
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 072 738 HE 003 786

AUTHOR Nelson, Fred A.
TITLE Independent Higher Education in California.
INSTITUTION California State Legislature, Sacramento. Joint

Committee on the Master Plan for Higher Education.
PUB DATE Jan 73
NOTE 217p.

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

AESTRACT

MF-$0.65 HC-$9.87
Educational Finance; *Higher Educa -n; *Private
Colleges; *Public Support; *State A.Lu; *Statewide
Planning

The Joint Committee on the Master Plan for Higher
Education in California commissioned the present study, to be
undertaken to answer many questions concerning independent higher
education in the state. Among the questions iptluded in the study
description are: (1) What is the present contribution of independent
institutions to California higher education? (2) Is it in the
interest of the state to maintain and/or expand the contributions of
independent higher education? (3) Are the independent institutions
being 'utilized in such a way as to maximize their contributions to
California higher education? (4) Should the option to attend an
independent college or university be available to all qualified
students? (5) Should the state provide financial assistance to
independent higher education? (6) In what ways are public and private
institutions interdependent? (7) What are the benefits of the
existing dual systed to students, taxpayers and to the quality of
California higher education? (Author/HS)



iNtiepeNtieNt
biQbER EtLICACiON

1N CALIFORNIA

FRO A. NELSON

vRirlpo)1()R

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TIIE-MKSTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE

IIMMIIIIIINP

IN

AA

co(
0000

cm.k.

0000
At tzsxra)

kk,3-40

/

U S OEPARTMENT OF HEALiti
EOUCATION &WELFARE
OFFICE OF FOUCATION

THIS DOcuMFNT HAS Hf f N Hf HRO
Du( f 11 f-XA Ti AS RE( f ,v(f) ROM
THE Pf IISON OR Of41,AN11A.ION 0111f,
INATINP, . f,(1.%1C Of Vtf w ou ((PIN
Imp, STATE 0 DO NOT PO( f Y.AW; f
Hf PROM T' Milt (At (rf {t( f If f r:11
( AT(05 POSIT.ONI OP 011( .



INDEPENDENT HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

Fred A. Nelson

Prepared for

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE MASTER PLAN
FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

California Legislature
Assembly Post Office Box 83
State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Assemblymen

John Vasconcellos
(Chairman)

Willie Brown
Jerry Lewis
Ken Meade
John Stull

Senators

Howard Way
-(Vice Chairman)

Alfred Aiquit
Dennis Carpenter
Mervyn Dymally
Albert Rodda

Patrick M. Callan, Consultant
Daniel Friedlander, Assistant Consultant
Sue Powell, Assistant Consultant
Elizabeth Richter, Secretary

January, 1973



7
This is one of a series of policy alternative papers commissioned

by the California Legislature's Joint Committee on the Master Plan for

Higher Education.

The primary purpose of these papers is to give legislators an

overview of a given policy area. Most of the papers are directed

toward synthesis and analysis of existing information and perspectives

rather than the gathering of new data. The authors were asked to

raise and explore prominent issues 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 institutions, segmental

offices, state agencies -- or wherever seemed appropriate. It is

hoped that these papers will stimulate public, segmental and

institutional 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 policy alternative paper on independent higher education in
California". This would be one of several studies and reports commis-
sioned 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
edLcation.

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 Iva 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 governmental assistance to private higher educatioh. (It

is a sad commentary on higher education that by writing a single paper,
one can become even a semi-expert.) Through one of those papers, I 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 Stanfotd, com-
pleted durig 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 between new covers, it might be reassuring to know that only
the Introduction and ChapterIII, "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 of 48 presidents of in-
dependent colleges and universities and 15 out of 55 State Senators and
Assemblymen surveyed completed lengthy questionnaires, 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 vast 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 Masterylan, 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
a 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.

1,must most cordrally 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 Chapters II and V. Mr. ArthUr S. Marmaduke of
the "orate Scholarship and Loa9 Commission has, again, been extremely
helpful in providing up-to-the-minute data and the draft of,the Student

r 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 rime, cooperation, and thoughtful comments on this topic.

Lastly, I would like to thank Robert G. Cameron, the Director of the
Western Regional Office of the College Entrance Examination Board, for his
cooperation 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 I am obviouslysympatheticcto the problems of independent
higher edUcation in California and elsewhere, I 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 force might present.
No specific recommendations are advocated and then justified. The Associ-
ation of Independent California Colleges and Universities (AICCU) has
stated its collective position 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 theJoint Committee's study
plan (see Appendix A). Additionally, this report was asked to focus on
major issues "through an analysis of preset4 practices in California, a
survey of practices and proposals elsewhere and a review and summary of
the literature". Furthermore, the mint 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 Californial'Vrelsewhere, are aware of the
well-being of independent colleges and iversities, it is the public col-
leges and universities, because of thei tax support and direct, or at
least indirect, accountability to the L gislature, which preoccupy the
interest of legislators. Educators must be continually reminded that higher
education, publior private, is but one of many socially significant activ-
ities which compete for the attention of legislators and for tax dollars.
Therefore, it is mast 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 interchangeally 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

-1-



"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 and "colleges" - including beauty, barber, and business. (Some
)ther problems and some legislative options regarding these additional
institutiJns are discussed in the later sections of this paper dealing
with "chartering".)

Privatolleges and universities in California, as elsewhere in the
country, are commonly thought of as being entirely independent, or at
least largely 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
tact, already tied to government, 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 go-Vernment itself, overtaken by.events.

The Federal Role

The absence of the word "education" in our federal constitution.
declares, in effect, education at all levels to be a function and respon-
sibility of the individual states. In recent years the "general 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
in 1972 further extends the role of the Federal government by providing
for wide spread and general support of all higher education, public: 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 collection of compromises which
fails to spell out in explicit terms the primary,roles or functions of the
Federal and State governments in regard to the support of higher education,
public and private. Indeed, the very existence of the new Federal legis-
lation may be used by State legislatures as a reason, if not an excuse,
not to move ahead 4th various state plans of assistance to and support
of higher education. 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. 1

California, like the other individual states, possesses at least four
rights and obligations: 1) to grant charters and other 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
adjusted 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
occ'sionally have sought to extend these benefits. For example, a ballot
proposition in 1962 extended the maximum amount of tax-exempt land for
each campus (except for Stanford University) beyond the previous limit
of one hundred acres.

Private higher education in California obviously does not exist in
either a vacuum or a monopoly. Its 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 private 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,aand with this responsibility goes at least some concern
about institutional 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. "Independence" 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? 4hat 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 California 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, like several older states and particularly
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tho,,e that are former colonies, provided for direct financial assistance
to orivatei_ 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 eventu-
ally modified to the more traditional, and ..how universal, position of
;Milting tax exempt status to these educational institutions. State-

granted benefits were expanded in 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 foil-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 Coordinatidg Council for Higher Education studied
alternate forms of state aid 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. In 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,Aleges.
The Court itself hau to determine if the prospective college had its'
required twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) of endowment before the
charter could be granted. In 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 colleges.

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
(lard 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
oer 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 Stare", 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
constituency, 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 tiecdme "the central college in a first-class university".4 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

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 he used by them".5
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 attempts 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." 0

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

7\
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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".7

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

Summary

I"In one thing California stan 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 assumed 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 private benevolence,
which should always be encouraged."

Independent colleges and universities, as an integral part of the
State's total educational opportunities, have been and continue L 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 1912 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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4

CHAPTER II

CONTRIBUTIONS OF CALIFORNIA'S INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

r,

Thelistoric Role

4or the first twenty years of California's history, non-public
col eges and universities, more specifically church-related colleges,

provided oaly higher education in the State. By the time Stanford11,7t-he_

University burst onto California's education scene in 1891, at least
nine other private colleges or academies, which were ;o become per-
manene 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 sectar4anism promoted colleges with particular
brands of Christianity, these same institutions provided an invaluable
public service to the State.

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 growth:1

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, apid
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 characterized by at least the folio ng

six qualities:

1. Independence of control and governing authority.

2. Flexibility of sources of financial support.

-8-



3. Lack of governmental bureaucracy.

4. Freedom to innovate and to meet students' needs.

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

oir

6. Ability to be directly concerned about personal-, ethical,
and mural'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 pf the story, and to many people, this may be the less .

important part.

Enrollment - Problems in Counting

If 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 ofipigher edu-
cation, and the lay public as well is the apparent inability of higher

education to agree on some standards of measurement. 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 tiistorical and contemporary'lmportance 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 as many students as eo the

-9 -`



TABLE 1

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

Year Total Public Private
-...

`Public %Private

1955 2,812,000 1,596,000 1,216,000 56 % 44 96

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

1957 3,224,000 1,896,000 1,398,000 59 41

1958 3.424,000 2,037,000 1,387,000 60 40

1959 3,571,000 2,133,000 1,438,000 59 41

1960 3,772;000 2,260,000 1,512,000 60 , 40

,1961 4,048,000 2,470,000 1 578,000 61 39

1962 4,401,000 2,750,000 1,651,000 62 38

1963 4,765,000 3,065,000 1,700,000 64 36

1964 I 5.281,000 3,468 , 000 1,813,000 65 35
N

,--,

1965 5,920,000 3,969,000 1,951,000 67 33

1966 6,438,000 4,381,000 2,057,000 68 32

1967 6,963,000 4,850,000 2,113,000 70 30

1968 7,571,000 5,469,000 2:102,000 72 28

1969 7,978,000 5,882,000 2,096,000 74 26

1970 8,566,000 6,418,000 2,147,000 75 25
1

L'ource 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.

-10-
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private institutions, as demonstrated in Table 1. In California there

are almost nine times as many students attending publicly-controlled

institutions as private. Therefore, the balance between public and

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

or for ill, is moving. As in other phases of Amer4can life, California

seems to present a model of the future.

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

TABLE 2

RATIOS OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT, PUBLIC TO PRIIATE,
DESCENDING ORDER BY STATE, FALL OF 100'

State Ratio

Public

Enrollment

,

Private
Enrollment

Wyoming oo 15,220 -

Nevada
.,

Arizona
1044.31

46.57

'13,576
107,315

93

2,304

North Dakota 23.17 30,192 '1,303

New Mexico 11.13 40,795 3,666

Montana 9.83 27,287 2,775

Alaska 9.43 8,563 908

Hawaii 9.16 32,963 3,599

California 8.40 1 123 52912- 133,716

Oregon 7.92 108,483 13,694

Washington 7.81 162,71g 20,826

Colorado 7.32 108,562 14,833

Mississippi 7.22 64,968 8,999

Michigan 6.40 339,625 53,101

Kansas 6.18 86,215 14,270

Alabama 5.48 87,884 16,052

Wisconsin . 5.38 170,374 31,684

Arkansas 5.17 43,599 8,440

Louisiana 5.16 101,127 19,601

Delaware 5.15 21,151 4,109

Oklahoma 4.89 91,438 18,717

Texas 4.77 365,522 76,703

West Virginia 4.36 .51,363 11,790

Minnesota 4.32 130,567 30,221

Virginia 4.31 123,279 28,636
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State

TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)

Public
Ratio Enrollment

Georgia

Florida
4.14
4.11

101,900
189,450

'MarylandM 3.89 118,988
Kentucky 3.62 77,240
Idaho - 3.61 27,072
South Dakota 3.58 23,936
Nebraska 3.33 / 51,454
United States 2.98 6,476,058
Ohio 2.95 281,099
Maine 2.91 25,405
Tennessee . 2.73 98,897
Missouri 2.58 132,540
North Carolina 2.57 123,761
Indiana 2.44 136,739
Illinois 2.31 315,634
South Carolina 2.10 47,010
Puerto Rico 2.07 42,516
New Jersey 2.05 145,373
Iowa 1.69 68,390
Utah 1.54 49,588
Connecticut 1.43 73,391
Pennsylvania 1.31 232,982
Vermont 1.30 12,536
New York 1.26 449,437
Rhode Island 1.25 25,527
New Hampshire 1.19 15,979
Massachusetts .62 116,127
District of Columbia .19 12,194

Private
Enrollment

24,611

1407519
21,351
7,495

6,703
15,461

2 2 0173 310
95,168
8,729

36,206
51,390
48,164
55,929

136,512
22,417
20,157

70,748
40,512
32,099
51,309

178,062
9,673

357,042
20,371

13,421
186,682
64,964

Total 6,476,058 2,173,310

Source 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.,

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 Californiea
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 ion4
history of providing direct assistance to private institutions, and a \
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t!zer,, have recently added such programs. This table also re-
.4 historical development of the country with those Sections of

:ratik4-1 nvst recently developed, particularly the far west, more fre-
,:l.cntly dominated by public higher education.

,1.11mt:nt is but one dimension of the relative importance of the
iAd private segments of American higher education. Just seven

ars ago, In the Fall of 1965, there were only twice as many students
ehr,;:lied in public institutions as in private versus the national ratio

t.,re: t, one today. Even with this dominance of enrollment by public
,n.,tiLuclJns, in 1965 there were nearly twice as many private institutions

a- the obvious reason for this reverse ratio is because of the
suss smaller average size of enrollments of the private institutions.

The number of institutions is also quite important. Each independent
ti,:ttution has its own Board of Trustees, its own fund-iaising efforts,

hrs ;Jwil Land of alumni, and in most cases its own student clientele. In

political 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 themsel'es heard to a far
greater degree than their enrollments would suggest or, perhaps, even justify.

H tollowing Table 3 shows the relative position of California in
-. ::orison with all other states in terms of the ratio of the number of

instttutions, private to public.

TABLE 3

RATIOS OF THE NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS, PRIVATE TO PUBLIC,
DESCENDING ORDER BY STATE, FALL OF 1969

`state Ratio
No. of

Private Inst
Ac. of
Public Inst

Total No.
of.Inst

:4.t:ne 7.00 14 2 16

Iii;ArItt ,t Lolumbia 6.33 19 3 22

Kiw.sil 6.00 6 1 7

1,:,11InA 5.60 38 5 43

r,trittutkN, 4.00 28 7 35

%--- Haf11Alire 4.00 16 4 20

hp rt. Ric.) 4.00 4 1 5

Pehhsylvania 3.90 113 29 142

MilAu Island 3.67 11 3 14

of, 10 3.40 68 20 88

7t.i.,.i :.u: efts 2.79 81 29 110

lunne,,.ee 2.53 38 15 53

Iowa 2.47 37 15 52

Vcrql,tt 2.40 12 5 17

'!1,y.,ri 2.35 47 20 67

ili,nci, 2.07 89 43 132

//'
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State

New York
Alaska

Connecticut
New Jersey
South Dakota
United States
Nebraska
Virginia
Minnesota
South Carolina
Michigan
Georgia
Maryland
Arkansas
Delaware
West Virginia
Kansas
Oregon
Wisconsin
Louisiana
North Carolina
Florida

California
Texas
Alabama

Mississippi
Idaho

Oklahoma
Utah
Washington
Colorado
New Mexico
Arizona
Montana
Nevada
North Dakota
Wyoming

I

Tota,1

TABLE 3 (CO6D)

Ratio
No. of

Private Inst
No. of

Public Inst
Total No.

of Inst

2.03
2.00

1.71
1.59
1.43

146
2

29
35

10

72

1

17

22

7

218
3

46

57 40
17

1.38 1,465 1 060L 2 5251-1.36 15 11 26
1.35 34 25 59
1.33 32 24 56
1.32 25 19 44
1.23 49 40 89
1.22 33 27 60
1.14 25 22 47
1,00 10 10 20
1.00 3 3 6
1.00 11 11 22
.96 26 27 53
.95 19 20 39
.94 31 33 64
.92 11 12 23
.88 45 51 96
.79 27 34 61
.77 85 110 195
-../W 53 69 122
.74 20 27 47
.72 78 .J 43
.67 4 6 10
.52 12 23 35
.44 4 9 13
.44 12 27 39
.40 8 20 28
.38 3 8 11
.33 4 12 16
.33 3 9 12
.33 1 3 4
.33 3 9 12
.0 0 7 7

1,465 1,060 2,525

Source of Data: Digest of Educational Statistics, 1969, U. S. Office ofEducation, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Supt. of Docu-
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. Note 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.

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 among; the state's

many collegiate institutions, both public and private".3

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 FACL.ENROLLMENTS, CALIFORNIA HIH6R EDUCATION,
BY SEGMENT, 1948-1958

Year
Junior
College

State
College

University
of California

Public
Total

Independent
Institutions

State
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 34,833 % ii7,717 36,446 144,163

1952 52,818 25,162 33;346' 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, 1960-1915,

(California State Department of Education, Sacramento, 1960), p. 46.
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As can be svc
institutions close
(:alifornia for the

-4nd declines of enroll
ing World War IT and the

these sectors of Californ

)
from Table 4, enrollment in California's independent

arallels the total enrollment at the University of
s. period 1948 through 1958. Furthermore, the rises

s, largely due to an influx of veterans follow-
e Korean War, are quite similar in both of

higher education.

e Master Plan Survey Team then made some "status quo projections"
of 'nrollment by segments to the year 1975.

t

TABLE 5

MASTER PLAN STATUS QUO PROJECTIONS OF FULL-TIME ENROLLMENT IN
CALIFORNIA SEGMENTS OF HIGHER EDUCATION TO 1975

Actual (Fall)

University of
California

State
College

Junior
College

_Independent

Colleges &
Universities Total

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

X20.6 %) (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 original Master
Plan, 1959-1960, up through 1969-70.
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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
tle 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 institutions
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 f611-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, including 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 California'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 6,514 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 one in 1971-72. These institutions in 1970-71 enrolled about lne-third
of all graduate and professional students in California, certainly a dis-
proportionate share of that burden.

TABLE 8

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

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

Undergraduates
Full-Time 53,881 64,855 3.8
Part-Time 8,739 10,834 4.4
Total 62,620 75,689 3.9
FTE 57,842 69,584 3.8

Graduate Students
Full-Time 9,606 11,536 3.7
Part-Time 14,494 19,007 5.6
Total 24,100 30,543 4.8
FTE 17,385 18,694 1.5

Professional

Medicine 877 1,106 4.7
Dentistry 931 1,132 4.0
Law 3,290 6,574 14.8
Pharmacy 600 962 9.8
Optometry 190 250 5.6
Theology - 180 -

Total 5,888 10,204 11.6

Grand Total 92,608 116,436 4.6

Total FTE 81,115 98,482 3.9

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

gible "output" of higher education. New York State, for example, bases

its direct aid to independent institutions, sometimes called "Bundy aid",

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.

TABLE 9

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS
DEGREES AWAIIDED, 1969-70

.00a,

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

r

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%0 all
master's degrees and nearly half of all doctoral degrees are awarded 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-Year
Degrees 9,589 12,259 13,071 13,608 7.1

Master's
Degrees 4,622 6,330 7,112 7,675 10.7

Doctor's
Degrees 808 1,258 1,222 1,363 10.9

Professional
A

-s(

Medicine 206 200 228 238 2.8

Dentistry 136 217 227 247, 12.6

Law 547 923 877 1,046 13.8

Pharmacy 99 112 112 126 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 Taby 8, it becomes apparent that the
awarding of fodr-year and Master's Degreps has increased at a slightly
faster rate than enrollment in the AICCU institutions. This is true not
Jnly 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 e y level except, of course, the Associate of Arts
Degree.
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Assets

Before discussing in some detail in a later section the need for
either direct or indirect governmental 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 and subsequent discussions, the
AICCU membership is divided into the following groups with these dis-
tinguishing characteristics:

TABLE 11

AICCU INSTITUTIONS BY GROUP

GROUP I - tpstitutions with'substantial graduate enrollment and a number
of Ph.D. programs:

California Institute of Technology Stanford Universi
Claremont Graduate School UniVersity of South rn California

GROUP II - Universities with graduate, professional, and_undergraduate
programs:

Loma Linda University
Loyola University

. Pepperdine University
United States International Univ.

University of the Pacific
University of.San Diego
University of Ssn Francisco
University of Santa Clara

GROUP III - Colleges with over $4 million in endowment and with little or
no graduate enrollment:

-Claremont Men's College.
,-- Harvey Mudd College

Mills College
Occidental College
Pitzer College

Pomona College
Scripps College
University of Redlands
Whittier College

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

Azusa Pacific College Mount St. Mary's College.
Biola College Pacific Union College

-23-
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GROUP IV (CONTD) -

California, Lutheran College

Chapman College
La Verne College
Marymount College

Pasadena College
St. Mary's College of California
Westmont College

,MOUP V - Colleges with enrollment less than 800 students:

California Baptist College
College of the Holy Names
College of Notre Dame
$ominican College of San Rafael
Immaculate Heart College
Lone Mountain College

GROUP VI - Specialized institutions:

California College of Arts & drafts
Golden Gate College
Los Angeles College of Optometry
Monterey Institute of Foreign Studies

Menlo College
Pacific College
St. John's College
St. Patrick's College
Southern California College

Northrop Institute of Technology
Pacific Oaks College
San Francisco Art Institute
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

TABLE 12.-

ASSETS, ENDOWMENT FUNDS, PLANT FUNDS, & DEBT FOR ALL
AICCU INSTITUTIONS & THE SIX GROUPS, 1968-69 THROUGH 1970-71

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

Total Assets

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

% of
Growth
68-69
to

69-70

% of
Growth
69-70
to

70-71

1;4

All Groups 1,631,597 1,734,877 1,843,257 6.3 6.2

Group 1 987,713, 1,048,339 1,121,503 6.1 7.0

Group II 252,386 269,670 279,857 6.8 3.8

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

Group IV 90,727 97,705 104, 364 7.7 6.3
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Total Assets

TABLE 12 (CONTINUED)

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

% of

Growth

68-69
to

69-70

% of
Growth
69-70
to

70-71

Group-V 53,905 57,159 59,053 6.0 3.3

Group VI 18,303 20,898 21,519 14.2 3.0

Endowment Funds

All Groups 524,239 553,310 582,579 5.5 5.3

Group I 397,965 422,935 451,982 6.3 6.9

Gro4 II 30,043 31,248 25,593 4.0 -18.1

Group III 84,732 87,766 92,702 3.6 5.6

Group IV 6,990 7,117 8,202 1.8 15.2

Group V 2,866 2;668 2,700 -6.9 1.2

Group VI 1,643 1,576 1,400 -4.1 -11.2

Plant Funds
.

Including Physical Assets

All Groups 832,989 889,329 948,305 6.8 6.6

Group I 441,441 ',Q6,253 502,863 6.5 6.9

Group II 178,034 188,329 203,206 5.8 7.9

Group III 88,762 97,550 103,776 9.9 6.4

Group IV 65,294 70,318 74,089 7.7 5.2

Group V 45,670 46,744 -.47,160 2.4 1.0

Group VI 13,788 16,135 17,211 17.0 1.1
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Plant Debt

TABLE 12 (CONTINUED)

1968-69 1969-70 1970 -71.

% of

Growth
68-69
to

69-70

% of
Growth
69-70
to

70-71

All Groups 145,003 152,906 154,517 ' 5.5 1.1

Group I 41,005 41,423 43,364 1.0 4.7

...

Croup II 43,240 s 43,080 42,905 ,--0.4 -0.4

Group III 16,587 19,763 18,867 19.1 -4.5

Group IV 25,407 28,289 29,675 11.3 4.9,

Group V 12,705 13,763 13,453 8.3 2.)h---'-

Group VI 6,059 - 0,588 6.253 , 8.7 -5.1

Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent California Colleges
.and Universities. Prepared by the AICCU Reseatich foundation, Augutt 1972.

Of the total assets of about $1.8-billion in 1970-711, over one billion
represents the assets of the four institutions 'in GrOup I: California
Institute of Technology, Clargmont Graduate School, Stanford University,
and the University of SoutherNPCalifornia. 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 169-70 tcr1970-71.

Endowment funds for all AICCU institutions during $10 -71 totaled
almost a half billion dollars, or $582 million; and of this total, the
four institutions in Gtoup I had $451 million, or neatly all of the total. -

The thirty-one institutions in Groups IV, V, and VI have an aggregate
endowment Of $12.3 million or less than $400,000 average endowment for
each institution in those three groups.

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 0,ants if they were not tkx exempt. If,,

for example, these physical plants were assessed at 25% of actual va*Ile
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t.ah ta,to at the rate of $5.00 per hundred, the resulting tax Would
...imately 512,500,000 per year. The important consideration here

, ;t-t the possibility of taxing these institutions but rather to make the
that a Lonstderable state granted subsidy, albeit an indirect one,

urrentiv being provided these independent institutions.

f:Ic the assets of the AICCU institutions have continued to grow at
itc cf about 6Z per year, it is important to note that the a, sets per

FIE enrollment have increased only 2.6% between 1969-70 and 197i-71 and
tot the previous year they decreawd by 0.3%! Even the increase this past

kt t.:111s to keep up with inflation. Only Loan Funds and Life Income
grew last enough to match inflation on a dollars per FTE student

Jett

eta ;:, debt for all the ATCCU institutions totals something like $154

with less than one-third of that total represented by the four in-
--tituti,ins in Group I. Clearly, many of the smaller institutions have
_,,,tantial debts ,Ance in all AICCU groups, except for Groups I and III,
plant debt far exceeds endowment funds! For many of these institutions,
plant dent is four or five times greater than endowment funds available.

California's independent colleges and universities, out of nec' iity,
'lave virtually stopped building new buildings. This fact is reflected in

AICCL data 'or Plant Debt since plant debt decreased in 1970-71 for
grops of institutions and only increased by 1.1% from 1969-70 to 1970-71

for all AICCU institutions. There obviously has been a slowing down of new
,-o,trution, and the future may see construction funds spent mainly for
remodeling existing facilities and, perhaps, facilities to house instruc-
ti:nal technology.

Diversity

ont of the greatest contributions of California's independent colleges
anu unirer,ities is the plurality of options and opportunities they pro-
-ti within rh totality of higher education within the State. This richt-

,itv ailords California students an extreme variety of institutions,
1. and private,,a educational programs, and of insLttutional locations
ris idc;.:Ir focus.

..taniord University and the California Institute of Technology rep-
ions of international academic repute. At least four

tiler filler"' arts colleges also have a more selective student body
!!Liii cue University of California. These colleges include Claremont

, Harvey Mudd, Occidental, and Pomona. A number o'f others are` in
t4t range of selectivity as the University of California. These
in,titotions provide distinctive approaches to academic excellence in a
t:r- when our society is posed with the dilemma of providing both mass
ans1 cILLe higher education. In John Gardner's words, "can we be equal and
tNllent too?" loqueville long ago predicted that the renewal of ex-

the nurturing of the best minds and highly gifted students,'
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would be anathe-la 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( ialized institutions (those included in AICCU Group VI)
are character., .d by professional training in -the arts, languages,
sciences, engineering and management.

Church Relationships

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 identify,
themselves with specific Protestant don4minations, 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

Church Relationship

Catholic Church

PrOtestant - Specific DeMonination

Protestant - Interdenominational

Non-Sectarian

Number of Institutions

15

13

4

20

Total 52

The thirteen Protestant institutions 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 institutions 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.

-28-



It 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 institutions 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 student
clientele, 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 theCollege 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,s0ecifically offer religious training.

Sex and Size

Another difference between private and public institutions is the
existence of single sex independent institutions. Daring 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 Catholic men's seminaries, and they are do 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 99% 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, Dominguez 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 undergraduate) 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 i,450,and 40 of the 52 institutions have enrollments
of less than 2,000 students.

jrz "1.,or
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TABLE 14

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 16 -

500-1,000 16

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 univerzi
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 INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, 1970-71

Percent California

90 to 100 percent

80 to 90 percent

70 to 80 percent

60 to 70 percent

50 to 60 percent

Less than 50 percent

Unknown

Residents Number

Total

of Institutions

8

14

14

5

6

2

3

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

Enrollment
Percent

of

California
Residents

Church
Relationship'

Under-
Graduate Graduate

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 8,2 - 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 (CONTINUED)

1970-71

Enrollment

Percent
of

California
Residents

Church
Relationship

Under-

Graduate Graduate

Golder Gate College 2,103 1,930 90 Non - sectarian

Ha Ly Mudd College 402 65 Independen

1:m aculate Heart College 703 141 56 Catholic

La Verne College. 754 318 88 Church of the
Brethern

Loma Linda University 1,465 130 76 Seventh-Day Adv.

Lone Mountain COlege '1,498 40 80 Catholic

Los Angeles College of
Optometry 245 87 Independent

Loyola Univ. of Los Angeles 1,964 1,697 90 Catholic

Marymount College 743 88 Catholic

Menlo College 525 .50 Non-sectarian

Mills College 850 110 50 Interdenominational

Monterey Inst. of Foreign
Studies 118 174 87 Non-sectarian

Mount St. Mary's College 803 364 94 Catholic

Northrop Inst. of Tech. 1,111 8 48 Independent

Occidental 1,759 11.0 65 Non-sectarian

Pacific College 403 15 87 Mennonite Brethern

Pacific Oaks College 105 109 95 Non-sectarian

Pacific Union College 1,901 91 82 Seventh-Day Adv.

Pasadena College 1,115 145 83.5 "Church of the
Nazarene" - Evan-
gerlical & Wesleyan

Pepperdine University 1,642 738 70.8 Church of Christ

Pitzer College 720 50 Independent

Pomona College 1,300 63 Non-sectarian

Russell College 121 97 Catholic

St. John's College 177 40 92 Catholic

St. Mary's College 1,150 10 79 Catholic

St. Patrick's College 126 97 r tholic

Sa' Francisco Art Inst. 935 48 Independent

Scripps College 560 50 Independent

Southern Calif. College 516 75 Assembly of God

Stanford University 6,303 5,217 54 Non-denominational

U.S. Int'l University 3,080 1,400 60 Non-sectarian

Univ. of the Pacific 3,676 368 70 Methodist

Univ. of Redlands 1,850 425 20 American Baptist

Univ. of San Diego 1,209 171 Catholic

Univ. of San Francisco 3,828 880 86 Catholic

Univ. of Santa Clara 3,286 3,344 80 Catholic

Univ. of So. California 8,050 11,000 70 Non-denominational

West Coast University 1,056 383 80 Non-sectarian

Westmont College 860 24 77 Biblical Christian

Whittier College 2,046 160 75 Quaker
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Diversity of Purpose and Educational Program

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

As part of the background research for this report, the author re-
liewed 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 introduction
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 written by a "public re-
lations expert".

College Catalogs are dishonest. They talk about things
that were, things that light 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. Oneperely 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 but 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 students 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 dues -. 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 on languages 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, Golden 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
b5 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 trgin a creative type of engineer and
scientist". Likewise, Harvey Mudd College within the Claremont Group
offers 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; suh as
11117 Names and La Verne Colleges, specialize in leader training,.

There are other dimensions to institutional diversity which demon-
strate the flexibility of California's independent 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 are, La Verne, and
USC have all established &number of educational programs on military
bases and other off-campus locations throughout California.

To look beyond the AICCU member institutions, the potential and
actuality of diversity becomes 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 Fresno.
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
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I
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 chipter 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 III

PRESENT PRACTICES IN CALIFORNIA

Il
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 concerns. 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 Coun511., Current means of indirect state aid, besides
tax exemption and the right of eminent domain, include: 1) State
Scholarship Program; 2) State Graduate Fellowships; 3) College Oppor-
tunity Grant Programsrand 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 could-grant tors
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 griinting the
college a charter.'

This act was amended five years later so that "the State Board of
Education, consisting ofthe Governor, Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion and Surveyor General" rather than the State Supreme Court incorpor-.
ated colleges. Only the University of the Pacific receives a charter .

from the State's Supreme Court.

Diploma Mill Legislation
a

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
to meet certain conditions, including ownership of real or personal

property, to be used exclusively for education, valued at $50,000.2

The Tost-World War II flood of enrollments, combined with the bene-
fits of the GI Bill, which then also paid tuition regardless_of price,
led to the incorporation of many questionable educational institutions,

..rhich capitaliied,on the big business of veteran education. Some of the
more notorious educational abases were officially ignored, partially be-,
cause of California's tolerate of the experimental, even fhe bizarre
and occult. "Gradually the more flagrant examples of out-right selling
of degrees and assorted diplomas were brought, to the attention of the
State Department of Education and, 'by 191p, to the office of the Attorney
General, Edmund G. Brown.

During 1957 Attorney General BroWn and the Legislature moved ahead
with their own investigations of diploma mills. Hearings 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,eely admitted buying and selling of fraudulent diplomas, cer-
tifiNifes of ordination and degrees by various universities, colleges,
and schools.3

These sensational hearings led teilegislation in 1958 which tighten-
ed the requirements for incorporation of colleges and-the granting of
degrees, but the $50,000 requifement remained in force for all institu-
tions except those 'accredited, in one way or anOther, by,StAte agencies
or departments. Of course, the dilemMa confronting the State is how to
encoutage genuine innovation and to "preserve educational freedom but
control unscrupuloueoperOtOis ofIdiplomn Mills ".4 The Education Code
wasirevised again ih:1959 to tequlre all institutions to file with the
Superintendent of PublicLagruction the names and addresses of the
institution,-its officers,.and the "custodian of such records" as re-

' quired by the Act of 1958.5 Section 29009 subsequently amended this re-
ds.

quirement, still onerous to many institutiBhs, to apply to "all except
gecredited corporations".6,

Current Concerns with Chartering

) During 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 issue becomes involved with ordination, but the issuing of "degrees"
by dubious means continues to be of concern to the public and legitimate
educational institutions.

During the 1969 Regular Session, of the Legislature, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 148,' introduced by SenatorAlbert Rodda, directed the COor-
dinating Council for Higher Edutation to study DiVision 21 of the Education
Code and "to develop alternative Methods-to:those currently provided' to
charter trivate schools, colleges, universities, and the "mote 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 oordinating Council.published
"a Position Paper on Division 21 of the Education Code ", entitled4The
Chartering of Private Institutions of Higher Education in California. The
Council staff declared in this report "that the conditions under which .a
nonpublic, postsecondary instktution 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 ". 7

The Council paper cited the existing provisions of Division 21, Sec-
tion 29001 (a) (1-3) that "no person, firm, association, parlpoiship or
corporation may issue, confer or award an academic or honorary 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
, in 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). It'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".9

During the 1972 kegular 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, colleges, and
training institutes should not be underestimated. With over one thousand
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private institutions of post - seconds education or training in California,
there is no legislative district wl ch doesn't contain at least half'a
dozen of ttese institutions. The e rience of this past year demonstrates
that these institutions do not nt 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 Section 1202 of the Federal Education Amendments of 1972 must be "broadly

d equitably representative of the general public and public and private ;
nonprofit and proprietary 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 ancrbranches thereof".

1
The existing practice of chartering private colleges and universities

remains cne 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.

(An excellent summary of the "Legal Bases for the Establishment and
Regulation of Trivate Institutions and Corporations" for all fifty states
can be found in the May-June 1972 issue of Higher Education in the Sates,
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,
buildings and other property which was granted and held for educational
purposes". This exemption included "all schoolhouses and other buildings
together with their furnitate, equipment, and lands' appurtenant, used fOr
educational purposes".10

As mentioned' in Chapter I under the section of "The Constitution of

fi
1879", tax exemption was eliminated for "all property within t a State,
except the property of the United States, of the state, and r municipal
corporations". With that act, California became the only state to taA
its private schools, colleges and universities.

Taxation of the independent colleges continued into the twentieth
century. The prohibition of state support remains, but inNovember of
1914 the voters approved fifteen out of twenty-two proposed amendments
to the ever-expanding state constitution. One-of the approved amendments
became section la of Article XIII:
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An edt_acional institution of collegiate grade, within
the State of California, shall hold exempt from taxation
its buildings and equipment, its grounds within which its
buildings are located, not exceeding one hundred acres
in area, its securities and income used exclusively for '

tne purposes of education.11

Y,,c another constitutional amendment in 1952 made it clear that the
exempcien applied equally to new buildings as well as existing ones.

amen'nent in 1962, the first Proposition 13 to be approved by the

in early in the century, eliminated the phrase "not exceeding

aLrcs area".

DurIng an interview in 1969, Clark Kerr, the former President of the
cr ity of California, said what may be the obvious: "you know that

.,)t. exempt people from taxes, it's the sameLthing r, giving them money".

mented In Chapter, I on the "Assets" of the AICCU institutions, if

tut. physical assets of these institutions were not granted tax exemption,

,m1A1 it these assets of almost one billion dollars were taxed at a rate of
S1.00 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.

the notion of exemption for private colleges and universities is so
ingrained by tradition in American higher education that no-one would
seriously propose today the el, nation of this exemption. Even so, it

1, option which does exist, and both the State and independent colleges
10 institutes should be fully aware of all the implications of this ex-
Lmption from taxation.

Tr!e Right of Eminent Domain

In May of 1929 the California Legislature passed an act extending to
ptiVALf c(Alegt2s the right of eminent domain, a State-granted privilege

,na, be unique to this day among the fifty states. The California
fc ut Clvi! Irocedure, Section 1238, was amended in 1929 to grant the

itg;it of eminent. domain to "any institution within the State of California

1-, exempt from laxation under the provisions of Section la, of

Arrf If. XIII", which is the same section added to the Constitution in
I41,. to provide tax-exemption to the privat -! colleges and universities

frt. for Stanford University .12 Stanford had obtained tax exemption with
,t, own Lonstitutional amendment in 1900 which was necessary in order to
,te the University a firm legal foundation.

over the years Stanford has lost about 665 of its original 8,833 acres
acts of condemnation, since the University, by its founding

,.as prohibited from selling any of its land. Other colleges and

Ltlivrsities have become land-locked, and the University of Southern
f ,litornia spearheaded the campaign in 1929 for all private colleges and
universities to garner the right of eminent domain in order to obtain
'keedeu additional property for educational purposes. USC has exercised

tn, .ight a number of times, at least six times during the 1960's.
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Chapman College, Whittier College, and the Northrop Institute of
Technology have also exercised their statergranted 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).
'loth Pasadena College and the Univereity of theo.Pacific, as well as other
independent,-colleges and universities, have threatened to exercise their
right of .eminent domain to obtain needed 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
domain.13

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 equF'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 higher education which it is agreed are not strictly
their business".14

Representation of private institutions on the State's Coordinating
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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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.15

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 education to it-
self, to recommend a Coordinating Council which would irciude 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".

One was the historical position of private higher educa-
tion in California 44th 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 population growth and economic development.

The second reason is that private institutions enjoy
incorporation by charter from the state. They are today not
really private but quasi- public corperations, and the very
large majority of these so-called private institutions have
been fulfilling public purposes, not private goals, as Coe
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 institutions, 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 mutual 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 dem6nstrated 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
Moses write About the Ten Commandments: no one knew it oetter 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 Coordinating 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
a 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 Knorr, 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 2'arct 14, 1972, the Attorney
General declared that "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 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 tl ! 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 legal bases be-
tween independent higher education and the State of California. The
state Scholarship Program looms large as the most important current
means by which the State of California provides indirect financial
assistance to the State's independent colleges and universities.

If the late nineteentn and early twentieth centuries might be re-
garded as the "era of the great university pfesidents" in American higher
education, then the period since World War II might be known as the era
of the report, commission survey, committee and task fore,. 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 since World
War II. A Report of a Survey of the Needs of California in Higher Edu-
cation, better known es "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 publj.c/in 1948.

The Strayer Report recommended in 1948 "That there be established
2,000. . . . subsistence scholarships paying $750each 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. In 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-
sity, was brought in as Chief Consultant for the Restudy. Unlike the
Strayer Committee, Professor McConnell chose to include private colleges
and universities in the Restudy, 1:sc.:daily 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 could be used in either public or private
institutions.

Between the Strayer Report in 1948 and prior to the Restudy in 1954,
a v,lunteer California Committee for the Study of Education in 1950 recom-
,aended a state subsistence scholarship program which might be used at
private institutions if students also received tuition scholarships from
the private institutions. While 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". 21

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 scholarships
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 of this program, maximum utiliza-
tion has been approached of vacant facilities in private colleges within
the State of California7.23

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).

-46-



Dollars awarded have grown from a modett $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
colleges has also slowly declined from a high of 91.0% in 1961 -62 and
1962-63 to the present 76.7% during the present year (Table 17).

TABLE 17

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

Year
(September)

Independent
Colleges

Univ. of
'California

State

Colleges

1956 62.9 28.6 8.5

1957 65.? 28.4 6.4

1958 66.5 27.8 5.7'

1959 65.5 29.7 4.8

1960 67.0 28.9 4.1

1961 65.8 29.3 4.9

1962 67.6 27.3 5.1

1963 65.0 28.9 6.1

1964 63.9 30.9 6.1

1965 62.3 32.2 5.5

1966 60.4 32.8 6.8

' 1967 56.8 35.0 8.2

1968 51.3 36.3 12.4

1969 50.3 37.3 12.4

1970 48.5 38.2 13.3

1971 46.8 38.1 15.1

1972 46.0 36.7 17.3

Agrce of Data: Data compiled from the Biennial Reports and mineographd
mparative Data" reports, California State Scholarship and Loan Com-

mission, Sacramento, California.
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TABLE 18

DISTRIBUTION OF DOLLARS AWARDED (IN THOUSANDS)

Year

(September)

BY SEGMENT, 1956-57 THROUGH 1972-73 .

Independent:" Univ. of State
Colleges California Colleges

Total

Dollgrs

Awarded
o

1956 $ 220 $ 21 " $ 3 $ 244

1957 483 44 5 532

1958 440 72 7 819

1959 985 1-10 11 1,1106

1960 1,140 109 9 1,140

1961 1,606 138 15 1,759

1962 2,058 188 17 2,263

1963 2,307 271 24 2,602

1964 3,197 378 28 3,603

1965 4,247 .406 27 3,680

1966 4,017 489 41 4,547

1967 4,373 597 67 5,037
tr

1968 6.400 1,143 152 7,695

1969 9,743 1,513 227 11,483

1970 11,134 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 Scholarship and Loan Commission.
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TABLE 19

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOLARSHIP DOLLARS AWARDED
BY SEGMENT, 1956-57 THROUGH 1972-73

Year
(SeEtembe)

Independent

Colleges
Univ. of

California
State

Colleges

1956 90.0 8.7 1.3

:1957 90.7 8.3 1.0

1958 90.3 #8.7 1.0

1959 89.0 10.0 1.0

1960 89.6 9,6 .8

1961 91.0 8.0 .8

1962 91:11 8.2 .8

1963 88.6 10.5 .9

1964 89.0 10.2 .8

1965 88.0 11.3 .7

1966 88.3 10.8 .9

1957 86.8 11.9 1.3

1968 83.2 14.8 2.0

1969 84.8 12.2 2.0

1970 80.5 17.3 2.2

1971 79.8 18.3 1.9

1972 76.7 20.5 2.8

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.
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Why has the percentage of state scholars attending private colleges
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 admision, with increasing reluctance, winners'of
State Scholarships. Another possible cause of this decline is the 4'teadily
increasing "tuition gap","or more accurately the "total cost gap" betAgiir
the cost of attending a private institution versus a campus of the Univer-

_sity of California or the California State University and Colleges. Thistrend continues even though the maximum amo.nt of the scholarship awardhas 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 which also affects this decline in the percentage of
scholarship winners attending independent institutions has been the.growthpf, 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 lists in descending order 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 independent colleges and universities, whereas
in the current year 1972-73 the situation is exactly reversed with seven
of the "top ten" being campuses of the University of California. Only
UC-San Francisc and UC-Riverside are not included; and only the Univer-
sity of Southern lifornia, Stanford University, and the University of
Santa Clara among he privates remain in the "top ten".

To focus on e 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, eveh 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.
A
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TABLE 20 lir

TEN INSTITUTIONS WITH THE LARGEST TOTAL OF STATE
SCHOLARSHIP WINNERS, 1956-57 THROUGH 1972-73

I.

1956-57 1957-58 19513-59 1959-60

Stanfbrd 110 Beri(eley 211 Stanford 311 Berkeley 423

Berkeley 102, Stanford 197 Berkeley 303 Stanford 384

IBC 46 USC 88 UCLA 127 UCLA 176

UCLA 32 Pomona 78 Pomona 120 USC 172

Pomona 30 Occi. 75 USC 120 Occi. 163

Cal Tech 29 UCLA 74 Occi. 112 Pomona 152

Occi. 25 Cal Tech 64 Cal Tech 85 Cal Tech 90

koyola 19 Redlands 41 Loyola 67 St. Clara 90

San Jose 17 St. Clara 40 St, Clara 64 Loyola 85

St. Clara 16 Loyola 39 Redlands 62 Redlands 73

Total

Awards 599 1,280 1,920 2,560

1960-61 1961-62 1.962-63 1963-64

Berkeley 402 Berkeley 486 Berkeley 491 Berkeley 616

Stanford 365 Stanford 410 Stanford 470 Stanford 462

USC 181 UCLA 221 USC 276 USC 333

Occi. 178 Occi. 216 UCLA 269 UCLA 318

UCLA 169 USC 213 Occi. 253 Occi. 293

Pomona 152 Pomona 168 Pomona 167 St. Clara 199

Cal Tech 105 Cal Tech 100 St. Clara 161 Pomona 183

Loyola 84 UC-SB 95 UC-SB 130 UC-SB 156

St. Clara 84 Loyola 93 Loyola 121 Loyola 148

Redlaqs 73 St. Clara 90 Redlands 108 Redlands 119

Riverside 73

Total

Awards 2,560 3,200 3,840 4,480
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1964-65

TABLE 20

1965-66

(CONTINUED)

1966-67 1967-68

Berkeley 687 Berkeley 587 Berkeley 595 Berkeley 711

Stanford 477 Stanford 465 UCLA 487 UCLA 548
USC 411 UCLA 364 USC 476 USC 505

UCLA 364 USC 411 Stafford 467 Stanford 502
Occi. 301 St. Clara 307 St. Clara 370 St. Clara 406
St. Clara 272 Occi. 261 Occi. 294 UC-SB 305
Pomona° 207 UC-SB 189 USF 270 USF 304
UC-SB 195 Pomona 182 UC-SB 253 Occi. 301

'UC-Davis 155 USF 177 UC-Davis 248 UC-Davis 301
4 Loyola 153 Loyola' 139 Pomona 196 Pomon'a 195

. Ibtal
Awards 5,120 5,120 6,027 6,883

1968-69 1969 -70 1970-71 1971-72

Berkeley 979 Berkeley 1,142 Berkeley 1,463 Berkeley 1,832
UCLA 814 UCLA 1,078 UCAL 1,198 UCLA 1,356
USC 628 USC 875 USC--014. 1,086 USC 1,415
Stanford 595 .UC-Davis' 780 UC-SB 908 UC-SB 1,072
UC-Davis 585 UC-SB 755 UC-Davis 880 UC-Davis 1,016
UC-SB 527 Stanford 714 Stanford 774 Stanford 902
St. Clara 508 St. Clara 647 St. Clara 725 St. Clara 795

426 USF 497 USF 531 UC-St.Cruz 575

Occi. 373 Occi. 420 UC-S.Diego 431 UC-Irvine 567

Loyola 274 UOP 371 UC-St.Cruz 426 USF 544

Total

Awards 10,467 13,514 15,880 20,154

1972-73 0

Berkeley 2,002 Source of Data: Data compiled from Biennial Reports
UCLA 1,767 and "Comparative Data" reports, California State
USC 1,621 Scholarship and Loan Commission, Sacramento, California.

UC-Davis 1,220
UC-SB 1,064
Stanford 976.

St. Clara 833

UC-Irvine 675
I UC-St.Cruz 647

UC-SanDiego 599

Total

Awards 23,028
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Diversion of Students and Dollars

Tne tnree 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 Scholarship 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

legislators, 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. Furthermore, 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.25

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 privrate 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 WINNER
ATTENDING INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, 1968 "-

Questionnaires Mailed: 2662 Questionnaires Returned: 2490

Response Rate: 93.5 %,

I
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TABLE 21 (CONTINUED)

Thee Questions Which Were Asked:

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

Yes: 890 No: 1,600

2. If yes, is it because you received.other financial assistance?

Yes: 604 No: 286

3. If no, where, would you have attended?

University of California: 464
California State College: 544

Community College: 368
Not Attended: 18
Other:

'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 additionkl comment needs to be made about diversion of students.
If one of the purBpses of the State Scholarship Program was, or still is,
to save taxpayers money by encouraging students to attend an independent
college 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.

Diversion of funds as well as students is a complex matter. When
enrollmenti 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

1
exper encing a leveling-off of enrollment groWth, the economic need, from
the t payer's point of view, to divert students from the public and to
the tiNate institutions becomes less 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.



:Mete Grdduite Fellowship Program

i,ompared to undergraduate State Scholarship Programs, the more recent
Fellowship P:ogram has had less impact on the State's private col-
an,t universities. Most of the independent institutions do not have

large graduate programs, and many do not have any.

ine State (,raduate Fellowship Program was established in 1965 with
,upport of all segments of higher education in the State, but it was

n,t :ended until 1967. Like the long defuiict State Agricultural Scholar-
established in 1959 and then terminated in 19.637....0e Graduate

wsnip Program came into being to serve a presumed an specific mat.-

p0"...A:J need In California. In the case of the former, to se'tve the large

agr, ,:lturai interests in the State, and in the case of the Sta:e Graduate
1,liawship Program, the need for college level teachers.

the following Tables 22 and 23 show the distribution of the State
t'relu.itt Fellowships and the Fellowship dollars among the three appro-
pr:At segments of California Higher Education dring the first four
vear, the Fellowship Program was actually funded. As can be seen, the
per,entage of Fellowship winners attending independent institutions de-
c11:1Qd from 59.9% in 1967-68 to 46.6% in 1970-71 while the amount of
d..;11ar Aeclined from 90.4% 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

Indeptndent Colleges 169 433 431 437
(59.9) (55.2) (34.1) (46.6)

nlv. of California 88 268 286 395
(32.2) (34.1) (35.9) (42.1)

i.,

!...04-: co'leges 25 84 80 106

( 8.9) (10.0) (10.0) (11.3)

Totals 282 785 797\ 938
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

r,00rLe of Data: Data compiled from Biennial Reports, and other data pro-
ilded by the California State Scholarship and Load Commission.
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TABLE 23

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)

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 Repots, and other data pro-
vided by the California State Scholarship and LoarTommission.

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 excellence. Most observers
would agree that on that basis alone the program deserves expansion and
continuation. Even so, other -.ducational needs 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
L._-nomically disadvantaged students with academic potential. In keeping
with the existing public policy to providt. all students with an equal.
opportunity to enter post-high school education, the Legisl.ture in 1968
passed A.B. 76::;, introduced Ly Assemblyman Bear, which created the College
Opportunity Grant Program. Unlike the State Scholarship Program, the
College Opportunity Grant (COG) serves the equally commendable purpose of
redressing inequity of educational opportunity. All students in the COG
Program are "students whd generally, though not exclusiNely, are minority
and come from low income families; and who are not necessarily able to
obtain scholarships 1 the use of conventional selection methods".

Durirg the first two years of the program, 1969 through 1971, the vast
majority of the COG recipients attended Community Colleges. A change in

the program in 1971 permitted COG recipients to attend any institution,

public or private, to which they could gain admission. The 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 24..,
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TABLE 24

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

liPE OF INSTITUTION ATTENDED-PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL GROUP

Type 1969 1970 1971 1972

Community College 94.20% 85.12% 58.88% 43.19%

State Univ. and Colleges 3.10% 6.98% 20.55% 26.76%

Univ. of California 1.10% 3.72% 11.16% 17.61%

Independent Colleges 1.60% 4.18% 9.41% 12.44%

Total No. of Grants: 1,000 1.720 2,293 3,811

FUNDS BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION ATTENDED-PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS

Type 1969 1970 1971 1972

Community College 92% 95% 50% 34%

State Univ. and Colleges 3% 5% 18% 23%

Univ. of California 1% 1% 13% 20%

Tndependent Colleges 4% 4% 19% 23%

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION ATTENDED

C

Type 1969 1970 1971 1972

Community College $869,300 $1,256,400 $1,186,511 $1,455,735

State Univ. and Colleges 30,649 119,301 426,376 1,006,502

Univ. of California 12,088 86,410 292,448 845,57?

Independent Colleges 36,159 182,910 455,089 994,122

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 Scholarshi,'
and Loan Commission, September 28, 1972.
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During the first two years of the COG Program,en 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 dinners. 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
Approached 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 d11 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,:

Institutions

1969-70 THROUGH 1972,73

No. of Grants by Year
1969 1970 1971-7977

Univ. of So. California 2 8 15 54

Occidental College - 4 15 29

Pomona College - 3 16 29

Stanford University - 2 8 27

Pitzer College 1 2 12 24

Univ. of the Pacific - 1 9 24

Univ. of Redlands 1 3 6 22

Univ. of Santa Clara 2 6 12 22

Pepperdine University 3 11 19

Loyola University - 1 3 18

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

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
College. 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". 27

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
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 additional expenses incurred?" The formal
response by Office of Legislative Council noted' that such legislation
"would probablx be held to violate Article IX, Section 8 of the California
Constitution".48

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 combinations of public and pri-

vate institutions in addition to or instead_of total public support of

new University medical schools".29

Since 1961-62 the State of Florida has paid the University of Miami

Medial School, a entirely private institution, an annual stipend, start-

ing with $3,000 in 1961, for each additional Florida medical student en-

rolled. As was the case with Florida, the extraordinarily high costs of

professional eaucation, 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 of the officers of the public schools".3°

More precisely the assumption 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 bmefit, it's extremely

unlikely that its constitutionality will ever be contested in the courts.

Perhaps a less worthy of 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 IV

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
.mentioned, 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 the4turrent policies and practices, as well as proposals,
in all other states. This survey becomes particularly important in de-

o termining how other states are attempting to utilize the resources of
their independent colleges and universities.

A Brief History of State Assistance to Private Institutiors

How quickly higher education forgets it 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 fr(n the state by today's
institutions only serve to perpetuate historical amnesia.

The colonists coming from England held education to be a sacred trust
and in the Lest interests of their church and their new communities. The

relationships between the church andthe colonial governments 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 government,
and publicly supported by tax exemptions and direct funds from ta% 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 ,:olonial 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 fleeing professors and students from
military duty (the LI-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 appropriations from funds
raised by taxation; 7) by granting benefit 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 .1

In Post-Aevolutionary 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
Dartmouth 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=.'
Ing". The stream became a torrent by mid-century. Different denominations
fiercely competed for all or part of the "seminary grants" awarded by Con-
gress 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-Qum
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 ' support
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, howeyer
badly, to duplicate the crimson and blue of the east.

More Recent State Assistance

Despite the Dartmouth College Case and the emer nce of state-
supported public higher education, direct state as stance 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 remains, from the original 25,000 acres given to Dartmouth ia 1785
by the new State of Vermont:2 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 is 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".3
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Independent colleges, and universities dominated higher education ,t

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 ossistance from the state. For example, Hamilton

received 550;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

popular method of support of education in New York State since the
1700's, and through state supported lotteries, grants, and direct

appropriation, Union College received at least $358,111 and Columbia

College obtained $140,130.4

These are but a few examples of how the states supported independent'
colleges and universities in America during the seventeenth, eighteenth,
and nineteenth centuries. The essential point here is tht. states have

alw.:vs been responsible for tan

11

responsive o higher evueation, public

and private. Over the years t se 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,er 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 g6 and the following-state-by-state summaries exclude guaranteed

student loan programs, which many states maintain. The Western Inter-

state Commission for Higher Education (WICHE), the Southern Regional
Education Board (SREB), 'and The New England Board of Higher Education
(NEW) all maintain contracE programs for out-of-state student enrollments
with Tarticipating 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 4istinctive.

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. wis, Associate in Higher Edur!ation with the Connecticut
Commission<of Higher Education, and his excellent recent 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 Education 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.

-65-



2. A Survey of State Programs of Aid to Independent Colleges and
Universities and Their Students, Compiled by Elden T. Smith,
National CoLncil 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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California
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*

*
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*
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Connecticut * * * * *

Delaware *

Florida * * *

Georgia *

Hawaii
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Kansas * *
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Louisiana
Maine *
Maryland * * * *

Massachusetts * * *

Michigan * * * *
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Mississippi
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Montana *
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-66-

*

*

t



T
A
B
L
E

2
6

(
C
O
N
T
D
)

R

0
4-) U

(C
S 1-+

.) C
o

L
)

i......

(C
SC

0
.1-

4-) =

44 +
A

U 0-a) 4)S. 0 17

..--

c .--

-
c
r

,..4

C
t

M
S1- a)o o.)4- M 0

4-)

42)in C 8-E M 4)

(C
S

> .0,-1- 17 1-

o) (cs

o

0 0 C

1- -0,--

r-0- C
I

M ,

\ in0 W W

ii, O ..--

..-

C 4-)

4-)

(0 .-

r- 4) L
.

- 0 0

8--

4,-

.0

U 0 4-)

M
I-

In =

U
-

< <

I
(C

S+
.) C

W
ci

'',..
1--.,

(3)

(C
S

C

0 1.-

--

V
)

17 S-w =

fZ

W
U

C

4..1

(0

C 4)a) In

1:11

.-n w

+
A

C
A

cr,

cc

s-w
1=

4-)
C

D

N
e
v
a
d
a

N
e
w

H
a
m
p
s
h
i
r
e

-

-

*

111-
-

N
e
w

J
e
r
s
e
y

* * * *

-

*

N
e
w

M
e
x
i
c
o

N
e
w

Y
o
r
k

* * * * * * *

N
o
r
t
h

C
a
r
o
l
i
n
a

* * * *

N
o
r
t
h

D
a
k
o
t
a

- -

O
h
i
o

*

-

* * *

O
k
l
a
h
o
m
a

-

*

O
r
e
g
o
n

* * *

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a

* * * *

R
h
o
d
e

I
s
l
a
n
a

* *

S
o
u
t
h

C
a
r
o
l
i
n
a

* * *

-

* *

S
o
u
t
h

D
a
k
o
t
a

-

T
e
n
n
e
s
s
e
e

*

T
e
x
a
s

*

-

*

U
t
a
h

V
e
r
m
o
n
t

*

-

* * *

V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a

-

* * *

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n

* *

W
e
s
t

V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a

-

*

-

W
i
s
c
o
n
s
t
E

* * * * *

W
y
o
m
i
n
g

- '

T
o
t
a
l

N
u
m
b
e
r

1
3

1
4

8 1
4

1
8

3
4

1
1

T
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

s
t
a
t
e
-
b
y
-
s
t
a
t
e

d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s

a
r
e

i
n
t
e
n
d
e
d

t
o

p
u
t

i
n

n
a
r
r
a
t
i
v
e

f
o
r
m

t
h
e

d
a
t
a

f
r
o
m

T
a
b
l
e

2
6
.

M
o
r
e

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
l
y
,

t
h
e
s
e

s
t
a
t
e
-

b
y
-
s
t
a
t
e

d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s

i
n
c
l
u
d
e

v
a
r
i
o
u
s

p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
s

k
n
o
w
n

t
o

t
h
e

w
r
i
t
e
r
,

s
i
n
c
e

t
h
e
s
e

p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
s

d
o n
o
t

A
p
p
e
a
r

e
i
t
h
e
r

i
n

T
a
b
l
e

2
6 o
r

i
n

A
p
p
e
n
d
i
x

"
D
"

a
t

t
h
e

e
n
d

o
f

t
h
i
s

r
e
p
o
r
t
.

A
l
a
b
a
m
a
:

F
u
n
d
s

(
$
6
6
2
,
6
1
7

i
n

1
9
7
0
)

w
h
i
c
h

c
a
n

b
e

u
s
e
d

f
o
r

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

h
a
v
e

b
e
e
n

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
d

t
o

f
o
u
r

p
r
i
v
a
t
e

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

f
o
r

a n
u
m
b
e
r

o
f y
e
a
r
s
.

F
o
r

J
9
7
1

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

1
9
7
3
,

T
u
s
k
e
g
e
e

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
e

i
s t
o

r
e
c
e
i
v
e

$
7
5
,
0
0
0

p
e
r

y
e
a
r
,

W
a
l
k
e
r

J
u
n
i
o
r

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

i
s t
o

r
e
c
e
i
v
e

$
2
0
0
,
0
0
0

p
e
r

y
e
a
r
;

a
n
d

M
a
r
i
o
n

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
e

i
s
,
t
o

a
l
s
o

r
e
c
e
i
v
e

$
2
0
0
,
0
0
0

p
e
r

y
e
a
r
.

T
h
e

s
t
a
t
e

c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
s

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

S
R
E
B

t
o

p
r
o
v
i
d
e

o
u
t
-
o
f
-
s
t
a
t
e

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e

a
n
d p
r
o
-

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
.

I
n

1
9
6
9
-
7
0
,

$
1
2
9
,
6
7
4

(
o
r

7
8
%

o
f

t
h
e

t
o
t
a
l

-
6
7
-



appropriation) went to private institutions. A scholarship program
for all Alabama students attending private institutions has been
proposed to equal an amount which is 25% of the cost per student at
state supported institutions.

Alaska: During 1970 the legislature authorized die Higher Education Com-
mission to enter into contractual arrangements 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 ate available 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 progrzl:, 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 proposal.

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, and 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 ne "promotion of
additional student spaces in independent Connecticut colleges".
The state paid the institution 125% the current tuition for
each additional Connecticut student enrolled with the prevision
that 80% of the funds received by the institution would be awarded
as student aid. During 1970,$894,551 was awarded to eight private
Connecticut colleges and universities which had an aggregate in-
crease of 464 Connecticut stude'rs. In the Fall of 1971, however,
when the total enrollment decreased in the private secr:r, only six
institutions were able to add 167 Connecticut` students to qualify
for $332,874 in assistance. This unforeseen decrease in enrollments
prompted new legislation 'which will award state futtas 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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:1. :

*so

t to t l an amount equal to one-half of the dif-
:.een tht tverage cost to the state for educating full-

Idnite students in public two and four year progriams
cnarges made to students in those public institutions".

lso has three programs of student assistance; a State
. ,nip Program, a program of awards to Children of Deceased or

V(terans, and the Restricted educational Achievement Grant

il=)gzar. freedom of choice between public and private institutions,

.n- tat, and out-('t-;t.qte, is permitted in the first two programs;
-6111 program is restricted to Connecticut institutions.

111, ,c,te al turnishe-, capital construction assistance through
long ant short-term bonds via The Health and Education Facili-

tie,, Authority.

1 The AAA- Department of Public Instruction n:...inisters a

t e scholarship program for needy students who are accepted at
act:r4dited out-of-state schools, public or private, for programs
not available within the state.

ti riu,i: the state contracts througn SREB for out-of-state student places
prtecsional education, and during 1969-70 $274,800 was appro-

to :ndependent ,ustitutions. In addition, since 1961 the
state nas contracted with the private University of Miami to sub-
sidi::e Florida residents enrolled in the Medical School. A Regents'

S,nolarship :-rogram was funded at $900,000 in 1969-70 and $1,520,000
in 1970-7I. .during the first year, 577 of the appropriation went

t. students in independent institutions. This past June, a new

hol ip program provided grants up to $1,200 a year to talented,

:hell/ student-, ,n both public and private institutions. Only $360,000
t. illocated tor 1972-73. There are also Florida Competitive
-I iarship Loans for students cvree to work in the state after

,Lh.ation. During 1971 legislation established a State Board of
ndexendent Colleges to set standards and to license non- pub1..c in-

stitutions. }'or several years, Florida's independent colleges have
ipproved legislation which would provide for tuition-equalization
twftweer He public and private institutions within the state.

ing 1971, a program was adop tee which provides grants of
:,.00 per year to all Georgia resident, attending independent
,.olleges and universitieq within the Ltate. Students attending
non-public colleges and universities are eligible for Cancellable
:,.00larship Loans and for Teacher and Medical Scholarship Programs:
Eich program rewards.the student if he or she remains in the state. .

the state participates in the WICHE program', and $39,600 was
ippropriated to independent institutions in 1970 -71. The University

flawall 1.5 reported to be considering providing financial aid to
go:titled and needy students desiring to attend a private institution.
r:inys would lie realized because the financial aid costs 1^ss than

vioiation ol such students at a public institution. The establish-

71P11:. cat .1 Higher Education Assistance Commission is also being considered.
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Idaho: The state participates in the WICHE program, ana in 1970-71
$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 among 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-como- of the recom-
mendations of this Commission which issued its fim-A_ report it 1969.
The Commission concluded that financial assistance tc the private
institut'ons 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 recommendations of the Commission were not followed exactly by
the legislature, 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 creshmrn and
sophomore who is a recipient of an Illinois State Scholarship or
Grant. Grants of 200 are also made for each full-time enrolled
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 Ond
construction through the issuance of revel ..e bonds for all approved
non-profit institutions of higher education. Th.a Health'Services
Education 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 this purpose in 1970.

During 1969-70 State Scholarships amoqnting,to $8,205,000, which
was 297 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 adopted Phase 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 flniversity", to award credit-by-examination, external. degrees,
and to promote the use of media by all institutions.
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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
ou the basis of merit, and 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 e,g)ected to be redrafted any 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 tees 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, $4 million is providing grants

to about 4,600 Iowans. There were 11,000 applications for these
4,600 awards, and it would 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
intitutions. 'A State Medical Loan Piogram 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 ggheral 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 it 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 appropriated 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 during,

the next legislative session.
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Louisiana: The state participates in the SREB prigram, and appropriations

to independent institutions in 1969-70 amounted to $68,600 of the total.

Approximately six $300 Stonewall Jackson Scholastic 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

-,edical College and the Tufts Dental College, and during 1971-72

approximately one-fourth of the total $100,000 went to the private

sector. In 1969, an act which would provide funds for Maine students

attending non-public institutions had been referred to the Maine

Education 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.

Maryland: The Maryland constitution has not been interpreter. is prohibiting

direct state aid to church-related colleges. In 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

test is included in the see',on of this report on "The Church-State

Issue".) In 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 $200 for each

associate degree and 00 for each bachelor's degree awarded, ex-

cept for seminarian, and theological degrees. Maryland continues to

provide facilities grants, similar to those which sparked the court

test, and these grants must be matched 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 approved Maryland institution. The

General State Scholarship Program is bas'd on financial need and

performance of the Scholastic Aptitude Te;t, with half of the awards

to go to the "ablest of the needy" and the other half to the "neediest

of the able. 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 disabled 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 tain e scholarship

programs. During 1969-70, 67% of the total 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 dtiring the current academic year, and

they can be used throughout the United States. The Dental, Medical,

and Nursing Scholarships provide assistance to 600 needy students in

public or private in-state or out-of-statf institutions, with
$315,000, or 90% of 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 subsidy grant to each
accredited non-public school of dentistry located within the state
for each doctor's degret_ 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 .1800 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 $2,270,000, 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 college 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, but the award is actually paia to

the institution. Approximately 67% of $300,000 appropriated 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
authoriz d to issue tax-exempt bonds for the construction or reno
vation off physical facilities at independent colleges. There are

also some interinstitutional TV projects with limited participation
by private colleges.



Mississippi: The state participates in the SREB program, and,d-Uring
1969-70, 23i of the total appropriation of $243,200 went to in-
dependent out-of-state institutions for student enrollment.

Missouri: The state provides limited property and salpc 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) contractual arrangements with private schools of
medicine and osteopathy, 4) contractual arrangements for educational
serviLes; 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 subsidies up
to $900 a year to students in private and public institutions.
S10,000 has been appropriated for the program, and a cp:_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 anthorized to provide direct
loans to students attending either public or private colleges in
the state. During 1972 tuition grants of up to $500 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 Lhe
WICHE program, and appropriations'of $47,401 were made to independent
institutions in 1970-71.

New Hale.nshire: 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. In 1910 the legislature established
the New Hampshire Higher Educational and .icilities 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 5500. Tuition aid grarts, established in 1969, are based
on financial need and are awarded to students attending the same
institutions as the t'icentive grants. Both programs provide 100% of
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their awards to independent institutions, with the Incentive Crant
Program being funded at $1,475,000 for 1971-72 and the Tuition Aid
Grants (TAG) funded for 1971-72 at $3,384,000.

furthermore, 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 disadvantaged students, with 10% of, the
fund usable by out-of-state undergraduate., and in-state graduate
students. In addition, institutions receive grants for program
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.

Beside this truly comprehensive, and complex array of student aid
programs, New Jersey also maintains the New Jersey Education facility
Authority which loans money from the sale 3f 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 regionally accredited private colleges and universities known

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

and diverse system of higher education" as well as "assuring maxi-
mum educational choice by young people regarding college and univer-
sity by preserving-the vitality and quality of independent'institu-
tions of highef education in New Jersey". The law provides for
direct payments of $300 to institutions. for each New Jersey resident
receiving financial aid in excess of $1,000; and fe. $600 for each
additional New Jersey undergraduate enrolled. Furdermore, $175
will be awarded to the institution for each freshmaL and sophomore,
and $225 for each junior and senior New Jersey uncle graduate enrolled
"to lower the effective cost to New Jersey students in a manner to
be determined by the institution". The bill requires d it each
student "shall be notified by the institution as to he source of
such assistance". In 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, andall funds received from the state must "be maintained in a separate
account and not be commingled with other funds of the institution".Additionally, "each institution 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 isfor the Board to "promulgate rules and adopt policies 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 during1970-71 appropriated a grand total of $7,200 to independent in-stitutions.

New York: The current practices and proposals in New York State could 5e,and perhaps should be, a report unto itself. No other state has4/ such complex ties with its independent institutions and the students'---who attend them. New York is, in several ways, an anomaly. As earlyas 1784, the state established
the University of the State of New Yorkpatterned 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 overseeall college* and universities in the state, public and private. Noother state, at least thus far, has this form of governance over its
independent institutions. Foi example, this Fall the Regents re-quired that all colleges and universities in the state submit plansby October 1st 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.

New York, like a number of the states in the east, has long been
dominated by independent colleges and universities. In fact, thesestates for almost centuries relied on these same institutions toprovide most of the higher education in the state. Thus, it is notunlikely that New York wa: one of the first states to provide student
scholarships usable at independent institutions and today the statemaintains no less than seven student aid programs.

New York institited its general scholarship program in 1913 by
offering 3,000 $100 scholarships, which was the average full cost
of tuition at that time. Since that time the Regents Undergraduate
Scholarsh4p Program has grown to 84,266 scholarships during 1971-72with a maximum award of $1,GJ0 and requiring an appropriation of$29.7 million. In 1961 the state added its Scholar IncentiveihProgram, ich is non-competitive awards of up to $600 according toneed. D ring 1971-72 approximately 250,000 students receive,' these
awards totaling over $44.1 million. More recently, the state has
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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
to 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 Authority 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
unrolimelmesOuganinrg6-67the same year a program was implemented
to encourage increased enrollment in the state's medical and dental
schools. The program for nurses provides the institution with from
S300 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 appropriation 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 kid". The article
pessimistically concluded that -212E effort New York's private 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 Governor 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
institutions 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 iedependent 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 previous year. The program, now
known as "Bundy aid", awarded $26.9 million in 1971-72 to seventy-
one eligible institutions. In 1970, the Legislature approved a
Program which also grants $1,500 to private medical schools for
each student enrolled. In 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 Yerk 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, three elements to this crisis:5

1. Forty. percent more student places mullbe provided
in New York State in the 1970's.

'2. 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.

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

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

1. "Public 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
a new source of income from those students who, with
their parents, can afford to pay all or part of the full
costs at Lhe public colleges and universities".

2. "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 New York institution of lis choice,
whether public or private.

-78-



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 recommended that all categorical
aid programs be continued at present levels and that "a temporw: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 plc.n would
drastically narrow the "tuition gap" and, presumably, allow the
independent colleges and universities to compete more successfully
with the g-owing public institutions in New York.

The current ,tudent charges for 1972-73 at the State University of
New York (SUNY), for example, are approximately $675 for lower
division students a;.d $825 for upper division students. Dr. Ernest
L. Boyet, Chancellor of the SUNY system, has stated that "the State
University is funded at a clearly defined vr student cost. For
example, $1,540 for the first two years and 42,570 for upper
division years in our colleges of arts and sciences".6 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 would 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 ,T Action", commented on some of the criticisms
to these proposals. Said McGill: "It appeared-, after the fact, to
have been graceless".7 In Boyer's view, "the key issue,is the
directing of public dollars to fulfill a public priority mission,
and not whether the institution is public or private".8

North Carolina: In 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: J) 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 cf 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 tlko 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 e3temption 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 seeking
the enactment of a bill by the 1973 State Legislature to provide.
tuition equalization grants to students attending private 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 appropriated,
for 1971-72, and during the previous year about three- fourths, of
the funds went to students in independent institutions. The state
also provides a direct subsidy to the Case-Western 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,
capital improvement funds,through the issuance of tax- exempt, bonds
at approximately municipal '-)nd rates., The Co-mission thus helps
to finance educational facilities at private institutions, and the
Ohio Commission has become a model for a number of other facilit:i
auth( -ities in other states.

Oklahoma: State law prohibits the use of state funds for budgetary
support of private institutions. In 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
program of student aid, but bills have been introduced during the
1972 session for this purpose.

Oregon: The State Scholarship Commission administers a new program, im-
plemented in 1971, of direct assistance 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 each institution up to $250 for every 45 quarter hours
or an equivalent of :Aid' secular education completed, which, in
effect, becomes $1,000 for every student completing four ;ears of
undergraduate education.

-80-



This program was predated b Tuition-Equalization Grant Program
in the 1969-71 biennium, nded at $1,325,100, which simply made
grants of $100 per yea to Oregon students enrolled as full-time
students at approved ivate four-yearinstitutions. The state
also maintains a Sch larship Program of $2,500,000 for 1971-73.
One-fifth of this Fount must be used at community colleges. Of
the remaining f .s, $1.5 million is for "Need Grant Awards" and
$500,000 for ash Awards Program", either of which can be used at
any accrecr d college or university, public or'private, with a
maximum annual grant of X500. 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 mentioned 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 avltrue "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-related" stall's. 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 stipport, these three universities have
a minority of state-appointed trustees and accept Pennsylvania
students at relatively low tuition rates.

in addition, there are no less than 118 completely private colleges
and universities in Pennsylvania. Fourteen of these are "state-aic:ed
institutions", including some of the larger private universities,
such as the University of Pennsylvania, Drexel University, U.ncoln
University, and Thomas Jefferson University. Most of 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 Pennsylvania Higher
:Education Facilities Authority.

Second in total,size only to New York, Pennsylvania maintains a
massive state scholarship program, funded at $55.4 million fox
1971-72. These scholarships can be used in-state or out-of-state,
and about 50% of the recipients attended independent institutions.
The maximum award is $1;200 for a Pennsylvania institution 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 forthe scholarship program. There are also
special programs of assistance for nursing, technical, arl vocational
education. Private medical schools, for example, receive about
$4,200 per student from the state.
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Rhode Island: Like Pennsylvania's program, Rhode Island Scholarships
can be used in any approved institution in the United States or
even Canada: Awards are made directly to the recipient's in-
stitution, and unlike Pennsylvania the maximum award does not vary
from in-state to out-of-state institution

. During 1970-71, $1.5
million was appropriated for the program, and about 55% oL this
amount was used at independent colleges and universities. There
are also Nursing Education and War Orphan Scholarships also usable
ac any approved institution, public or private.

So tth Carolina: The state has a tuition grant program for students
attending independent colleges in the state, which is based on the
"per student appropriation" at the state-supported institutions

.

(approximately $1,300). 1 State Supreme Court decision in 1970
ruled that church-related coll 4es could not participate in this
program, leaving only four institutions eligible. South Carolina
contracts with independent colleges to provide training for public
school teachers. $200,000 was appropriated for this purpose in
1971-72. In 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-
dependentcolleges 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
America, 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 assistance to private elementary and secondary school
students.

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

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

Texas: In 1971, the legislpture established a program of luition 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 onty for tuition, and are payable to the
student only at th' business office of the institution.'" $1 million
was appropriated for the 1971-73 biennium. While Texas maintains
nineteen state scholarship programs of tuition and fee waivers, all
are usable only at public institutions.
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Al 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 program 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 Departmetit.of Pedagogy. This
practice continued until 1933, then resumed in 1943 with an annual
grant of $24,000. In 1970, the state made another contractual
arrangement, this time with the private Norwich University to
support the Vern-It 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 schoolof-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-
stitution 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 Nursing 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 a'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 student 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 students receiving funds under this program can attend
public or private 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 general 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 prbvides 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 students to enroll in West Virginia's independent colleges.

Wisconsin: Wisconsin began its Tuition Grant Program in 1965 with a
maximum award then of $soa, 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-
dent 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 higher 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 fifty states, both among the number of their programs.and the
magnitude of their efforts. Two states, New York and Minnesota, L:ve
programs in all six categories of methods of state support listed in
Table 26, while no less than twelve states have no current methods,
other than tax-exemption, of assisting private colleges and universities
and their students. (Two of these twelve, should be noted, Nevada
and Wyoming, have no independent 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 have 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 ptates 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 considerable 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 renovation 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 5e used for she construction of
facilities. Clearly the fifty states, in aggregate, have thus far chosen
not to provide private institutions with grants of state funds for the
construction 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 -aid, that is direct state appropriations to in-
dependent institutions, is one of the oldest forms of governmental assistance
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to higher educatioa, public and private. Presently fourteen states haveprograms which can be classified under this general heading. Four states,Alabama, Alaska, Maryland, and Pennsylvania, provide direct appropriationsto some...private, "state-aided" or "state-related"
institutions for theoperating budgets at some private institutions. Connecticut, like Oregon, nowhas a program of awarding funds per resident.
Illinois, per studentplus cost-of-education grants to institutions

accompanying each StateScholarship or Grant.
Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin provide directappropriation to private medical schools. North Carolina, like Connecticut'sformer program, awards direct grants based an additional enrollment of.state residents. South Carolina provides direct assistance for teachertraining. Perhaps the most widely known program is that of New York withits "Bundy aid", which i$ based on the number of degrees of various levelsawarded by the institution receiving state funds.

Lleven states have "other" programs or'practices which assist, fre-quently indirectly, independent colleges or universities. Most of these"otner" forms are plans of various tax credits, tax exemptions, tax de-ductions, or outright exemptions of several kinds t.f state imposed taxes.

Lastly, one of the newest and fastest growing forms of state assistanceto students attending
independent institutions is "tuition equalizationplans", which comes under the more general heading of "student assistance".No less than seven states have tuition equal4ation plans typically named assuch: Alaska, Iowa, Michigan, New Jersey, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin.Furthermore, at least six additional states are actively considering orformally proposing similar plans: Arizona, Florida, Indiana, Kentucky,North Dakota, and South Dakota. Oregon had a tuition equalization program,which has now been converted to a program of direct assistance. Tuitionequalization is obviously a."hot" issue and growing in importance aroundthe country.

All of this firmly implants the realization that the individual statesare one of the.most
important patrons of higher education, private aswei4 as public.

I.

-86-



REFERENCES

1. Fred A. Nelson, "State Aid to Private Colleges and Universities",
Unpublished manuscript, Stanford University, 1968, pp. 4-11.:

2. Ibid, p. 38.

3. Frederick Rudolph, "Who Paid the Bills: An Inquiry into the Nature
of Nineteenth-Century College. Finance", Harvard Education Review,
Spring 1961.

4. Blackmar, E. cit., p. 139-147.

5. "A Plan of Action for Financing Higher Education in the State of
New York", prepared on behalf of The Commission on Independent
Colleges and Universities,-State of Newliork,.an association of
106 private institutions of higher education, December 1971, pp-. 1-2.

6. "The Crisis of Money and Identity", Change Magazine, September 1972,
p. 40.

7. Ibid., p. 42.

8. Ibid.

-87-



4

CHAPTER V

UTILIZATION Of CALIFORNIA'S INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

Chapter II 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 done 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 litilized. Many of them could, and would,
accommodate more 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 oI'tions 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
Re utilization of California's indepenclent colleges and universities.

Space Available and Anticipated

The major problem, as well as the most dramatic success, of American
higher ednkation since World War II has been coping with numbers. The
greatness elot any state's system of higher education, that any college
or universir'y president, might achieve i. 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, new 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
higher education.

Despite their growth in enrollment, California's independent colleges
and universities, have always had, 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
AICCU 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 trying to make the case
for a State Scholarship Program usable at the state's independent 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.1

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 1914 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.

2. That any additional enrollment'will be distributed
among majors and degree programs in pretty much the
same pattern that now exists.

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

4. That the additional enrollment could be accommodated
without any increase in the institutional student aid
budget.

5. 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.

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 73.

TABLE 27

ADDITIONAL SPACE FOR FULL-TIME STUDENTS
Additional Space Available in Fall 1974

(Difference Between Fall 1971 Enrollment and
Space Available in Fall 1974)

AICCU Groups

'Space for
Additional

Lower Division
Students

Space for
Additional

Upper Division
Students

Space for
Additional

Graduate
Students

Total

Space for
Additional

Students

Group I 600 950 2,182 3,732

Group II 1,750 1,900 1,070 4,720

Group III 275 255 90 620

Group IV 1,275 1,135 355 2,765

Group V 1,050 975 250 2,275

Group VI 1 1,005 1 ,402 370 2,777

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

.Source of Data: 1972 Statistical Profile, Independent California Colleges

and Universities, prepared by The AICCU Research Foundation, August 102
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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. Maw: of These Places are at non-
residential institutions such as West Coast University, but all six of
the AICCU groups of institutiots indicate that they could accommodate
significant numbers of students.

Wbeneve?private institutions in California, Illinois, New York or
elsewhere 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 rejectedat 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 percentage 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§ applications
nationally are leveling off, and applications to a number`of 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. What is important is that all AICCU
groups of institutions have suffered declines in freshman applications
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% in freshman applications and
5.2% in transfer applications from April of 1971 to April. of 1972. These
data are reflected in Table 28.

-90-



TABLE 28

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

DECLINE APPLICATIONS

Freshman % of
lications Change

4/7 Tar 71 to 72

Group I 14,813 14,073 -5.0

Group II 9,305 8,888 -4.5

Group III 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

4/71 4/72 71 to 72

Group I 5,587 4,698 -15.9

Group II 2,510 2,739 9.1

Group III 1,258 1,250 -0.6

Group IV 1,255 1,202 -4.2

Group V 461 278 -39.7

Group VI 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.



In addition to these declines in applications for admission, twelv,,
AICCU institutions experienced a decline in full-time undergraduate stu-
dents. The effects of declines in admissions applications, or even 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, these trends
will soon become apparent.

A partial AICCU survey in the Spring of 1971 indicated that at/that
time applications were 5% below those o: 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
reasons being discu§sed around the.nation: more students heading for
lower cost public institutions, particularly no-tuition community colleges:
many students, particplarly 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 Independent 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

Most four-year colleges and universities in California are "accredited"
by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges, but the various
regional accrediting associations 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
:%on-Public digher.Education and the Select Committee on the Future of
Private and Independen-t. 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 also concerned
about the quality of these institutions and the education 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 fat longer than this one. 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 institutional 'quality". One could 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. dlowever,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 acaUemic 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 alto important and that the imagination, resourcefulness, and vision
of an institution are also "educational 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. Tabls. 29 lists nine different, quantifiable, characteristics for
faculty and students in many of California's independent institutions.
Table 30 is the AICCU 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 elsewhere, 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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dandrdized student ability measures may well be providing a "better"
and more meaningful education. and indeed a greater public service, than
some institutions with higher faculty salaries, higher admissions selec-
tivity, and higher student academic ability.

TABLE 29

FACULTY AND STUDENT MEASURES IN CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

FACULTY

1971-72 Faculty Salaries % With
Doctor-
ate

STUDENTS

% Appli-
cants

Mean SAT AdmittedAssoc. Asst.
Prof. Prof. Prof. Inst. Verbal Math Ri-n Women

Biola College 14;5 12,6 10,5 9,4 42% 518 511
Calif. Baptist 11,7 10,2 24% 468 467 80% 80%
Cal Tech 27,0 17,3 14,5 11,3 94% 696 763 28% 51%
Chapman College 18,6 13,5 11,1 104 50% 480 475 -

Claremont Men's 21,5 15,8 13,4 11,5 90+% - 60%
Claremont U.

Center 25,7 19,8 - - -

Golden Gate 14,0 11,6 11% - - 66% 62%
Harvey Mudd 21,6 16,0 12,9 100% - - 46% 51%
Immaculate Heart 16,6 13,8 11,4 9,7 47% 618 608 40% 43%
La Verne College 15,3 12,9 11,2 47% - - -

Lone Mountain* 15,3 - 10,5 9,1 36% 481 460 -

Loyola 19,4 14,7 11.6 10,1 63% 520 565 82% 57%
Marymount - 10,7 9,0 31% 516 487 - 44%
Menlo College - 7% 487 525 38% 63%
Mills College 20,5 15,7 13,6 10,7 65% 561 525 -

Mt. St. Mary's* 15,0 - 10,6 9,1 35% 507 506
Northrop Inst. - - 25% 471 587 20% 66%
Occidental 21,0 16,6 12,6 11,4 70% 623 641 58% 51%
Pacific College - - - 50% 454 436 80% 89%
Pasadena College 13,9 10,6 9,8 7,6 25% - - 87% 88%
Pitzer College 20,3 15,3 12,4 45% 593 567 66% 73%
Pomona College 22,4 17,1 13,2 12,0 89% 646 645 46% 31%
St.Mary's

College* 20,4 16,0 p. 12,3 10,4 58% 572 543 66% 78%
Scripps College 20,6 15,2 12,7 - 67% 602 562 - 57%
Stanford 26,4 18, 14,7 10,4 90+% - 26% 24%
UOP 19,0 15 9 13,5 11,0 62% 508 520 73% 86%
Redlands 20,2 ,6 12,5 10,1 70% 580 600 69% 63%
San Diego 15,5 13,3 11,0 9,2 60% 503 497 61% 73%
San Francisco* 20,8 16,0 12,8 10,7 38% 491 515 82% 86%
Santa Clara* 21,1 16,7 13,7 - 62% 540 572 75% 74%
USC , 22,3 17,0 14,0 11,4 89% 545 568 78% 78%
West Ent 16,1 13,8 11,5 - 53% 527 538 92% 91%
Whittier 20,:' 16,6 13,3 11,3 60% 500 514 7'3% 94%
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TABLE 29 ,(CONTINUED)

FACULTY

1971-72 Faculty e, % With
Doctor-

ate

STUDENTS

% Appli-
cants

Mean SAT Admitted
Prof.

Assoc.

Prof.
Asst.

Prof. Inst. Verba Math Men Women

'tote 19,4 14,8 12,2 10,4 Approx
,,dmposes to to to to 60%

20,2 15,4 12,8 11,3
_At irdnc1sc0 500 510

480 520
c = Calif.

t-!1 :drIpuSeS)

23,5 15,8 12,8 - 9,1 90+%

541 580
IrvIne

560 600
_tufty

620 610

*:)alary Data are for lay faculty onl!.

.>uurce if Data: Faculty salaries, The Chronicle of Higher Education,
Volume VT, Number 31, May 1972.

Percent of Faculty with Doctorate: AICCU Counselors
Guioe, 1971.

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
in 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 mu(h support of California independent higher education is through
underpaid faculty. It also becomes clear that many of these institutions
«Hild be more fully utilized if they had the resources to strengthen their
la(ully 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
effort 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 of the California State Universities, and a few are below either of
the four-year public segments.

There is increasing evidence that admissions standards and quality

1

of students may decline at high-tuition private colleges. Humphrey oermann
in his research has pointed out that even nationally there are actua ly
very few students academically talented enough and rich enough to of ord
the high-cost private institutions. The'choices appear to be massive
student aid programs for the not-so-rich or lessening admission "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 public institutions has grown' to unmanageable size".4

What are the cost diff rentials between California's public and pri-
vate colleges and universities? 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 are 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.
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TABLE 31

CALIFORNIA COLLEGES AND 4NIVERSITIES

STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGETS FOR 1972-73

Ani-joch College-

Tuition
and

Fees

Resfdent

Room and
Board

Commuter
Room and
-Board

Total

Resident
Budget

Total Out of
Commuter State
Budget Charge

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. 2,300 6,050

Chapman College 1,9?4 1,000 3,500 2,95 -
Claremont Men's
College 2,619 1,280 - 4,399

College of Notre
Dame 1,500 1,200 900 3,400 3,100

College of the Holy
Names 1,550 1,214 700 3,514 3,025

Dominican Coll. of
San Rafael 1,600 1,250 1,000 3,450 3,450

Golden Gate Coll. 1,012 1,313 1,080 3,450 3,502
Heald Business Coll. - 900 2,800
Immaculate Heart
College 2,025 1,250 3-0 3,850 2,950

La Verne College 1,935 980 530 3,215 2,915
Linda Vista Baptist

Bible College 633 , 880 480 1,613 1,284
Loma Linda Univ. 1,742 1,020 920 3,400 3,400
Lone Mountain Coll. 1,500 1,230 600 3,280 2,725
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Los Angeles Baptist
College

Loyola Univ.-L.A.
Marymuunt Coll. -

Palos Verdes

Marymount Coil. -

Los Angeles
Mills College

Monterey Inst. of
Foreign Studies

Mi,unt St. Mary's
College

Northrop Inst. of
Technology

Occidental College
Otis Art Inst.

Pacific Christian
College ,

Pacific College
Pacific Union Coll
Pasadena College
Pepperdine Univ.
Pitzer College
Pomona Cqjlege
Riverside Univ.
San Francisco Art

Inst

San Fran. Conser-

vatory of Music
Scripps College
Simpson College
Skadron Coll. of
Business

So. Calif. Coll.
So. Western School
of Law

St. Johns College
St. Mary's Coll. of

Calif.

Stanford Univ.
U.S. Intl Univ.
Univ. of Redlands
Univ. of San Diego
Univ. Santa Clara
Univ. of So. Calif.

TABLE 31 (CONTINUED)

Tuition
and

Fees

Resident
Room end
Board

Commuter
Room and
Board

Total

Resident
Budget

Total Out of
Commuter State
Budget Charge

$1,100 $ 880 $ 880 $2,455 $2,5551,920 1,190 3,710 3,020

1,560 1,450 1,000 3,500 3,170

1,815 1,140 1,140 3,360 3,760
2,295 1,590 4,435

.. 2,005 4,950

1,500 1,250 900 3,200 2,850

1,655 1,251 900 3,356 3,355
2,460 1,310 410 4,270 3,670

1,630 3,590

950 870 500 2,470 2,700
1,435 1,000 1,050 2,c 3,070
1,740 960 650 2,95J 2,950
1,780 900 900 2,930 3,230
2,176 1,150 3,626 2,676
2,655 1,400 1,050 4,705 4,4052,714 1,400 1,400 4,614 4,614
1,300 900 900 2,650 2,950

1,540 1,300 1,200 3,440 3,440

1,845 1,200 900 3,645 3,345
2,510 1,400 4,410
1,245 970 1,500 2,615 3,345

1,440 1,080 1,440 1,340
1,245 990 2,800 2,300

1,350 2,000 2,000 3,950 4,350740 700 1,590 -

1,940 1,115 3,555 2,8402,610 1,295 4,405 -
2,214 1.200 675 4,064 3,664
2,350 1,150 1,050 4,000 4,200
1,760 1,400 900 3,660 3,560
2,070 1,242 742 3,962 3,462
2,515 1,250 900 4,315 4,315
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Univ. of the

TABLE 31 4CONTD)

Tuition Resident
and Room and
Fees Board-

Commuteil..

Room and

Board

Total

Resident
Budget

Total

Commuter
Budget

Out of
State
Charge

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

Univ. of Calif. 649' 1,399 989 2,7950 2,276 $1,500

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

Difference 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 College Entrance
Examination Board, New York, March 1972.
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From Table 31 it appears that the mean "tuition gap" between fifty-
seven independent institutions in California and the Un iversity of Cali-
fornia is $140146 and the California State University and Colleges is $1,579.But the mean difference in total resident budgets between independent in-
stitutions and UC is only $715 and with CSUC, $1,407. The mean charge for
tuition and fees for 1972-73 at these same fifty-seven independent in-
stitutions is $1,796, 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.

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
to,.,be liberal in these same estimates. The private institutions want
their total budget to be as low as possible but still realistic. The
Public institutions make more liberal estimates of resident board and
room plus miscellaneous expensescin order to make financial aid applicantseligible for as large an amount of financial aid as possible.

The AICCU has chosen to compute'the "dollar gap" or the "tuition gap"by usinvthe average tuition and fee charges for the twenty independent
institutions enrolling the largest number of State Scholarship winners
aad the average student charges (tuition and/or fees) at the University

I'" 'of 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 forthe same year.

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 difference was$546. In 1972 it is $1,878. In the Fall of 1973 it is likely to be $2,000".5

The graph in Figure 1 depicts this'increase in the "dollar gap" from1956-57 to 1972-73. The data in Table 32 provide, the basis for the graph
in Figure 1, and the data in Table 33 show how the average State Scholar-
ship award has not kept pace with increases in tuition and fees, at leastat those 20 institutions receiving the most State Scholarships.

(
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',J TABLE 32

DOLLAR tAP BETWEEN STUDENT CHARGES IN
PUBLIC AND INDEPENDENT COLLEGES

..........P

Average Tuition &
Fees in Independent

Colleggs*

Average Fees at
4-Year Public
Institutions**

Gap Between Inde-
pendent Colleges
and 7-Year Public

Institution Student
Charges

4

1956-57 $ 620 $ 74 $ .546

1961-62 989 120 869

1966-67 1,390 174 1,216

Y967-68 1,490 183 1,307 a

1968-69 1,629 232 1,397

1969-70 1,758 242 1,516

1970-71 1,957 321 1,636

1971-72 2,133 400 1,733
"......"

1972-73 (Est.) 2,279 401 1,878

.-

.i
*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.

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



1956-57

1961-62

1966-67

1967-68

1968-9

1961(-10

1971-72 7.

1972-73

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
State Scholarship
Grant to Student
in Indep. Instit.

Average Tuition &
Fee Charge in the
20 Institutions

Percentage of
Tuition & Fee

Covered by
Scholarship Grant

582 620 93.9

773 989 78.2

1,117 1,390 80.4

1,132 1,490 76.0

1,211 1,630 74.3

1,462 1,758 83.2

1,470 1,907 77.1

1,491 2,133 69.9

1,641 (Est.) 2,280 72.01 (Est.)

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



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 students by financial
rather than educational or academic reasons. Secondly, the total system
of higher 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 n
narrow the cost differentials betwee
Some options are discussed in Chapter

the "tuition gap" and to
and private institutions.

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 1972the 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
institutions 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

University of California

California State Univ. & Colleges

California Community Colleges

$15,650

15,160

12,330

11,420

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

What does family income mean in terms of abiliertyk pay? What is areasonable expectation for a stu 'lent'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 whichthe California State Scholarship and Loan Commission, as well as most of
California's colleges and universities, utilize in determining a scholar-ship applicant's need for financial aid. The College Scholarship Servicehas elaborate, equitable, and reasonable means of determining what re-sources a student and his or her family can be reasonably expected toprovide for his or her higher education. There are also a number ofassumptions made in determining need. For example, men are expected tocohtribute $400 and women $300 in prefreshman summer earnings for his orher total educational expenses the subsequent academic year. For families,with exception of those with considerable savings or other assets, the
large parental contribution is typically from income. Table 35, from theCollege Scholarship Service Manual for Financial Aid Officers (1971 Re-vision), shows what CSS expects parents to be able to contribute from netincome, before'federal tax, where there are no financial complications
requiring special allowances against income.
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Table A

TABLE 35

PARENTS' ABILITY TO PAY FROM INCOME BY SIZE OF FAMILY

Note: Use this table only when there are no financial complications requiring
special Allowances against Income When there are such complicztions use Table E.

Total parents' contribution from net income by size of family'

Net income
(before

Number of dependent children

federal tax \ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

$ 1,875-$ 2,124 5- 500 S- -500 5 - 500 S -500 5-500 S -500 5- 500 $-500 S-500 5-500
2,125- 2,374 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500
2,375- 2,624 500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -BOO
2,625- 2,874 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -SOO -500 -500

2,875- 3,124 500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 - 500 -500 -500 -500
3,125- 3,374 -480 -500 - 500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500
3,375- 3,624 -410 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500
3,625- 3,174 340 -470 -500 -500 -SOO -500 -500 -500 -500 -500

3,875- 4,124 - -270 -420 -500 -500 -500 -500 r-500 -500 -500 -500
4,125- 4,374 --200 -360 -460 -500 -500 "- 500 -500 -500 -500 -500
4,37$- 4,624 -130 -300 -410 -500 -500 - -500 -500 -500 -500 -500
4,625- 4,874 -60 -240 -360 -470 -500 -500' -500 -500 -500 -500

4,875- 5,124 -180 -310 -420 -490 -500 -500 -500 -500 -500
5,125- 5,374 70 -120 -260 -370 -440 -500 -500 -500 -503 -500
5,375- 5,624 140 `1-60 -210 -330 -390 -450 -480 -490 -500 -500
5,625- 5;471 210 -160 -280 -340 -400 -430 -450 -500 -500
5,875- 6,124 280 50 -110 -230 -290 -360 -390 -410 -460 -460
6,125- 6,374 350 100 - -60 -19Q -250 -310 -340 -360 -410 -420
6,375- 6,623 410 160 -10 -140 -210 -260 -300 -320 -370 -380
6,625- 6,874 480 220 30 -100 -160 -220 -250 -280 -330 -340

6,875- 7,124 550 280 80 -50 -120 -180 -210 -240 -290 -300
7,125- 7,374 620 340 130 -10 -70 -140 -160 -190 -240 -260
7,375- 7,624 690 390 180 30 -30 -90 -120 -150 -200 -220
7,625- 7,874 750 450 230 80 -SO -80 -110 -160 -180
7,875- 8,124 820 510 280 120 50 -10 -40 -70 -120 -140
8,125- 8,374 890 560 330 170 90 20 -30 -70 -100
8,375- 8,624 950 620 370 210 130 60 30 -30 -60
8,625- 8,874 1,020 680 420 260 180 100 70 40 -20
8,875- 9,124 1,080 730 470 300 220 150 110 80 40 20
9,125- 9,374 1,130 790 520 350 260 190 150 110 80 60
9,375- 9,6_, 1,1s0 850 570 390 316 230 190 150 120 100
9,625- 9,874 1,240 900 620 430 350 270 230 190 160 140

9,875- 10,124 1,290 960 660 480 390 310 260 230 190 170
10,125- 10,374 1,350 1,020 710 520 430 350 300 260 230 210
10,375- 10,624 1,410 1,070 760 570 48Q 390 340 300 270 240
10,625- 10,374 1,470 1,120 810 610 520 / 430 380 340 300 280

/
1 he figures gist n for expected parents contribution arc %aloes at the midpoint of the ranges of "net" Income. "Net" intonse in all the

tables on A ppr.tilix B v. th:uic,f by the i t 2%100! !amity income minus linrcmbist sett business expenses but before federal tax.
The minus sign ,, kir( A liglifT Ilidu ;les .1"neginse «nitribution (sce Chapter 23 fur esipi ;motion).
Contributions Jte brel On the 1472 Ll't tame fur parents 14,110 the a ounst returt.
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TABLE 35 (CONTD)

Table A (continued)

Total parents' contribution from net income by size of family

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

$10,l75 $11,124 51.530

11,125- 11,374 1,590

11,375- 11,624 1,660

11,625- 11,874 1,730

11,875- 12,124 1,800

12,125- 12374 1,870

12,375- 12,624 i 1,940

12,625- 12,874 2,020

12,875- 13,124 2,100

13:125- 13,374 2,180

13,375- 13,624 2,260

13,625- 13,874 2,350

13,875- 14,124 2,440

14,125- 14374 2,540

14,375- 11,624 2,630

14,625- 14,874 2,720

14,875- 15,124 2,810

15,125- 15,371 2,920'

15375- 15,624 3,030

T,625- 15,874 3,140
AI CCU ave rage

15,875- 16,124 3,240

16,125- 16,374 3,350

16,375- 16,624 3,450

16,625- 16,874 ' 3,550

16,875- 17,124 3,660

17,125- 17,374 3,760

17,375- 17,624 3,860

17,625- 17,874 3,970

17,875- 18,124 4,070

18,125 18,374 4,170

18,375- 14,624 4,280

18,625- 18,874 4,380

14,875- 19,124 4,480

19,125- 19,371 4,590

19,375- 19,624 4,690

19,625- 19,874 4,790

19,475- 20,124 4,890

20,125- 20,371 5,000

20,375- 20,624 5,090

20,625- 20,874 5,190

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

51,180 $ 'A) S 650 $ 560 $ 470 5 420 S 370 5 340 $ 310
1,230 900 700 COO 510 460 410 380 350
1,280 959 740 640 550 500 450 420 380
1,340 1,000 790 690 590 530 480 450 420i
1,400 1,050 830 730 630 570 520 490 450

1,460 1,100 870 770 670 610 560 530 490
1,520 1,160 920 810 710 650 590 560 520(

1,580 -1,210 960 850 750 690 630 600 550

1,650 1,260 1,010 890 790 720 660 630 590

1,710 1,320 1,050 940 830 760 700 670 620
1,780 1,380 1,100 980 870 900 740 710 660

1,850 1,440 1,160 1,020 910 840 770 , 740 690

1,920 1,490 1,210 1,060 950 870 810 780 730

2,000 1,550 1,260 1,120 990 910 840 810 760

2,080 1,620 1,310 1,170 1,030 950 880 850
*

1 790

2,160 1,680 1,370 1,220 1,070 980 910 880 830

2,240 1,750 1,420 1,270 1,120 1,020 950 920 860

2,310 1,820 1,480 1,320 1,170 1,060 980 950 890

2,400 1,880 1,540 1,370 1,220 1,110 1,010 990 920

2,490 1,950 1,600 1,430 1,270 1,160 1,050 1,020 950

2,590 2,030 1,660 1,490 1,320 1,210 1,110 1,060 990

2,680 2,110 1,730 1,540 1,380 1,260 1,160 1,110 1,020

2,770 2,190 1,790 1,600 1,430 1,310 1,210 1,160 1,070

2,870 2,270 1,860 1,670 1,490 1,370 1,260 1,210 1,120

2,980 2,350 1,930 1,740 1,550 1,420 1,310 1,260 1,170

3,080 2,440 2,010 1,800 1,600 1,480 1,370 1,320 1,220

3,180 2,530 2,080 1,870 1,670 1,540 1,430 1,370 1,270

3,280 2,620 2,160 1,930 1,740 1,590 1,480 1,430 1,330

3,390 2,710 2,240 2,010 1,800 1,660 1,540 1,490 1,390

3,490 2,800 2,320 2,090 1,870 1,730 1,600 1,550 1,450

3,590 2,900 2,400 2,170 1,940 1,790 1,660 1,600 1,510

3,700 3,010 2,490 2,250 2,010 1,860 1,730 1,670 1,570

3,800 3,110 2,580 2,320 2,090 1,930 1,800- 1,740 1,630

3,900 3,210 2,670 2,410 2,170 2,000 1,860 1,800 1,7013

4,010 3,320 2,769 2,500 2,250 2,080 1,930 1,870 1,760

4,110 3,420 2,850 2,590 2,320 2,160 2,010 1,940 1,830

4,210 3,520 2,960 2,670 2,410 2,240 2,090 2,020 1,900

4,320 3,630 3,060 2,760 2,500 2,310 2,170 2,090 1,980

4,420 3,730 3,160 2,860 2,580 2,400 2,250 2,170 2,050

1,520 3,830 i 3,270 2,960 2,670 2,490 2,320 2,250 2,130'
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TABLE 35 (CONTD)

Net Income
Ibef

r ,k

Number of dependent children

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Lk+ C3,620 S3,930 $3,370 $3,060 - $2,760 $2,580 $2,420 $2,330 $2,210
2132', ::.37; 5 391) 4,720 4,040 3,470 3,170 2,860 2,660 2,500 2,420 2,290
21 3-'s ' :4 5,4'40 4,820 4 P1 3,580 3,270 2,960 2,750 *- 2,590 2,510 2,380
21.09 :1 5.590 4,920 4,240 3,680 3370 3,060 2,850 2,68t, 2,600 2,470

21,V: S- 7: 1:4 5/,90 5,020 4,340 3,780 3,480 3,170 2,950 2,770 2,690 2,560
22,125 22 -4 c -coo

5,120 4,440 3,880 3,580 3,270 3,050 2,870 2,780 2,650
22 3-, 5,q(40 5,220 4,540 3,980 3,680 3,370 3,160 2,970 2,880 2,740
22/,2c 5,990 5,310 4,640 4,080 3,790 3,480 3,260 3,080 2,Q80 2,840

22.475 2' 1" 4 6,0Q0 5,410 4,730 4,180 3,890 3,580 3,360 3,180 3,080 2,940
23,1?5 6,140 5.510 4,830 4,280 3,990 3,680 3,470 3,280 3,190 3,050

5,610 4,930 4,380 4,090 3,780 3,570 3,390 3,290 3,150
23,

1:

6,

4,4)

5,710

5,810

5,030

5,130

1,480 4,180

4,580 4,280

3,880

3,980

3,670

3,770

3,490

3,590

3,390

3,500

3,250

3,360
:,.5)%0 5,910 5,230 4,680 4,380 4,080 -3,880 3,690 3,60(11 3,460

24.;71 :: 2: t..170 6,010 5,330 4,780 4,480 4,180 3,980 3,800 3,700 3,560
24 4.2',

12;

6,760

6 ,3.60

6,110

6,200

5,43b

5,530

4,870 4,580

4,970 4,680

4,280

4,380

4,080

4,180

3,900

4,000

3,810

3,910

3,670

3,770
;2-' c 4 950 6,290 5,630 5,070 4,780 4,480 4,270 4,100 4,010 3,870

23,3 'c,. -,()40 6,390 5,720 5,170 4,880 4,580 4,370 4,200 4,120 3,980
7,140 6,480 5,820 5,270 4,980 4,680 4,470 4,300 4,220 4,080

25,875 71 7,230 6,580 5,910 5,370 5,080 4,780 4,570 4,400 4,320 4,180
2' 1 .`"- '"; 7 320 6,670 6,010 5,470 5,170 4,870 4,670 4,500 4,420 4,280
24,

2=-.

7 420

7.510

6,760

6,860

6,100

6,190

5,560 5,270

5,650 5,370

4,970

5,070

4,770

4,870

4,600

4,700

4,520

4,610

4,390

4,490

1'; 7,600 6,950 6,290 5,750 5,470 5,170 4,970 4,800 4,710 4,580
27.1.5 2"7 7,700 7,040 6,380 5,840 5,56ff 5,270 5,070 4,900 4,810 4,680

7,790 7,140 6,470 5,930 5,660 5,370 5,170 4,990 4,910 4,780
17! .-7 "; 7.1'90 7,230 6,570 6,030 5,750 5,470 5,260 5,090 5,010 4,880

r 1 7,'N0 7,320 r 6,120 5,840 .5,560 5,360 5,190 5,110 4,980
, 07o 7 470

'750
6,220 5,940 5,650 5,460 5,290 5,210 5,080

2'4 I' 0 7,510 62F50 6,310 6,030 5,750 5,560 5,390 5,310 5,180
' '4.240 7,6(X) 6,940 6,400 6,120 5,840 5,650 5,490 5,410 5,280

I ; s i i0 7,690 7,030 6,500 6,220 5,930 5,740 5,590 5,510 5,380
29 I. 4 - ;20 7,7s0 7,130 6,590 6,310 6,030 5,840 5,680 5,600, 5,480

M,510 7,870 7,220 6,680 6,400 6.120 5,930 5,780 5,700 5,570
2'0/.21 -,*; 8,,,(r0 7,960 7,310 6,780 6,500 6,210 6,020 5,870 5,800 5,670

3ource of Data: Manual for Financial Aid Officers, 1971, Revision, College
Scholarship Servit_e, College Entrance Lxamination Board,, 1971, Table "A",
pp. ii-i, L-4, 8-5.
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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 on 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 at_end-
ing Caleornia'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 distribution 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 thaz men, the largest difference being at the University of
California where the average parental 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 andthe 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 academ
hierarchy which is also, to a degree, a socio-economic hierarchy.
These tables quickly dispel the notion that public higher education,

particularly the four-year institutions, are for the "poor but worthy".
With 13.27 of the California State University and Colleges and abort
26.27 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 Institutiohs

Another factor which could limit full utilization of California's
private colleges and universities, is the operating deficits which nearly
half 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 institutions, 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.



4

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: 26 29 23

Source of Data: 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. In 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 II" universities had deficits ranging
from7172,000 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 II1 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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'044,000, or }41 to a large $2,000 per FTE student. Just four of the
nine "specialized institutions" in AICCU Croup VI experienced deficits
ranging from only $38,000 to 1162,000, or $16 to $403 deficit per FTE
student.

Way back in 1933, Stanford President Ray Lyman Wilbur made the following
statement:

"Universities make their greatest advances when they have
new money or no money. New money gives the opportunity
to accept the many opportunities that are ever in front
of university mer. Co money requires the most careful
analysis of existing plans and programs and permits a
certain amount of prvaing which is a recurring necessity".6

This may be true, or at least true in part for a complex, multi-
purpose private university. However, many of California's independent
colleges and universities cannot afford to "prune" very far without
being pruned out of existence. Institution 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 imme,liate future result in weakening of educational programs.

Costs per Student

One way of cutting back or "pruning" 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 independent 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
AICCU group of institutions.
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TABLE 38

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE OF INCREASE IN EDUCATIONAL
EXPENDITURES PER FTE FOR ALL AICCU INSTITUTIONS

AND FOR THE SIX GROUPS OF INSTITUTIONS

EducationalTotal Educational

1 °68 -69 1969-70 1970 41

% Inc.

68-69

69 -70

% Inc.

69-70

70o-71

Expenditures Per FTE

Group I 4,885 5,321 6,265 8.9 17.7

Group II 2,085 2,481 2,509 19.0 1.2

Group III 2,829 3,103 3,273 9.7 5.5

Group IV 1,900 2,153 2,240 13.3 4.0

Group V 2,053 2,281 2,441 11.1 7.0

Group VI 1,158 1,302 1,460 12.4 12.1

All Groups 3,018 3,360 3,610 11.3 7.4

Administration &
General Per FTE

Group 1 620 733 862 18.2 17.6

Group II 390 431 438 10.5 1.6

Group III 785 839 861 6.9 2.2

Group IV 544 634 581 16.5 -8.4

Group- V 600 688 730 14.7 6.1

Group VI 362 400 458 10.5 14.5

All Groups 546 622 655 13.9 5.3

Instruction Per FTE

Group I 2,789 3,006 3,523 7.8 17.2

Group II 1,044 1,215 1,227 16.4 . 1.0

Group III 1,243 1,367 1,405 10.0 2.8

Group IV 856 962 1,115 12.4 15.9

Group V 906 1,011 1,082 11.6 7.0

Group VI 550 619 680 12.5 9.9
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Library Per FTE

TABLE 38 (CONTD)

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

% Inc.

68-69
to

69-70

% Inc.

69-70
to

70-71

Group I 274 280 325 2.2 16.1

Group II 113 131 130 15.9 -0.8

Group III 120 138 151 15.0 9.4

Group IV 82 92 91 12.2 -1.1

Group V 98 104 107 6.1 2.9

Group VI 40 46 60 15.0 30.4

All Groups --157 168 179 7.0 6.5

Student Aid Per FTE

Group I 603 643 733 6.6 14.0

Group II 203 262 270 29.1 3.1

Group III 281 325 378 15.7 16.3

Group IV 184 204 185 10.9 -9.3

Group V 218 230 256 5.5 11.3

Group VI 44 50 63 13.6 26.0

All Groups 333 370 392 11.1 5.9

Source of Data: 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 I (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 9iatip I, the more
highly endowed colleges in Group III, and the very small1(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 I 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 larger but less well endowed.
colleges in Group IV.

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 energy and imagination, to disguising, if not
actually hiding, the reed 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 stanoards for determining the annual per
student costs of providing postsecondary education for students in
attendance at various types and classes of institutions of higher edu-
cation".7

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 educational economists, Professor Henry M. Levin
of Stanford and Jack W. Osman of San Franciico State College. One of the
Coordinating Council's fundamental questions was the following:8

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 Elie state's
colleges and universities, public and private. The authors ventured on
this thin ice, and some critics might say the ice cracked. Inone appendix
to one chapter Levin and Osman provide their estimate of expenditures per
full-time student in the various segments of California higher education.
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The Levin-Osman study was sent to a number of noted ecomists 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 per student and generated his own estimates from Levin
arid 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 90% 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

Public Institutions
Levin-Osman Estimates ,

Cartter
Estimate
TotalOperating Expense Total\

Uniy. 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 High( Educatidn 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. S. (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 Higher Education has com-
pleted a timely report, The Costs of Instruction in California Public
Higher Education. While this 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 ARP 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 Fund Only $1,979 $1,256 $1,627 $3,165 $4,017-..,

Total General Fund 2,161 1,372 1,778 3,457 4,388

All Funds 3,305 2,226 2,756 5,099' 6,417
7%.

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 1,500 1,859 4,230 14,924
Reimbursements

All Funds 2,248 1,804 2,237 5,090 14,924
NY

ti

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 from 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 Ailan Cartter pointed out, both the University of California and the
AICCU 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

STUDEN1 AT FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC AND AICCU INSTITUTIONS, FOR 1970-71

University of California

California State University &
Colleges

AICCU Institutions - All Groups

Cost Per Student, 1970-71

$ 3,305

2,248

3,610

Group I 6,265

Group II 2,509

Group III 3,273

Group IV 2,240

Group V 2,441

Group VI s' 1,460

Source of Data: Tables 38 and 40.



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
goal.

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 veseht "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
further 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 of the market, to coin a phrase, with a smaller
and smaller percentage of the population able and willing to mew- 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.

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,
ald oxisting policies and programs expanded, before full potential can be
more nearly reached.
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CHAPTER VI

POLICY ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE TO THE LEGISLATURE

0!.e oiLio.) the California Legislature has is to continue doing what
been doing. With no criticism intended, the Legislature in Cali-

been largely a "reactive" body (not reactionary!). It seemsto on by reacting to pressures and proposals either by taking
`,hive action, rejecting, or just ignoring specific proposals and bills

Lor:e before it. This past year was pretty typical with no less than
nundred (400!) bills concerning highar.education introduced in the

!c4i-Aature. The Joint Committee on the Master ,Plan itself is one positive
re,p;nse to such a bill in preiriou; years. Even' its proposals and

re,olimendations may be positively acted upon, rejected, or simply
1,2:,,rLd. (Whatever happened to the recommendations of the former Joint

ittte higher Education?)

lily 15 not intended to sound cynical or unduly pessimistic, but;i t,3 place "policy alternatives" in some kind of realistic per -
-,;a, tivc. Problems in California's system of higher education seem to

4neraliv well known, if not completely understood by legislators;
taut ,olutions to these problems, because of political, economic, and

edLL itional considerations, are difficult to come by. The most

'r
1:%p rtant consideration here is that the Legislature does have policy

and a great man2. of them.

1:lis chapter is going to briefly consider the critical issues con-
:r.hLig the State and independent

institutions, alternative motives for
.t :t, 1,sistane, and legal barriers to some alternatives before

In some detail specific policy alternatives, with educational
oolltiA,.1 advantages and disadvantages of each.

He issues.

Ft-, 1% ttte poluf of view of Calif)rnia's independent colleges -and
kcv issue is how they best can maintain their present

independence and institutional autonomy. Perhaps the second
ita,A issue is how can these institutions best serve students

an,i so, Iety while at the same time maintaining, or even regainin&L
ti,, !,,olvnLv. Fiscal solvency is, in the end, directly related to
pr,,,urvItig the vitalit. ind quality of these institutions and, in some

, a5suring their very survival.

lr,, the point of view of the Legislature, perhaps the key issue is
t,) serve the public interest. The State Legislature is the
,ingie patron of higher education, particularly public; and it

..11nualiy confronts the dilemma of to what degree and by what form
.1d It, the LegiAature, subsidize higher education, public and private,

k lilt' 11111? Beyond this fundamental issue, there are the other questions
Dtt to coordinate the sundry systems, institutions, and programs
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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 considerationof 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 legislation are not clearly stated and thus not well under-
stood, at least by the eral public. Often the real purposes of
legislation are indirect 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 alternativesand 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. Thereis, 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 greater participation in the State's total
higher education 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. Encourage, 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 separation of church and
state.

2. Encourage more high ability students to attend college.
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3. Encourage more 'disadvantaged" students to attend college.

4. Encourage students to enter specific academic, educational,
or vocational areas where there ip believed to be a par-
ticularly great social need, such as the health professions.

5. Expand a student's "freedom of choice" to attend either a
public or private college or university.

6. Permit students to select an institution because of its
academic or educational program rather than because of
its cost.

7. Divert students from public to private institutions.

8. Encourage greater social-economic diversity of students
at all or high-cost institutions.

9. Supplement other forms of financial assistance, including
private money.

10. Eliminate financial barriers for students to attend any
college or university.

11. Lncourage independent institutions to maintain existing
enrollments.

12. Effect savings, overall, of tax expenditures (public funds)
for all higher education in the State.

13. Provide indirect financial assistance to institutions via
the students.

14. Encourage the "free market" principle.

15. Prevent a decline in private philanthropy to independent
institutions by providing public funds via the student.

Motives Relating to Assisting Institutions Directly

I. Support the general welfare of society.

2. Maintain, or increase, the quality and vitality of existing
institutions.

3. Encourage enrollment growth overall through a "supply subsidy".

4. Encourage enrollment growth for specific kinds cf students
and specific kinds of academic, educational, or vocational
programs.

5. Assist with the construction of facithjes to encourage en-
rollment growth or to help maintain existing enrollment.
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6. Contract for research, services, programs, and student
places not available, or not attainable at the same cost,
at public institutions.

7. Alleviate financial difficulties of independent institutions.

g. Alleviate financial difficulties by reducing or eliminating
various taxes and some forms of interest paid by institutions.

9. Provide support for institutions to attract, and keep,
highly qualified faculty.

10. Stimulate, rather than discourage, greater private giving to
independent institutions through matching grants, etc.

11. Permit, or at least extend, the survival of threatened in-
dependent institutions.

12. Effect tax savings by not having to establish new or to ex-
pand existing public institutions to accommodate students
served by existing independent institutions.

13. Establish and maintain some form of direct accountability
cif 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
be 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 she exclusive control of the
officers of the public schools; nor shall any sec-
tarian or denominational doctrine be taught, or in-
struction thereon 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.

fhe 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-kblleges, 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 Education, the California Constitution Revision Commission, the
Office of the Governor, the Department of Finance, the former Joint Com-
mittee on Higher Education, as well as the 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". On 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".1 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 So 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
the 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 in 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 another, 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 Artic14 IX.

The Joint Committee issued its initial report to the Legislature in,
February 1968. Besides coming out squarely opposed to tuition charges
in the pl.blic 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 mentioned 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.

"The obvious and logical way to aid California's private
colleges and universities is no by indirect measures
such as public tuition or increases in the state scholar-
ships but by direct subventions to those institutions
under applicable planning and budgetary procedures".5

The Joint Committee tended to oppose indirect means of state assistance
to independent colleges and universities because etc)/ "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 portions of the Constitution which currently
forbid any public monies to be appropriated to or through private insti-
tutions".6

The Joint Committee's final report, The Challenge of Achiel, ent,
issued in February of 1969, put into more formal form its proposal for
a 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 colleges and universities
at such time as it may 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
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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 recommendations relating to the revision of the Constitution".
The Commissio4 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
moans 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 revision-of Section 8 came before the Constitution
Revision Commission at its meeting in San Francisco in July 1969. The
Commission approved, but not without some strong dissent, a revised
Article 8: "The Legislature may grant aidito nonprofit institutions
of higher education provided that all such aid serve a public, non-
sectarian, educational purpose".0

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 Committee
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

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
.xisting 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 XIII, with alipst the same wording as recommended
by the Constitution Revision Commission.
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"The gegislature 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" .10

Many legislators and leaders:of California's independent colleges
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 tfe Assembly, by a vote of 56 to
16; but ultimately defeated in the Senate on Friday, August 21, 1970
by a vote 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
1970. Since that time, the AICCU has come to strongly favor increased
State assistance via students which does not necessitate a constitution

Nitevision of Article IX, Section 8.

Unless the recommendations of th'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 I

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-
port 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 CaliL
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. The
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-
stan 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-
portantdistinction between church and state, it is not necessary to
maintai" rigid distinction between public and private institutional
management or support". 11

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 pitiblem:

"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 guidelines... 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,
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"it takes a great deal of courage to do what were proposing to do, but
to add what Mr. Busterud proposes would introduce an element of fool-
hardiness".13

It is also somewhat ironic that while the Catholic-related 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 imeenst with respect to Catholic schools.

Federal legislation affecting higher education has been typically
draftdd to avoid or at least circumvent Che 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
of general assistance a proposa' is, the more likely it is to stir up
the ChurCh-State controversy".1'

Court decisions thus far seem to indicate that government 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 Public Works of Maryland, felt the central issue 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 government funds
and the purpose of the grant.l5

One strong argument for the revision of both Article IX, Section 8 -

and Article XIII, Section 24 of the California Constitution, is that in
this matter the State Constitution should not be more 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" .16.

The new Federal Higher Education Amendments of 1972, for example,
typicallW make no distinctions among Son- 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".17

While there seems to be less and less apprehension about providing
public funds to church-reiated colo).eges 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 legislatibn 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.

2. Increase the maximum award of State Scholarships.

3. Increase the maximum number of College Opportunity Grants.

4. Increase the maximum award of the College Opportunity Grants.

5. Increase the maximum number of State Graduate Fellowships.

6. Increase the maximum award of the State Graduate Fellowships.

7. Implementing tuition equalization grants or vouchers.

8. Increasing tuition) or implementing, tuition at the'public
institutions.

9. Establish or expand contracts for specific kinds of educational
services.

10. Provide loans for capital construction.

11. Provide loans for'facility improvements.

12. Provide loans for land purchases.

13. Increase tax relief:
a. Property tax exemption.
b. Income tax remission.
c. Tax credits.
d. Tax deductions for contributions to higher education.
e. Gasoline tax refunds.
f. Sales tax exemptions.

Student Aid Options

Alternatives 1 througk 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 awards.of State Scholarships would further reward and encourage
academic excellence. There may be more politiCal advantages 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 College Opportunity Grants would
further expand equality of access to higher education by disadvantaged
students. The political climate, to this one observer, teems to favor
the purposes and motives behind COG, at least at this time. While there
is still a considerable and widening gap between the'averdg, 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 No
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 which continues to widen, as in Figure 2.

Despite the size of California's expenditures in these student aid
programs, there is some evidence that Califo nia's "effort" in supporting
student assistance programs lags behind thattA0f many other states. Dollars
spent must be considered in terms of the nuitiber of people served, or the
number of people paying those dollars, in order to obtain any index of
"effort" rather than simple expenditures.

Ability of California to Fund these Alternatives

One survey of current state expenditures for undergraduate student aid
programs usable at_ 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 population base. 'The data from this
annual survey by Joseph D. Boyd of the Illinois State Scholarship Com-
mission are contained in Table 42.

TABLE 42

RATIOS Of APPROPRIATIONS FOR UNDERGRADUATE STATE
PROGRAMS OF FINANCIAL AID BASED ON NEED, USABLE
AT EITHER PUBLIC OR PRIVATE COLLEGES, TO 1970

POPULATION, IN DESCENDING ORDER

Rank State

Total Dollars
Appropriated
1972-73

Ratio of

1972-73 Dollars
Awarded to

1970 Population

1 Vermont $ 2,505,000 $ 5.63
2 Pennsylvania 60,458,000 5.13
3 Illinois, 51,400,000 4,62
4 New York 80,100,000 4.40
5 New Jersey 25,687,467 3.58
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TABLE 42 (CONTD)

Total Dollars
Appropriated

a
.1

Ratio of
.1972 -73 Dollars

Awarded to
Rank State 1972-73 1970 Population

6 Rhode Island $ 1,900,000 $ 2.00
7 Indiana 8,830,884 1.70
8 Michigan 13,826,000 1.56

(9 Iowa 4,235,000 1.50
(9 Ohio 16,000,000 1.50
11 Massachusetts 8,000,000 1.41
12 California 27,828,955 1.39
13 Minnesota 4,700,000 1.24
14 Wisconsin 4,585,000 1.04
15 Maryland 3,263,500 .83
06 Cwinecticut 1,697,095 .56
(16 Cregon 1,180,000 .56
18 Kdnsus 1,147,000 .51
19 Washington 1,680,565 .49
20 Tennessee 1.200,000 .31
21 Texas 3,000,000 .26
22 West Virginia 425,000 .24
23 Florida 860,000 .13

Totals $324,500,466 $ 2.17

Source of uata: Joseph D. Boyd, 1972-73 Undergraduate Comprehensive State
Scholarship Programs, Third Annual Survey, Illinois 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 sur' :ey, 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. It must be pointed out that these states are more
heavily dominated by private higher education than is California.

One immediate reaction to Table 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 method., and to what degree it wishes to support higher education,
public or private, directly or indirectly.

At this point it might he illustrative to point out California's total
"effort" in support of higher education in comparison to all other states.
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Wk. 43, iimnpiled by Edric A. Weld, Jr., Assistant Professor
, . , it tleveland Scale University, points, out the differences in
tat, -ptrid:ture,, for higher education.

. indie-, of effort compiled by Professor Weld, it would appear
ilL: linia at least has the option of spending more on higher edu-

: n :nail it now spends, in comparison to other states. California ranks
capita expenditures, 28th on expenditures per person of college

in term,, of expenditures per $1,000 of personal income.
,,r i Id al:,o pointed out that California ranks first in the nation

t.er . o local government expenditures on higher education. The combined
t tic 1,1, 1,)11 expenditures, places California 16th in the nation with a_

.:t cer t apita expenditure for higher education for 1969-70. The same
e,penditure of state and local funds of $459.95 per each person

.ilegt Age places California 17th in the nation, and 24th because of
.i.,9 ,,ate and local government expenditures per $1,000 personal income.

lhe data in these surveys would indicate that, when compared to
rat,,, California has the ability to increase its expenditures for
aid programs and/or increase other expenditures for higher education,
mud privite.

ti

,,tie ire a number of policy alternatives available to the Legislature
t: . tn, c...1-,ting constitution to help narrow the "tuition gap" or the

,.itterential to the student between 1_,vate and public institutions.
n , _urrent State Scholarship Program and COG are, in a very real

, liti(ni equalization programs. As mentioned in Chapter IV, sevent1 t itts love additional tuition equalization programs and call them
aan at least six other states are actively considering such plans.

luition Lqualization Program is typical in that it seeks to
rt low and middle income students to attend Iowa private colleges

er hies. the grants are up to a maximum of $1,000, based on the
estimated financial need, and cannot exceed tuition and fees
i:crage amount the student would pay at a state university.

iiiiornia terms, a similar plan could close by $1,000 the "tuition
between the University of California and the average 1972-73

ti and t.es ul :;2,2/9 at twenty California independent colleges and
mf close by ';l,UU0 the $2,122 gapbetween the State University

and tie ,toe independent institutions in 1972-73.

the difference between "tuition equalization" and "vouchers"?
;.,at the term "voucher" has become emotion-filled, almost pejorative

ident ilied with elementary and secondary education. A
01, het or "tuition equalization" would be, in effect, a blank check

t t., :a.'int to for the full cost of his or her education at the in-
t 1[ ini ): their t hide c. Tuition equalization could, of course, elim-

,nttmil:, the "tuition gap", but this is unrealistic and not presently
-r ,on,,idtred by the California independent institutions. There

so-.e premium to be paid in order to attend independent institutions.
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TABLE 43

SIALI GOAI C1'1P)041' 01'111A110N,, 101i 1%,1111.1110.4101,

Lou( 1110%, PIN CAIL-A, PI I' r 1Z,, of GA 111,1 , AND PI 1( $1,01;001- 0NAL

1St 0\11, 1' VCAT 11 .:t 1970

l'er Peron of Per $1,(1011 of
Per Capita CoIltve Ac,e Personal !Lcome

Total 000'0 Amount . kini Amouut R. n3. Amount rank

U.S average $7,286,179 $35 99 $303.89 $9.84

Alab.ona 131,403 39 02 25 333 73 25 14.74 16

Alaska 24,572 81 36 3 539.81 6 19,53 7

An/ona 98,153 55 39 13 461.13 11 17.19 11

Arkansas 57,434 29 87 47 271 80 10 11.57 30
Califorrtta 766,219 30 40 26 311.16 28 9.19 41

Colorj'lo 152,202 68 1,6 ;.6 520 91 8 20.11 4

Conned ticut 76,219 25.16 46 211.75 15 5.53 46
1)elawar.. 2:1,405 51 29 16 118 52 17 12 132 23

171,7U8 23 51 43 212.75 43 7.70 45

Georgia 158,064 31 41 31 768 75 37 11.09 34
67,4111 137 64 2 617.03 3 22.05 3

Idaho 26,107 36 90 23 '526 05 26 12.31 24

368,718 33.11 35 209 30 7 79 44

liirhana 204,7/1 54.11 14 ele ;1 01 13 15 09 15

Iowa 128,674 45 55 20 416 41 19 13 01 22
Kansa.; 111,521 19.59 18 06.60 21 13 78 18

Kentucky 109,761 31.10 32 279.9,1 33 11 03 28
Loin .iana 122,556 '31.61 33 2/6.01 31 11.77 29
Maine 31,1;9 21.',6 310y1 79 II 50 31

Maryhtnel 123,001 31.'39 49 263 21) 38 8.03 43
lelin,t its 112,597 1'1.79 49 167.00 50 4.96 48

Ligan 166,522 2. 57 15 452 76 16 13.32 21

M inn 214,1103 56 15 12 405.64 II 15.97 14

M15F:pin 63,395 2:160 3 241.66 44 12.11 26
11-8,469 31.71 3) 213140 32 9 73 40

11untana 31,30'7 4) 't3 2h 40J .59 20 14.45 17

Nthrask.t 63,1211 /52.51 2'2 369 62 22 12 07 27
Ncvada 22,,397 40.69 19 419 36 18 10.95 35
New Ilatopshite '50,5.01 41 !O 24 355 M6 23 12.27 25

w jrr,cy 151,7,1 21 17 47 103 :02 46 5 01 47
w Mcrn o 02,253 Pf) 1 683 56 I 78 57 2

w York :102,165 21 01 43 193.09 48 1.70 50
North ('tienina 169,310 31 12 11 249'J) 41 II .26 33

Nor;h 160 uta 35, 197 56 '16 10 481 1,6 12 19.01 8
Ohio 325,111 5,1 10 1,11 39 8.10 42
Oklhoni.t 106,695 11 (9 21 351 29 24 13.64 19

Oregon 118,492 56 67 11 497.115 10 16.32 13

213,934 13,14 30 170.20 4') 4.96 49
Rhot'e Haw' :1,6,159 38 i2 27 291 47 31 10.37 36
South Catohli 72,006 27.62 11 205 01 47 10 27 37

South 17.11ota :1,169 51 01) 17 11 90 15 17.13 12

Tcnuessee 128,1'30 35! 15 37 21? 46 '31 11.45 32
Texas 369,171 :32'17 *:15 767 43 II) 10.13 38
Utah 94,411 P.9.15 I 651 46 2 30.14 1

Vintiont 2(1,117 1 5 10 13 512.57 9 I') 72 6
Vtr6etnia 1)4,695 3'' at, 33 212.30 42 9.65 39
Washington 215,044 69 18 5 5,6 47 5 18.01 9
Woo Vireu5ia 455,523 6 31 29 025 .29 21 10.37 'A)
116s«innn 2.0,731 CI 0, 9 505.02 7 17.51 10

Wyo,ning 21,202 64.13 7 578.49 1 19.84 5

Source of Data: Edric A. Weld, Jr. "Expenditures for Public
Institutions of Higher Education, 1969-70," The Journal of
Higher Education, Volume XLIII, Number 6, June 1972.



Tuition equalization has boti. educational and political appeal. It
would serve those students, families, and constituents who are 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,

Aiencourage 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 themselves are not in a position to ad-
vocate, publicly at least, increases in 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 rthe 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 another. The independent institutions find themselves
between the anti-tuition and pro-tuition forces.

Christopher Jencks 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 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". 2u

p
The time has come when the "colleagues" in private institutions feel

that yet higher tuitions may eliminate students period, regardless of how
"desirable". The A1CCU has said that the "tuit;_on gap" here in California
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Is the largest in the nation. This statetent 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 University 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
don'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

State

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California

Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana
Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts

Institution

Univ. of Alabama
Alabama State Univ.
Univ. of Alaska
Univ. of Arizona
Arizona State Univ.
Univ. of Arkansas
Univ. of California
Calif. State Univ.

'and Colleges

Univ. of Colorado
Colorado State Univ.
Univ. of Connecticut
Univ. of Delaware
Univ. of Florida
Univ. of Georgia
Univ. of Hawaii
Univ. of Idaho
Univ. of Illinois
Illinois St f Univ.
Indiana University
Univ. of Iowa
Univ. of Kansas
Univ. of Kentucky
Louisiana State Univ.
Univ. of Maine
Univ. of Maryland
Univ. of Massachusetts

-14u-

Tuition & Fees
Resi-

dent
Non-

Resident Room Board

$ 540 $1,065
330 555 $ 252 456
402 1,002 570 900
411 1,301 335 574
320 890 462 485b
400 930 860a
644 2,144
117 to 1,110 to 581 to 499 to
168 1,271 660 675
576 1,895 1,135a
570 1,759 418 , 672
655 1,555 600 610b
475 1,350 .535 585
570 ,1,620 480 750
519 1,239 1,170a -

233 743 506 372b
346 1,146 320 540
686 1,676 1,080a
585 1,246 1,120a
650 1,490 445 600
620 1,250 518 596
486 1,076 950a
405 1,201 537 537

320 950 354 410b
562 1,662 520 630
639 1,439 450 610
469 1,069 678 613b



State

Michigan

Mirinesota

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

Washington

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TABLE 44 (CONTINUED)

Institution

Univ. of Michigan

Michigan State Univ.
Univ. of Minnesota
Univ. of Mississippi
Univ. of Missouri,.--
Univ. of Montana/
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

Tuition & Fees
Resi-
dent

Non-

Resident Room Board

$ 696
675
641

$2,260
1,530
1,547

$1,236a
1,143a
1,200a

516 1,116 320 540
540 1,540 360 580
432 1,318 312 642
534 1,260 1,040a -

519 1,719 524 564
1,034 2,234 550 560
655 1,240. 612 660
629 1,164 . 1,250a
456 1,284 1,080a
825 1,325 65G
422 1,772 391 630
456 1,184 -

750 1,800 825 510
484 1,188 946a
-534 1,593 960a
506 1,565 973a
855 1,986 1,140a
982 1,972 650 600
761 1,661 600 600
570 1,280 380 584
500 1,076 350 440
396 1,116 450 900
267 1,347 489 578
480 1,155 458 593

1,086 2,536 460 578
597 1,372 375 600
564 1,581 1,020a
495 1,359 950a
292 1,122 1,165a
558 1,906 1,300a
411 1,377 943a

Mean (N=61) $ 537.97 $1,416.70

Range 117 to 555 to 252 to 372 to
1,086 2,536 1,250a 900

a = Room and Board Combined
b = 5-Day Plan

Source of Data: Chronicle of Higher Education, October 2, 1972, from surveys
by the National Association of Land-Grant Colleges and the American Association
of State Colleges and Universities.
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Among this sleeted 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 ofCalifornia. The average tuition and fees for both California "senior"
public' segments for 1972-73 is about $400, and eight of the other fifty-
nine institutions have resident tuition and fees below that average of the
two California systems.

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 thy! private beCause many people are alarmed that they're too high.
Soon the legislature will eventually have to consider both problems whetheror not there is any relationship between them.

Contracts for Educational Services

The'existing program of contracts with medical schools could itselfbe expanded, if the participating institutions feel they could accommodate
yet more students. This principle could be also extended to other iggh-
cost educational areas or services. Contracts for increased dental ornursingstuuents are two other examples. If the existing program isconstitutional, 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 categoricalassistance 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 expendituresthan creating a new or expanding an existing public institution to providethe same service:

From the institution point of view, contracts provide funds which per-mit expansion, increased enrollment, or greater servile. There is also the dis-
advantage that the program may be discontinued as social and political
priorities 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 XIII, 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
facilities. During the current bvislative session, A.B. 2014, in-'
troduced by Assemblyman Dixon Arnett, would establish a "California

Educational 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.'2014 limits the total
bond authorization to $150 million with no more tha1k$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
would appear to be the individuals, agencies, or institutions which
now receive the payments of the higher interest rate.

Only two other states provide direct 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 relief. In 1964, for example,
the AICCU Executive Committee began to explore a tuition tax credit or
deduction on the State income tax as well ds the possibility of amending
the State tax law to increase the gift deduction to 30 percent.21

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 California 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
alccady extremely complex tax laws might make the situation even more
(01illex. Some additional programs of providing tax relief might also

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 one 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
result in decreased revenue. One man's benefit is another man's burden.

Options with a Rdkised 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 wa being considered two years ago was the possibility, albeit
remote, that the Legislature might be receiving requests and bills
froL 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
accountabilOy for the expenditures of public funds might be possible,
whether or not desirabip, through different forms of State assistance to
independent colleges and universities.

As is the case with the existing constitution, only competent 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.

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 Grant winner enrolled.

5. Direct subvention per degree awarded.

6. Stale loans for facility construction or renovation.

1. -frrant:, of state land or surplus facilities.
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8. Leases of state-owned land or facilities.

9. Direct,,4ventions to institutions for operating expenses.

10. Direct grants to stimulate increases in private gifts and
philanthropy.

11. "State-related" or "semi-public" colleges and universities.

. 12. Elimination of existing tax exemptions.

411,

13. New forms of governance to include all California highel edu-
cation, public 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 obvious 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 (supply s'ibsidies) will, theoreticLlly, have the same
positive effect on enrollment as increased filancial aid to students
(demand subsidies). The goal of the Levin and Osman report was primarily
to study alternative ways of increasing enrollments 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 institutons, public and private, as were "all of the variables other
than price".23 Obviously there are other variables at work, but it is
important to know that grants via students or grants directly to in-
stitutions can both result in increased enrollments. Educational, political,
and legal considerations thus must determine which policy or policies are
implemented.

if the goal of legislatures is simply 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 designated as "contracts" end assuming that
the existinv contract program with medical schools is constitutional. Such
forms of state aid arc 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 1.edied Congres,, tee. long avoided this kind of non-categorical assis-Lithe siee thi kind of governmental subvention has been called "put ittin tit and run": Fhat is, there is no accountability or explicit
purpwo t )r the funds awarded, and who's going to say no to that.

lher.! are at least two more considerations about aid awarded to increaseenrollments. I irst of all, many institutions are anxious to simply retain
ceitiny enrollments before worrying about expanding enrollments. Theote .on-dderation i5 what Levin and Osman called "the savings bank

ulomenoa". Savings banks increase interest paid to attract mdepositors
-It must rlso pa,, the increased interest to those people who already were
depositor, at the former and lower interest rate. For ex-,mple, 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
to the initituLion, in some cases or programs, might avoid the 'savings_Link ph(lomenon".

President_ Charles Hitch of the University of California, in a state-
ment to the Select Committee on Master Plan, stated that "it is ex-
tremely importarit to assure the continued existence and strength of
private institutions". lie went on to say that the "form" of such assis-
tance becomes "crucial ", because of "the tendency for control to folio,/dollars". President Hitch then suggested that "a much better course
would he to provide 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".24' Such
cost-of-eoucation supplements, a demand subsidy, may or may not be con-
stitutional, but would provide an important way to assist institutions.
Lf su(h'a supplement were provided all students it would apprdach a
vote.hec s;stem and might incorporate "the savings bank phenomenon" if the
object were to increase enrollment. If such cost-of-education supplements
aceolipanitd State Scholarship or COG einners, they would serve and reward
Lkohe in,,titutions- which serve those students. Cost-of-education gran*seked scholarships tend, on one hand, to reward quality, and, on the
othre-, rel,ar those institutions which are serving the State through these

.11 nt,- Pei rds of existing quality .an also result in what might be
caliel "tie Mat hew nhenomenon:" "For whoever hath, to him shall be given,
and tu shall ha e more abundance; but whosoever hath not, from him shallbe t, away e en that he hate. (Matthew 13.12)

d,2grce is often regarded as one tangible "output" of higher edu-fat i ,m I or this reason, New York State tied its "Bundy aid" to degreescv,1 eligible nonsectarian, independent colleges and universities.The it( provides the institution with $A00 for each Bachelors and Mastersdegree awarded and $2,400 for each doctorate. If such a program were in
operrion in California, and if all AICCU institutions were eligible for
tiro ',28i ha(helor and master's degrees and 1,363 doctorate degreesawarded in 1970-71, such a program would cost a total of 511,784,400for 1970-71. This contrasts with the $26.9 million appropriated inNew fork caring 19/1-72.
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I.

Thee are both educational and political advantages to tying state
assistance to students enrolled This recognizes, to a degree, that the
institutions exist to serve s "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". SevAral of these
options have the disadvantage that they might be difficult to administer
cr control. Even so, the arguments seem to strongly favor providing
assistance via students, either indirectly or directly.

Support for Facilities

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 Falit'es Authority", and A.B. 2014, were discusse4 in an/earlier sect\° of this chapter. Such a program would, without question,
be constitutional if the constitutional prohibitions'in Articles IX and
XIII were removed. This is particularly true for those independent
colleges and universities which are still church-related or come under
sectarian ,.ontrol. Twelve states now have such authorities and their
loans for facilities are typically available to both chtdch-related and
non-church related institutions so long as the actual facility being
funded is not to be used for secular or religious purposes.

There are additional ways that the State could provide support for
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.

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 he extended to actually pro-
viding grants of state land for new or expanded institutions. Similarly,
surplus facilities or equipment coald be granted to independent institu-
tions if the constitution were revised.

The Coordinating Council study of State Aid to Private Higher Edu-
cation mentioned an additional option for state-granted facilities lhich,
in the Council staff's view, would also require a revised constitution.
Under this plan, "the State would own all land, facilities, equipment,
and other capital items necessary to operate an institution of higher
education and then lease these to a private institution to operate,
under conditions prescribed by the State".25
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It Council staff telt that this alternative is a variation df the
t.ontra, t idea but reversed, with the independent institution contracting
to use State fa'cility. Quality, and perhaps even program, might be
requir,!( with this option which creates essentially a new form of "semi-
public" institution. While many of these other alternatives are cur-
rentiv Leing utilized in other states, this one is not.

'Direct _ubventions to Institutions

VoTy, very few states appropriate funds for oderating expenses of
indepenocnt colleges and universities with no strings attached". It
wo14d appear to he politically unattractive, even if educationally de-

- sirable in the short term, to implement such options. Only Alabama,
Alaska, Maryland, and Pennsylvania have provided such grants. Even so,
this option would be possible with a revised California Constitution.
If pa,' preseklt experience is any clue, control of'some form follows
dollars; and direct subventions'would inevitably have +some kind of
"strings" attached. This is politically necessary if not desirable, and
certainly not desired by educational institutions worriv&about their
autonomy .

One of tit:: most important considerations, in my view, in any form
of state assistance to independent collages and univer4ties is not to
"sever toe 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 extending tax credit or deductions for individual or corporate con-
tributioas. It 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 requili toat. the private mat' ping funds be "new money" or gifts,
and not ;imply institutional funds t-om tuitions. Of course, many legis-
lators might feel it would be inappropriate for the State to get into
the foundation business or anything even approaching it. But, such
oDt,ons might be educationally desirable if they would both provide
Nefued funds for useful purposes and increase the amount of private money
invested in private higher education.

AltErnat.ve Forms of Governance

Thtoughout the country, a number of formerly private colleges and
universities, some of them major institutions, have become completely
puNic o, "state-related" or "state-assisted". There is some evidence
that it might have been less expensive for New York State to "bail out"
rather than, to "buy out" the University of Buffalo. The formerly in-
'dependent University of Buffalo became a totally public component of the
Su,t,. 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 become a public college.

In Pennsylvania, both Temple University and the University of Pittsburgh,
foi erly private, have joined the Pennsylvania State University in becoming
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"state - related" LustiLutions. This rather unique relationship was
de,(ribed in Chapter IV under "Pennsylvania", but it does provide an-
otu(- option for other states. New relationships are possible between
the two poles of "public" and "priv.l.te", including the Pennsylvania
"state-related" and "state aided" institutions, semi-public institutions,
or even a totilly public assimilation of

previously independent institutionr.

Another option available to the Legislature, which may or may not
require a revision 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
of higher education in California, public and private. The Regents of
the Vniversity of the State of New York are an anomaly since they do
oversee, at least nominally, all colleges and universities in New York,
public and private, as well as all other educational institutions, in-
cluding schools, libraries, and museums. It would probably be impossible
in 20th kentury 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 " ln terms of
their institutional purpose and, in a few cases, the sources of their
funds. They retain true independence by means of their governing boards.
State 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.

True coordination may be anathema to institutional autonomy. But
independence is operationally a relative rather than an absolute term.
the henetits provided to.both individuals and society are not entirely
'private" but also "public". The independent institutions will find it
increasingly difficult to have it both ways. Public purpose, and most
certainly increases in public funds, will require increased public
accountability in some form. The fundamental dilemma in California as
in New York 1, "how the state can help preserve the strength and vitality

our private and independent institutions of higher education, yet at
the ,1111e time keep them free".26 New York also provides an example of
the problem. The legislature having approiiiiated the "Bundy aid",
,irocceded Co mandate teaching workloads for those independent colleges.
nly the Governor's veto prwented this involvement in the administwation

the private institutions.
'411D4-

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
ihstitutions".1 Witt- the past century there has been a remarkable degree
of good will between California's

independent colleges and the public
segments. The Legislature must recognize this existing good relationship
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if when it considers policy alternatives which may affect the tiesbetween independent and public institutions. This applies to optionsinylving assistance to or via students, assistance directly to new in-stitutions, or indeed new forms of governance, coordination, or control.

The Regents of the University of California have formally recognizedthe imvurtance of private money to private institutions. A 1959 policystai _aunt of the Regents, still in force, states the following :28

Witn respect to Private Colleges: Since private colleges
and universities are heavily dependent upon gifts and en-
dowments for their support, every e:fort will be xertednot to interfere in any way with their sources of ) support.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
secure 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" solicitation, 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 financialassistance, perhaps with the addition of cost-of-education supplementswhich the students could take with them to the private institutions oftheir choice". President Hitch also feels that if there were ever a"large enough" diversion of State funds to independent institutions fromthe University of California, this "might lead the University to re-;.am lie its policy about
seeking nrivate gifts", which is the policy theg,.2gents adopted in February of 19S9.29 Additionally, President Hitch.1f)e5 lot favor raising tuition at the University of California, "certainlynot under the present circumstances", as a way of narrowing the "tuitionP i0

F,10

Ihatuell . Glenn Dumke of the Ca.ifornia State University and Colleges
i ,rnderses the general notion of state assistance to independent in-,tittl hills. lie said recently that "I woul,' favor public assistance toiftiln-ndent in:Aitutions if this seems nece nary to maintain the diversityri p,nrnlism of higher education in the State". He went on to say that"d)v:,an,ly, one of the easiest ways to have it done would be throughtadet,t scholarships with some overage to the institution". He also saidthat 'we ought to open our minds to several

possibilities" of alternateform,, of state assistance. Chancellor Dumke also expressed some words ofti n. "The independent institutions must be very alert to the facttent ,n, e they begin accepting (state) assistance, the question ofrhtir independence immediately comes into focus; and this with the bestat intentions on everybody's part".31
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President Hitch expressed a similar reservation during an interviewIn 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
funds".

Interviewer: "You mean it may not be worth h-the
S

price"?
').

President Hitch: "Igemay not be worth the price".

Interviewer: "May I quote you on that"?

President Hitch, after a slow, deliberate 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

Even though almost all government funds haye some "string" attached,
including the "string" that the funds or program might be cut back or
even 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

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 between what students pay and what it costs to educate them:

"(These alternatives) raise important questions of policy,
including how exclusively the presidents would rely on
government subsidies rather than on other new sources of
income; to what extent subsidies would justifiably entail
governmental interest in college policy; what the resulting
relationships would be between - public and privaCe,institu-
tions; and what the equities, the incidence of taxation,
and the other pualic and private expenditures foregone
could be that justify this level of governmental supportof higher education".33

Future policy alternatives must recognize the great value to theState provided by the vast amount of private funds which flow to privateinstitutions for their support. Public policy must permit the contin-uation of this support and enrcnirage its expansion. For example, during1970-7', all AICCU institutions had a total educational income of over$326 million, of which $186 million came from tuition, about $28 milionfrom investment income, and almost $60 million in gifts.34 New legis-latil,e options must provide for even greater utilization of privatefund:, as well as independent colleges and universities themselves.

Besides simply maintaining the status quo, the legislature confronts
a beuiltlering array of options to serve a wide variety of possible motivesregarding independent colleges ..nd universities. There are a number ofopii.Jts which could affect the existence and governance of these in-ititutions, and others which might provide increased assistance to ,tu-dents Attt1 institutions, directly and indirectly. Many of these options

Itarly possible within the existing California Constitution, butany .ether options would probably require a revision of the constitution.IaLh ,!taatl: has both political and educational advantages andiiad,antages. Each option, if actively considered by the Legislature,must cal,frily evaluated in terms of itr motive, functlon, and impacton ih- ''Ql] 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 is 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 treLl 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 more
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
less well prepared - 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 philosophicrl and practical reasons,
since unless such power is given the coordinating body, state government
will assume these functions. Chapter Nine, "Private Higher Education and
State Governments", is particularly germane to this report. He describes
the nc,=.d 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 bervelle. Who Benefits from Higher Education -
and Who Should Pay? Prepared by the ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Edu-

. cation. Washington, D. C.: Aterican Association for Higher Education,
1972.

This is the fifth in a series of excellent, brief reports published
by AAHE. Ellis particular report by California's own Howard R. Bowen is
one )f 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
at public institutions and the share of publi: support appropriate for
pr. -Ito institutions. They conclude: "the controversy is basically one
of valci 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.

"1.e Commission declares that the state "should continue to carry the
primary responsibility for higher education they have borne historically",
and this responsibility extends to private colleges and universities. The
Commissioners "favor some state support of private colleges and univer-
siti2s", 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. The Commission also recommends cost-of-
education vouchers for resident students usable at independent institutions.
These 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
far ,tudents at the same levels attending comparable institution's. The
Commission also recommends contracts for educational programs, even state
land-grants : independent institutons, and bond-issuing facility
authorities.

harl J. The New Depression in High(t- Education.
New irk: McGraw-Hill, 1971.

Professor Cheit, a Professor of Business Administration at the Univer-
ity of California, Berkeley, undertook this "study of financial con-

ditions at 41 colleges and universities" for the Carnegie Commission on
high.r Education. Six of these 41 institutions are in California: Stanford,
Mill:" 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 trouble or headed for it. He
also makes sow" 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.

Lulau, Heini 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 Carnegie 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 the 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 heterogeneous.
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 environments 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 conducteda survey of 554 independent colleges. He
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fount that 507 of these institutions had an average deficit of $104,000.The survey also indicated that 200 institutions would run through theirassets within a year and that if the downhill pace continues, 365colleges and universities could go bankrupt within a decade.

Levis, Henry M. and Jack W. Osman.
Alternative Methods of State Supportfor Independent Higher Education in California. Phase II of a study ofSt.al.e Aid to Private

Higher Education by the Coordinating Council forUighur Education, Sacramento, February 1970.

This study grew out of a request by the Department of Finance to theCoordinating Council for "a cost analysis study of private higher educationin California with a view toward more effectively utilizing the total publicand private higher education systems". More specifically, the study focusedon the question:
How can public funds be used to stimulate increases inenrollment at private colleges and universities? The authors found that,theoretically, supply subsidies to institutions will have the same effectas demand 'subsidies to students. The authors also concluded, at the timeof their study, that "the financial status of California independentcolleges and universities, taken as a group, is not in jeopardy". Theygo or to enumerate
a number of plans whereby

enrollment could be stimulatedin private colleges and universities.

Lewis, Richard S. State Relationships with Independent Institutions ofHigher Education and Assistance to Students Attending Independent In-stitutions of Higther Education. A Background Paper Prepared for theEducation Committee of the Connecticut
General Assembly by the Staff ofthe Commission for Higher Education, February 1972.

Mr. Lewis is Associate in Higher Education for the Connecticut Com-mission for Higher Education. This report includes an "introduction"which describes the national pers,)ective and the national problems ofindependent colleges and universities. He then goes on to describe ex-isting programs, as well as many that
are currently being proposed, inall o:her states. The report then looks at the specific situation inConneeticut, aid the history of that state's attempts to utilize and toassis= private colleges and universities.

M(Far_ane, William M. and Charles L. Wheeler. Legal and Political Issuesof State Ail for Private Higher Education, ,\tlanta: Southern RegionalLdncation Board, 1971

his work draws on the earlier SREB 1969 report by William McFarlane,State_ Slip_Lort for Private Higher EdueaLion. In this work, however, theauthors discuss both the legal and political
considerations that affectite assistance to independent colleges and universities, particularlyfos, ,ilthin the region of the Southern

Regional Education Board. Theypoint out that on the Federal level,
several forms of aid to church-iolatkd institutions appear to be constitutional.

There is, in the southand cl,,ewherce (onsiderable variation among the various state constitutions-in terms of what can and cannot be done to assist independent institutions



and the students who attend them. The authors also surveyed state and
educational leaders 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 o financing higher education, SREB devoted Number 19 in that
series to "State Government Relationships with Private Colleges and
/niversities". In this 1969 report by McFarlane, the author provides
la 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 coll6ges 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 independent 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
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Proiect SEARCH was able to define specific goals and functions for the
st-ile and federal governments, with states supporting tuition equalization
prcq.rams 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
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 published by AAHE.
In a brief (88 page) report, Ms. Shulman discusses in general terms the
"State's Interest in Private Higher Education, Methods.of Aid, and Problems
Created by New State-Private'College Relationships". Rhe concludes that',
private institutions face two major difficulties: 1) preserving th.6ir
own concepts of educational quality and mission when thv 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 reprints a chart prepared by the Education Commission of the States
on "State 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-4:hree states which were surveyed. It also
rank; the preferences for forms of state assistance as expressed by rep-
resentatives of private colleges and universities. These choices were:
general support; scholarships; physical facilities; student-fellowships;
grants and admissions; tax benefits; research; consortia and interinstitu-
tional cooperltion; communication and computer centers, degrees', program
and accreditation. The auth6r finds an,increasing concern at the state
level with the well being of independent colleges and universities, and he
goes on to recommend a number of steps to ,lromote state aid to private
colleges.

State 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,
Deceaber 1969.

This report is Phase I and II of a response to the Director of Finance
to study 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 bf 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, unconstitutional 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 institutions being utilized in such a way as
to maximize their contributions to California higher education?

A. If not, wLy 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? Hcw 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 to 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 system to students,
taxpayers and to the quality of California higher education?
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STATEMENT IN CONTRACT FROM THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE
MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

June 1972

To makes a study of independent higher education in California to
culminate in a report (policy alternative paper). The paper will deal
with those issues raised (on Page 171) of the JCMPHE Study Plan (dated
January 1472). The major focus of the paper will be: (1) the identi-
fication and discussion of major issues -- to be accomplished lirough
an analysis of present practices in California, a survey of practices
and proposals elsewhere, 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.
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rir milli/ A U
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Brpartittent of iiitstirP
ROOM 500. WELLS FARGO SANK BUILDING

FIFTH STREET AND CAPITOL MALL. SACRAMENTO 95514

March 14, 1972

Dr. Owen Albert Knorr
Director
Coordinating Council for Higher Education
1020 - 12th Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Dr. Knorr:

in YiEliiW 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 contact with private education, it does not make
the council advisory to private education.

ANALYSIS

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, enacted by the
1959 Legislature, requested_that Liaison Committee of the
State Board of Education and the Regents of the University
to "prepare a Master Plan for the development, expansion,
and integration of the facilities, curriculum, and standards
of higher education, 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 duringthe next ten years and thereafter . . . ."

Pursuant to that request the Liaison Committee of the State
Board of education and The Regents of the University of
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Dr. Owen Albert Knorr - 2 - March 14, 1972

California developed 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, state colleges,
and the University of California in the state's tripartite
system and how the three segthents 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 talthe 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 Higher
Education:

"a. Shall consist of 12 members, three representatives
each from the University, the State College System,
the junior colleges, and the independent colleges
and universities. The University 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 representative of the local governing boards;
and (3) a representative of the local junior college
administrators. The independent colleges and
universities shall be represented as determined by
agreement of the chief executive officers of the
University and the State College System, in
consultation with the association or associations
of private higher educational institutions. All
votes shall be .recorded, but effective action shall
require an affirmative vote of four of the six
University and state college representatives;
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.

"b. A director oi the staff for the Coordinating Council
shall be appointed by a vote of eight of the 12
Council members, and may be removed by a vote of
eight members of the Council. He shall appoint such
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Dr. Owen Albert_ Knorr March 14, 1972

staff as the Council authorizes.

c. 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 Governor of comments on the general
level of support sought.

(2) Interpretation of the functional differentia-
tion among the publicly supported institutions
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.

"1. 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 careful sicleration of the coordinating
boards existing in other states. Considerable sentiment
existed for the use of "public members" not connected with
any segment of higher education. When the Master Plan
recommendation'; were enacted in the Donahoe Higher Education
Act (Scats. 1960, lst Extra. Sess, ch. 49), the proposed
membership was expanded by six "public" representatives,
(Educ. Code Section 22700), but otherwise retained the public-
private education segmental representation.

The Master Plan recommendations 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 section 22703:

. . advice as to the application of the provis-lorq
of this division delineating the different' functions
of public higher education and counsel as tom
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Dr. Owen Albert Knorr - 4 - March 14, 1972

programs appropriate to each segment thereof, and
in connection therewith shall submit to the Governor
and to the Legislature within five days of the
beginning of each general session a report which
contains recommendati-ms as to necessary or desirable
changes, if any, in the functions and programs of the
several segments of public higher education, ."
(Emphasis added.)

Subparagraph'c.(3) was changed to read:

. . . development of plans for the orderl growth
of public higher education and the making of recommenda-
tions on the need for and location of new facilities
and programs." (Emphasis added.)

Although Figure 2 on page 41 of the Master Plan, entitled
"Recommended Co-ordination Struk:ure," shows an "advise"
function running from the Coordinating Council to "Independent
Colleges 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 sector of
higher education. Indeed the modifications made by the
Legislatu-r.e to section 22703 from the proposals in the Master
Pkan 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 higher education. Subsequent to the
enactment of the Donahoe Higher'Education Act, the LLgislature
assigned to the Coordinating Council. for 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 as
the State educational agency to carry out the purposes and
provisions of Title I and Title VI of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-329), a program whereby federal funds
arc available to strengthen community services programs cf
colleges and universities, public and private. (Education
Code §22756.) The Coordinating Council has also been
designated as the State educational agency to carry out the
purposes and provisions of Section 802 of Title- VIII of the
Higher Education Act of 1964, a program to provide special
training :in skill!: needed for economic and efficient community
development to certain persons who arc, or are in training to
be, employed by a public body which has responsibility for
community de ent, or by a private non-profit organizationwhich ndoctin;, lousing and community development programs.
(Education 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 sections 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 education 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 administer,ing these specific programs.

We therefore conclude that the Council is not advisory to
private higher education.

NEH:gt

Yours very truly,

EVELLE J. YOUNGER
Atto ney General

6474,e)`4Q-Ii

N. EuGp HILL
Deputy Att rney General
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t
r
i
c
t
i
o
n
.
'
 
C
a
n
n
o
t

e
x
,
e
e
d
 
t
u
i
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d

f
e
e
s
 
m
i
n
u
s
 
m
e
r
a
g
e

a
m
o
u
n
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e

p
a
i
d
 
a
t
 
s
t
a
t
e

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
.

j
o
n
a
l
 
b
o
n
d
s
 
r
i
l
l
 
b
e

s
u
e
d
 
u
n
t
i
l
l
i
t
i
g
a
t
i

N
o
n
e

a
l
 
C
o
w
e
f
i
t
i
v
e
 
s
t
a
t
e

l
a
r
i
,
s
z
o
 
a
n
d

f
I
n
v
,
t
s
a
t
 
s
e
e
d
 
P
t
.
l
i
t
4

f
o
r
 
s
t
a
v
e
 
r
,
s
i
d
e
e
t
s

o
e
t
t
e
n
d
i
n
e

.
1
1
C
 
o
r

F
r
i
t
t
s
 
a
t
e
 
s
t
+
i
e

I
r
S
t
I
t
o
l
o
n
,

,
I
c
t
n
!
,
4

1
1
'
1
.
1
9
7
2

)
,
1
 
I
 
o
t
l
I
t
o
r
.

t
.
r
1
'
 
t
a
r
n

M
a
x
 
h
u
l
a

0
:
 
i
.
,
o
 
I
.
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

(
a
)
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
5
,
h
o
l
a
r
s
h
i
p

P
r
o
i
r
a
m
 
a
w
a
r
d
e
d
 
o
n

c
.
%
p
e
t
i
t
i
v
e
 
h
a
i
l
s
,

f
a
c
t
o
r
 
o
f
 
n
e
e
d
 
a
l
s
o

c
c
u
s
i
d
e
r
e
d

F
.
i
n
d
i
a

1
9
7
1
-
1
9
7
3

m
i
l
l
i
o
n
.

1
.
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

M
a
x
i
m
u
m

s
t
i
r
e
n

o
f

1
,
4
0
0
.

(
b
)
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
g
r
a
n
t

r
o
g
r
a
m
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
n
e
e
d

p
u
n
 
a
d
n
I
s
.
s
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
a
n
y

c
c
r
c
d
i
t
e
d
 
I
n
d
i
a
n
a

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
.

u
n
d
i
n

1
9
7
1
-
1
9
7
3

1
.
2
5
 
m
i
l
l
i
o
n

M
o
n
a

(
a
)
 
S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s
h
i
p
s
 
b
o
x

o
n
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
a
n
d
 
f
i
n
s

c
i
a
l
 
n
e
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
u
s
a
b
l
e

a
n
y
 
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
e
d
 
p
u
b
l
i

o
r
 
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
l
e

i
n

b
y
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s

F
u
n
d
i
n
g
;

1
9
.
1
 
-
1
9
7
2

T
i
v
o
m
o
.

D
i
s
t
r
l
'
i
.
t
i
o
n

3
1
0
0
 
-

T
au

('
d
c
p
c
n
i
i
n
g
 
o
n
 
n
e
e

a
n
d
 
t
u
i
t
i
o
n

R
e
s
t
r
i
c
t
i
o
n
s
.

U
s
e
d

o
n
l
y
-
T
7
T
7
T
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d

f
e
e
s
.

i
s
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
.

(
b
)
 
S
e
e
 
C
o
l
u
m
n
 
3

(
d
i
s
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
d
)

N
om

e

1 (
a
)
 
T
a
x
 
c
r
e
d
i
t
s

a
l
l
o
w
e
d
 
a
g
a
i
n
s
t
 
s
t
a
t
e

i
n
c
o
m
e
 
t
a
x
 
e
q
u
a
l
 
t
o

a
m
o
u
n
t
 
o
f
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
-

t
i
o
n
s
 
t
o
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
-

t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
h
i
g
h
e
r
 
I
a
.

I
n
 
t
h
e

7
a
i
p
a
y
e
r
T
.
 
2
0
%
 
o
f

a
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
g
r
o
s
s

i
n
c
o
m
e
 
o
r
 
$
5
0
,
'

w
h
i
c
h
e
s
e
r
 
i
s
 
l
e
s
s
.

C
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
i
o
n
s

5
%

o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
a
d
j
u
s
t
e
d

g
r
o
s
s
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
o
r

t
S
0
0
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
e
v
e
r
 
i
s

l
e
s
s N
o
n
e



S
T
A
T
E

C
O
N
T
R
A
C
T
S

D
l
a
c
C
T

I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
A
L

A
I
D

S
-

D
I
S
A
D
V
A
N
T
A
G
E
D
/

M
I
N
O
R
I
T
I
E
S

F
A
C
I
L
I
T
I
E
S

M
E
D
I
C
A
L
/

A
S
S
I
S
T
A
h
C
E
/

D
E
N
T
A
L
/

A
U
T
H
O
R
I
T
I
E
S

N
U
R
S
I
N
G

S
T
U
O
I
N
T

A
S
S
I
S
T
A
N
C
E

'
K
A
N
S
A
S

N
o
M

N
o
m
e

N
o
n
e

N
o
n
e

N
o
n
e

t
.
)
 
l
i
.
r
.
i
t
e
d
 
c
o
e
p
e
r
i
-

a

,

I
t
 
e
 
s
.
h
o
l
a
r
s
h
i
p

p
r
I
r
l
a
w
.

1
1
.
(
 
f
r
e
.
h
m
a
n

m
o
n
a
l
 
a
a
r
l
.
 
b
a
s
e
d

o
n
 
n
e
z
d
.

F
u
.
d
v
i
i
k

P
e
r
 
y
e
a
r

S
1
S
)
,
0
0
0

r
i
s
t
r
i
h
o
t
i
o
n
:
 
T
u
i
t
i
o
n

;
1
7
S
o
t
c
h
c
v
e
r

I
,
 
l
e
s
s
.

I
C
F
J
C
I
I
I
C
I
I
T

N
o
m
e

N
o
n
e

N
o
n
e

.

N
o
n
e

N
o
n
e

R
r
s
t
r
i
c
:
,
n
u
i
 
R
e
n
e
w
a
l

o
n
l
y
 
o
n
c
e
,

G
a
a
r
a
n
t
e
e
 
l
o
a
n

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
o
n
l
y
.

L
O
U
I
S
I
A
N
A

N
o
m
e

N
o
m
e

N
o
n
e

N
o
n
e

N
o
n
e
_

N
o
n
e

M
A
I
N
E

N
o
m
e

N
o
n
e
,

,
N
o
n
.

N
o
s
e

P
o
n
e

(
a
)
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
o
f
 
f
i
n
a
n
-

c
i
a
l
 
a
i
d
 
t
o
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s

a
t
t
e
n
d
i
n
g
 
p
r
i
v
a
t
e

s
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

.

H
A
R
T
L
A
N
D

N
o
m
e

(
a
)
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
 
a
i
d
 
t
o

a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
e
d
 
p
r
i
v
a
t
e

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

!
u
m
l
a
u
t

1
9
7
1
 
-
1
9
7
2

,

M
e

(
a
)
 
a
l
t
4
o
 
g
h
 
n
o

h
o
n
e

.
p
e
z
i
f
t
c
 
t
a
z
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

p
t
o
g
l
a
s
 
i
t
 
s
t
a
t
e
,

m
l
n
y
 
7
,
r
a
a
(
%
 
h
a
t
e
 
b

g
:
s
e
n
 
o
w
e
,
 
p
a
s
t
 
y
e
a
r

F
u
n
d
i
n
g
,

A
l
t
h
o
u
g
h

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
r
e
c
e
i
v
e
d

l
e
g
i
.
l
a
t
t
v
e
 
a
p
p
r
o
v
a
l

i
n
 
1
9
7
1
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e

s
e
c
o
n
d
 
t
i
m
e
,
 
n
o
 
f
u
n
d
s

e
r
e
 
e
p
p
r
i
p
r
i
a
t
e
d
.

(
a
)
 
i
r
a
t
e
 
S
t
h
o
l
a
t
s
h
:
p

B
o
a
r
.
'
 
r
u
.
r
a
m
s
,
 
a
e
o
n

t
h
e
 
a
l
t
o
'
 
o
f
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
r

1
)
 
,
e
n
-
r

I
s
t
a
t
e

L
h
o
l
i
t
i
,
p
s
,
 
$
1
6
0
 
t
o

1
.
9
1
5
,
0
0
0

D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
:
 
$
2
0
0

t
o
 
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
s
a
s
t
t
t
u
c
t
.
n
l
i

f
,
r
 
t
a
r
s
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
.

1
,
5
'
.
0
 
P
.
 
e
d
 
o
n
 
t
t
n
.
n

c
o
a
l
 
f
l
e
e
t
 
a
n
d
 
S
A
I

p
e
r
 
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
A
A
 
d
e
g
r
e
e

.
S
3
0
0
 
p
e
r
 
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
S
.
A
.

d
e
g
r
e
e
.

L
t
i
o
s
l
a
t
u
r
e
 
i
n
 
1
9
6
'

.
.
,
p
r
u
p
a
i
a
t
s
d
 
s
m
a
l
l

e
,
u
l
t
s
:
 
2
l
'
i
s
e
d
l
,
a
l

.
N
u
l
a
r
s
h
p
s
 
a
t
 
U
n
i
v
.

(
0
)
 
S
e
e
 
C
o
l
u
m
n
 
4

(
F
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
)

f
u
n
d
s
 
f
o
r
 
1
2
 
p
r
i
v
a
t
e

a
n
d
 
d
e
n
o
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r

n
,
 
t
a
r
y
l
a
d
,

.
1
)
 
g
r
a
n
t
,
 
f
o
r
 
w
a
r

r
p
h
a
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
d
i
s
a
b
l
e
d

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
n
g
 
e
x
p
e
n
s
e
s
*

%
.
t
e
r
a
n
s
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.

l
u
m
l
i
n
s
.
 
F
u
r
 
B
o
a
r
d

r
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.
 
F
i
s
c
a
l
 
1
9
2
1

$
3
,
1
7
3
,
3
1
.

F
i
s
c
a
l

1
9
7
2
,
 
$
3
,
7
2
2
,
7
9
,

(
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
 
n
e
x
t
 
p
a
g
e
)

1
T
E
r
n
a
r
d
 
a
d
m
i
t
i
s
s
s
s
s
 
a
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
s

h
a
l
a
r
s
h
i
p
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,
 
c
o
s
t

o
f
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
a
r
e
 
u
s
a
b

o
 
a
t
 
e
i
t
h
e
r
 
p
u
b
l
i
c

of
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

.
 
T
h
e
 
e
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
g
r
e
e

i
o
n
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
m
a
d
e
 
i
n
 
s
p

o
f
 
c
h
u
r
c
h
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h

t
o
 
o
f

1
9
6
6
 
c
o
u
r
t
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n

p
s
i

t
h
a
t
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n

i
v
a
t
e

c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
g
r
a
n
t
s

w
e
r
e
 
u
n
c
o
n
 
t
t
t
t
t
t
 
t
o
n
a
l
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e



!
T
A
T
E

C
O

IM
IA

C
7S

-
2
-

D
I
R
E
C
T

I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
A
L

A
ID

D
I
S
A
D
V
A
N
T
A
G
E
D
/

M
IS

O
P

IT
IE

S

.
4
-

'
A
C
U
I
T
I
E
S

A
S
o
l
,
r
a
N
t
.
f
/

A
U

 D
O

R
 1

ri
Ls

-
I
.
'

M
L
D
I

D
E
N
T

N
U
R
I

S
I
P
S
S
A
G
I
U
S
E
T
T
S

'
.

M
I
C
H
I
G
A
N

M
a
e

.

(
a
)
 
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
s
 
f
o
r

d
e
n
t
a
l
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
s
e
r
v
-

i
c
e
s
 
a
t
 
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
e
d

n
o
n
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s

o
f
 
d
e
n
t
i
s
t
r
y
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

F
u
n
d
i
n
g

1
9
7
2

N
a
m
e
 
'

N
o
n
e

.

N
o
n
e

N
o
m
a

(
a
)
 
N
a
s
,
.
.
.
h
u
s
e
t
t
s

i
d
i
.
.
.
.
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
a
n
d

b
e
.
l
t
.
,

1
 
1
.
.
.
i
l
i
t
i
,
s

,
u
o
i
l
.
o
r
t
l
y
.

V
u
l
o
n
c
e

7
0
 
i
s
s
u
e

t
ea

 r
I

A
la

:S

t
o
r
 
c
o
n
.
.
o
.
t
o
o
n
 
o
f

p
r
o
 
a
t
e
 
:
o
.
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

a
l
 
t
a
L
i
t
i
l
l
.
.
s
.

o
n
i
r
e
.
t
 
a
n
d

o
w
 
r
t
i
z
o
t
i
o
n
s
 
p
a
i
d

t
y
 
i
.
s
t
t
t
a
t
i
o
l
o
.
 
f
o
r

u
p
 
1
.
,
 
4
0
 
y
e
a
,

(
a
)
 
H
i
g
h
.
-
 
f
d
i
o
,
a
t
i
o
n

F
a
s
t
l
o
t
o
e
s
 
A
u
t
l
,
o
l
i
t
y

P
U
I
.
.
.
0
,
V
*

o
 
i
s
s
u
e

.
.
.
.

.
 
'

'a
.

e
x
e
l
.
o
t
 
b
n
n
d
s
 
f
o
r

L
u
o
i
s
t
r
i
I

In
n 

In
p
r
,
.
.
t
t
 
I
n
t
i
t
t
a
l
O
O
S

a
c
s
d
e
m
i
,
 
t
d
c
o
l
o
t
i
e
s
.

A
s
 
o
f
 
t
o
-
t
u
b
e
r
 
1
4
7
1
.

a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
 
h
a
d
 
n
.
.
t

b
e
t
n
 
i
i
.
p
l
e
.
.
1
 
a
t
t
s
t
.
,

(
a
)
 
N
e
d

a
n
d
 
n
u
r

s
h
i
p
s
 
L

F
u
n
4
2
2
2

r
1
5
0
.
0
.
1

D
o
s
t
r
a
t

l
i
n
g

-
1

p
u
b
l
i
c

$
7
0
0
 
i
t

c
o
l
l
e
g
e

d
i
p
l
e
m
,

M
e
d
i
c
a
l

0
0
0
 
i
n

c
o
l
l
e
t
'
:

P
.

(
a
)
 
S
e
e

(
c
o

1
1
 
.
0
0
0

D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

$
2
.
4
.
.

f
o
r
 
e
a
c
h
 
d
o
c
t
o
r
 
o
f

d
e
n
t
a
l
 
s
u
r
g
e
r
y
 
o
r

d
e
n
t
a
l
 
m
e
d
i
c
i
n
e

d
e
g
r
e
e
 
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
b
y

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s
.

.
.
A
L
!

A
L
/

S
T
U
P
L
A
T

K
G

A
S
S
I
S
T
A
N
C
E

Ic
al

,
d
e
n
t
a
l
,

s
l
i
n
g
 
s
c
h
o
l
a
r
-

s
e
d
 
o
n
 
r
e
c
d
.

1
9
7
1
-
1
9
7
2

0
. u
t
r
o
n

N
u
n
s
-

u
0
 
i
n

c
o
l
l
c
o
.
e
s
,

p
r
o
s
a
t
e

s
.
 
3
,
0
u
 
t
o

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

/
d
e
n
t
a
l
 
-
-

p
u
b
l
i
c

s
,
 
$
7
0
0
 
i
h

c
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
.

C
o
l
u
m
n
 
1

t
r
a
c
t
s
)

-
7
-

0
1
1
I
E
R

I
b
l
 
S
e
n
a
t
o
r
i
a
l
 
a
n
d

o
f
 
I
t
o
-
l
e
g
a
t
e
s

.
.
h
o
l
d
r
s
h
.
i

t
o
r

r
e
e
l
p
t
e
6
t
.
 
J
e
5
t
g
n
a
t
e
d

l
e
6
1
,
1
a
t
o
r
s
.

(
a
)
 
G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
s
t
a
t
e

r
e
n
e
w
-

a
b
l
e
 
f
u
r
 
h
v
 
t
o
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c
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i
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p
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u
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p
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p
e

.
t
o
!
v
i
t
,
 
h
o
t
 
n
o
t
 
s
t
i
r

t
h
i
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C
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i
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.
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c
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i
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