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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

May 12, 1969

Honorable Bob Monagan
Speaker of the Assembly
California Legislature
State Capitol, Sacramento

Dear Mr. Speaker:

In accordance with your direction, the Select
Committee on Campus Disturbances, appointed by you on
March 5, 1969, has made findings and agreed upon recom-
mendations which it believes will be effective in
minimizing the symptoms and remedying the causes of
campus disorders in sState educational institutions in
California.

The attached document, which I respectfully sub-
mit, constitutes the report of the Select Committee.
We believe our assignment has been completed.

Sincerely yours,

(;:Zz:zéh-;i
ICTOR V., VEYSEY ’

Chairman

VVV:etsr

(i)






FOREWORD

Events involving extreme violence and strong public re-
action generally elicit differing viewpoints from responsible
people. The Select Committee on Campus Disturbances, in studying
the vexing and controversial disruptions to education in California,
has indeed found several viewpoints.

As members of the Committee, we represent varying segments
of the public of California and represent both the Education and
Criminal Procedure Committees of the Assembly. We have differed,
yet we find ourselves able to agree, in an overall sense, with the
tenor of the report. California must undertake, simultaneously,
two projects: (l) minimization of violence and disruption in our
educational institutions, and (2) correction of the causes of
unacceptable behavior. Neither effort alone can succeed.

Greatest thanks goes to Assemblyman John Stull for leading
his Subcommittee on Educational Environment in the intensive study
which developed the facts and evidence for this report. Assembly-
man Frank Murphy, Chairman of the Assembly Committee on Criminal
Procedure, and the members of his Committee brought fine legal think-
ing and expertise to the project.

John Mockler, Consultant to the Assembly Committee on Education,
has headed the competent staff work. Tom Carroll, Consultant to the
Assembly Committee on Criminal Procedure, has made extensive con-
tributions to the model bills. Vivian Nance has contributed
countless hours organizing this report and serving as Committee

Secretary.

(ii)



Our thanks goes to Jerry Evans and Joan Gibson Reid for edit-
orial assistance, to Legislative Counsel, Assembly Committee on
Education staff, and the Assembly Steno Pool for preparation of the
manuscript. Above all, we thank the many persons from the field of
education who came forward with information and opinions.

The signatures below indicate our individual acceptance
and endorsement of the report. Each of us would state some sections
with different emphasis, and some find points on which we dissent.
That dissent is expressed in separate comments included in the

appendices.

Victor V. Veysey,/ChMfirman, Select Committee

Chairman, Assembly Committee,on Education

Frank Murphy,
chairman, Asse

- -
- Stull
ssembly Copfiittee on Education

, &,

Carlos Jf./Mborhead ohn Vasconcellos
Assembly/Committee on Assembly Committee on Education
Criminal Procedure Assembly Committee on Criminal

Procedure



FINDINGS

The Select Committee on Campus Disturbances finds that:

1.

In California as well as across the nation the insti-
tutions of higher education and the public schools are

in a state of crisis. The level of public confidence

in state-supported educational institutions has diminished
significantly.

The low level of public confidence appears to relate to
disorder and disruption of the campuses characterized by
overt acts of violence, walk-outs, sit-ins, strikes and
physical intimidation of students, faculty, and admin-
istrators. The failure of those in charge to cope with
violent offenders, and to respond to the legitimate need

for change has diminished public confidence.

The pursuit of reason, truth and justice in higher education
cannot co-exist with violence, intimidation, coercion and
threats. Those who engage in violence have no place on
campus.

Acts of overt violence which occur in campus disruptions

are declared illegal by the Penal Code. Analysis of the law
by the Legislative Counsel and the Attorney General indicates
that such laws are generally sufficient if properly uti-
lized. The existing laws of the state have not been used

in a judicious, uniform and expeditious manner.

Tactics used by those engaged in confrontation situations
can best be controlled by judicious application of campus

rules, regulations and the law based upon prior knowledge



of possible confrontations. Campus officials need clear
authority to protect educational institutions from individ-
uals who have engaged in illegal campus disturbances and

who return with the intention of illegally disrupting

the campus.

Academic discipline, properly implemented, is preferable

to law enforcement action on campus in dealing with students
and faculty. Law enforcement personnel should be used on
campus when academic procedures are not used or cease to

be effective. The campus must not be a sanctuary for

law violators.

Those in positions of responsibility as well as the general
public must distinguish between: a) lawful forms of

dissent and social protest protected under the Constitution,
and b) unlawful activities involving the use of violence or
the threat of violence to force concessions from properly
constituted authority.

Administrative procedures dealing with campus problems and
disruptions have often been slow, cumbersome, and relatively
ineffective. The governing boards, administratars, and
faculty must share responsibility for failure to:

a) anticipate and respond effectively to legitimate pro-
posals for important educational reforms, and b) utilize
campus rules and statutory authority to deal quickly and
decisively with those who perpetrate illegal acts on campus.
Some faculty members in certain instances have either
covertly supported or openly participated in illegal actions

designed to force concessions from the administration.



lo.

11.

12.

13.

Ssuch actions are in opposition to the concept of free,
open, and legitimate discussion of ideas and dissenting
opinions.

Administrators and the governing boards of the University
of California and the California State Colleges have
frequently failed to develop effective two-way channels

of communication with students, faculty and the public.
Students and faculty feel they have been unable to obtain
a full hearing for their opinions on curriculum, administra-
tive processes, and disciplinary procedures. Students and
faculty often have been unreceptive to and disdainful of
public opinion, and the financial and procedural problems
facing campus officers and their governing boards.

The majority of students do not agree with the extreme
tactics of militant students; however, by failing to sup-
port legitimate policies and by failing to exercise peer
restraint on those who create disruptions, the majority
has allowed extremists to foment disorder and to damage
the cause of higher education.

Students and others feel that the quality of instruction
is inadequate. Too little emphasis is placed on the needs
of students. Too much emphasis is placed on faculty pre-
rogatives, research activities, and institutional status.
College and University admission standards are generally
rigid. Student counseling has failed to meet the needs

of many students.

Students from low-income backgrounds who wish to go on to

higher education are inadequately prepared. Educational



14.

15.

opportunity programs developed by the University of
California, the California State Colleges and several
junior colleges, though relatively new and experimental,
hold promise of meeting some of these problems by expanding
educational opportunities for disadvantaged students.
Sustained disorders have forced local government to pay
substantial sums for law enforcement. Costs to the City
and County of San Francisco for a period of three and a
half months exceeded $700,000. No method of reimbursement
other than local taxes is now available to local juris-—
dictions for this unforeseen and unbudgeted expense.

Campus administrators, faculty and students at several state
colleges, University campuses and junior colleges success-—
fully avoided outbreaks of violence or serious disturbances
which have plagued other campuses. They have succeeded
because of a willing response to real grievances, effective
communication among the various segments of the academic
community, broad participation in campus policy decisions,

and enforcement of campus rules and laws of the state.



RECOMMENDATIONS 5

The Select Committee on Campus Disturbances recommends that
the following statutes, administrative actions and legislative
studies be acted upon as soon as possible. Where noted the
Committee has included in the appendix of this report model
legislation to accomplish the purposes of its recommendations.

Legislation: Penal Code

1. Legislation which would make returning to campus a mis~
demeanor if a student has been suspended and as part of
his suspension told not to return to campus without the
permission of the Chief Administrative Officer. (See
Appendix A 1)

2, Legislation which after the declaration of an emergency
would allow the exclusion of those who in the opinion of
the Chief Administrative Officer were intent on committing
a disruptive illegal act (See Appendix A 2) or:

2a. Legislation which would allow the exclusion of those who
had committed an illegal act likely to interfere with
operation of a campus. (See Appendix A 2 A)

3. Legislation clarifying misdemeanant disruptive acts al-
ready in the code to make them apply directly on campuses.
This would include mandation of penalties for repeat
offenders. (See Appendix A 3)

4. Legislation which would equate the penalties for assaults
against campus police officers with the penalties for sim-
ilar acts committed against regular law enforcement officers.

(See Appendix A 4)



5. Legislation restricting, under reasonable conditions,
the use of specific sound amplification devices to cer-

tain areas. (See Appendix A 5)

Legislation: Education Code

6. Legislation which would provide that state scholarships.
loans and grants for education be withdrawn after appro-
priate hearing from students convicted of crimes arising
out of campus disturbances. Such students would be in-
eligible for such funds for two academic years. (See
Appendix A 6)

7. Legislation requiring that any student or faculty member
who has been convicted of a crime arising out of a campus
disorder shall have a prompt hearing and have appropriate
penalties assigned by the educational institution. A
report of the disposition of such cases shall be made
promptly to the statewide governing boards of such insti-
tutions. (See Appendix A 7)

8. Legislation that would require the University: state
colleges, and junior colleges to set forth specific rules
and regulations along with specific academic penalties for
violations of such rules and provide each student with
such materials prior to entrance into such institutions.
(See Appendix A 8)

9. Legislation which would provide partial state subventions
to local government for law enforcement costs directly

associated with sustained emergency action necessitated by




campus disturbances. Such subventions would be avail-
able on a 50 per cent matching basis in emergency con-
ditions after the costs to local government exceeded

$100,000 per quarter. (See Appendix A 9)

eneral Recommendations:

10. Governing boards, campus officials and school administrators

11.

12.

should be promptly and fully informed of all existing
laws relevant to the maintenance of order on the campuses,
(including the new laws enacted at this session of the
Legislature) and the most effective means of enforcing such
laws. An immediate effort should be made by statewide
governing bodies to inform local school boards of their
authority to adopt and enforce rules and regulations under
Penal Code Section 602.9. (Appendix A 10)

Governing boards and campus officials should establish
effective communication among students, faculty, adminis-
trators and members of the governing boards. Special
emphasis should be given to the transmission of ideas and
attitudes concerning proposed curriculum changes, student
participation in campus policy decisions and student and
faculty grievances. Students should be represented on
campus decision-making bodies. (Appendix A-11)
Identifiable state support should be provided for
Educational Opportunity Programs. Such programs should
have as their objective the elimination of economic,
educational, geographic and motivational barriers to

higher education for low~income and minority group



13.

students. Particular attention should be given to

the major role of the junior colleges in this regard,
consistent with reasonable freedom of choice for the
students. All such support should be budgeted on a
Program basis, with annual evaluations as to the cost
and success of each project.

The Regents of the University of California and the
Trustees of the California State Colleges should
strengthen the importance and quality of undergraduate
instruction on each campus of the University and state
colleges in relation to graduate instruction and re-

search, and outside activities of staff.

Areas For Further Legislative Study:

1.
2.

Faculty tenure laws

Teacher strikes

Procedures for faculty and students to communicate with
governing boards

Procedures for governance of the higher education system
The relationship of size of institutions and depersonal-~-
ization of the educational process

Alternatives to the line item budget for the California
State Colleges (Appendix A-12)

State subventions to local government for law enforcement
expense for controlling disturbances on state college and

University campuses



REPORT OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS DISTURBANCES

The Growth of Campus Disturbances

During the past five years California's extensive system of
public and private higher education has beeh assailed by a series
of violent disorders. Beginning in 1964 with the Free Speech
Movement on the Berkeley campus of the University of California,
disorders have since spread, in one form or another, to most of
the major University and state college campuses, and to several
private colleges and universities. The most serious disorders
have occurred on the Berkeley campus and the campus of San
Francisco State College. Several other state colleges, junior
colleges and University campuses have been the scene of inter-
mittent disorders which have flared into violent clashes between
students, administrators, faculty and police, resulting in
physical injuries and serious property damage.

It is easy to exaggerate what has happened on specific
occasions. It cannot be denied, however, that violence and the
threat of violence have rocked the very foundation of higher
education in this state. Moreover, unrest,and disorder have
begun to spread to the high schools and junior high schools in
several metropolitan areas.

California is not alone in this trouble, yet this state has
been the scene of several of the most violent, disruptive and
prolonged outbreaks of campus disorder. The governing boards,
administrators, and faculties of our colleges and universities
have generally been unprepared for these events. In the absence

of previous experience, their response to the internal and
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external assaults on their institutions has been confused. 1It
is not surprising that the people of the state have grown im-
patient with apparent disorder and lawlessness and that they

demand prompt and effective action on the part of state officials.

Background and Characteristics of Campus Disorder

Colleges and universities have a long history of turbulence
despite their generally peaceful image. In American history
there are examples of violent clashes between students and towns-
men and between students and police, as well as sustained efforts
by students to close down campuses in connection with one cause
or another.

California's institutions of higher education have had no
monopoly on disorder and challenges to authority in recent years.
Few major institutions across the country have been exempt,
whether they are public or private, large or small, liberal or
conservative. A primary characteristic of the present campus
turbulence is that it is nationwide and worldwide in its scope
and impact.

Nevertheless, it is on California's campuses that serious
clashes have occurred, and it is for California's institutions
of higher education that we seek effective means of ending dis-
order and violence.

It has been estimated that 65% to 70% of all high school
graduates in California go on to some form of higher education.
Total enrollment in higher education has risen from just over 1%

of total civilian population 40 years ago to approximately 5%
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today. Total enrollment in higher education as a percentage of
the 18-24 age group has risen to nearly 47% in California as
compared with a figure of 33% nationwide. Obviously, the rapid
growth and extensive opportunity which these figures suggest
have also created serious stresses and strains for California's
colleges and universities.

The rapid growth in facilities and manpower to run these
institutions has placed unprecedented demands on our educators
in terms of effort, imagination, flexibility and foresight.

When we add the vast increase in specialized knowledge during
the same period, it is obvious that merely keeping pace has been
difficult. At the same time, students, faculty and society have
increased their expectations as to the output and benefits of
higher education.

The tax-paying public finds great difficulty in reconciling
the rapid expansion of higher educational opportunity in
California, which has been achieved only by a vast drain on tax
resources, with the violent rejection and disruption of that
opportunity by groups of students.

It is also evident that student protests have occurred as
part of a deep social unrest affecting much of our world. Student
activists design their actions specifically to shock and anger a
complacent society. Some do not stop at shocking the public.
They use violent actions to indicate their displeasure, yet they
capitalize on general student concern. Even though the majority
of students do not differ from the majority of adults in de-
ploring disruption, violence and coercive tactics, a large

percentage appear to believe in many of the causes espoused by
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campus activists. At the base of most of the disturbances there
are causes with which many students identify -- opposition to the
war in Viet Nam, the ending of racial discrimination both on and

off campus, the fight against poverty, and greater participation

in decisions which affect each individual.

The Response of the California State Assembly

At the outset of the 1969 Session of the Legislature,
Assembly Speaker Bob Monagan and the new Chairman of the Assembly
Committee on Education, Victor V. Veysey, appointed a special
Assembly Education Subcommittee to initiate public hearings on
the causes of campus disorders and effective measures to bring
such disorders to a halt. This Subcommittee on Educational
Environment, led by Chairman John Stull, held seven public
hearings, at which representatives of all factions concerned
were invited to state their views concerning the problems of
campus stability. In nearly forty hours of testimony, members
of the Subcommittee, joined by numerous other legislators from
both houses of the Legislature, heard from the chief adminis-
trators of the University of California, the California State
Colleges and the California Community Colleges, students,
representatives of faculty groups, law enforcement officials,
and representatives of local school boards. Representatives of
the Board of Trustees of the California State Colleges and the
Regents of the University of California also appeared before the
Committee.

Because legislative remedies appeared to include both

Education Code and Penal Code responses, Speaker Monagan formed
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a Select Committee on Campus Disturbances, made up of the members
of the Education Subcommittee on Educational Environment, and
three members of the Assembly Committee on Criminal Procedure,
led by Assemblyman Frank Murphy. Assemblyman Veysey was desig-
nated chairman of the Select Committee. The task of the Select
Committee has been to carry forward the work of the Subcommittee
on Educational Environment, and, with the benefit of the expertise
and experience of the members of the Criminal Procedure Committee,
to deal with the large number of bills which had been introduced
concerning this subject. Specifically, the Select Committee was
charged with the responsibility of recommending the approaches
necessary to solve the problem of campus disorders. This charge
goes beyond legislation designed for disciplinary purposes to
include a review of possible long-range policy matters necessary
to bring true order to the campuses of the colleges and universi-

ties of this state.

Dissent versus Criminal Disorderx

The lines between legitimate protest, confrontation and
violence are often vague but must necessarily be defined.
Dissent is frequently expressed by students and faculty in the
form of demonstrations. There is no limit to the forms that
such demonstrations take--a picket line, parade, march or silent
vigil., Demonstrations sometimes result in disruptions, at which
point administrators, governing boards, and police are confronted
with serious decisions. Demonstrations which have the highest
potential of disruption are well-known to the average television

viewer -— the sit-in, mill-in, lock-in and chain-in., These can
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take place without disruption of the normal educational routine;
however, major demonstrations usually become disruptive and
violent.

While the immediate decision on where to draw the line in a
particular situation must be made by those administrators directly
concerned, it is important to know the constitutional limits of
expression.

These limits can be broadly stated by the following princi-
ples:

1) Our Constitution protects the right of protest and dissent
within broad limits; it protects the right to organize people

for protest and dissent; it protects the right to assembly, to
picket, or to stage mass demonstrations if these activities are
peaceable and if the protesters comply with reasonable regulations
designed to protect the general public without substantially
interfering with effective protest.

2) If any of the rights to dissent are exercised with the

intent to cause unlawful action (a riot, or assault upon others)
or to cause injury to the property of others (such as a stampede
for exits or breaking of doors or windows) and if such unlawful
action or injury occurs, the dissenter is not protected. He may
be arrested and properly charged and convicted of law violation.
3) If the right to protest, to dissent, or to assemble peaceably
is exercised so as to violate valid laws reasonably designed and
administered to avoid interference with others, the Constitution's
guarantees will not shield the protester. For example, he may be

convicted for engaging in marching or picketing which blocks
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traffic or for sitting in an official's office or in a public or
private place and thereby preventing its use by the occupant or
others.,

It would appear, then, that confrontation, which is the
starting point of the massive sustained disorders on campuses,
is a valid concept only if it does not deny the protected rights
of others.

Disruption on campus is not a simple problem. A protest
may begin as a rally against racism on campus and escalate to the
destruction of a campus building. Students who may have been in
favor of the original intent of the rally may be swept up in the
latter action.

There is no doubt that all forms of violence are forbidden
by campus regulation and by statutory law. Nor is there any
doubt that dissent and demonstration within legal bounds are
constitutionally guaranteed rights. Unfortunately, students who
are impatient for change often begin with dissent and end in

violence.

Testimony as to the Immediate Causes of Campus Disorder

Each group which testified before the Subcommittee and the
Select Committee offered a different perspective on the causes
of recent campus disorders.

Because of the multiplicity of causes, various solutions
were proposed by the persons concerned with such disorder.
Students, faculty, governing boards, administrators, law enforce-
ment officials, the Legislature and the public have all made

differing responses to the challenge.
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Procedures for controlling campuses, including cooperation
with law enforcement, curriculum changes, student and faculty
discipline and student involvement, have been the concern of all

sectors.

Response of Faculty

Faculty groups appearing before the Educational Environment
Subcommittee noted that it was more important to attack the
underlying causes of disorder than the symptoms which had been
exhibited through confrontations. They agreed that in many
instances their own lack of action had been a cause of many
confrontations. They asked for more funds for innovative pro-
grams and for more flexible use of present funds. In addition,
faculty groups stated that many problems had been caused by the
lack of an effective faculty voice in campus governance. Each of
the faculty organizations suggested that if its particular
approach were used less disorder would occur. Their suggestions
ranged from direct collective bargaining for faculty, to revisions
in the State College Academic Senate and University Board of

Regents,

Response of Students

The students from whom testimony was obtained summarized
the principal causes of campus unrest as follows:
1. The institutions of higher education do not meet the
needs of today's students in their quest for knowledge
which will enable them to help their less fortunate

fellowmen.
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2. Although educational institutions are supposed to
be critics of society and to propose change, they
are reluctant to change themselves. For many
students, this reluctance to change in higher
education has resulted in their receiving an
impersonal and irrelevant education.

3. Higher education in California has offered scant
opportunity for certain minority groups and
little is done to correct this,

4. While vast sums are being spent on hard sciences
for new technology, much of it for military use,
for lack of knowledge, our country cannot cope
with the technology we have. The higher educa-
tional institutions are not willing to spend
corresponding amounts in the social science area
to solve this pressing problem.

5. Students feel they deserve a strong voice in
policies which directly affect their lives.

6. The students say that results show that at the
lower levels of education, children are not even
provided with basic literacy standards.

7. Students believe their grievance procedures are

archaic, unfair and frustrating.

Response of Law Enforcement Officials

Law enforcement officials testifying before the Subcommittee

on Educational Environment indicated four major areas of concern:
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1. That the costs of their involvement in sustained
disorder have been high and that such costs should
be paid by state subventions rather than by local
taxpayers.

2. That legislation should be enacted which would make
assaults against campus police officers carry the
same penalties as assaults against regular law
enforcement officials.

3. That additional support for campus law enforcement
programs for personnel and equipment would be
helpful.

4. That college campuses not become sanctuaries where
laws cannot be enforced.

In addition, law enforcement officials expressed a desire
for additional legislative tools which would allow exclusion of
students and non-students from the campus as a preventive
measure to the commission of illegal acts.

Law enforcement officials directly concerned with the dis-
ruptions at the University of California at Berkeley and San
Jose State College stated that while they felt administrators
had serious difficulties in controlling the first series of
disruptions, it was their opinion that administrators were now

serious about controlling such disruptions.

The Response of Governing Boards

After the 1964 FSM disruption at Berkeley, the Regents of
the University of California adopted new procedures to deal with

students. Among these was decentralization of authority subject to
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general University-wide guidelines. Each Chancellor was to have
more specific control over his campus. Since this 1964-65 action,
the Regents have generally not determined particular regulations
concerning campus behavior by faculty, staff or students. This
held true until February of 1969 when the Regents, on the advice
of the President, authorized a change in the interim suspension
procedures. Until this time, administrators had the power of
interim suspension, a procedure to disallow a student the privi-
lege of attending classes pending the disposition of charges.
Such a student, however, was still allowed to be present on
campus. The 1969 changes allow administrators to forbid a
student from being on campus for any reason unless he obtains
specific permission. If a student violates such a suspension,
he is subject to dismissal. According to administrators, this
action has been effective in controlling the disruptive actions
of students on campus.

The State College Trustees also responded to the crisis.
In December, 1967, they set forth emergency regulations on the
discipline of those interfering with educational activities. 1In
January of 1968, these regulations were amended to provide that
students found to have disrupted the educational program could
be suspended, dismissed or otherwise disciplined as provided by
law or campus regulations at the discretion of the president of
each college.

In February of 1968, the Trustees promulgated general guide-
lines for the maintenance of the educational process. Academic
freedom was not to include disruptive actions; the president was

given full authority to work with other members of the academic
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community to prevent such actions; students should participate
in policy formulation of disciplinary procedures; formal hearing
mechanisms should be developed and the president should develop
working relationships with local police authorities.

On November 18, 1968, the Board of Trustees, by a resolution
requested the President of San Francisco State College to open
the college immediately, stated that all negotiations should be
conducted through the ordinary channels of communication and
decision-making, and reiterated that interference with the
educational process could not be tolerated. Disciplinary action
would be immediately instituted against anyone who used disruptive
tactics.

Disturbances on the community college campuses have been
treated in most cases as entirely local matters. The Board of
Governors of the California Community Colleges, however, has
acted to insure that all local boards are cognizant of laws and
their power to initiate regulations under law to control overt
student disorders. In addition, various junior college boards
have responded with preventative measures, such as involving
students in new programs and working with community groups to
use the manpower of the junior college in a positive fashion.
Other junior colleges have established specific rules and
regulations concerning overt behavior. An example of local action
can be found in the work done by the Imperial County Counsel
(see Appendix D).

While the overwhelming majority of local public school
boards have not experienced overt, disruptive behavior, certain

large school districts have had sporadic outbursts of student
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disturbances. It was not until March of 1969 that the Los Angeles
Unified School District adopted new policies concerning student
behavior. Under provisions of Penal Code Section 602.9, added

to the statutes in 1968, local board regulations carry the weight
of misdemeanant acts. Thus the regulations adopted by local
school boards can carry significant weight in controlling student
disruptions. Generally, this important fact is either not known
by school boards and administrators or has not been used to

advantage.

Response of Administrators

Testimony received from college and university administrators
before the Subcommittee on Educational Environment indicated that
they felt they had the basic tools to handle campus disruptions.
They felt that campus discipline was preferable to legal penalties,
and admitted to an initial but perhaps declining reluctance to
call on police to control disruptions.

Statistics from Berkeley show the effects on students of
campus discipline. Of 369 students who have been cited for
violation of University regulations since the fall quarter of
1967, 332 were not cited again, 32 were cited one additional time,
and 5 were cited twice more. Of these five, two have been dis-
missed, one has been suspended, and two hearings have not yet
been completed.

Administrators stressed the underlying causes of such dis-
orders and requested new funds for special programs to solve
these problems. They indicated that they were not prepared for

the intensity of the present campus disorders. Noting that it
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was only in the recent past that such massive disorders had
directly affected them, they indicated that new policies on
student activities and student discipline, which are being
formulated and put into action, would make the job of maintain-
ing order much easier.

At San Francisco State, for example, at the onset of the
disturbance, the campus had been in the middle of formulating a
new student-faculty disciplinary procedure. When the disruption
broke out, these policies had not been adopted, and consequently
disciplinary proceedings were not instituted in a swift, judicious
manner.

Other actions designed to meet the legitimate grievances of
faculty and students were also slow in coming according to
administrators. They attributed this in part to limitations on
funds. According to some administrators, the stringent line
item budget for the state colleges allows limited flexibility in
re-allocating funds to i1mmediate needs. Clearly, the state
college budget is more restrictive than the University's single
item budget, but the colleges have on occasion significantly
departed from their approved budget (e.g., the EOP Program).

University of California and State Colleges Disciplinary
Activities

Both the University of California and the California State
Colleges presented detailed rosters of those who have been
disciplined and/or arrested in the course of campus turmoil.

An examination of some of these figures may provide a better

understanding of the scope of the problem and of the active
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disciplinary response of the institutions themselves.

From the text which follows and from Appendix E, it is
evident that there is considerable delay between citation of
a student for violation of law or rules, his conviction and any
subsequent institutionally applied penalties. At the University
of California at San Diego, for example, students who participated
in actions in violation of campus rules had not been disciplined
by the University nearly three months after such actions. While
due process must be observed, such delays in imposing institutional
sanctions diminish the public's confidence in the ability of
higher education to maintain its own house.

At the University of California as a whole, between
September, 1967, and December, 1968, there was a total of 455l
academic disciplines and 200 arrests resulting in 190 legal
convictions. Twenty—-two of the arrests and 16 of the convictions
were of non-students. Among the 455 academic disciplines, 279
were at Berkeley, 96 were at U.C.L.A., 50 were at San Diego, 25
were at Santa Barbara, four were at Santa Cruz, three were at
Davis. San Francisco had one, and Irvine and Riverside had none.
Eight of the academic disciplines were dismissals, 71 were suspen-
sions (31 of these received suspended sentences), 159 were
disciplinary probations and 220 students were reprimanded,

censured or warned.

1/ The data used in both the text of this section and in
Appendix E relates only to the time span mentioned. Subsequent
actions of the University and ¢dtate colleges are not reflected
in these figures.
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Berkeley had most of the U.C. disturbances. 1In October of
1967, during "Stop the Draft" week, 8l students were cited for
violating University rules. Sixty-three of these were judged
guilty, resulting in 7 students suspended (5 suspended sentences),
10 disciplinary probations and 46 students reprimanded, censured
or warned. In November, 34 students were cited for incidents
related to the appearance of Dow Chemical Company and Central
Intelligence Agency representatives on campus. Fifteen were
found guilty, and the cases were resolved with one dismissal,

4 suspensions (3 suspended sentences) and 10 students who were
reprimanded, censured or warned. Students protested these
disciplinary actions with "mill-ins," during which 41 more students
were cited and 30 were disciplined, 9 were suspended (4 suspended
sentences), 11 were given disciplinary probations, and 10 were
reprimanded, censured or warned.

Almost a year later, in October of 1968, there occurred the
notorious Moses and Sproul Hall incidents following the Regents'
action on the experimental course, Social Analysis 139 X.
Academic discipline resulted in 7 dismissals, 31 suspensions,
and 133 disciplinary probations. Legal action included, at
Sproul Hall, 118 arrests and convictions of students, and 3
arrests of non-students, one of whom was convicted. At Moses
Hall, action included 56 arrests with 53 convictions (one case
was dismissed and two were still pending at the time of the
report) and 19 arrests of non-students with 16 convictions.

(One case is pending and 2 individuals were drifters who dis-

appeared). Sentences for the Sproul Hall incident were $125
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fines and 30-day suspended sentences. At Moses Hall, sentences
were 90 days in jail with 80 days suspended, one year of probation
and a $300 fine, which was to go to the University for the
restitution of damages.

Further action has been taken this year at Berkeley as dis-
orders have continued. Between January 1 and April 9, 1969, 174
arrests had been made. Between January 28 and March 6, the
administration had taken action in 155 cases. The 35 completed
cases have included 10 dismissals, 5 disciplinary probations,
one case continued, 14 censures and 5 charges dismissed. The
history of disorders at the other campuses at the University is
included in the Appendix to this report.

At the state colleges, since September of 1968, there have
been no "days of disorder" at a number of campuses. "Disorder"
in this context, according to representatives of the Trustees,
implies the presence of uniformed police other than on a stand-
by basis, and/or the disturbance of college routine sufficient
to attract an unruly crowd, disrupt classes, or cause property
damage. There have been no "days of disorder" at the state
colleges at Dominguez, Fullerton, Los Angeles, San Bernardino,
Cal Poly at Pomona, Cal Poly at San Luis Obispo, Chico, Humboldt,
Sacramento, San Diego, Sonoma and Stanislaus. Among those
campuses which did experience disorder, San Francisco had 41 days:
San Jose, 12; San Fernando Valley, 7; Long Beach, 3; Fresno, 1l;
and Hayward, 1. (The latter two were single, brief incidents).

At the state colleges as a whole, between January, 1968,
and February, 1969, there were 64 academic disciplines (62 sus-

pensions and 2 expulsions) and 1030 arrests including 6 faculty



26

members). By campus, there were 6 academic disciplines at San
Francisco State (5 were lifted); none at San Jose; 16 at Cal
State, Long Beach; 40 at San Fernando Valley State (all were
reinstated pending hearings); 1 at Fresno State and one at Cal
State, Hayward.

Regarding arrests, 584 occurred at San Francisco, 19 at San
Jose, 347 at San Fernando Valley, 79 at Long Beach, one at Fresno
and none at Hayward. Taking academic disciplines by campus, Long
Beach had 14 suspensions, 2 expulsions and 79 legal arrests.

San Francisco had 6 suspensions and 584 arrests; San Jose had 19
arrests; San Fernando Valley had 40 suspensions and 347 arrests:
Fresno had one suspension and one arrest and Hayward had one
suspension.

These disorders arose from varied causes—-illegal demon-
strations, protests of disciplines of fellow students, student
and faculty strikes, sit-ins and "mill-ins," Black Students
Union demands and the occupation and damage of buildings. Many
of the students cited, both academically and legally, are still
being processed, and final figures await the outcome of more
conclusive action.

In general, it would appear from these figures that the
administrative authorities at the state's educational institu-
tions have taken some steps. It should be noted that the
incidence of legal action does not correspond with the incidence
of academic discipline:; hence, the higher figures for arrests
than for campus disciplinary action. It appears that adminis-

trators, while professing confidence in and a preference for



academic discipline over police action, have, in fact been
unable or unwilling to control early and small disturbances,
resulting in eventual massive police effort. Moreover, college
and University disciplinary hearings, in many cases, await the
resolution of court proceedings.

The University and state college authorities have made an
effort to supply the Legislature with pertinent information and
the most updated figures possible on these actions. Tables 1,

2, 3, 4 and Appendix E indicate in more detail the disciplinary

actions taken, as well as arrests.

State Action on Egual Opportunity Programs

27

From the testimony of witnesses and other evidence presented

to the committee, it is clear that the issue of equal opportunity

in higher education will continue to be an important ingredient

in the discontent expressed on many of the campuses. This occurs

not only because many of our institutions have been slow to

provide expanded opportunities, but also because the institutions

have not made adequate preparations for doing an effective job.
In some cases they have promised much more than they were able
to deliver.

The matter of providing true equality of opportunity in

higher education is a separable issue among the various causes

and ingredients in campus disorders. There is a need for positive

state action to ensure equal opportunity for students from all
backgrounds who have the desire and ability to obtain a college

education.

Existing programs at state colleges and the University
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should be financially identified and evaluated for results. The

California Community Colleges appear to be the logical facility

to provide the maximum opportunity for the available funds.
Appendix G indicates the justification and results of

current Educational Opportunity Programs.
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APPENDIX A-1 MAY 51683

Req. #9871 30

TENTATIVE DRAFT

An act to add Section 602.6 to the Penal
Code, relating to trespass on college or
university property.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

Section 1. Section 602.6 is added to the Penal
Code, to read:

602.6. (a) Every person who has been suspended,
after a proper hearing, from a public Jjunior college, state
college, or the University of California, and as a condition
of the suspension has been denied access to the campus or
facilitles, or both, of the institution for the period of
the suspension, and has been so notified in writing, who
knowingly enters upon any campus or facility of the public
Junior college, state college, or University of California
to which he has been denled access, without the express
written permission of the chief administrative officer of
the campus or faclility, is gullty of a2 misdemeanor.

(b) As used in this section, '"chief adminis-
trative officer" means the principal, superintendent,
preslident, or chancellor of the Institution or his

deslgnated representative.



APPENDIX A-2

» S
Req. #10219

TENTATIVE DRAFT

An act to add Section 22508 to the
Education Code, to amend Sections 602.7
and 602.9 of, and to add Section 602.8
to, the Penal Code, relating to college
or university property.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

Section 1. Section 22508 is added to the
Education Code, to read:

22508. (a) As used in this section:

(1) '"State university' means the University of
California, and includes any affiliated institution
thereof and any campus or facility owned, operated, or
controlled by the Regents of the University of California.

(2) '"State college' means any California state
college administered by the Trustees of the California State
Colleges.

(3) "Junior college' means any school established
pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 25500) of
Division 18.5 of the Education Code.

(4) '"'Chief administrative officer' means the

president of a state college, or the officer designated

by the Regents of the University of California or pursuant
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to authority granted by the Regents of the University

of California to administer and be the officer in charge
of a campus or other facility owned, operated, or
controlled by the Regents of the University of California,
or the superintendent of a junior college district or a
school district maintaining a junior college.

(5) "civil disturbance" means any occurrence
of human origin on the campus or environs of a state
university or state college or junior college which in the
opinion of the chief administrative officer and the chief
of campus police is beyond the capabilities of the college
officials and campus police to effectively control and
which unreasonably disrupts the orderly conduct of academic
business or instruction.

{(b) The chief administrative officer of any state
university, state college, or junior college may issue a
proclamation declaring a "state of emergency” whenever he finds
that any of the following conditions exists on or near the campus
or other facility in such magnitude that is, or is likely to
be, beyond the control of the services, personnel, equipment,

and facilities of the campus or other facility:
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(1) Extreme peril to the safety of persons or

property.
(2) Sabotage.
(3) Fire.
(4) Flood.

(5) Epidemic.

(6) Riot.

(7) Earthguake.

(8) <Civil Disturbance.

Whenever the chief administrative officer finds that
the conditions which constituted the basis for his declaration
of the "state of emergency" have ceased to exist, he shall issue
a proclamation terminating the "state of emergency."

Sec. 2. Section 602.7 of the Penal Code is
amended to read:

602.7. (a) In any case in which a person who is

not a student or officer or employee of a junior college,

state college, or state university, and who is not required
by his employment to be on the campus or any other facility
owned, operated or controlled by the governing board of any

such junior college, state college, or state university,

enters such campus or facility, and it reasonably appears
to the chief administrative officer of such campus or
facility or to an officer or employee designated by him to
maintain order on such campus or facility that such person

is committing any act likely to interfere with the peaceful
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conduct of the activities of such campus or facility or
has entered such campus or facility for the purpose of
committing any such act, the chief administrative officer
or officer or employee designated by him to maintain order
on such campus or facility may direct such person to leave
such campus or facility, and if such person fails to do so,

he is guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be punished upon a

first conviction by a fine not exceeding five hundred dollars

A

($500) or by imprisonment in the county jail for not more

i than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment. If

| the defendant has been previously convicted of a violation
ALL IN

|
gof this section, Section 415.5, or of Section 602.9, then
ITALICS |
lhe shall be punished by imprisonment in the county jail for not
gless than 90 days and not more than six months, or by both
!such imprisonment and fine of not exceeding five hundred
| dollars ($500), and shall not be released on probation,
;parole, or any other basis until he has served not less than
E90 days.
% (b) For the purpose of determining the penalty to
%be imposed pursuant to this section, the court may consider

‘a written report from the Bureau of Criminal Identification

and Investigation containing information from its records
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showing prior convictions; and the communication is prima

facie evidence of such convictions, if the defendant admits

them, regardless of whether or not the complaint commencing

the proceedings has alleged prior convictions.

toy (c¢) As used in this section:

(1) "State university" means the University of
california, and includes any affiliated institution thereof
and any campus or facility owned, operated or controlled by
the Regents of the University of California.

(2) "State college" means any California state
college administered by the Trustees of the California State
Colleges.

(3) "Junior college" means any school established

pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencaing with Section 25500 of

Division 18.5 of the Education Code.

(4) "Chief administrative officer" means the
president of a state college or the officer designated by
the Regents of the University of California or pursuant
to authority granted by the Regents of the University of
California to administer and be the officer in charge of a
campus or other facility owned, operated or controlled by

the Regents of the University of California or the superinten-

dent of a junior college district or a school district

maintaining a junior college.
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Sec. 3 Section 602.8 is added to the Penal
Code, to read:

602.8. (a) The chief administrative officer
of a campus or other facility of a junior college, state
college or state university, as defined in Section 22508
of the Education Code, or an officer or employee designated
by him to maintain order on such campus or facility,
may, during the period of a "state of emergency" declared
pursuant to Section 22508 of the Education Code,
notify a person that consent to remain on the campus or
other facility under the control of the chief administrative
officer has been withdrawn whenever there is reasonable
cause to believe that such person intends by unlawful means
to disrupt the orderly operation of such campus or facility.

{b) Whenever consent is withdrawn by any
authorized officer or employee other than the chief
administrative officer, such officer or employee shall
immediately submit a written report to the chief adminis-
trative officer. Such report shall contain:

(1) The name and description of the person from
whom consent was withdrawn, including, if available, the
person's address and phone number.

{(2) A statement of the facts giving rise to

the belief that reasonable cause existed to believe that



37

the person from whom consent was withdrawn intended to
disrupt the orderly operation of the campus or facility
by unlawful means.

If the chief administrative officer, upon
reviewing the report, finds that there was reasonable
cause to believe that the person from whom consent was
withdrawn intended to disrupt the orderly operation of
the campus or facility by unlawful means, he may enter
written confirmation upon the report of the action taken
by the officer or employee. 1If the chief administrative
officer,or his specific designee for such purposes,does
not confirm the action of the officer or employee within
24 hours after the time that consent was withdrawn,or by
the commencement of the next day on which classes are
regularly scheduled, whichever is later, the action of
the officer or employee shall be deemed void and of no
force or effect, except that any arrest made during such
period shall not for this reason be deemed not to have
been made for probable cause.

(¢) Consent shall be reinstated by the chief
administrative officer whenever he has reason to believe
that the presence of the person from whom consent was
withdrawn will no longer constitute a substantial and
material threat to the orderly operation of the campus
or facility. In no case shall consent be withdrawn for

longer than two weeks from the date upon which consent
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was initially withdrawn. The person from whom consent
has been withdrawn may request a hearing on the withdrawal
within the two-week period. The chief administrative
officer shall grant such a hearing not later than five days
following the request for the hearing.

(d) Any person who has been notified by the
chief administrative officer of a campus or other facility
of a state college or state university, or by an officer
or employee designated by the chief administrative officer
to maintain order on such campus or facility, that consent
to remain on the campus or facility has been withdrawn
pursuant to subdivision (a) and who has not been notified
that such consent has been reinstated, and who willfully
and knowingly enters or remains upon such campus or facility
during the period for which consent has been withdrawn, is
guilty of a misdemeanor. This subdivision does not apply
to any person who enters or remains on such campus or
facility for the sole purpose of applying to the chief
administrative officer for the reinstatement of consent or
for the sole purpose of attending a hearing on the withdrawal.

(e) This section shall not affect the power of
the duly constituted authorities of a state college or
state university to suspend, dismiss, or expel, any student

or employee at such university or college.
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Sec. 4. Section 602.9 of the Penal Code is
amended to read:

602.9. (a) Any person who comes into any school
building or upon any school ground, or street, sidewalk, or
public way adjacent thereto, without lawful business thereon,
and whose presence or acts interfere with the peaceful
conduct of the activities of such school or disrupt the
school or its pupils or school activities, and who remains
there, after being asked to leave by the chief administrative
official of that school or any designated agent of the
chief administrative official who possesses a standard
supervision credential or a standard administration credential
or who carries out the same functions as a person who
possesses such a credential or, in the absence of the chief
administrative official, the person acting as the chief
administrative official, is guilty of a misdemeanor and

shall be punished upon a first conviction by a fine

not exceeding five hundred dollars ($500) or by imprison-

ment in the county jail for not more than six months, or

by both such fine and imprisonment. £ the defendant has

been previously convicted of a violation of this section,

Section 415.5, or of Section 602.7, then he shall be punished
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by imprisonment in the county 3jail for not less than 90

/aays and not more than six months, or by both such
imprisonment and fine of not exceeding five hundred dollars
($500) , and shall not be released on probation, parole,
or any other basis until he has served not less than 90 days.

(b) For the purpose of determining the penalty
to be imposed pursuant to this section, the court may
consider a written report from the Bureau of Criminal
Identification and Investigation containing information from
zits records showing prior convictions; and the communication
1is prima facie evidence of such convictions, if the defendant
!admits them, regardless of whether or not the complaint

\

commencing the proceedings has alleged prior convictions.

{c) As used in this section:

{1) The term "school" as used in £his section
means any elementary school, junior high school, or senior
high schools, ox Juniocxr college.

(2) The term "lawful business" as used in this
section means a reason for being present upon school
property which is not otherwise prohibited by statute, by

ordinance, or by any regulation adopted pursuant to statute

or ordinance.
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Reqg. #10219

TENTATIVE DRAFT

An act to amend Sections 602.7 and 602.9
cf, and to add Section 602.8 to, the Penal
Code, relating to college or university
property.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
Section 1. Section 602.7 of the Penal Code is

amended to read:

602.7. (a) In any case in which a person who is

not a student or officer or employee of a junior college,

state college, or state university, and who is not required
by his employment to be on the campus or any other facility
owned, operated or controlled by the governing board of any

such junior college, state college, or state university,

enters such campus or facility, and it reasonably appears
to the chief administrative officer of such campus or
facility or to an officer or employee designated by him to
maintain order on such campus or facility that such person
is committing any act likely to interfere with the peaceful
conduct of the activities of such campus or facility or
has entered such campus or facility for the purpose of
committing any such act, the chief administrative officer
or officer or employee designated by him to maintain order
on such campus or facility may direct such person to leave
such campus or facility, and if such person fails to do so,

he is guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be punished upon a

first conviction by a fine not exceeding five hundred dollars
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($500) or by imprisonment in the county jail for not more
than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment. If
the defendant has been previously convicted of a violation
of this section, Section 415.5, or of Section 602.9, then
he shall be punished by imprisonment in the county jail for not
less than 90 days and not more than six months, or by both
such imprisonment and fine of not exceeding five hundred
dollars ($500), and shall not be released on probation,
parole, or any other basis until he has served not less than
90 days.

(p) For the purpose of determining the penalty to
be imposed pursuant to this section, the court may consider
a written report from the Bureau of Criminal Identification

and Investigation containing information from its records

showing prior convictions; and the communication is prima

facie evidence of such convictions, if the defendant admits

them, regardless of whether or not the complaint commencing

the proceedings has alleged prior convictions.

<> (c) As used in this section:

(1) "State university" means the University of
California, and includes any affiliated institution thereof
and any campus or facility owned, operated or controlled by
the Regents of the University of California.

(2) "State college" means any California state
college administered by the Trustees of the California State

Colleges.

(3) "Junior college" means any school established
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pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 25500) of

Divigsion 18.5 of the Education Code.

(4) "Chief administrative officer" means the
president of a state college or the officer designated by
the Regents of the University of California or pursuant
to authority granted by the Regents of the University of
California to administer and be the officer in charge of a
campus or other facility owned, operated or controlled by

the Regents of the University of California or the superinten-

dent of a junior college district or a school district

maintaining a junior college.

Sec. 2. Section 602.8 is added to the Penal
Code, to read:

602.8. (a) The chief administrative officer
of a campus or other facility of a junior college, state
college or state university, as defined in Section 602.7,
or an officer or employee designated by him to maintain
order on such campus or facility, may notify a person that
consent to remain on the campus or other facility under
the control of the chief administrative cfficer has been
withdrawn whenever there is reasonable cause to believe
that such person has committed an unlawful act for the
purpose of disrupting the orderly operation of such campus
or facility.

(b) Whenever consent is withdrawn by any
authorized officer or employee other than the chief

~ administratave officer, such officer or employee shall———-



44
immediately submit a written report to the chief adminis-
trative officer. Such report shall contain:

(1) The name and description of the person from
whom consent was withdrawn, including, if available, the
person's address and phone number.

(2) A statement of the facts giving rise to
the belief that reasonable cause existed to believe that
the person from whom consent was withdrawn committed an
unlawful act for the purpose of disrupting the campus or
facility.

If the chief administrative officer, upon
reviewing the report, finds that there was reasonable
cause to believe that the person from whom consent was
withdrawn committed an unlawful act for the purpose of
disrupting the campus or facility, he may enter written
confirmation upon the report of the action taken by the
officer or employee. If the chief administrative officer,
or his specific designee for such purposes, does not confirm
the action of the officer or employee within 24 hours after
the time that consent was withdrawn, or by the commencement
of the next day on which classes are regularly scheduled,
whichever 1s later, the action of the officer or employee
shall be deemed void and of no force or effect, except that
any arrest made during such period shall not for this reason
be deemed not to have been made for probable cause.

(c) Consent shall be reinstated by the chief

administrative officer whenever he has reason to believe

that the presence of the person from whom consent was
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withdrawn will no longer constitute a substantial and

~material threat to the orderly operation of the campus or

facility. 1In no case shall consent be withdrawn for longer
than two weeks from the date upon which consent was initially
withdrawn. The person from whom consent has been withdrawn
may request a hearing on the withdrawal within the two week
period. The chief administrative officer shall grant such a
hearing not later than five days following the request for
the hearing.

(d) Any person who has been notified by the

" chief administrative officer of a campus or other facility

of a state college or state university, or by an officer
or employee designated by the chief administrative officer
to maintain order on such campus or facility, that consent
to remain on the campus or facility has been withdrawn
pursuant to subdivision (a) and who has not been notified
that such consent has been reinstated, and who willfully
and knowingly enters or remains upon such campus or
facility during the period for which consent has been
withdrawn, is guilty of a misdemeanor. This subdivision
does not apply to any person who enters or remains on such
campus or facility for the sole purpose of applying to the
chief administrative officer for the reinstatement of consent
or for the sole purpose of attending a hearing on the with-
drawal.

(e) This section shall not affect the power

of the duly constituted authorities of a state college or
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state university to suspend, dismiss, or expel, any
student or employee at such university or college.

Sec. 3. Section 602.9 of the Penal Code is
amended to read:

602.9. (a) Any person who comes into any school
building or upon any school ground, or street, sidewalk, or
public way adjacent thereto, without lawful business thereon,
and whose presence or acts interfere with the peaceful
conduct of the activities of such school or disrupt the
school or its pupils or school activities, and who remains
there, after being asked to leave by the chief administrative
official of that school or any designated agent of the
chief administrative official who possesses a standard
supervision credential or a standard administration credential
or who carries out the same functions as a person who
possesses such a credential or, in the absence of the chief
administrative official, the person acting as the chief
adnministrative official, is guilty of a misdemeanor and

shall be punished upon a first conviction by a fine

not exceeding five hundred dollars ($500) or by imprison-

ment in the county jail for not more than six months, or

by both such fine and imprisonment. If the defendant has

been previously convicted of a violation of this section,

Section 415.5, or of Section 602.7, then he shall be punished

by imprisonment in the county jail for not less than 90

days and not more than six months, or by both such

imprisonment and fine of not exceeding five hundred dollars
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($500), and shall not be released on probation, parole,
or any other basis until he has served not less than 20 days.
(b) For the purpose of determining the penalty

to be imposed pursuwant to this section, the court may
consider a written report from the Bureau of Criminal
Identification and Investigation containing information from
its records showing prior convictions: and the communication
is prima facie evidence of such convicticns, if the defendant
admits them, regardless of whether or not the complaint

commencing the proceedings has alleged prior convictions.

(c) As used in this section:

(1) The term "school” as used in this seetien
means any elementary school, junior high school, or senior
high schoolsy e* junier eellege.

(2) The term "lawful business” as used in €his
seetion means a reason for being present upon school
property which is not otherwise prohibited by statute, by
ordinance, or by any regulation adopted pursuant to statute

or ordinance.
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Req. #9873
TENTATIVE DRAFT
An act to add Section 415.5 to the Penal Code,
relating to disturbing the peace.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

Section 1. Section 415.5 is added to the Penal
Code, to read:

415.5. (a) Everv person who maliciously and
willfully disturbs the peace or quiet of any junior college,
state college, or state university by loud or unusual noise,
or by tumultuous or offensive conduct, or threatening,
traducing, quarreling, challenging to fight, or fighting,
or by using any vulgar, profane, or indecent language within
the presence or hearing of women or children, in a loud and
boisterous manner, is guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be
punished upon a first conviction by a fine not exceeding
two hundred dollars ($200) or by imprisomment in the county
jail for not more than 90 days, or by both such fine and
imprisonment. If the defendant has been previously convicted
of a violation of this section, Section 602.7, or of Section
602.9, then he shall be punished by imprisonment in the
county jail for not less than 90 days and not more than
six months, or by both such imprisonment and a fine of not
exceeding five hundred dollars ($500), and shall not be
released on probation, parole, or any other basis until he

has served not less than 90 days.
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(b) TFor the purpose of determining the penalty
to be imposed pursuant to this section, the court may con-
sider a written report from the Bureau of Criminal Identi-
fication and Investigation containing information from its
records showing prior convictions; and the communication
is prima facie evidence of such convictions, if the
defendant admits them, regardless of whether or not the
complaint commencing the proceedings has alleged prior
convictions.

(c) As used in this section:

(1) "State university' means the University of
California, and includes any affiliated institution thereof
and any campus or facility owned, operated or controlled
by the Regents of the University of California.

(2) 'State college' means any California state
college administered by the Trustees of the California
State Colleges.

(3) "Junior college' means any school established
pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 25500) of

Division 18.5 of the Education Code.
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Reg. #9874

TENTATIVE DRAFT

An act to amend Sections 241, 243, and 245 of
the Penal Code, relating to assault and battery.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
Section 1., Section 241 of the Penal Code is
amended to read:
241. An assault is punishable by fine not exceeding
five hundred dollars ($500), or by imprisonment in
the county jail not exceeding six months, or by both.
When it is committed against the person of a peace
officer or fireman, and the person committing the
offense knows or reasonably should know that such victim
is a peace officer or fireman engaged in the performance
of his duties, and such peace officer or fireman is
engaged in the performance of his duties, the offense
shall be punished by imprisonment in the county jail not
exceeding one year or by imprisonment in the state
prison not exceeding two years.
As used in this section, "peace officer" refers to
any person designated as a peace officer by Section

830.1, Section 830.2, subdivision (j) of Section 830.3,

or by subdivision (a) of Section 830.6, as well as

any member of a state college police department

appointed pursuant to Section 24651 of the Education

Code, any policeman of the San Francisco Port
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Authority, and each deputized law enforcement member
of the Wildlife Protection Branch of the Department
of Fish and Game.

Sec. 2, Section 243 of the Penal Code is amended

to read:
243. A battery is punishable by fine of not exceeding
one thousand dollars ($1,000), or by imprisonment
in the county jail not exceeding six months, or by
both. When it is committed against the person of a
peace officer or fireman, and the person committing
the offense knows or reasonably should know that such
victim is a peace officer or fireman engaged in the
performance of his duties, and such peace officer or
fireman is engaged in the performance of his duties, the
offense shall be punished by imprisonment in the
county jail not exceeding one year or by imprisonment
kn the state prison for not less than one nor more
than 10 years.
As used in this section, "peace officer" refers

to any person designated as a peace officer by

Section 830.1, Section 830.2, subdivision (i) of

Section 830.3, or by subdivision (a) of Section

B830.6, as well as any member of a state college

police department appointed pursuant to Section

24651 of the Education Code, any policeman of the

San Francisco Port Authority, and each deputized
law enforcement member of the Wildlife Protection

Branch of the Department of Fish and Game.
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Sec. 3. Section 245 of the Penal Code is amended
to read:

245, (a) Every person who commits an assault upon
the person of another with a deadly weapon or
instrument or by any means of force likely to produce
great bodily injury is punishable by imprisonment in
the state prison not exceeding 10 years, or in a
county jail not exceeding one year, or by fine not
exceeding five thousand dollars ($5,000), or by
both such fine and imprisonment. When a person is
convicted of a violation of this section, in a
case involving use of a deadly weapon or instrument,
and such weapon or instrument is owned by such person,
the court may, in its discretion, order that the weapon
or instrument be deemed a nuisance and shall be confisca-
ted and destroyed in the manner provided by Section 12028.

(b) Every person who commits an assault with a
deadly weapon or instrument or by any means likely
to produce great bodily injury upon the person of
a peace officer or fireman, and who knows or reasonably
should know that such victim is a peace officer or
fireman engaged in the performance of his duties,
when such peace officer or fireman is engaged in the
performance of his duties shall be punished by
imprisonment in the state prison not exceeding 15
years; provided, that if such person has previously

been convicted of a felony under the laws of this
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state or has previously been convicted of an offense
under the laws of any other state or of the United
States which, if committed in this state, would
have been punishable as a felony, he shall be punished
by imprisonment in the state prison for five years
to life.

As used in this section, "peace officer" refers
to any person designated as a peace officer by

Section 830.1, Section 830.2, subdivision (j) of

Section 830.3, or by subdivision (a) of Section

830.6, as well as any member of a state college

police department appointed pursuant to Section

24651 of the Education Code, any policeman of

the San Francisco Port Authority, and each deputized
law enforcement member of the Wildlife Protection

Branch of the Department of Fish and Game.
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Req. #9875

TENTATIVE DRAFT

An act to add Section 602.10 to the
Penal Code, relating to college or
university property.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

Section 1. Section 602.10 is added to the Penal
Code, to read:

602.10. (a) Any person who knowingly and will-
fully operates a public address system upon the grounds of
any public junior college, state college, or state university
campus or facility without having first obtained written
permission from the chief administrative officer of such
campus or facility, or from a person authorized by him to
grant such permission, is guilty of a misdemeanor.

(b) Permission to operate a public address
system shall be granted by the chief administrative officer,
or the person authorized by him to grant such permission,
unless there is probable cause to believe that the person
applying for such permission intends to operate the public
address system in a manner that would substantially and
materially interfere with the orderly operation of the
campus or facility.

(c) For the purpose of determining whether per-
mission should be granted, the chief administrative officer,

or the person authorized by him to grant permission, may



require the person'applying for permission to state in
writing the purpose for which he intends to operate the
public address system, the time at which he intends to
operate it, and the place and manner in which he intends
to operate it.

(d) This section does not apply to any person
operating a public address system in the course of carry-
ing out his duties as an employee of a state college or
state university, nor does it apply to any person operating
a public address system as part of a regularly scheduled
school activity.

(e) A public address system as used in this
section is any mechanical or electronic device which is
primarily designed for the purpose of communicating sound

over a greater distance than that normally attained by a

person speaking in a normal voice.

(f) As used in this section:

(1) ''State university' means the University of
California, and includes any affiliated institution thereof
and any campus or facility owned, operated, or controlled
by the Regents of the University of California.

(2) '"State college' means any California state
college administered by the Trustees of the California

State Colleges.
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(3) "Junior college' means any school established
pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 25500) of
Division 18.5 of the Education Code.

(4) '"Chief administrative officer' means the
president of a state college, or the officer designated
by the Regents of the University of California or pursuant
to authority granted by the Regents of the University of
California to administer and be the officer in charge of a
campus or other facility owned, operated, or controlled
by the Regents of the University of California, or the
superintendent of a junior college district or a school

district maintaining a junior college.
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sl U6y
Req. #10214

TENTATIVE DRAFT

An act to add Chapter 4.7 (commencing with
Section 31291) to Division 22 of the Educa-
tion Code, relating to state aid to students.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
Section 1. Chapter 4.7 (commencing with Section

31291) is added to Division 22 of the Education Code, to

read:

"~ Chapter 4.7. Forfeiture of State——
Aid to Students

31291. 1In accepting a scholarship, loan, fellow-
———ship, grant-in-aid, or any other finmancial aid given or
guaranteed by the state for academic assistance, every
scholarship award winner recipient thereof who is a student
at a public or private university, college, or other insti-
tution of higher education, shall be deemed to have agreed
to observe the rules and regulations promulgated by the
governing authority of the university, college, or other
institution of higher education, for the government thereof.

Any recipient of such state financial aid who, on

the campus of the university, college, or other institution
of higher education, willfully and knowingly commits any

act likely to disrupt the peaceful conduct of the activities
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of such campus, and is arrested and convicted of a public
offense arising from such act, shall be ineligible for
renewal of any such state academic financial aid for the
ensuing two academic years.

The governing authority of the university,
college, or other institution of higher education shall,
for purposes of this section, review the record of each
recipient and shall, as soon as practicable, notify a
hearing board established by it of the name of any
recipient who committed any such act and was arrested
and convicted of any such public offense.

31292. Upon receipt of notice, as provided in
Section 31291, that any recipient has committed any act
likely to disrupt the peaceful conduct of the activities
of the campus and was convicted of a public offense in
connection therewith, the hearing board shall immediately
give the recipient written notice of the report. The
notice shall inform the recipient of the pendency of the
proceedings for the suspension of assistance. 1t shall
inform the recipient that he may present evidence of mitigating
circumstances to the hearing board within 30 calendar days
of the date of the mailing of the notice, and shall specify
the procedures and means by which such evidence is to be
presented, including the date at which any hearing to be
afforded him is to be held. The hearing board may pre-
scribe any procedures and means for such purposes which

it may deem appropriate, provided that any hearing which
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may be afforded the recipient shall not be held sooner
than 20 days after the date of the mailing of the notice.

I1f no response to the hearing board's notice
is made within the period specified in this section, the
hearing board shall suspend further assistance to the
recipient and the suspension shall remain in effect during
the next two academic years.

After the conclusion of proceedings provided
for in this section, the hearing board shall, by majority
vote, determine whether further assistance to the recipient
shall be suspended during the ensuing two academic years.

The hearing board shall notify the appropriate
state agencies of any suspension of state financial aid,
and no state academic financial aid shall be extended to
the recipient during the ensuing two academic years.

Any notice required to be made by this section
shall be sufficient when it is deposited in the United
States registered mail, postage paid, addressed to the
last known address of the addressee.

Sec. 2. The Legislature hereby finds and
declares that the educational institutions and educa-
tional opportunities provided by public and private higher
educational institutions in this state, including the
University of California, are essential to the continued
welfare of all persons in California. The Legislature

also finds that serious disruptions have occurred at



several of these institutions, that such disruptions
threaten the peaceful pursuit of higher education, and
that they are a matter of statewide concern, The
Legislature therefore intends that a coherent, fair

and uniform system of discipline be operative upon the
campuses of the public and private higher educational
institutions in this state, including the University of
California. This act is enacted as a part of such fair

and uniform system.
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TENTATIVE DRAFT

Req. #9877

An act to add Section 22505 to the Education
Code, relating to colleges and universities.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

Section 1. Section 22505 is added to the Education
Code, to read:

22505. The chief administrative officer of a
public junior college, state college, or campus of the
University of California, after a prompt and full hearing
of the facts, shall take appropriate disciplinary action
against any student, member of the faculty, or administra-
tion of the junior college, state college, or campus of the
University of California who has been convicted of a crime
arising out of a campus disturbance. The disciplinary
action may include, but need not be limited to, suspension,
dismissal or explusion. The provisions of Sections 24308
to 24310, inclusive, shall be applicable to any state college
academic employee dismissed pursuant to this section. The
chief administrative officer of each such institution shall
submit periodic reports as to the nature and disposition
of cases acted upon pursuant to this section to his govern-

ing board.
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Sec. 2. The Legislature hereby finds and declares
that the educational institutions and educational opportunities
provided by the University of California, the California
State Colleges, and the public junior colleges are essential
to the continued welfare of all persons in California. The
Legislature also finds that serious disruptions have occurred
at several of these institutions, that such disruptions
threaten the peaceful pursuit of higher education, and that
they are a matter of statewide concern. The Legislature
therefore intends that a coherent, fair and uniform system
of discipline be operative upon the campuses of the University
of California, the California State Colleges, and the public
junior colleges. This act is enacted as a part of such fair

and uniform system.
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Req. #9878

TENTATIVE DRAFT
An act to add Chapter 3.7 (commencing with Section
22635) to Division 16.5 of the Education Code,
relating to institutions of higher educationm.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
Section 1. Chapter 3.7 (commencing with Section
22635) is added to Division 16.5 of the Education Code, to read:
Chapter 3.7. Rules of Student Conduct
22636. The Regents of the University of California,
the Trustees of the California State Colleges, and the govern-
ing board of every junior college or school district maintaining
a junior college, shall adopt or provide for the adoption of
specific rules and regulations governing student behavior along
with specific penalties for violation of such rules and regu-
lations. Every prospective student at such institutions of
higher education shall, prior to enrollment at such institu-
tions, be provided with a copy of such rules and regulations
together with a statement of the applicable penalties which
may be incurred by violation thereof.
22637. The provisions of this chapter shall apply
to the Regents of the University of California to the full
extent authorized by Section 9 of Article IX of the California
Constitution, and it is the intent of the Legislature that
the regents adopt rules and procedures which they deem

appropriate for carrying out the purposes of this chapter.
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Sec. 2. The Legislature hereby finds and declares
that the educational institutions and educational opportunities
provided by the University of California, the California
State Colleges, and the public junior colleges are essential
to the continued welfare of all persons in California. The
Legislature also finds that serious disruptions have occurred
at several of these institutions, that such disruptions
threaten the peaceful pursuit of higher education, and that
they are a matter of statewide concern. The Legislature
therefore intends that a coherent, fair and uniform system
of discipline be operative upon the campuses of the University
of California, the California State Colleges, and the public
junior colleges. This act is enacted as a part of such fair

and uniform system.
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Req. #9879

TENTATIVE DRAFT
An act to add Sections 22508 and 22509
to the Education Code, relating to higher
education.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

Section 1. Section 22508 is added to the
Education Code, to read:

22508. (a) As used in this section and
Section 22509:

(1) '"State university'" means the University of
California, and includes any affiliated institution thereof
and any campus or facility owned, operated, or controlled
by the Regents of the University of California.

(2) '"State college' means any California state
college administered by the Trustees of the California
State Colleges.

(3) "Junior college'" means any school established
pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 25500) of
Division 18.5 of the Education Code.

(4) "Chief administrative officer'" means the
president of a state college, or the officer designated
by the Regents of the University of California or pursuant
to authority granted by the Regents of the University of
California to administer and be the officer in charge of

a campus or other facility owned, operated, or controlled



by the Regents of the University of Californmia, or the
superintendent of a junior college district or a school
district maintaining a junior college.

(5) "Civil disturbance'" means any occurrence
of human origin on the campus or environs of a state
university or state college or junior college which in
the opinion of the chief administrative officer and the
chief of campus police is beyond the capabilities of the
college officials and campus police to effectively control
and which unreasonably disrupts the orderly conduct of
academic business or instruction.

(b) The chief administrative officer of any
state university, state college, or junior college may
declare a "state of emergency" whenever he finds that any
of the following conditions exists on or near the campus
or other facility in such magnitude that is, or is likely
to be, beyond the control of the services, personnel,
equipment, and facilities of the campus or other facility:

(1) Extreme peril to the safety of persons or
property.

(2) Sabotage.

(3) Fire.

(4) Flood.

(5) Epidemic.

(6) Riot.

(7) Earthquake.

(8) Civil Disturbance.
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Sec. 2. Section 22509 is added to the Education
Code, to read:

22509. (a) When a chief administrative officer
of any state university or state college or junior college,
after declaring a state of emergency pursuant to Section
22508, requests the assistance of the police or sheriff's
department of any city, county, or city and county, in the
control of a civil disturbance on the campus or environs
thereof, the state shall, through the Department of Finance
whenever money has been appropriated for the purpose,
partially reimburse each police or sheriff's department
for its costs in rendering such assistance. Reimbursement
shall be at the rate of 50 percent of such costs, after
one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) of such costs have
been sustained. Reimbursement shall be made within 30 days
after receipt of any statement of such cost duly submitted
in accordance with requirements of form as may be adopted
by the Department of Finance.

(b) The Department of Finance shall determine
the items to be allowed as costs and shall determine when
a local agency has sustained one hundred thousand dollars
($100,000) of such costs. Costs of assistance may include
regular wages and overtime paid to peace officers assigned
to render assistance during the course of a civil distur-
bance. Costs of assistance may also include costs of
replacement of, or repair to, property of the department
destroyed or damaged as a result of assistance given during

a civil disturbance.
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Sec. 3. The Legislature hereby finds and declares
that the educational institutions and educational opportuni-
ties provided by the University of California, the California
State Colleges, and the public junior colleges are essential
to the continued welfare of all persons in California. The
Legislature also finds that serious disruptions have occurred
at several of these institutions, that such disruptions
threaten the peaceful pursuit of higher education, and that
they are a matter of statewide concern. The Legislature
therefore intends that a coherent, fair and uniform system
of discipline be operative upon the campuses of the University
of California, the California State Colleges, and the public
junior colleges. This act is enacted as a part of such fair
and uniform system.

Sec. 4. This act shall be operative until the
91st day after the adjournment of the 1971 Regular Session
of the Legislature and thereafter shall have no force or

effect.
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APPENDIX A-10
Reg. #10415

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No.
Relative to campus disturbances.

WHEREAS, Testimony before the Select Committee
on Campus Disturbances indicated that many school offi-
cials have not been fully aware of the many existing
laws available to them through the Penal Code and the
Education Code to control acts of violence and campus
disturbances; and

WHEREAS, Complete knowledge and proper use of
such laws can be effective in controlling outbreaks of
violence on campus; now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of

California, the Senate thereof concurring, That the Board

of Regents of the University of California, the Board of
Trustees of the California State Colleges, the Board of
Governors of the California Community Colleges, and the
State Board of Education, in cooperation with the
Attorney General and County Counsels, should assume the
responsibility to fully inform all school officials as
to the existing laws on this subject; and be it further
Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly
transmit copies of this resolution to the President of

the Board of Regents of the University of California,
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the Chairman of the Trustees of the California State
Colleges, the President of the Board of Governors of
the California Community Colleges, the President of the

State Board of Education, the Attorney General and all

County Counsels.
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Req. #10416

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No.
Relatlive to campus disturbances.

WHEREAS, Students, faculty members, representatives
of the Board of Trustees of the California State Colleges,
and representatives of the Board of Regents of the Unilversity
of California emphasized to the Select Committee on Campus
Disturbances the necessity for effective channels of
communication among students, faculty, administrators and
governing boards; and

WHEREAS, One cause for student and faculty
disenchantment with the processes of higher education i1s
the lack of effective channels of communication among students,
faculty, administrators and governing boards; and

WHEREAS, Governing boards responsible for institutions
of higher educatlon have been slow to create such channels of
communication; now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Assembly g£ the State of California,

the Senate thereof concurring, That the governing boards of

higher education in thls state devilise, with the cooperation of
students and faculty groups, and implement, processes whereby
effective communication can be established on all campuses

of higher education in the state; and be it further
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Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly
transmit copies of this resolution to the Regents of the
Unlversity of California, the Trustees of the Californla
State Colleges and the Board of Governors of the Callfornia

Community Colleges.
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MAY 8 1968
Req. #10281

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No.
Relative to the state college budget.

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California,

the Senate thereof concurring, That the Joint Legislative

Budget Committee study the subject of the budgetary
procedures relating to the California State Colleges and
the feasibility and desirability of affording the Trustees of
the California State College greater control and responsibility
over the allocation of funds appropriated to the colleges;
and be it further

Resolved, That the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee report its findings and recommendations to the
Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of

the 1970 Regular Session.
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PROTECTING THE SCHOOLS

LEGAL REMEDIES FOR DISRUPTIVE CONDUCT

by

Robert R. Granucci
Deputy Attorney General

INTRODUCTION

In response to the present widespread concern about
campus disturbances, the Attorney General's Office has pre-
pared this brief survey of applicable state law. This is
intended to describe briefly and in relatively non-technical
terms the provisions of law available to school authorities
and law enforcement agencies responsible for guaranteeing
that students seeking to learn will find the schools open
and able to teach. It includes both administrative provi-
sions available to school authorities and penal statutes
enforced by police agencies and the courts,

I. The Rule of Law on the Campus

Much of the propaganda disseminated by those seeking
for their own purposes to disrupt education in this state
appears to be based on two fundamental fallacies. These
fallacies should immediately be put to rest. The first is
that the Constitution confers a right to disrupt a school
without any legal accountability. It wrongly equates school
disruption with free speech or academic freedom. Boiled
down to its essentials this fallacy is no more than the
proposition that if individuals believe their cause is just
they can with impunity trample on the rights of others.
Fortunately, however, this proposition has been squarely
repudiated by the United States Supreme Court.

In Cox v. Louisiana, the Court stated as follows:

"The rights of free speech and assembly
while fundamental in our democratic society,
still do not mean that everyone with opinions
or beliefs to express may address a group at
any public place and at any time. The con-
stitutional guarantee of liberty implies the
existence of an organized society maintaining
public order, without which liberty itself
would be lost in the excesses of anarchy."
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Cox v. Louisiana, 379 U.S. 536, at 544 (1965).

"We emphatically reject the notion urged
by appellant that the First and Fourteenth
Amendments afford the same kind of freedom to
those who would communicate ideas by conduct
such as patrolling, marching, and picketing on
streets and highways, as these amendments afford
to those who communicate ideas by pure speech."
Id. at 555.

Nothing we have said here or in No. 24,
ante, is to be interpreted as sanctioning
riotous conduct in any form of demonstrations,
however peaceful their conduct or commendable
their motives, which conflict with properly
drawn statutes and ordinances designed to pro-
mote law and order, protect the community
against disorder, regulate traffic, safeguard
legitimate interests in private and public
property, or protect the administration of
justice and other essential governmental func-
tions.

"Liberty can only be exercised in a system
of law which safeguards order. We reaffirm the
repeated holdings of this Court that our con-
stitutional command of free speech and assembly
is basic and fundamental and encompasses peaceful
social protest, so important to the preservation
of the freedoms treasured in a democratic society.
We also reaffirm the repeated decisions of this
Court that there is no place for violence in a
democratic society dedicated to liberty under
law, and that the right of peaceful protest does
not mean that everyone with opinions or beliefs
to express may do so at any time and at any
place. There is a proper time and place for
even the most peaceful protest and a plain duty
and responsibility on the part of all citizens
to obey all valid laws and regulations.' 1Id.
at 574.

This doctrine was restated by the Court in
Adderley v. Florida as follows:
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"The State, no less than a private owner of
property, has power to preserve the property
under its control for the use to which it is
lawfully dedicated. For this reason there

is no merit to the petitioners' argument that
they had a constitutional right to stay on

the property, over the jail custodian's ob-
jections, because this 'area chosen for the
peaceful civil rights demonstration was not
only ‘'reasonable' but also particularly appro-
priate . .' Such an argument has as its
major unarticulated premise the assumption
that people who want to propagandize protests
or view have a constitutional right to do so
whenever and however and wherever they please.
That concept of constitutional law was vigor-
ously and forthrightly rejected in two of the
cases petitioners rely on, Cox v. Louisiana,
supra, 554-555 and 563-563." 385 U.S. at 47-48.

However, the Supreme Court has recently empha-
sized that there is a crucial difference between the power
of school officials to regulate conduct and their right
to control the expression of opinion on controversial
subjects. Thus in Tinker v. Des Moines Independent
Community School Dist., 37 U.S.L. Week 4121 (1969), the
Court held that high school students could not be sus-
pended for wearing black armbands as an antiwar protest
because that conduct did not intrude on the operations of
the school or the rights of other students.

The second fallacy is that a college campus is
somehow an independent enclave where state penal laws do
not apply and where police may not enter without an invi-
tation. This is totally false. Penal Code section 777
states, "Every person is liable to punishment by the laws
of this State for a public offense committed therein."

Penal statutes are enforced by the county sheriff
and the police department of the city and town within whose
boundaries the school or college is located. Where a col-
lege maintains its own campus police force, the campus
police share a concurrent jurisdiction with the local
police department and sheriff's office. See In re Bacon,
240 Cal.App.2d 34, 54-55 (1966); Ed. Code §§ 23501, 24651.

II. Administrative Powers

The authority to make rules governing the ad-
ministration of this state's public university and colleges
is vested for the University of California in the Regents
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of the University (Cal. Const. art. IX, § 9) and, for the
state colleges, in the Trustees of the California State
Colleges. Ed. Code §§ 22600, 23604. This rule-making
power can be exercised to prevent or control campus dis-
ruptions in several important ways. For example, this
power can be employed to establish regulations governing
rallies and other kinds of meeting on campus, with
regard to time, place and the manner in which they are
conducted. Similarly, rules can be established to regu-
late the government and maintenance of the buildings and
grounds of the college. The Trustees of the California
State Colleges are explicitly given this power by statute
(Ed. Code § 23604.1), and violation of the rules enacted
pursuant to that section is a misdemeanor. As examples
of the employment of such power, regulations may be
promulgated declaring that the campus must be cleared at
certain hours or that buildings may be used only for
certain specified purposes.

Concomitant with the rule-making power is the
authority to administer discipline to those individuals
who disobey the regulations established by the Trustees
or Regents. Illustrative of the exercise of this power
are rules made by the Trustees stating specifically the
grounds upon which students may be placed on probation,
suspended or expelled. One such rule, dealing with the
disruption of the educational process states:

"[Alny student who . . . is found to have dis-
rupted or to have attempted to disrupt, by
force or violence, or by the threat of force
or violence, any part of the instructional
program of a state college, or any meeting,
recruiting interview or any activity auth-
orized to be held or conducted at the college,
may, in the discretion of the President, be
suspended, dismissed, or otherwise disciplined
as provided by law." 5 Admin. Code § 41304.

A similar section deals with disruption of campus activi-
ties by a California State College employee. See 5 Admin.
Code § 43526.

To enforce these rules, as well as state law
generally, the Regents of the University of California and
the Trustees of California State Colleges are authorized to
establish campus police forces. Ed. Code §§ 23501, 24651.
State college police exercise their jurisdiction within the
boundaries of the college campus (Ed. Code § 24651), while
the University of California police can exercise their
power upon the campus and as far as a mile beyond its
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boundaries. Ed. Code § 2350l. As noted earlier, however,
the jurisdiction of a campus police unit is not exclusive;
it is concurrent with the jurisdiction exercised by the
local law enforcement agencies, i.e., the city police de-
partment and county sheriff's office.

The public school system is composed of the ele-
mentary schools, secondary schools and all the public
junior colleges. The governing boards of the various
school districts have the power to establish security
patrols. The purpose of the security patrols is to ensure
the security of school district personnel and pupils in or
about school district premises and the security of the
real and personal property of the school district. Ed.
Code § 15831, These patrols are intended to be supple-
mentary to local law enforcement agencies, and a recent
Penal Code amendment has conferred peace officer status on
members of security patrols while they are engaged in the
performance of their duties. Pen. Code § 830.4.

I1I. Discipline of Public School Students

Public school students who disrupt the operations
of the school system or interfere with the availability or
use of school facilities may be dealt with in several ways.
By statute public school teachers have a duty to hold their
pupils to account for their conduct at school or on their
way to and from school, and they have the right to exercise
such physical control over their students as is necessary
to "maintain order, protect property, or protect the health
and safety of pupils." Ed. Code § 13557. This physical
control includes the power directly to administer punish-
ment, corporal or otherwise, to a disobedient student, in
accordance with the rules and regulations dealing with the
administration of punishment set forth by the governing
board of the school district. Ed. Code § 10854.

In certain instances a public school student can
be suspended or expelled. For example, such action can be
taken by the governing board when the pupil has "used,
sold or been in possession of narcotics or other halluci-
nogenic drugs or substances.'" Ed. Code § 10603. Another
ground for suspension or expulsion is the wilful damage by
a pupil of school property (Ed. Code § 10606). 1In such a
case, not only can the student be suspended or expelled,
but his parent or guardian is made liable for the damage
caused.

Disruptive conduct can also constitute grounds for
expulsion if it comes within the grounds set forth in Educa-
tion Code section 10602, This section states in part:
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"Continued willful disobedience, habitual pro-
fanity or vulgarity, open and persistent de-
fiance of the authority of the school personnel,
or assault or battery upon a student, upon
school premises or while under the authority of
school personnel, or continued abuse of school o
personnel, assault or battery upon school per-
sonnel, or any threat of force or violence
directed toward school personnel, at any time
or place shall constitute good cause for sus-
pension or expulsion from school; however, no
pupil shall be suspended or expelled unless

the conduct for which he is to be disciplined
is related to school activity or school attend-
ance."

Finally, "a student may be suspended or expelled
for behavior inimical to the welfare of the other students
or behavior which adversely affects school discipline,
whether such behavior occurs on or off the school grounds."
48 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 4, 5 (1966).

IV. Duty to Report Student Assaults

In certain instances an assault committed by a
student must be reported to the local law enforcement
authorities, i.e., the police, sheriff, or district attorney's
office. Education Code section 10605.5 provides that the
chief administrative employee at a school shall, prior to
the suspension or expulsion of any pupil, notify the appro-
priate law enforcement authorities of the county or city in
which the school is situated of any acts of the student
which may be violative of section 245 of the Penal Code,
which covers any assault upon the person of another with a
deadly weapon or instrument or by any means of force likely
to produce great bodily injury. Similarly, when any employee
of a school district or of the office of the county super-
intendent of schools is assaulted or menaced by any pupil,

a report must be made by such employee and by his supervisor
if he has knowledge of the fact. Failure to make a report,
or any attempt to discourage the making of such report, is

a misdemeanor. Ed. Code § 12916.

V. Penal Statutes Covering Organized School Disruption

As noted earlier in our memorandum the laws of our
state are as applicable on school grounds as anywhere else.
Provisions of the Education, Penal and Health and Safety
Codes cover the techniques currently employed by the organ-
izers of school disruption. Despite the apparent novelty
of their tactics, those who interfere with the rights of
others, or threaten the public safety, are punishable under
well-settled rules of law.
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A. Disturbance of Schools

Three statutes deal specifically with the disrup-
tion or disturbances of schools. Penal Code section 647b
provides that any person who loiters about any school in
which adult education classes are being held and who annoys
or molests any person in attendance is guilty of a misde-
meanor and punishable by a fine of $500 and a county jail
term of up to six months.

Another related statute is Education Code section
16701, which provides that any person who "willfully dis-
turbs any public school or any public school meeting' is
guilty of a misdemeanor; the punishment for this offense is
a fine of from $10 to $100.

Section 13558.5 of the Education Code is similar
in some respects to section 16701. Section 13558.5 prohi-
bits willful interference with a public school class or
activity, a prohibition similar to section 16701's proscrip-
tion of willful disturbances. Both sections are applicable
only to public schools, i.e., elementary and secondary
schools and junior colleges. However, there are several
differences between the two sections. First, section
13558.5 requires, in addition to interference, an intent to
disrupt or to inflict property damage or bodily injury.
Second, section 13558.5 applies only to individuals over 16
who are not pupils of the school they disrupt. Finally,
section 13558.5 carries a more severe penalty. Willful
interference with the conduct of a school class or activity
is punishable by a fine of $500 or by imprisonment in the
county jail for six months, or both.

B. Unlawful Entry and Refusal to Leave School or College
Grounds.

A commonly used technique of school disruption
involves the mass entry and refusal to leave school grounds,
including so-called "sit-in" tactics. This conduct can
violate the Mulford Act as well as other provisions of the
Penal Code defining criminal trespass. Penal Code section
602.7 and 602.9 comprise the Mulford Act. When a person
not a student, officer or employee of the state college or
university and not required by his employment to be on the
campus, enters such campus and reasonably appears to be
intending to commit or is actually committing any act likely
to interfere with the school's peaceful operations, the
chief administrative officer or agent designated by him may
direct the person to leave. One who fails to leave after a
direction to do so is guilty of a misdemeanor. Pen. Code
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§ 602.7. Similarly, when a person without lawful business
enters upon the grounds or into a building of an elementary
school, junior or senior high school or junior college and
the acts of this person actually interfere with school acti-
vities or disrupt the school or its pupils, he may be asked
to leave. To remain after a request to leave is likewise a
misdemeanor. Pen. Code § 602.9.

As noted above, section 602.7 applies to non-
students. An appellate court has held that the reading of
the Mulford Act as a whole fairly imports that the word
"student'" means a student of the particular institution
whose campus or facility is involved. People v. Agnello,
259 A.C.A. 831, 837 (1968). Thus, only students of the
particular campus or state institution would be immune from
prosecution for violation of this section.

Other laws dealing with criminal trespass also
apply to school property, and they cover students. At this
point we would note that the fact that these laws may over-
lap the Mulford Act does not in any way affect their appli-
cation. An act which is punishable in different ways by
different provisions of the criminal law may be prosecuted
under any or all such provisions and punished under the law
which provides the greatest punishment. Pen. Code § 654.

Under Penal Code section 602(j) it is a misdemeanor
to enter any land for the purpose of injuring any party or
property rights or with the intention of interfering with,
obstructing or injuring any lawful business or occupation
carried on by the owner of such land, his agent or the per-
son in lawful possession. The word "land" in this section
includes buildings and fixtures and is synonymous wit?132§§
property. People v. Brown, 236 Cal.App.2d Supp. 916 .
In a prosecution for violating this section, the fact that
the defendants remained in the building after being asked to
leave, and that their presence interfered with the business
being carried on therein, is evidence that they entered for
the purpose of such interference and were thus guilty of
violating this section. People v. Brown, supra. Unlike
the Mulford Act, this section contains no exception for
students and it is violated at the moment of entry for an
unlawful purpose.

Similarly, students may be held criminally liable
for failing to leave school buildings after closing hours.
Penal Code section 602(n) makes it a misdemeanor to refuse
or fail to leave a public building of a public agency during
those hours of the day and night when the building is regu-
larly closed to the public upon being requested to do so by
a regularly maintained guard, watchman or custodian of the
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public agency owning or maintaining the building or property,
if the surrounding circumstances are such as to indicate to
a reasonable man that such person has no apparent lawful
business to pursue. Participants in the 1964 Sproul Hall
8it-in, most of whom were students, were convicted of vio-
lating this among other Penal Code sections. The constitu-
tionality of this section was sustained on appeal. 1In re
Bacon, supra.

C. Riots, Unlawful Assemblies and Disturbing the Peace

The very act of assembling for the purpose of dis-
rupting a school, separate and apart from any ensuing disrup-
tion, is itself a misdemeanor offense. Penal Code section
407 provides that whenever two or more persons assemble
together to do an unlawful act, and separate without doing
or advancing toward it, or do a lawful act in a violent,
boisterous or tumultuous manner, such assembly is an unlaw-
ful assembly. The courts have construed this section so
that the very act of assembling for the purpose of com-
mitting an unlawful act is an unlawful assembly in violation
of section 407 without regard to whether the defendants go
on to complete the act or whether they disperse. See
Coverstone v. Davies, 38 Cal.2d 315 (1952).

Under Penal Code section 404 a riot is defined

as any use of force or violence disturbing the public peace
or any threat to use such force or violence, if accompanied
by the immediate power of execution by two or more persons
acting together and without authority of law. Section 406
defines a '"rout" as the assembly of two or more persons for
the purpose of engaging in a riot. By virtue of the deci-
sion in Coverstone v. Davies, supra, such gathering would
also be an unlawful assembly in addition to a rout.

Penal Code section 409 makes it a misdemeanor to
remain at the place of any riot, rout or unlawful assembly
after having been lawfully warned by public officers to
disperse. Similarly, Penal Code section 416 makes it a
misdemeanor for two or more people assembled for the pur-
pose of disturbing the public peace or committing any
unlawful act to fail to disperse upon being commanded to
do so by a public officer.

No particular form is required for the warning to
disperse, although the warning must (1) identify the person
giving the command as a peace officer, (2) give the command
in the name of the People of the State of California, and
(3) direct those unlawfully assembled to disperse immedi-
ately. Pen. Code § 726. The following warning was given
in the Sproul Hall sit-in case and was found sufficient.
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"This is Lieutenant M. F. Chandler of the
University of California Police Department.

"I direct your attention to the fact that this
assembly is now in violation of the laws of
the State of California and it is my duty and
responsibility as prescribed by the law to
disperse it.

"However, before so doing, I feel that all
persons within hearing should know that the
assemblage has become illegal and you are
hereby so notified.

"To again identify myself, I am M. F. Chandler,
Lieutenant of Police of the University of
California. A condition of unlawful assem-
blage now exists under authority of section

726 of the Penal Code of the State of California,
and in the name of the People of the State of
California, I command you to disperse. 1
further notify you that all persons who do not
immediately disperse are in violation of the
California State law and are subject to arrest.
You will have five minutes to leave the build-
ing or you will be arrested."

It might be observed at this point that a warning
to disperse an unlawful assembly, if given by an officer of
a campus police force, and coupled with a direction to
leave the campus, can operate as both a warning to disperse
an unlawful assembly and a direction to leave the campus
for purposes of the Mulford Act. In that case remaining
present following-such a warning could constitute separate
violations of Penal Code section 409 and Penal Code section
602.7. At this point it should be kept in mind that Penal
Code section 602.7 requires a direction to leave the campus
or facility, made by the chief administrative officer of ——-
the campus or an officer or employee designated by him to
maintain order. The warning to disperse an unlawful assem-
bly may be given by any peace officer, whether employed by
the college or not, and contemplates breaking up the unlaw-—
ful assembly, not necessarily that each of the participants
immediately leave the campus.

C. Blocking Entra;Zes

The tactic of blocking entrances to school build-
ings is covered by two provisions of the Penal Code. Sec-
tion 647c states that every person who willfully and
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maliciously obstructs the free movement of any person on any
street, sidewalk or any public place or in any place open to
the public is guilty of a misdemeanor.

Penal Code section 370, which defines a public
nuisance, includes within its provision the unlawful obstruc-
tion of the free passage or use in a customary manner of any
public park square, street or highway. Section 372 declares
that maintaining a nuisance is a misdemeanor. The Court of
Appeal has recently held that a person willfully blocking a
street may be prosecuted for violating sections 370 and 372.
Pain v. Municipal Court, 268 A.C.A. 156 (1968). 1If the
obstruction is done by two or more people, their assembly
for the purpose is an unlawful assembly and may be addi-
tionally prosecuted under Penal Code section 407; for two or
more people to continue to block entrance after being warned
to disperse would additionally constitute a violation of
Penal Code section 409.

Moreover, the courts have recognized that police
officers have the power to regulate picketing so as to pre-
vent the blocking of entrances. '"'The time, manner, and
place for the expression of ideas in the streets, whether by
speaking, demonstrating, or picketing, are subject to regu-
lation and control by the police in the process of main-
taining order." People v. Huss, 241 Cal.App.2d 361, 370 (1966).

E. Bringing Weapons or Explosives on to School Property

Penal Code section 171(c) prohibits, except for
peace officers and certain other exempt classes, bringing
or possessing a loaded firearm into or upon the grounds of
any public school, specifically including the University of
California and the state colleges. A firearm is deemed
loaded when '"both the firearm and expended ammunition cap-
able of being discharged from such firearm are in the immedi-
ate possession of the same person Pen. Code § 171(e).
Violation of this proh1b1t10n is a felony. Ordinarily to
carry a loaded firearm on one 's person or in a vehicle while
in any public place or in any public street in an incor-
porated city is a misdemeanor. Pen. Code § 12031. To carry
a concealed firearm without a permit to do so is also a mis-
demeanor. Pen. Code § 12025.

Under Penal Code section 12020, it is a felony to
possess a ''blackjack, slingshot, bllly, sandclub, sandbag,
sawed off shotgun, or metal knuckles or to conceal upon
one's person an explosive substance, other than fixed
ammunition, or a dirk or dagger. It is a misdemeanor to
carry a switchblade knife. Pen. Code § 653k.



86

It is a felony recklessly or maliciously to
possess an explosive in or near schools or colleges.
Health & Saf. Code § 12304. Unlawful possession of an
explosive near schools and colleges is presumed to be
reckless and malicious. Additionally, it is a felony to
deposit, explode or attempt to explode any explosive at or
near any school, house or other place usually inhabited
or frequented by human beings if such act is accompanied
by an intent to injure or intimidate any person or to des-
troy the school, house or public building. Health & Saf.
Code § 12306.

F. Burning School Property

By virtue of Penal Code section 448(a), any
person who willfully and maliciously sets fire to any
school building is punishable by a prison sentence of from
one to ten years. Setting fire to personal property of any
kind, except a trailer coach, is punishable by a prison
sentence of from one to three years. Pen. Code § 449(a).
Anyone who attempts to set fire to a school building or
school property, or attempts to aid or counsel anyone else
to do so or to commit any act preliminary thereto, is sub-
ject to a two-year prison sentence. Pen. Code § 451(a).
The placing or distributing of any flammable, explosive or
combustible material near any building is declared to con-
stitute an attempt to burn for purposes of section 451(a).

Under Penal Code section 452(a) every person
who possesses any flammable explosive or combustible
material or any incendiary device with intent willfully
and maliciously to use such material device to set fire
to any buildings or property is punishable by imprisonment
in the state prison for up to five years. Under section
452(b) every person who possesses, manufactures or disposes
of a fire bomb is guilty of a felony. For purposes of this
section a fire bomb is defined as a breakable container
containing a flammable liquid covering the wick or similar
device capable of being ignited.

G. Resistance to Peace Officers

When police officers attempt to quell a school
disturbance, failure to obey them or to cooperate with their
efforts may be violative of several sections of the Penal
Code. To attempt to take by force or violence or by threat
of force or violence any person lawfully in police custody
is a violation of Penal Code section 405(a). Apart from
this section, otherwise to resist, delay or obstruct any
public officer (whether a police officer or a school offi-
cial in the discharge of his duties) constitutes a violation



of Penal Code section 148. Such resistance need not involve
the use of force; it applies to passive resistance as well
and even the use of words. In the Sproul Hall sit-in
prosecution this section was applied to those defendants
who, when arrested, went limp and required the arresting
officers to carry them out of the building. In re Bacon,

supra.

CONCLUSION

The foregoing discussion was intended as a sum-
mary, not as an exclusive, catalog of crimes that may be
committed on school grounds. 1t is hoped, however, that
this summary will be of help both to school administrators
and law enforcement officers by advising them of the statu-
tory provisions available to deal with school disturbances.
While the Office of the Attorney General stands ready to
offer assistance and advice when requested, we would empha-
size that the most effective answer to school disturbances
is the wholehearted cooperation of school administrators and
law enforcement agencies at the local level.
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Dear Mr, Veysey:

I.
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UESTION
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GERALD ROSS ADA 43
MARTIN L. ANDERSON
CARL M ARNOLD
JERRY L BASSETT
EDWARD BERSHATS-Y
JOHN CORZINE
CLINTON J DEWIT-
ROBLAT CULLEN D JSFY
CARL A ERIKSON 1
ALBERTO ¥V ESTEV .\
LAWRENCE H FEIN
HARVEY J FUSTER
ROBERY D GRONKE
L DouGLAS KINNEY
ERNEST H KUNZI
ALLEN R LINK
SHERWIN C MACKLNZIE, JR
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EDWARD F NOWAK
ROSE OLIVER
TRACY O POwELL, |1
MARGUERITE R ROTH
CAREY W ROYSTER
MARY SHAW
Roy K SiMMONS
RUSSELL L. SPARLIANG
JOHN T STUDEBAK:R
BRIAN L, WALKUP
THOMAS D. WHELAN
JINMIE WING
DEFUTIES

You have asked what are the existing laws relating
to the prohibition of disturbances of classrooms or campuses
of the University of California, the California State Col-

leges, and the public schools.

OPINION AND ANALYSIS

Crimes

Initially, we note that whether or not any given
act would constitute a violation of law would depend on
the particular circumstances involved in each individual
Depending on the particular circumstances, the fol-
lowing statutes may be involved:

Section 171lc, Penal Code

""171c. Any person, except a duly ap-
pointed peace officer as defined in Chap-
ter 4.5 (commencing with Section 830) of
Title 3 of Part 2, full-time paid peace
officer of another state or the federal
government who is carrying out official
duties while in California, or any person
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summoned by any such officer to assist in
making arrests or preserving the peace while
he is actually engaged in assisting such
officer, or a member of the military forces

of this state or of the United States engaged
in the performance of his duties, or a person
holding a valid license to carry the firearm
pursuant to Article 3 (commencing with Section
12050) of Chapter 1 of Title 2 of Part 4 of
the Penal Code, shall be punished by imprison-
ment in the county jail for not more than one
year, or by fine of not more than one thousand
dollars ($1,000), or by both such fine and im-
prisonment, or by imprisonmment in the state
prison for not more than five years, if he does
any of the following:

n * % %

"2. Brings a loaded firearm upon, or
possesses a loaded firearm upon, the grounds
of any public school, including the University
of California and the state colleges, or within
any public school, including the University of
California and the state colleges, unless it is
with the permission of the school authorities."

Section 1l7le, Penal Code

"171le. A firearm shall be deemed loaded
for the purposes of Sections 171lc and 171d
whenever both the firearm and unexpended ammu-
nition capable of being discharged from such
firearm are in the immediate possession of
the same person.
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“"In order to determine whether or not a
tirearm is loaded for the purpose of enforcing
Section 171c or 171d, peace officers are author~
ized to examine any firearm carried by anyone on
his person or in a vehicle while in any place or
on the grounds of any place in or on which the
possession of a loaded firearm is prohibited by
Section 171c or 171d. Refusal to allow a peace
officer to inspect a firearm pursuant to the
provisions of this section constitutes probable
cause for arrest for violation of Section 171c
or 1714."

Section 403, Penal Code

""403, Every person who, without authority
of law, willfully disturbs or breaks up any
assembly or meeting, not unlawful in its charac-
ter, other than such as is mentioned in Section
302 of the Penal Code and Section 12046 of the
Elections Code, is guilty of a misdemeanor."

Section 404, Penal Code

"404, Any use of force or violence, dis-
turbing the puolic peace, or any threat to use
such force or violence, if accompanied by
immediate power of execution, by two or more
persons acting together, and without authority
of law, is a riot."

Section 404.6, Penal Code

"404.6. Every person who with the intent
to cause a riot does an act or engages in con-
duct which urges a riot, or urges others to
commit acts of force or violence, or the burning
or destroying of property, and at a time and
place and under circumstances which produce a
clear and present and immediate danger of acts of
force or violence or the burning or destroying
of property, is guilty of a misdemeanor.
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"This section shall not apply to, nor in
any way affcet, restrain, or interlerce with,
otherwise lawful activity engaged in by or on
behalf of a labor organization or organizations
by its members, agents or employees.’

This section has been upheld as constitutional against attacks
as being vague or overly broad or as amounting to impermissible
1imit2ti§n on freedom of speech (People v. Davis (1968), 68

A.C. 495).

Section 405, Penal Code

"405. Every person who participates in any
riot is punishable by a fine not exceeding one
taousand dollars, or by imprisonment in a county
jail not exceedin% one year, or by both such fine
and imprisonment.

Section 406, Penal Code

"406. Whenever two or more persons, assem-
bled and acting together, make any attempt or
advance toward the commission of an act which
would be a riot if actually committed, such
assembly is a rout,"

Section 407, Penal Code

"407. Whenever two or more persons assemble
together to do an unlawful act, and separate with-
out doing or advancing toward it, or do a lawful
act in a violent, boisterous, or tumultuous manner,
such assembly is an unlawful assembly."

Section 408, Penal Code

"408. Every person who participates in any
rout or unlawful assembly is guilty of a mis-
demeanor."

Section 409, Penal Code

"409. Every person remaining present at the
place of any riot, rout, or unlawful assembly,
after the same has beern lawfully warned to disperse,
except public officers and persons assisting them
in attempting to disperse the same, is guilty of a
misdemeanor."
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Section 415, Penal Code

"415. Every person who maliciously and
willfully disturbs the peace or quiet of any
... person, by loud or unusual noise, or by
tumultuous or offensive conduct, or threatening,
traducing ... is guilty of a misdemeanor, and
upon conviction by any Court of competent juris-
diction shall be punished by fine not exceeding
two hundred dollars, or by imprisonment in the
County Jail for not more than ninety days, or
by both fine and imprisonment, or either, at the
discretion of the Court."

Section 416, Penal Code

"416. If two or more persons assemble for
the purpose of disturbing the public peace, or
committing any unlawful act, and do not disperse
on being desired or commanded so to do by a public
officer, the persons so offending are severally
guilty of a misdemeanor."

Section 448a, Penal Code

"448a., Any person who willfully and mali-
ciously sets fire to or burns or causes to be
burned or who aids, counsels or procures the
burning of any barn, stable, garage or other
building, whether the property of himself or of
another, not a parcel of a dwelling house; or any
shop, storehouse, warehouse, factory, mill or
other building, whether the property of himself
or of another; or any church, meetinghouse, court-
house, workhouse, school, jail or other public
building or ary public bridge; shall, upon con-
viction therecf, be sentenced to the penitentiary
for not less than 2 nor more than 20 years."
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Section 45la, Penal Code

"45la. Any person who willfully and
maliciously attempts to set fire to or at-
tempts to burn or to aid, counsel or procure
the burning of any of the buildings or prop-
erty mentioned in the foregoing sections
[including Section 448a], or who commits any
act preliminary thereto, or in furtherance
thereof, is guilty of a felony.

"The placing or distributing of any flam-
mable, explosive or combustible material or
substance, or any device in or about any build-
ing or property mentioned in the foregoing
sections in an arrangement or preparation with
intent to eventually willfully and maliciously
set fire to or burn same, or to procure the
setting fire to or burning of the same shall,
for the purposes of this act constitute an
attempt to burn such building or property.”

Section 452, Penal Code

"452. (a) Every person who possesses
any flammable, explosive or combustible material
or substance, or any device in an arrangement or
preparation, with intent to willfully and mali-
ciously use such material, substance or device
to set fire to or burn any buildings or property
mentioned in this chapter [including Section
448a], is punishable by imprisonment in the
state prison, not exceeding five years, or
in the county jail, not exceeding one year.

"(b) Every person who possesses, manu-
factures or disposes of a fire bomb is guilty
of a felony.

"For the purposes of this subdivision,
'disposes of' means to give, give away, loan,
offer, offer for sale, sell, or transfer
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"For the purposes of this subdivision,
a "fire bomb'" is a breakable container
containing a flammable liquid with a flash
point of 150 degrees Fahrenheit or less,
having a wick or similar device capable of
being ignited, but no device commercially
manufactured primarily for the purpose of
illumination shall be deemed to be a fire
bomb for the purposes of this subdivision.

"(c) Subdivisions (a) and (b) of this
section shall not prohibit the authorized
use or possession of any material, substance
or device described therein by a member of
the armed forces of the United States or by
firemen, police officers, peace officers
or law enforcement officers authorized by
the properly constituted authorities; nor
shall those subdivisions prohibit the use
cr possession of any material, substance
or device described therein when used
solely for scientific research or educational
purposes, or for disposal of brush under
permit as provided for in Section 4494
cf the Public Resources Code, or for any
other lawful burning. Subdivision (b)
of this section shall not prohibit the
manufacture or disposal of a fire bomb for
the pa ties or purposes described in this
subdivision."
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Scction 558, Penal Code

'"558. Every person other than an officer,
employee or student of the University of Cali-
fornia, or licensee of the Regents of the Uni-
versity of California, is forbidden to enter
upon those lands bordering on the Pacific Ocean
in San Diego County, which were granted by Sec-
tion 1 of Chapter 514 of the Statutes of 1929 to
the Regents of the University of California for
the uses and purposes of the University of Cali-
fornia in connection with scientific research
and investigation at the Scripps Institution of
Oceanography, or upon state waters adjacent there-
to, or to trespass upon the same, or to interfere
with the exclusive possession, occupation, and
use thereof by the Regents of the University of
California.

"Nothing nerein contained shall be deemed or
construed to affect in any manner the rights of
navigation and fishery reserved to the people by
the Constitution."

Section 558.1, Penal Code

"Every person who violates any of the pro-
visions of Section 558 is guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by
a fine of not more than three hundred dollars
($300) or by imprisonment for not more than 30
days, or by both such fine and imprisonment."

Section 594, Penal Code

"594. Every person who maliciously injures
or destroys any real or personal property not his
own, in cases otherwise than such as are specified
in this Code, is guilty of a misdemeanor."
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Section €02, Penal Code

"602. Every person who willfully commits
any trespass by either:

" % ok %

"(n) Refusing or failing to leave a
public building of a public agency during
those hours of the day or night when the build-
ing is regularly closed to the public upon be-
ing requested to do so by a regularly employed
guard, watchman, or custodian of the public
agency owning or maintaining the building or
property, if the surrounding circumstances are
such as to indicate to a reasonable man that
such person has no apparent lawful business
to pursue; is guilty of a misdemeanor.”

See In re Bacon (1966), 240 Cal. App. 2d 34, 46-48, holding
subdivision (n) of Section 602 of the Penal Code applicable
to a building of a University of California campus.

Section 602.7, Penal Code

"602.7. (a) In any case in which a person
who is not a student or officer or employee of a
state college or state university, and who is not
required by his employment to be on the campus or
any other facility owned, operated or controlled
by the governing board of any such state college
or state university, enters such campus or facility,
and it reasonably appears to the chief administra-
tive officer of such campus or facility or to an
officer or employee designated by him to maintain
order on such campus or facility that such person
is committing any act likely to interfere with
the peaceful conduct of the activities of such
campus or facility or has entered such campus or
facility for :he purpose of committing any such
act, the chief administrative officer or officer
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or employee designated by him to maintain order
on such campus or facility may direct such per-
son to leave such campus or facility, and if
such person fails to do so, he is guilty of a
misdemeanor.

"(b) As used in this section:

'"(1) 'State university' means the Univer-
sity of California, and includes any affiliated
institution thereof and any campus or facility
owned, operated or controlled by the Regents of
the University of California.

"(2) 'State college' means any California
state college administered by the Trustees of
the California State Colleges.

"(3) 'Chief administrative officer' means
the president of a state college or the officer
designated by the Regents of the University of
California or pursuant to authority granted by
the Regents of the University of California to
administer and be the officer in charge of a
campus or other facility owned, operated or con-
trolled by the Regents of the University of
California."

See People v. Agnello (1968), 259 Cal. App. 2d 875, upholding
the constitutionality of Section 602.7 of the Penal Code.

Section 602.9, Penal Code

"602.9. Any person who comes into any
school building or upon any school ground, or
street, sidewalk, or public way adjacent thereto,
without lawful business thereon, and whose pre-
sence or acts interfere with the peaceful conduct
of the activities of such school or disrupt the
school or its pupils or school activities, and
who remains there, after being asked to leave by
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the chief administrative official of that school
or any designated agent of the chief administra-
tive official who possesses a standard supervision
credential or a standard administration credential
or who carries out the same functions as a pzrson
who possesses such a credential or, in the absence
of the chief administrative official, the parson
acting as the chief administrative official, is
guilty of a misdemeanor.

"The term 'school’ as used in this section
means any elementary school, junior high school,
senior high school, or junior college.

"The term 'lawful business' as used in this
section means a reason for being present upon
school property which is not otherwise prohibited
by statute, by ordinance, or by any regulation
adopted pursuant to statute or ordinance."

Section 647b, Penal Code

""647b, Every person who loiters about any
school in which adults are in attendance at
courses established pursuant to Cnapter 5.5
(commencing with Section 5701) of Division 6 of
the Education Code, and who annoys or molests
any person in attendance therein shall be punished
by a fine of not exceeding five hundred dollars
(§500) or by imprisonment in the county jail for
not exceeding six months, or by both such fine
and imprisonment."

Section 647¢, Penal Code

"647c. Every person who willfully and
maliciously obstructs the free movement of any
person on any street, sidewalk, or other public
place or on or in any place open to the public
is guilty of a misdemeanor.

99
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"Nothing in this section affccts the power
of a county ov a city to regulate conduct upon
a strect, sidewalk, or other public place or on
or in a place open to the public."

Section 650-1/2, Penal Code

"650-1/2. A person who wilfully and wrong-
fully commits any act which seriously injures
the person or property of another, or which seri-
ously disturbs or endangers the public peace...
for which no other punishment is expressly pre-
scribed by this code, is guilty of a misdemeanor."

Section 653g, Penal Code

"653g. Every person who loiters about any
school or public place at or near which children
attend or normally congregate is a vagrant, and
is punishable by a fine of not exceeding five
hundred dollars ($500) or by imprisomment in the
county jail for not exceeding six months, or by
both such fine and imprisomment."

Section 13558.5, Education Code

"13558.5. Every minor over 16 years of age
or adult who is not a pupil of the school, in-
cluding but not limited to any such minor or
adult who is the parent or guardian of a pupil
of the school, who comes upon any school ground
or into any schoolhouse and there willfully in-
terferes with the discipline, good order, lawful
conduct, or administration of any school class
or activity of the school, with the intent to
disrupt, obstruct, or to inflict damage to prop-
erty or bodily injury upon any person, is guilty
of a misdemeanor, and is punishable by a fine of
not less than fifty dollars ($50) nor more than
five hundred dollars ($500), or by imprisonment
in the county jail for not more than six months,
or both."
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Section 16701, Education Code

"16701. Any person who wilfully disturbs
any publie school or any public school meeting
is guilty of a misdemeanor, and punishable by
a fine of not less than ten dollars ($10) nor
more than one hundred dollars ($100)."

II.Disciplinary Provisions

A. University of California

With respect to the University of California, the
Chancellors of the various campuses of the university are
required to establish campus regulations and procedures gov-
erning the use of university grounds, buildings, and other
facilities. Such regulations must be designed to prevent
interference with university functions or activities, in
accordance with specified objectives. Students are requirec
to refrain from conduct which significantly interferes with
unlver51ty teaching, research, administration, or the uni-
versity's subsidiary respon31b111t1es, or which endangers
the health or safety of members of the university community,
or of visitors to the campus, and from disorderly conduct
on university premises or at university related events.
(University of California Policies Relating to Students and
Student Organizations, Use Of University FacITltles, and
Non-Discriminatior. (February 19, 1968), Secs. 1l and ITII,

PpP. 5-10, 1ncl.). Persons who are not students or employees
of the university, while on university property, are re-
quired to adhere to the standards of conduct applicable

to university students and to abide by university-wide
policies and campus regulations (University of California
Policies Relating to Students and Student Organizations,

Use of University Facilities, and Non-Discriminationm,

'supra, p. 10).

We also note the following Standards of Conduct
for Students and Student Organizations at the University
of California, issued by the President of the University
on February 19, 1968, and appearing in University of
Cal:fornia Policies Relating to Students and Stu%ent
Orgznizations, Use of University Facilities, and Non-
Dlscrlmlnaflon, supra, at page 5:
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"A student enrolling in the University
assumes an obligation to conduct himself in
a manner compatible with the University's
function as an educational institution.
Misconduct for which students are subject
to discipline £falls into the following
categories:

"(1) Dishonesty, such as cheating,
plagiarism, or knowingly furnishing false
information to the University;

"(2) Forgery, alteration, or misuse
of University documents, records, or
identification;

"(3) Obstruction or disruption of
teaching, research, administration,
disciplinary procedures, or other University
activities, including its public service
functions, or of other authorized activities
on University premises;

"(4) Physical abuse of any person on
University-owned or controlled property or
at University=-sponsored or ~supervised
functions, or conduct which threatens or
endangers the health or safety of any such
person;

"(5) Theft of or damage to property
of the University or of a member of the
University community or campus visitor;

"(6) Unauthorized entry to or use of
University facilitiles;

"(7) Violation of University policies
or of campus regulations, including campus
regulations concerning the registration of
student organizations, the use of University
facilities, or the time, place, and manner
of public expression;
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""(8) Use, possession, or distribution
of narcotic or dangerous drugs, such as
marijuana and lysergic acid diethylamide
(LSD), except as expressly permitted by law;

"(9) Violation of rules governing
residence in University-owned or -controlled
property;

"(10) Disorderly conduct or lewd, in-
decent, or obscene conduct or expression on
University-owned or -controlled property or
at Universlty-sponsored or -supervise
functions;

"(11) Failure to comply with directions
of University officials acting in the perfor-
mance of their duties; or

"(12) Conduct which adversely affects
the student's suitability as a member of the
academic community." (Emphasis added.) (Also
printed in Assembly Journal, February 19, 1968,
pages 587-588)

B. State Colleges

The Trustees of the California State Colleges
are required to adopt rules and regulations for the gov-
ermment of the California State Colleges (Sec. 23604,
Ed. C.). The trustees are authorized to establish rules
and regulations for the govermment and maintenance of the
buildings and grounds of the state colleges, with the viola-
tion of such rules and regulations declared to be a misde-
meanor (Sec. 23604.1, Ed. C.). The trustees have adopted
regulations relating to disciplinary proceedings against
students for ''disorderly, unethical, vicious, or immoral
conduct" or for the "misuse, abuse, theft, or destructions
of state property" (5 Cal. Adm. Code, Secs. 41301 and 41302).
The trustees have also adopted a regulation relating to
disciplinary action against students who are "found to have
disrupted or to have attempted to disrupt, by force or
violence, any part of the instructional program of a state
college, or any meeting, recruiting interview, or other
activity authorized to be held or conducted at the college"
(5 Cal. Adm. Code, Sec. 41304).
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C. School Districts*

Section 10601, Education Code

""10601. Teachers may suspend, for good
cause, any pupil from the school for not ex-
ceeding one schoolday, plus the remainder of
the schoolday during which the suspension is
ordered, if suspension is ordered during a
schoolday, and shall immediately report the
suspension to the principal of the school and
send the puPil to the principal for appropri-
ate action,"

Section 10602, Education Code

""10602. Continued willful disobedience,
habitual profanity or vulgarity, open and per-
sistent defiance of authority of the school
personnel, or assault or battery upon a student,
upon school premises or while under the auth-
ority of school personnel, or continued abuse
of school personnel, assault or battery upon
school personnel, or any threat of force or
violence directed toward school personnel, at
any time or place shall comstitute good cause
for suspension or expulsion from school; how-
ever, no pupil shall be suspended or expelled
unless the conduct for which he is to be dis-
ciplined is related to school activity or
school attendance. Smoking or having tobacco
on school premises constitutes good cause for
the suspension or expulsion of a pupil except
when permitted as provided in this section,
The governing board of any school district
maintaining a junior college may adopt rules
and regulations permitting the smoking and
possession of tobacco on the campus of a
junior college by pupils of the junior col-
lege 18 years of age and over and enrolled
in grades above the 12th, if the campus is not
shared with a high school."”

A
"~

The public junior colleges are designated as secondary

104

schools (Sec. 5552, Ed. C.) and are included in the public
school system (Sec. 6, Art. IX, Cal. Const,), and the pro-
visions of Sections 10601, 10602, 10605, and 10606 of the
Education Code would be applicable to junior college stu-

dents., (Also see Sec. 10604, Ed. C.)
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Section 10605, Education Code

"10605. The governing board of any school
district shall suspend or expel pupils for mis-
conduct when other means of correction fail to
bring about proper conduct."

Section 10606, Education Code

"10606. Any pupil who wilfully cuts,
defaces, or otherwise injures in any way any
property, real or personal, belonging to a
school district is liable to suspension or
expulsion, and the parent or guardian shall
be liable for all damages so caused by the
pupil. The parent or guardian of a pupil
shall be liable to a school district for all
property belonging to the school district
loaned to the pupil and not returned upon
demand of an employee of the district auth-
orized to make the demand."

The governing board of any school district is
charged with the duty to maintain schools and classes
(Sec. 1051, Ed. C.). This section impliedly requires
school boards to maintain order inm all school activities.
(See Sec. 10604, Ed. C.) Governing boards may additionally
prescribe rules not inconsistent with law or with the rules
prescribed by the State Board of Education, for the govern-
ment of the schools under its jurisdiction (Sec. 1052, Ed.
C.). In view of these provisions, we think the governing
board of a school district could adopt reasonable regula-
tions relating to the prohibition of classroom and school
campus disturbances.

Very truly yours,

George H. Murphy
Legislative Cgynsel

gt

By J N
Harvey J. Foster
Deputy Legislative Counsel
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Sections 24201, 24306, and 24308 of the Education
Codel and Sections 43520 to 43526, inclusive, of Title 5

of the California Administrative Code contain provisions
relating to the dismissal, demotion, or suspension for
cause of an academic employee of the California State

Colleges.

It should be noted, in this regard, that while
the regulations of the trustees contain certain provisions
regarding tenure rights of academic employees (5 Cal. Adm.
C., Secs. 43560-43571, incl.), no distinction is made with
respect to disciplinary procedure between employees who
have tenure and employees who do not have tenure. The

1 All section references are to the Education

Code, unless otherwise indicated.
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dismissal of a permanent academic employee (i.e., academic
enployee with tenure [see Secs. 43560-43571, incl., 5 cal.
Adm. C.]) is recommended by the president of the college
to the Trustees of the California State Colleges through
the Chancellor; other disciplinary action affecting
academic employees is recommended by the president of the
college to the Chancellor (5 cal. Adm. C., Sec. 43524).

The causes for dismissal, demotion, or suspension
of ‘an academic employee are set forth in Section 24306, a
part of Article 2 (commencing with Section 24301) of Chapter
9 of Division 18, which reads as follows:
"24306. A permanent or probationary
academic or nonacademic employee may be
dismissed, demoted, or suspended for the
following causes:
"(a) ZImmoral conduct.
"(b) Unprofessional conduct.
"(c) Dishonesty.
*{(d) Incompetency.

"(e) Physical or mental unfitness for
position occupied.

"(f) Failure or refusal to perform the
normal and reasonable duties of the position.

"{g) Conviction of a felony or con-
viction of any misdemeanor involving moral
turpitude.

®"(h) Fraud in securing appointment.

"(i) Drunkenness on duty.

"(j) Addiction to the use of narcotics
or habit forming drugs."”
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Section 43521 of Title 5 of the California Admin-
istrative Code reads as follows:

"43521. Cause. Employees may be dis-
missed, demoted, or suspended for cause as
provided in Article 2 [ (commencing with Sec-
tion 24301)] of Chapter 9, Division 18 of
the Education Code."

Any employee of the California State Colleges who,
following appropriate procedures at the college, is found
to have disrupted or to have attempted to disrupt,by force
or violence, any part of the instructional program of a
state college, or any meeting, recruiting interview, or
other activity authorized to be held or conducted at the
college, may, in the discretion of the president of the
college, be disciplined pursuant to Section 24306 (5 cal.
Adm. C., Sec. 43526).

"Unprofessional conduct" as used in Section 24306
is defined in Section 24307, which reads as follows:

"24307. ‘'Unprofessional conduct' as used
in Section 24306 includes, but is not limited
to:

"(a) Membership in, or active support
of, a ‘'communist front,' a 'communist action’
organization, or a communist organization, as
those terms are now defined in the act of the
Congress of the United States designated as
'Internal Security Act of 1950.°

"(b) Persistent active participation in
public meetings conducted or sponsored by an
organization mentioned in subdivision (a) of
this section.

"(c) Wilful advocacy of the overthrow
of the Government of the United States or
of the State, by force, violence or other
unlawful means, either on or off the campus.

"{(d) Wilful advocacy of communism,
either on or off the campus, for the purpose
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of undermining the patriotism of pupils, or
with the intent to indoctrinate any pupil with
communism or inculcate a preference for com-
munism in the mind of any pupil."”

We note that the phrase '"unprofessional conduct,”
as used in statutes such as Section 24306, is a relative
expression without technical meaning or arbitrary connota~
tion, and may extend to a wide variety of activities (see
Board of Education v. Swan (1953), 41 Cal. 2d 546, 553;
Board of Trustees v, Owvens (1962), 206 Cal. App. 5d 147
137) Goldsmith v. Board of Education (1924), 66 Cal. App
157

Section 1028.1 of the Govermment Code provides
that any public employee who fails to appear and answer
under oath questions on specified matters, such as know-
ing membership in the Communist Party, propounded by
certain public bodies shall be gulty of insubordination
and shall be suspended and dismissed from his employment
in the mamner provided by law. (See Steinmetz v, Cal,
State Board of Education (1955), 44 Cal. 2d 8I16; cert.
denied /6 S§.”Ct. 708, 351 U.S. 915, 100 L. ed. 1448 com-
pare Slochower v, Board of Ed. of N Y. (1955), 100 L. ed.
693, 350 U.S. 551),

The formal procedure for the dismissal of an
acadenic employee of the Celifornia State Colleges is set
forth in Sections 24308 to 24310, inclusive, of the Educa-
tion Code, The Chancellor of the California State Colleges
must give written notice of the dismissal, demotion, or
suspension to the employee, setting forth a statement of
causes, the events or transactions upon which the causes
are based, the nature of the penalty and the effective date,
and a statemeat of the employee's right to answer within
20 days and request a hearing before the State Personnel
Board (Sec., 24308). The employee may request, within 20
days of being served with the notice, a hearing by the State
Personnel Boarxd. The grounds for the request for such
hearing are specified. The State Personnel Board is re-~
qu11ed to hold a hearing, following the same procedure as
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in a state civil service proceeding, and is required
to render a decision affirming, modifying or revoking
the action taken. (Sec. 24309)

The law prescribing the procedure for a state
civil service proceeding requires the State Personnel
Board or its authorized representative to hold a hearing
and give the employee notice of the time and place of the
hearing (Sec, 19578, Gov. C.). The employee has the
right to call and examine witnesses, to introduce exhibits,
to cross-examine opposing witnesses and to impeach any
witness (Secs. 11513, 19578, and 19580, Gov. C.). The
State Personnel Board is required to igsue subpoenas for
witnesses for the employee at his request and at his
cost (Sec. 19581, Gov. C.). The board must render its
decision within a reasonable time after the hearing (Sec.
19583, Gov. C.). The employee may petition the State
Personnel Board for a rehearing which the board may grant
or deny (Sec. 19586, Gov. C.).

If the dismissal, demotion, or suspension is
revoked or modified by the State Personnel Board or the
trustees, the employee must be restored to his position
in accord with the decision and must be paid back salary
equal to that which he would have earned if continuously
employed in accord with the decision (Sec. 24310).

If the employee is dissatisfied with the decision
of the board he may petition a superior court, a district
court of appeal, or the California Supreme Court for a writ
of mandate to be reinstated in his position (Sec. 1094.5,
C.C.P,; see Boren v. State Personnel Board (1951), 37 cal.
2d 634. The right to petition a court for a writ of man~
date or to bring or maintazin any action or proceeding based
on or related to any state civil service lew or administra-
tion thereof is not affected by the failure to apply for a
rehearing with the State Personnel Board (Sec, 19588,

Gov. C.). 1If the decision of the state court is adverse,

he may petition the United States Supreme Court for
certiorari. (See Steimmetz v, Cal, State Board of Education,
supra.)

We note that an absence without leave for a
period of five consecutive working days constitutes an automatic
resignation on the part of the emplovee (Scc. 24311).
Reinstatement may be granted only if the employee makes
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a satisfactory explanation to the State Personnel Board

as to the cause of his absence and his failure to obtain
leave therefor, and the board finds that he is ready, able,
and willing to resume the discharge of his duties or, if
not, that he has obtained the consent of the appointing
power to a leave of absence to commence upon reinstatement.
A reinstated employee receives no salary for the period of
his absence or separation (Sec. 24311).

B. University of California

With respect to the dismissal of an academic
employee of the University of California, we note that
Section 9 of Article IX of the California Constitution
vests in the public corporation known as the "Regents of
the University of California" virtually exclusive authority
in the administration of the affairs of the University of
California, in the following terms:

"Sec. 9. The University of cCalifornia
shall constitute a public trust, to be
administered by the existing corporation
known as 'The regents of the University of
California,' with full powers or organi-
zation and government, subject only to
such legislative control as may be necessary
to insure compliance with the terms of the
endowments of the university and the
security of its funds. . . . Said corporation
shall be vested with the legal title and
the management and disposition of the
property of the university and of property
held for its benefit and shall have the
power to take and hold, either by purchase
or by donation, or gift, testamentary or
otherwise, or in any other manner, without
restriction, all real and personal property
for the benefit of the university or
incidentally to its conduct. Said corpor-
ation shall also have all the powers
necessary or convenient for the effective
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administration of its trust, including the
power to sue and to be sued, to use a seal,
and to delegate to its committees or to the
faculty of the university, or to others,

such authority or functions as it may deem
wise. . . . The university shall be entirely
independent of all political or sectarian
influence and kept free therefrom in the
appointment of its regents and in the admin-
istration of its affairs, and no person shall
be debarred admission to any department of
the university on account of sex."

The above provision has been construed by the
courts as vesting in the Regents the full control over
matters which are internal affairs of the university,
while reserving to the Legislature the power to legislate
with regard to matters which are not exclusively university
affairs or are of general statewide concern (Tolman v.
Underhill (1952), 39 Cal. 2d 708).

Section 1028 of the Government Code, which
probably would be held to apply to employees of the
university as well as other public employees (see Tolman
v. Underhill, supra; but cf., Calif. State Employees’
Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Calif.ZI968§, %67 A.C.A.
74L) , makes knowing membership in the Communist Party, as
therein described, a ground upon which dismissal may be
based. That section provides:

1028, It shall be sufficient cause
for the dismissal of any public employee
when such public employee advocates or is
knowingly a member of the Communist Party
or of an organization which during the time
of his membership he knows advocates over-
throw of the Government of the United States
or of any state by force or violence."

We note that Section 1028.1 of the Government
Code, as discussed on page 4, would also probably be held
to apply to employees of the University of California.
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As a general proposition, however, qualifications
to become and remain a teacher at the University of Cali-
fornia, as well as the subject of dismissal, constitute
an internal affair of the university (see Newmarker v.
Regents of Univ, of Cal. (1958), 160 Cal. Zpp. 2d 640, 646;
Wall v. Board of Regents, U.C, (1940), 38 Cal. App. 2d 698;
700; alsoc see Ishimatsu v. Regents of the Univ. of Calif.
(1968), 266 A.C.A. 932).

The "By-Laws and Standlng Orders of the Regents
of the University of California" provide for the government
of the university, including the employment of officers and
employees. Provision is made for dismissal or demotion
of academic employees by the Regents upon recommendation
of the President of the University. However, before making
any such recommendation, the President is required to
consider the recommendation of the Chief Campus Officer
(Chancellor or Provost) of the campus involved. If the
recommendation involves a professor, associate professor
or dean (or equivalent position), the Chief Campus Officer
is required to consult with a proBerly constituted advisory
committee of the Academic Senate. (By-Laws and Standing

Orders, Chapter VIII, Section 1(c)) 1In this connection,
subdivision (j) of Section 3 of Chapter VI of the By-Laws
and Standing Orders provides as follows:

"(j) All appointments to the position of
Professor and Associate Professor and to positions
of equivalent rank ... are continuous in tenure
until terminated by retirement, demotion or dis-
missal., The termination of a continuous tenure
appointment or the termination of the appointment
of any other member of the faculty before the
expiration of his contract, shall be only for good
cause, after the opportunity for a hearing before
the properly constituted advisory committee of the
Academic Senate. (See Section l(c) of Chapter VIII.)"

2 The Academic Senate is composed of the President of the

University, Vice Presidents, Chief Campus Officers, and
various other specified officers and all professors and
instructors (By-Laws and Standing Orders, Chapter IX,
Section 1).
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The phrase ''good cause'" is not defined in the By-Laws

and Standing Orders, nor has that phrase, with reference

to academic employees of the University of California, been
interpreted in any reported judicial decision (see
Ishimatsu v. Regents of the Univ. of Calif.,, supra, at

pp. 936-937).

C. Junior Colleges

With respect to the academic employees of
junior colleges, we note initially that although public
junior colleges are a segment of public higher education,
as are the University of California and the California
State Colleges (see Sec. 6, Art. IX, Cal. Const., and Sec.
22500) , they are also included within the definition of
"secondary schools'" in the public school system (Secs.
5552 and 22650), and receive financial support from the
State School Fund (Ch. 3 (commencing with Sec, 17601),
Div, 14),

The academic employees of public junior colleges
are thus certificated employees of the particular school
districts maintaining the junior colleges, and the several
code sections relative to the dismissal of certificated
employees are applicable to them,

Section 13403 enumerates several grounds for
the dismissal of permanent certificated employees. The
power of dismissal has been interpreted to include, as
necessarily implied, the power to suspend (Goldsmith v.
Board of Education, supra).

Section 13403 provides:

13403, No permanent employee shall be
dismissed except for one or more of the
following causes:

“(a) Immoral or unprofessional conduct.

"(b) Commission, aiding, or advocating
the commission of acts of criminal syndicalism,
as prohibited by Chapter 188, Statutes of
1919, or in any amendment thereof,
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""(¢) Dishonesty.
“(d) Incompetency.
"(e) Evident unfitness for service,

"(f) Physical or mental condition
unfitting him to instruct or associate with
children.

"(g) Persistent violation of or refusal
to obey the school laws of the State or reason-
able regulations prescribed for the government
of the public schools by the State Board of
Education or by the governing board of the
school district employing him.

"(h) Conviction of a felony or of any
crime involving moral turpitude.

“(i) Violation of Section 8455 of
this code or conduct specified in Section
1028 of the Government Code, added by
Chapter 1418 of the Statutes of 1947,

"(j) Violation of any provision in
Section 12952 to 12958, inclusive, of this
code,

"(k) Knowing membership by the employee
in the Communist Party."

Section 13403.5 states further grounds for the
dismissal or suspension of a certificated employee.



116

"13403.5. A permanent employee may
be dismissed on grounds of unprofessional
conduct consisting of acts or omissions
other than those specified in Section
13403, but any such charge shall specify
instances of behavior deemed to constitute
unprofessional conduct,"

As previously noted, the phrase "unprofes-
sional conduct" is a relative expression without technical
meaning or arbitrary connotation and may extend to a
wide variety of activities,

Sections 13404 to 13441, inclusive, provide
extensive procedures for the suspension or dismissal
of permanent certificated employees, Generally speaking,
the procedure involves the giving of notice to the
employee, by the district governing board, of intention
to dismiss. The notice must be based upon written charges
formulated by the governing board itself, or verified
and filed with the governing board by some person, charg-
ing that cause for dismissal exists (Secs. 13204, 13405).
The employee may demand a hearing, in which case the
governing board must, if it chooses to proceed in the
matter, file a complaint in the superior court setting
forth the charges and asking the court to inquire into
the charges and determine whether or not the charges are
true, whether or not they constitute sufficient grounds
for dismissal, and for judgment pursuant to its
findings (Secs. 13406-13412). Provision is made rfor
the finding of facts by referees (Sec, 13418), and the
report containing such facts may be confirmed by the
court (Sec, 13431). A decision in favor of the employee
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is binding upon the school board, but the board need

not dismiss the employee even if the court determines
that such dismissal is justified (Sec. 13436). Either

gazgy)may appeal from the judgment of the court (Sec,
3440) .

The law relating to dismissal of probationary
employees is found in Sections 13442 to 13444,5, in~
clusive, As in the case of permanent employees, pro-
bationary employees may be dismissed during the school
year for cause only, pursuant to the procedure described
above (Sec. 13442). As an alternative procedure, the
board may give written notice on or before May 15 of
any year to the probationary employee that his services
will not be required for the ensuing year. The govern-
ing board and the probationary employee must be given a
written notice by a designated official that it has
been recommended that such notice be given to the em-
ployee and stating the reasons therefor. The employee
may request a hearing before the governing board to
determine if there is cause for not reemploying him
for the ensuing year. The board's determination of
the sufficiency of the cause is conclusive, but the
cause shall relate solely to the welfare of the schools
and the pupils thereof, The governing board, upon request,
must give the employee a written statement of the reasons
for not reemploying him, The employee, upon demand,
shall be afforded a hearing in accordance with specified
Government Code provisions relating to administrative
adjudications, with certain minor exceptions. The
governing board shall pay for all expenses of the hear-
ing, including the costs of the hearing officer, from
the district funds. The board is authorized to adopt
rules and regulations to effectuate the procedure
described in this paragraph (Sec. 13443),.
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II. Discipline of Students

A, State Colleges

There is no statutory law dealing with the
subject of student discipline at the California State
Colleges.

Pursuant to authority given by law to provide
by rules and regulations for the government of the
California State Colleges (Sec. 23604), the Trustees of
the California State Colleges have adopted the following
regulations, which appear in Title 5 of the California
Administrative Code, relating to discipline of students
for behavioral misconduct:

"41301. Any student of a state college
may be placed on probation, suspended ox
expelled for one or more of the following
causes:

"(a) Disorderly, unethical, vicious,
or immoral conduct.

"(b) Misuse, abuse, theft, or destruc-
tion of state property."

"41302. The president of the state
college may place on probation or suspend
a student for one or more of the causes
enumerated in Section 41301. The period
for which the student may be placed on
probation or suspended by the president
shall not exceed 12 months., No fees or
tuition paid by or for such student for
the semester, quarter, or summer session
in which he is suspended shall be refunded.
If the student is readmitted before the
close of the semester, quarter, or summer
session in which he is suspended, no
additional tuition or fees shall be re-
quired of the student on account of his
suspension. In the event that a student
who has not reached his twenty-first
birthday is suspended, the president shall
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immediately notify his parent or guardian of the
action by registered mail to the last known
address, return receipt requested.

"41303. A student may be expelled by the
president of the state college in which the .stu-
dent is enrolled, in accordance with procedures
for hearings established by the college.

41304, Notwithstanding any provision in
this Article 1 to the contrary, any student who,
in accordance with procedures for hearings estab-
lished by the college, is found to have disrupted,
or to have attempted to disrupt, by force or
violence, or by the threat of force or violence,
any part of the instructional program of a state
college, or any meeting, recruiting interview or
other activity authorized to be held or conducted
at the college, may, in the discretion of the
President, be suspended, dismissed, or otherwise
disciplined as provided by law. Suspensions pur-
suant to this section may exceed one year,"

Under these regulations the grounds upon which a stu-
dent may be placed on probation, suspended, or expelled, are
conduct which is disorderly, unethical, vicious or immoral, or
which involves the misuse, abuse, theft, or destruction of state
property (5 Cal. Adm. C., Sec. 41301). The president of a state
college, in his discretion, may suspend or dismiss a student,
who in accordance with established procedures for hearings, is
found to have disrupted or to have attempted to disrupt by force
or violence or by threat of force or violence any instructional
program, meeting, recruiting interview, or activity authorized
to be conducted at the state college (5 Cal. Adm. C., Sec. 41304).

Section 41302 of Title 5 makes particular provision
concerning the power of the president of a state college to place
on probation or suspend a student. No comprehensive procedura
standards or requirements are prescribed.3 The section merely
fixes a 12-month maximum time period for which such sanctions
may be imposed, makes provision concerning student fees, and
provides for notification of parents if the student is a minor.

Section 41303 of Title 5 makes specific provision
concerning the expulsion of a student by the president of a
state college. “Again, no comprehensive procedure is provided
for. The section merely specifies that the action be undertaken
in accordance with procedures for hearings established by the
college,.

3 See discussion in Part II, C, infra, as to general procedural
due process requirements applicable to both the state colleges
and the University of California,



B. University of California

With reference to the University of California,
again, there is no statutory law dealing with the subject
of student discipline. This is apparently handled as an
internal affair of the university. We find, from exam-
ination of the decision in the recent case of Goldberg v.
Regents of the University of California (1967), 248 Cal.
App. 2d 867, involving disciplinary action against a number
of students for misconduct, that discipline was invoked
after notice and hearings had been given the students in-
volved. Written notice to the students specified the
particular acts involved in the allegations of misconduct,
and quoted university-wide policies of the regents concern-
ing student conduct and discipline, and provisions of the
General Catalogue of the Berkeley Campus relating thereto.
The notice informed the students that a special ad hoc com-
mittee had been appointed to hold hearings and that the
students could be represented by counsel at the hearings.
(See 248 cal. App. 2d 867, at pages 871-872)

The acts of the students upon which the charges
of misconduct were based in the Goldberg case involved
possible crimes (violations of the obscenity laws and dis-
turbing the peace) and criminal prosecutions were pending
against three of the students at the time the University's
disciplinary proceedings were underway.

The Chancellors of the various campuses of the
university are required to establish campus regulations
and procedures governing the use of university grounds,
buildings, and other facilities. Such regulations must

120

be designed to prevent interference with university functions

or activities, in accordance with specified objectives.
Students are required to refrain from conduct which signif-
icantly interferes with university teaching, research,
administration, or the university's subsidiary responsibil-
ities, or which endangers the health or safety of members
of the university community, or of visitors to the campus,
and from disorderly conduct on university premises or at
university related events. (University of California
Policies Relating to Students and Student Organizations,
Use of University Facilities, and Non-Discrimination
(February 16,1968) Secs. IT and I1I, pp. 5-10, incl.). Persons
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who are not students or employees of the university, while
on university property, are required to adhere to the
standards of conduct applicable to university students and to
abide by university-wide policies and campus regulations
(University of California Policies Relating to Students and
Student Organizations, Use of University Facilities, and
Non-Discrimination, supra, p.1l0).

We also note the following Standards of Conduct
for Students and Student Organizations at the University
of California, issued by the president of the university
on February 19, 1968:

"STANDARDS OF CONDUCT FOR STUDENTS AND
STUDENT ORGANIZATIONS
University of California

YA student enrolling in the University
assumes an obligation to conduct himself in
a manner compatible with the University's
function as an educational institution.
Misconduct, for which students are subject
to discipline, falls into the following
categories:

"(1) Dishonesty, such as cheating,
plagiarism, or knowingly furnishing false
information to the University;

“(2) Forgery, alteration, or misuse
of University documents, records, or
identification;

(3) Obstruction or disruption of
teaching, research, administration, disciplin-
ary procedures, or other University activities,
including its public service functions, or of
other authorized activities on University
premises;

"(4) Physical abuse of any person on
University~owned or controlled property
or at University sponsored or supervised
functions; or conduct which threatens or
endangers the health or safety of any such
person;
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"(5) Theft of, or damage to, property
of the University or of a member of the
University community or campus visitor;

"(6) Unauthorized entry to, or use
of, University facilities;

"(7) vViolation of University policies
or campus regulations including campus regu-
lations concerning the registration of
student organizations, the use of University
facilities, or the time, place, and manner
of public expression;

"(8) Use, possession, or distribution
of narcotic or dangerous drugs, such as
marijuana and lysergic acid diethylamide
(LSD), except as expressly permitted by law;

"(9) vViolation of rules governing
residence in University owned or controlled
property;

" (10) Disorderly conduct, or lewd,
indecent or obscene conduct or expression,
on University owned or controlled property,
or at University sponsored or supervised
functions;

"(11) Failure to comply with directions
of University officials acting in the per-
formance of their duties;

"(12) Conduct which adversely affects
the student's suitability/as a menmber of
the academic community." *

C. General Due Process Reqguirements Applicable
to both the State Colleges and the University
of California

It is established by recent decisions in other
jurisdictions, as well as by the court's decisicn in the

L printed in Assembly Journal on February 19, 1968, at

pages 587 and 588.
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Goldberg case, that as a general proposition procedural
due process reqguires notice and some opportunity for a
hearing before a student can be expelled or suspended from
a tax-supported state university (Scoggin v. Lincoln
University, 37 L.W. 2187 Oct. 1, 1968 [U.S.D.C.-Mo. ];
Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education (1961), 294 F.
2d 150; cert. denied, 7L.ed. 24 193; Knight v. State Bd.
of Educ. (1961), 200 F. Supp. 174 [participation in
demonstrations protesting laws concerning separation of
races in public places]). While a full dress judicial
hearing with the right to cross-examine witnesses is not
required, the rudiments of an adversary proceeding must be
observed (Scoggin v. Lincoln University, supra; Moore v.
Student Affairs Committee of Troy State Univ. (1968), 284
F. Supp. 725, 730; Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education,
supra, p. 159; see Goldberg v. Regents of the University
of california (1967), supra; Esteban v. Central Missouri
State College (1968), 290 F. Supp. 622; 10 U.C.L.A. L. Rev.
368; 70 Harvard Law Review 1406; 58 A.L.R. 2d 903; 15 Am.
Jur. 2d, Colleges and Universities, Sec. 26).

Withreference to the matter of immediate suspen-
sion or expulsion of a student pending compliance with
appropriate administrative procedures where the commission
of a serious crime or the like has occurred, no such pro-
cedure is provided for in the California law or in admini-
strative regulations, nor have the Regents of the University
of California adopted any formal policy or regulation per=
taining thereto. While we have found no reported judicial
ruling on the issue, we think a student could be suspended
or expelled pending a hearing where such action is justified
by a compelling public interest (i.e., breach of peace,
physical violence, destruction of property--see Escobedo
v. State of California (1950), 35 cal. 24 870, 876-877).

The determination of a "compelling public interest" would
depend upon all the facts and circumstances in a given
situation, and a hearing must be provided within a
reasonable time (see Ewing v. Mytinger & Casselberry (1950,
94 L. ed. 1088, 1093-1094; see 3 Witkin, Summary of
California Law, Constitutional Law, pp. 1921-1924; 2 Am.
Jur. 2d, Administrative Law, Sec. 406; also see Scoggin v.
Lincoln University, supra, at p. 2188). 1In this connection,




124

we note that the court in the Goldberg case held that
attendance at publicly financed institutions of higher
education should be regarded a benefit somewhat analogous

to that of public employment (248 Cal. App. 24 867 at 877).
The statutory law governing state civil service and teacher
tenure has, as a matter of long standing, authorized action
of the type in question where designated serious acts were
involved on the part of the public employee (Gov. C., Sec.
19574 . 5--misappropriation of public funds or property,

drug addiction, mistreatment of persons in state institutioms,
immorality, or acts constituting crimes involving moral
turpitude; Ed. C., Secs. 13408-13409--immoral conduct, crime
involving moral turpitude, incompetence due to mental dis-
ability, advocating communism in classroom, Communist Party
membership, specified sex offenses).

We think the University of California could adopt
hearing procedures which are to be followed in cases in-
volving the suspension or expulsion of students. If such
procedures have been adopted, we do not think the University
of California could suspend or expel a student without meeting
any requirements relacive to a hearing so established. With
respect to the California State Colleges, the adopted regu-
lations of the trustees contemplate a hearing in the case of
expulsion. However, we think a state college could adopt
hearing procedures which are to be followed in cases involving
the suspension of students. If such procedures have been
adopted, we do not think the particular state college in-
volved could suspend a student without meeting any require-
ments relative to a hearing established by the particular
state college involved.

D. Junior Colleges

Initially, we reiterate our statement that public
junior colleges have a dual nature, being included in both
the definition of secondary schools and institutions of
higher education,

Students in public junior colleges may be suSpended5
or expelled by the governing board of the appropriate school

= No pupil may be suspended from a secondary school for more
than the duration of the current semester or the equivalent
of such a semester, or duration of the current summer session
(Sec. 10607).
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district under various circumstances, as follows:

(1) Suspension or expulsion for good cause in-
volving, on the school premises, willful disobedience, open
and persistent defiance of the authority of the school per-
sonnel, habitual profanity or wvulgarity, smoking or having
“tobacco (except as may be authorized at separate junior col-
lege campusesg, assault or battery upon a student upon school
premises or while under the authority of school personnel,
continued abuse of school personnel, assault or battery
upon school personnel, or any threat of force or violence
directed toward school personnel, at any time or place;
provided that conduct for which discipline is imposed is
related to school activity or attendance (Sec, 10602).

(2) Suspension or expulsion for having, on or
near school premises, used, sold, or possessed narcotics
or other hallucinogenic drugs or substances, or having
inhaled or breathed the fumes of, or ingested, specified
pcisons (Sec. 10603).

(3) Suspension or expulsion for refusal or neg-
lect to obey board rules and regulations concerning the
government and discipline of the schools, including unlawful
megbz§ship in any secret fraternity, sorority, or club (Sec.
10604).

(4) Suspension or expulsion for misconduct when
other means of correction fail to bring about proper con-
duct (Sec. 10605).

(5) Suspension or expulsion for willfully cutting,
defacing, or otherwise injuring school district property
(Sec. 10606),

Section 10601 authorizes a teacher to susvend a
pupil from the school for good cause for not exceeding one
schoolday, plus the remainder of the schoolday during which
the suspension is ordered.

Section 10601.5 authorizes a principal to suspend a
pupil for good cause (except the use, sale or possession or
narcotics or other hallucinogenic drugs) for not to exceed
10 schooldays., Provision is made for reporting such suspen-
sions to the governing board of the school district or to the
district superintendent,

Section 10605.5 reguires the chief administrative
officer of the school, prior to the suspension or expulsion
of a student, to notify appropriate law enforcement author-
ities of any acts of the student which may amount to an
assault with a deadly weapon or by any means of force likely
to produce great bodily injury.
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While the governing board of any school district
maintaining a two-year junior college is required to admit
to the junior college any high school graduate (Sec. 25503),
the compulsory school attendance laws are not applicable to
students in grade 13 or 14 in a junior college (Secs. 12101,
12102, and 12551). 1If a student is expelled from a public
school, the parent or the guardian of the student may appeal
to the county board of education, which is required to hold
a hearing thereon and to render its decision on the expulsion
(Sec. 10608). However, there is no specific statutory re-
quirement for such a hearing with respect to the suspension
of a student (but see Sec. 12103, authorizing hearings on
suspensions beyond 10 schooldays of students subject to the
compulsory school attendance laws).

As we have previously noted, it has been held,
as a general proposition, that procedural due process
requires notice and some opportunity for a hearing before
a student can be expelled or suspended from a tax-supported
state university. While a full-dress judicial hearing with
the right to cross-examine witnesses is not required, the
rudiments of an adversary proceeding must be observed.
(See cases and material cited in Part II, C, supra)

Due to the dual designation of junior colleges
as both a '"'secondary school"” and a segment of public higher
education, the applicability of the cases discussed in Part
II, C, supra, to a public junior college is not entirely
clear. However, we think that, as a general proposition
procedural due process would be applicable in situations
where the student is to be suspended for such a period of
time that his educational career is substantially affected
or where the student is to be expelled.

The governing board of any school district,
including a junior college district, is required to
prescribe rules not inconsistent with law or with the rules
prescribed by the State Board of Education, for the govern-
ment of the schools under its jurisdiction (Sec. 1052). A
junior college governing board, in our opinion, could adopt
hearing procedures which are to be followed in cases in-
volving suspension or expulsion of students and if such
procedures have been adopted, we do not think the governing
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of a junior college district could suspend or expel a
student without meeting any requirements relative to a
hearing established by the governming board.

In the event there are no hearing procedures
established by the governing board of the junior college
to be followed in cases involving suspension or expulsion
of students, or if such procedures are established,but the
appropriate officials either do not perform their duties or in
performing their duties act in an arbitrary or unreasonable
manner, we think the student, or his parents or guardian
could, by writ of mandamus, seek judicial aid in requesting
that a complete hearing be given to the matter involved in
a particular situation (see Tape v. Hurley (1885), 66 Cal.
473; Miller v. Dailey (1902),, 136 CdTT‘ZT%).

Very truly yours,

George H. Murphy

Legislativ ounsel

By
Harvey J. Foster

Deputy Legislative Counsel
HJIF: js
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(This is an opinion of the Imperial County Counsel on the regulations
governing campus controls.)

OUTLINE FOR CAMPUS CONTROLS

RULES GOVERNING STUDENT ACTIVITIES.
A. District Rule Making Authority

1. The Legislature is vested with power to carry out
the mandate of operation of a free public school system (Calif.
Constitution, Art. IX, Sec. l). Statutes and regulations con-
fer upon school boards the authority to promulgate rules and
regulations governing the conduct and operation of public
schools,

2. Every school district is under control of a board of
education (E.C. & 921). Governing boards shall prescribe and
enforce rules not inconsistent with law or with rules pre-
scribed by the State Board of Education (E.C. % 925).

3. All pupils must comply with school regulations
(E.c. 8 10609; calif. Adm. Code, Title 5, Art. 7, & 62).
Student body associations exist with the approval and subject
to control and regulation of the governing board (E.C. 8 10701).
B. Duty to Regulate Student Conduct

1. Districts must exercise ordinary prudence in carry-
ing out the duty to properly supervise the members of the

student body (Lemuth v. Long Beach Unified School District

[19601 53 cal. 24 544).
2. BEvery teacher shall hold pupils to strict account
for their conduct on the way to and from school, on the play-

grounds, or during recess (E.C. § 13557).
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C. Restrictions on Student Freedoms
1. Dress and Grooming
a. Hair styling has been interpreted to be a form
of self expression and personal liberty protected by

the Constitution (Finot v. Pasadena City Board of Educa-

tion [19671 250 C.A. 2d 189 - case established teacher's
right to wear a beard).

b. Specific grooming regulations shown to relate
to the orderly conduct of school business or to the
health and safety of students have been upheld, however,

(Akin v. Board of Education of Riverside Unified School

District [19601 262 A.C.A. 187 - suspension upheld where
actual experience and opinion of educators indicated that
beard caused classroom disruptions; Humbolt and Santa
Clara County cases are on appeal involving students
denied admission for excessively long hair).
2. Speech

a. Pupils are entitled to First Amendment

guarantee of freedom of speech (West Virginia State

Board of Education v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624). The

Supreme Court recently announced that students could
wear black arm bands protesting Vietnam War (Tinker v.
Des Moines [citation omittedl). Important limiting
language in the opinion provides:

", . . Conduct by the student, in class or
out of it, which for any reason--whether it
stems from time, place or type of behavior--
materially disrupts class work or involves
substantial disorder or invasion of the
rights of others is, of course, not immunized
by the constitutional guarantee of freedom
of speech."
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3. Partisan Activities

a. Aside from activities and meetings conducted
under the Civic Center Act (E.C. 16556, et al.),
school grounds may nhot be used for partisan or polit-
ical purposes (E.C. 10604).

b. No publication of a sectarian, partisan or
denominational character may be used or distributed
in any school (E.C. 8453). ©No bulletin, circular or
other publication of any character whose purpose is
to spread propaganda or to foster membership in or
subscriptions to the funds of any organization not
directly under the control of the school authorities,
may be distributed or shown to pupils on school
premises during school hours or within one hour
before opening or after closing the school (E.C. 8454).
4., Other Conduct

a. Principals and teachers must exercise careful
supervision of moral conditions in school, and not
tolerate gambling, immorality, profanity, use of
tobacco, narcotics, or intoxicants by pupils on school
grounds or elsewhere (5 Calif. Admin. Code, Title 5,
Art. 3, 8 24).

b. Any student who conspires to haze or commit
any act that injures, degrades, disgraces, or tends
to injure, degrade, or disgrace any fellow student
commits a misdemeanor (E.C. 10852).

D. School Discipline

1. Suspension and Expulsion
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a. The governing board shall suspend or expel
for misconduct when other means of correction fail to
bring about proper conduct (E.C. 10605).

b. Grounds for suspension are contained in
E.C. 10602 and include continued willful disobedience,
habitual profanity or vulgarity, open and persistent
defiance of the authority of school personnel, or assault
and battery upon a student, upon school premises or while
under the authority of school personnel, or continued
abuse of school personnel, assault or battery upon
school personnel, or any threat of force or violence
directed toward school personnel." (E.C. 10602).

c. The use, sale or possession of narcotics or
hallucinogenic drugs or substances is a separate ground
for suspension or expulsion under E.C. 10603. For the
protection of other pupils in the public schools,
the governing board or the Superintendent when
authorized, may suspend or expel when it is estab-
lished that the pupil has on school premises or else-
where used, sold, or been in possession of narcotics
(E.C. 10603). sheriffs and chiefs of police are
directed to notify the superintendent upon the arrest
of any juvenile in attendance for a narcotics offense
(Ibid).

d. Duration of suspension for elementary pupils
is limited to two consecutive weeks (E.C. 10607). And
no pupil shall be suspended from a secondary school
for more than the duration of the current semester

(Ibid). MTeachers may suspend for not exceeding one



day (E.C. 10601). Principal may suspend (in cases
not involving narcotics) for not exceeding 10 days
(E.c. 10601.5).

e. Expulsion may be appealed to the County
Board of Education by a pupil's parent or guardian
(E.C. 10608). The County Board must grant a hearing
and its decision ghall be "final and binding upon the
parent or guardian and the governing board expelling
the pupil" (Ibid).

2. Adjustment schools
a. E.C. 10607.5 provides that no student shall

be suspended from school for more than 20 days in a
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school year, except he shall first be transferred to and

enrolled in either another regular school for adjust-
ment purposes, an opportunity class in his school
of residence, an opportunity school or class, or a
continuation school or class.
Queries: Must a student be transferred to
an adjustment school or class as a condition
precedent to expulsion? What if a district
has no adjustment school or class?
3. Exclusions

a. A student may be excluded from school due to
"filthy or wvicious habits" (E.C. 10552) or due to
physical or mental disability causing attendance to
be "inimical to the welfare of other pupils" (E.C.
10553). Exclusion can be for an indefinite period
of time and determination of cause is a question of
fact to be determined by the governing board (48 Ops.

Cal. Atty. Gen. 4).



4., Parental Responsibility

a. The parent or guardian of a pupil attending
a public school is liable to the school district for
damages caused by the pupils willfully cutting, de-
facing, or otherwise injuring real or personal
property of the district (E.C. 10606).
5. Formal Hearing Not Required

a. The Supreme Court just refused to review a
case involving West Virginia College students who
were suspended for participation in violent demonstra-
tions (citation omitted). The Court thereby effective-
ly affirmed the Circuit Court of Appeals which held
that the suspended students were not required a formal
hearing with right to cross examination. The Court
recognized that school officials have "an inherent
general power to maintain order.”

In Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education

(1960) 186 F. Supp. 945, six students were summarily
expelled without a formal hearing for having taken
part in a civil rights demonstration. The court
observed that right to attend a public college or
university is not a constitutional right, but is con-
ditioned upon an individual student's compliance with
rules and regulations of the institution.

b. School age persons in California have a

constitutional right to attend public schools
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(Calif. Consti., Art., Art. 9, § § 1,5; Piper v. Big Pine

School District [19241 193 Ccal. 664).
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Arguably, due process requires that elementary

and secondary students be given an informal hearing

and opportunity to be heard. This emphasizes the

serious nature of the student's conduct and could

be used to meet the requirement that the parent or

guardian of a pupil under suspension be notified and

asked to attend a meeting with school officials on

or before the third day of a suspension (E.C. 10607).
RULES GOVERNING NONSTUDENT CAMPUS ACTIVITIES
A. The Civic Center Act

1. A "civic center" exists at every public school
building and school ground within the state where specified
groups and clubs or associations formed for recreational,
educational, political, economic, artistic, or moral
activities may meet and discuss, from time to time, sub-
jects that in their judgment appertain to the education,
political, economic, artistic, and moral interests of
the citizens of the communities in which they reside
(E.C. 16556).

2. Management, direction and control of the civic
center is vested with the district governing board (E.C. 16558).
The board may promulgate rules and regulations for conducting
meetings and recreational activities (E.C. 16559). Civic
center activities "shall in no way interfere with the use
of the public school house and grounds, as is required for
purposes of the public schools of the State" (E.C. 16557).

a. The governing board may not limit views

expressed in civic center meetings (see E.C. 16553;

Goodman v. Board of Education [1942) 48 c.a. 24 73)--




Socialist Party held entitled to civic center permit
to discuss questions of war and peace).
b. Civic center meeting should be open to the

public (McClure v. Board of Education [19191 38 C.A.

500). The "Brown Act" (& 54950 to 54958 of the
Govt. Code) applies only to local public agencies.

c. Outside of school hours, teachers are under
no political activity prohibition as are some Federal
employees under the "Hatch Act". However, no sectarian
or denominational doctrine may be taught in any school

(E.C. 8453; Goldsmith v. Board of Education [1924]

66 C.A. 157--teacher may not advocate the election of
a single candidate).
B. Penal Provisions Covering Misconduct by Nonstudents
1. Numerous laws exist (and many more are being pro-
posed) imposing criminal sanctions against nonstudents
(and students) who enter campus and cause or intend to
cause disruptions. Some of these laws are set out below:
E.C. 16701 provides:

"Any person who willfully disturbs any
public school or any public school meeting
is guilty of a misdemeanor and punishable
by a fine of not less than ten dollars
($10.00) nor more than one hundred dollars

($100,00) .,
Penal Code & 602(n):

"Refusing or failing to leave a public
building of a public agency during those
hours of the day or night when the building
is regularly closed to the public upon being
requested to do so by a regularly employed
guard, watchman, or custodian of the public
agency owning or maintaining the building
or property, if the surrounding circum-
stances are such as to indicate to a
reasonable man that such person has no

136
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apparent lawful business to pursue; is
guilty of a misdemeanor."

Penal Code 8 653(g) reads:

"Every person who loiters about any
school or public place at or near which
children attend or normally congregate
is a vagrant, and is punishable by a
fine of not exceeding five hundred
dollars ($500.00) or by imprisonment

in the County jail for not exceeding
six months, or by both such fine and
imprisonment."

Education Code § 13558.5 reads:

"Every minor over 16 years of age or
adult who is not a pupil of the school,
including but not limited to any such
minor or adult who is the parent or
guardian of a pupil of the school, who
comes upon any school ground or into
any schoolhouse and there willfully
interferes with the discipline, good
order, lawful conduct, or administra-
tion of any school class or activity
of the school, with the intent to dis-
rupt, obstruct, or to inflict damage
to property or bodily injury upon any
person, is guilty of a misdemeanor,

and is punishable by a fine of not

less than fifty dollars ($50) nor more
than five hundred dollars ($500), or
by imprisonment in the county jail

for not more than six months, or both."

Comment: Intent to cause disruptions
can be shown by past conduct and lack

of adequate reason for being on campus.

Education Code € 13560 reads:

"Any parent, guardian, or other person

who insults or abuses any teacher in the
presence of other school personnel or

pupils and at a place which is on school
premises or public sidewalks, streets, or
other public ways adjacent to school premises
or at some other place 1f the teacher is re-
guired to be at such other place in connec-
tion with assigned school activities is
guilty of a misdemeanor, and is punishable
by a fine of not less than fifty dollars
($50) nor exceeding five hundred dollars
($500)."
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2. Police Protection

a. The governing board may establish a security
patrol to insure the security of school district
personnel and pupils in or about school district
premises and the security of the real and personal
property of the school district and to cooperate with
local law enforcement agencies in matters involving
the security of the personnel, pupils, and real and
personal property of the school district (E.C. 15831).
The patrol is supplementary to city and county law
enforcement agencies and is not vested with general
police powers (Ibid). However, persons employed as
security patrolmen are peace officers within the
meaning of Penal Code § 817 (E.C. 15832).

b. Sheriffs, police chiefs, marshals and
constables are given the general police powers and
have a responsibility for preserving the peace.

(Govt. Code & & 26600, 38638 and 27823). The sheriff
has the affirmative duty of preventing and suppressing
any affrays, breaches of peace, riots and insurrec-
tions which come to his knowledge (Govt. Code & 26602).
3. Liability of Public Entity and Employees

a. A public employee is not liable for injuries
inflicted by his acts or omissions "in the execution
or enforcement of any law" while "exercising due care"
(Govt. Code € 820.4). This immunity inures to the
benefit of the public entity employer under Govt.

Code 8 815.2(b).
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b. The Tort Claims Act recognizes that an employee
may be personally liable for false arrest or false im-

prisonment (Govt. Code § 820.4; Dragna v. White [19551

42 C.2d 469). Since the employee is exposed to liability,
the employer entity is likewise liable under respondent
superior principles and has a duty to indemnify the

employee (Govt. Code 8 825 et al.).

Prepared and submitted by

JAMES H. HARMON
Deputy County Counsel
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PROPOSED RULES AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING
CONDUCT OF PERSONS ON SCHOOL GROUNDS

Resolution No.

BE IT RESOLVED that the District Superintendent be author-
ized to grant permission to an individual, associrations, clubs,
organizations, corporations or public agencies to use school
buildings, grounds and other property in accordance with Chapter
4 of Division 12 of Part 1 of the Education Code (Section 16551,
et. seq.). The District Superintendent may delegate such author-
ity as he deems desirable to
to approve application for use of school buildings, grounds and
equipment as may be desirable to expedite administration of this
Resolution.

Resolution No.

BE IT RESOLVED that pursuant to Education Code Section 16559
the Board of Trustees of District hereby
makes and adopts the following rules and regulations for the con-
duct of persons, of civic meetings and of recreational activities,
pursuant to Chapter 4 of Division 12 of Part 1 of the Education
Code:

1. No person shall enter upon or remain upon the school

grounds or within any school building while in the posses-

sion of the following property:

a. Any firearm except by a peace officer in the
course of duty and except for a person to whom
permission has been granted by the District Super-
intendent.

b. The possession of any personal property, the use
or possession of which is prohibited by the Penal Code,
Health and Safety Code and federal law.

2. No person shall while on school premises use foul, obscene,
insulting or abusive language.

3. No person shall damage school property or shall conduct
himself so as to incite damage to school property.

4. No person shall discharge mucus from the nose or mouth or
spit upon any person, floor, sidewalk, building, equipment
(except sanitary appliances), supplies or vehicle within or
upon the school property.

5. No person shall pass out, distribute or disseminate any
circular, handbill, be it handwritten, printed or mass-
manufactured publication, unless the distribution thereof
has been previously approved by the District Superintendent
cr his agent.
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6. No person or groups of persons, whether organized or not,
shall while within or upon the improved portion of the school
grounds conduct any of the following activities unless per-
mission therefor has been granted by the District Superinten-
dent or his agent:

Protest marches or gatherings, sit-ins, lie-ins, stand-
ins, love-ins, or any form of riotous or tumultuous conduct
or conduct which incites riot or tumult.

7. Any person who shall violate any of the foregoing rules and
regulations is hereby deemed a trespasser on school property and
shall be ejected by the District's authorized agent after
notice has been given to said person of the school's rules and
regulations and after an order to cease and desist has been
made by the school's representative and after said person has
failed or refused the order thus given. The authorized repre-
sentative of this District authorized to preserve and protect
school property and preserve order is hereby authorized and
directed to use such force as is reasonable and necessary in
order to eject any trespasser provided that he shall not use
force such as is likely to cause great bodily harm or produce
death. This resolution is not intended to restrict the right
of such representatives to use such force as is necessary to
protect his person from the risks of bodily harm.

8. Permission to enter the campus or application to use campus
facilities will be denied if there is any prior indication that
violence is likely to occur which might result in bodily injury
or property damage.

9. This resolution applies I[does not applyl to any student who
is enrolled at for the
current semester.

Resolution No.

BE IT RESOLVED that pursuant to Education Code Section 16560,
the District Superintendent or other person designated by the Sup-
erintendent is hereby appointed, empowered and directed to have
charge of the grounds of this District, preserve order, protect the
school property, plan, promote, and supervise recreational activities,
and do all things necessary in the capacity of a representative of
this Board to enforce the laws of this state and the rules, regula-
tions and policies of this Board, adopted pursuant to Chapter 4 of
Division 12 of Part 1 of the Education Code.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District Superintendent or other
person designated by the Superintendent is hereby authorized and
empowered to act as a peace officer pursuant to Education Code
Section 15832 and to appoint and delegate such of his authority as
he deems necessary to other persons or firms employed by this Dis-
trict to provide additional protection of property and preservation
of order as is required under any circumstances.



142

APPENDIX E
UNIVERSITY AND STATE COLLEGE

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS






UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Summary of Disciplinary Actions
September 1967 - December 1968

All Campuses

Students
Academic Discipline
Dismissed 8
Suspended 711
Disciplinary Probation 159
Reprimanded, censured or warned 220
Total 222
Legal Action
Arrests 178
Convictions (to date) 17k

Academic Discipline by Campus

campus
Berkeley
Davis
Irvine
Los Angeles
Riverside
San Diego
San Francisco
Santa Barbara
Santa Cruz

Total

1 Of which 31 have suspended sentences.

143

Non~students

22
16

Total Acadenic
Disciplines

279
3

0
96
o
50
1
25
I

—

L55
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DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS ON UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA CAMPUSES
September 1967 to December 1968

This is a brief report of disciplinary actions against studenls and
charges levied agalnst non-students as a result of campus disturbances during
the period from September 1967 through December 1968.

Chancellors have g wide range of disciplinary tools which can be used
against students to maintain order on campuses. These involve academic dis-
cipline as well as legal actions. Academic disciplines range from a warning
to dismissal and have proven to be quite effective, particularly those which
involve probation or some variation such as suspended suspension. The effec-
tiveness of academic discipline is reflected in the absence of repeated vio-
lations by students. A student on probation is more reluctant to risk losing
his student status than paying a fine or serving a few days in jail.

Student rules of conduct are well documented and are given to every new
student when they register. Formal procedures exist for processing students
charged with violations.

Students who break the law during campus disturbances are arrested when
necessary. Arrests usually occur during mass demonstrations such as the
recent Sproul Hall and Moses Hall sit-ins. Most of the charges are misdemeanors
such as disorderly conduct, assault, disturbing the peace, failure to disperse
and resisting arrest.

Financial restitution is sought when property damage is involved, There
was very little property damage during the period studied which can be asso-
ciated with student unrest. The $21,000 in damage to Moses Hall in Fall, 1968
constituted by far the most serious incident involving property damage re-
sulting from student disturbances.

The arsenal of disciplinary tools for non-studenls is, of course, limited
to eriminal and civil actions., Because the University of California campuses
are public property, it is very difficull to limit access or remove non-
students from campus until they create a disturbance which violates a law,

The following summary of campus incidents which resulted in violations
of campus rules and, in some instances, of the law, and subsequent disciplinary
actions, includegs all campuses. Over 60 percent of the total number of
academic disciplines, and all but one of the legal actions, occurred at
Berkel ey,

Berkeley

October, 1967 There were five incidents during "Stop the Draft Week"
involving unauthorized rallies on campuses, 8l students
were cited for violating University rules, 63 of vhich
were judged to be gullty after following established
procedures and vere disciplined as follows:
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9/67 to 12/68

November, 1967

November 29 to

1 5 of these had

Academic Discipline:

Suspended 7l
Disciplinary Probation 10
Reprimanded, censured or warned 46

Thirty-four students were cited for violating University
rules for incidents relating to the appearance of Dow
Chemical and C.I.A., representatives on campus., Fifteen

of the students were found guilty and disciplined as
follows:

Academic Discipline:

Dismissed 1
Suspended L2
Reprimanded, censured or warned 10

December 1, 1967

Students protested the Dow Chemical and C.I.A. incident
disciplinary actions and staged '"mill-ins," during which
time an additional 41 students were cited and 30 disci-
plined:

Academic Discipline:

Suspended 93
Disciplinary probation 1l
Reprimanded, censured or warned 10

sentences suspended, which means that they can be suspended

from the University without another hearing if they violate campus rules again.

2 3 of these had

3 I of these had

sentences suspended.

sentences suspended.



U.C. Campus Disciplinary Actions 146
9/67 to 12/68

October, 1668 Two incidents occurred in protest of the Regents' action
pertaining to the structure and approval of the experimental
course, Social Analysis 139X. The first involved a sit-in
in the administration building and the second was the
foreible occupation of Moses Hall. The discipline re-
sulting from the Sproul Hall and Moses Hall incidents is
believed to be stronger than that levied by any college or
university in the United States in the last ten years.

Academic Discipline:

Dismissal 7
Suspension 31
Disciplinary Probation 133
Legal Action:
Arrests Convictions
Sproul Hall
Students 118 118
Non-students 3 1
Moses Hall 5
Students 56 53
Non-students 19 163
Totals 196 169

Sproul Hall sentences consisted of $125 fines and 30-day suspended
sentences. Moses Hall sentences consisted of 90 days in jail with 80 days
suspended, one year probation and a $300 fine each to be paid to the Uni-
versity for the restitution of property damages.

One was released and 2 cases are pending.

Two have been indicted for felony, conspiracy charges-~cases are pending.
One case was dismissed.

3 One has been indicted for felony conspiracy charges--case is pending.
Two non-students were drifters who have disappeared,
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Davis

Fall, 1968 As an act of sympathy with those being jailed for
resisting the draft, the American flag was lowered in
front of the Student Union Building, A campus organi-
zation, The Resistance, was censured by the Student
Conduct Committee. There were 3 students cited for
participating in the Moses Hall incident,

Academic Discipline:

Suspended 3l
Legal Action:
Arrested and convicted 3
Fall, 1967 A Marine recruiter was silruck by a water balloon thrown

by a student. The student was arrested and charged with
battery, resisting arrest and disturbing the peace. He
was convicted on the first two charges.

Los Angeles

Fall, 1967 A campus demonstration occurred when recruiters for the
Dow Chemical Co, appeared on campus. Between 100 and
200 persons disrupted the operation of the Placement
Center and a window was broken. Restitution was required
for the property damage.

Academic Disecipline:

Suspended 1
Disciplinary Probation 4
Reprimanded, censured or warned 91
May, 1968 Members of the Students for a Democratic Society attempied

to destroy a display in the Student Union., The campus
Board of Review suspended the organization until September
1969, and three of its members face criminal charges
brought against them by other students.

Fall, 1968 There was a five minute sit-in in the Placement Center when
Marine recruiters appeared on campus. The students left
when asked to do so and none were cited.

Sentences suspended.
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9/67 to 12/68

Riverside

San Diego

Fall, 1967

San Francisco

Fall, 1967

Fall, 1968

Santa Barbara

Fall, 1967

1

Although a number of rallies and demonstrations have
occurred protesting against recruiters from 'war related
industries," no rules or laws have been violated.

There was a demonstration supporting the flying of the
North Vietnam flag. No violations of campus regulations
nor state statutes occurred.

Fifty students staged an illegal demonstration protesting
food service policies.

Academic Discipline:

Reprimanded, censured or warned 50

A table was set up to register voters in the Peace and
Freedom Party at an unauthorized location., After pro-
testing being challenged, the students involved moved the
table to the area designated for such activities.

One student was cited for participating in the Mcses Hall
incident,

Academic Discipline:

Disciplinary Probation 1

The Placement Center was picketed when recruiters from
Dow Chemical Co. appeared on campus. Some picketers
entered the Administration Bldg. and those who refused
to leave when ordered to do so were cited. One student
consequently withdrew from the University and his re-
edmission has been barred.

Academic Discipline:

Suspended hl
Reprimanded, censured or warned 7

Sentence suspended.
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Fall, 1968 A minor disturbance occurred during an ROTC ceremony.

Academic Discipline:

Reprimanded, censured or warned 2

The Computer Center on campus was forcibly occupied by
12 black students,

Academic Discipline:

Suspended 121

Santa Cruz

Fall, 1968 Faculty, staff, students and ncon-University personnel
disrupted a meeting of the Board of Regents. Eight
students were cited for student conduct vioclations.

Academic Discipline:

Reprimanded, censured or warned L

Sentence suspended.
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Latest Figures on Berkeley
April 9, 1969

1. Arrests

Students 125 (these counts included 113 persons)
Non~students 46
Academic Personnel 1
Juveniles __2
174
2. Administrative Enforcement of Student Conduct Rules - Jan. 28 - March «
Arrest No Arrest
Related Involved Total
Cases heard or dismissed 8 5 13
Students on new interim suspension 27 2 29

(Feb. 21 - prevents suspended stu-
dents from coming on campus with-
out written permission except for
disciplinary hearing.)
Students on o0ld interim suspension 32 0 32
(Prohibits students from classes
but not from campus.)

Cases in process of citation 15 0 15
Cases pending 0 23 23
Cases under investigation 43 _01 43

Totals 125 30 155

3. Digposition of Cases Heard

Dismissed from University 10
Disciplinary probation 5
Case continued 1
Censure 14
Charges dismissed _5

Total 35

lincludes about 70 charges of student conduct rule violations.
Additional note: Administrative blocks have been placed against non-
students which will bar their future enrollment at Berkeley.
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State Colleges - Jan, '68 -~ Feb, 169
All Campuscs

Students Non-Students Faculty (or all)
Academic Discipline

Expelled 2 0 0
Suspended 62 (5 lifted; 40 reinstated pending Lcaring)
Probation 0 0 0

Legal Action - Arrests 1024 6

Academic Discipline by Campus

San Francisco State 6 (5 lifted)
San Jose State 0
Cal, State Long Beach 16
San Fernando Valley State 40 (all reinstated pending hearing)
Fresno State 1
Cal, State llayward 1
64

Legal Action by Campus

San Francisco State 584
San Jose State 19
San Fernando Valley State 347
Cal, State Loung Beach 79
Fresno Sftate 1
Cal, Statec Hayward 0

1030
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Individual Campuscs

California ttate College, Long Reach
April, 1968 - S.D,S, "mill-in"
Suspcnded
Probation
Expelled
Arrcstoed 3
Nov,, 1968 - illegal demonstration
Suspended
Probation
Expelled
Arrcsted 4

N O

w = O oo

San Francisco State College -~ 1/7/68 - 1/23/69
Stikes, sit-ins, B.S,U. demands
Suspended 6 (5 ltifted)
Expelled 0
Arrcsted 584

San Josc State College -~ 1/26/68 - 1/8/69 < black athletes'! boycott
of B,Y,U, football garc, firc, piclkect line violence

Suspended 0
Expelled Y
Arrosted 19

San Fernando Valley State College - 11/4/68 - 1/9/69 - student strile,
building danasoe and occupation, firc

Suspended 40 (rcinst~ted pendin
hcaring

Fxpelled 0

Arroested 347 (40 reinstatcd(;?>

pending hearing)

Fresno State College - Fall, 1968 - property dasage and destruction

Sfuspended 1
Expeclled 0
Arrested 1

California State College, Hayward - Fall, 1068 -~ property danage and
destruction
Suspended
Expelled 0
Arrested 0

=



153

APPENDIX F

INFORMATION ON POLICE COSTS
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List of Costs to County and City
Governments for Use of Sheriff
and Police to Control Campus
Disturbances

1. City of Santa Clara, $815.19 for S.F. State disturbances.

2. City of Berkeley, 1964, $10,180.25, U.C. disturbances
1965, $ 3,745.30, ditto
1966, $ 5,573.45, ditto
1967, $ 5,185.63, ditto
1968, $12,833.31, ditto
1968, $ 2,897.68, S.F. Mutual Aid
S 629,40, San Mateo College Mutual Aid
1969, $34,554.22, U.C. disturbances
S 495,59, S.F. Mutual aid

3. Alameda County, August 30, 1968, to March 24, 1969, $59,618
4. Santa Clara County, August 31, 1968, to January 31, 1969, $20,276

5. City of Oakland, 1968, $22,620.64 U.C. and Mutual Aid
1969, $ 1,556.18 ditto

6. San Francisco, November 6, 1968, to February 21, 1969:*
$469,239.14 in regular time cost
31,239.49 in overtime cost

232,094.42 in deferred watches for extra work load
Total $732,573.05

7. City of San Jose, September 20, 1967, to February 18, 1969:
$48,683 for San Jose State disturbances, plus
Mutual Aid for S.F. State and U.C. Berkeley

* Source of these particular figures is a report by San Francisco
Police Chief Thomas J. Cahill.
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Educational Opportunity Programs
Fundamentally, Educational Opportunity Programs encourage and

wrt students who would otherwise be unable to attend an insti-

10

3

of higher learning. There are several persisting barriers to

0
]

education which these programs can overcome. Financially,
.P. seeks to meet the needs of each student, most of whom reqguire
ziderable support. This comes mainly from federal loans, grants,
work programs. Geographically, most E.0.P. students require
-ing on or near the campus. Generally there is not easy access to
leges by those communities at which E.O.P. is aimed. Academically,
== students suffer from inferior public school preparation. This
L, plus the bias of traditional admissions criteria, limit the
idity of a student's record in predicting his true potential.
E.0.P. uses more subjective approaches, such as recommendations
interviews, to determine who is likely to profit from college
2llment. Exception admission authority, recommended by the
rdinating Council of Higher Education and the Legislature, is often

. The enrolled student is provided with tutors and counselors to
» him make the adjustment to the college environment and academic
=nda, Directors of E.0.P. have developed working relationships
n the student bodies, faculties, administrative officers, and

wmity. This opportunity is an open door to disadvantaged students

an educational advantage to all other students.

-P. and Disturbances

Many people have contended that E.0.P. students are a drain on
University and State college systems because they have participated
a large extent in the current campus disturbances. However, an inves-

ation has shown that this is not ‘the case.
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Out of 958 arrests made on State college campuses, 58 were arrests
of students who were admitted under the four percent waiver provisions.
Not all waiver students are on E.O.P., nor are all E.O0.P. students
admitted under waiver conditions. However, if there is any correlation
between waiver admittees and E.0.P. students, then E.Q.P. arrests
would include about two percent of the total E.0.P. enrollment. This
indicates arrests only, and not convictions. While this two percent
is higher than regular student arrest-related participation, it would
indicate that a large majority of E.0.P. students have not been directly
involved in campus disturbances.

The University of California reports that as of April 25,
Berkeley had fifteen E.0.P. arrests, U.C.L.A. had two, U.C.S.B. had
eight, and no E.0.P. arrests were reported at other campuses. A total
of known arrests and estimates would indicate a figure near 25 arrests
out of 1,948 E.O.P. students throughout the University, or less than two
percent.

State College E.Q.P.

The results of E.O0.P. at the California State Colleges have been
highly positive. In the fall of 1967, 268 students were enrolled in
pilot E.0.P. programs. Sixty-three percent earned a "C" average or
better, and 22 percent earned "B" averages or better. O0f the 210
admitted as exceptions, 62 percent earned "C" averages or better, and
25 percent earned "B" averages or better. The 1968 results are not yet
complete. However, one of the charts following shows that results tend
to confirm last year's performance. It is expected that as the results
of tutoring begin to bear fruit over a longer period of time, even
more marked improvement will be reflected.

State college authorities feel that enrolling students who would
be admissible to junior colleges as freshmen and sophomores is Jjusti-

fied on the part of the State colleges. Junior colleges are often
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under budgetary strictures and unable to meet the financial aid of

students. Four-year institutions can provide upper class and graduate

tutors who are essential to the success of many E.O0.P. students.

Also, State colleges can often aid better with housing requirements.
rdministrators feel that the psychological climate of a four-year
institution provides an environment which encourages persistence, more
than that of junior colleges, where many students drift in and out.
-tate college programs can then provide models for junior colleges.

The charts which follow provide some data on E.0.P. at the

-tate colleges.
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Collegiate Performance of Educational Opportunity Program Students

Many colleges have not yet reported on initial performance of 1968 admitta
However, the data received thus far confirms previous year results:

Earned Earned
Numbexr Enrolled C or Better B or bBetter
College "Exceptions" Total "Exceptions" Total "Exceptions" Total
Dominguez Hills 26 - 61% - 11% -
Fresno 78 - 40% - 3% -
Haywaxd 63 - 51% - 249% -
Long Beach 240 312 60% 6 5% 12% 13%
Los Angeles 68 81 59% 62% 14% 16%
San Bernardino 11 - 75% - - -
San Diego 155 272 37% 50% 6% 11%
San Fernando 179 209 52% 54% 16% 18%
San Jose 295 420 55% 58% 11% 13%
San Luis Obispo 18 21 72% 67% 5% 4%
Sonoma 63 - 51% - 24% -
Stanislaus 10 - 50% - 20% -

Thefabove'figures must bg taken in context. Many beginning students, reg:
less of previous qualifications, find thenselves on probation. It is notewa:
that only a few EOP students have withdrawn.
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STATE COLLEGE LOP ENROLLMENT

1963-69
Total Exception
EOP Admissions
Enrollment Enrolled in EOP

2l State, Bakersfield 0 0
2l State, Dominguez Hills 32 32
21 8tate, Hayward 118 118
al State, Fullerton 53 48
2l State, Long Beach 270 235
21 State, Los Angeles 104 104
al State, San Bernardino 12 12
al Poly, (K-V) Pomona 60 12
~1 Poly, SLO 22 4
nico 81 69
r esno 87 87
umboldt 4 4
acramento 54 42
an Diego 408 182
an Fernando Valley 225 175
an Francisco 300 300
an Jose 438 346
onoma 64 50
tanislaus 10 5

Total 2342 1825

survey of 15 of the 17 programs for ethnic distribution shows:

Black 58.9%
Mexican-American 33.7
Oriental 1.6

Caucasian 4.3
Other 1.3
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University of California
Educational Opportunity Programs

The Educational Opportunity Programs were first authorized for 1964-
1965 to encourage disadvantaged youth to enroll in the University of
California. Today, these programs exist at each of the nine campuses
and encompass 2000 undergraduate students. Expenditures this year will
total $3,761,000, of which $821,000 is from the Opportunity Fund,
$1,000,000 from a special allocation from the University registration
fee, and the remainder from Federal sources, foundation grants, and gift

Vigorous recruiting efforts have been undertaken to identify those
who are culturally, economically, or educationally disadvantaged, but
who have shown a potential to benefit from higher education. Admitted
students are provided with academic and personal counseling, tutoring,
housing, and financial aid. The U.C. Office of Relations with Schools,
which cooperates with the University, State Colleges, and Community
Colleges, makes special efforts in the schools with 30 per cent or more
minority students to convince these students of the importance of colley.
preparatory studies. The limitation on the number of students who can k.
admitted in exception to regular admission procedures was raised in 1968
from 2 to 4 per cent, with 2% exclusively for disadvantaged students.

Faculty, staff, and students have responded enthusiastically,
giving and raising funds and providing academic and other assistance.
While the evaluation of the success of the program must include an ap-

praisal of grade-point averages and attrition rates, subjective evaluati.
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must consider changes in self-expectation and vocational interests,
increased self-confidence, and more realistic goals. Concerning

grade points, for 1966-67 the regularly admissable freshmen achieved

a grade-point average .16 higher than their Educational Opportunity
counterparts and .52 higher than the E.0.P. freshmen admitted in 1967-
68 by special action (the new, additional 2 per cent). In 1966-67, the
48 E.0.P. transfer students who met the established admission standards
had a cumulative grade-point average of 2.66 at year's end, and the 106
entering in 1967-68 cumulated 2.48 at the end of that year. This com-
pares favorably with the general performance of transfer students, who
average about 2.30 for their first quarter. The special action students
did predictably less well: 2.20 for the 1966-7 transfer students, and
2.32 for the 1967-68 transfers. However, the total picture, even in
terms of grade points, proves encouraging.

Moreover, E.0.P. students persist academically. Nearly 89 per cent
of the 449 freshmen admitted in 1967-68 returned in the fall of 1968,
and 91 per cent of the 245 transfer students admitted the same year
returned.

Graduate students have only recently been included in the Educational
Opportunity Programs. This year, however, there are 300: 70 at Berkeley,
11 at Davis, 139 at Los Angeles, 75 at San Francisco, 4 at Santa
Barbara, and one at San Diego. The University has sought to prepare a
greater number of disadvantaged individuals for professional work. An
evaluation of the success of these programs must await this year's ex-
perience.

The charts which follow give some data on E.0.P. throughout the

University of California.
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ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY STUDENTS

American Indian
White

Black, Negro, or
Afro-American

Mexican-American/
Spanish Surname

Oriental

Unidentified

TOTALS

1966-67

31

222

127

67

472

1967-68

490

268
156

88

1,090

1968-69

16

147

218
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EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNTTY PROGRAM STUDENTS
BY ADMISSTONS CLASSIFICATION AND GRADE POINT AVERAGE

1966-67 1967-68 1968~69
Admissions Classification Number GPA Number GPA Numbex
Academically Eligible Freshmen 166 2.41 306 2.30 30L
Academically Eligible Transfers 48 2.66 106 2.48 98
Special Action Freshmen 75 2.05 143 2.04 317
Special Action Transfers 65 2.20 139 2.32 254
Continuing Eligible Students 106 2.40 298 2.43 663
Continuing Special Action 12 1.73 ___ 98 2.27 _315

TOTALS 472 1,090 1,948



1966-67
No, of Students
Student Assistance
Tutorial. Assistance
Counselcrs
Summer I'rograms

Community Service
Projects

Adminis‘.rative Expense
Grand Total
1967-68
No. of &itudents
Student Assistance
Tutorial! Assistance
Counselors

Svmmer I rograms

SOURCES AMND DIETRIBUTION OF ECONCMIC O?PORTUNITY PROGRAM FUNDS ON

UNIVERSITY OF CALICORNIA CAMPUSES

Community Serxvice Projects -

Administrative Expense

Grznd Total

Berke Davis Irvine
199 11 -
$275,296 $18,673 -
3,180 200 -
8,400 - -
25,663 3,779 -
$312,539 $22,652
394 18 -
$435,554 $32,294 -_—
7,167 310 -
7,368 - -
12,000 14,000 -
40,336 9,135
$502,415 $55,739

UCLA Rive S.D. SoF. SoB, S.C. Total
201 13 24 - 24 - 472

$124,317 $19,800 $28,884  -- $24,175 -- $491,145
1,096 - - - 38 - 4,514
- - 1,507 - - - 1,507
- - 13,622 - - - 22,022
- - - - 5,645 - 5,645
38,904 - - - 8,265 — 76,61
$164,317 $19,800  $44,013 $33,123 $601,446
525 17 27 — 106 3 1,090
$507,884  $28,800 $49,714  —- $85,750 $3,571  $1,143,557
14,403 - 1,707 _— 1,506 85 25,178
- - - - 1,045 - 9,313
12,635 - 12,723  -- 2,500 3,386 57,224
_— - - - 7,060 - 7,060
37,529 - 1,050 12,254 10,706 11,010
$572,451  $28,800  $G5,194 §111,015 $17,728  $1,353,342

(=]
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1968-69
No. of ctudents
Students Assistance
Tutorial Assistance
Counselcers
Summexr Programs

Community Service
Projects

Administrative Cxpense

Grand Total

Berk. Davis Irvine UCLA Riv, S.D, SaF. S.B. S.Co Total
635 20 41 725 81 54 57 223 42 1,942
$1,245,000 $162,8838 $61,400 $1,194,500 $113,528 $48,750 - $253,005 $54,650 $3,13g,721

12,000 5,000 2,000 34,523 6,400 - -- 3,720 1,000 54,643
8,112 26,260 3,600 - - - - 13,680 -- 51,652
12,000 72,000 ~-- 38,000 5,200 21.333 ~-= 86,100 13,800 243,433
12,000 -- 6,000 - - ~-- -- 10,274 - 28,274
57,520 16,500 22,500 39,240 28,450 18,560 - 26,208 16,32 222,302
$1,346,632 $282,648 $95.500 $1,306,267 $158,578  $88,643 $396,987 $E5,770 83,751,225

99T
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want to preface this minority report with a free quote, intended to
wunarize my reasons for rejecting both the tenor and conclusions of
w majority report. ".....the slowness of change is always respect-
able and reasonable in the eyes of those who are only watching;
it is a different matter for the ones who are in pain. It is com-
placency, gradualism and hypocrisy that seems unjust and strange.
It is the comfortable people who make the decisions.....it is only
the people who are affected by those decisions who are expected
to stand quietly, watch patiently and wait....." (Death at an
Early Age, Kozol, Bantam)

= document submitted by the majority is a dangerous exercise in
tility. It avoids problems rather than confronting them. It reminds
of a group of well-intentioned men observing a forest fire and
tamina the conflagration on the existence of trees, rather than the
whination of aridity and a match.
» submit a report on campus problems which virtually ignores the
tiing in which our campuses exist is absurd. Our campuses are of
vis world and not outside of it, the conditions which agitate our
211d likewise shape the world of the students and faculties and they
1%t be recognized. They include:

. The perpetuation of a vile, murderous war in Vietnam which vir-
tually the entire national student community recognizes as
illegitimate. The knowledge that their campuses are deeply
complicit with that conflict in a variety of ways. They know
that BETTER THAN TWO-THIRDS of university research money comes
from Defense, NASA and the AEC. (James Ridgeway, "The Closed
Corporation", Ballentine)

. The pervasively racist nature of our society and its institutions.
A society which cheerfully allows catastrophic unemployment rates
for non-white young people, hunger for millions of its people,
poverty and deprivation for ten million others while blandly
spending 80 billion dollars for "defense", all the while having
already emplaced 8174 deliverable nuclear warheads, sufficient
to remove 116 million soviets from the earth. (I. F. Stone - New
York Review)

. The calcification of many of our institutions, most particularly
those of politics and education, which, rather than being the
instrumentalities of change remain inextricably committed to
the maintenance of an unjust status quo. As a corollary to
that commitment, our institutions appear to be pursuing gener-
ational war against the beliefs and very life styles of our
young who appear somewhat freer of the hypocrisies which society
uses to mask its true nature.
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These conditions make two consequences become crystal clear. The
first is that students recognize that racism, physical poverty and
psychic deprivation are not necessary in a nation with a Gross
National Product of 800 billion dollars and a stated belief in free-~
dom. Being unnecessary and evil, they are intolerable. The second
is that this generation of students will not allow itself to be
seduced into the middle class and by what has turned out to be a
largely empty success ethic. They want these problems dealt with,
they want them dealt with now, and very importantly, they want those
institutions in which they find themselves to begin dealing with
them. It is evident therefore that the myth of a somehow isolated
ivory tower is dead. The elitist nature of places of higher educa-
tion, attempting to serve as a training ground for new recruits in
the war to maintain the status quo is thankfully gone forever.

The students' struggle has engendered a somewhat hysterical response
on the part of some sections of the larger community. The response
is usually to what is called "violence" on the campuses. We should
therefore examine the term "violence". My dictionary defines it as
"natural or physical force in action", but also as "the unjust use
of power in the deprivation of rights". If we accept for a moment
the second definition, it appears that (at least in the world of
education) the major "violence" is that visited upon non-white or
poor children in ghetto elementary and high schools who are system—
atically deprived of their right to an integrated quality education
by the power of the educational establishments. If we turn to the
second definition as "natural or physical force in action" we find
nothing to get upset about. It appears therefore that we need to
redefine the "violence" that concerns us.

The campus "violence" which should truly concern us, and which does
concern me, is the use of the implements of force in ways potentially
harmful to other human beings. The use of guns, bombs, clubs, rocks
and gas is to be damned, whether used by students or the police.

It is dishonest however to demand new legislation to deal with the
on-campus use of these implements of force. There are sufficient
laws on the books to deal with any assault, battery, shooting,
bombing, etc., likely to be found on a high school or college campus.
It should also be pointed out that, rather than having a "sanctuary”,
campus activists are subject not only to the courts as we all are, but
also to campus discipline proceedings which frequently, and in the
specific case of San Francisco State, are less protective of the
rights of the accused than anything we would subject ourselves to.

No matter what is said then, sufficient law exists to deal with the
illegitimate use of the implements of force and all else that is
proposed is designed to suppress those who, whether we agree with
them or not, are actively engaged in trying to change the institu-
tions of our society. Can we diminish the use of what we commonly
understand as "violence"? I believe so. Hannah Arendt points out
that violence and power are antithetical; that is, powerlessness
results in violence, those with power having no need for it (unless
also psychotic). The answer thus lies in a redistribution of power
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on our campuses and within our society as a whole, so as to make
both more democratic.

If I were to make a list of my own findings and recommendations, they
would in broad terms encompass the following:

1. OPEN UP THE CAMPUSES

The majority report shows that 47% of California's 18-24 year olds
are in college. That the non-white population does not send an
equivalent percentage of its children to college is evident to any-
one who has ever visited a campus. The effort to open up our
campuses cannot start at the college level. E.O0.P. is only a band-
aid where surgery is required, and we do not even properly fund that
very small effort. We must begin at the elementary schools so that
additional generations of non-whites will not be consigned to the
welfare rolls by the time they are four years old. If I interpret
the mood of the non-white youths properly, it is that we will either
all have colleges or no one will.

2. REDEFINE THE PURPOSES OF THE UNIVERSITY

The campuses must be restructured so that they respond to the needs
of our communities with the same degree of enthusiasm with which
they respond to the needs of California's agro-business and the
hallucinatory requirements of the Department of Defense. The pur-
poses of education and the purposes of the institution must be
directed to include solving society's maladjustments.

3. REDISTRIBUTION OF CAMPUS POWER

If we are truly interested in peace on the campus we must create a
situation in which the students share meaningfully and directly in
curriculum decisions, faculty hiring and the making of campus rules.
We must stop viewing the campuses as holding pens where the young
are kept until they are sufficiently indoctrinated to assume our
place on a purposeless treadmill. We must give them the power to
define their own reality and needs and hope that this will result
in the creation of conditions wherein a just society can begin to
emerge.

WILLIE L, 'BROWN, JR.
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Statement by: John Stull
Newton R. Russell
Carlos J. Moorhead

We, the undersigned, agree that this report presents the
problems found on our college campuses today. We are in general
agreement with its findings and with the recommendations presented.
However, in certain areas, we feel that the report did not go far
enough. Without detracting from the report, we wish to make certain
additional observations.

1. The reality and true danger that the anarchists, nihilists
and revolutionaries pose to our educational institutions
is not mentioned forcibly enough. It is these groups who
are the real threat to true freedom of speech and the
proper pursuit of education. It is their purpose to
destroy our institutions of higher learning as a means of
destroying our society itself. To be properly equipped
to deal with this threat the universities and colleges must
be thoroughly familiar with the true goals and strategy of
each of these various groups.

In addition, the cause and effect aspect is all but ignored
in the report. It is impossible to hire faculty members
who condone or advocate illegal acts or violence without
developing students who, in turn, will believe and act in
accordance with these teachings.

2. The administration, in many instances, has seemingly been
totally unprepared to handle the events that have been
thrust upon them. Years of permissiveness based upon a
philosophy which holds that an act is neither good nor bad,
but only relative has contributed to this unpreparedness.

In dealing with these campus anarchists and their disruptive
tactics, vacillation, equivocation, indecision and amnesty
have proved to be inadequate administrative weapons to deal
with today's campus lawlessness. Such action can only be
interpreted by the students as weakness which will demoralize
and dishearten the law-abiding and will encourage further
unlawful acts.

The administration must make it known--well in advance--that
disturbances will not be tolerated, and that students engaging
in such acts will be punished swiftly, equitably and justly.
With such an administrative policy clearly and forcibly stated,
further temporizing, equivocation or delaying on the part of
the administration must not be permitted if campus order is

to be maintained.

Furthermore, individuals who, by their violent and disruptive
tactics, show themselves to be opposed to the normal, peaceful
channels of dissent must not be allowed to remain at our
institutions of higher learning.
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3. It is clear to us that the students feel that far too
many faculty members are more interested in research,
lighter teaching loads and other prerogatives than they
are in the welfare of individual students.

It is equally clear that too many faculty members and
faculty organizations have failed to recognize the need
for more personal concern with student needs and problems,
for the upgrading of teaching methods, or the need to
improve methods of communicating course subject-matter

to students in an interesting and relevant manner.

We also feel that the report did not go far enough in
recommending academic penalties against those teachers
who abandon their students in order to participate in
disruptive demonstrations.

We feel that the above observations were necessary to
supplement the report in areas wherein it appeared
deficient.

Yo Al iy Gl

JOHN STULL NEWTON R. RUSSELL CARLOSYJ. MOORHEAD

r
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May 2, 1969

The Honorable Victor Veysey
Chairman, Assembly Education Committee
Room 3112, State Capitol

Dear Vic:

| have these reservations about the report of the Select Committee on Campus
Disturbances:

{. The Forward =- is not indicative of the worth/depth of the documents
following.

2, The Findings -~

a. Omit a critical finding -~ the unrest amongst our student genera-
tion on the campus is directly related to the unrest in our society
at large and to the major unresolved issues in our society; namely,
the Vietnam War and the Draft, race and prejudice, poverty and
hunger. Until and unless these issues are more readily addressed
by the Legislature and the society at large, the unrest will likely
continue.

b. Omit perhaps the most critical finding, a very sad finding --
that but for the unrest, (the disruption, even the violence), we
wouldn't even have made findings at all.

c. Fail to make explicit the finding that is implicit in the findings;
namely, that we in the Legislature have been reached, have
become more aware, and are willing to listen and learn, and
that, hopefully, we nor anyone else needs further violence to
gain our attention.



Honorable Victor Veysey May 9, 1969

3. The Recommendations -- generally | have no reservations.

4. The Proposed Bills -

a.

Fail to include specific legislative proposals to carry out the
positive and constructive recommendations, particularly pro-
posals for student participation in decision making and for fund-
ing of educational opportunity programs.

The bill mandating withdrawal of financial assistance
. takes away flexibility from the chief administrative
officer on the campus and may leave him less able to

deal with the realities of each situation; and

2. invokes a heavier burden on poor students than falls
upon rich students (for the same act, each could be

174

similarly tried and punished by the criminal court, and each

could be similarly tried and displined by the school , but
the rich student could continue to avail himself of the
public institution supported by our tax money while the
poor student would be eliminated because of his resultant
inability to finance his education).

| would instead require a hearing in such instances and a review
of the financial aid, making its withdrawal one of the penalties
invokdble at the hearing mandated by proceeding proposed legis-
lation.

5. The Report == | have no reservations.

Sincerely

\N
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Statement of Honorable Bill Greene, Assemblyman, Fifty-Third
District, Los Angeles, to be included in Report of Assembly
Select Committee on Campus Disturbances:

The Subcommittee on Educational Enviromment of the Assembly
Committee on Education, initiated public hearings into the problems
on university and state college campuses prior to the appointment
and subsequent works of the Select Committee on Campus Disturbances.
I serve on all of the beforementioned bodies.

It is clear to me far more of the responsibility for the
climate which has permitted such problems to develop from the
outset, and the fact the problems have increased in intensity,
rest with: (1) the faculty, (2) the respective administration,
and (3) the appropriate governing body, that many appear willing
to articulate.

In fact, I charge that persons charged with the above cate-
gories of responsibility have not performed efficiently enough in
their jobs to: (1) see the problem coming, (2} have any idea of
what to do when faced with same, and (3) make recommendations to the
Legislature as to action which would alleviate the problems.

I am compelled to state, in my opinion, they have failed
the students and the public interest, and in appearances before the
Legislature, have assumed none of the responsibility for their lack
of action.

Respe wlly

BILL GREENE

Member of the Assembly
Fifty-Third District
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Honorable Edward Reinecke, President
and Members of the Senate

State Capitol

Sacramento, California

Honorable Bob Monagan, Speaker
and Members of the Assembly

State Capitol

Sacramento, California

Ladies and Gentlemen:

On behalf of the Joint Committee on Higher Educaton, I am transmitting
a staff report prepared for the Committee on the subject of public and private
higher education in Cahfornia.

This study was prepared in accordance with ACR 156, 1965 Regular Session,
ACR 56, 1966 First Extraordinary Session and ACR 18, 1967 Regular Session.
These resolutions directed the Committee to “ascertain, study and analyze all
the facts relating vo the development of higher education under the Master Plan”,
to explore the future needs of higher education in California and to report any
recommendations for new legislation and changes, if any, in existing law.

I believe this report substantially fulfills the Committee’s obligations. It is
the Committee’s intent that the report be printed and that it receive the widest
possible dissemination,

In transmitting this report it is also the Committee’s recommendation that the
Joint Committee on Higher Education be reconstituted for the period of one
year, and that it be assigned as its principal task the review and evaluation of the
findings and recommendations contained in this report through public hearings
and such other means as may be deemed appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

Jesse M. Unrun

Chairman

Alfred E. Alquist Carlos Bee

Donald L. Grunsky Gordon W. Duffy
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A general diffusion of knowledge and
intelligence being essential to the preservation
of the rights and liberties of the people, the
Legislature shall encourage by all suitable means
the promotion of intellectual, scientific, moral,
and agricultural improvement.

—Constitution of California,
Arricle IX, Section 1.

Forgive me, masters of the mind!

At whose behest I long ago

So much unlearnt, so much resign’d—
I come not here to be your foe!

—Matthew Arnold

Never ask of money spent
Where the spender thinks it went.

—Robert Frost
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has been prepared and submitted to the
Joint Committee on Higher Education in response to
a directive that the Committee ascertan, study and
analyze the facts relative to the development of higher
education in California under the 1960 Master Plan,
The Committee was also directed to explore the fu-
ture needs of higher education in California and to
report its recommendations for appropriate new legis-
lation and change, if any, in existing law.

The first section of the report presents a description
of higher education in California as it is today, the
major trends of the past decade and some projections
mto the future. The second section presents a detailed
analysis of s1x major issues: the statewide structure
and governance of higher education; equality of
opportunity; measuring the flow of students into,
through and out of higher education; the role and
financing of the private colleges and universities, the
financing of public higher education; and the role of
higher education in relation to the “urban crisis.”

Those who believe that the overriding problem of
higher education today is anarchy and insurrection on
the campuses may be disappomnted initially with the
topics to which this report is addressed and the recom-
mendations which we advance. The report says noth-
ing concerning the problem of mantaining order on
those campuses which have witnessed so much strife in
recent months It says nothing about trespass rules,
the right of faculty members to strike, the enforce-
ment of rules of student conduct or similar matters
which so occupy the Legislature’s attention at this
moment.

Nevertheless, we believe that much of what 1s con-
tained in this report is relevant to present circum-
stances. In the chapter on statewide structure and
governance of higher education we recommend a thor-
ough reorganization of public higher education, with
the objective not only of strengthening statewide and
regional planning and coordination, but also to focus
greater responsibulity at the campus level for the man-
agement of each institution. Our recommendations
will make 1t possible, we believe, for public higher
education to become more responsive to educational
needs and public policy at the state and local levels.

Equally important, in the chapter on equality of
opportunity in higher education we advance a series
of specific recommendations which are intended to
sharply increase the opportunity for students from all
cthnic groups to gain a college education. These rec-
ommendations represent a bold, positive step toward
meeting the just and reasoned demands of those who
have been effectively barred from true equality of
opportunity. We believe they accurately reflect the

proposals so effectively articulated before the Com-
mittee by students, student advisors, student aid of-
ficers and others over the course of this study.

There is also relevance, we believe, in what is said
about the problems of financing public and private
higher education, of learning more about which stu-
dents are served by the system and how well they
are served, and of encouraging the colleges and uni-
versities to play a greater role in helping to deal
with the broad problems which are grouped under
the term “urban crisis.” All of these matters have an
important bearing on current events, however indirect
it may seem.

We make the following recommendations, there-
fore, with some hope that they will be received and
studied carefully as evidence of a positive effort to
develop solutions to the basic problems confronting
higher education today.

THE STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE OF
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION (Chapter 5)

1. We recommend the consolidation of the Uni-
versity of California and the California State Colleges
mto a single unified system of public higher education,
with the new system also to absorb the powers and
duties which have been and will be assigned to the
Board of Governors of the California Community Col-
leges. This new systern may bear the name of the
University of Califorma. It should have a single gov-
erning board with statewide responsibility for the gen-
eral governance of the unified system, for the alloca-
tion of state appropriations, and for the development
of short- and long-range program and fiscal planning.
Although the junior colleges would retain their basic
relationship to their local boards and districts, they,
too, would come within the jurisdiction and policies
of the proposed new board.

To assist the statewide board in its planning and
program functions there should be established a co-
ordinating and administrative body for each major
region in the state to focus the various resources of
public higher education on the needs of each region
and to monitor the implementation of statewide and
regional policies,

Within each region the individual institutions may
function as university centers, liberal arts colleges,
community colleges and specialized institutions ac-
cording to the needs of the region and their own
capabilities for service. Finally, there may be estab-
lished, as deemed appropriate, local boards for each
public campus to assist the campuses in serving and
in maintaining communications with their surrounding
communities.



We further recommend that upon the passage of
the necessary constitutional revision there be estab-
lished a Joint Legislative Committee on the Reorgan-
ization of Higher Education. This Committee should
be given explicit powers to assemble technical staff
and technical advisors from the University, state col-
leges and junior colleges, from such executive agencies
of state government as the Department of Finance,
the Controller, and the State Personnel Board, and
from such legislative staff agencies as the Office of
the Legislative Analyst and the Legislative Council
Bureau. Its primary responsibility would be to draft
such legislation as may be required to provide a sound
basis in statute and in administrative procedure for the
operation of the consolidated system.

In order to bring about this reorganization we pro-
pose that Article 9 of the California Constitution be
substantially revised as it pertains to the University of
California to provide that:

(a) There be a unified system of public higher
education (with appropriate qualification for
the special circumstances of the junior col-
leges), free from political and sectarian influ-
ence;

That the Board of Regents be given the au-
thority and responsibility for the statewide
governance of this system, as spelled out by
statute; and

That the composition of the Regents be
changed to delete all ex officie members except
the President of the University and, after a
period of transition, to provide for 24 mem-
bers appointed by the Governor for terms of
12 years.

(b)

()

TOWARD EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY IN
HIGHER EDUCATION (Chapter 6)

1. We recommend that state funds be appropriated
through the Office of Compensatory Education of the
Department of Education to provide for special col-
lege advisors for disadvantaged students in the sec-
ondary schools. The purpose of this proposal is to
provide for the type of college counseling that most
nondisadvantaged students get at home. The principal
objective is to substantally increase the number of
high school students who are properly prepared for
college and to motivate and to recruit such students
to apply to and enter college.

2. We recommend that the necessary funds be au-
thorized to provide University, state college and jun-
ior college faculty positions for persons to serve as
special advisors for enrolled disadvantaged students.
The general objective of this proposal is to increase
assistance to disadvantaged students who enroll in col-
lege so that they can overcome academic obstacles to
success and complete their studies.

3. We recommend that facilities be provided, par-
ticularly on urban campuses, for study, advisement and
tutorial centers for all commuter students. The prin-
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cipal purpose of this proposal is to provide the same
study opportunities for commuting students as are
provided for students who live in residence halls.

4. We recommend the funding on an experimental
basis of a small-scale, student operated supplementary
transportation system for low-income students who
attend urban colleges. The system would utilize small
9-passenger buses with student drivers and would op-
erate on flexible schedules between the campuses and
the communities where low-income students reside.
The program would be subsidized with both state and
federal funds.

5. We recommend the provision for mmd-hugh
school entry into the college prep curriculum and sup-
plemental transition programs between high school
and college for students who decide late in high school
to go on to higher education. The purpose of this
proposal is to overcome some of the rigidities of the
multiple-track curricula 1n the junior high and high
schools which tend to make it especially difficult for
disadvantaged students to gan the necessary academic
preparation for college. The program will entail
special state support for those schools which establish
such opportunities.

6. We recommend the establishment of a large-scale
comprehensive financial aid program for disadvan-
taged students to begin i 1969-70. The program
should encompass loans, grants, and work-study funds
and should have provision for an effective informa-
tion and recruitment program. The initial funding of
this program should provide aid for 8,000 additional
students at an 1nitial cost of §12.5 miilion. The greatest
portion of this aid should be made available to junior
college students.

7. We recommend legislation to specifically desig-
nate student financial aid as a public purpose for which
junior colleges may expend public monies from what-
ever source.

8. We recommend the establishment of a demon-
stration and research center for the teaching of verbal
skills to disadvantaged high school and college stu-
dents. The center would be jointly sponsored by a
high school, a junior coliege and a state college. It
would be expected to utilize and evaluate the most
effective and advanced educational methods and media
to improve reading and other language skills.

9. We recommend that the California State Colleges
and the University of California be directed to adopt
a simplified common admission applicauon form for
all undergraduate students. With the cooperation of
the local governing boards, the public junior colleges
should also be encouraged to adopt the same standard
form.

10. We recommend that the University of Califor-
nia and the California State Colleges expand author-
ized exceptions to their admission rules from 4% to
10% of the number of applicants expected to be ad-
mitted as freshmen and as transfer students to ad-
vanced standing.



11. We further recommend a careful reexamination
of the Master Plan admission quotas for the Univer-
sity and state colleges. We believe that consideration
should be given to expanding these quotas from the
top 124 % and 33149% of California high school
graduates to the top 20% for the University and the
upper 40%, for the state colleges.

ATTRITION AND THE FLOW OF
STUDENTS (Chapter 7)

It is our recommendation that work continue on the
development of the proposed student flow informa-
tion system with the objective of presenting a com-
plete design for consideration by the Legislature at
the 1970 Session. This work should be carried for-
ward by the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the University, the California
State Colleges, the Board of Governors of the Cali-
fornta Community Colleges, the Department of Fi-
nance, the Department of Education and other inter-
ested agencies.

THE ROLE AND FINANCING OF PRIVATE
HIGHER EDUCATION (Chapter 8)

1. We recommend that careful consideration be
given to two types of state aid to the private colleges
and universities: (a) partial tax credits for contribu-
tions to stitutions of higher education, and (b) cost-
of-education supplements to accompany state scholar-
ship awards to students who attend private institutions.

2. We further recommend that the Legislature initi-
ate a revision of the Califorma Constitution to permit
the state to provide financial support to non-sectarian
programs at private colleges and universities at such
time as it may appear desireable to do so and under
terms and conditions to be determined subsequently.

FINANCING PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
(Chapter 9)

1. We recommend continued opposition to an in-
crease in tuition, or a comparably large increase in
other student charges, while other means are sought
to provide necessary support for higher education over
the next few years.

2. We recommend that both the University of Cali-
fornia and the Califorma State Colleges undertake
more aggressive fund-raising programs to increase pri-
vate support for public higher education from indi-
viduals and corporations.

3. We recommend that all segments of public
higher education in Cahforma, together with other
appropriate state agencies, participate actively and di-
rectly in determining what new forms federal aid
to higher education should take and what objectives
it should serve. Every effort should be made to
formulate a proposal which is concerned with all of
higher education, rather than one which simply re-
flects the current interests of the junior colleges or the
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University or any other single segment. Moreover,
the proposal should be one which reflects the need to
strengthen statewide planning and policy formulation.

4, The question of whether or not California should
shift to a system of withholding is, of course, a matter
of basic state tax policy rather than simply a quesdon
of how public higher education is to be financed.
Nevertheless, in the course of this report we advance
a number of recommendations which will require ad-
ditional state financing. To the extent that we are
therefore obligated to suggest the means for providing
such additional financing, we recommend the adoption
of a system of withholding and estimating for state
income tax payments, with a significant portion of the
addinonal revenue which is expected to result to be
allocated to higher education.

5. We recommend, in addition, active investigation
of other potential revenue sources for higher educa-
tion, mcluding increased charges for services to private
industry and the possibility of greater current use of
endowment fund earnings.

6. We recommend that beginning no later than
1971, the Governor's Budget present a consolidated
budget for public higher education which will have
as its components:

(a) A statement of the several goals and objectves
of the system as a whole and its individual
segments;

A detailed description of each of the major
programs and program elements of the system,
together with a statement of the objectives and
approprate performance evaluation criteria for
each program and program element;

A projection of support and capital outlay costs
for each major program and segment and for
the system as a whole over a period of at least
five years;

A complete statement of proposed funding by
source for each major program and segment
and for the system as a whole over the period
of the projection; and

Sufficient performance data to permit a care-
ful evaluation of the level of service being pro-
vided and the proposed rate of progress toward
the stated objectves.

(b)

(c)

(d)

(d)

7. We further recommend that the new Board of
Governors of the Community Colleges begin immedi-
ately to collect, prepare and publish comprehensive
current fiscal data regarding juntor college income and
expenditures, regardless of source. This data should be
prepared in the same general manner as we have
recommended for higher education as a2 whole.

URBAN FOCUS: COMMUNITY EDUCATION
AND ASSISTANCE (Chapter 10)
1. We recommend that the University campuses,

state colleges and junior colleges which are located
In metropolitan areas organize regional, jointly op-



erated urban research and development centers to
function as the facus for programs in urban research
and community educaton and assistance.

2. We recommend that consideration be given to
reshaping University Extension so that it becomes an
effective agency for all types of community education,
with an appropriate level of state support.

3. We recommend that the state colleges and the
University, where appropriate, develop much closer
ties with the public schools of the inner city.

X1v

4. We recommend that the public institutions of
higher education facilitate and encourage the establish-
ment of solidly supported programs on the campuses
to achieve a parmership with the Black and Mexican-
American communities.

5. We recommend, finally, that new criteria be con-
sidered for the location of proposed new state col-
leges and University campuses to more adequately
reflect the economic and social impact the campuses
can have on surrounding areas.






‘We have chosen the title of this report with some
care. Our purpose is to emphasize the fact that Cali-
fornia’s structure of public and private higher educa-
tion represents a great achievement for the people of
this state and, at the same time, that with this achieve-
ment have come many new challenges. At the moment
some of these challenges are all too apparent. Others,
however, are perhaps not so obvious, and it is our
objective to give them the attention they have been
denied by events which just now seem to be more
newsworthy.

Of late higher education has drawn a spate of com-
mentators both from within and from without the
academic commurnuty. Each observer has tended to
find fault with the various institutions of higher edu-
cation 1n much the same way as he finds faule with
the larger society around him. Higher education to
some is too parochial and unresponsive to today’s
needs, to others 1t tries to do too much for too many.
Some see 1t as lacking order and purpose, others see it
as too nhibited and too orderly Some critics charge
that our campuses permit and encourage excessive
freedom for students and faculty, others see the col-
leges and umiversities as instruments of a new authori-
tariamusm. To certain writers there has been a shock-
g decline 1n standards, to others the umversity 1s a
citadel of eliusm and irrelevancy We must admic that
this report is no exception, 1t deals with what we be-
lieve to be among the most pressing problems of the
day, and 1gnores many important 1ssues which others
have 1dentified.

We wish to make clear our belief, however, that
many of the problems which we identify would not
now be before us if it were not for the great achieve-
ment 1n building a public and private system of higher
education which is in several respects a model for
other states and other countries. The problems of
finance, of equality of opportunity and of governance
would etther not exist or be of a much different char-
acter 1f this vast educational apparatus had not been
built up so rapidly, expecially over the past twenty-
five years.

Still, 1t would be a serious rmustake to view this
achitevement as essentially complete, to assume that we
now have the best of all possible higher education sys-
tems and that 1t must be guarded zealously against all
who would criticize or change it. If we now stop
building and modifying to meet the new conditions
and new challenges, the earlier achievement will be
diminished and lost. It is with this sense of obligation
both to the present and to the past that this report
has been prepared.

1. Introduction

ORIGIN OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON
HIGHER EDUCATION

“It is by now no news that California has been
and is in a great crisis in higher education. . .
It is only in the last decade that we have admitted
crisis, it is only in the last year or two that its
meaning 1n finance and control have come di-
rectly home to the general public. How the state
emerges from this crisis will depend greatly upon
the depth of perception of what is involved, of
how significantly the whole technologically based
economy of California relates to all higher edu-
cation in California and 1ts output in knowledge,
persons, and processes of action.”?

These words were written by the late Arthur G.
Coons, former president of Occidental College, Presi-
dent of the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion and Chairman of the Master Plan Survey Team,
shortly before his death in 1968. It is in response to
this crisis and in recognition of the fundamental im-
portance of higher education to the health and welfare
of this state, that this report has been prepared.

The Jomt Committee on Higher Education was
established in 1965 in response to widespread concern
over developing student unrest within the Umiversity
of Californija. Initally, the principal function of the
Committee was to provide for the establishment of
informal channels of communication between the Leg-
islature and the several educational communities within
the state. Its objective was to create an atmosphere
in which very controversial events might be discussed
and appropriate responses determned free of the heat
and vindictiveness which characterized initial reactions.
The Commuttee refrained from conducting a full-scale
investigation of campus disorders, but instead main-
tamed a watchfulness 1in the event that further legis-
lative action might become necessary.

At the same time the Committee began to develop
the outlines of a broad study of the principle sub-
stantive 1ssues confronung higher educauon in Cali-
fornta ACR 165 of the 1965 Session, which had au-
thorized establishment of the Committee, had also
directed 1t to

<

. ascertain, study and analyze all the facts re-
latmg to the development of higher education
under the Master Plan during the period 1960-65;
explore the needs of higher education for the
years 1975-80; and report thereon to the Legis-
lature, including in 1ts report its recommendations
for appropriate legislation and change, if any, in
the present law.”



Identical language was included in ACR 56 of the
1966 Session which extended the life of the Committee
and reset its reporting date to January, 1969.*

This broad directive was translated the following
year into a tentative study plan which was endorsed
in September 1966 by the governing boards of the
University and the state colleges, the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education, representatives of the
jumior colleges and representatives of the private col-
leges and universities. Pledges of cooperation were also
obtained from representatives of all the major faculty
organizations.

This study plan received further consideration dur-
ing the early months of 1967. The study plan and a
supporting budget were approved by the Assembly
and Senate Rules Comnuttees, and in April, 1967, the
Legislature passed ACR 16, once more renewing the
Commuttee’s authorization and adding $250,000 to the
imtial appropriation of $100,000 to finance the pro-
posed study. ACR 16 also directed the Committee to
make a special study and report on the matter of
tuition 1n higher education to be submitted at the
1968 Session of the Legislature. In addition, the Leg-
islature adopted ACR 22 calling for a study of Uni-
versity financial practices by the Auditor General to
be submutted to the Committee for subsequent trans-
mittal to the Legislature. A separate appropriation of
$50,000 was provided to finance the Auditor Gen-
eral’s mvestigations.

The study upon which this report is based began in
June, 1967, and continued over a period of 19 months.
At the outset 1t was determined to preclude any sug-
gestion of institutional bias by keeping the conduct of
the study free from dependence upon any one of the
segments of higher education. Accordingly, a contract
was drawn up with Baxter, McDonald & Company
of Berkeley, California, for rhat firm to serve as re-
search director, with the assistance of the Committee’s
small staff, and to sub-contract portions of the re-
search to experts and qualified orgamzations within
and outside the state.

During the period of the study, the Committee has
frequently been under strong pressure to divert its
attention to matters of student unrest, off-campus
political activities and campus administration. It has
not done so not because it has failed to see the rele-
vancy of these matters, but because the majority of
the members have remained convinced that the Com-
mittee could contribute more to the strengthening of
California’s educational system by dealing with the
basic substantive issues of state policy than by becom-
ing entangled in all the various conflicts which have
occurred over the past few years on and about the
campuses. Clearly, however, the Committee has dealt
only indirectly with several very important contem-
porary issues which concern higher education, and
which are necessarily matters of continuing legislative
concern,

*The full texts of the resolutions authonzing the commttee’s activities
may be found 1n Appendix A

It should also be noted that it was upon the specific
request of the Governor in 1967 that the Commuttee
agreed not to investigate incidents of student unrest at
that time and also agreed to the deletion from ACR
16 (1967) of a proposed directive for the Committee
to undertake such an investigation.

EARLIER STUDIES

The current legislative interest in higher education
as demonstrated by this Committee’s study is in no
way unique in California’s history, a loak back to
carlier studies reveals the fact that the Legislature,
acting on its own or through a specially appointed
group of representatives, has been a major focus of
leadership in bringing about a strengthening of higher
education 1n this state.

At the close of the last century the legislature estab-
lished a 45-member California Education Commission
made up of leading educators and other outstanding
citizens of the state. This comnussion was charged
with responsibility for a review of the state’s system
of public education from kindergarten through the
Unuiversity. In accordance wich that directive the com-
mussion dealt with a broad range of educational prob-
lems, but 1t was parucularly concerned with the mat-
ter of admission to the “normal” schools (later the
state colleges) and the need for a special governing
board for those mstitutions.

Twenty years later, 1n 1919, a study of higher edu-
cation was carried out by a Joint Legislatve Commit-
tee not unlike the present Committee. The principal
results of that commutree’s deliberations were a redes-
ignation of the normal schools as teachers colleges and
recognition of the growing need, even then, for
greater coordmation within public higher educauon

In 1931 the Legislature again called for the appoint-
ment of a commussion to make a broad study of edu-
canon in California. The commission itself was ap-
pomted by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advance-
ment of Teaching which acted as the agent of the
Legislature. A report, popularly known as the “Suz-
zalo Report” after President Henry Suzzalo of the
Carnegie Foundation, was produced in 1932. That re-
port dealt primanly with the junior colleges, teacher
education and the role of the State Board of Educa-
tion. Perhaps the most nteresting recommendations,
however, were that the Regents should assume jurss-
diction over the state colleges and that a State Council
for Educational Planning and Coordination should be
established on a continuing basts.

Althongh nothing came of the recommendation re-
garding the Regents, the proposed council was estab-
lished 1n the following year. Its membership consisted
of the President of the University, a Regent, the Sup-
erintendent of Public Instruction, a member of the
State Board of Education and five other leading citi-
zens of the state. The purpose of this councd was “to
study problems affecting the relationship between the
schools of the public school system and the University



of Califormia, and to make recommendations thereon,
jointly to the State Board of Education and the Re-
gents of the University of California through the Sup-
erintendent of Public Instruction and the President of
the Umiversity.” 2 The council became inactive after
1941 and last met in 1945.

The most radical proposal of this period came from
a Committee of Twenty-Five, created privately in
1936 to study problems of government and taxation.
This committee proposed that all lower division in-
struction in the University and state colleges be trans-
ferred to the jurisdiction of the State Board of Educa-
tion and local school boards, and that all upper divi-
ston and graduate instruction become the responsiility
of the Regents of the University.

In 1945 the State Board of Education and the
Regents, sensing the need for greater coordination in
higher education, agreed to devise a means for dealing
with their mutual concerns which they hoped would
preclude the establishment of an official coordinating
agency by the Legislature. Accordingly, a “voluntary”
Liaison Committee was established, with equal rep-
resentation from each board, to make nonbinding
recommendations to the boards on matters of common
interest. The Liaison Commuttee served primarily as a
means for discussing proposals by one board which
might affect the other before such proposals were sub-
mitted to the Legislature,

The principal accomplishment of the Liaison Com-
mittee was to call for what was to become the first
of the series of studies of higher education conducted
during the past two decades. This study was carried
out under the supervision of the Liaison Committee
and resulted 1n a report, submitted in March 1948,
entitled 4 Report of a Survey of the Needs of Cali-
forma m Higher Education and commonly referred
to as the “Strayer Report” after the principal author.
In general, the Strayer Report dealt with the functions
and programs of the public segments in the context
of a differentiation of funcuon which had developed
m the preceding decades. The principal recommenda-
tions were that there should be no upper division pro-
grams in the junior colleges, that the University should
have exclusive jurisdiction over doctoral programs,
professional traimng and research, that the Liaison
Committee should continue as the coordinating mech-
anism and that certain additional institutions were
needed.

In 1953 the Legislature directed that there be an-
other study, this one to become known as the “Re-
study”, despite the fact that it was much more
extensive than the Strayer Report and remains to this
date as the most comprehensive of all the studies of
higher education in California. When submitted to
the Liaison Committee in February, 1955, the Restudy
advanced some 140 recommendations dealing with dif-
ferentiation of function among the segments, enroll-
ment growth, the need for additional facilities, gov-
ernment and administration of public higher education,
costs of educational services and the ability of Cali-

fornia to support higher education in the future.
Among the more significant recommendations were
those which called for an expansion of the junior col-
lege role at the lower division and vocational level,
authorization for the state colleges to grant master’s
degrees, a tightening of admission standards and an
increase in retention rates for the University and state
colleges, a streamlining of the University’s structure
of governance and administration, establishment of a
separate state college board, and an expansion and
strengthening of the Liaison Committee to improve its
functioning as a coordmnating body.

A much more restricted study was undertaken a
year later by the Liaison Committee and published in
1957 under the title of The Need for Additional
Centers of Public Higher Education in California.
This study stemmed from the fact that 15 different
measures were passed during the 1955 session of the
Legislature regarding the need for new institutions of
higher education in various areas of the state. The
report sought to establish a set of criteria upon which
the need for new institutions of higher education in
various areas of the state could be determined and
then to set forth a priority list of new state colleges
and University campuses in accordance with those
cniteria. Three new state colleges and two new Uni-
versity campuses were subsequently developed as a
result of thts report.

THE 1960 MASTER PLAN FOR
HIGHER EDUCATION

In 1959 the Legislature authorized the most recent
and probably the best known study of higher educa-
tion in California, the Master Plan. ACR 88 of the
1959 Session called upon the Liaison Committee “to
prepare a master plan for the development, expansion,
and integration of the facilities, curricalum, and stand-
ards of higher education, 1n junior colleges, state col-
leges, the University of California and other institu-
tions of higher education of the state, to meet the
needs of the state during the next ten years and there-
after . . .”

The need for such a study arose from the growing
inadequacy of existung coordinating machinery, the
increasingly obvious inability of the State Board of
Education to govern the state colleges, impatience
among state college leaders for recogmuion of the
growth which had taken place in the college system
since 1946, dissatisfaction among the junior colleges,
and the steady clamor for new campuses and new
colleges in many areas of the state. This situation
came to a head m 1958-59 with several challenges to
the jurisdiction of the Liaison Committee, threatened
restrictions on the flow of state funds to higher educa-
tion, and the introduction of an unprecedented num-
ber of legislative measures to establish new campuses
and to alter the structure of public higher education.

The legislauve mandate for the Master Plan study
reflected a belief that the conflict among public insti-
tutions of higher education had gotten out of hand and
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that some reasonable solution to this conflict, ensuring
economy for the state’s taxpayers, had to be found
soon.® At the same time there was a strong sense of
insecurity among the public and private colleges and
universities as to their individual futures. In effect
these institutions asked the Legislature to give them a
chance to work out their own problems, believing
that if they didn’t some outside agency would be
called upon to do so.

The Master Plan Survey Team which was appointed
by the Liaison Committee to direct the study consisted
of two representatives each from the state colleges,
the public junior colleges, the University and the inde-
pendent colleges and universities, Although several
legislators were invited to sit with the Liaison Com-
mittee in discussing the study, and several state officials
contributed technical expertise in certain areas, there
was no question but that this was to be a “self-study”
and that the findings and recommendations would re-
flect the current aspirations of the individual segments.
The report that was completed in December of 1959,
after only eight months of study and negotiation, and
presented ro the Legislature in February 1960 was in
essence a statement of mutual demands on the one
hand, and a record of negotiated compromises on the
other.

The 1960 Master Plan, as approved by the Regents
and the State Department of Education and, where
appropriate, written into statute, made some important
changes in the higher education landscape in Califor-
nia. The state colleges were given their own govern-
ing board, a new formal coordinating agency was
established to replace the Liaison Committee, some
changes were made in admission policies and proce-
dures. Yet, fundamentally, the 1960 Master Plan repre-
sented a ratification of the status quo.

At the outset the Survey Team agreed that it would
present only recommendations upon which there was
either unanimous agreement or, at least, no dissenting
voice.! The Master Plan recommendations, although
somewhat modified by the Legislature, received broad
general acceptance because they made very few
changes 1n existing relationships, because they seemed
to express a strong concern for the problems of cost
and efficiency and, most importantly, because they
were accepted by the segments themselves.

Although the Master Plan recognized the need for a
strong coordinating mechanism, the agency which it
finally recommended was at best designed to be only
another buffer between the 1nstitutions of hugher edu-
cation and the outside world. The new coordinating
agency was given advisory functions, rather than
specific powers to direct the development of public
higher education, and 1ts membership was heavily
weighted with official representatives of the four seg-
ments. Two key conclusions of the Survey Team made
this inevitable. The first was that “. . . (legally) a
strong coordinating body could not be established by
statutes, even though the Regents consented” and that
“. .. a constitutional amendment 1s unlikely to pass
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if opposed by any one segment. . .” The second im-
portant conclusion was that the new coordinating
body should be “. .. composed exclusively of seg-
mental representatives to assure informed members”
and that “. . . (only) authentic representatives of the
several segments quickly penetrate to the heart of
higher educational problems.” 3

A similar approach carried over mto the discussion
of the admission of students and their allocation
among the segments, the financing of public higher
education and the functions of the three public seg-
ments. The major recommendation of the Survey
Team in each of these areas rarely went beyond an
endorsement of the policies and procedures already in
existence.

It is not the purpose of this report, however, to at-
tack the 1960 Master Plan. Much has taken place in
the field of higher educadion since the Survey Team
conducted its study in 1959. The facts that helped
determuine the Master Plan recommendations need to
be brought up to date, The judgments underlying the
mterpretation of those facts deserve reexamination in
the light of nearly ten year’s experience. Whatever
their original merits, many of the recommendations
need to be reevaluated in terms of their effectiveness
and present utility for the continuing development of
the strength, efficiency and quality of public and pri-
vate higher education in Califormia. These considera-
tions are evident 1n the origin of the Joint Committee
on Higher Education, in the two resolunons which
established it and the framework for its efforts.

But more importantly, 1t is clear that if higher edu-
cation in California 1s to achieve the fundamental ob-
jectives of service and excellence which are so evident
in the spirit of the 1960 Master Plan, it will be neces-
sary to go well beyond the language of that document.
Higher education must be made much more accessible
to ethnic minorities within our state, the structure of
public higher education must be radically reshaped to
make coordinated planning and development a reality,
resources must be allocated not according to tradition
but where they will be most effecuve mn the instruc-
tion of students, the advancement of research and the
promotion of service to the communites. It is with
these objectives that this study has been undertaken.

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES

During the course of this study the Committee met
as necessary to establish the framework for the study,
discuss each of the principal elements, and to receive
materials submutted by subcontractors and the staff.
The Committee also held two public hearings at which
witnesses were heard at length. The first hearing was
on the subject of tuition for California’s public institu-
tions of higher education and was held on October
13, 1967, n Los Angeles and October 16, 1967, in
San Francisco. Those who testified included the Di-
rector of Finance, representatives of the Legislative
Analyst, the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-



tion and each of the three public segments of higher
education, as well as representatives of faculty organi-
zations and other agencies and invididuals interested in
the question.

A second hearing was held on the subject of
equality of opportumity in higher education at Cali-
fornia State College, Los Angeles, on May 25, 1968.
Testimony was heard from mdividuals with a direct
interest in the subject either as students, equal op-
portunity program directors, student advisors or as
members of community organizations working on be-
half of disadvantaged students. Among those who tes-
tified were several members of the Black Students
Union and the United Mexican-American Students.
The transcripts of both of these hearings have been
made available to those who have requested them,

In addition, the Committee’s Research Director and
its Consultant have attempted to contact a wide range
of individuals who are concerned with higher educa-
tion n this state to ascertain their views and to discuss
vartous aspects of the Commuttee’s study. Those who
have been contacted on this basts and with whom in-
formal discussions of the issues have been held include
faculty members of the University of Cahfornia, state
colleges and junior colleges, representatives of faculty
organizations, 2 number of junior college presidents,
University and state college administrators, several
state college presidents, individual students and rep-
resentatives of student organizations, and staff mem-
bers of such agencies as the Coordmating Counctl, the
State Scholarship and Loan Commission and the Con-
stitutional Revision Commussion. In addition, a num-
ber of presidents of private colleges and universities
have been interviewed at length.

In sum, the Committee and 1its staff have made a
considerable effort not only to hear and profit from
the views of a great many individuals who have an
active concern for higher education n this state but
also to nform others of the direction the study was
taking and the general nature of the recommendations
it was likely to produce.

It should also be noted that important technical as-
sistance has been provided by the University of Cali-
fornia, the Office of the Chancellor of the California
State Colleges, the Office of the Chancellor of the
California Commumnity Colleges, the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education, the Office of the
Legislative Analyst, the Deparument of Finance and
several other state agencies.

THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

A special Advisory Committee was formed in June,
1968, n accordance with ACR 16 (1967) which di-
rected the Speaker of the Assembly and the Senate
Committee on Rules to appoint six members each to
“a broadly based advisory commission, representative
of all segments of California society, to assist the Com-

mittee in its studies.” The eleven persons (there was
one vacancy) who served on this advisory committee
are:

Frank J. Cleary Assistant Controller for ITT Gulfillan,
Chairman of the Education Section of
the Governor’s Survey on Efficiency and
Cost Control for State Government.

Dave Durand Student at the University of California
at Davis, past prestdent of Associated

Students, UC Davis.

Donald M. Hart Businessman, Chairman of the Trustees
of the California State Colleges 1967-68,
Trustee from 1961 to 1968, member of

the State Board of Education 196064

Leland Medsker Professor of Higher Education, Univer-
sity of California, Chairman of the Cen-
ter for Research and Development in

Higher Education, UC Berkeley.

Internavional Director, Western Confer-
ence of Teamsters, former Regent of the
Uniwversity of California.

Einar Mohn

Julian Nava Member of the Los Angeles Board of

Education, Associate Professor of History
at San Fernando Valley State College.

J. K. Obatala Student at Cahfornia State College at Los

Los Angeles, member of Black Students
Union, Cal State Los Angeles

Wilson C. Riles Associate Supermtendent of Public In-

struction and Director of Office of Com-
pensatory Education, State Department
of Education

Norman Topping President of the University of Southern

Californma.

Robert J. Wert President of Mills College, former mem-

ber of the Master Plan Survey Team,
former member and past President of the
Coordmaung Council for Higher Edu-
cation

Aaron Wildavsky Professor of Political Science and Chair-

man of the Department, University of
California, Berkeley.

The Advisory Commuttee, in compliance with ACR
16, included no institutional representatives, but rather
individual educators, students and businessmen who
have had a close acquaintance with public or private
higher education in California. Although a number of
the Advisory Committee members are associated with
one or another of the segments, it was their experience
and point of view as individuals which the Committee
sought, not the official position of their institutions or
organizations.

In this capacity the members of the Advisory Com-
mittee have been very helpful to the Committee in the
preparation of this report through their advice and
criticism. It should be emphasized, however, that these
individuals performed a purely advisory role. At no
time were they asked as a group to endorse any spe-
cific proposal, and several members individually re-
corded strong objections to certain of the report’s
conclusions and recommendations.



SPECIAL STUDIES

At several points in its study the Committee has
found it useful to contract for special studies of the
type requiring substantial staff time, continuing access
to particular information or special expertise not other-
wise available to the Committee. The results of sev-
eral of these studies have been incorporated in large
measure in this report. One of the studies was helpful
primarily in indicating an area which could not prof-
itably be pursued at this time. In each case, however,
the studies themselves have been printed separately
and, with two exceptions, are available through the
Committee office.

1. High Level Manpower and Development of
Higher Education by Nicholas DeWitt, Febru-
ary 1967 (not for distribution).

2. Student Expenditure and Income Patterns: The
University of Califormia; Berkeley and Santa Cruz
Campuses, by David Bradwell and Associates,
March 1967.

3. Benefits and Costs of Public Higher Education
in Caltfornia, by W. Lee Hansen and Burton A.
Weisbrod, with comments by Kenneth J. Arrow,
Seymour E. Harris and Werner Z. Hirsch, No-
vember 1967.

4. A Report on the Financial Practices of the Uni-
versity of California, by the Office of the Auditor
General, California State Legislature, January
1968.

5. Increasing Opportunities for Disadvantaged Stu-
dents: A Prelmninary Outline, by Kenneth A.
Martyn, December 1967.

6. Equal Opportumtey i Higher Education, by Ken-
neth A. Martyn, February 1969.

7. A Statistical Profile of Independent Higher Edu-
cation 1 Califorina, The Association of Independ-
ent California Colleges and Universities, August
1968.

8. Financing Independent Higher Education in Cali-
fornia, McKinsey & Company, Los Angeles, De-
cember 1968. (Distributed by the Association of
Independent California Colleges and Univer-
sities.)

9. A California Student Flow Information System,
Computing Sciences Division, Aerojet-General
Corporation, February 1969.

1968 PROGRESS REPORT—THE
ACADEMIC STATE

In March of 1968, approximately halfway through
its study, the Committee published a progress report
entitled The Academic State. That report had three
principal purposes: first, to deal with the issue of
tuition for Califorma’s public institutions of higher
education, second, to present in a very tentative way
some of the imtial findings of the Comnuttee regard-
ing the other principal elements of the study, and,
third, to present certain basic statstics regarding recent
trends and short-range projections for higher educa-
tron m California.

The issue of tuition was discussed 1 some detail in
The Academic State; that discussion will not be re-
peated at length in this report except as our earlier
mformation is brought up to date and is relevant to
a discussion of the broader problem of financing pub-
lic and private higher education. In 1968, after care-
fully reviewing the arguments for and against tuition
as well as all relevant data bearmng upon the issue, a
majority of the Committee concluded that under exist-
ing circumstances the arguments offered for tuition are
of insufficient relevance and merit to justify a depar-
ture from the state’s historic policy regarding tuition.
Accordingly, the majority of the Committee recorded
itself in opposition to the mmposition of tuition or any
comparably large increase in student fees for the
same purpose m 1968-69.

Three statements of dissent regarding this position
were appended to the 1968 report. At least three mem-
bers of the Commuttee clearly disagreed with the ma-
jority posttion and favored some system for directly
imposing turtion for Unwversity and state college stu-
dents.

In addition to the discussion of tuition, the 1968
progress report outlined some prelimmnary Committee
findings regarding the need for changes in the struc-
ture and governance of public higher education, the
desirability of Constitutional revision to permit state
aid for private colleges and universities and the need
for a comprehensive attack upon the problem of ex-
panding educational opportumity for “disadvantaged”
students. Each of these subjects is treated at length
this report. As necessary and appropriate, the statisti-
cal data presented in the progress report have been
corrected, brought up to date, and, in some cases, re-
orgamized, for presentation in this report.



2. California Higher Education Today

STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE

Higher education in Califormia now embraces 85
public junior colleges, 19 state colleges, 9 campuses of
the Unuversity of Califormia and 79 accredited private
colleges and universites. In addition, there are several
specialized nstitutions such as the California Maritime
Academy, the California College of Medicine, Has-
tings College of Law and more than a dozen ac-
credited business schools *

Altogether these institutions enroll in excess of
990,000 full-time and part-time students. By 1969, the
figure of one million students will be passed.

The geographic distribution of the public institu-
tions and those private institutions which belong to
the AICCU is shown on pages 8-11. Because of the
number of institutions, 1t has been necessary to divide
the state into four sections. These maps indicate rather
clearly the extent to which California has attempted
to make higher education easily accessible, geograph-
ically, to all 1ts citizens.

THE THREE MAJOR PUBLIC
SEGMENTS

The 85 mdividual public junior colleges now oper-
ating in California have been planned, constructed and
operated by local districts. Six of these districts are
unified school districts which also operate elementary

* We have not attempted to deal here with the other agencies, organiza-
tions and firms which offer post high school tramming mm California,
although those agencies undoubtedly play an important role 1in
providing such training, Unfortunately, there 1s at present no com-
prehensive catalog of agencies and organizations of this type

and secondary schools. The remaining 62 districts
(which operate 78 colleges) are separate junior college
districts which 1n most cases are entirely autonomous
1n relation to other school districts

Since July 1, 1968, the junior colleges have been
drawn together under the general (and as yet largely-
undefined) supervision of a single statewide board, the
Board of Governors of the California Community Col-
leges. This new board has been established to take
responsibility for the junior colleges at the state level
from the State Board of Education in much the same
way that the junior colleges have pulled away from
high school and unified governing boards at the local
level to form separate junior college districts.

The 15 member Board of Governors has succeeded
to the rather hmited powers previously vested in the
State Board of Education, pending legislative action
on a study by the Coordinating Council on Higher
Education and other agencies as to what expansion or
contraction of those powers might now be desirable.
It remains to be seen whether any significant authority
for the planning, construction and admimstration of
the junior colleges will be transferred to the state level.
At present the public junior colleges enjoy a high
degree of autonomy in relation to the state and in
relation to the local communities.

The 19 California State Colleges are governed by
the Trustees of the California State Colleges, a 21-
member board which began exercising its responsi-
bilities on July 1, 1961, in accordance with the recom-

TABLE 2.1 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA, 1968-69
Institutions
Liberat Total
Junior Arts Fall Term
Segment Colleges Colleges Universities Other Enrollment
Public Institutions
Public Junior Colleges. ___.__.___.__..______ 8 | .t . e 567,749
California State Colleges_ .. ... __._.__..___.|  ___.__. 9 | . 211,600
Unwversity of Califorma_ o ________..___.___|  wioeee | oo 9 Ll 98,781
Other il e b 2 1,250
Private Institutions
AICCU Institutions— - - o oooocoemoooo | L. 39 8 1 97,141
Other Accredited Institutions_ ... ___________ 1 5 | . 25 13,897
Totals__ . ____ 86 63 17 28 990,418
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mendations of the 1960 Master Plan. The powers and
duties of the Trustees have been established by statute
and are to be found in the Education Code. The
Trustees are served by a statewide administrative staff
under the direction of the Chancellor. Although the
mdividual colleges have traditionally enjoyed a sub-
stantial amount of freedom of operation, they are sub-
ject to detatled supervision and control in such matters
as purchasing, budget standards, campus planning and
construction, and admission policies, either by the
Trustees and the Chancellor’s Office, or by other state
agencies.

The University of California is governed by the
Board of Regents, a 24 member body established under
the Organic Act of 1868. According to the terms of
Article IX, Section 9, of the California Constitution,
the Regents have “full powers of organization and
government, subject only to such legislative control
as may be necessary to msure compliance with the
terms of the endowments of the Umversity and the
security of its funds.” The Regents appoint the Presi-
dent of the Umiversity who functions, with the aid
of an extensive staff, as the “executive head” of the
Unuiversity n all 1ts departments and on all its cam-
puses.

According to the terms of the 1960 Master Plan,
as 1t was enacted into law in the Donahoe Act, the
public junior colleges are expected to “. . . offer in-
struction through but not beyond the fourteenth grade
level, which mstruction may include, but shall not be
limited to, programs in one or more of the following
categories (1) standard collegiate courses for transfer
to higher institutions, (2) vocational and technical
fields leading to employment; and (3) general or lib-
eral arts courses.” In the case of the state colleges, their
“primary function” is declared to be “. . . the provi-
sion of instruction for undergraduate students and
graduate students, through the master’s degree, in the
liberal arts and sciences, in applied fields and in the
professions, including the teaching profession.,” The
state colleges are authorized to award doctoral de-
grees only by joint arrangement with the University,
and any faculty research must be “consistent with the
primary function of the state colleges and the facilities
provided for that function.”

The University of California 1s to *. . . provide
instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and in the
professions, mcluding the teaching profession” with-
out regard to the level of instruction offered. The
University has retained “. . . exclusive jurisdiction in
public higher education over instruction in the profes-
sion of law, and over graduate instruction in the pro-
fessions of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine
and architecture.” It also has “. . . sole authority in
public higher education to award the doctoral degree
in all fields of learning” (except as it may agree to
award joint doctoral degrees with the state colleges)
and is designated as the “primary state-supported aca-
demic agency for research.”

113
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OTHER PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

There are two other public institutions of higher
education in California which are not usually included
within one of the three major segments. These are
Hastings College of Law and the California Maritime
Academy.

Hastings College of Law has been affiliated with
the University of California since 1878 and is desig-
nated by statute as a law department of the University,
but it is governed by its own Board of Directors and
1s operated independently of the University in most
respects. Hastings’ stated objective is to provide in-
struction in those aspects of law which best prepare
graduates to practice law in California. It enrolls ap-
proximately 1,000 students.

The Califormia Maritime Academy 15 one of six
mstitutions in the country which train young men to
become licensed officers in the US Merchant Marine.
The academy has its own Board of Governors (“in
the Department of Education”) which consists of 5
members, including the Superintendent of Public In-
struction and four others appointed by the Governor.
The traning program runs for three years, with each
vear divided into two academic terms on shore and
one term of training at sea. Admussion 1s by examina-
tion. The average annual enrollment 1s about 250. The
academy operates with a budget of approaimately $1
mullion of which about 60% 1s provided by the state,
21%, from the federal government and 19% from
student fees.!

THE INDEPENDENT COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES

Although the independent colleges and umversites
account for only approximately 9.6% of toral higher
educarion enrollment (11.6% of full-tune enrollment)
m California, they are many 1n number and, taken al-
together, have an importance well beyond their size
alone. The individual institutions range tn enrollment
from the Unwersity of Southern California with 1its
18,700 students to small denominational and business
schools which enroll fewer than 200 students.

Most of these nstitutions were origmally founded
by churches, a few extremely wealthy individuals or
persons with specific vocational training nterests. As
time has passed religious affihations in many cases have
either fallen away or dechned in significance, both as
to the financing and the operation of the insutuuons.
By and large, the liberal arts, science and professional
curricula of these institutions are difficult to distin-
gwsh from those of the public segments.

If any classification of these institutions is possible,
perhaps four or five categories can be listed. First are
those institutions of such size, diversity and prestige,
especially in graduate instruction and research, that
they are, in their own view, national institutions. The
fact that they are located in California is only inci-
dental to their operation and their objectives. One or



two of these mstitutions, together with one or two of
the public institutions, may 1n fact be the forerunners
of the new “national umwversities” of which several
observers have spoken in recent years.

Another important category includes those institu-
tions which are generally much smaller but which
have become leaders in maintaining and strengthening
undergraduate liberal arts instruction Most of these
institutions have other functions as well, but their main
strength and contribution is in the teaching of under-
graduate students. This category includes several n-
stitutions that call themselves universities, as well as
those which have continued to call themselves colleges.

Additional categories 1include those institutions
which have retained an essential element of church
sponsorship and contro! for the service of their
churches, numerous small liberal arts colleges which
have not obtained the disunction of those described
above, and several business schools and vocational
schools of other types which have been accredited
but which do not have the aspirations or diversity of
curricula to be counted among the liberal arts colleges.

Among the 80 accredited independent institutions
in California in 1968, 48 are members of the Associa-
tion of Independent Califorma Colleges and Universi-
ties (AICCU).2 The AICCU was formed in 1955 as
a non-profit corporation with the stated purpose of
working with agencies of higher education and gov-
ernment to strengthen collegiate education in Cali-
formia. It is governed by a Board of Trustees made up
of three representatives from each member mstitution,
This association includes all of the major private in-
stitutions and accounts for over 85% of all enrollment
in accredited private institutions in California. Al-
though the Department of Finance collects fall enroli-
ment data for 2 number of other colleges, only the
AICCU insututions now report enrollment and finan-
cial data on a generally uniform basis. For this reason
when we refer to the private insttutions in the bal-
ance of this report we generally refer to the AICCU
institutions, rather than to all accredited independent
institutions.

THE COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR
HIGHER EDUCATION

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education is
an advisory body created to provide for the voluntary
coordination and orderly growth and development of
higher education in California. It was established under
the terms of the Donahoe Higher Education Act of
1960 in accordance with recommendations contained
in the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education in Cali-
fornia.

There are 18 members of the council. Six members
are appomnted by the Governor to represent the pub-
lic, 3 members are appointed by the Governor to rep-
resent the private colleges and universities, 3 members
are chosen by the Regents to represent the University,
3 members are appointed by the Board of Governors

of the Community Colleges to represent the public
junior colleges and 3 members are chosen by the
Trustees to represent the state colleges. The represent-
atives of the public segments have 1 year terms, all
others have 4 year terms. The council selects 1ts own
director and staff and also utlizes the services of spe-
cial consultants and committees of representatives of
the segments and other state agencies.

In 1ts advisory capacity the council is expected to
review and comment upon the annual budget requests
of the University and state colleges, to assist in deline-
ating the functions of the segments and the programs
appropriate to each, and to develop plans for the or-
derly growth of public higher education, including
recommendations as to the need for and location of
new facilities and programs. The council 15 empow-
ered by law to obtain the information necessary to
carry out these functions, but the statutes are other-
wise silent with respect to specific powers.

The council has 1ssued annual reports to the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature on the subjects of faculty
salaries and the proposed annual budgets for public
higher education. It has also carried out continuing
and occastonal studies with regard to: the admission
policies of the public institutions, particularly in re-
lavion to Master Plan recommendations; the need for
student financial aid; the wtilization of college and
Unwversity facihues and means to mmprove utihzation
rates; the supply and demand for personnel in certain
occupations, including the medical and engineering
professions, the costs of instruction and methods of
cost accounting and reporting for current expense;
and the level of and justification for student charges.

In addition, the council has been designated by stat-
ute or, in some cases, by the Governor, as the state
agency which is responsible for the planning and ad-
ministration of state participaton in several federal
higher education programs. Among these programs are
those established under the Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963, and Titles I and VI of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965.

The manner in which the council has been able to
carry out these responsibilities and its effectiveness as
a coordinating body are discussed in some detail in
Chapter 5.

THE CALIFORNIA STATE SCHOLARSHIP
AND LOAN COMMISSION

The State Scholarship and Loan Commission was
established by statute in 1956 as an independent agency
responsible for administration of the State Scholarship
Program. In 1965 and 1966, it was also given responsi-
bility for the Graduate Fellowship Program and the
State Guaranteed Loan Program. In 1968 the commis-
sion was also given responsibility for the new College
Opportunity Grant Program (see Chapter 6). The
commisston received an appropriation of $256,000 for
administrative costs and $8.7 million in program funds
for 1968-69.
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The commission consists of nine members who are
appointed to four-year terms by the Governor. The
Education Code provides that its membership must
include three representatives of private institutions of
higher education, one representative each for the
junior colleges, state colleges and the University and
three representatives of the public, of whom one must
be a member of a local school board. The commission
appoints an Executive Director who is responsible for
the admimstration of the commussion’s programs. Al-
though the commission has an agreement with the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education to submit
policy proposals to the council for approval, the com-

mission operates, for the most part, as an independent
agency.

The relauvely heavy representation for private in-
stitutions on the commission stems from the fact that
the State Scholarship Program originally had greater
immportance for private institutions than for the public
institutions. As more scholarship winners have chosen
to attend the University or a state college, however,
and as new programs have been added to the commis-
sion’s responsibility, the justification for this weighting
has lost most of its original force. This is also true
of the independent status of the commission relative
to other educational agencies.

PROGRAMS, POLICIES AND OBJECTIVES

The principal programs or functions of higher edu-
cation are commonly and usefully divided between
instruction, research and other public service. A
fourth category of activity encompasses the various
auxiliary enterprises assoctated with each institution,
and 2 fifth is made up of student financial aid programs.
Although individual institutions differ widely as to the
extent to which they emphasize one or more of these
broad functions, virtually every institution maintains
at least one program or activity within each of these
four catagories.

California’s public colleges and university campuses
are not exceptional in this regard. However, the state
colleges, a majority of the private colleges and, espe-
cially, the public junior colleges devote all but a rela-
tively small portion of their resources to mstruction.
It is only at several campuses of the University of
Cahfornia and several of the largest private universi-
ties that all four functions and activities are carried
on 1 a major way.

INSTRUCTION

The instruction function consists primarily of the
traditional on-campus instructional programs carried
on during the regular academic term. In addition, how-
ever, there are summer session programs, educational
television, broadcasting, conferences and special train-
ing programs. In the following sections we present
brief summary material regarding curricula, admis-
sions, enrollment, and student characteristics.

1. Curricula

The two major instructional functions of the public
junior colleges are. (a) to provide the first two years
of college instruction for students who intend to
transfer later to a four-year college and to complete
work for a baccalaureate degree and (b) to provide
“yocational-technical” training and general education
for students who will complete two years or less of
college. In addition, because of the “open door” ad-
mission policy, junior colleges have a large responsi-
bility for remedial instruction for students whose
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previous work has been 1inadequate and for adult edu-
cation for persons who wish to pursue a general
education curriculum or vocational-technical tramning
on a part-time basis. The Associate in Arts degree 1s
awarded to those who complete a two-year curricu-
lum. Certificates of completion are awarded for the
completion of shorter-term programs.

Every junior college offers basic lower division un-
dergraduate courses equivalent to the lower division
courses offered by public and private four-year in-
stitutions. These courses are tended to meet the
needs of students who for a variety of reasons start
their college career at a junior college or come to
a junior college to make a second start. Because these
courses must be acceptable to the four-year institu-
tions for transfer, therr scope and content is de-
termined in large part by the four-year institutions
rather than the junior colleges.

Every junior college also offers “occupation-cen-
tered” curricula for vocational-technical training for
students who will find employment in commerce,
manufacturing, service industries, agriculture, health
services, etc. Although the heaviest concentration of
such training is in such areas as accounting and book-
keeping, cosmetology, secretarial training, drafting,
electronics, nursing and machine shop, individual col-
lege curricula range widely to include such areas as
office machine servicing, agricultural management,
nursery management, technical writing, public rela-
tions and traffic management. The extent to which
such occupational training is offered depends heavily
upon the objectives of the students enrolied and the
degree to which such curricula reflect actual employ-
ment opportunities. The preponderance of junior col-
lege enrollment is in transfer or general education
courses, except in those few junior colleges which
specialize in occupational traiming.

The California State Colleges are basically liberal
arts colleges which offer the traditional undergraduate
liberal arts curricula plus a rather broad array of
master’s degree programs in liberal arts and occupa-
tional training. For graduation, all of the state colleges
require a basic program in the hberal arts consisting



of the equvalent of 45 semester umts of “general
education” for all students, regardless of the type of
bachelor’s degree or the major field to be pursued.®
On top of this base more than 200 different degree
curricula are offered, with the principal concentra-
tion of effort in agriculture, business, crimmology,
creative arts, education, engineering, languages, health,
home economics, humanities, industrial arts, mathe-
matics, natural resources, physical sciences and social
sciences.

Graduate instruction began in the state colleges
in 1946 with authorization to offer a fifth vear of
study leading to the general secondary credential. In
1955 authorization for graduate instruction was ex-
tended from teacher education to the master of sci-
ence degree and in 1958 it was extended to encom-
pass the liberal arts and the sciences. Now, only
eleven years later, the colleges offer some 300 indi-
vidual master's degree programs, including 38 two-
year professional degrees. These figures, of course,
include a great deal of duplication and minor differ-
ences in terminology; when that duplication is elim-
inated there are about 120 different fields in which
master’s degrees are offered by one or more of the
colleges, The principal fields of graduate study are
business, the creative arts, education, the humanities,
physical education, psychology and the social sciences.

On its nine campuses the University of California
offers programs in more than 80 undergraduate ma-
jors in the schools of letters and sciences leading to
the bachelor of arts degree. The bachelor of science
degree is offered by the College of Agriculture, Chem-
istry, Engineering, and in schools of Business Admin-
istration, Forestry, and Public Health The master of
arts is offered in more than 50 fields, and the master
of science in more than 20. Except for the San Fran-
cisco Medical Center campus, every Umiversity cam-
pus provides, or will provide, undergraduate, grad-
uate and professional programs of instruction n a
wide variety of fields.

The doctor of philosophy and equivalent doctoral
degrees are offered in more than 75 fields, while pro-
fessional degrees are offered in a variety of profes-
sional fields. Law degrees are offered up to the doctor
of juridical science at four University law schools;
three in Northern California, and one in Los Angeles.
Medical education is offered in San Francisco, Los
Angeles, San Diego, and Davis. Degrees in medical
science are offered at these schools, and degrees in
the health sciences are offered in the medical centers
as well as at the School of Public Health on the Berke-
ley campus.

The majority of private institutions which are mem-
bers of the AICCU are relatively small four-year lib-
eral arts colleges with or without a religious orienta-
tion (Table 2.2). Withn this group are several which
rank among the small nationwide elite of four-year
liberal arts colleges. In addition, there are three spe-
cialized institutions with substantial graduate enroll-
ment, six diversified universities, most of which have
some religious affilation, and three widely diversified
“national’” nstitutions.

2. Admission Policies and Procedures

California’s public institutions of higher education
operate under a policy of “differential access” with re-
spect to the admission of students. This policy long
preceded the 1960 Master Plan but was given explicit
recognition in that document, The policy is intended
to segregate students by ability and achievement as
those two factors are conventionally measured. Stu-
dents of the highest ability catagory, the “upper
12, % of California high school graduates”, may be
admutted to any one of the three segments. Students
who rank between the upper 12! % and the upper
3314 % may be admitted to two of the segments, the
state colleges and the junior colleges. The great ma-
jority of students, those who rank among the lower
66% % of all Califormia high school graduates, may
be admitted only to a jumior college for their initial
college work.

TABLE 2.2 CLASSIFICATION OF AICCU INSTITUTIONS *

Breadth and
Type of Orsentation of % Graduate Rehigious
Group Number Institution Curnculum Enrollment Affiliation
1 3 University and Widely diversified 509,~60%, No
Instutute
11 7 Unmiversity Daversified 209-100% Yes for most
111 9 College Liberal Arts 09%-20% No for most
v 18 College Liberal arts, 0%,~20%, Yes for most
religious orientation
Vv 8 College Liberalarts, |  ______ Yes
religious orientation
VI 3 College and Specialized 0%-50%, No
Institute

* See Appendix D for listings by group
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Under the terms of the Education Code, junior col-
leges “should admit . . . any high school graduate.”
However, even this requirement may be waived.
Junior college governing boards are authorized to “by
rule determine whether there shall be admitted . . .
any other person who is over 18 years of age and
who, in the judgment of the board or of the principal
of the junior college . . ., 1s capable of profiting from
the instruction offered.”* In practice many jumior col-
leges routinely admit students who are not high school
graduates.

To be ehgible for admission to a California State
College (as well as to a junior college), a student must
be a high school graduate and must achieve an “eli-
gibility index equal to or above a certain minimum.
This minimum is intended to limit eligibility to the top
one-third of all Califormia tugh school graduates.® The
eligibility index 15 a combination of the student’s high
school grade-point average and his test score for
either the American College Test (ACT) or the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT). The grade-point
average is based upon the last three years of high
school and excludes physical education and mulitary
science, but otherwise there are no specific high
school course requirements.

For admission to advanced standing at a state col-
lege, a student must have a 2.0 (C) grade-point aver-
age for all college-level work, or be individually
judged capable of succeeding at a state college, 1f he
was onigially eligible for admission as a freshman. If
not, the general requirement is a 2.0 grade-point aver-
age in 60 semester units of college work prior to
transfer.

A student may be admitted to graduate standing as
an “unclassified graduate student” at a state college if
he has a baccalaureate degree or has completed equiv-
alent academic preparation as determuned by the col-
lege. Admission to graduate degree curricula is en-
tirely up to each college and the individual
departments.

To be eligible for admission to the University of
Califormia as a freshman (and therefore to a state col-
lege or junior college, as well), a California high
school graduate must meet a series of specific high
school course requirements and must have achieved at
least a B average in those courses which are taken
after the ninth grade and are used to meet the sub-
ject requirements. Applicants must also take the
Scholastic Aptitude Test and three College Entrance
Examination Board achievement tests. Borderline stu-
dents are required to meet a certain mimmum total
score on these tests. Admission may also be gained by
students with insufficient grade averages if they re-
cewve sufficiently high scores on these tests.

Generally, to be admitted to advance standing at the
University a student must have a grade-point average
of 2.0 for all college-level work, if he was eligible
for admission as a freshman. If originally neligible,
he must have a grade-point average of 2.4 for at least
56 semester units of college study.
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To be admitred to graduate study a student must
have a baccalaureate degree with a grade-point aver-
age of 3.0 (B) and adequate undergraduate prepara-
tion for his chosen field, as determined by the depart-
ment concerned. Admission to graduate study remains
a highly subjecttve martter determined by the individ-
ual departments and professional schools.

There are two important exceptions to the forego-
ing requirements for admission to the state colleges
and the University. In each case exceptions may be al-
lowed for freshman admussions in numbers up to the
equivalent of 4%, of the number of all applicants ex~
pected to be admitted as first-time freshmen. Half of
these exceptions (29;) are reserved for “disadvantaged
students,” Similar provisions apply for each segment
with respect to the admission of transfer students to
advanced standing. These exceptions are discussed in
greater detail in Chapter 6 of this report.

Except for the recent expansion of the provision for
exceptions, these requirements are essenually those
accepted by the Master Plan Survey Team in 1959.
In endorsing this policy of ditferential access, the
Survey Team based 1ts action upon the belief that
msututions of higher education should provide space
only for those students able and willing to meet their
“standards” and that those “standards” should be
kept high. The apparent reasoning of the Survey Team
was that as long as the junior colleges remain open
to all, the state colleges, and more especially the Uni-
versity, should be encouraged to ughten up their ad-
mission requirements and accept only students of
demonstrated achievement with a high probability
of success n thewr academic programs.

Two other elements of state college and University
admussions should also be noted. In order to cope with
the problem of excess applications for several individ-
ual mstitutions, especially those which have reached
their current enrollment ceilings, each state college
and University has been authorized to devise its own
means of lmiting enrollment to existing facilities. In
general this is accomphshed by shortening application
periods and by establishing a first-come, first-served
basis for acceptance of eligible applicants Recently
the University campuses have begun to employ addi-
tional criteria applicable to individual students, while
the state colleges generally attempt to give preference
to transfer students from junior colleges and fresh-
men from their immediate communities.

Both segments have also accepted a Master Plan
recommendation (as interpreted by the Coordinating
Council) that by 1975 full-time undergraduate enroll-
ment for each will be divided 40%4 lower division and
60%, upper division. Neither segment, however, has
taken direct action to achieve this goal. For the state
colleges such action has not been necessary; their basic
admssion policies have brought them to the 40-60
ratio well in advance of 1975. The University is about
where it was in 1960 (50-50), but has decided appar-
ently to postpone any action other than that involving
persuasion and publicity. In any case, the original



policy, which was probably intended in some way to
aid the junior colleges, has attracted litele active sup-
port.

AICCU institutions have great latitude in selecting
students for admission. In particular they are free to
be highly selective; they may and do choose to edu-
cate the types of students they believe to be appropri-
ate to thewr educational goals. Generally this selec-
uvity follows standard measures of academic potential
(1e., high school grades, rank in class and SAT
scores). However, the AICCU insututions also rely to
varying degrees on more subjective criterta related to
such matters as creative ability, leadership potential,
motivation and special talents as perceived by the col-
lege admission officers. In addition, those institutions
with a strong religious orientation give some consid-
eration to the religious affiliation of their applicants,
and others may consider whether an applicant’s par-
ents are alumni and even the extent to which the
applicant’s parents have contributed to the institu-
tion. Several of the AICCU institutions rank among
the most selective in the nation in academic terms.

3. Enrollment

In Table 2.3 we indicate preliminary enrollment
data for the fall term of 1968. All four segments are
remarkably slow 1 collecting and reporting fall term
enrollment; as 2 consequence 1t was necessary to rely
upon estimates m certam cases where the actual fig-
ures have not yet been reported.

Total individual enrollment is divided approxi-
mately 55% full-tune and 45% part-time. Both the
state colleges and the junior colleges continue to en-
roll very large numbers of part-time students. The
University of California reports the smallest propor-
tion of part-time enrollment, in part because of its
practice of counting nearly all graduate students as
full-time students, unhke both the state colleges,
which report three out of four graduate students as
part-ume, and the AICCU mstitutions.

For the current year the public junior colleges en-
roll approximately 86%, of total lower-division enroll-
ment in public institutions and 81% of total lower di-
vision enrollment. When part-time students are ex-
cluded, however, the junior college share of the total
drops to 67%.

The California State Colleges report upper division
enrollment equivalent to 63% of total upper division
enrollment and 58% of full-ume upper division stu-
dents. At the upper division level 26% of state col-
lege students are enrolled part-time, 2 much higher
proportion than that reported for the lower division
but still less than the colleges indicate for graduate
students.

The University of California enrolls 55% of full-
tume graduate enrollment for all segments according
to these figures, but only 289 of full-time and part-
time graduate enrollment combined. If the Univer-
sity and the AICCU institutions used the same criteria
for determining a fulltime load at the graduate level,

TABLE 2.3 ENROLLMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION BY SEGMENT AND LEVEL, FALL, 1968
(PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES)
Pubhe California University AICCU
Jumior Colleges State Colleges of Calformia Institutions Totals

Lower Dwision

Full-time . ___.________________ 231,492 30,823 33,695 344,480

Part-time. ... __.________.___ 304,502 1,618 4,961 319,061

Total. ... 535,994 32,441 38,656 663,541
Upper Diwision

Full-vme_____.__________________ - 33,191 24,094 136,335

Parttime_ .. _.__.___ . 2,535 3,898 33,773

Total . .. .- 106,390 35,726 27,992 170,108
Graduate

Fullttme_____ .. __..__ . 29,811 13,176 55,067

Part-tme_______ . ______________.. . 803 17,317 54,800

Total. . ... -- 30,614 30,493 109,867
Other

Full-ttme___________.____.____._. 2,218 - . 2,218

Part-time__._____ .. . _._.__.. 29,537 - - 29,537

Total . 31,755 - . 31,755
All Levels

Fulltime ... . ____.______ 233,710 139,600 93,825 70,965 538,100

Part-ttme________________________ 334,039 4,956 26,176 437,171

Total . 567,749 211,600 98,781 97,141 975,271*

* Fxcludes 1,250 (est ) for Hastings College of Law and the Cahfornia Maritime Academy and 13,897 for non-AICCU private institutions
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it is probable that their figures would be much closer.
For the state colleges, however, although the distri-
bution between full-time and part-time enrollment is
exaggerated by the manner in which full-time enroll-
ment is determined, 1t is clear that part-time enroll-
ment is unusually high.

It is interesting to note in Table 2.3 the close stmi-
larity at all levels between the figures reported for
the University of California and those for the AICCU
institutions. We will comment again on this fact in
Chapter 8.

As indicared i Figure I, nearly 55% of total en-
rollment in public institutions is concentrated on cam-
puses of 10,000 or more students and only 15.8% on
campuses of 5,000 or fewer students. Ten years ago
the situation was much the same except that in the
interval the concentration of enrollment among the
largest 1nstitutions has increased.

FIGURE | DISTRIBUTION OF ENROLLMENT BY SIZE OF
INSTITUTION, PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS, FALL,
1967
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Other enrollment data are reported in the next chap-
ter which deals with major trends over the past ten
years.

4, Student Characteristics

In the Commuttee’s interim report, The Academic
State, we noted, as has long been known, that scho-
lastic attainments in high school and, hence, college
eligibility are strongly correlated with the educational
attainments of parents and also with parents’ income.
The data developed by the several recent studies con-
firm and sharpen these relationships.® Taking family
income and parental educational attainments as indi-
cators of economic and social characteristics, there
are clear differences among the students who attend
different classes of institutions.
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Those California students who attend out-of-state
colleges tend, on the average, to be from the more
affluent families, from families with higher educational
attainments, and tend themselves to have higher edu-
cational records and aspirations. Sull considering
average characteristics, the students who attend the
University of California come next after the “out-of-
staters” mn economic status and in academic abilities,
and just ahead of those students who attend private
colleges and universities within California This posi-
tioning holds despite the fact that some of the Cali-
fornia private institutions are both expensive and
highly selecuve academically. The drawing power of
these particular institutions (Stanford, the California
Institute of Technology, the Claremont Colleges, etc.)
15 offset by that of the many private colleges which
have markedly lower entrance requrements than does
the University and whose total costs, while higher than
the University’s, are not widely dissirmlar. Neat in hine
with respect to average affluence, parental education
and average academic attainment come state college
students, then junior college students, and finally stu-
dents who do not go on to higher education

These correlations are far from absolute, there are
poor as well as wealthy students at the University, and
wealthy as well as poor students at junior colleges.
The discussion must be understood as relating only to
average characterstics of a broad spectrum of students
and a wide variety of institutions.

From the two studies which produced the statistical
bases for the generalizations noted above come some
important clues as to the relationships between socio-
economic status, academic attainment in high school,
and college-going rates. The first of these clues relates
to the proportion of high school seniors mn each of
three ability groups to attend college one year after
high school graduation. These data give a partal
answer, and one which must be significantly qualified,
to the question as to how many of those who might
attend college do so a year after high school gradua-
ton.

The results of two studies, one asking students
about their mtenuions and the other following a dif-
ferent sample of high school graduates a vear later,
are summarized m Table 2.4 It must be emphasized
that the samples 1n the two studies are not strictly
comparable nor were the same statistical techniques
and definitions employed. Further, because of biases
due to high rates of nonresponse to questionnaires,
the tabulated figures are almost certainly too high.
While precision is not possible on this point, 1t ap-
pears that around 10%, of the most able high school
graduates do not go on to college.

For the next abilty grouping, corresponding
roughly to those ehgible for the state colleges, but
not for the University, the non-attendance rates go
up sharply. Interestingly, the non-participation figures
from the studies cited are not greatly different for
the lower 60%,—65%, of the high school graduates



than for the middle ranking group. While we believe
that much remains to be done to insure equality of
educational opportunity over the full range of Cali-

TABLE 2.4 COLLEGE ATTENDANCE RATES IN RELA-
TION TO MEASURES OF HIGH SCHOOL
ACHIEVEMENT

A, CCHE STUDY (1967 High School Graduates)
Percent of Abihity Group Not Planning to Attend a Post-
Secondary Educational Institution

Spring 1967

Top 199, (Approximately UC Ehgible)______ 8 3%
Next  16% (Approximately CSC Eligible) - ___ 259
Bottom 65%, (Approxzimately JC Eligible Only).. 41 5

B. SCOPE DATA (1966 High School Graduates)
Percent of Ability Group Not in Attendance at a Post-Secondary
Educational Institution.

Fall 1966  Winter 1967 Spring 1967

fornia students, it is undeniable that achievements
to date toward this goal are considerable and due in
a very great measure to the existence of a widespread,
egalitarian system of junior colleges.

The second of the two clues to be derived from
the CCHE and SCOPE study data is obtained by com-
bining measures of academic attainment in high
school and measures of family income and tabulating
the college-going rates for various income groups with
ability levels held constant. Figure II summarizes the
results of these comparisons. In broad terms, college
attendance a year after high school graduation goes
up with income for all ability levels. For any income
level, college going, in the limited sense defined, goes
up with measures of academic ability. Unfortunately,
however, the data cited are too optimistic, very lim-
ited in coverage, not fully representative, and do not
even touch the important issues associated with per-
sistence in college after initial entry and with the very

g‘;‘;t %ggz """""" lg g% lg (8)% 2(7) g% substantial fraction of high school entrants who do
Bottom 60% ... 23 4 286 360 not even graduate from high school and hence re-
main largely outside of the college-eligible pool.
FIGURE I COLLEGE ATTENDANCE WITH RESPECT TO ABILITY AND FAMILY INCOME IN CALIFORNIA
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This graph shows for each income group the percentage of high school
graduates of a glven scholastic ability who attended or planned to
attend college
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TABLE 2.5 SUMMARY OF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF STATE COLLEGE STUDENTS, FALL 1968

Spanish American

College Black Surname Indian Oriental Other
Dominguez_ ... 15 6% 33 1 8% 8 39%
Fullerten. ... I 7" 337 2’ 11° 5577
Hayward___ .. 57 20 4 34 88 5
Long Beach. .. ___________ .. ________ 24 25 1 25 925
Yos Angeles. . __________. g4 8 4 17 19 68 6
San Bernardino_ . __________ .. ___________. 19 37 18 4 92 2
Cal Poly, K-V 15 27 29 22 90 7
Cal Poly, SLO 8 14 3 27 94 8
Chico_________._.. 13 14 5 10 95 8
Fresno_________._._ 20 47 15 45 87 3
Humbolt____ . ______ 2 5 4 2 98 7
Sacramento_ ___ . ..o ____. 23 22 13 41 90 1
San Dhego_ ... 21 35 4 22 91 8
San Fernando_________________________.______ 29 16 I 10 94 §
San Franeisco__ ... _. 52 33 5 79 831
San Jose_ . __. 24 33 4 28 91 1
Sonoma. . o _. 18 13 25 15 929
Stamslaus_ . e __ 8 26 25 19 92 2

All Colleges.. - - .. 2 9% 2 9% 7% 3 49 90 1%

At this time we have been able to develop only
rather fragmentary data in attempting to determine
actual numbers of minority group and low-income
students enrolled in California’s public and private
institutions of higher education. Very little informa-
tion of this type 1s published regularly. In pursumng
this matter, therefore, we addressed a series of ques-
tions to the Umversity and the state colleges as to
the frequency and manner of collecting such data and
the latest figures they could report.

In response to our questions, the Chancellor’s Of-
fice of the California State Colleges reported that
prior to the fall of 1968 the only system-wide survey
of ethnic background or family mcome was the
Spring 1967 Financial and Demographic Survey, from
which data previously had been submitted to the Com-
muttee. This survey was conducted as a 10%, sample.
It produced reasonably reliable ethnic group data but
the financial background figures had little value be-
cause of a poor response rate and other weaknesses.
The ethnic distribution was reported as follows: Mex-
can-American 2.1%, Negro 2.3%, Oriental 3 7%,
Causasian 91 6%, no response .3%.

For the fall of 1968 the state colleges have attempted
to improve the annual estimates of ethnic background
distribution required by the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion, mn accordance with a federal directive. The fall
1968 survev was based upon voluntary self-reporting
for the total enrollment. Although it still suffers from
certain weaknesses, the data are probably much im-
proved. These figures, which are shown i Table 25,
indicate the following system-wide distribution
Black 2.9%,, Spanssh surname 2.9%, American In-
dian .7%,, Onental 3.4%, other 90.1%.

Family income data are not collected routinely by
the Califorma State Colleges. CSC Los Angeles has
conducted periodic demographic surveys and several
other colleges have undertaken such studies from time
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to tume, but the only group of students for whom in-
come data 1s routinely available consists of those who
apply for financial assistance.

The University of Califorma has also been required,
beginning m the fall of 1967, to report on the ethnic
composition of 1ts student body. For the imtial report
the University complied by using estimates of ethnic
composition obtained from a Spring 1967 “Tution
and Financial Aids Study Questionnaire.” * For 1968
the Umiversity undertook a census of the entire stu-
dent body through a voluntanly completed question-
naire which was distributed during registration and
study list filing periods in the Fall Quarter, 1968
After consultation with the campuses, 1t was decided
that the University would seek to obtain information
from the entire population rather than by drawing a
sample. To protect the students’ privilege of not hav-
Ing to answer questions about ethnic background, 1t
was decided that the survey should be a voluntary
one

Fach campus was urged to make the purpose of the
survey widely known and to encourage a high rate
of response from the student body. The campuses
which have a highly developed student information
system were able to supply some of tht information
requested by the Office of Education (such as full-
time status and the college 1n which the student 1s
enrolled) from their files Other campuses designed a
survey card in which the students were asked to pro-
vide all the information requested by the Comphance
Report. The University intends to make this survey a
regular part of the Fall Quarter registration period
for each campus.

The information collected 1n the Fall 1968 survey is
now being processed, but is not available for reportung
at this writing In table 2.6 we indicate summary data
on the ethnic composition of Umversity enrollment
taken from the Spring 1967 Tuition and Fmancial



TABLE 2.6 RACIAL COMPOSITION OF ENROLLMENT BY CAMPUS, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SPRING 1967 *

can?pus Santa Santa San Los San

total Irvine Barbara Cruz Riverside | Davis Diego Angeles | Francisco

Caucasian. o _________.__________ 93 1%, 97 8% 97 1% 9% 7% 95 7% 93 6% 93 1% 90 8% 85 6%
Amenican Indian-o .. ____________ 2 3 2 0 3 3 7 2 1
Negroo oo oo 9 0 3 1 9 4 4 13 13
Oriental . _.________________._._ 49 16 18 20 23 43 45 67 12 3
Other. ..o 10 3 6 12 8 14 12 10 8

* Data unavailable for Berkeley

Aids Study. While much of the information reported
by the University from this survey is very pertinent
to the matter of enrollment composition and equality
of opportunity, it deals primanly with expectations of
high school seniors, and the data for actual University
enrollment does not include the Berkeley campus.

The Untversity does not systematically collect any
data by which the income distribution of the student
body can be determined. A good deal of information
1s collected on certain student groups, such as those
students enrolled m the Educational Opportunities
Program. Students who apply for financial aid are also
required to submit mformation on their farmly's in-
come. However, data from these sources cannot pro-
vide a complete picture of the number of students
enrolled from low income families.

The University did collect income distribution data
on 1ts student population 1n the spring of 1967, again
as part of the Twtion and Financial Aids study and
again excluding the Berkeley campus. According to
these figures, for single California resident undergrad-
uates enrolled at the University of California (65.2%
of the total California resident student population for
the University), 11% are totally self-supporting. Of
this self-supporting group, 55% come from famulies
whose incomes are less than $10,000 per year. Among
the remaming group of undergraduate single Cali-
forma resident students, those who are parent-sup-
ported, 28%, come from families whose incomes are
less than $10,000, 34%, come from families with in-
comes between $10,000 and $14,999, and 38% come
from families with incomes of $15,000 or more.

Unfortunately we do not even have this much in-
formation for the junior colleges.

There is also a notable absence of reliable data re-
garding other student characteristics for each system.
This problem 1s discussed further in Chapter 7 mn
connection with the need to establish an improved
student information system. Clearly there is need for
such data so that we can have a clearer understanding
as to who 1s directly benefiting from California’s sys-
tem of higher education and who is not

RESEARCH

Prior to 1945 instruction was the overriding concern
of all but a very few mnstitutions of higher education.
Since then, and particularly over the past fifteen years,
research and related activities have so rapidly gained
in importance that they challenge instruction as the
principal activity on many campuses Unquestionably,
the Untwversity of California and several independent
California mstitutions have been leaders in this change.

The Educanon Code provides that the University
of California shall be the primary state-supported in-
stitutton for research In carrymg out this responsi-
bility, the University has established three major
research structures: the academic departments (depart-
mental research), organized research units outside the
departments and agricultural research stations Depart-
mental research is supported and administered as one
nearly inseparable aspect of instructuon. Organized re-
search differs lictle 1n content with departmental re-
search, in most cases, but has been established 1n sepa-
rate units as a separate activity.

TABLE 2.7 UNIVERSITY EXPENDITURES FOR ORGANIZED RESEARCH, 1966-67

Total University Funds State Support
Agriculture and forestry. ... $27,367,369 $93,358,742 $18,008,627
Medical and related fields._ _ _ . oo __ 31,640,864 29,659,522 1,981,342
Mathematical, physical and engineering sciences. .- ... _________ 41,706,195 37,568,117 4,138,078
Social sciences and other. __ _____________________.__________________ 41,432,498 32,997,255 8,435,243
142,146,926 £109,583,636 £32,563,290
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It is extremely difficult to state in any precise way
the scope and magnitude of University research and
related activity. A very considerable amount is car-
ried on within the departments, made possible by
greatly reduced teaching responsibilities, generous ex-
pense and equipment allowances and appropriate fa-
cilities. According to an estimate prepared by the
Legislative Analyst for 1965, 25% of expenditures for
instruction and departmental research could be allotted
to research. Applying this figure to 1967-68 Univer-
sity expenditures would give a figure of approximately
$35 million.

Again according to the Legislative Analyst, Univer-
sity expenditures for orgamzed research in 1966-67
amounted to $142 million.8 About 66%, of this amount
came from federal grants and contracts, 25% from
state sources and the balance from endowments,
private grants and other sources. By 1967-68 organ-
ized research expenditures had risen to $157.8 million,
an increase of $65 million or 70%, over the past four
years.?

Faculty research in the state colleges, according to
the Education Code, is authorized “to the extent that
it is consistent with the primary function of the state
colleges and the facilities provided for that function.”
This statement, which is taken from the Master Plan,
1s apparently intended to legitimize such research ac-
tivity as is carried out in the colleges without giving a
positive 1mpetus to the expansion of that activity and
without 1n any way threatening the University’s pri-
mary role in this regard. The college faculties have
never accepted the concept of “teacher-oriented re-
search” which some have read into the Master Plan
language, and they have consistently pushed for an
increase in research funds.

Unfortunately, there is little up-to-date information
on existing state college research A recent study pre-
pared for the Coordmating Council for Higher Edu-
cation under the direction of Lows T. Benezet dealt
largely with the arguments for and against expanding
research activity rather than with the extent of current
activity. It is clear from such evidence as 1s available,
however, that both departmental and organized re-
search at the state colleges remain very restricted de-
spite some growth over the past ten years.

The principal source of support for state college
research is the federal government which accounts for
approximately 80% of total funds for this purpose.
According to the Legislative Analyst, federal funds
for state college research were expected to reach the
level of nearly $3.3 million in 1967-68. The major
agency sources for this sapport have been the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, the National Institute of
Health and the Department of Defense.

Direct state support for state college research 1s
very hmited. The state provides nearly $500,000 for
faculty leaves for research and other creative activity.
It also provides $200,000 for matching grants from
other sources. Additionally, state funds are provided
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for a small number of research grants for state agen-
cles, and state support for sabbatical leaves in the
amount of about $2 million might also be added.

We have been able to uncover only very fragmen-
tary information regarding research among the
AICCU institutions. Based upon recent expenditure
summaries prepared for this Committee, we estimate
that expenditures for organized research totaled ap-
proximately $70 mullion in 1967-68 About 95%, of
this total was spent by the three Group I institutions.

Nevertheless, there 1s for many msututions a fairly
substantial amount of activity which is not generally
taken into account when we think of the principal
activities of colleges and universities and their costs,
In Chapter 10 of this report we make several recom-
mendations to expand this activity. We believe every
effort should be made at the same time to develop a
better method of reporting both the actuvity and the
costs that fall within this funcuon

AUXILIARY ENTERPRISES AND
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID

These two functions are quite readily identifiable
and subject to description in quanutative terms. They
are not usually thought of as major functions, how-
ever, and are not commonly segregated and described
as important activities. It is to be hoped that with the
advance of program planning and budgeting these ac-
tivities will be better reported and that their scope and
importance will be given clearer recognition

The auxiliary enterprises to which we refer are the
bookstores, cafeterias, residence halls, transportation
programs, parkmg lots and garages, student health
clinics and similar facilities which provide important
on-campus services to students, faculty and staff com-
parable to those available to the general public through
private enterprise off-campus. All campuses have at
least one form of auxihary enterprise, and the larger
campuses, particularly those with a substantial number
of students living on campus, have very extensive
service facilities of this type.

The University of Californma, 1n the Regents’ version
of the University budget, reports 1967-68 expendi-
tures of $33.5 mullion for auxiliary enterprises and
estimated expenditures of $40.8 million for 1969-70.
The California State Colleges report expenditures of
$27.8 million for 1967-68. We have no rehable figures
for the junior colleges because the accounting system
is designed more for the elementary and secondary
schools than for institutions of higher education. In
any case, junior college auxiliary enterprises are largely
restricted to cafeteria and parking operations.

One reason why income and expenditures for auxil-
1ary enterprises are not well reported is that they are
generally expected to be self-supporting, both as to
current costs of operation and construction (or debt
service) costs. Only land costs are normally excluded
from this requirement There are some exceptions to
this rule, but the trend has been to adjust fees and



user charges to caver all of these operations. The last
major study of the problem was undertaken by the
Coordinating Council at the direction of the Legisla-
ture in 1963.11 However, both the Department of Fi-
nance and the Legislative Analyst look into this mat-
ter periodically as regards the University and state
colleges. Many of the state college auxiliary enterprises,
it should be noted, are operated by separate non-
profit corporations set up for this purpose. This is
another reason why 1t is difficult to get an accurate
picture of total activity for auxihary enterprises.

Student financial aid has often been reported as an
mstructional cost and just as often has been ignored
altogether in financial reports. In our opinton student
financial aid is basically a method of supplementing
income for a specific group of persons and therefore
resembles in many ways other categorical welfare pro-
grams. For this reason we believe 1t should be treated
as an entirely separate type of expenditure and not
added to other institutional expenditures for instruc-
tion, research, etc. In this way, also, the problem of
double counting of student aid for tuition and fees
and the expenditure of tuition and fees and the expend-
1ture of tuition and fee income can be avoided.

The last comprehensive survey of student financial
aid was also undertaken by the Coordinating Council
in connectton with 1ts study of the need for additional
aid.*? Unfortunately the survey has not yet been
placed on a regular annual basis, and we are unable
to present current data at this time. We strongly be-
lieve that the quantiues and kinds of student aid should
be surveyed and reported regularly, as this 1s a matter
of conunumg interest and one for which last year’s
figures may at best be misleading.

OTHER PUBLIC SERVICE

In describing the scope and functions of higher ed-
ucation 1t is easy to allow our interest in enrollment

data, admission policies and research activity to ob-
scure the fact that most institutions of higher educa-
tion also carry on several other important functions,
As noted earlier, at least three additional functions can
be identified public or community service, auxiliary
enterprises and student financial aid. It is no easy mat-
ter, however, to present any very useful description
of these functions in quantitative terms because the
institutions themselves either do not collect and re-
port the necessary data or because the data are not
ordinarily segregated in a useful way.

Public service, or “other public service” (we assume
that there is some public service element in the in-
struction and research functions), is in large part a
residual category for activities which do not appear to
fit within the functions of instruction and research.
Thus the University of Cahfornia often places in this
category suach diverse activities as public lectures,
musical and dramatic performances (open to the pub-
lic), agricultural extension and research, patient care
in the University’s medical centers, research, develop-
ment and consulung activines of many of its special
mstitutes, consulting activities of individual faculty
members, and all the activities under the jurisdiction
of Umversity Extension.’® For the state colleges, junior
colleges and private institutions the list would be simi-
lar except for the special University extension agencies
which are not duplicated on the same scale in the other
segments.

The foregoing hst suggests not only the potential
scope of “other public service” but the difficulty at
this point of providing any useful measure or measures
of this function. Much of what 1s described has impor-
tant if not predominant elements of instruction or re-
search intertwined with it. In fact, the function of
“other public service” may in most cases simply de-
scribe a different manner of providing instruction and
research, rather than a separable function.

FINANCE

In fiscal vear 1967-68, California’s institutions of
higher education, public and private, and related agen-
cies spent a total of nearly $2.0 billion, of which
$1,546 mllion was for current expense and $424 mil-
lion for capital outlay. The public institutions ac-
counted for approximately $1,527 million or 779 of
the total and $1,183 mullion or 76% of current expend-
itures. The figures for each segment are indicated in
Table 2.8. In some cases, as indicated, it has been
necessary to estimate expenditures where the reporting
is unusually slow or fragmentary.

The principal sources of income for current expense
and capital outlay by segment are indicated in Table
2.9. It should be noted that the totals in most cases
exceed total expenditures indicated in Table 2.8 be-
cause of the time lapse berween receipt of income and

actual expenditures, increases or decreases in ending
balances, etc.

State support for current expense amounted to 2
total of $540.1 million, 42.4% of total current income
for public msututions and 34.3% of current income
for both public and private mstitutions. Federal funds
amounting to $310.3 mullion for current expense and
provided 16.7%/ current income for public insttutions
and 18.7% of current income for all institutions.
These federal funds went mainly to the Universicy
of California and the 3—4 largest AICCU institutions.

STATE FUNDS

The State of California provided a total of approxi-
mately $685 million for the support of public higher
education in 1967-68.
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TABLE 2.8 ESTIMATED TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR

HIGHER EDUCATION BY SEGMENT AND

AGENCY, 1967-68

Current Operating Lxpense

Public Segments and Agencies
University of Califorma__ ______
Califorma State Colleges
Junior Colleges
Coordinating Council
Scholarship and Loan

Commisston____..._.._______

Private Institutions
AICCU Institutions

Capital Outlay

Public Segments
Unwversity of Californta. . ______
Califorma State Colleges_.._..__
Jumior Colleges__ . _________

Private Institutions
AICCU Institutions

Total Expenditures

Public Segments and Agencies
University of California________
Cahfornia State Colleges._______
Junior Colleges. .. ___._.____._
Coordinating Council ... _______
Scholarship and Loan

CommIssIOn - o ooooooee oo

Private Institutions
AICCU Institutions..._____._._

Amount %
8579821614 | 37 59
285295273 | 18 5
309,490,000 200
907.881 | ..
5,426,386 4
2,093,781 1
363,129,000 | 23 5
$1,546,163,935 100 0%,
128979,000 | 30 49
99771843 | 23 5
115,000,000 27 1
80,400,000 | 19 0
$424,150,843 100 09
708,800,614 36 19,
385,067,116 195
£24490000 | 215
907881 | ..
5,426,386 3
2,093,781 1
443,529,000 225
$1,970,314,778 100 09

Of this amount, $534 million or 78% went for cur-
rent operating expense, $145 million or 219 went for
capital outlay, $512,837 was provided for statewide
coordimnation and $5.3 million went for the support of
state adminstered financial aid programs. These fig-
ures, together with budgeted expenditures for the cur-
rent fiscal year, 1968-69, are shown in Table 2 10

State support for the current operating expense of
the University of California and the California State
Colleges is provided by direct appropriation 1n the
annual budget acts Each segment prepares its own
budget for approval by its governing board and sub-
mission to the Governor and the Legislature. These
proposed budgets and supporting detail are reviewed
by the Department of Finance and, upon amendment
to conform with the Governor’s policies, are then n-
cluded in the Governor’s Budget for review by the
Legislature The final legslative appropriation takes
the form of a “lump sum” appropriation to the Re-
gents of the University and a somewhat more derailed
allocation to the state colleges. All but a very minor
amount of the support for the two seginents is drawn
from the state’s General Fund,

State support for the current operating expense of
the public junior colleges 1s provided according to
statutory formulas rather than by budget review and
direct appropriation. The formulas are based upon
the same type of foundation program concept as is
used for the public schools Its principal purpose 1s
to guarantee a certan minimum level of state and
local support per unit of attendance for each junior
college district, regardless of its local taxable wealth.
For 1967-68 and 1968-69 that amount 1s $628 per umt
of attendance (other than “adult” attendance) Jun-
1or college support also comes from the state’s Gen-

TABLE 2.9 SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA, 1967-68 (In Millions)

Tatal
University California Other Public
of State Junior Institutions AICCU
California Colleges Colleges and Agencies Institutions Amount A
Current Operations
Federal funds____.______________ g170 4 $33 3 $8 9 37 £97 0 $310 3 19 7%
State funds. ... ___._.._______ 247 4 192 8 92 8 71 .- 540 1 343
Local funds___ .. ____________. - - 202 8 . . 202 8 129
Student charges__.______________ 48 2 27 8 25 6 110 6 189 7 121
Private gifts, grants and endow-
mentS_ ..o 239 15 _ - 63 S 83 9 57
Organized activities and auxihary
enterprises .. __._ .. ________ 73 4 33 4 25 - 59 0 168 3 10 7
ther_ . 16 5 18 - . 550 733 +6
Total o .. $579 8 $290 6 8309 5 $8 4 $385 1 $1,573 4 | 100 09
Caputal Ouilay
Federal funds_..________________ 820 7 f14 7 86 3 - $14 5 $56 2 12 5%,
State funds_________________.___ 571 79 3 19 6 . . 156 0 319
Local funds. ... ___._____________ . . 88 8 . . 88 8 199
Private gifts and grants_________. 17 31 - . 59 3 64 3 14 4
Other________ . __________ 30 2 451 _ . 6 4 817 18 3
Total. o .. $109 7 $142 2 pl14 7 . 580 ¢ F447 0 | 100 0%
* Esumate
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eral Fund, although it is first appropriated to the State
School Fund before apportionment to the districts.

State funds for state college and University capital
outlay are provided in a manner similar to that for
current expense support. Each segment submits spe-
cific projects for review by the Department of Fi-
nance and the Legislature prior to appropriation of
the necessary state funds by the Legislature. The funds
come from two sources, the state’s General Fund and
the tidelands oil and gas revenues. As a matter of con-
ventence, these funds are deposited in the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher Education from which the
actual appropriations are made.

State support for junmior college capital outlay is
also provided through the normal budget process. Spe-
cific projects are submitted by the individual districts
for state financing. However, in the case of the jun-
ior colleges the local districts are required to partici-
pate in the funding of each project according to stat-
utory formulas which provide a measure of district
financial ability and which are intended to ensure a
uuform level of effort. State funds are provided on
an equalization basis which takes into account stand-
ard utihization requirements.

All other state funds indicated in Table 2.10 are
provided through the regular budgetary process.

TABLE 2.10 STATE EXPENDITURES FOR HIGHER EDU-
CATION, 1967-68 AND 1968-69

Actual Budgeted
1967-68 196869
Current Institutional Operating
Expense
University of Califorma._.__.__ 5247,418,925 | $291,250,545
Califorma State Colleges_.___.__ 192,759,845 238,782,610
Junior Colleges
Board of Governors._.__.___. - 561,115
School Fund Apportionments . 92,846,025 *96,000,000
Hastings College of Law________ 665,412 830,036
California Marnitime Academy.__ 622,830 667,938
2534,313,037 | 3628,092,244
Capital Outlay
Unwversity of Califormia__..____ $£57,615,000 £47,599,000
California State Colleges___..____ 67,833,983 46,165,300
Public Junior Colleges___.___.__ 19,617,030 15,609,533
California Mantime Academy.__ - 96,525
£145,066,013 | $£109,470,358
Statewide Coordination
Coordinating Council for Higher
Education_ - __._____.._.._. 512,837 537,546
Student A1d Funds and Administra-
tion
State Scholarship and Loan
Commussion.__.___.___._.._. 5,345,966 8,999,245
Other
Western Interstate Commussion
on Higher Education. ____ __ 15,000 15,000
Total .o . $685,252,853 $747,114,393
* Estimate,

LOCAL FUNDS

The public junior colleges continue to depend heav-
ily upon local property taxes and other school district
and county funds for their support. For 1967—68 the
junjor colleges received approximartely $220 mllion
from local sources, of which $203 mullion was for
current expense and $88 8§ million for capital outlay,
including bond funds. Roughly 66% of junior college
current expense was supported from local funds, in-
cluding 62% from district funds and the balance from
county funds

District tax revenues, of course, provided the largest
portion of local support, approximately $185 mullion
for current expense and $25 million for capital out-
lay Al districts which maintain 2 jumor college are
authorized to levy a basic tax rate of $.35 per $100
assessed valuation This basic rate may be increased
to meet the cost of current expense or capital outlay
but only by a two-thirds vote of district electors.
However, every district is authorized to levy several
special supplementary taxes. These supplementary
rates include the following:

Supplementary
Purpose Tax Rate (max )
Communtry Services (Civic center and com-
munmity I'CCI'CathTl) R
Retirement Funds—Ceruficated Employees ... .05

Retirement Funds—Classified Employees no hmit
Employee Health and Welfare Benefits . no limit
Adult Educavion . - S 11}

These special rates may not be used for other pur-
poses, but their existence obviously eases pressures on
the general purpose rate. In addition, when district
electors authorize the issuance of bonds for construc-
tion they also, in effect, approve a special bond inter-
est and redemption tax rate to pay off those bonds in
the future.

For 1968-69 only 16 jumor college districts levied
a general purpose tax rate in excess of the basic §.35
rate. Among the 16 districts, 13 levied a general pur-
pose rate of more than $.50 and § levied general pur-
pose rates in excess of § 60 per $100 of assessed valu-
ation. In most cases those districts with high general
purpose rates are funding capital outlay costs on a
pay-as-you-go basts. Unlike other school districts, it
15 sull the excepuional junior college district which
has been forced to exceed the basic rate in order to
meet current expense.

All but three districts, however, levied special pur-
pose rates, and 37 levied bond interest and redemption
rates. In over half of the districts the total for special
purpose rates fell between $.05 and $.15. Bond inter-
est and redemption rates ranged from § 005 to $.39,
with all but 4 having rates of § 20 or less

FEDERAL FUNDS

The first comprehensive report of federal support
for higher education in California was prepared by
the staff of the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation m early 1968 at the request of the Legislarure.?
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TABLE 2.11

FEDERAL GRANTS TO CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 196566 (In Millions)

Facilities Individual
Equ?;?nent Research gx"?é?:rlri ﬂ:ﬁ?;&i{: Insglt-:;itosnal Totals
University of California.___-...._.._.._.._ $36 0 $110.0 38.1 $26 8 507 #181.6
California State Colleges_____.._________.. 211 3.7 80 80 13 421
Junior Colleges. o ... 31 0.1 73 44 ——-- 14 9
Private Institutions______________________ 18.6 80.3 60 16 9 03 122 1
Miscellaneous Agencies. ... .o _._... I —— 69 17 5 I 24 4
Totals. .o ieceoeas 278 8 $194.1 $36 3 $73.6 $23 £385 1

The figures, which pertain to the 1965-66 fiscal year,
are shown in summary form in Table 2.11.

During that year California’s public and private in-
stitutions of higher education received a total of
nearly $434 million: $385 million in grants and $69
million in loans. According to the Council’s report,
these funds came from 27 different federal agencies
through hundreds of different programs.

The figures in Table 2.11 indicate that nearly one-
half of total federal funds received in 1965-66 went
for research at the University of California and the
AICCU institutions. Roughly 209, was allocated to
construction of new facilities and the purchase of
equipment, and another 209, was allocated to student
financial assistance. The $69 million in loan funds (not
shown in Table 2.11) was divided between construc-
tion and equipment (83%) and student financial as-
sistance (17%).

Although a great many individual agencies were in-
volved in providing these funds, the council report
indicated that 59% of grant funds came from the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW),
13%, from the Department of Defense, 13% from the
National Science Foundation, 6%, from the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, and 4% from
the Atomic Energy Commission. Loan funds came

largely from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and the US Office of Education.
Because of the number of agencies and institutions
involved, it has proven very difficult to bring these
figures up to date. There is reason to believe, how-
ever, that 1965-66 was a high point for federal aid.
For 1966-67 total HEW obligations to Califorma in-
stitutions came to $219 million, as compared with $228
million for the previous year. Of this amount, the
University of California received $108 million, the
private institutions $63 million, the state colleges $36
million and the public junior colleges $12 million.
At this time we do not have comparable data for
1967-68. According to Coordinating Council data,
HEW grants for construction were down from $37.8
million in 1966-67 to $27.1 million in 1967-68. Uni-
versity of California research grants from the Depart-
ment of Defense were up slightly to $19.7 million, but
down for the state colleges ($284,000). The private
institutions received nearly $25 million from this
source, a significant increase over the previous year.
In addition to recording the amounts flowing to
California, the Coordinating Council report on federal
funds also concluded that: (1) with the exception of a
few general institutional grants amounting to rela-
tively small amounts, federal funds have not been al-

TABLE 2,12 MAJOR SOURCES OF FEDERAL GRANT AID TO CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS, 196667 (In Millions)

University Pnvate California
Cobforms | Oniviraions Colioges kil Totals
Department of Health, Education and Welfare_._ $107 9 $62 7 %359 $12 1 218 6
National Science Foundation__._____________.._ 23 4 19 8 28 * 46 0
Department of Defense. . _____________________ 18 4 16 5 07 - 356
Atonmue Energy Commussion. . _______.__._. 10 9 12 28 ae-- 149
NASA il 79 40 * S 119
Totals. o oo B168 5 $104 2 42 2 $12 1 $327 0

* Less than $100.000
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TABLE 2.13 CURRENT ANNUAL STUDENT CHARGES
FOR UNDERGRADUATES, 196869

Univer- | California
sity of State Junior
California | Colleges | Colleges
Basic student fee_ .. ________._.__ $300 #86 .
Student orgamzation fees
Student activity fee._____..__ 11-25 10-20 -
Student unton fee_ ... _.___ 11-24 2-12 -
Auxihary service fees
Parkwng. .. .. 50 26 .
Room and board.__.._.___._._ 920 | 620-880 -
Other
Apphecation fee_..._....._... 10 10 .
Nonresident tuition_ ... 981 720 $375

located to institutions for general support but for spe-
cific programs, facilities and projects—therefore the
phrase “federal aid to education” can be very mis-
leading; (2) most of the federal grants require some
kind of state or institutional matching; (3) there is
lictle or no coordination between federal agencies in-
volved in similar or closely related programs; and (4)
most federal funds go directly to the institution, an
individual at the nstitution or, in the case of the
junior colleges, the district, but very little is chan-
neled through statewide agencies or commissions.

STUDENT CHARGES

Student charges are a major source of income for
private institutions of higher education in California
and they are also an important source for the public
insututions. For 1967—68, student charges for Univer-
sity students, excluding charges for room and board,
provided $48.2 million or about 8.3% of University
current income. For the state colleges the figures were
$27.8 million or 9.7%, of current mcome, while for
the junior colleges students fees provided only about
$2.5 mllion or about 0.8% of current mcome.

Students who are residents of California and en-
rolled either in a state college or a university campus
now pay three types of fees a basic fee to cover a
variety of general and special services, student activi-
ties fees, and auxiliary service fees. The basic fee,
which is now called a registration fee at the Univer-
sity and a materials and services fee at the state col-
leges, is intended to cover the cost of expendable in-
structional supplies, student health services, placement
services and other services not directly related to the
inscructional  program. Only at the University’s
Schools of Medicine, Pharmacy and Dentstry are
residents explicitly required to pay a tuition charge,
but the University’s new registration fee is also a
tuitton charge for all practical purposes All income
labeled student charges mcome in Table 2.9 comes
from these fees and nonresident tuition.

Student activitics fees are intended to cover the
costs of athletic and other extracurricular activities
undertaken by student organizations and the cost of
providing student union facilities. The exact charges
are fixed by vote of the students, within bounds set
by the governing boards. Auxiliary service fees
are charged for the use of parking facilities, residence
halls and residence hall dining facilities, and are in-
tended to cover the operating and debt service costs
for such facilities.

University fees are established by the Regents in
accordance with the powers granted them by the
Constitution. State college fees are set by the Trustees
under the terms of section 23751 of the Education
Code. The public junior colleges are required by
statute to levy a nonresident tuition charge equiva-
lent to the average district cost per student for the
last actual year, as determined by the State Board
of Education. The junior colleges are also authorized
under section 25425 of the Education Code to levy
fees to cover parking or health services, or both, up
to a total of $10 per year. Few junior colleges use this
authority. Current fee levels are shown in Table 2.13.

Among all AICCU institutions, student fees in
1966-67 provided 29.3% of total operating income
and 47.4% of “educational income”, which excludes
auxiliary enterprises and orgamized research. Among
the Group I institutions student fees provided only
37%, of educational ncome as compared with 61.49%,
for Group I and 619% for Group IV institutions.
Among Group [ institutions, tuitton currently ranges
from $1,800 to $2,100 per year Tuition for Group II
instituttons ranges from $1,300 to $1,900, and from
$1,300 to $2,000 for Group III institutions.

OTHER SOURCES

All institutions derived a substantial amount of in-
come from organized activities, such as agricultural
operations and teaching hospitals, or auxiliary enter-
prises, such as cafeterias, book stores and parking fa-
cilities, or both. In most cases, however, income for
these actwvities and services is closely related to the
costs of such activities and services and is not avail-
able for general support. The volume of income and
expenditures for these purposes 1s to a large extent in-
dependent of the total volume of instructional activity
and therefore is often subtracted in arnving at some-
thing called “educational” or “education and general”
income to produce a better measure of instructional
activity and finance.

Income from private gifts and grants was reported
to be $30.2 million for public institutions in 1967-68
and $123 million for the AICCU institutions Among
the public institutions the University received the
lion’s share of this money, $34.9 million, of which
$21 3 mullion was for current expense and $12 7 mil-
lion for capital outlay or as gifts-in-kind. The state
colleges reported a total of $4.6 mullion from private
gifts and grants, of which $1.5 million was for current
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support and $3.1 million for capital outlay, largely in
the form of land donated for a new campus.

The AICCU institutions, of course, received a
greater share of income from private sources, and we
estimate their current income from private gifts and

grants at about $63.5 million for current expenses in
1967-68 and $59.5 million for capital outlay.

Additional data dealing with income for higher edu-
cation in California may be found in the next chapter
and in Chapter 8.

TABLE 2.14 STUDENT FEES AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL OPERATING INCOME AND EDUCATIONAL INCOME,

AICCU INSTITUTIONS, 1966-67

Group
All AICCU
I I III v v Institutions
Student fees as a 9, of total operating income_ .. ________ 21.9%, 37.0% 43.4%, 46.5% 35.9% 29.3%
Student fees as a 9} of educational income. oo .. 37.8 61.4 58.6 61.9 46.2 47.4
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California’s public and private structure of higher
education has undergone very substantial growth over
the past ten years since the Master Plan Survey Team
assembled 1ts data on the system. In general, the
growth projections of the Master Plan, which seemed
so startling at the time, have been met or surpassed.
In this chapter we will present data on the major
elements of growth and change within the system to
demonstrate what has occurred during this period
and to provide background for the discussion of spe-
cific problem areas tn Chapters 5-10.

THE INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

In 1959, at the time of the Master Plan Survey,
there were 84 public institutions of higher education,
and they enrolled a total of 391,470 students. There

J. Major Trends
of the Past 10 Years

were, in addition, 69 accredited private institutions
which enrolled nearly 68,000 students. Ten years later,
in 1969, the number of public institutions of higher
education has increased to 116 with a total enrollment
of 879,380 and the number of accredited private insti-
tutions has increased to 79 with a total enrollment of
111,038.

The rapid increase in public mstitutions 1s largely
attributable to the addition of 22 new junior colleges.
However, there have also been five new state colleges
established during this period—Stanislaus, Sonoma,
Dominguez Hills, San Bernardino and Bakersfield—and
four new campuses of the University—Santa Cruz,
Irvine, San Diego and Riverside.

The increase in the number of private mstitutions
is somewhat deceptive. Only three new AICCU inst-
tutions were opened during this period; the two other

TABLE 3.1 GROWTH IN THE NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND TOTAL ENROLLMENT, 1959—
60 TO 1968-69
1959-60 196869
Number Enrollment Number Enrollment
Public Institutions
Public Junior Colleges. - ____ el 63 257,821 85 567,749
Califorma State Colleges______________ . _____.__ 14 88,082 19 211,600
University of Callfornia..__ .. _____ 5 44,860 9 98,781
Other. o 2 707 2 1,250
Private Institutions
AICCU Institutions o« o oo oo et 44 58,456 48 97,141
Other Accredited Institutions oo oo e 25 9,529 31 13,897
Totals . e 153 459,455 194 990,418

TABLE 3.2 HIGHER EDUCATION ENROLLMENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF STATE CIVILIAN POPULATION

Total
Enrollment 1n
Higher Education

Total
Civilian Population

Full-Time
Enrollment 1n
Higher Education

Percent of
Civilian Population

Percent of
Civilian Population

14,964,000 449219
15,567,000 496,700
16.163.000 530,473
16,737,000 582,545
17,349,000 638.210
17,902,000 706,968
18,417,000 773831
18,792,000 826,810
19,185,000 891,327
19,600,000 975271

3 009, 222,882 1 509
319 245 601 158
3 28 272,649 169
3 48 295,675 177
3 69 320,584 1 85
395 365,769 204
4720 422,388 229
4 40 453441 1 41
4 66 482,200 2 51
497 538,100 2 74
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new members of the organization were established
earlier. The other new accredited private institutions
are primarily specialized institutions, in most cases
church schools, some of which were established but
not accredited well before 1959-60.

ENROLLMENT TRENDS

Over twenty different definitions of “student” are
in current use by various institutions and agencies
of state government in California. The three principal
categories are: (1) “students” or “individual students”,
meaning any person enrolled in a regular college or
university course (excluding extention courses), re-
gardless of the number of units for which he is
enrolled; (2) “full-time students” or those students
who are enrolled for at least 12 units, plus all Univer-
sity graduate students; and (3) “full-ume equivalent”
(FTE) students, a computed unit of enrollment used
to combine full-time and part-time enrollment and
derived by dividing total units taken by measures of
a “full-time load.” As is typical of educational statis-
tics in California, each segment defines FTE units of
enrollment in a different way, so that the resulting
measures are not exactly comparable for certain de-
tailed purposes. Except when these inconsistencies
pose major risks of misunderstanding, however, we
will treat them as roughly equivalent for the purposes
of this report.

Table 3.2 shows the growth in total enroliment and
full-time enrollment 1n public and private nstitutions
of higher education in comparison with total civilian
population. Much of the very rapid growth in student
population relative to total civilian population 1s ex-
plained by growth within the 18-24 “college-age
group”. This age group has grown from 80% to
10.7% of total state population over the same
period.

According to the latest figures reported by the U.S.
Office of Education, California’s student population
accounts for about 14% of the national student popu-
lation for higher education. When the state and na-
tional enrollment figures are compared with the state

and national population figures in the 18-24 age group,
California far surpasses the national average, as indi-
cated in Table 3.3, and the difference, although nar-
rowing slightly, is being mamntained. These figures, it
should be noted, do not show the actual percentage
of 18-24 year olds enrolled in higher education, but
simply a comparison of total higher education en-
roliment with the 18-24 age group population.

All of these figures indicate the effects for California
of a rapid growth in total population, a disproportion-
ate growth in the principal college-age group, and high
and slowly rising participation rates for all age groups.
Among the reasons for California’s relatively high par-
ticipation rates are the following

1. The large number and widespread geographic
availability of public institutions, combined with
the state’s traditional policy of low student
charges, has made college education available at
a relatively low cost to many students.

2. The location of state colleges and junior colleges,
mn particular, in major urban areas permits part-
time attendance in combination with full-time or
part-time employment. This circumstance en-
courages, or at least does not discourage, the
combination of college-going with earning a liv-
mg and raising a famuly.

3. The generally perceived investment value of col-
lege training may be mcreasing as people become
aware of the relative decrease in unskilled jobs
and the comparable increased demands and re-
wards for persons with technical and professional
training in the California economy.

4. An increasing general affluence means that more
individuals and families can afford to forego the
earnings lost when school attendance 1s substi-
tuted for employment, even though the magni-
tude of foregone earnings may be increasing as
general wage rates rise. The social, cultural and
recreational values of college may be receiving
heightened esteem at a time when declining net
personal costs of education and increasing gen-
eral affluence make the consumption of college
services more widely available.

TABLE 3.3 TOTAL HIGHER EDUCATION ENROLLMENT COMPARED WITH 18-24 AGE GROUP POPULATION, CALI-

FORNIA AND UNITED STATES

18-24 Age Group Total Higher Education Higher Education Enrollment
Population (000) Enrollment (000) as Percent of 18-24 Population
us Califorma Us California Us Calfornia

1960 .. 14,684 1,248 3,583 497 24 49, 39 89,
1961 . ... 15,623 1,355 3,861 530 247 391
1962 ... 16,109 1,432 4175 583 259 40 7
1963 __ 16,676 1,531 4,495 638 26 9 41 7
1964 ... 17,246 1,616 4,950 707 287 43 7
1965 . - o - 18,750 1,762 5,526 774 29 5 43 9
1966_ - . .. 19,544 1,882 5,947 827 30 4 439
1967. .- 20,117 1,986 6,500 891 323 49
1968 o o . 20,692 2,108 6,902 975 333 46 3




TABLE 3.4 DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA BY SEGMENT, 1959-60

TO 196869
University of California Public Junior AICCU
California State Colleges Colleges Institutions Total
Academic Year
(Fall Semester) Number % Number % Number % Number % Number %

1959-1960. . _______.__ 44,860 10 0% 88,082 19 6%| 257,821 57 4% 58,456 13.0% 449,219 | 100 0%
1960-1961- 12117 49719 | 10.0 95081 | 19.1 280,998 | 58.4 62002 | 12'57] 496,300 | 100 O
1961-1962__ .. __.___. 54,265 102 105,858 200 305,201 57§ 65,149 12 3 530,473 | 100 O
1962-1963_ .. _.____ 58,616 10.1 118,057 20.3 336,704 57.7 69,168 119 582,545 | 100.0
1963-1964. ___________ 64,504 10.1 133,108 20.9 368,008 576 72,590 11.4 638,210 | 100.0
1964-1965_ . ... 71,267 101 148,796 21.0 411,338 58.2 75,407 107 706,808 | 100.0
1965-1966_ .. ._._.__ 79,437 10 3 154,887 200 459,400 59 4 80,107 10 3 773,831 | 100 0
1966-1967_ . ... _____. 86,406 10 4 169,520 20.5 487,458 590 83,426 10.1 826,810 { 100.0
1967-1968. . _..._.._. 95,376 10 7 185,601 20 8 521,695 58 3 90,797 10 2 893,469 | 100 0
1968-1969* ... 98,781 101 211,600 21.7 567,749 58 2 97,141 10 0 975,271 | 100 0

* Estimated

There is no reason to expect a significant slackening The distribution of full-time students, as shown in
in any of these factors in the next five to ten years. Table 3.5, indicates much the same pattern, except
Nevertheless, there is reason to beleve, as discussed these figures show that the relative growth of the
in Chapter 4, that there will be a general slowmng in state colleges has been largely in full-time rather than
the rate of population growth within the principal part-time enrollment, and much the same appears to
college age-group, with the result that the immense be true of the junior colleges. These figures also ac-
enrollment pressures of the past decade will soon centuate the fact that the private colleges and univer-
begin to ease. It may be, however, that this will be sities serve a declining share of the market.
largely offset by increasing participation rates which The overall growth rate for the public segments of
resu]_t from newl){ developing 'p_ollcws regarding access higher education has averaged nearly 10% per year
to higher education and attrition rates. over the past ten years. Although the growth rate for

Table 3.4 indicates the distribution of total enroll- University enrollment appears to have slowed recently,
ment in higher education in California by segment as has the state college growth rate, the average for
over the past 10 years. In general, these figures indicate all segments for the past five years is somewhat above
that the University of California has continued to the rate for the first half of the decade. Clearly, the
serve a relatively constant share of total enrollment average rate of growth of 9%-109% per year has
while the state college and junior college shares have presented a great challenge to the state to provide
increased somewhat. The share of total enrollment the funds necessary to support this growth.
reported by AICCU institutions has steadily declined, Because 589 of total enrollment is in junior colleges,
desptte a substandal increase in the absolute number it 1s 1n no way surprising that the state’s higher edu-
of 'students enrolled in 'thc mdepeqdent institutions. cational system resembles a building with a very large
This trend, and changes in the financial position of the lobby. As can be seen in Table 3.7, nearly half of the
independent institutions, is discussed in greater detail total enrollments are freshmen, and and additional
in Chapter 8. 199 are sophomores. The figures in Table 3.7 refer

TABLE 3.5 DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME ENROLLMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA BY SEGMENT, 1959~
60 TO 1968-69

University of Califorma Public Jumior AICCU
Califormia State Colleges Colleges Insututions Total

Academic Year

(Fall Semester) Number % Number % Number % Number % Number %
1959-1960. ... _______. 42,386 19 0% 49,711 22 39, 90,254 40 5% 40,531 18 29, 222,882 | 100 0%
1960-1961__ - 46,801 19.1 56,480 23 0 99,783 40 6 42,537 17 3 245,601 | 100 O
1961-1962_ . - 51,340 18 8 64,099 235 112,638 413 44 572 16 4 272,649 1100 0
1962-1963 _ . . 55,775 18 9 71,502 24 2 121,283 41.0 47,115 159 295,675 [ 1000
1963-1964 . - 61,073 16 1 80,188 250 128,221 400 51,102 159 320,584 | 100 O
1564-1965_ . - 67,070 18 3 92,454 253 152,401 417 53,844 147 365,769 | 100 0
1965-1966_ _ - 75,743 17 9 98,840 23 4 188,874 44 7 58,931 140 422,388 100 O
1966-1967__ - 82,585 18 2 110,274 24 3 198,135 43 7 62,447 13 8 453,441 100 O
1967-1968. _ - 91,741 18 6 122,426 24 8 213,496 43 2 66,232 13 4 493,895 | 100 0
1968-1969. .. _._._. 93,825 17 4 139,600 259 233,710 43 5 70,965 13 2 538,100 | 100 O




TABLE 3.6 ANNUAL RATE OF ENROLLMENT GROWTH,

PUBLIC SEGMENTS, 1959-60 THROUGH 1968-69 *
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5YearAverage _______________ .. ___________.__
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10 Year Average_ . ___._

California
State Colleges Junior Colleges All Three Segments
8 8% 1.2% 32
1277 97" 1057
116 10 5 10 6
12 1 67 82
116 14 4 131
11 49, 8 59, 91%
12 797 12 99 12 59
73" 158 133"
118 5.7 73
101 1190 10 6
91 73 72
10 2% 10 5% 10 2%
10 8% 9 5% 9 6%,

* UC average annual headcount, CSC average annual FTE, JC average daily attendance, regular sessions only

to classifications of students by their level of academic
attainment and not of the level of the courses in which
they enroll. Because graduate students frequently en-
roll 1n upper division courses and upper division stu-
dents take lower division courses, the distribution of
students by level of academic course offerings is even
more strongly skewed toward the lower division than
these figures indicate.

The figures in Table 3.7 appear to show a significant
increase in freshman enrollment over the period, and
smaller increases in the enrollment of juniors and
graduate students. Unfortunately, much of this appar-
ent change actually reflects a change in the definition
of each level, and a corresponding change m the
number of residual “other” students. Over the past five
years there is little evidence of any important change
in the mix of students by grade level.

Within each segment the picture appears to be much
the same, as shown in Table 3.8, with such shifts as
are indicated apparently the result in changes in the

“other” category rather than important changes in
actual enrollment. These figures also indicate, as noted
in Chapter 2, that whatever diversion of lower division
students there has been in accord with the Master
Plan recommendations has occurred between the state
colleges and junior colleges.

A careful examination of Table 3.7, however, sug-
gests one reason why the public institutions, and partic-
ularly the state colleges, have had unusual difficulty in
projecung enrollment from one year to the next The
passage of the surge in enrollment growth through
the undergraduate years has changed the relatuonship
between the years as stated 1n enroliment ratios. Fresh-
man enrollment i the past two years has stopped
growing as fast as upper dwvision enrollment, where
the recent surge in enrollment growth is sull being
felt. Consequently, the continuation rates from fresh-
man class to sophomore class to junior class have be-
come distorted, and total enrollment no longer has the
same relationship to the number of high school grad-
uates and first-time freshmen

TABLE 3.7 DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT BY CLASS LEVEL FOR ALL SEGMENTS OF CALIFORNIA HIGHER

EDUCATION, 1958-59 TO 1967-68

Academic Freshmen Sophomores Juniors Seniors Graduate Other Students* Total
Year
(fall
semester) (Number % {Number %0 [Number %0 |[Number % {Number % {Number %o |Number %
1958-59_ . ___ 186,938 | 42 89| 88,607 | 20 3%, 33,773 7 7%| 31,085 7 19,0 40,727 | 9 39| 55,414 | 12 7¢7) 436,544 | 99 9%,
1959-60. .- __ 200,201 { 44 6 87,975 [ 19 5 3579 { 80 32180 | 72 45,863 | 10 2 47,204 1 10 5 | 449,219 | 100 O
1960-61 .. __. 227,627 | 458 | 95029 | 191 38420 77 35609 | 72 52,935 | 10 7 47080 | 95 |496,700 | 100 O
1961-62.___ .. 245,142 1 46 2 102,350 { 19 3 41,085 77 37,201 70 59,547 1 11 2 45,148 85 530473 999
1962-63_____. 276,786 | 47 5 | 115965 | 19 9 46,534 | 80 40,828 70 65,586 | 11 3 36,846 | 63 |582,545| 100 O
1963-64____ _. 314,857 1 49 3 (112,851 ) 19 2 51,783 81 45,727 1 72 74,732 { 11 7 28,260 | 45 (628,210] 100 O
196465 ... 357,956 | S0 6 | 131910 | 18 7 58,581 83 51,796 | 7 3 80,810 | 11 4 25915 37 (706,968 | 100 0
1965-66. . ___ 391,744 | 50 6 | 146,598 1 18 9 63,303 | 82 55,681 | 712 86,486 | 11 2 300191 39 1773,831) 100 0
1966-67 . . ___. 406,136 | 499 1 (161,633 | 19 5 74,811 90 58,934 | 71 91,637 | 11 1 33654 | 41 |826805| 999
196768 ___ .. 432,549 | 48 4 172382119 3 83,005 | 93 69,155 | 77 101947 | 11 4 34431 ) 39 1893469 99

* The term “Other Studcats” refers to those students who have a degree but are not working toward an advanced degree For instance students who have bachelor’s degrees

who are enrolted in undergraduate courses to prepare for advanced studies are clasmfied as “Other Students’
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TABLE 3.8 CLASS LEVEL DISTRIBUTION CHANGES BY SEGMENT IN CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION, 1959-60 TO

1967-68
University California Public
of State éunior AICCU All
Califorma Colleges olleges Institutions Segments
1959-60 | 196768 | 1959-60 | 1967-68 | 1959-60 | 1967-68 | 1959-60 | 1967-68 | 1959-60 | 196768
Freshmen...._..______ 17 39, 19 6% 18 8% 14 89, 63 7% 70 7% 19 79, 19 0% 44 6%, 48.49,
Sophomores..__...__.. 150 14 2 13 8 119 23.3 235 15.6 15 8 195 19 3
gumors _______________ 18 4 210 21 2 26 7 N - 15.2 147 80 93
€NIOTS - o e e 181 13 6 17 6 23.5 - ——- 14 6 13 8 72 77
Graduates...__.____._ 269 310 209 231 R R 262 326 10 2 11 4
Other Students*.____._ 43 06 77 00 130 58 87 41 105 39
Total .____________ 100 09, | 100 0%, | 100 0% | 100 0% | 100 0% | 100 0% | 100 0% | 100 0% | 100 0%, | 100 0%

* See footnote Table 3 7

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS AND
ATTENDANCE PATTERNS

Nearly 459, of all students enrolled in a college or
university in California are part-time students. The
percentage distribution for each segment is shown in
Table 3.9. Part-time enrollment is concentrated, of
course, among the junior colleges and remains just
under 60% for those insututions. Among the state
colleges there has been a very substantal reduction 1n
part-time enrollment over the past ten years to the
point that only about one-third of all students are
that classification. The percentage would be reduced
even further if the definition of full-time study for
graduate students were determined by the individual
departments as it is in the University of California.
Part-time enrollment among undergraduate students
in the state colleges now amounts to only 22%, of total
state college undergraduate enrollment.

Nevertheless, part-time enrollment remains large and
an inescapably important aspect of higher education
in California. The reasons for these relatively high
rates of part-time enrollment need investigation. Some
part-time students are undoubtedly combining an oc-

casional course with full-tme employment, others
split their time between work and study mn a more
nearly even proportion. In addition, many students
attend college intermittently by alternating full-time
. [} .
work with full-time college enrollment. This class of
part-time students is not reflected at all in the sta-
uistics 1in Table 3.9.

Behind these bare statistics must lie the 1nability or
unwillingness of some students to go without income
from employment. Inability and unwillingness may
in turn reflect either strictly limited means or deliber-
ate choices regarding early marrnage, the upkeep of a
car, a certain living standard, etc. To the extent that
financial restrictions which are not self-imposed or
self-generated are involved, substantial increases in
financial aid may be needed. To the extent that stu-
dents elect to combine or mtersperse school and em-
ployment for reasons of personal preference, there
is no need for intervention.

A second class of policy issue 1s suggested by the
full-ume and part-time statisics, namely whether the
full-timers and part-timers are equally well served by
institutions which have developed in many cases for
service to predominantly full-time constituencies. By

TABLE 3.9 PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PART-TIME AND FULL-TIME ENROLLMENT BY SEGMENT, CALIFORNIA
HIGHER EDUCATION, 1959-60 TO 196869

University California Public Total Total
o} State Junior Public AICCU Higher
Calforma Colleges Colleges Sector Institutions Education
Academic Year Full- Part- Full- Part- Full- Part- Full- Part- Full- Part- Full- Part
(Fall Semester) Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time
1959-1960_ . ___________ 94 597 | 550, | 56 49, | 43 6%, | 35 0% | 65 0% | 46 7S, | 53 3% | 69 3% | 30 7% | 49 5% { 50 5%
1960-1961__ . ________.__. 9 1 59 59 5 40 5 34 4 65 6 46 7 53 3 68 6 31 4 49 4 50 6
1961-1962 .. ____________ 9 6 54 0 6 39 4 369 63 1 49 0 510 68 4 316 51 4 48 6
1962-1963 __ _____________ 95 2 48 60 6 39 4 360 64 0 48 4 516 68 1 319 50 8 49 2
1963-1964_ . ___ . _______. 94 7 53 60 2 39 8 348 65 2 47 6 52 4 70 4 29 6 50 2 49 8
1964-1965_ . ... __.__._ 94 1 59 62 1 379 371 62 9 49 4 50 6 71 4 28 6 517 48 3
1965-1966_ . . .___.___ 95 3 47 63 8 36 2 41 1 589 52 4 47 6 73 6 26 4 54 6 45 4
1966-1967_ . ____________ 95 6 44 65 1 349 40 6 59 4 526 47 4 79 9 301 54 8 45 2
1967-1968 .. . _.__.___... 96 2 38 66 0 340 409 591 533 46 7 729 27 1 553 44
1968-1969_ .. __.______._ 950 50 56 0 340 41 2 58 8 53 8 46 2 73 0 27 0 543 45 7
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TABLE 3.10 PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-
TIME FALL TERM, LOWER DIVISION EN-
ROLLMENT, PUBLIC SEGMENTS, 1959-60

THROUGH 1968-69

University Califorma

Fall of State Junior

Term California Colleges Colleges
195960 ._.___. 11.0% 18 7% 70 3%
196061 ... 115 19 2 69 3
196162 .___. 111 19 9 69 0
196263 .. ..__. 111 19 9 69 0
1963-64__________ 11 4 20 2 68 4
196465 _________ 10 3 19 4 70 3
196566 .- ___. 10 1 16 1 73 8
196667 __.._..__. 10 7 15 5 73 8
196768 ______. 10 8 14 9 746
1968-69__ . ___. 99 156 745

its policies, the University of California discourages
part-time attendance. Are these policies sound® In
practice, the urban state colleges have developed sub-
stantial programs to serve part-time and evening stu-
dents predominantly, as have many of the urban junior
colleges. Is this specialization justified?

It is clear, also, that equity issues are involved in the
current policies which require University Extension
courses, for example, to carry their own weight finan-
cially, while courses at the state colleges, which are
often closely equivalent in purpose, context, and cli-
entele, are funded from the general state budget. If
the distinctions between study and other activities are
to be progressively blurred and if higher education
is seen to benefit and be in demand by students over
a wide range of ages and career positions, the basic
ratdonale for the abrupt distinctions between what is
and is not “extension work” would benefit from re-
examination.

The figures n Table 3.10 indicate an uneven but
significant change in the distribution of full-time lower
division enrollment among the three public segments
of higher education. The University of California,
contrary to what the Master Plan Survey Team
thought to be desirable, has maintained approximately
the same share of full-time lower division enrollment,
but there has been a substantial shift from the state
colleges to the junior colleges. As a consequence, the
junior colleges are now very close to the Master Plan
goal of 75% of full-ume lower division enrollment.

According to the best available information on the
distribution of first-time freshmen m relation to the
prior year’s high school graduates, roughly 5% go to
the University, 6% to the state colleges, and 41%, to
the junior colleges. These figures, as would be ex-
pected, also show a relatvely stable share for the
University but a noticeable shift from the state col-
leges to the junior colleges for first-time freshmen.

Much of the increase in age-group participation
rates indicated in Table 3.3 has been due to the rap-
idly increasing number of women who go to college.
Table 3.12 summarizes applicable recent statistics and
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shows the increasing proportion of women in all in-
stitutions as well as the steep rise in age-group partic-
ipation rates for women. While male participation
rates moved roughly from 43% to 49% over the past
decade, the comparable figures for women were 19%
and 30%. Since the male participation rate figures have
turned slightly down in recent years, 1t seems likely
thac any differential in college-going proclivities be-
tween men and women will narrow and possibly dis-
appear over succeeding years.

The Committee has been unable to obtamn useful
up-to-date figures as to the distribution of enrollment
by age for the individual segments. The only recent
data lumps enrollment in the upper age groups,
thereby prohibiting display of the statistics in a man-
ner which is not distorted and musleading.

Unfortunately, the Committee has also been unable
to find sources of data which would permit compari-
sons over time of changes in the college-going rates
for students of differing social, economic, and educa-
tional circumstances. This lack of data from longi-
tudinal studies is one of several very crtical defi-
clencies m the information resources available to those
responsible for the planning and management of higher
education. Specific proposals to remedy this lack are
contained in Chapter 7.

To this point, we have summarized what 1s known
about collegiate enrollment respecting numbers, dis-
tributions by type of school, sex, part-time attendance,
soclo-economic characteristics and academic attain-
ment levels. We turn now to a brief discussion of
what is being produced, in the special sense of degrees
awarded.

DEGREES AWARDED

The outputs, products, measures of value added and
other results of the instruction function of higher
education are many and often, 1n character, very elu-
sive. Some part of the output may be quantified in
terms of the number of degrees awarded, but how
large a part 1s not clear. Certainly some substantial

TABLE 3.11 FIRST-TIME FRESHMAN (FALL TERM) EN-
ROLLMENT AS A PERCENT OF THE PRIOR
YEAR'S HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES *
University | Califorma
Fall of State Junior
Term Califorma | Colleges | Colleges Totals
195960 . _____._. 419 na na n a.
1960-61_ . .. ____. 43 7 9% na na
1961-62__ _________ 42 79 na na
1962-63_ . _______. 43 85 na na
196364 ______ ___ 46 8 4 na na
1964-65__ ________ 47 86 39 5%, 52 8%,
196566 - .. ___.. 48 57 42 2 527
1966-67_ - .. _._._ 46 60 401 50 7
196768 ... ____ 50 6 2 410 523

* First-time freshman are those who have graduated from a Califormia_high
school High school graduates include both public and private schools Data

are not available as to first-time freshman for private segment



TABLE 3.12

COMPARATIVE MALE-FEMALE PARTICIPATION RATES, 1957-58 TO 196667

FEMALE STUDENTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT IN PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION AND

18-24
18-24 18-24 Age Group
Age Group Age Group Participation
Cahforma All Participation | Participation Ratio of
Umversity State Junior Three Rate for Rate for Females
of California Colleges Colleges Segments Females Males to Males
36 39 36 37% 21 4% 45 29 47
37% 40% 38% 38 24 6 47 1 52
37 41 37 38 240 46 6 51
38 42 37 38 252 48 2 52
38 42 37 38 26 3 49 2 53
39 43 37 39 28 4 512 55
39 42 38 39 285 50 0 55
39 43 40 41 300 49 2 61

value, both to the individual and the community,
comes from the chance to attend college, enroliment in
“occasional courses,” completion of short-term pro-
grams, or attendance for any period up to but short
of graduation. But how much importance should be
attached to those elements® To what extent are they
successes and to what extent are they failures of the
system® How are they to be valued? Until we come
closer to answers to these questions it is necessary to

measure output according to the means at hand—
while recognizing the shortcomings of these tools.
There is little doubt that associate in arts, baccalau-
reate, master’s and doctor’s degrees are legitimate ob-
jectives of educational aspiration and do represent one
measure of educational output or value added. Over
69,000 degrees (baccalaureate and beyond) were con-
ferred by the public and independent institutions in
California in 1967-68. This grand total is up 110%

TABLE 3.13 THE DISTRIBUTION OF DEGREES CONFERRED BY CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION,
1958-59 THROUGH 1967-68

University of Cahforma | California State Colleges AICCU Institutions Totals
Number % Number % Number % Number %
Bachelor's Degrees
1958-59 - o 6,695 21% 10,770 49, 7,060 29% 24,525 100%
1959-60. .« o oo 6,758 27 11,045 44 7,352 29 25,155 100
1960-61_ . .. 6,701 25 12,010 45 7,830 30 26,541 100
1961-62_ .o i 6,737 24 13,281 48 7,856 28 27,874 100
1962-63_ ... 7,382 24 15,370 50 7,920 26 30,672 100
196364 ... 8,303 24 17,258 50 8,736 26 34,297 100
196465 _______. 9,384 24 20,056 52 9,220 24 38,660 100
1965-66_ o ... 9,926 24 21,533 52 9,593 24 41,052 100
196667 ... 11,848 26 23,858 52 9,839 22 45,545 100
196768 ot 12,938 26 27,271 54 10,257* 20 50,466 100
Master’s Degrees**
1958-59_ .. 1,822 30% 1,668 28% 2,539 429, 6,029 1009,
1959-60_ ... 1,921 30 1,911 30 2,605 190 6,437 100
1960-61_ _ .. _.__._._.__. 2,199 31 2,062 29 2,778 40 7,039 100
1961-62__ ... ... 2,381 31 2,283 29 3,111 40 7,775 100
196263 - e 2,744 33 2,341 28 3,267 39 8,352 100
1963-64_ .. 3,214 34 2,730 28 3,652 38 9,596 100
196465 . .. 3,600 33 3,109 28 4,322 39 11,031 100
1965-66_ . - . 4,263 36 3,795 32 3,731 32 11,789 100
196667 - o oo 4,780 36 4,247 32 4,162 32 13,189 100
1967-68_ . . 4,880 34 4,881 34 4.442* 32 14,203 100
Doctor’s Degrees**
1958-59_ - 971 449, -- .- 1,255 56% 2,226 100%
195960 oo 1,053 47 - .- 1,200 53 2,253 100
1960-61_ . oo _. 1,169 48 - .- 1,290 52 2,459 100
1961-62_ ... 1,247 48 .- - 1,355 52 2,602 100
1962-63_ ... ... 1,392 50 - - 1,402 50 2,794 100
1963-64_ ... _._. 1,563 50 - - 1,598 50 3,161 100
1964-65_ ... 1,789 52 - .- 1,671 48 3,460 100
196566 .. o ... 2,046 53 - - 1,818 47 3,864 100
1966-67_ . ... 2,347 54 1 .- 1,980 46 4,328 100
196768 - e 2,384 53 - -- 2,098* 47 4,482 100

* Estimated
** Including professional degrees
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TABLE 3.14 TOTAL INSTITUTIONAL EXPENDITURES FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA BY SEGMENT, 1959-

60 THROUGH 1968-69 (In Millions)

Unmiversity Califorma Public Other Public
of State Junior Agencies and AICCU

Calfornia Colleges Colleges Institutions Institutions Totals
1959-60. .. ... __ 8225 397 8160 B2 62 $646
1960-61_____ . . ___..___ 254 128 162 2 172 718
1961-62_ . . ... 289 128 170 3 197 787
1962-63__ . ____.__ ... 341 146 205 3 238 933
1963-64_ . .. __. 402 168 235 4 280 1,089
196465 - ____ .. .. 459 196 250 5 279 1,189
196566 ____ .. . _._ 544 203 296 6 358 1,407
1966-67__ . . . _._ 609 393 344 7 400 1,753
1967-68__ . ... 709 385 424 8 444 1,970
196869 (est ). .. __._.____ 740 415 425 10 470 2,060

from the comparable figure of 32,760 m 1958-59
Table 3.13 shows how these degrees were distribured
by level and by segment. As a matter of convenience
we have lumped all § and 6 year degrees together as
well as all degrees which take 7 or more years.

The Umversity has maintained approximately the
same position as a producer of baccalaureate degrees
over this pertod. The mdependent colleges have de-
clined from 299 to 20% n numerical importance as
producers of baccalaureate degrees The state college
share has increased proportionately to over half of
all baccalaureate degrees. At the level of master’s de-
grees, both the University and state college contribu-
tions have increased, while the private college contri-
bution has declined relatively. At the Ph.D. level, the
Umnversity has assumed an increasing fraction of de-
gree production, moving from a 44-56 split with the
private colleges 1n 1958-59 to a 53-47 split in 1967-68.
Agam 1t should be noted that these figures include
all degrees which require 7 or more years.

The satisfaction of individual preferences and
the economic and social needs of California require
not only that certain numbers of professionally trained
people be produced, but that this production be spread
over a variety of fields of specialization. Engimneers,
teachers, economists, musicians, accountants, are all
required. Like most states, California has no exphcit
manpower policy, and the tools of economic plan-
ning are not used to determine preferable numbers

and distributions of graduates as targets for budgeung
the educanonal system. Instead, the choice of academic
major and occupatonal tramming is left largely to mndi-
vidual students. The only important exceptions occur
mn certain professional fields where quotas and other
enrollment limitations have been imposed to reflect
physical capacity linuts or limitations upon available
teaching staffs.

At the federal level, a variety of programs are op-
erative with the explicit goals of increasing the total
numbers of graduates m certam fields such as the
health sciences, engineering and foreign languages.
The programs include a spectrum of scholarships, fel-
lowships, and incentive awards tied to study in par-
ticular fields. Also mcluded are grants to institutions
to support staff and facilities devoted to particular
academic speciahties. Early 1n this study we gave ex-
plicit consideration to the possthiity of using man-
power targets as guides to educational planning and
budgeting, but came to the conclusion that the tech-
nical problems involved would require research well
beyond the resources of the Committee. Further, the
free movement of people into and out of California
suggests that comprehensive manpower planning is
more reasonable at the national level. This conclusion
does not eliminate the necessity to consider manpower
needs specifically 1n planning for paruicular fields of
specialization.

TABLE 3.15 PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL INSTITUTIONAL EXPENDITURES, 1959-60 THROUGH 1968-69

Unwversity Calforma Other
of State Junior Public AICCU

Cahfornia Colleges Colleges Agencies Institutions Totals
1959-60_ - ______ ... 34 8 15 0% 24 8% 3% 25 1% 100 0%
1960-61 . ______ .- 35 4% 17 8¢7 226 3 239 100 0
1961-62. ... ... 367 16 3 21 6 4 250 100 0
1962-63 . .. .- 36 5 15 6 220 3 256 100 O
1963-64 . . .- 36 9 15 4 216 4 257 100 0
196465 - o - 86 16 § 210 4 235 100 0
196566 - - oo 387 14 4 21.0 4 255 100 0
196667 _ - oo 347 22 4 19 6 4 229 100 O
196768 - oo 36 0 19 5 215 4 225 100 0
196869 _ - e 359 20 1 20 6 5 229 100 0
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TABLE 3.16 STATE SUPPORT FOR HIGHER EDUCATION—CURRENT EXPENSE (In Thousands)

1959-60 | 1960-61 | 1961-62 | 1962-63 | 1963-64 | 196465 | 1965-66 | 1966-67 | 1967-68 | 1968-69
University of Califormia ... .. $99,408 |$121,306 | $134,434 |$147,623 | $159,959 |$181,495 ($204,496 | $240,382 |8247,419 | 8291,372
California State Colleges_.________ 55,974 | 68,515 77,892 90,259 | 101,353 | 115,594 | 136,629 | 167,705 | 192,760 | 238,783
Public Junior Colleges*____._._____ 25,900 | 28,413 35,885 36,273 | 45,357 58,379 71,013 74,397 | 92,846 [ 96,000
Board of Governors_ . _....____.. . . . .. - - - .. 4 609
Coordinat C 1 for High
O}E:’El:::ti]cunrxg. __?lit_lfl___?l:___l_g_ ff- - 22 147 228 284 314 354 420 513 571
State Scholarsh d Loan Com-
m?ssxgn?_a_r_s_ l}f_an --_?_fl _______ 1,168 1,220 1,825 2,345 2,766 3,702 3,776 4,701 5,346 8,840
Hastings College of Law.._.__.___ 286 347 359 338 326 400 480 611 665 830
Califorma Marntime Academy_.__._ 366 391 415 435 491 531 563 593 623 712
Western Interstate Commussion on
Higher Education_-__._.__..___ 10 10 10 10 15 15 15 15 15 15
Total .. $183,112 | $220,224 | $250,967 | $277,511 | 8310,551 |2360,430 $417,321 | 488,824 |$540,191 | 3637,732

* Includes allocations to new junsor colleges

FINANCE

Over the years since the Master Plan study in
1959-60, direct (institutional) expenditures for higher
education in California have risen from $.6 billion to
approximately $2.1 bullion. The distribution of this
amount among the public and private institutions is
indicated 1n Table 3 14. The figures in that table in-
clude both capital and operating expenditures for all
institutional purposes, including instruction, research,
auxiliary enterprises, administratton, etc. Only expend-
itures for the operation of special federal installations
by the University and AICCU umversities have been
excluded.

It should be borne in mind that in addition to insti-
tutional expenditures there are very substantial related
expenditures by students and their families for board

and raom (off-campus), travel, books and miscellane-
ous services which do not get counted. Expenditures
for tuiton and other fees, on-campus room and board
and certain other expenses, however, do get counted
as part of income and expenditures for current ex-
pense, either as current educational expense or in con-
nection with the operation of auxiliary enterprises.

It should also be kept in mind that a substantial part
of the growth in expenditures over the ten-year period
reflects nsing prices, This is particulary true of capi-
tal outlay expenditures, for which the price index has
risen by as much as 7%-10% each year. It is also
important for current expense where rising costs re-
flect not only enrollment growth but also rapidly ris-
ing salary costs for faculty and administrative person-
nel, with no substantial change 1n productivity.

TABLE 3.17 STATE SUPPORT FOR HIGHER EDUCATION—CAPITAL OUTLAY (In Thousands)

1959-60 | 1960-61 | 1961-62 | 1962-63 | 1963-64 | 1964-65 | 1965-66 | 1966-67 | 1967-68 | 1968-69

University of California

Bond Funds....__.__ 515,937 - | 846,268 | 852,307 | $69,021 | $61,737 | B57,613 | $65,314 | $55,663 -

Current Funds_._.__ 5,221 | 850,693 1,732 3,583 , i , 1,372 2,301 | $44,615
California State Colleges

Bond Funds_...____. 21,655 —5,265 30,661 32,184 40,756 51,713 28,773 40,992 66,064 73,547

Current Funds_ ... _. 9,146 36,382 1,707 3,206 1,166 1,057 1,131 1,037 1,778 46,270
Public Junior Colleges

Bond Funds..._._._. - .- - - 3,322 7,316 25,890 9,379 23,986 17,235

Current Funds_._.__ .- - 5,000 5,000 —3536 420 - .. . -
California Mantume

Academy
Bond Funds_.._._.__ 570 19 _ —17 - .- - . .- -
Current Funds. .. __ 59 45 5 9 28 45 21 34 2 104
Total ... 252,588 | 281,874 | 885,373 | £96,272 | 8115706 | $124,344 | 3114958 | $118,128 | $149,794 | $181,769
Bond Funds_.._.____ 38,162 —5,246 76,929 84,474 113,099 120,766 112,276 115,685 145,713 90,989
Current Funds_...._ 14,426 87,120 8,444 11,798 2,607 3,578 2,682 2,443 4,081 90,780
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In Table 3.15 the figures from Table 3.14 have been
converted to percentages to indicate the percentage
distribution of total expenditures over the period. De-
spite the year-to-year fluctuations caused by the
bunching up of capital outlay funds, several general
comments can be made about the patterns evident in
Table 3.15.

1. The distribution of expenditures between public
and private institutions has remained relatively
stable over the period, despite the continuing de-
cline in the share of total enrollment which the
private institutions claim;

2. The University’s share of total expenditure grew
steadily from 35% to nearly 39% until 1966-67
when it dropped back again to its earlier level;

3. The state college share of the total has risen and
fallen repeatedly but appears to have declined
somewhat from 1959-60 to 1965-66 and then to
have risen somewhat above the 1959-60 level.

4. Junior college expenditures declined somewhat in
the early part of the period but have since re-
mained fairly constant.

The relative stability of AICCU institutional expendi-
tures in the face of a declining share of enrollment,
and the growth of University expenditures until
196566, probably reflects the sharp increase in federal
research funds during this period as well as the rising
costs of graduate education. The decline in the Uni-
versity’s share since 1965-66 undoubtedly reflects cut-
backs in budgeted state support and some slowdown
in total enrollment growth.

It would be very interesting to chart the changes in
expenditures by function over this period—to follow,
in particular, the increasing importance of research in
relation to instruction—but expenditure reports do not
yet permit such analysis with any reasonable degree of
accuracy.

Total state expenditures for public higher education
have risen from $236 million 1959-60 to an estimated
$820 million for 1968-69. In Tables 3.16 and 3.17 we
have suammarized state support for current expense and
for capital outlay. In Table 3.21 the figures for state
support of current expense have been converted to
percentages to indicate the percentage distribution of
total state support among the three segments and the
other public agencies and institations.

TABLE 3.18 THE PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STATE SUPPORT FOR CURRENT EXPENSE FOR PUBLIC HIGHER EDU-

CATION, 1959-60 THROUGH 196869

University of Cahforma Junior

Califorma State Colleges Colleges Total
54 8 30 9% 14 39, 100 0%

55 6% 31.-1-17 130 100 O

54 1 314 14 5 100 O

538 329 13 3 100 0

521 331 14 8 100 0

511 325 16 4 100 0

49 6 33.1 17 3 100 0

49 8 348 15 4 100 0

46 5 36 1 17 4 100 O

196869 (est.) oo .. 46 5 381 15 4 100 0
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4. Enrollment and Cost Projections: 1969-1975

In Chapter 3 we reviewed a number of the major
trends in enrollment and finance which characterized
the past decade. In this Chapter we turn to the short-
term furure and present projections of enrollment and
expenditures from 1969-1970 through 1975-76. These
projections are based generally upon a continuation of
past trends, with modifications where appropriate for
discernable shifts in such basic factors as entry rates,
persistence rates, and unit costs. Our purpose is not so
much to try to guess the future but to indicate in
quantitative terms where we are headed as a conse-
quence of present policies.

ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

Table 4 1 summarizes our best estimates of the num-
ber of students who will be enrolled 1n the public and
private colleges and universtties in Cahfornia in each
of the next seven years. By 1975-76, if present policies
and trends are maintamed, total enrollment of full-
time and part-time students may be expected to reach
1,430,000. This figure is over 3 times che figure for
total enrollment in 1959-60 when the Master Plan was
written.

As indicated in Table 4.1, our projection 1s founded
upon projected population for the 18-24 age group
within Califormia’s total population. The projection
for this age group was prepared by the Department
of Finance.! Although the actual age span for college
and university students is much broader than the 18-24
age group, this group provides a very convenient and
generally valid index to the total potential population
from which college students are drawn.

As shown n Tables 3.2 and 3 3 (Chapter 3), gross
participation rates based upon this age group have been
increasing over the past several decades. The partici-
pation rate, we should make clear, is not an actual
measure of the percentage of 18-24 year olds in col-
lege but simply an expression of total enrollment, re-
gardless of age, as a percentage of the number of 18-
24 year olds.

TABLE 4.1 PROIJECTED TOTAL HIGHER EDUCATION
ENROLLMENT, 1969-70 TO 1975-76
18-24

Age Group Participation Total

Population Rate Enrollment
1969~70.__.__._._. 2,232,000 46 29, 1,031,000
1970-71. .. _._._. 2,370,000 47 5 1,126,000
1971-72. ... 2,520,000 48 0 1,212,000
1972-73 ... 2,620,000 48 5 1,271,000
1973-74. . ____. 2,690,000 49 0 1,318,000
1974-75__ . . .. 2,770,000 49 5 1,371,000
1975-76_ . . ____. 2,860,000 50 0 1,430,000

The factors which have contributed to the increase
in the participation rate are not changing uniformly.
In particular, the rate of entry into college for high
school graduates has reached or almost reached satu-
ration for those high school graduates in the upper
20%, of therr class. As successive groups of high school
graduates are considered, each with lower academic
attainments at this pomt in thewr career (as conven-
tionally measured), there is evidence to suggest that
therr entry rates are increasing but from a lower base
and toward, probably, a lower upper limit.

Accordingly, and 1n the absence of specific new pol-
icies and programs which would mcrease either the
completion rate for high school entrants or the entry
rate of high school graduates into college, it is likely
that enrollment growth over the next decades will
respond more to population increases and less to dra-
matic increases in the entry rates. Further, even if
entry rates increase more rapidly than anucipated
among students with modest academic records, it is to
be expected that the rates of attrition for these stu-
dents will remain high and thus damp some of the en-
rollment consequences of increased entry rates.

This 1s not to say, however, that we believe that
California should be content with either the present
completion rates for high school students or current
persistence rates among undergraduate and graduate

TABLE 4.2 PROJECTED TOTAL ENROLLMENT BY SEGMENT, 1969-70 TO 1975-76

University of California | California State Colleges Junior Colleges AICCU Institutions
Number % Number % Number % Number %
1969-70. - ool 110,000 10 7% 226,000 21 89 597,000 58 0% 98,000 95
1970-71.L_ LTI 115,000 102°] 256,000 277 655000 582 100,000 357
197372 122,000 101 275,000 227 710,000 58 7 105,000 87
1972-73 v 127,000 100 285,000 22 4 751,000 59.1 108,000 85
1973-74____ .. 133,000 101 290,000 220 784,000 59 5 111,000 8 4
1974-75 ¢ o e ae 138,000 101 256,000 21 6 823,000 00 114,000 8.3
1975-76_ oo 146,000 10 2 307,000 21 5 858,000 60 0 119,000 83

w
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TABLE 4.3 COMPARATIVE PROJECTIONS FOR FULL-
TIME ENROLLMENT FOR PUBLIC INSTITU-
TIONS, 1960-61 THROUGH 1975-76

Joint
Coordinating | Committee
Actual Master Counal on Higher
Enroliment Plan (Dec. 1968) | Education*
1960-61___| 203,064 224,750 -- -
1965-66.-_| 363,457 338,100 - -
1970-71. . . - 463,350 545,000 568,000
1975-76. __ -- -- 725,000 761,000

* Based u_})on estimated full-time enroliment of 55% for 1970-71 and 58%
for 1975-76

students. On the contrary, we strongly beheve that
posttive action should be taken te improve completion
and persistence rates from high school through college.
Our recommendations mn this regard may be found in
the second section of this report. Nevertheless, based
upon present policies, we cannot project any signifi-
cant changes over the time pertod with which we are
concerned here.

The slowing of the annual growth rate and the abso-
lute annual increase 1n students, as indicated in Table
4.1, suggests a significant easing of the enrollment
pressures to which we have become accustomed over
the past decade. Longer-range projections by others
into the late 70’s and early 80’s commonly show a
leveling off for college enrollment by that time. Pro-
jections now being prepared by the Coordinating
Council, in connection with the council’s report on
the need for additional campuses, follow this pattern.
It must be noted again, however, that these projec-
tions incorporate an assumption that there will be no
substantial change in attridon and persistence rates
to offset the declining growth rate for the 18-24 year
age group.

In Table 4.2 we show how the projected enrollment
may be expected to be distributed among the several
segments, Of the total enrollment projection of
1,430,000 for 1975-76, we expect the Umversity of
California to enroll approximately 146,000 students,
the state colleges 307,000, the junior colleges 858,000
(in “graded” classes) and the AICCU nstitutions
119,000. The percentages indicate our expectations as
to the share of the total market each segment will
serve 1f current policies are continued

If persistence rates remain reasonably constant, it is
to be expected that the junior colleges will grow most
rapidly. The junior colleges draw from the largest
eligible population and the entry rates for this popu-
lation have farther to go to practical saturation than
do those for the populations eligible for the four-year
colleges. The state colleges will grow next most rap-
idly and the University may be expected to have the
slowest growth rate over the next half decade.

For reasons of policy and due to financial limita-
tions, the independent colleges and universities do not
propose to expand at the 5% average annual rate
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which has prevailed over the last decade. Accordingly,
the AICCU institutions are estimated to grow mod-
estly at about a 4% annual rate compounded. As a
consequence, the private colleges will continue to en-
roll a declining fraction of the total number of full-
time and part-time students

The future of graduate enrollments is more a matter
of policy than of the workings of demographic and
social forces. Capacity and staffs for graduate instruc-
tion do not expand simply as 2 function of demand
for entry. At major campuses of the University, the
proportuon of graduate applicants accepted has de-
clined. Since capacity for graduate instruction is di-
rectly related to budget decision by nstitutions, the
Governor, the Legslature, and the federal govern-
ment, 1t 1s hazardous to treat such enrollmenes merely
as some fraction of a population group.

On the positive or high growth rate side, there are
such factors as the increasing importance of graduate
training for entry nto and for subsequent success in
a number of professions The availability of fellow-
ships and scholarships, from public and private sources
will probably increase. The availability of part-time
jobs and occasional employment to graduate students
may also remain high 1n an expanding economy All
these factors act toward the maintenance of demand
for graduate training. On the negative or low growth
side, there are major himitations in obtaining qualified
staff and facihities (which are costlv and have long
lead times for planning and construction) and in the
fact of general budgetary stringency at the state and
federal levels On the basis of these conflicting forces,
we believe that on balance graduate enrollments in the
near term will increase only shghtly as a percentage
of total enrollments.

Needless to say, our projections of enrollment can
not be taken as more than careful and informed esti-
mates. The specific projections might well be regarded
as medrum estimates based on available historical data,
official population projections, and a good measure of
judgment on the internal workings of the complex
factors which collectively are manifested in age group
participation rate statistics.

The most important caution to be offered in con-
nection with our projections does not deal, however,
with the mherent imprecisions of such forecasting.
The major potential sources of errors in judgment lie
in the specific policies and programs adopted by insti-
tutions and by the state government. If significantly
more money 1s made available for graduate facilities
and staff, it can be expected that graduate programs
will expand to fill the capacity. If generous programs
of scholarships and other aids are made available to
students, it should be expected that both entry and
persistence rates will grow under such stimulus. If
major efforts are launched to improve the graduation
rate in urban high schools, the whole base from which
college entrants are drawn may increase so that subse-
quent college enroliment increases will start from a
higher threshold.



Finally, if improvements can be made in counseling
and in the provision of academic and other support to
students already enrolled, so that the high attrition
rates are reduced, a different set of persistence meas-
ures will have to be developed and applied in formu-
lating new enrollment projections. Smnce we recom-
mend that special programs be undertaken in several
of the areas which would alter entry and persistence
rates, these qualifications are of particular importance.
If the programs recommended in Chapters §, 6, 7, 9,
and 10 are initiated and are successful, it should be
expected that enrollments will rise faster than the cau-
tious projections given in Table 4.1. If the recom-
mendations made in Chapter 8 respecting the potential
availability of public funds for private colleges and
universities are accepted, approved by the voters and
put mto subsequent effect, the projections about a
relatively declinmg private college sector may also
prove mcorrect and low n the longer run.

Table 4.3 recapitulates three sets of enrollment pro-
jections. The first set was made during the Master
Plan studies in 1959-60. The other two are current
estimates, ours and that of the staff of the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education?2 The Master Plan and
Coordinating Council projections, although based
upon the same population age group as we used, were
formulated in unuts of full-time enrollment rather than
in the umts of total enrollment. It has been necessary,
therefore, to convert our figures to full-time units in
order to make a comparison.

The Coordinating Council and Committee pro-
jections are quite close for the state colleges and junior
colleges. Our projection for the University (for full-
time students) is roughly 10,000 below the council
projection for the University but corresponds closely
to recent projections by the University itself. There is
an even larger difference between our projections and
those of the Council for the AICCU mstitutions (not
included in Table 4.3). Here our projections are much
lower and correspond fairly closely with recent pro-
jections made by the AICCU.3 The difference between
our projections and those of the Council for the public
segments in 1975-76 is approximately the same as the
difference between our two projections for the
AICCU institutions.

A final point should be noted. The projections made
during the Master Plan period, while quite accurate
for the early years, have proved to be almost 100,000
students too low in only a decade. This 1s a measure
of the astonishing growth m participation rates in
California beyond what could be foreseen in 1960.
The magnitude of this “error” in projections based
upon quite good demographic data underlines the
need for a continuous program of updating applied
to enrollment and related budgetary forecasts.

FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS

Turning to the financial consequences and imphca-
tions of our enrollment projections, it is overwhelm-
ingly likely that there will be a continuation of the
long-term differences in productivity trends which
have caused educational costs to rise relative to the
cost of other services in the economy.t If this 15 in
fact the case, a reasonable method of projecting edu-
cational costs may be found m selecting a per student
cost figure which 1s consistent with the trends of
historical experiencg and which represents both oper-
ating and capital expenditures, and applying 1t to en-
rollments with a2 compound mcrease factor also de-
rived from a staustical analysis of segmental financial
records If the results of this process are carefully
quahfied and understood, in particular if the projec-
tons are not mistaken for decistons or recommenda-
tions on what will or should happen, the resultng
figures suggest a view of the future which is broadly
consistent with projected enrollment increases and
changes in mux, as well as with the general economic
trends evident over the past decades.

Two sets of projections have been made. One deals
with total institutional expenditures and the other re-
flects projections only of state operating support.
Given the bunching or lumpiness of capital investments
due to the irregularities of bond elections and short-
term changes within long-term budgetary trends, it
did not seem reasonable to project capital outlays
from state sources only on the basis of the past dec-
ade's experience

If the projections, with all their applicable quali-
fications, are useful indicators of the future, what do
they suggest about that future? In the first place, they

TABLE 4.4 PROJECTIONS OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR THE THREE SEGMENTS OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION,

1968-69 THROUGH 1975-76 (in Millions of Current Dollars)

University of Californma | California State Colleges Junior Colleges Total Pubhc Segments
Amount %% Amount % Amount % Amount %

1968-69 . o 3740 479 2414 269 $425 279% $1,579 1009
1969-70_ 1T 850 47"’ 468 26" 477 27" 1,795 100"
1970-71 .. 937 46 564 28 536 26 2,037 100
1970-72__ ... 1,030 46 642 28 593 26 2,265 100
1972-73 e 1,129 16 709 28 641 26 2,479 100
1973-74__ .. 1,236 16 768 29 685 25 2,689 100
1974-75 .. 1,340 16 825 29 735 25 2,900 100
1975-76 - . 1,395 45 899 29 806 26 3,100 100




forecast a considerable stability in the proportions of
total institutional expenditures among the three pub-
licly supported segments. Only a slight increase in the
state college share is indicated, along with a corre-
sponding decrease in the percentages for the Univer-
sity and the junior colleges. Second, the public totals
show a reduced effect from increasing enrollments
and a corresponding increase in the impact of pro-
jected increases in the levels of expenditure-per-
student. With continuing pressure on faculty and
administrative salaries and continuing increases in con-
struction costs, we see no reason to expect anything
other than rising unit costs. In practice, however, it
is unlikely that unit costs will rise as smoothly as is
implied by the projected totals.

In Table 4.5, we have projected state operating
support totals for the three segments and for the
several smaller academic and administrative units
which receive state appropriations. The totals were
projected by assuming a continuation of those trends
affecting unit costs and by applying unit cost pro-
jections to projections of enrollments. Against these
projected totals, the budgetary forecasts made by the
University of California were entered and expressed
as percentages of the totals. The resuldng decline in
the percentage of state support going to the Univer-
sity is consistent in direction and in rate with recent
historical trends and with the implications of the pro-
jected distribution of students among the public seg-
ments.

Since the junior colleges and the state colleges do
not maintain five-year budget statements and forecasts,
the subtotals shown for these two segments reflect
University plans combined with independently proj-
ected state operating support totals, rather than de-
Liberate decistons and plans reported by the segments
themselves. In passing, we note that recommendations
for improved budget and planning procedures are con-
tained in Chapter 5 in connection with discussions of
organization and in Chapter 9 in connection with
recommendations on public finance.

The state totals indicate an impressive increase in
general fund appropriations. We know of no recent

and authoritative projections by the Department of
Finance of the state’s General Fund, and therefore it is
not possible to express the projected state operating
support to higher education as a fraction of that fund-
ing source. An exercise with ruler and graph paper,
however, will suggest to anyone that the projected
state appropriations to higher education represent a
continuation of the long term trend whereby higher
education has taken an increasing fraction of the state
general fund. Whereas in 1968-69 operating support
to higher education represented about 16.5%, of Gen-
eral Fund expenditures, the projections in this chapter
when combined with rough projections of General
Fund Expenditures indicate an increase to 20%, or 21%,
by 1975.

The implications in this substantial shift in projected
budget allocation are discussed at length in Chapter 9.
In that chapter the pomnt is made that some of the
higher educational funds may be available from lower
education which is expected to show declining rates
of enrollment increases. To the extent that this shift
of resources, internal to the total educational budget
does not take place, the projected demands of higher
education presage sharp competition with the other
state programs which are also dependent upon General
Fund support.

In concluding, it should be noted that the long term
shifts toward increasing General Fund support to
higher education are not inconsistent with national
trends respecting the share of GNP going to higher
educational investment.®

SUMMARY

If the future resembles the past in its general shape,
and n particular if persistence rates do not change
while entry rates improve most significantly for the
junior colleges and the state colleges, the enrollments
of California’s institutions of higher education will
pass the one million mark next year and edge toward
1.4 million by the middle of the next decade. Associ-
ated with these impressive but more gradual increases
i total enrollments, will be gradual increases 1n partici-
pation rates and shifts in the distribution of students

TABLE 4.5 PROJECTED OPERATING EXPENSE REQUIREMENTS FROM STATE SOURCES BY SEGMENT, 1969-70
THROUGH 1975-76 (In Millions of Current Dollars)

Unversity California
of State Jumior Other
California Colleges Colleges Public Totals
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount %

1968—69. - - .. 3291 46% 5239 37% £96 15% B12 2% 5638 100%,
1969-70. .- .. __.__. 326 45 271 38 108 15 15 2 720 100
1970-71. ... 365 45 306 38 126 15 17 2 815 100
1971-72 .o . 385 42 359 40 146 16 20 2 910 100
1972-73 e 410 40 419 41 169 17 22 2 1,020 100
1973-74_ .. 432 38 485 43 193 17 25 2 1,135 100
1974-75_ oo -. 475 38 527 42 219 18 29 2 1,250 100
1975-76_ oo ___. 520 37 540 42 260 18 45 3 1,365 100
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among segments, The independent colleges and uni-
versities will continue to take a declining share of the
market as a matter of policy and as a reflection of in-
creasing economic difficulties. The junior colleges will
expand their relative enrollments slightly while the
University and the state colleges will hold their cur-
rent positions.

On the financial side, the long-term trends mani-
fested in increasing per student costs will continue.
These trends, taken together with the effects of in-
creasing participation rates and larger populations, will
lead to expenditure increases on the order of 99%
between 1969-1970 and 1975-76 for total funds and
about 101% for state operating support. These in-
creases are to be compared with an enrollment in-
crease over the same period of only 40%,.

The projected expenditure levels imply that higher
educarion will absorb an increasing fraction of the
state General Fund with all of the political and eco-
nomic problems which this increasing pressure will
engender.

Finally, it must be reemphasized that the enrollment
projections are between medium and low and that
they could be very seriously in error given specific
program or budget decisions which change the direc-
tion of long term trends or by decisions which would
improve persistence rates, and by keeping more stu-
dents in college who originally enter, increase the rate
of the projected enrollment increase and thus increase
any budgets which may be associated with larger total
enrollment levels.

It












5. The Structure and

Governance of Public Higher Education

This Chapter has as its principal purpose an analy-
sis of the strengths and weaknesses of the present
structure of public higher education in California and
the elaboration of a major reorganization proposal.
The first section deals with the present structure and
offers a criticism of some of its primary features. The

second section presents the proposed reorganization,
its principal objectives, its essential characteristics, and
some of its more significant details, together with a
brief discussion of certain alternative approaches which
have been or may be advanced to achieve many of
the same ends.

THE PRESENT STRUCTURE

ONE STATE OR THREE?

As described in Chapter 2 of this report, the term
higher education embraces at least three separate state-
wide educational systems in California. The Univer-
sity of California operates mne University campuses
and some 30 other facilities under the direction of
the Board of Regents. The California State Colleges
are 19 liberal arts colleges joined together under the
administration of the Chancellor and his staff and gov-
erned by a Board of Trustees. As of July 1, 1968,
the public junior colleges, of which there are 85 cam-
puses maintained by 67 local districts, have been
linked together, to a degree yet to be determined,
under the Board of Governors of the Cabfornia Com-
munity Colleges. There are also 49 independent insti-
tutions which are members of the Association of
Independent California Colleges and Universities, plus
31 other accredited private institutions spread up and
down the state.

In addition, there is the State Scholarship and Loan
Commission which administers the state scholarship
and fellowship programs, the California Maritime
Academy, and the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education.

As these facts suggest, California’s higher education
structure is at once highly stratified and highly frag-
mented. No single agency has authority and responsi-
bility for statewide policy development, the establish-
ment of new institutions, the approval of new pro-
grams, or comprehensive financial planning. In past
years each of the three public segments has been able
to add enrollment, develop new programs and activi-
ties, build new facilities and budget available funds
with Iittle attention to similar activity and expansion
in the other two segments.

New programs such as equal opportunity programs,
computer assisted instruction, educational research and
data processing centers are or will be established
within each segment with little regard for what is
being done within the other segments. Except for
isolated informal arrangements between individual in-

stitutions with a strong common interest, the three
segments are operated as if they were in three differ-
ent states. The consequence is duplication of effort,
needless competition and, most scriously, lost oppor-
tunities for producuve cooperation in teaching, re-
search and community service activities.

No agency below the level of the Governor and
the Legislature has authority to reallocate resources
among the segments according to changes in statewide
needs and objectives. The Coordinating Council for
Higher Education was intentionally denied such au-
thority when it was established in 1961 as a voluntary
coordinating body controlled by segmental represent-
atives. The Master Plan Survey Team explicitly re-
jected the idea of a single board with effective gov-
erning powers. Instead, it recommended the establish-
ment of an agency which has many of the characteris-
tics of a protective association and which cannot
serve a more significant role in the absence of a sub-
stantial overhaul of its powers, duties and composition,
and a revision of Constitutional provisions regarding
the Umiversity of Cahfornia.

The justification for continuing the existing strati-
fication of public higher education appears to be based
entirely upon historical accident and historically nour-
ished loyalties, not upon a careful assessment of the
state’s needs, the needs of the local communities or
the needs of the institutions themselves. As each seg-
ment has grown, adding programs and enrollment, its
independence has been carefully protected, and much
effort has gone into attempts to identify different ob-
jectives and to spell out functional differences, so as
to justify the continuance of the three separate sys-
tems.

COORDINATION VERSUS INTEGRATION

We are convinced that the state can no longer afford
a laissez-faire attitude regarding the organization of
higher education, that California must now begin to
bring together her educational resources so that they
may be employed more efficiently on the one hand
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and with greater freedom from needless constraints on
the other. California must now look for new forms
of organization and governance of higher education
which will make it possible to achieve these goals.

At the state level the issue may be described as one
of coordination versus integration. Coordination has
been and must be voluntary. Voluntary coordination
through the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion was recommended by the Master Plan Survey
Team as a way to bring the segments together to dis-
cuss their mutual interests and to give an appearance
of unity of purpose without endangering their basic
sense of independence. Accordingly, the powers and
duties of the council were written in very general
terms, and the council was limited for the most part
to advising the governing boards of the segments. Ap-
propriate to these objectives, the public was given
only a very small place in the council’s membership.

The inabthty of the Coordinating Council to play
a major role in the development of higher education
is perhaps most evident in regard to fiscal matters.
The University, often with the support of the two
other public segments, has consistently opposed any
significant fiscal role for the council. The council
itsedf has recognized itslack of influence in this area,
particularly in regard to the annual budget requests
of the University and state colleges. No “self-
policing” of budget requests such as was once hoped
for as a function of the council has yet been accom-
plished on a significant scale. Modest efforts by the
council staff to imtiate some beginnings of statewide
fiscal and program planning have been quickly put
aside by the council.

Recently the Director of the council’s staff made
the followmg statement in this regard to council
members:

“The director finds that while Califorma pio-
neered a long-range master plan for higher edu-
cation, the Coordinating Council appears to have
stopped short of translating this initial effort mto
an annual or periodic plan designed to bring
about a team approach to providing post-second-
ary education. Rather, it appears that ‘orderly
growth’ has been going forward on three fronts
rather than one, permitting certain undersirable
situations to develop as pointed out in the Terman
report.”

In keeping with past policy, the council reacted to
this comment, as well as to an accompanying proposal
to begin to mtegrate existing planning mnto a single
“coherent plan” for all of higher educauon, by
promptly deferring consideration to a later date.

Voluntary coordination for public higher education
in Califorma has been tried and, with certain excep-
tions, has failed. Its few successes can be listed quickly.
The Coordinating Council for Higher Education has
succeeded 1n restraining the University and the state
colleges from succumbing too easily to pressures for
the establishment of new campuses. It has played a
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significant role in the annual determination of faculty
salary increases. The council has been a very useful
agency in the allocation of new federal aid funds. In
recent years it has been a forum for discussion of
several important policy issues. Butr beyond these ac-
tivities the council has not had a significant impact
upon public or private higher education in California.

One reason for this is that the council has rarely
stepped beyond the bounds of the Master Plan with
respect to problems of enrollment distribution, state
funding and the expansion of educational opportuni-
ties. It has not attempted to develop short- or long-
range program and fiscal plans for ligher education.
It has not had a significant impact of annual budget
actions. It has not provided a solution to the problem
of the state college drive for umversity status It has
had little mmpact on the growth and development of
the jumior colleges. For all of these reasons, member-
ship on the council has not been elevated to the level
of membership on the Board of Regents or the Board
of Trustees.

Some form of “mandatory” coordination, with the
powers and duties of the council carefully spelled out,
is unhkely to be any more effective. Real coordina-
tion, whether voluntary or mandatory, wil stull de-
pend heavily upon cooperation from the segments As
long as the segments themselves are the basic struc-
tural units of the system, they will remain paramount,
and the governing board and admimstrators of each
segment will continue to give first prionty to the in-
terests of that segment. Under these conditions no
important changes in current conditions can be ex-
pected.

BARRIERS TO MAXIMUM USE
OF RESOURCES

While other states which are making large invest-
ments in higher education are developing unified
structures in the public area, California, 1n spite of, or
perhaps because of the Master Plan, is continuing to
permut 1its three public systems of higher education to
grow independently and largely unchecked except by
their relative abilities to compete for limited resources,
In consequence of this rivalry, barriers have been built
up between the three pubhic segments which reinforce
the original structural stranfication. These barrers be-
tween the segments seriously affect the availabihty and
disposition of faculty, hibrary resources, laboratories
and research opportunities.

Under the present system these resources have be-
come compartmentahized. That is, they are available
only to those students and faculty who are at the right
place at the right tme The decision of individual
students and faculty members as to which segment
they will enter determines as well the quality and
nature of the educational resources which will be
available to them. The freezing of resources which
has resulted from the stratification of public higher
education is, in our opinion, one of the most serious
weaknesses of the present system.



Within each segment the movement of students is
generally unrestricted except as affected by the crowd-
ing of the older campuses and by problems in the
junior college system caused by district boundaries.
Between segments, however, there are many proce-
dural and practical barriers to the transfer of students.
Differential admussion requirements are the most ob-
vious obstacle, but 1n addition there are the continuing
problems of aruculation, parncularly for jumor col-
lege transfers, which appear to have lhittle educauonal
justification.

As was observed in a recent report prepared by the
staff of the Coordinating Council, the problem of state
college and Umiversity requirements as obstacles to
transfer is one of long standing 1in California hugher
education.? Current policies of diversion and redirec-
tion of students have made the problem even more
mmportant and have mcreased public demand that it
be easier for students to move among the segments.
At present, students who attempt to transfer between
segments are faced with the possibility that they wall
not recetve credit for courses they have been required
to take and that they will have to take additional
courses after transfer to meet new requirements.

Efforts to improve articulation between the seg-
ments are continung under some pressure from the
Coordimnaung Council. In all probability the situation
has improved over the past five years. However, little
1s known at this time about the number of students
who are prevented or discouraged from transferring
between campuses and berween segments.

Another and perhaps more important set of barriers
surrounds the faculties of the three segments. Each
segment has its own salary scale (each district, 1 the
case of the junior colleges), and each has its own
system of benefits and personnel policies. Conse-
quently, there can be no significant interchange of
faculty despite the considerable benefits which might
accrue to each segment 1f such an interchange were
established. At present the only interchange occurs
when, for example, state college faculty are hired to
teach summer session courses at University campuses,
or when junior college faculty teach in “extended
day” courses at the state colleges.

As a result, the extensive research and development
facilittes of the University are largely closed to junior
college and state college faculties, and the teaching
opportunities at the junior colleges and state colleges
are closed to Unwversity faculty. Given the present
shortage of faculty relauve to the demand to meet en-
rollment growth, the restricted availability of research
opportunities and the overlapping of functions among
the three public segments, tt 1s very difficult to find
any justification for this situation.

BARRIERS TO EFFECTIVE PLANNING

This same stratification of public higher education
has made effective statewide planning all but impos-
sible. One reason for this is to be found n the barriers
between the three public segments. Another 1s to be

found in the fact that within each segment there is a
strong tendency towards a single pactern of develop-
ment. Uniformity 1s not inherent in this structure, but
each institution within a single segment works within
or toward essentially the same admission requirements,
faculty and adminstrative salaries, teaching load, facil-
ity standards, budget formulas and administrauve staff-
g patterns. Consequently, all the instututions within
a segment must operate within much the same general
pattern.

Moreover, the attitudes and policies of the govern-
ing boards and central staffs strongly reinforce these
patterns and discourage the development of important
differences among the instututions within each seg-
ment. When one campus receives an important con-
cession, all of the other campuses within that segment
are likely to claim the same treatment, and the govern-
ing board, governed 1tself to a large extent by prece-
dent, usually extends its action to include the other
campuses.

It has followed, m practice, that ndividual cam-
puses nherit a large and mmportant set of character-
wstics solely from the circumstances of belonging to a
particular segment. San Jose State College, for exam-
ple, is centrally located in a large and rapidly growing
metropolitan area with a diverse agnicultural and tech-
nical-industrial base, but it may not aspire to offering
advanced graduare work, to the development of pro-
fessional schools, or to the recruitment and retention
of faculty of distinguished attainments in various fields
of research. Although 1t is a large, strong, and mature
campus with a major metropolitan and agricultural
constituency, by virtue of its membership 1n the State
College System 1t may not develop along umversity
Immes

On the other hand, the University of Califorma at
Santa Cruz, a still small new liberal arts college, must
have mstuttonal aspirations akin to those of Berkeley.
These opportunities and lines of institutional growth
and development are open to the campus mn Santa
Cruz, not because of the factors of its location or
stage of growth but because of membership in the
University system.

Of course, the Santa Cruz campus (or the Irvine
campus or the San Diego campus) did not just hap-
pen, 1t was obviously established with the intention
that 1t become a University campus with all the poten-
tial for growth which follows from that fact. Never-
theless, once such a decision is made there is now no
way of altering it, of changing an institution’s course
of development once it has begun, whatever the force
of new circumnstances and of subsequent experience.

Each campus is now locked imnto the general mold
of the segment in which i1t was established. State col-
leges such as San Jose, San Diego and San Francisco
are locked mto the state college system and cannot
exceed the developmental ceilling agreed upon under
the Master Plan, no matter what their strengths or
the need for university centers i the areas which
they serve. Other state colleges such as Stanislaus and
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Sonoma must also pursue the general state college pat-
tern despite the benefits which might accrue to them
and to the regions they serve from a much greater
degree of specialization.

University campuses such as Santa Cruz and River-
side are similarly locked into the general University
mold which, despite some important differences in
organization, emphasis and outlook, forces them to
rush ahead in the tracks of Berkeley and UCLA.
Opportunities for leadership in undergraduate teach-
ing and organizational innovation are inevitably sub-
ordinated to the accepted standards of the segment
as a whole.

Comparable pressures can be found among the jun-
ior colleges. Because there was once a strong tendency
among certain of the larger junior colleges to become
or seek to become four-year colleges, it seemed desir-
able to close off that possibiity altogether in the
Master Plan. Consequently, a junior college with a
strong academic program in an area which needs a
four-year liberal arts college cannot be expanded to fill
that need. Instead, the community must wait for the
establishment of a state college or University campus,
whether or not it can support both a two-year and a
four-year institution.

It is our belief that these segmental rigidities are
serious handicaps to the orderly development of higher
education i Cahfornia and that they are overwhelm-
ing obstacles to effective statewide planning. We also
believe that the benefits of greater flexibility to be
gained by erasing segmental lines would far outweigh
any increased difficulties of admimstration which
might accrue from unificaton

It is clear that circumstances have changed and will
continue to change so that a campus which is estab-
lished by one segment may more approprately assume
the functions and characteristics of an nstitution in
one of the other segments. Under the present struc-
ture this 1s possible only by actually transfernng cam-
puses berween segments. Even 1n the absence of con-
stitutional prohibitions agamst such action it would
not appear to be a practical solution If only one such
change were desirable, it might seem the best course,
but a number of such changes are likely to be found
needed 1n time. In our judgement, resistance to mult-
ple mstitutional transfers of this type, from one seg-
ment to another, would be even greater than 1s the
present pressure to conform to segmental norms within
each segment. Therefore, we believe that the only real
solution is to erase existing segmental lines.

This would also clear the way for more effecuve
statewide planning of programs and admimstration.
At present very little planming of this type occurs and
that which does is largely confined to an individual
segment, For example, despite the critical importance
of teachers and the vital contributions of almost all
California institutions toward the training of teachers,
there has been no comprehensive evaluation of the
numbers needed, the numbers potentially available
from other states and the net requirements for those to
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be trained in California. Neither has there been any
evaluation of the adequacy of the present distribution
of teacher training programs among various public and
private colleges. The Committee can find no evidence,
in this important field, that there is any single focus
of concern or responsibility for the review and eval-
uation of programs which have so vital and so clear
an effect upon the intellectual health of the state.

The Terman Report on engineering education which
was recently commissioned by the Coordinating Coun-
al suggests that several campuses have been permitted
to establish engineering programs which are limited
in quality, extraordmnarily costly in relation to their
numbers of graduates, and, 1n total, well beyond what
can be justified by the demands for engineering educa-
tion among qualified students®* The manner in which
this problem has developed suggests that comparable
problems may exist in fields other than engineering.

The third example of inadequate planning and analy-
sis is drawn from the general field of academic attri-
tion. Sumply put, no one knows how many of the
students who enter California colleges never complete
a degree or curriculum anywhere, anytime. While
reasonably detailed statistics are available in some in-
stitutions on students who are currently enrolled, the
minute a student leaves an 1nstitution he 1s of concern
to no one As a result, there are available only the
most rudimentary and hmited bases for estimatng the
very substantial, and quite probably growing, attrinion
rates which are characteristic of all of the public col-
leges in California. While reorgamization may not of
itself assure adequate analysis of the large scale dy-
namic characteristics of student flows, there 1s every
reason to beheve that without providing a strong, cen-
tral focus for planning and analytic responsibility, the
information resources of the future will be little better
than they are now.

In sum, the present structure is not working. The
system of voluntary cooperation established under the
Master Plan has done litile to foster orderly growth
of higher education. The late Arthur Coons, who
served as Chairman of the Master Plan Survey Team,
has written the following about the period of 1965-67:

“Within each segment there has been some
struggle between and among institutions, but the
main struggles have been between and among the
segments themselves as major ‘corporate’ estates
vying for advantage, favor, and finance. At times
these segments have sought or have found com-
mon ground At other times, and much more
charactenistically, they have been vying wvigor-
ously for their own mterests, often with not
much evidence to support the idea of a com-
monly respected profession, manifesung bitter
animosity, charges, and counter claims.” ?

The recent study by the Governor’s Survey on Effi-
ciency and Cost Control, after surveying each segment
and the system as a whole, reached the conclusion
that “there 15 a lack of sufficient coordination to pre-



vent overlapping of roles, duplication of facilities and

lack of specialization of campus and programs.” The

report goes on to say.
“Inadequate planning and coordinating machinery
has led to the duplication of facilities, waste of
resources and absence of “cost of alternative”
studies by the Council or any of the segments.
Additionally, there is an apparent lack of a trend
toward extension of classes mnto evening hours, as
suggested in the Master Plan; a fragmented ap-
proach to computer systems; establishment of
new campuses far in advance of need, prolifera-
tion of curricula and circumvention of the Master
Plan with respect to delineation of function. The
state colleges appear to be seeking university
status in the fields of research and the granting
of doctorates. Also, many junior colleges aspire
to achieve four-year status.” 5

In short, those who have looked closely at Califor-
nia’s system of higher education in recent years ap-
pear to be unammmous in believing that the present
structure for coordmation and planning is not work-
ing and needs substantial revision.

THE PROBLEM OF EQUITY

Another major weakness of the present structure
has to do with the problem of equity. Do students re-
ceive the same quality of instruction in similar curri-
cula in all three segments?® If not, should they?

As was noted previously in the Committee’s prog-
ress report, the rank order of expenditures per student
which characterized each segment in the late 1950
appears to have been preserved over the past ten years.
The level of expenditure remains directly related to
the measures of academic ability used to determine
which students are eligible for admission to each seg-
ment. The better the student, according to conven-
tional measures of achievement and abdity, the more
spent (on the average) for his instruction. This pro-
portioming of average expenditures to ability measures
must, m our judgment, be regarded as a major, if
imphcit, pedagogical and philosophical premise of the
Master Plan,

This 15 not to say that we agree with it We do not.
But before we examine the ments of the policy, we
will present some evidence of its importance and im-
pact.

In response to a request by the Legislature, the staff
of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education

prepared the unit cost figures for 1966-67 shown in
Table 5.1.

TABLE 5.2 UNIT COSTS FOR INSTRUCTION,

FALL, 1963
Total Instructional
Expense per Studemt
Credit Hour
Lower Division
Junior Colleges . .. . ... $14.69
State Colleges .. oo 18.51
University of Cahfornta .. ... 23 63
Upper Division
State Colleges .. .. ... 2707
University of Califormia ... .. 45 16

Unquestionably, these figures obscure important
differences m student mix—the higher percentage of
students at the upper diviston and graduate levels at
the University—and the cost differences which reflect
that mix. They also obscure other important facts;
for example, the ability of the Universtty to save on
teaching salary costs at the lower division level
through the use of teaching assistants and large classes
and consequently to spend more on other salaries and
expenses. But the figures do suggest a major discrep-
ancy n the level of resource expenditure per student
among the three segments.

These differences were evident also in figures re-
ported by the council m its 1965 Cost and Statistical
Analysis for public higher education as shown in
Table 5.2 These figures attempt to segregate unit
costs by level of instruction.

Comparable differences in the level of expendirure
for instruction can be demonstrated in regard to in-
dtvidual elements of mstructional cost, such as faculty
salartes and benefits, library resources, mstructional
equipment and supplies, supporting staff, and special
programs related to instruction. State college faculty
salaries run 5% to 10% behmd those of the Univer-
sity (and administrative salaries for the state colleges
lag even further behind). Library expenditures per
FTE unit of enrollment for the general campuses of
the University run nearly 40% ahead of library ex-
penditures for the state colleges, despite the more
rapid enrollment growth of the colleges and the mea-
gerness of their collections according to national
standards. The junior colleges have been able m re-
cent years to raise therr maximum faculty salartes to
levels comparable to those for the state colleges, but
in all other respects, according to the very fragmen-
tary data available as to junior college expendicures,
the resources provided for lower division instruction
among the junitor colleges are substantially less than
the resources available for lower division instruction
at the state colleges.

TABLE 5.1 ENROLLMENT DETERMINED AVERAGE COSTS BY SEGMENT, 196667
Expenditure Average Unit Cost
. Enroliment Total State Total State
Ungversi_ty of California 75,248 $168,128 $133,354 $2,234 $1,772
Cal{forma State Colleges 132,900 186,077 167,880 1,400 1,263
Junior Colleges 261,297 218,579 71,243 837 273
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Although these differences in resource allocation
among the three segments are widely recognized, it
has generally been assumed that they are fully justi-
fiable on some educational grounds. There has been
tacit acceptance of the notion that a disproportionate
share of educational resources should be made avail-
able for the mstruction of those judged to be the
ablest students. This notion is nowhere as evident as
it is in the Master Plan, 1n which 1t 1s recommended,
mn effect, that a greater proportion of less able fresh-
man and sophomore students be diverted to the junior
colleges, where expenditures per student are lowest.

A University study committee recently described
the situation in these terms:

“Qutlays per student are maximum for UC, mod-
erate for the state colleges and small for the junior
colleges. That is to say, the expenditures are large
where the returns are likely to be especially great—
e.g., expenditures on the top 12 percent of high
school seniors.” ¢

In no small part the present policy resuits from the
effort to build and maintain the reputation of the
University of California 1n competition with four or
five elite private eastern universities. The growth of
the University’s prestige and stature has been of great
benefit to this state, but it has also been achieved at
a great cost, the denial of resources to other mstitu-
tions. It 1s all too clear that not all public institutions
can seek to obtam such stature. It is also evident that
no nstitution can gamn a reputation for academic ex-
cellence which exceeds the level of ability of the stu-
dents it admts. Accordingly, the “best” students and
a disproportionate share of available resources have
been concentrated 1 the University.,

Few educators n this state should be willing to
accept this sitvation as educauonally defensible when
it 1s stated 1n these terms. Even assuming that present
admussion requirements do accurately identify the
ablest students, we know of no evidence to support
the contention that the best students should get the
most costly mstruction. Once students are admutted to
a public institution of higher education it would seem
reasonable to expect that all who are enrolled in simi-
lar curricula should get roughly the same expendi-
ture of resources, or, perhaps, a greater percentage of
available resources might be devoted to those who
are found to rank lowest in previous achievement.

DIFFERENTIATION OF FUNCTION IN
THE 1960 MASTER PLAN

A good deal of attention has been given since 1960
to the effort in the Master Plan to spell out the differ-
entiated and distinguishing functions of the Univer-
sity of California, the California State Colleges and
the public junior colleges. The language of the Mas-
ter Plan was incorporated in the Donahoe Act to pro-
vide as follows:

22550. The Legislature hereby finds and de-
clares that the University of California is the pri-
mary state-supported academic agency for research.

52

22551. The Umversity may provide instruction
in the liberal arts and sciences and in the profes-
sions, including the teaching profession. The Uni-
versity has exclusive jurisdiction in public higher
education over instruction in the profession of law,
and over graduate instruction in the professions of
medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine and archi-
tecture.

22552.  The Unuwversity has the sole authority in
public higher education to award the doctoral de-
gree in all fields of learning, except that it may
agree with the state colleges to award joint doc-
toral degrees in selected fields.

22606. The primary function of the state col-
leges is the provision of nstruction for undergrad-
uate students and graduate students, through the
master’s degree, 1n the hiberal arts and sciences, in
applied fields and in the professions, including the
teaching profession. Presently established two-year
programs in agriculture are authorized, but other
two-year programs shall be authorized only when
mutually agreed upon by the Trustees of the Cali-
fornia State Colleges and the State Board of Edu-
cation. The doctoral degree may be awarded
jointly with the University of California, as pro-
vided in Section 22552. Faculty research is author-
ized to the extent that it is consistent with the
primary function of the state colleges and the
facilities provided for that function.

22651. Public junior colleges shall offer instruc-
tion through but not beyond the 14th grade level,
which instruction may include, but shall not be
limited to, programs in one or more of the follow-
ing categories: (1) standard collegiate courses for
transfer to higher institutions, (2) vocational and
technical fields leading to employment, and (3)
general or liberal arts courses. Studies tn these fields
may lead to the associate in arts or associate in
science degree.®

These provisions are believed to be the heart of the
Master Plan. This “differentiation of function” 1s in-
tended to provide the basis for the other principal
elements of the Master Plan which deal with admis-
sion standards, diversion of students, state support, co-
ordination and the need for new campuses.

We question whether this language actually de-
scribes different roles for each segment so much as
it lays down rigid limirations to their growth and
development. Fundamentally, these provisions set ceil-
ings on growth and development toward the Univer-
sity model on the part of institutions within the state
college and junior college segments. The Master Plan
did not add to the functions of the junior colleges, it
simply bsted their existing functions and prohibited
them from developing nto four-year institutions. The
Master Plan did not add significantly to the functions
of the state colleges, it simply marked off those areas
(doctoral programs, organized research, professional
training) into which the state colleges are not to ven-
ture 1n any substantial way.



The 1960 Master Plan was not, in fact, a plan but 2
compromise “package” expressing the claims of each
of the existing segments at that time in certain areas.
This was stated clearly by the Master Plan Survey
Team itself:

“A ‘package’ acceptable to all segments re-
quired compromises. Frank recagnition of the
needs and deswres of each segment and of relative
priorities among them was an essential starting
pont. The junior colleges sought fuller recogni-
tion of their role and a mechanism to arrest the
projected decline in their proportion of lower
division students. The state colleges wanted ‘the
efficiency of freedom’ to manage their own af-
fairs, the authority to enter the research field, and
a potential role in graduate education beyond the
master’s level. The University wanted to expand
in proportion to the growth of the state and was
concerned lest changes undermme 1ts quality
standards for graduate and professional education
and jeopardize 1ts premier role in advanced train-
ing and research.” 11 (Italics added)

For various reasons the state colleges have had the
greatest difficulty living with the results of this “deli-
cately balanced consensus.” At one time the Master
Plan appeared to promise new strength to the state
colleges, a new opportunity to achieve “excellence”.
The original Master Plan agreement promised them
an independent govermng board with constitutional
autonomy, fiscal autonomy smmilar to that of the
University, an expanded research function and an
opportunity to participate extensively in graduate edu-
cation beyond the master’s degree level. Even when
several of these recommendations were not imple-
mented the colleges retained expectations of 2 sub-
stantial growth m stature and prestige.

In the opmion of many state college observers, these
have proved to be unfounded evpectations. In their
view

“. . . the nature of the compromises struck be-
tween the University and the State Colleges in the
Master Plan (together with cerrain other historic
differentiations) are such as to affirm and perpetuate
an unwarrantably advantageous position for the
University in comparison with the State Colleges.
The placing of the State Colleges in a perpetually
and invidiously subordinate position to the Univer-
sity operates to the inherent disadvantage of the stu-
dents and the faculties in the State Colleges and
thus to the people of California because it develops
and sustans differential quality in and among the
senior segments of higher educanon.

“The Master Plan is fundamentally and inher-
ently contradictory. On the one hand, it requires
that each segment strive for excellence in its sphere
and, on the other, it provides a set of arrangements
which make differential quality among the segments
inevitable.” 12

TWO UNIVERSITY SYSTEMS?

The state college faculties complain of having been
relegated to “second-class academic citizenship” by the
Master Plan. First-class citizenship to many in the state
colleges and elsewhere in the academic world means
university status, and university status was clearly
reserved under the Master Plan to the campuses of
the University of California. The Master Plan, in the
words of the Chairman of the Survey Team, gave
the University of California, “a protection of its es-
sential standards . . . a renewed sense of security.””?
This security derived in no small part from the Uni-
versity’s apparently successful effort to turn back the
threat of incursions nto its domain by several of the
leading state colleges.

However, by 1962 1t was evident that a number of
the state colleges were not content with the utle of
California State Colleges but were seeking university
status both 1 name and in fact. Initially this effort
focused in a drive to gain direct state support for
faculty research, an expansion of master’s degree pro-
grams, a reduced teaching load and a narrowing of the
gap between University and state college faculty sal-
aries. In 1967 the state college drive for university
status was openly proclaimed by the Chancellor of the
Californa State Colleges In testimony before the Con-
stitutional Revision Commuission, Chancellor Dumke
attacked the state colleges’ “second-class academic cit-
1zenshup,” claimmg that several of the state colleges
were not colleges but umversities and that a change
in name for the entire system was overdue

At the request of the Chancellor and the Trustees,
legislation changing the name of the system as a
whole from Califormia State Colleges to California
State University and authorizing appropriate changes
for the individual campuses was introduced in the
Legislature 1n 1967 and agamn in 1968 In both years
the bill received more than enough support for passage
by the Assembly but was stopped in the Senate’s
Committee on Governmental Efficiency. Although
there remains some strong opposition to the name
change 1n the Legislature, that opposition 1s unlikely
to prevaill for many more vears in the absence of an
alternative which can attract wide support

We do not accept the proposition that there is only
one road to academic distinction. Moreover, although
the Chancellor of the California State Colleges has
insisted that the state colleges can maintain their em-
phasis upon teaching rather than research once they
become umversities, there is little evidence to support
this contention. Along with the name change, the
Chancellor has proposed that state college salaries be
raised to the level of University salaries, that faculty
teaching load be reduced to an average of nine hours
per week to provide increased research opportunity
and that the colleges be granted authority to operate
their own Ph D. programs.?

Clearly the state college name change proposals are
closely linked to dissatisfaction with the University’s
primacy in research, its monopoly in doctoral pro-
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grams (other than the very slow to develop joint
doctoral programs), the lower salary scales of state
college faculty and administrators and the heavier
teaching loads in the colleges. The proposed name
change should be discussed openly, therefore, as a
means of bringing about basic changes in the role and
functions of the state colleges, rather than as an effort
simply to gain greater prestige.

Once the colleges receive university status in name
it is evident that they will seek it in fact as well.
If they are successessful, California, like many other
states, will soon find itself with two university
systems. But in California’s case these two systems
will not be limited to only a few institutions and one
or two true “multiversities”. In California’s case there
will be two separate large-scale systems, each extend-
ing throughout the state. It will then become apparent
that the cost of maintaining two independent public
university systems will be immense, much greater than
the costs we have projected in Chapter 4. That cost
would seem to require justificadon which goes
well beyond that of institutional pride and old campus
loyalties.

In sum, the state colleges have evidenced a strong
dissatisfaction with the workings of the Master Plan
to date and this dissatisfaction, in the absence of an
effective alternative, is leading the state toward the
acceptance of a costly and inefficient dual university
system.

THE NEED FOR CONSTITUTIONAL
REVISION

There can be no effective structure for statewide
planning and coordination for California higher edu-
cation 1n the absence of constitutional revision. This
fact was apparent to those who argued for greater
coordination prior to the Master Plan, it was evident
to the Master Plan Survey Team, and it must be
acknowledged by all those who would propose now
to strengthen or improve upon the present structure.

The Master Plan Survey Team stated the problem
in these terms:

“The Liaison Committee since 1945 has had a re-

markable record of agreements reached, but the fact

is increasingly obvious that enforcement will re-
quire more sanctions than are available at present.

54

If the demands of the state for rational development
and maximum economy in higher education are to
be met, the coordinating agency will require con-
siderable influence. Early in its work the Survey
Team’s attention was called to an opinion of the
Legislative Counsel (Kleps to Donahoe, August 27,
1959, No. 239), which indicated that a strong co-
ordinating body could not be established by statute,
even though the Regents consented. Proceeding on
the assumption that a constitutional amendment is
unlikely to pass if opposed by any one segment,
the team then undertook to work out the compo-
sition of a coordinating agency that would be ac-
ceptable to all segments.” ®

Although the opinion to which the Survey Team
referred deals with a specific proposal for a new co-
ordinating board, its findings clearly extend to any
proposed coordmating agency with powers which
conflict with Article 9 of the Constitution which gives
the Regents full powers to govern the University.
Any effort to give a coordmating agency specific
powers to approve budgets, curricula, degrees, or ad-
mission policies, for example, would necessarily con-
stitute an invasion of the Regents’ powers in violation
of Article 9.

The Legislature can grant the existing Coordinat-
ing Council statutory authority with respect to the
budgets and curricula of the state colleges and junior
colleges. It can not do so with respect to the Univer-
sity under existing Constitutional language. Therefore,
any significant change n the existing assignment of
powers and duties affecting all segments will require
revision of Article 9. Only if 1t 1s proposed to increase
the powers of the Coordinating Council with respect
to the state colleges and junior colleges and to permit
the University to continue to go its own way, would
statutory action be sufficient

To recapitulate, we find that the 1960 Master Plan
agreements are now under serious attack, that in the
absence of any other action the state may find itself
trying to support two full-scale university systems,
that the Master Plan has not brought about effective
planning and coordination, that serious inequities for
students are built into the present system, and that any
significant change must eventually incorporate con-
stitutional revision.



A PROPOSED PLAN FOR REORGANIZATION
OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

THE PRINCIPAL ELEMENTS AND
OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

In order to bring about a substantial improvement
in the structure of public higher education in Califor-
nia, we believe the University and state college
systems should be merged into a single unified sys-
tem of public higher education, with the new system
also to absorb the powers and duties which have
been or will be assigned to the Board of Governors
of the Community Colleges. This new system may
bear the name of the University of California. A
single governing board should be assigned statewide
responsibility for the general governance of the uni-
fied system, for the allocation of state and federal ap-
propriations, and for the development of long-range
program and fiscal planning. Although the junior col-
leges would retain their basic relationship to their
local boards and districts, they too would come
within the jurisdiction and policies of the proposed
new board

Below the level of the statewide board there would
be an admmistrative and coordinating body for each
major region of the state These regional units would
be responsible for focusing the various public higher
cducation resources on the needs of each region and
for monitoring the implementation of statewide and
regional policies. Within each region the individual
institutions may function as university (graduate)
centers, liberal arts colleges, community colleges and
specialized institutions according to the needs of the
region and their own capabilities for service. The in-
dividual nstitutions may be expected to function
within this structure with no less freedom than they
now enjoy within the existing systems, and in some
cases much more.

There are four basic objectives behind this proposal.
The first is to eliminate the organizational barriers
that have been built up between the University
campuses, the state colleges and the junior colleges so
that all the resources of public higher education can
be employed with maximum effectiveness. For ex-
ample, all the lower division teaching resources, in-
cluding faculty, libraries, classrooms, etc which are
now divided among the segments could, within the
new structure, be reallocated according to the educa-
tional needs of the state and of each major region.
New programs (in the area of equal opportunity, for
example) would be established not according to the
separate plans of each segment but according to the
particular needs of each region. Faculty would move
more freely between types of institutions for teaching
and research. :

The second basic objective is to free individual in-
stitutions from the unnecessary constraints upon their
development which now result from inclusion within

one of the segments. This plan is intended to foster
educational pluralism, to open new channels of devel-
opment which, intentionally or otherwise, have been
closed under the segmental form of organization. A
state college which is capable of becoming a Univer-
sity center and which is located in an area which is
not at the time adequately served, could be authorized
to develop into such a center. A University campus
which has developed exceptional strength as an under-
graduate institution would not be forced instead into
the present University of California mold. Small in-
stituttons which have been established outside major
areas of population growth can be encouraged to
develop specialized programs for the region or the
entire state, mnstead of attempting to duplicate the pro-
grams of larger institutions. Institutional patterns
which may be appropriate to large urban centers will
not be forced upon less densely populated suburban
and rural areas.

The third basic objective of the proposed reorgani-
zation 15 to msure that planning, financing and evalua-
tion will be done continuously, comprehensively and
in forms which permit informed review by the Gov-
ernor and the Legslature. By bringing fundamental
responsibilities for planning, financing and evaluation
within the compass of a single board, the public will
have some assurance, and for the first time, that all
aspects of higher education and its links with the
public school system are systematically considered in
the largest possible planning context. We are per-
suaded that by no other organizational means can the
full values of a Jarge, complex, and highly differenti-
ated educational system be developed and rationally
managed.

This structure will also permit important changes in
the method of allocating state funds for current ex-
pense and capital outlay The creation of a single
statewide agency to deal with all of public higher
education will enable the Legislature and the Gov-
ernor to delegate greater authority to such an agency
to deal with the many competing interests which now
converge at the state level. With the development of
comprehensive long-range fiscal and program plan-
ning by the statewide board, individual nstitutions
can be given substantially greater responsibility for
their current financial operations. The new board will
be expected to develop a system of allocations to the
individual mnstitutions based upon unit costs and per-
formance standards rather than detailed budget ap-
proval. The proposed regional bodies will be expected
to assist the state board by monitoring the equity and
efficiency of the allocation system within each region.

Clearly, what we are proposing represents a very
radical departure from the sort of structure which has
been permitted to grow over the years since the first
campuses were established. We are convinced, how-
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ever, that a radical reorganization of this type is now
necessary if California is to obtain maximum benefit
from the resources it assigns to higher education and
if public higher education is to respond effectively to
the new demands being placed upon it.

THE PROPOSED PLAN IN DETAIL

1. The Composition, Powers and Duties of the
Governing Board

We propose that the three existing governing
boards be combined to form a single statewide gov-
erning board for all public higher education in Cali-
fornia. The new governing board for all public higher
education in California should ultimately consist of
twenty-five members, twenty-four of whom are ap-
pointed by the Governor for twelve-vear terms. There
should be no ex officto members other than the Presi-
dent of the Umversity.*

We would also propose that the new board initially
absorb memberstup from each of the three existing
governing boards At the outser ten members from
each of the three exisung boards should be appointed
by special provision to sit as members of the new
board throughout a necessary transition period, all
with the same rights, duties and obligations. New ap-
pomntments might be postponed until the new board,
by normal attritton, has been reduced to twenty-three
members. At that ime new appointments could begm
to be made at the rate of two per year to mamntain
the board at 25 members.

The new board, which for convenience may be
titled the Board of Regents, should have responsibility
for- (1) the formulation of broad statewide governing
polictes for the system, (2) short-range and long-
range fiscal planming, (3) the allocation of state sup-
port for all public sututions of higher education,
(4) long-range program planning, (5) periodic evalu-
ation of the performance of the system 1n relation to
educational policies, (6) central admirustration of stu-
dent aid programs, and (7) appointment of the Presi-
dent of the Untversity and the presidents of the four-
year institutions. These powers may be given to the
new board within the terms of a broad grant of power
and responsibility simular to that of the present Regents
and by more spectfic statutory authority.

The functions of the Coordinaung Council for
Higher Education and the State Scholarship and Loan
Commussion would be absorbed by the new board,
along with those of the three segmental governing
boards. The establishment of special advisory commuit-
tees to assist the board i certain functions can be
left to Jatter determination.

The Board of Regents would be expected to pre-
pare, update, and periodically submit to the Legisla-
ture a long-range plan for post-secondary education

* Whether or not this reorgamization plan 1s adopted, we would recom-
mend termunation of the ex officsco memberships on the present Board of
Regents and the Trustees of the Calbformia State Colleges. The 1nclusion
of elective officials as board members imewitably turns board meetings
mto partisan political battlegrounds Ex officio membership for special
mterest groups (e g, alumm, academic senates, student groups, etc.) 1s,
m our opmion, contrary to the essential purpose of governming boards,
whatever the mernits in eny particular representation

56

in California. This plan should comprehend not only
post-secondary programs but the points and processes
of articulation between these programs and those of
the elementary and secondary schools. Also implied
by the broad planming and organizational powers is
the responsibility for establishing regional educational
goals and targets, assigning functional missions, and
approving institutional and regional plans to meet ap-
proved planning objectives. Another component of
the plan should be the five-year fiscal plan. The fiscal
plan should in turn be explicitly related to the phased
achievement of the objectives stated in the longer-term
program plans.

This integrated fiscal plan for current operations
and capital outlay should cover all funds for public
higher education (including instruction, research, pub-
lic service, student aid, admunistration, auxihary serv-
ices and related elements). It should be constructed
on the basis of programs and performance expecta-
tions, not simply upon categories of expenditure and
student enrollment units. The fiscal plan should also
deal explicitly with all sources of income, including
public appropriations, student charges, gifts and grants
and earnings.

The Regents should be expected to regularly re-
view and evaluate the quality, availabiity and effi-
ciency of higher education in California and develop
appropriate criterta and measurement techniques for
that evaluation. The new board should be expected to
report periodically upon the results of such reviews
in connection with support requests and long-term
plans.

While the new Regents would have no specific au-
thority over the programs of private institutions, they
should be aware of the current status and probable
future course of those institutions and their major
programs Further, the current and probable future
contributions of the independent institutions to the
whole spectrum of educational activities 1n California
should be reflected regularly- and eaplicitly 1n the long-
term plan and the related fiscal plan. Should state funds
ever be appropriated for independent institutions,
such funds should be appropriated to the Board of
Regents and allocated by 1t to the mdividual institu-
uons.

To the extent compatible with current and future
federal law, the Regents should be the reciptent on
behalf of the State of California of all federal higher
education funds which are allocated on a program
basis. To the extent pernutted by applicable federal
Jaw, these federal educational funds should then be
allocated under the same planning and budgetary pro-
cedures applicable to other funds from other sources.

All academic and non-academic appomntments at any
campus or special institution other than a junior col-
lege should be made 1n the name of and under the
authority of the Regents. All such employees should
be designated as employees of the Unwversity of Cali-
formia, combimned with such other distinguishing titles
or designations as the Regents may set. The Regents



should determine the salary scales and steps within
scales to be applied to employees in various categories
and with varying levels of experience and competence.

The Regents should also establish the several classes
of institutions, including but not limited to commu-
nity colleges, liberal arts colleges, university centers
and specialized mstitutions and the general character-
istics of each. The Regents should have the responsi-
bility for classifymng each institution and for approv-
ing changes m classification.

2. Unification of the Three Public Segments

All personnel under the existing governing boards
and all property, buildings, contracts, and indebted-
ness belonging to them would be transferred uld-
mately to the new system. Important differences in the
nights, privileges and benefits of academic and non-
academic employees of the three boards would be
resolved during a transition period to cover the negoti-
ation and settlement of inevitable conflicts. If neces-
sary, complex financial and other matters may be
administered as separate but parallel programs until
complete consolidation can be accomplished. The ex-
perience and accomplishment of major corporations mn
the matter of merging programs and resources sug-
gests that such consohidation may be difficult and
complex, but that 1t is not impossible.

It should be noted carefully that in all of the fore-
going we have referred to employees and property
of the statewide governing boards This 1s because
we do not propose at this stage that the present re-
lattonship between the junior colleges and their local
governing boards and districts be substantially dis-
turbed, except as concern for the junior colleges as
an essential element of the whole statewide system
of higher education 1s made more explicit. We do
propose, of course, that the powers and duties of the
recently established Board of Governors of the Com-
munity Colleges be absorbed by the new Board of
Regents.

3. The Proposed Regional Bodies for
Coordination and Administration

An important feature of the proposed reorganiza-
tion plan as was indicated earlier, is the delineation of
geographic regions of the state, each with a coordinat-
ing and admnistrative body to monitor the implemen-
tatton of statewide policies and, most unportantly, to
assist in focusing pubhc higher education resources
of each region on the needs of the communities en-
compassed with that region:

We propose that for each region there be a Council
of Presidents consisting of the presidents of all the
public insuitutions of the region. The members of each
regional council would elect one of their number to
serve, for a two-year term, as Chairman. Each such
council would be provided with a staff and executive
officer by the Board of Regents. This staff would have
responsibility, under supervision of the Council of
Presidents, for admimstering the functions delegated
to the regions, as well as any special regional pro-

grams, and for assisting the individual institutions, as
necessary, in carrying out the policies of the Board
of Regents.

Among the principal functions of the regional
councils will be to prepare regional plans, coordinate
admussion policies and procedures, administer regional
equal opportunity programs, and advise the Board of
Regents on proposed new programs and facilities and
the effectiveness of support allocation formulas. The
regional councils will also have primary responsibilicy
for overseeing the mmplementation of statewide and
regional polictes with respect to the joint use of spe-
cialized facilities, mcluding research facilities, teaching
and research exchange programs among the institu-
ttons of each region, and other cooperative activities.

With regard to admission polictes it 1s tentatively
recommended that the regional councils play a larger
role mn determining how the basic statewide policy—
1e., equal access to higher educauon for all crtizens
of the state who can profit from it and to the extent
of their ability—shall be carried out within each re-
gion. That 1s, the regional councils would be respon-
sible for allocating mstructional responsibility among
the insututions within the region according to the
general guidelines of the regional and statewide long-
range plans

The chief purpose for the regional councils 15 to
bring the institutions of each region together formally
and regularly to deal with programs, policies and n-
terests common to the majority or all of the nstitu-
tions of that region. We do not propose that these
councils be execuuve bodies, as we have little con-
fidence in the abiity of a committee or council to
perform executive functions effectively. Such execu-
tive and administrative responsibilities as are assigned
to the councils should be carried out by their execu-
tive secretaries, subject to approval by the councils.
They must have specific continumng responsibilities,
however, if they are to be an effectve link in the
decentralized (but unified) system of public higher
education which we propose

Somewhat tentatively, and with due regard fot
many of the hazards involved, we suggest that the
state may be divided 1nto 7 regions: a North Coast
Region, a San Francisco Bay Area Region, a large
North Central Region, a Central Coast Region, a Los
Angeles Metropolitan Region, a South Central Region
and a Southern Region. The approximate boundaries
of these regions are shown in Figure IIL

There 1s nothing inevitable about either the number
of regions we propose or the specific areas and in-
stitutions ncluded Both aspects should be given care-
ful consideration before any actual determination is
made, and the boundaries should remain flexible to
accommodate changing conditions and patterns of de-
velopment The San Francisco Bay Area and Los An-
geles Regions are the most obvious selections because
of the interrelationships of the urban communities and
institutions of higher education within the two areas.
The other regions are somewhat more arbitrary and
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TABLE 5.3 COMPARATIVE DATA FOR THE SEVEN PROPOSED HIGHER EDUCATION REGIONS

1 2
North North

Characteristics Coast Cemiral
Total Population, 1966 .. 455,900 1,871,700
Number of Counties ... .. ... - 7
Total Higher Education Enrollment ... ___. 14,466 67,748
Total Higher Education Enrollment—

Public Institutions ... ... . ... 12,929 64,881
UC Campuses - 1
CSC Campuses ..o e - 2 3
JC Campuses . 3 1
AICCU Campuses .o oo 1 1

forced, they have been chosen according to such
factors as geographical similarities, principal transpor-
tation routes, the existing patterns of institutional de-
velopment and enrollment and the general population
distribution. Some of these factors are noted in
Table 5.3.

4. The Individual Campuses

Within this structure the individual campuses will
enjoy a great deal of responsibility for their own op-
eration. The allocation of support for current opera-
tions and capital outlay for each campus will be a
matter of campus determination, within the allocation
formulas employed by the statewide board. Fach
institution will have an important role in determining
campus policies and procedures for implementing
statewide and regional admission policies. The super-
vision of curriculum content and faculty assignments
will also be a local campus responsibility.

The state college campuses will receive substantially
greater responsibility for their own operation under
this proposal than they now enjoy. The present Uni-
versity campuses will gain some responsibility, e g. for
capital outlay projects, but will generally find their
situation changed very little. The junior colleges will
remain within the local junior college districts.

We believe that under this plan greater responsi-
bility and accountability will be combined on each
individual campus. Accountability and responsbility
for dealing with campus problems will be focused at
the campus level, rather than being diffused among
governing boards, statewide administrators, local offi-
cials and others. Although there is nothing in our pro-
posal as presented here to preclude intervention on the
part of the governing board and statewide officials in
local matters, the whole structuring of duties and re-
sponsibilities is intended to discourage such activity.

It should also be noted that we do not propose that
the consolidation of the segments should result in a
blurring of functions so that, for example, every state
college takes on the functions of a university campus.
On the contrary, we believe that in certain respects
the functions assigned to individual campuses ought
to be sharpened, and as a case 1n point, that existing
research activities be cut back somewhat on certain
campuses in relation to teaching functions. The im-
portant factor in our proposal is that decisions as to
what functions each campus shall perform would not

3 4 b 6 7

SF Central South LA

Bay Coast Central Area Southern

3,894,600 989,800 1,806,000 8,020,600 1,687,400

6 6 10 2 3

161,258 42,765 37,921 266,625 65,179

136,691 41,555 37,616 218,282 57.537

2 2 - 2 3

3 1 3 6 1

15 8 12 24 13

10 2 1 21 6

be made on the basis of segmental origin or pressures
to conform to segmental patterns, but on the basis of
relative need and capabilities. Moreover, faculty and
students, we believe, should not be shut out of par-
ticipation in various types of educational activity
simply because of the campus they chose.

5. The Distribution of Powers—
A Recapitulation

In Table 5.4 we have attempted to summarize our
initial judgements as to the distribution of powers
and duties among the three levels of the proposed
new system. This distribution is by no means final,
as this aspect of the proposal is much too complex
and important to yeld easily to quick decisions. The
whole matter will require careful study and extensive
consultation before any such judgments are put into
effect.

We are convinced, however, that at each level there
should be much greater attention to fiscal and pro-
gram planning—for the individual institutions, for
each region and on a statewide basis. It is also clear
that planning at each level must take into account
the polictes, procedures and plans at the other two
levels, and that fiscal and program planning must be
integrated at each level

CONSTITUTIONAL REVISION
TO EFFECT REORGANIZATION

In order to bring about this reorganization we pro-
pose that Article 9 of the California Consitution be
substantially revised as it pertains to the University
of California to provide that:

(2) There be a unified system of public higher ed-
ucatton (with appropriate qualification for the
special circumstances of the junior colleges)
free from political and sectarian influence;
That the Board of Regents be given the au-
thority and responsibility for the statewide gov-
ernance of this system as spelled out by statute;
and

That the composition of the Regents be
changed to delete all ex officio members ex-
cept the President of the University and, after
a period of transition, to provide for 24 mem-
bers appointed by the Governor for terms of
12 years.

(b)

(c)
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TABLE 5.4 PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION OF POWERS AND DUTIES

Planning

Budgeting and
Allocation
of Funds

Personnel

Appomtments

New Campuses,
New Facilities

Caurricula

Admissions

Special Programs

Board of Regents

Prepare long-range plan for all
higher educadon.

Revise and update plan period-
1cally.

Prepare and administer allo-
cation formulas for current
expense and capital outlay
programs

Prepare 5-year fiscal plans for
public higher education.

Allocate state appropriations to
institutions

Review special support requests.

Review and transmit all federal
program funds.

Estabhsh statewide personnel
policies, rules and regulations
for academic and nonaca-
demic personnel

Establhish salary scales.

Appomt Presidenc of Untver-
sity, chancellors and presi-
dents of msututions (other
than junior colleges) with
advice of campus commuttees.

Appomnt regional staff.

Determine need for and loca-
tion of new campuses, major
facihties—new junior college
districts.

Fstabhish facility standards.

Approve new degree curricula,
approve termmnation of de-
gree programs.

Adopt minimum statewide
standards

Determine statewide admission
policies within the statutory
guidelines

Authorize special regional pro-
grams.

Regtonal Councils

Formulate regional plans
Review mstitutional plans for
inclusion mn regional plans.
Advise Regents on implemen-

tation of plans.

Advise Regents as to effect of
allocation formulas; propose
changes.

Review special budget 1equests
for recommendation to Re-
gents

Monrtor the implementation of
statewide policies.

Advise Regents on need for
new campuses and major
facihities

Advise Regents on need for
new degree curricula

Determuine regional implemen-
tatton of statewide policies,
allocation of instructional re-
sponsibilities.

Determune necessary diversion
and redirection policies.

Evaluate regional policies and
procedures.

Administer special regional pro-
grams e.g, Equal Oppor-
tunity Programs; Research
Institutes, Computor Centers.

* Junjor colleges are excluded where powers of local governing bodies conflict with these provisions
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Campuses ®

Prepare institutional program
plans and related fiscal plans.

Advise regional councils as to
effect of state allocation for-
mulas.

Propose special support requests.

Implement statewide policies.

Formulate campus regulations,
delegate campus responsibil-
ity 1 personnel matters.

Advise on appomtment of presi-
dents and chancellors, appoint
all other campus officers in
Regents’ name.

Propose new degree curricula.
Approve new courses, course
content, teaching methods.

Determine campus admission
procedures.



We believe that the language of the Constitution
should be as brief and as general in this regard as
possible while maintaining the essential foundation of
the public system of higher education. Details of the
structure of the system, as well as the board’s specific
responsibilities should be spelled out in statute. We do
not think that the sense of greater security which
might be gained from extensive constitutional detail
would offset the operational rigidity which that derail
would engender.

ESSENTIAL FEATURES OF THE
REORGANIZATION PLAN

The fundamental fearure of the proposed plan is
the provision of a single governing board, with con-
stitutional status, which is eventually to assume re-
sponsibility for the overall planning, and governance
of all phases of publicly supported higher education
in Califorma.

The second important element of the recommended
plan is the allocation of coordinating, planning and
admmistrative powers to subordinate units with speci-
fied geographical jurisdictions. It should be empha-
sized, however, that the proposed regional councils
are secondary to the statewide consolidation of gov-
ernance and planning and to the expansion of respon-
sibility and authority at the campus level. Crucial to
the rationale for the new regional structure is the
extension of substantial powers of self-determination
to individual institutions in order to focus operational
responsibility and to alleviate administrative problems
which would otherwise face a system of this size. A
basic purpose of the regional structure is to bridge
the gap between the local campuses and the statewide
governing board, as well as to extend the interests of
the individual campuses to regional planning and de-
velopment,

A third major feature of the recommended plan is
its ability to respond flexibly to important new fea-
tures of educational finance which are now quite pos-
sible but not yet in effect. Substantial federal support
to public and private institutions is clearly on the hor-
izon. The single planning board would be a natural
and effective conduit for the redistribution of fed-
eral block and program funds among institutions in
Cahfornia according to the general policies established
for educational development within the state. Without
a strong, single planning body, it 1s more than likely
that federal funds will flow directly from the federal
government to individual institutions. We believe that
federal grants, no less than state General Fund appro-
priations, should be allocated among programs and
institutions in accordance with a consolidated, up-to-
date plan for educational development in California
and an explicit statement of priorities, Any other ap-
proach to educational financing is sure to be ineffi-
cient, inconsistent and wasteful of public investment,
whether the invested funds are state or federal in
their origins.

A fourth central feature of the recommended plan
is 2 careful balancing of the powers assigned to the
single board in the Constitution and by statute. We
were led to our particular recommendations in this
regard by the belief that although certain constitu-
tional autonomies for higher education are desirable,
constitutional insulation from statutory adjustment,
if too pervasive, creates inflexible structures incapable
of timely adjustment to altered circumstances. In
reaching the particulars of the recomnmended balance
between powers assigned by constitution and by
statute, we sought to preserve all that has proved val-
uable in the constitutional status and independence of
the Board of Regents, while permitting such organiza-
tional adjustments to be made in the basic structure
by statute as experience and system growth may prove
to be desirable.

No reorganization plan, however sweeping, will
guarantee necessary and desired changes m policies
and performance. It can, however, make such change
possible, and even encourage such change, and this is
all we claim for this proposal. Some of the additional
changes we believe can stem from this form of re-
organization can be listed very briefly-

1. Greater cooperation and coordination of pro-
grams and policies between public and private
institutions of higher education within each re-
gion,

2. The development of special purpose institutions,
particularly on campuses which may not other-
wise draw a sufficient number of students;

3. A strengthening of campus adwisory boards to
take on some of the community relations func-
tions which the existing statewide boards are un-
able to perform well;

4. The development of regronal service centers to
provide specialized high cost services in such
areas as data processing, library resource storage
and transmittal, and purchasing;

5. Experimentatton with jointly sponsored special-
ized instructional programs at the graduate and
undergraduate levels, including ethnic group
studies (e.g. Afro-American Studies), which
each insutution may not have the resources to
provide on its own,

6. The development of research and development
centers which utilize talent from all three of the
existing segments (e.g urban studies centers as
proposed in Chapter 10).

Of all these possibilities, perhaps the one with the
greatest current interest is that which pertains to the
development of local boards for individual campuses.
We believe that 