form" of such assis-
tance becomes"crucial®, because of "tlic tendency for control to follow
dollars". President Hitch then suggested that "a much better course
would be to provide indirect aid via student financial assistance, perhaps
with the addition of cost-of-education supplements which the students
could take with them Lo the private institutions of their choice".24 g§ych
cost-of-education supplements, a demand subsidy, may or may not be con-
stitutional, but would provide an important way to assist institutions.

Lf such’a supplement were.provided all students it would approach a
voucher system and might incorporate "the savings bank phenomenon" if the
object were Lo increase enrollment. If such cost-of-education supplements
dcconpanied State Scholarship or COG vinners, they would serve and reward
those institutions which serve those students. Cost-of-education gramnts
Liwd o scholarships tend, on one hand, to reward quality, and, on the

other, reward<those institutions which are serving the State through these
Pe bt mts. Rewirds of existing quality van also result in what might be
calTol Mtie Matthew phenomenon: " "For whoever hath, to him shall be given,
and ne shall haye nore abundance; but whosoever hath not, from him shall
be ¢+ .u .away efen that he hatn". (Matthew 13-12)

Hic dogree is often regarded as one tangibic "output" of higher edu-
¢aliow. tor this reason, New York State tied jts "Bundy aid" to degrees
fvar to b, eligible nonsectarian, independent colleges and universities.

The Soate provides the institution with $400 for each Bachelors and Masters
degrec awarded and $2,400 for each doctorate. 1f such a program were in

operation in California, and if all AICCU institutions were eligible for
the [ 28¢ hachelor and master's degrees and 1,363 doctorate degrees

award-d in 1970-71, such a program would cost a total of $11,784,400
Yor 1970~71. This contrasts with the 526.9 million appropriated in
New york taring 1971-72,
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Theve are both educational and political advantages to tying state
assistancce to students enrolle This recognizes, to ua degree, that the
institutions exist to serve s*e..ts and society and not vice versa.

Some of these options stimulate and reward growth, others reward "output.
in terms of degrees rewarded, some have the political and educational ad-
vantage that they provide "something for everyone". Sevéral of these
options have the disadvantage that-they might be difficult to administer
¢r control. Even so, the arguments seem to strongly favor providing
assistance via students, either indirectly or directly.

Support for Facilities s .

There are a number of ways that the State could assist independent
colleges and universities in the construction or renovation of educational
facilities, or even the creation of new institutions, or new campuses of
existing institutions. The arguments for and against o "California Edu-
cational Fad}lit'es Authority", and A.B. 2014, were discusse? in an
earlier sect\gn/zf this chapter. Such a program would, without question,
be constitutional if the constitutional prohibitions “in Articles IX and
XII1l were removed. This is particularly true for those independent
colleges and universities which are still church-related or come under
sectarian control. Twelve states now have such authorities and their
loans for facilities are typically available to both churfch-related and
non-church related institutions so long as the actual facility being
funded is not to be used for secular or religious purposes.

facilities if the constitution were revised. The Constitution Revisio
Commission chose its revised wording with great care. The word "money?
was deleted in favor of "aid" to suggest that the Legislature, but not
state and local governments without approval of the Legislature, 'may
grant aid to non-profit institutions". This was done because it was
mentioned that the Legislature at some future time might wish to provide
aid other than money; and surplus facilities, equipment, and land were
mentioned in discussion as examples of "aid" in addition to money.

There are additional ways that the State could provide support fog}

Grants of land are one of the oldest forms of governmental assistance
for railroads and colleges. California presently continues this practice,
albeit indirectly, through providing private colleges and universities
with the right to condemn property needed for educational purposes, It
is conceivable that this practice could be extended to actually pro-
viding grants of state land for new or expanded institutions. Similarly,
surplus facilities or equipment could be granted to independent institu-
tions if the constitution were revised. ‘

The Coordinating Council study of State Aid to Private Higher Edu-
cdation mentioned an additional option for state-granted facilities hich,
in the Council staff's view, would also require a revised constitutzon.
Under this plan, "the State would own all land, facilities, equipment,
and other capital iicms necessary Lo operate an institution of higher
cducation and then lease these to a private institution to operate,
under conditions prescribed by the State".25
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Ale Council staff jelt that this alternative is a variation of the
yontract idea but reversed, with the independent institution contracting
to use  State facility. Quality, and perhaps even program, might be
requirec with this option which creates essentially a new form of "semi-
public" institution. While many of these other alternatives are cur-
rently teing utilized in other states, this one is not.

‘Direct _ubventions to Institutions

Very, very few states appropriate funds for operating expenses of
tndependent colleges and universities with "no strings attached". It
weyld appear to be politically unattractive, even if educationally de-

- sirable in the short term, to implément such options. Only Alabama,
)Alaska, Maryland, and Pennsylvania have provided such grants. Lven so,
this option would be possible with a revised California Constitution.

If pas! and preseat expcrience is any clue; control of’ some form follows
dollars; und direct subventions ‘would inevitably have some kind of
"strings'" attached. This is politically nccessary if not desirable, and
certainly not desired by educational institutions worrigd about their
autonomy .

One of the most important consfaerations, in my view, in any form
of state assistance to independcut colleges and univeré@ties is not to
"sever tuc nerve" of private giving. It would seem possible to im-
plement a program whereby the State would stimulate increased private
philanthropy. This goes beyond simply preventing decreases in giving
or extenling tax credit or deductions for individual or corporate con-
tributioas. 1t would seem possible for the State to implement a founda-
tion-lik> program of matching grants which would require matching private
money at some predetermined ratio. There might also be provisions which
would requir: tnat the private matching funds be "new money' or gifts,
and not simply institutional funds t -om tuitions. Of course, many legis-
laters might feel it would be inappropriate for the State to get into
Lhe foundation business or anything even approaching it. But, such
eptions night be cducationally desirable if they would both provide
necaed tunds for useful purposes and increase the amount of private money
invested in private higher education,

Alternat.ve Forms of Governance

Thioughout the country, a yumber of formerly private colleges and
universities, some of them major institutions, have become completely
pui-lic o, "state-related" or “state-assisted". There is some evidence
that it night have been less expensive for New York State to "bail out"
rather than, to "buy out'" the University of Buffalo. The formerly in-
‘depeudent University of Buffalo became a totally public component of the
State University of New York (SUNY) system, and at that time private gifts
and donations to Buffalo practically ceased. Just recently, New York
University, also private, was forced to sell an entire campus which will
‘now becone a public college.

In Pennsylvania, both Temple University and the University of Pittsburgh,
for orly private, have joined the Pennsylvania State University in becoming

-148-

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




1

'‘stite-related” institutions. This rather unique relationship was

described in Chapter 1V under "Pennsylvania”, but it does provide an-

ot = vption ror other states. New relationships are possible between

the two poles of "publice" and "private", including the Pennsylvania
"statc-related" and "state aided" institutions, semi-public institutions,

OF vven a tot:lly public assimilation of previously independent institution®,

Another option available to the Legislature, which may or may not
require a revigion of the constitution, and one which would undoubtedly
be unpopular with independent institutions, would be the implementation
of a "super, super board" which would or could oversee all institutions
ol higher education in California, public and private. The Regents of
the University of the State of New York are an anomaly since they do

’ oversee, at lcast nominally, all colleges and universities ian New York,
public and private, as well as all other educational instiiutions, in-
cluding schools, libraries, and museums. It would probably be impossible
in cae 20th \entury to implement something like the Regents, which is"’

now almost two hundred years old, even if such a governance system were
desirable.

:

Many independent institutions are already "quasi-public" in terms of
their institutional purpose and, in a few cases, the sources of their
funds. They rctain true indepeadence by means of their governing boards.
statc control and/or forced coordination seem to be antipathetic to this
institutional independence and autonomy. Yet increased state-wide plan-
ning for all higher education in the State and/or increased programs to
provide assistance to independent institutions may require something
other than the "voluntary coordination" and the current participation
on the Coordinating Council.

Truc coordination may be anathema to institutional autonomy. But
independence s Operationally a relative rather than anm absolute term.
the benetits provided to.both individuals and society dre not entirely
"private” but also "public". The independent institutions will fimd it
. a increasingly difficult to have it both ways. Public purpose, and most
) - certainly incredses in publie funds, will require increased public

tccountability in some form. The fundamental dilemma in California as
in New York 1- "how the state can help Preserve the strength and vitality
»f our private and independent institutions of higher education, yet at
) tite same time keep them free".20 New York also provides an example of
the problem.  The legislature having approp.iated the "Bundy aid",
proceeded to mandate teaching workloads for those independent colleges.
uly the Governor's veto prevented this involvement in the administgation
t the private institutions. o
»
Relationship Between the Public and Private Sectors
The late Arthur Coons observed that "there has been a considerable
mutuality of respect and cooperation between and among public and private

fustitutions"."/  Quey the past century there has been a remarkable degree

of good will bcetween Galifornia's independent colleges and the public

segmenlts.  The Legislature must recognize this existing good relationship
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if .nd when it considers policy alternatives which may affect the ties
between independent and Public institutions. This applies to options
invylving assistance to or via students, assistance directly to new in-
stituations, or indeed new forms of governance, coordination, or control.

The Regents of the University of California have formally recognized
the imrortance of private mon€y to private institutions. A 1959 policy -
stal .meut of the Regents, still in force, states the following:2

Witn respect to Private Colleges: Since private colleges
aml universities are heavily dependent upon gifts and en-
dowments for their support, every e fort will be jxerted

Aot to interfere in any way with their sources of Jsupport.
’ The University's relationship with our friends of’ the in-
dependent institutions is so important that the utmost
care will be exercised in this connection. A the Univer-
sity's program enlarges, the main emphasis will be to
cccure funds from the University's "immediate family",. that
is, alumni, faculty, students, Possibly parents, friends
geographically and sentimentally attached to various cam- ‘
puses, and corporations and foundations interested in the
University and desiring to utilize the University's facil-
ities. "Public" soiicitation, as such, is not envisaged.

President Hitch of the University of California, as previously men-
tioned, has endorsed the notion of "indirect aid via student financial
assistance, perhaps with the addition of cost-of-education supplements
which the students could take with them to the private institutions of
their choice". President Hitch also feels that if there were ever a
"larg= enough" diversion of State funds to independent institutions from
the University of California, this "might lead the University to re-
chamiaze its policy about secking nrivate gifts", which is the policy the
Regenls adopted in February of 195%9.29 Additionally, President Hirch
‘oes ot favor raising tuition aL the University of California, "certainly

not uader the present circumstances", as a way of narrowing the "tuition
ro30
e P .

thancell | Glenn Dumke of the Ca .ifornia State University and Colleges

is0 endorses the general notion of state assistance to independent in-
Lirtucions. He said recently that "I woul!' favor public assistance to
fndenendent justitutions if this seems nece sary to maintain the diversity
<ol pruralism of higher education in the State”. He went on to say that
"sbviously, one of the easiest ways to have it done would pe through
“tudent scholarships with some overige to the institution”. He also said
that "we ought to open our minds to several possibilities” of alternate
forms of state assistance. Chancellor Dumke also expressed some words of

wtin. "The independent institutions must be very alert to the fact
tittt oo they begin accepting (state) assistance, the question of
their indevendence immediately comes into focus; and this with the best
ol intentions on everybody's part".
¢
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President Hitch expressed a similar reservation during an interview
tn July of 1969:

President Hitch: "From where I sit today, I can under-
stand why some presidents of private
institutions are reluctant to seek state

fundg".
Interviewer: ''You mean it may not be worth‘thz price"?
President Hitch: "Itihdy not be worth the price".
Interviewer: '"May I quote you on that"?

President Hitch, after a slow, déliberate puff on his
ubiquitous cigar: '"Yes, you may quote me on that".

When reminded of this quote over two years later, President Hitch
laughed and said "I haven't changed my mind".32

Lven though almost all govermment funds haye some "string" attached,
including the "string" that the funds or program might be cut back or
tven elim’nated, to some institutions the "price" may be survival. To
others, the "price" may be the loss of their vitality, their autonomy,
or their independent spirit,

&
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SUMMARY

L

Professor Earl F. Cheit of the Universit - of California, Berkeley,
in his recent study, The New Depression in Higher Education, said the
following in discussing various public policy alternatives to close the
gap petwecn what students pay and what it costs to educate them:

"(These alternatives) raise impartant questions of policy,
including how exclusively the presidents would rely on
gt vernment subsidies rather than on other new sources of
income; to what cxtent subsidies would justifiably entail
governmental interest in college policy; what the resulting
relationships would be between.public and private irstitu-
tions; and what the equities, the incidence of taxation,

' ) and the other puslic and private expenditures toregone
could be that justify this level of governmental support
of higher education".

Future policy alternatives must recognize the great value to the
State provided by the vast amount of private funds which flow to private
institutions for their support. Public policy must permit the contin-
uation of this support and enpcourage its expansion. For example, during
1970- 7', all AICCU institutions had a total educational income of over
$328 million, of which $186 million came from tuition, abont $28 milion
from investment income, and almost $60 million in gifts.34 New legis-
lative options must provide for even greater utilization of private
funds as well as independent colleges and universitics themselves.

Besides simply maintaining the status quo, the legislature confronts
4 bewildering array of options to serve a wide vairiety of possible motives -
. regarding independent colleges .nd universities. There are a number of
vpticns which could affect the existence and governance of these in- ]
stitetions, and others which might provide increased assistance to .tu-
dents omd institutions, directly and indirectly. Many of these options
rv o luarly possible within the existing California Constitution, but
nany other options would Probably require a revision of the constitution.
tach policy & croaty o has both political and educational advantages and
¢ isad rantages.  Each option, if actively considered by the Legislature,
must e cdicvelly evaluated in terms of its motive, function, and impact
onoitn. tai1l higher educational system in t.e State.
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CHAPTER VII
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

There have been a number of recent studies specifically about private
higher education in California and about the problems of independent col-
leges and universities nationally which deserve description. Additionally,
many states have recently conducted studies about the particular problems
and role of independent higher education. The Bibliography at the
end of this report cites many, if not most, of these single state studies.
This review of the literature will only include those studies and reports
specifically about California or studies and reports which have national
importance or a national data base. This listing is hardly exhaustive,
but it hopes to be illustrative of the recent literature that bears upon
this timely topic.

Astin, Alexander W. and Calvin B. T. Lee. The Invisible Colleges.
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1972.

This 1s the eighth in a series of profiles of certain categories of
institutions by The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. The "In-
visible Colleges" are the "third class citizens" if state colleges and
junior colleges are regarded as the second-class citizens. They are the
small, not very selective, private, and usually church-related colleges.

By the authors' criteria, 15.5% of California's 174 colleges and univer-
sities, public and private, are "invisible". "The primary concern of all
these private colleges, both secta.ian and nonsectarian, was, and still is,
survival, especially given the trerd in the United States towards non-
sectarian, state-supported, tuition-free higher education". The authors
believe that the invisible colleges are, indeed, performing a real service
and that all of them could, and should, accommodate at least a few nore
students. "The most obvious answer is through outside aid, probably by

the state”. The question remains if it is more economical to provide
subsidies to these institutions or to expand the public sector, particularly
since these colleges can offer their students - often the less able and
iess well prcpared - the kind of college experience they seek.

Berdahl, Robert 0. Statewide Coordination of Higher Education.
Washington, D. C.: American Council on Education, 1971.

"The issue of university autonomy will never be finally solved. It
Can only be lived with". - John Gardner. Professor Berdahl makes the
case that institutional autonomy and academic freedom are not synonymous
and that one need not be maintained to preserve the other. Berdahl favors
a strong coordinating body for both philosophiczl and practical reasons,
since unless such power is given the coordinating body, state government
will assume these functions. Chapter Nine, "Private Higher Education and
Stete Governments', is particularly germane to this report. He describes
the nced for state aid, types of state aid, and various problems such as
those with church-related institutions, politics of state aid, and in-
stitutional accountability.
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Bowen, Howard R. and Paul servelle. Who Benefits from Higher Education -
and Who Should Pay? Prepared by the ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Edu-
cat.on. Washington, D. C.: American Association for Higher Education,
1972,

This is the fifth in a series of excellent, brief reports published
by AAHE. This particular report by California's own Howard R. Bowen is
onc Lf Bowen's more thoughtful treatments of the issue of who benefits
+ad who should pay for higher education. In this work Bowen and Paul
Servelle, a faculty member at Whittier College and a student in economics
at the Claremont Graduate School, advance two versions of the benefit
theory - one dealing with the justice of cost allocation among individuals
and groups and the other concerned with the efficiency of resource alloca-
tion in terms of the investment in the products of higher education. Many
of their observations bear directly on the question of the level of tuition
dat public institutions and the share of publiz support appropriate for
pr.-'te institutions. They conclude: "the controversy is basically one
of value  and judgments. Neither side can overwhelm the other".

The Capitol and the Campus: State Responsibility for Postsecondary
Education. A Report and Recommendations by The Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education: McGraw-Hill Book Company, April 1971.

"te Commission declarcs that the state "should continue to carry the
Primary responsibility for higher education they have borne historically",
and this respunsibility extends to private colleges and univevrsities. The
Commissioners "favor some state support of private colleges and univer-
siti:s", and more specifically the Commission favors a state subsidy of
tuition costs for students who do not have financial ability to meet the
costs, "leaving to the Federal Government the basic responsibility for
subsistence costs". This method of assisting institutions is favored over
increasing public tuitions. Tie Commission also recommends cost—of-
education vouchers for resident students usable at independent institutions.
Thesc colleges would receive "a state payment increasing gradually each
year up to an amount equal to one-third of the subsidy granted by the state
for tudents at the same levels attending comparable institutions. The
Comnission also recommends contracts for educational programs, even state
land-grants ~ ; independent institutions, and bond-issuing facility
authorities.

Cheivy Farl J. The New Depression in High«r Education.
New {ork: McGraw-Hill, 1971.

Professor Cheit, a Professor of Business Administrafion at the Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley, undertock this "study of financial con-
ditions at 41 colleges and universities" for the Carnegie Commission on
ttigh: r Education. Six of these 41 institutions are in California: Stanford,

Mills, Pomona, the University of California, Berkeley, College of San
Mateo, and San Diego State College. The author finds that a number of
these institutions are either in financial troubie or headed for it. He

also makes some assumptions about all colleges and universities based on
this selected sample. Next to private universities in large urban areas,
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"it was the liberal arts colleges that included the largest proportion of
institutions in financial difficulty", Cheit finds five major factors
which contribute to financial difficulty: the general inflation of the
economy, increases in faculty salaries, substantial increases in amounts
of student assistance, campus disturbances, and a significant growth of
institutional responsibility, activities, and aspirations. This is an
excellent study, and deserves careful reading.

kulau, HeinZ and Harold Quinley. State Officials and Higher Education:
A Survey of the Opinions and Expectations of Policy Makers in Nine States.
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970.

This general report prepared for The Cirnegie Commission on Higher
Education examines the role and influence of elected sfate officials on
American higher education. Officials in nine states, including California,
were extensively interviewed. ‘

A number of the questions in the interviews dealt with the problems
of private colleges and universities, and many pages in thé authors' first
draft, devoted to this topic, were edited down to a page and a half on ‘
the "dilemmas of the private institutions". The authors found, in all
nine states, that "while almost all (of the state officials) have a positive
assessment of private education, their perceptions of the problems facing
private schools and how the state should respond were more heterogereouys.
In general, the legislators and executives were not particularly disturbed
about the financial plight of the private schools."

Financing Independent Higher Education in California. A Report to The

Joint Commission-on Higher Education, California Legislature. Prepared
by McKinsey and Company, Inc., for The Association of Independent Cali-
fornia Colleges and Universities, December 1968. . -

The extensive and detailed study of the AICCU institutions determined
that "it is becoming increasingly difficult for independent institutions
of higher learning to maintain their relative level of participation in
the State of California and to provide the distinctive academic and
living envircnments they have traditionally offered”. The report states
that while in the long run "the most likely source of substantially ex-
panded support for higher education...is the Federal government, ... to
the extent (state) support makes it possible for private institutions to
educate students who would otherwise have to be absorbed by the public
sector, it is to the state's economic advantage to provide that s.pport".
This report also projected huge aggregate deficits for the AICCU in-
stitutions, and, it has been argued, that such projections are misleading
because institutions will, out of necessity, cut back on expenses or in-
crease income or both to prevent such deficits.

Jellsma, William W. The Red and the Black. Special Preliminary Report on
the Financial Status, Present and Projected, of Private Institutions of
Higher Learning. Washington, D. C.: Association of American Colleges, 1971.

Mr. Jellsma is Research Director of the Association of American Col-
leges, and in 1971 he conducted®a survey of 554 independent colleges. He
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for Independent Higher Education in
State Aid to Private Higher Educatio
Higher Education, Sacramento,

Alternative Methods of State Support
California. Phase II of a study of

n by the Coordinating Council for
February 1970.

This study grew out of a request by the Department of Finance to the
Coordinating Council for "a cost analysis study of private higher education
in California with a view toward more effectively utilizing the total public
and private higher education systems'". More specifically, the study focused
on the question: How can public funds be used to stimulate increases in
enrollment at private colleges and universities? The authors found that,
thedrcLicaLlX, supply subsidies to institutions will have the same effect
as demand subsidies to students. The authors also concluded, at the time
of their study, that "the financial status of California independent
colleges and universities, taken as a group, is not in jeopardy". They

80 or to enumerate a number of Plans whereby enrollment could be stimulated

in private ¢olleges and universities.
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and the students who attend them. The authors also surveyed state and
educational teaders and found "sympathetic interest" in the problems
and well being of private colleges and universities.

McFarlane, William H. State Support for Private Higher Education,
Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 1969.

The Southern Regional Education Board has had a relatively long,
thoughtful, and systematic interest in the relationships of states to
private colleges and universities. As early as 1966, in a series of
reports on financing higher education, SREB devoted Number 19 in that
series to 'State Government Relationships with Private Colleges and

Universities". In this 1969 report by McFarlane, the author provides

| a description of conventional relationships between state systems and
‘private sectors, a classification and description of existing and pro-
posed types of state support for all higher education, a brief examina-
tion of the major legal and political issues which affect public aid
for private institutions at federal and state ,levels (see McFarlane’
and Wheeler, 1971), a review of the current trends at the state level,
and an evaluation of the major features of the various options which
might be encountered, particularly in southern institutions.

Nelson, Fred A. California and Nonpublic Higher Education: The
Historical and Current Relationships Between the State of California
and Independent Colleges and Universities. Unpublished Ph.D. dis-
sertation, Stanford University, 1970.

This long (401 pages including appendices) study details the inter-
action of independent colléges and universities in California with
various branches of State government, including the University of Cali-
fornia, in both the past and present. Each of the nine chapters can
stand alone, and these include the following topics: Introduction;
Early History of California; Stanford University; State Scholarships
and Fellowships; The AICCU; The Master Plan and its Coordinating Council,
Constitutional Revision; ACA 47 and Direct State Aid; and The Future
Dimly Seen. No specific hypothesis is advanced. "Institutions, like people,
will act when threatened." Since both State government and independent in-
stitutions are made up of people, they "are prone to the same virtues,
faults, and foibles as people themselves."

Reinhert, Paul C., S.J. - To Turn the Tide, Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:
Prentice Hall, Inc., 1972.

This book by the long-time president of St. Louis University, grows
out of a series of discussions with educational, political, and business
leaders called Project SEARCH. Father Reinhert makes the now traditional
case for private higher education. After private sources, he argues, the
primary responsibility of the government for the support of private higher
education rests with the states. He laments the vast state-by-state dif-
ferences in programs of aiding irdependent colleges, and wishes he could
move St. Louis University.to Illinois! He also believes that the federal
and state government programs and purposes should mesh together, and

-159-




Pro ect SEARCH was able to define specific goals and functions for the
state and federal governments, with states supporting tuition equalization
prozrams and contracts for professional and graduate training, and adding
the pro and con arguments for the former Senate and House versions of the -
Higher Education Amendments of 1972.

Shulman, Carol H. State Aid to Private Higher Education. Prepared by
the ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education. Washington, D. C.: American
Asscciation for Higher Education, June 1972. ’

This is the third in a series of excellent reports publishéa by AAHE.
In a brief (88 page) report, Ms. Shulman discussés in general terms the
"State's Interest in Private Higher Education, Methods, of Aid, and Problems
Created by New State-Private College Relationships". Shé concludes that'
private institutions face two major difficulties: 1) prvserving their
ow" concepts of educational quality and mission when they are subject to
state review; and 2) functioning without a guarantee of continuing assis-
tance from the state legislature at a meaningful level of support. The
author then provides an "Annotated Bibliography" primarily of the more
important single-state reports on the role of private higher education
or reports suggesting specific kinds of state assistance. The author
then repriuts a chart prepared by the Edv.ation Commission of the States
on fState Support of Privat. Higher Education: Programs in Operation or .
Approved as of January 1972". (This same ECS chart appears as Appendix E
in this report.)

Spang, J. R. Direct and Indirect State-Aid to Private Institutions of
Higher Education in the United States. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Temple University, 1971.

This dissertation describes the programs and types of state assistance
proposed or available in thirty-+hree states which weére surveyed. It also’
ranks the preferences for forms of state assistance as expressed by rep-
resentatives of private colleges and universities. These choices were:
genecal support; scholarships; physical facilities; student fellowships;
grants and admissions; tax benefits; research; consortia aad interinstitu-
tional coopertion; communication and computer centers, degrees’, program
and iccreditation. The authdr finds an increasing concern at the state
level with the well being of independent ~rolleges and universities, and he
goes on to recommend a number of steps to nromote state aid to private
colleges.

Stat: Aid to Private Higher Education: A Study of Ways of Providing Public
Resources for Support of Private Institutions of Higher Education in Cali-
fornia, A Staff Report to the Coordinating Council for Higher Education,
December 1969.

This report is Phase I and II of a response to the Director of Finance
to siudy various means of providing State or local funds to private higher
education. Phase I of this report includes a listing of methods of support
or assistance throughout the United States as well as the methods by which
they are evaluated. The almost universal answer to the method of "evaluation"
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was either "not known" or "none". Most states, the report finds, favor
state aid to students. Phase II discusses a number of specific ways
that the State of California could either encourage and/or reward in-
creased enrollment in private institutions. Many of these alternatives

are, in the view of the Deputy Attorney General with whom they were dis-
cussed, uncoqstitutional within the existing California Constitution.
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APPENDIX A
STUDY PLAN, JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
January 1972
INDEPENDENT HIGHER EDUCATION

I. What is the present contribution of independent institutions to
California higher education -- quantitative and qualitative?

II. Is it in the interest of the state to maintain and/or expand the
contributions of independent higher education?

III.  Are the independent jinstitutions being utilized in such a way as
to maximize their contributions to California higher education?

A. If not, whLy not?

B. What steps might be taken to encourage full utilization of
the capacities and resources of independent institutions?

Iv. Should the option to attend an independent college or university
be available to all qualified students?

V. Should the state provide financial assistance to independent
higher education?

A. How much of the cost pressure is being absorbed by this
sector? Huw much of the responsibility for academic and
other -forms of higher education has it accepted?

B. Can the private sector continue to function without direct

. state support? What are the legal implications to be con-
‘ sidered in discussing financial aid? What kinds of aid

would be most appropriate? Capital outlay funds? General
appropriations? Student aid (in the form of a voucher)?

C. What are the public accountability implications of financial
support tou private institutions? How would this affect 'n-
dependence/autonomy? To what extent should that be preserved?

D. [If students begin absorbing a larger share of the costs of
higher education, what effect will this have upon the stu-
dents' choice between public and private institutions?*®

VI. In what ways are public and private institutions interdependent?
What are the benefits of the existing dual 3ystem to students,
taxpayers and to the quality of California higher education?



STATEMENT IN CONTRACT FROM THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE
MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

June 1972

To make a study of independent higher education in California to
cuiminate in a report (policy alternative paper). The paper will deal
with those issues raised (on Page 171) of the JCMPHE Study Plan (dated
January 1972). The major focus of the paper will be: (1) the identi-
fication and discussion of major issues -- to be accomplished t?rough
an analysis of present practices in California, a survey of practices
and proposals elsevhere, and a review and summary of the literature;
and (2) the identification and comprehensive analysis of whatever
policy alternatives are available to the Legislature. The advantages
of each alternative shall be fully explored.




MArroiweina v
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Bepartment of Justice

ROOM S00. WELLS FARGO BANK BUILDING
FIFTH STREET AND CAPITOL MaLL. SACRAMENTO 98814

March 14, 1972

Dr. Owen Albert Knorr

Director

Coordinating Council for Higher Education
1020 - 12th Street

Sacramento, California 95814 -

Dear Dr. Knorr:

~This—ts1in reply to your request for the opinion of this
office on what specifically is the relationship between
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education and the
private higher education sector, and specifically whether
the Council is advisory to private higher education.

It is our conclusion that under the Donahoe Higher Education
“Act (Education Code sections 22700 - 22705) the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education has no advisory responsibility
to private higher education. The Legislature has assigned
to the Coordinating Council for Higher Education specific
statutory responsibility for administering certain federal
programs. While the administration of these programs
requires comtact with private education, it does not make
‘the council advisory to private education.

ANALYSIS

‘Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, enacted by the

1959 Legislature, rcquested.that Liaison C.mmittee of the
State Board of Education and the Regents of the University

to "preparc a Master Plan for the development, expansion,

and integration of the facilities, curriculum, and standards
of higher cducation, in junior colleges, state colleges, the
University of California), and other institutions of higher
education of the State, to meet the needs of the State during
the next ten years and thereafter . . . ."

Pursuant to that request the Liaison Committee of the State
Board of Lducation and The Regents of the Universicy of
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California develuped and adopted the Master Plan for Higher
Education in California, 1960-1975. This report recognized
that the basic issue in the development of the Master Plan
was 'the future role of the junior colleges, statc colleges,
and the University of California in the state’s tripartite
system and how the three segments should be governed and
coordinated so that unnecessary duplication will be avoided"

(Master Plan p, xi).

The role of the private higher education sector was recognized
in the following language: ''The Master Plan Survey Team
recognizes the great contribution private colleges and
universities have made and will continue to make tothe state,
It has included these institutions in the recommended statewide
coordinating agency with the opportunity for an authentic voice
bearing on policies directly affecting their welfare," (Master
Plan p, xii.)

The Master Plan recommended the establishment of-an advisory
body to be known as the Coordinating Council for Illigher
Education:

"a, Shall consist of 12 members, three rcpresentatives
each from the University, the State College System,
the junior colleges, and the independent colleges
and universities., The Univer:ity and the State
College System each shall be represented by its
chief executive officer and two board members
appointed by the boards. The junior colleges shall
be represented by (1) a member of the State Board
of Education or its Chief Executive Officer;

(2) a represcntative of the local governing boards;
and (3) a representative of the local junior college
administrators, The independent culleges and
universities shall be represented as determined by
agrcement of the chief executive officers of the
University and the State College System, in
consultation with the association or associations
of privatc higher cducational institutions, All
votes shall bc .recorded, but effective action shall
require an affirmative vote of four of the six
University and state college represenzatives;
except that on junior college matters the junior
college representatives shall have effective votes;
and on the appointment and removal of a director of
the Council all 12 shall be effective.

A dircctor of the staff for the Coordinating Council
shall be appointed by a vote of eight of the 12
Council members, and may be rcmoved by a vote of
eight members of the Council, He shall appoint such
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Dr. Owen Albert Knorr -3 - March 14, 1972

staff as the Council authorizes,

The Coordinating Council shall have the following
functions, advisory to the governing boards and
appropriate State officials:

(1) Review of the annual budget and capital
outlay requests of the University and the
State College System, and presentation to
the Covernor ol comments on the general
level of support sought,

Interpretation of the functional differentia-
tion among the publicly supported qinstituvtions
provided in this section; and in accordance
with the primary functions fcr each system

as set forth above, advise The Regents and
The Trustees on programs appropriate to each
system, '

(3) Development of plans for the orderly growth
of higher education and makin, of recommendations
to the governing boards on the need for the
location of new facilities and programs.

The Council shall have power to require the public-
institutions of higher education to submit data on
costs, selection and retention of students,
enrollments, capacities, and other matters pertinent
to effective planning and coordination,"

The council structure recommended in this Master Plan was
arrived at after carcful c¢. sideration of the coordinating
boards existing in other states. Considerable sentiment
existed for the use of '"public members" not connected with

any scgment of higher education. When the Master Plan
recommendations were enacted in the Donahoe Higher Education
Act (Stats, 1960, 1st Extra., Scss, ch. 49), the proposed
membership was expanded by six "public" representatives,
(Educ. Code Section 22700), but otherwise retained the public-
private education scgmeatal representation,

The Master Plan rccommendations for the functions of the
Coordinating Council were modified by the Legislature in that
subparagraph c.(2) was changed to read as follows in Education
Code scction 22703:

" . o . advicc as to the application of the provisiors
of this division declincating the different functions
of public higher education and counscl as to the
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programs appropriatc to each segment thereof, and

in connection therewith shall submit to the Governor
and to the Legislature within five days of the
beginning of ecach gencral session a report which
contains recommendations as to nccessary or desirable
changes, if any, in the functionc< and programs of the
several segments of public higher cducation, ., ."
(Emphasis added.)

Subparagraph c.(3) was changed to read:

" . . o development of plans for the orderly growth

of public highcr cducation and the making of recommenda-
tions on the nced Tor and location of new facilities
and programs.'" (Emphasis added,)

Although Figure 2 on page 41 of the Master Plan, entitled
"Recommended Co-ordination Struéture," shows an "advise"
function running from the Coordinating Council to "Independent
Collcges and Universities", we can find nothing in the text of
the Master Plan or in the implementing statutes which support
any responsibility or authority of the Coordinating Council

to "advise" the private higher education sector, The functions
assigned by the Legislature in Education Code section 22703 are
clearly and exclusively concerned with the public scctor of
highcer cducation. 1Indeed the modificutions made by the
Legislature to section 22703 From the proposals in the Master
Pkin emphasize that the Coordinating Council’s role was to be
limited public higher education,

Accordingly, we conclude that the Coordinating Council is not
"advisory" to private highcer education. Subscequent to the
eractment of the Donahoce Higher: Educacion Act, the Lcgislature
assigned o the Coordinating Council [or Higher Education the .
responsibility for administering specific federal programs
which have direct involvement in private as well as public
higher education. ‘The Coordinating Council was designated

the State cducational agency to carry out the purposes and
provisions of Title I and Title VI ol the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-329), a program whereby federal funds

arc available to strengthen community secrviees programs cof
colleges and universitics, public and private. (Education
Code §22756.) The Coordinating Council has also been
designated as the State educational agency to carry out the
purposcs and provisions of Scetion 802 of Title VIII of the
Higher [iducation Act of 1964, a program to provide special
training in skille nceded for cconomic and cfficient community
development to certain persons who are, or are in training to
be, cmployed by a publiic body which has responsibility for
community dg cnt, or by a private non-profit organization
which is géhductin® ousing and community devel.opment programs,
(Lducation Code §227)\
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These programs involve both private and public schools,
Thus, the Coordinating Council in administering them must
have contact with both public and private schools. The
"Council’s role is limited to exercising those responsibilities
set forth in scctions 22756 and 22757 of the Education Code
and required under the various federal enactments, None of
these authorize the Council to act in an advisory role to
private cducation or to public education. The role of the
Council in coordinating education programs administered by
other public educational institutions is separate from its
role in administering these specific programs.,

We therefore conclude that the Council is not advisory to
private higher education. . -

Yours very truly,

EVELLE J. YOUNGER
Attoxrney General

xmﬁm&:

N. EUGED’IN{ILL

Deputy Attorney General
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