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Introduction & Summary

The emphasis will be on promoting successful student transitions at each stage of
the educational process, measuring results, and identifying the ingredients of success.

The state has just implemented historic legislation (s 1644) turning Cal Grants into an
entitlement. The new law dramatically expands California’s commitment to
assuring talented but needy students an equal shot at postsecondary education.

This report examines issues affecting educational and economic opportunity in the
Golden State as California embarks on a new era in financing postsecondary
opportunities.

0 Part | of the paper reviews 0 Part IV analyzes factors

trends in California’s influencing student

economy, employment, persistence to degree

income, state revenues, completion.

and spending on

education, immigration, 0 Part Vturns to the price of

and demography. college attendance and the

amount of aid available to

0 Part Il presents rates of help students pay their

high school completion, educational expenses.

indicators of academic

preparation, and
limitations and gaps in the
opportunity to learn.

Part 1l reviews rates of
participation in
postsecondary education.

Finally, Part VI presents
estimates of average
instructional subsidy, net
price (total price of
attendance minus aid),
affordability, and the
relative burden on
students and families from
different income levels.



THE LEGACY AND CONTINUING CHALLENGE OF THE
MASTER PLAN

A cornerstone of the original 1960 Master Plan was the
promise that “the state would assure all qualified students
access to a quality higher education.” Access was to be
achieved by providing an extensive array of tuition-free
public colleges and universities that were geographically
accessible. During the severe recession of the early 1990s,
however, student fees escalated sharply, family income and
student resources could not keep pace, and state and fed-
eral grant aid lagged. The result was a drop in undergradu-
ate enrollment and rapid increases in student borrowing
and debt levels. As the economy rebounded in the mid-
1990s, so did state support for higher education. From 1995
t0 1999, the Governor and the Legislature agreed to freeze
or even reduce mandatory fees at public colleges and
universities.

Still, from a historical perspective, the 1990s will stand
as the decade when California moved reluctantly from a
no-tuition, low-fee policy to higher fee charges. In the tran-
sition, financial aid policy moved from the periphery to
the center of deliberations on postsecondary finance and
educational opportunity.

The overriding challenge for California policy makers
and educators is how to sustain access to postsecondary
education—and maximize chances of success—for the
state’s growing and changing college-age population.

Between now and 2010, California’s 18- to 24-year-old
population is expected to increase 30 percent, more than
double the projected growth rate for the state’s entire popu-
lation. By 2015, undergraduate enrollment is projected to
increase by 730,000, far exceeding growth in any other state.
Enrollment growth of this magnitude will nearly match
California’s enrollment increase of the 1960s and 1970s.

The profile of the new enrollees, however, will look far
different from that of earlier student generations. Nearly
three-quarters of the projected increase in 18- to 24-year-
olds will be Hispanic, Asian, or African-American, mak-
ing the new pool of potential undergraduates the most
ethnically diverse in the state’s history.

Equally important, more of the state’s postsecondary
students, both of traditional college age and older, will
have lower incomes, on average, and fewer personal or
family resources to pay for their education. Keeping
college affordable through a combination of fee policy
and effective financial aid programs will be more
important than ever.
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Introduction & Summary

DATA SOURCES AND GAPS

To meet these challenges and chart the state’s educational
future, it is important to understand past patterns and
trends. Focusing principally on the past decade, this re-
port synthesizes data from the Census Bureau, the U.S.
Department of Education, and a variety of California
sources. Appendix A describes these data sources in detail.

The report presents indicators that shine a light on stra-
tegic issues facing California higher education. An accom-
panying paper, by Donald Heller of the University of
Michigan, examines the relationship between student fees,
financial aid, and the decisions students make about
whether or not to enroll in college, and what type of insti-
tution to attend.? Heller reviews the national research in
this area and applies it to California, taking into account
the unique characteristics of the state and its higher edu-
cation system.

Empirically, however, neither this report nor the Heller
report can pinpoint the incremental value or effectiveness
of alternative policies for promoting access to higher
education. More definitive analysis must await the devel-
opment of longitudinal data, or the linkage of existing
databases, making it possible to track individual students
through the California educational system and analyze
what makes a difference in their progress. At the moment,

California knows certain basic information about the char-
acteristics of entering college students, but academic and
financial information tends to be compartmentalized in
unlinked databases, and follow-up surveys are insufficient
to analyze why students enroll and what happens to them
after matriculation.®

The state needs to make a much more substantial and
concerted investment in such data collection and analysis.
Who's going to college? Who's not? Who's graduating
and who's not? Why? Politically and economically, these
questions will become increasingly important.

Heller concludes from his research that college pricing
and financial aid play only a part in the postsecondary
enrollment decisions of most students. Likewise, this
report encourages a broad view of the challenge facing
California policy makers. College pricing and financial
aid are important levers available to policy makers. At the
same time, we know that enrollment and success in higher
education are the result of many factors: prior schooling
and academic achievement, the rigor and pattern of
courses taken in secondary school, family and cultural at-
titudes, peer influences, motivation, and awareness of
opportunities.



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Highlights from our review include:

The surging economy of
the past decade has
created a huge increase in
the wealth of upper- and
middle-class, highly-
educated native-born and
immigrant Californians. It
has also helped lure an
influx of four million new
immigrants, many of them
uneducated and working
for low wages. The combi-
nation of burgeoning
wealth and expanding
immigrant poverty has
sharpened economic
disparities in California.

Trends in income and
wealth—their overall
growth and distribution in
our society—affect the
ability to pay for post-
secondary education. They
influence who goes and
who benefits from college.

Education provides a
critical tool in the
American economy. On
average, the more
education, the more
earning power. And the
earnings advantage or
“premium” paid to the
most highly-educated
workers has increased in
the past three decades.

K-12 educational resources
are unequal across the
state. Learning opportuni-
ties for poor and minority
students lag well behind
those of their more
affluent, advantaged
peers.

Youth from more affluent
and advantaged back-
grounds are much more
likely to be better pre-
pared, enroll in college,
persist, and receive a
degree than other
students.

Low-income students
receive substantial finan-
cial aid and pay a lower net
price when compared with
other students, but low-
income students and
families lift a much heavier
burden, even after all aid is
considered, than middle-
and high-income students.

The new Cal Grant guaran-
tee is a giant step in
support of access for low-
and moderate-income
students. California’s
commitment to such a
policy stands in contrast to
the trend in many other
states, which have favored
merit-based over need-
based grants and scholar-
ships, and to the recent
federal policy emphasis on
tax benefits for higher
education expenses, which
primarily help middle- and
upper-middle-income
students.

Financial aid alone,
however, will not assure
wider and more equitable
access to higher educa-
tion. Removing financial
barriers is a critical but not
sufficient condition for
equalizing opportunity.
Complementary strategies,
many focused on elemen-
tary and secondary
education, are required to
assure that students are
adequately prepared for
the postsecondary
experience.

Regardless of the efficacy
of student financial aid,
until major steps are taken
to close gaps in academic
achievement and readi-
ness, college access will
remain California dreamin’
for too many young
people.
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Part|-California’s Economy & Demography

EMPLOYMENT
o The 1990s were good years for California and the na-

tion. After the recession early in the decade, California’s
economy grew handsomely, providing increased
revenues and employment for business, industry, and
individuals.

= At the end of the 1990s, employment reached an all-

time high of 17 million people. Unemployment was
about five percent, slightly higher than the national
average but considered by most economists to be
approaching full employment. (Exhibit 1; see Appendix A,
Table 1)

INCOME TRENDS
= Adjusted for inflation, per capita disposable personal

income increased about five percent between 1989 and
1999 for California residents. At decade’s end, the av-
erage individual had $1,199 more disposable income
than in 1989. (Exhibit 2; see Appendix A, Table 2)

These increases in income, however, would disappear
completely if not for the economic expansion in 1998
and 1999. In fact, the personal disposable income of
Californians, on average, decreased by $465 between
1989 and 1997. (see Appendix A, Table 2)

Exhi

bit 1: California Unemployment Rates, 1989-99

Unemployment Rate

10%

1989 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99

So

urce: California Department of Finance, Labor Market

Information Division.

Exhibit 2: Trends in Personal and Family Income in

California, 1989-99, in Constant 1999 Dollars

Income

$50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

Median Family Income

Personal Income

Disposable Personal Income

1989 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99

Source: California Department of Finance, based on Current
Population Survey, U.S. Department of Commerce.




= Medians and averages are useful as gross measures of
prosperity. But disaggregating the data by income level
and other variables offers a different perspective. Be-
tween 1989 and 1997, household income for the lowest
10 percent of the population decreased by 13 percent,
effectively reducing their income by approximately
$2,000. Income of the top 10 percent, on the other
hand, increased by 7 percent, which translates into an
increase of over $9,0004. (see Appendix A, Table 3)

= The widening of income disparities is a long-term
trend. Low-income families in 1997 earned 22 percent
less than they did in 1969, a decrease of $3,700 in 1997
dollars. High-income families earned 49 percent more
than in 1969, which translates into about $42,800 in
real terms®. California has been disproportionately im-
pacted by massive immigration of individuals and
families that are more likely to be poor and unedu-
cated. (see Appendix A, Table 3)

= The growth of income inequality is even more pro-
nounced when we restrict the analysis to earnings of
male workers between the ages of 18 and 54, a category
that sidesteps inconsistent earning patterns and prac-
tices between men and women. The earning power of
male workers from the lowest quarter of the income
scale declined by 42 percent between 1969 and 1997.
Wage earnings at the median and 75" percentile also
fell during the past three decades; the only true in-
creases occurred at the 90t percentile and above
(13 percent increase). (Exhibit 3; see Appendix A, Table 4)

Exhibit 3: Percentage Change in Real Weekly Wages for Male
Workers Ages 18-54 in California, by Income
Percentile, 1969-97

20%
goth

10
0 |
75th
-10

-20 -
median

30
-40 25th
1oth
50
1969 73 77 81 85 89 93 97

Source: Public Policy Institute of California, California’s Rising Income
Inequality: Causes and Concerns, 2000.
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Partl-California’s Economy & Demography

THE IMPORTANCE OF EDUCATION
o The aforementioned trends in income and wealth—

their overall growth and distribution in our society—
affect the ability to pay for postsecondary education.
They influence who goes to and who benefits from
college.

In the American economy, education is highly associ-
ated with earnings. On average, the more education,
the more earning power. And the earnings advantage
or “premium”paid to the most highly-educated work-
ers has increased in the past three decades. Exhibit 4
illustrates the economic returns to education for
Californians from 1969 to 1997. Income returns for
individuals with less than a bachelor’s degree fell
precipitously—one third for those who did not finish
high school; 16 percent for those who stopped their
education with a high school diploma. Earnings of
bachelor’s degree recipients decreased slightly (4 per-
cent). Only individuals with graduate and/or profes-
sional studies saw their earnings increase over time
(12 percent since 1969; 0 percent since 1989). (Exhibit 4
see Appendix A, Table 5)

Exhibit 4: Mean Weekly Wages of Californians, by
Educational Attainment, 1969, 1989, and 1997
(Inflation Adjusted)

$1,600

1,500

1,000

500

11Years HighSchool ~ Some Bachelor’s  Beyond
College Degree  Bachelor’s

Source: Public Policy Institute of California (2000), based on data
from the March file of the CPS and from the decennial Census for 1969
and 1989.




REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
o Education has done well in staking its claim to the

economic prosperity of the 1990s.While the total state
budget grew by 27 percent after adjusting for inflation
between 1990 and 2000, state expenditures for educa-
tion rose 33 percent, or about $8.5 billion. Most of the
increases were at the K-12 level, which received 41 per-
cent more funding ($7.7 billion), compared to 12
percent ($887 million) for higher education.
Education’s share of the total state pot increased by
2.6 percent since 1989-90, mostly due to the large in-
creases at the k-12 level. (Exhibit s; see Appendix A, Table 6)

Still, California is below average nationally when it
comes to per pupil funding for public elementary and
secondary education. In 1997-98, average spending per
student in California was $,644. This amount is 9 per-
cent lower than the national average of $6,189. Nine-
teen states had lower spending levels than California.
(see Appendix A, Table 7)

Exhibit 5: California State Expenditures on K-12 and
Higher Education as Compared with Total
State Expenditures, 1969-70 to 1999-00, in
Constant Dollars

Total State Expenditures

K-12 Expenditures

Dollars in Thousands

Higher Education Expenditures

1969-70 1979-80 1989-90 1999-00

Source: California Department of Finance, 2000.

o Although California has historically had the lowest

tuition levels for public postsecondary education, the
average educational and general (e&g) expenditure per
full-time equivalent (fte) student for public institu-
tions in California was $11,898 in 1995-96. This figure
ranks them 29" in the nation, or 4 percent below the
national average of $12,380. Comparatively, Vermont’s
average e&g per fte was $18,723 in public institutions.
(see Appendix A, Table 8)
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THE SHIFTING POPULATION OF CALIFORNIA
o By the year 2025, the California population is estimated

to reach almost 50 million people, a 52 percent increase
over the year 2000. The racial and ethnic mix of Cali-
fornians has shifted dramatically in recent decades and
will continue to change in coming decades. The last
year that white Californians were a majority was in
1997. Traditional minority groups now collectively
comprise about 52 percent of the California popula-
tion. By the year 2014, Hispanics and whites are pro-
jected to make up equal shares of the population. By
2025, Hispanics will represent 43 percent of the entire
California population and become the largest single-
ethnic group in the state. (Exhibit 6; see Appendix A,
Tables ga and gb)

Between 2000 and 2010, the California population will
increase by approximately 5 million people, half of
whom will be under the age of 25. The traditional
college-age population (18-24) will increase by 1.2 mil-
lion people in that time. This group has been called
“Tidal-Wave 11,” or the tsunami of California young
people coming through the education pipeline. By
2010, according to one forecast, undergraduate enroll-
ment will increase by more than 700,000, far exceed-
ing growth in any other state.®2 This has been illus-
trated as the equivalent of 21 additional medium-sized
California State University campuses. Between 2010
and 2025, while the entire California population will
increase by 10 million-plus, the college-age population
will begin to stabilize. (see Appendix A, Tables ga and gh)

Exhibit 6: Race/Ethnic Distribution of the California
Population, 1995-2025

Black

Asian/Pac: Isl.

10
White
o

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

Number of People (in millions)

Source: Authors’ calculations using CPS datasets,
U.S. Department of Commerce.

o Half of the increase in 18 to 24-year-olds in the next

10 years will be of Hispanic descent: a net increase of
more than 583,000 people. Blacks will have the largest
percentage increase (53 percent), resulting in a net in-
crease of over 218,000. The white and Asian popula-
tions will increase by about 25 percent each, with net
increases of approximately 315,000 and 55,000 respec-
tively. (Exhibit ~; see Appendix A, Tables 9a and 9b)

Immigration from Mexico, Asia, and other places has
contributed greatly to California’s increasingly diverse
population. From July 1998 to July 1999 California had
a net international immigration of 248,490, or 29
percent of all international migration to the United
States. Over the course of the 1990s, net international
migration increased by 2.3 million in California—equal
to one-third of the more than 7,000,000 immigrants
to the United States during the past decade. (Exhibit 8;
see Appendix A, Table 10)



Exhibit 7: Net Change in California 18-24 Population (College
Age), by Race/Ethnicity, 2000-10 and 2000-25

218,642 2000-2010

Black 498,516 1 2000-2025

Asian/ 55,099
Pacific Islander F 69,989

Hispanic 583,434
15,610
White 3
208,184
TOTAL 1,174,810
2,020,685
} } } t
o 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,250

Number of People (in thousands)

Source: Authors’ calculations using CPS datasets, U.S. Department
of Commerce.

o Changes in the demographics of the California popu-
lation-at-large are mirrored in the profile of public
high school graduates over time. During the 1990s, the
number of white graduates remained about level (5
percent increase), while Hispanic graduates grew by
74 percent, accounting for two-thirds of the entire
growth in public high school graduates in the state.
Projections for 2008-09 indicate a further increase of
58 percent. The net increase over the two decades be-
ginning in 1990 is an estimated 96,000 Hispanic high
school graduates. The next-largest increase is projected
to be more than 14,000 Asian graduates. (Exhibit o; see
Appendix A, Tables 1za and 11b)

Exhibit 8: Net International Migration for California
and the United States, 1990-99

U.S. Net International Migration = 7,478,078

California

30%
(2,280,354)

All Other States
70%
(5,197,724)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (ST-99-2).

Exhibit 9: Net Change in California Public High School
Graduates, by Race/Ethnicity, 1989-90 to 2008-09
(Percent Change in Parentheses)

Other 8,831 (89%)

White 12,577 (10%)
Hispanic 96,057 (174%)
Black 11,218 (64%)
Asian 14,510 (59%)

TOTAL 143,193 (61%)

T T T
o 30,000 60,000 90,000 120,000 150,000

Number of People

Source: California Department of Finance, 2000.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION AND DROPOUT RATES

High school completion and dropout rates are defined in
a number of ways, and because of the way data are col-
lected nationally, it is important to consider both in dis-
cussing who graduates from high school in California
versus the nation.

o High school completion rates® in California are the
sixth lowest in the nation (8L.2 percent versus 85.6 per-
cent nationally). However, California’s completion rate
showed steady improvement during the 1990s, rising
four percent from 1990-92 to 1996-98. (Exhibit io;
see Appendix A, Table 12)

= Dropout data provides us with a more sophisticated
perspective within California. Of all California drop-
outs, three out of four are minority students, and the
state has the second highest minority-dropout level in
the nation.® Approximately one out of every six black,
Latino, and Native American students drop out be-
fore high school graduation. This rate is double that
of white or Asian students. (Exhibit 11)

o While no data are available on dropouts by income in
California, the dropout rate for low-income students
is five times that of high-income students at the
national level, and twice that of middle-income
students.™*

Exhibit 10: High School Completion Rates of

California Students versus the National

Average, 1996-98

100%

National
California

85.5 85.8 85.6

8o 8.
773 757

Completion Rate

60

1990-92 1993-95 1996-98

Source: NCES, “Dropout Rates In The United States: 1998,”
Statistical Analysis Report, November 1999 (NCES 2000-02).

School Students by Gender and
Race/Ethnicity, 1997-98

Exhibit 11: Dropout Rates for California Public High

n7
[Women LA
[mMen [
White 75

Latino

Native American

Black

Filipino 7.7

Pacific Islander 13.0
Asian 6.3

Dropout Rate

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, Higher

Education Performance Indicators Report, 1999.

20%




Exhibit 12: Percentage of Underqualified Teachers
in California, by Socio-Economic Status
of School, 1999

ol
B4

ACADEMIC PREPARATION AND BARRIERS TO
OPPORTUNITY

o Of all the variables that influence who enters and who
succeeds in college, aspirations and academic prepara-
tion seem to be the most powerful. And the odds of

Average Percent of Teachers Working
Without Appropriate Credentials

0-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

Percentage Students in School Receiving

success rest heavily on such factors as the quality of Free or Reduced Lunch
. . Source: The Center for the Future of Teaching and
teaching, school resources, climate and culture, cur- Learning, Santa Cruz, CA, 2000.
riculum and materials, and the support of family and
peer networks.'2
= Arecent report by the Center for the Future of Teach- Exhibit 13: Percentage of Underqualified Teachers
. . . in California, by Percent of Minority
ing and Learning (cftl), based in Santa Cruz, states Students in School, 1999
that there are more than one million California stu-
dents attending schools “with so many under-quali- 20% 1
fied teachers as to make these schools dysfunctional.”*®
The number of teachers with emergency permits "

tripled during the 1990s. A full 10 percent of
California’s teaching work force, or 28,500 teachers, are
working on emergency permits. In addition, the study,
conducted by sri International for cftl, found that
schools serving large numbers of low-income students
had four times as many teachers without appropriate

Average Percent of Teachers Working
Without Appropriate Credentials
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low-income pupils. Schools with a high percentage of Percentage Minority Students in School
minority students had six times as many such teachers. Source: The Center for the Future of Teaching and

Learning, Santa Cruz, CA, 2000.

(Excibits 12 & 13)
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Exhibit 14: SAT Combined Math and Verbal Scores for
California Students, 2000, by Self-Report
Family Income

More than $100,000 1133
$80,000 - $100,000 1081
$70,000 - $80,000 1054
$60,000 - $70,000 1038

$50,000 - $60,000 1035

$40,000 - $50,000 1010
$30,000 - $40,000 979
$20,000 - $30,000 940

$10,000 - $20,000 895

o The sat is a standardized predictor of freshman year
grade point average in college and a rough gauge of
students’ educational experience and basic academic o me  we 6o ss om0
skills. In California as well as the nation, income is Vel Score
highly correlated with sat results. For each $10,000 in- B

Less than $10,000 858

crease in family income, the combined sat (math and
verbal) score increases about 30 points. Test takers from

families with over $100,000 income score, on average, Exhibit 15: Comparative SAT Results for
about 275 points higher than students from families T ok the PLAT Extiler
with under $10,000 income. (Exhibit 14; st¢ Appendix A, in High School, zo00

Table 13)

1100

= Two-thirds of the California students who took the
sat had also taken the psat to prepare for the sat. The
psat offers students a chance to see how they may do
on the real sat, but it also acts as a diagnostic test to
help them and their teachers identify areas of weak-
ness and strength. These students scored, on average,
167 points higher than students who did not take the 800
psat. Thus, one-third of sat takers in California ap-
pear to be at a distinct disadvantage going into the
sat. (Exhibit z5; see Appendix A, Table 2.4)

1024

1000

900

V+M Combined SAT Score

PSAT No PSAT

Source: College Board, 2000.




Exhibit 16: Percent of California Twelfth-Grade Students
Participating in Advanced Placement Courses, by
Race/Ethnicity, 1986-98

30%
Asian
Black 26 26 26
25 W Latino
M White
B TOTAL

20

= Another indicator of course quality and academic rigor
is the Advanced Placement program. In 1998, approxi- 1986 1950 1996 1957 1998
mately 14 percent (40,000) of California twelfth grad- Source: Calfornia Postsecondary Education Commission, 2000, based on College
ers took an ap test. This number has about doubled
since 1986. White and Asian test takers account for
two-thirds of all ap test takers. The real story is in the
ratio of test takers to graduates within race/ethnic Exhibit 17: Distribution of California Twelfth-Grade AP
groups: about one in four Asian students and one in fest Talers, 1998
nine white students take an ap test. For Latinos and
black students, the ratios are one in 11 and one in 20
respectively. While all these rates have increased dra-
matically since the late 1980s and early 1990s, they have
leveled off since 1996. (Exhibits 16 & 17; see Appendix A,
Table 15) OUERz6

Latino 20%

White 37%

Black 3% Asian 28%
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 2000,
based on College Board data.
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5 a-f course completion rates are a third indicator for

California public high school graduates. In order to be
considered “college-ready” by the University of Cali-
fornia system, students must complete the a-f courses
set by The Regents of the University of California
(this is considered a minimum competency level, ac-
cording to the University of California). In 1999, 35.6
percent of public high school graduates completed the
a-f courses. This is an increase of almost one-third
since 1990. However, gaps in a-f course-completion
rates are visible by race/ethnicity. For instance, Asian
and white students have 1999 completion rates of 57.5
and 40.6 percent respectively. In comparison, only one-
quarter of black students complete, while Latino and
Native Americans complete at even lower levels (22.1
and 22.3 percent). (Exhibit 18; see Appendix A, Table 16)

Thus, by nearly every available indicator, wide gaps
exist in who is exposed to quality educational experi-
ences and rigorous academic preparation. The oppor-
tunity to learn and levels of academic preparation are
highly uneven by either income, race/ethnicity, or both.
Regardless of the efficacy of the student financial aid
system, until major steps are taken to resolve or reduce
these gaps in achievement and readiness, college access
will remain California dreamin’ for too many young
people.

Exhibit 18: A-F Course Completion Rates, Within Race/
Ethnic Groups, 1999

o 10 20 30 40 50 60%

Completion Rates

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 2000.
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= Over 1.7 million students participated in some form

of postsecondary education in California in 1999, a
decrease of 2.6 percent since 1990. In the public sector,
two-thirds of all postsecondary students attended
California Community Colleges (ccc), while 16 per-
cent attended the California State University (Csu) and
8 percent enrolled at the University of California (uc).
Almost 9 percent of students attended a four-year
independent college or university (icu).** (Exhibit 1g;
see Appendix A, Table 17)

California’s icus showed the greatest total growth in
the 1990s, increasing enrollment by over 56,000, or 59
percent. The University of California was the only
public sector that grew in the past decade (9.9 per-
cent), while enrollment in the ccc system declined by
8 percent and csu declined by slightly more than 3
percent. (Exhibit 19; see Appendix A, Table 17)

Exhibit 19: Part-time and Full-time Enrollment at California’s
Institutions of Higher Education, 1999

Part time
Full time

ccc

TOTAL

o 500,000 1,000,000 1,500,000 2,000,000

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 2000.

o Approximately 776,000 full-time students attended

California’s colleges in 1999, representing 43 percent
of all postsecondary enrollment. Eighty-three percent
of these students attended a public institution; 39
percent at ccc (301,414), 28 percent at csu (218,256),
and 16 percent at uc (127,845). Seventeen percent of
full-time students attended an icu. (Exhibit 1o; see
Appendix A, Table 17)



o Students of color were more likely to attend ccc
schools than white or Asian students, while the latter
groups were more likely to attend uc and icu schools.
Three-quarters of all black and Latino postsecondary
students attended ccc campuses in 1999, compared
with 68 percent of white and 55 percent of Asian stu-
dents. Seventeen percent of Asian students and 7 per-
cent of white students attended uc, compared with
only 4 percent each of the Latino and black students.
(Exhibit 20)

Low-income students are relatively evenly distributed
among public institutions in California. Between 36
and 41 percent of enrolled students at uc, csu, and
ccc schools come from low-income backgrounds.s
Proprietary institutions (prop) enroll the highest pro-
portion of low-income students (61 percent) and
independent four-year institutions enroll the lowest
(27 percent). Between 1992-93 and 1995-96, the num-
ber and percentage of low-income students increased
within all college systems in California. (Exhibit 21)

Exhibit 20: Distribution of California Postsecondary
Students, by Institution Type and Within
Race/Ethnicity, 1999

100%

8o Icu
s 74 75 7t 68 67 e
csu

m UC

40

Hﬂ

Asian  Black Latino Native White TOTAL
American

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 2000.

Exhibit 21: Percent of California Postsecondary
Students who are Low Income Within
Institution Type, 1992-93 and 1995-96

70%
1992-93
60 1995-96

50

40 38

21

TOTAL  UC csu ccc IcU PROP

Source: Authors’ analysis of National Postsecondary Student Aid
Study (NPSAS:96).

Note: Low income is based on national data set definitions, where
it is the bottom third of the distribution.

27
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= According to 1998 U.S. Census data, almost 60 per-

cent of 18- to 24-year-old Californians participate in
some form of postsecondary education, and 27 per-
cent completed or participated in a four-year program.
However, there are large gaps in participation when we
look at family income data. Seventy-five percent of
high-income 18- to 24-year-olds participated in
postsecondary education, compared to 41 percent for
low-income families. At the four-year level, 42 percent
of high-income students completed or participated,
compared to only 13 percent of low-income students.
(Exhibit 22; see Appendix A, Table 18)

White and Asian/other students participate in
postsecondary education at much higher rates than
Hispanic and black students (70 percent and 82 per-
cent of white and Asian/other students versus 42 per-
cent and 51 percent of Hispanic and black students).
Similar gaps exist when looking at just four-year col-
lege enrollment. Thirty-three percent and 50 percent
of white and Asian/other students participated at the
four-year level, compared to 15 percent and 16 percent
of Hispanic and black students. (Exhibit 23; see Appendix
A, Table 18)

Exhibit 22: Percentage of California 18- to 24-year-olds

Participating in Postsecondary Education and
Participating in or Completing a Four-Year
Degree Program, by Family Income, 1994-98

80%

70

60

75
Participated in postsecondary education

Completed or participated in BA/BS program

60
57

TOTAL Lowincome Middle income High income

Source: Authors’ calculations of CPS data, U.S. Department of
Commerce.

Note: Low-income calculation is based on the family-income
distribution of the entire state of California, not just the income of
families with 18- to 24-year-old dependents; data for 1994-98 were
combined to allow for statistical analysis.

Exhibit 23: Percentage of California 18- to 24-year-olds

Participating in Postsecondary Education or
Participation or Completion in a Four-Year
Degree Program, by Race/Ethnicity, 1994-98

100%

Participated in postsecondary education
Completed or participated in BA/BS program
8

60

TOTAL Hispanic ~ White Black Asian/Other

Source: Authors’ calculations of CPS data, U.S. Department of
Commerce.




= By all accounts, income matters with regard to
postsecondary participation. Participation rates rise
steadily with increases in family income. And this holds
within race/ethnic groups as well as for the popula-
tion at large. For example, 60 percent of high-income
Hispanics participate in postsecondary education,
compared to only 33 percent of low-income Hispan-
ics. Similarly, 63 percent of high-income black students
compared to 38 percent of black low-income students
participate. Likewise, the data show that high-income
students, in the aggregate and within race/ethnic
groups, are much more likely to participate at the
four-year level than students from less-affluent back-
grounds. In fact, for all students, four-year participa-
tion rates for high-income students are double those
of middle-income students, and triple those of low-
income students. Only in the Asian/other category
do we see higher participation rates at all income
levels. (Exhibits 24 & 25; see Appendix A, Table 18)

Exhibit 24: Percentage of California 18- to 24-year-olds
Participating in Postsecondary Education by
Race/Ethnicity, 1994-98

100%
B Low Income Middle Income High Income 89
78
80 75 77
73
65 6
4 6
60 3
60 57
49
" 43
40 38
33
20 I
o " . . .
All Groups Hispanic White Black  Asian/Other
Source: Authors’ calculations of CPS data, U.S. Department of
Commerce.

Exhibit 25: Percentage of California 18- to 24-year-olds
Participating in or Completing a Four-Year
Program, by Race/Ethnicity, 1994-98

W Low Income 62

60 Middle Income
High Income
50
42 42 4ot
40
33
30 27

21 22
15 15
13 10 11
) I i I
o
All Groups  Hispanic ~ White Black Asian/Other

Source: Authors’ calculations of CPS data, U.S. Department of
Commerce.
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Exhibit 26: Completion Rates of California Beginning
Postsecondary Students Within Five Years of
Matriculation, 1989-94

M Completed or still enrolled Completed

100%

)
N
°

IS
)
o
)
®
S

Source: Authors’ calculations from Beginning Postsecondary Study, NCES.

o Students attending UC, icu, or proprietary institutions

are more likely to complete their academic programs
within five years of matriculation than students at
other institutions. On average, approximately three out
of four students attending these institutions complete
within five years, compared to one of three CSU or CCC
students. However, half of CCC students and 80 per-
cent of CSU students had either completed or were
still enrolled by the time of the five-year follow-up
study. Unfortunately, the Beginning Postsecondary
Student (BpS) study from which these data come did
not include a follow-up beyond five years. Therefore,
we are unable to project more accurately the fate or
experience of students beyond that time limit. (EXhibit
26; see Appendix A, Table 19)

Exhibit 27: Completion Rates of California Beginning Postsecondary
Students Within Five Years of Matriculation, by Family
Income (Dependent Students Only) and Race/Ethnicity,
1989-94

[l Completed or still enrolled Completed

Asian/Pacific
Islander

Hispanic
Black,
non-Hispanic
White,

non-Hispanic

High

Mid

Low

o 20 40 60 80%

Source: Authors’ calculations from Beginning Postsecondary Study, NCES.

0 Disparities in persistence and completion become

apparent when we focus on race/ethnic and income
groups.'® Hispanics have the highest completion rates
of any group (48 percent), possibly explained in part
by their high enrollment in less-than-four-year schools.
Asian and white students complete at rates of 38 per-
cent and 3 percent respectively, while black students
complete at a 22 percent rate. High-income students
complete and persist at higher rates than less-affluent
students. Seventy-nine percent of high-income stu-
dents completed their studies or were still enrolled
after five years, compared to slightly less than 60 per-
cent for middle- and low-income students. Fifty-four
percent of high-income students completed their
degree programs within five years of matriculation,
compared with 39 percent and 33 percent of low- and
middle-income students, respectively. Unfortunately,
the bps database does not allow race/ethnicity and in-
come to be disaggregated by institution type. (EXhibit
27; st Appendix A, Table 19)



o Dependent and full-time students were also more likely

to complete or persist than independent or part-time
students. Sixty-three percent of dependent students
completed or were still enrolled after five years com-
pared with 43 percent of independent students (41
versus 29 percent completion rate differential). And
three of four full-time students persisted compared to
51 percent of part-time students (62 versus 29 percent
completion rate differential). (se¢ Appendix A, Table 19)

0 Another indicator of persistence and completion is a

degree productivity rating. This indicator simply re-
flects a ratio of degrees conferred to the number of
full-time students enrolled in any given year.'”
Although this indicator is not to be mistaken for much
more rigorous longitudinal and cohort studies, it does
provide a rough benchmark of degree completion by
type of institution. We found that iCUs had the high-
est degree-production ratio, producing one degree for
every three full-time students. UC and CSU each pro-
duced about one degree per four full-time enrolled
students, and CCC produced a ratio of 1:5. Ratios
calculated from 1999 data were quite similar to those
calculated from 1990 data. Only cCC showed a marked
increase, from 1.7 to L5, during that time. (5 Appendix
A, Table 20)
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TUITION, FEES, AND OTHER STUDENT CHARGES

o Inflation-adjusted tuition charges for University of

California undergraduates climbed 82 percent above
inflation between 1990-91 and 1999-2000, from $2,267
to $4,137. The 1999 figure is 28 percent higher than the
national average for four-year public colleges.”® This
reflects a major policy shift in California during the
1990s. At the start of the decade, UC was roughly on
par with or below the national average for student
charges. However, steep increases in the early part of
the decade have moved California from a low-fee, low-
aid system to a higher-fee, higher-aid model. (EXhibi'[
28; see Appendix A, Table 21)

The California State University has kept its fees well
below the national average posted above, but still in-
creased at a faster rate than the national average for
four-year public schools. By the end of the 1990s, CSU

fees increased 57 percent to $1,954, or an increase of

§708. (Exhibit 28; see Appendix A, Table 21)

Exhibit 28: Price of Attendance at California Institutions of
Higher Education (Adjusted for Inflation)

$25,000

22,966
1990-91

£ 20,000 1998-99 19,154
o
S
E 15,810
2 15,000
s 13,195
£ 11,440
8
E 10,000 8,791
< 7,111
£ 6,333
<
‘s 5,000
g 2,234 2845
g ,

o

uc csu ccc ICU PROP

Source: Authors’ calculations of IPEDS data, National Center for
Education Statistics.

0 The California Community College system had the

largest percent increase (146 percent), which is some-
what misleading because the actual dollar increase was
only §231. CCC charges have always been and continue
to be well below the national average for community
college systems. In 1998-99, the national average en-
rollment-weighted two-year schools charge was $1,578
(inflation adjusted to 1999 dollars) compared to $389
for cCC. (Exhibit 28; se¢ Appendix A, Table 21)

While percent changes were lowest at iCU and propri-
etary institutions, the dollar increases were significantly
higher than those posted at California’s public institu-
tions. Tuition at four-year independent schools
increased by $3,347 to $16,592 since 1990, an increase of
25 percent and about $1,500 higher than the $15,000
national average. Tuition and fee charges at proprietary
institutions increased $2,720 to $11,291, or 32 percent.
(see Appendix A, Table 21)



o Although tuition and fee charges changed dramatically,
room and board and other student expenses more
closely mirrored standard inflationary changes during
the 1990s. Thus, actual changes in affordability were
determined mostly by changes in direct tuition or fee
charges. When total student expenses are considered
and adjusted for inflation, UC had the highest cost of
attendance increase of all sectors (30 percent, from
$8,791 to $11,440). Four-year independent institutions
had the highest dollar increase, raising the total cost
of attendance to $22,966, up 20 percent from $19,154 in
1990-91. (Exhibit 28; see Appendix A, Table 21)

0 Thus, before consideration of student aid, California’s
institutions of higher education became considerably
more expensive during the 1990s. California’s public
four-year institutions posted increases well beyond na-
tional figures, both in percentage and actual tuition
charges. Community colleges also increased faster than
national averages, but actual dollar increases were less
than the national average due to extremely low initial
rates in California. Four-year independent schools

posted increases slightly below the national averages.

STUDENT AID IN CALIFORNIA

Two factors are important in reviewing the distribution
of aid among undergraduates in California. The first is
the price of attendance. Generally, undergraduates attend-
ing higher-priced institutions receive more aid and larger
awards than those attending less-expensive institutions,
all other things being equal. The second is the ability of
the family, including the student, to contribute to paying
the expenses associated with postsecondary education.
Again, all other things being equal, low-income under-
graduates are more likely to receive aid than higher-in-
come undergraduates, and if they receive aid, they will
receive more on average. Also, more of the aid will be in
the form of grants instead of loans.

Other student characteristics such as race/ethnicity or
dependency status that are associated with variations in
the receipt of financial aid probably reflect differences in
these other two variables. The following section provides
a detailed overview of how financial aid is awarded to

different groups of undergraduates in California.
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Part V — Student Charges & Student Aid in California

OVERVIEW OF AID FOR UNDERGRADUATES

o Undergraduates in California are less likely to receive

student aid than are those in the rest of the nation.
Thirty-four percent of all undergraduates attending a
California postsecondary institution received financial
aid in 1995-96, compared with 50 percent nationally.
This difference may be partially explained by the large
number of part-time undergraduates and undergradu-
ates attending community colleges. On average, aided
undergraduates in California received $4,817. Twenty-
nine percent of all undergraduates received grants
(average equaled $2,808) and 14 percent received loans
(average equaled $4,827). (Exhibit 29; see Appendix A,
Table 22)

Undergraduates attending higher-priced institutions in
California were more likely to receive aid than those
attending less expensive institutions. In most cases
undergraduates received larger awards. About two-
thirds of all undergraduates attending UC, icu, and
proprietary institutions received aid, compared with
51 percent of CSU undergraduates and 22 percent of
community-college undergraduates. (Exhibit 29; see
Appendix A, Table 22)

Exhibit 29: Percentage of All California Undergraduate
Students Receiving Aid and Average Total Aid
Amount for Aided Students, by Institution Type,

1995-96
80% Y $12,000
Percent of students receiving aid 69
70 <> Average amount 65
60
60 9,000 .':%
2 O 51 5
g s £
= <
] £
5 40 34 6,000 i
z 0 O g
S 30 §
& 22 <
20 3,000
10 O
TOTAL uc csu ccc ICU  PROP
Source: Authors’ calculations of NPSAS:96 database, National
Center for Education Statistics.

0 Undergraduates in more expensive institutions received

larger student aid awards than those attending lower-
priced institutions. Average awards ranged from $11,630
at ICUs to $1,701 at community colleges. CCC under-
graduates were less likely to receive either loans or
grants than those at all other types of California
institutions. (Exhibit 29; see Appendix A, Table 22)

Over half (56 percent) of full-time, full-year under-
graduates received financial aid compared with 26
percent of the part-timers, which includes those who
attend full time for a semester or quarter, but not at all
or part time for the rest of the year. Full timers

received higher average awards than their part-time

peers (87,381 versus $2,612). (ste Appendix A, Table 22)



o Independent and dependent undergraduates were

roughly equal in the chances of receiving grant or loan
aid. But dependent undergraduates received over half-
again as much aid as independent undergraduates
(95,982 versus $3,862), mostly due to larger grants.
(see Appendix A, Table 22)

Over half (5 percent) of all dependent low-income
undergraduates received some form of financial aid,
averaging $5,922, compared with 35 percent of middle-
income undergraduates (average $6,234) and 18 percent
of high-income undergraduates who received $5,815.
Half of dependent low-income undergraduates
received grants compared with 25 percent of middle-
income undergraduates, but the average grant for both
was around $4,000. About one in five low- or middle-
income undergraduates borrowed, but middle-income
undergraduates borrowed nearly $800 more <$4,812 ver-
sus $4,045). Only one in 10 high-income undergradu-
ates borrowed, but they borrowed more ($5,712) than
those in lower-income groups. (3¢ Appendix A, Table 22)

0 The share of independent undergraduates receiving

aid, grants, and loans was not significantly different
than that reported for dependent undergraduates. And
while loan amounts were not significantly different
than the amount received by dependent undergradu-
ates, independent undergraduates received grants that
were about half the amount received by dependent
undergraduates. (se¢ Appendix A, Table 22)

The percentage of undergraduates receiving aid or the
average amount of aid received did not vary much
among ethnic/racial groups. Thirty percent of white
undergraduates received aid, the lowest percentage of
any race/ethnic group. White undergraduates, how-
ever, still represent the highest number of aid recipi-
ents in California. With the exception of “other
undergraduates,” Native American undergraduates
were the most likely to receive aid (42 percent). Asian/
Pacific Islanders received the largest average award and
black and Hispanic undergraduates received the low-
est average award. These differences may represent
variation in the price of attendance and the ability to
pay for college that is associated with the different
ethnic and racial groups in the state. (st Appendix A,
Table 22)
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FULL-TIME, FULL-YEAR UNDERGRADUATES

o Full-time undergraduates are those students who

attend college full time for the entire year. Predictably,
they were more likely to receive aid than those who
attended part time. While 34 percent of all under-
graduates received aid, over half (56 percent) of full-
time undergraduates received aid in 1995-96. (Exhibit
30; st Appendix A, Table 23)

Full-time undergraduates attending proprietary insti-
tutions were more likely to receive aid than those
attending other types of institutions. Community
college undergraduates were at the other end of the
aid award continuum. Less than one-third (29 percent)
of full-time community college undergraduates

received aid. (EXhibit 30; see Appendix A, Table 23)

About half of public four-year college full-time un-
dergraduates (UC/ CSU) received grants, compared with
63 percent and 64 percent of iCU and proprietary
undergraduates respectively. Only 27 percent of full-
time community college undergraduates received
grants. Full-time icu undergraduates received the larg-
est average grant at $9,377. Community college under-
graduates received the smallest average grant at $2,236.

Proprietary undergraduates received about the same:

§2,343. (see Appendix A, Table 23)

Exhibit 30: Percent of California Full-Time, Full-Year (FT/FY)
Undergraduate Students Receiving Aid and
Average Total Aid Amount for FT/FY Aided
Students, by Institution Type, 1995-96

100% $15,000
Percent of students receiving aid <>

<> Average amount 82

80 12,000

72 o

=

2 S 62 2

£

2 6o 56 9,000 E

= O g

51 <

& 6 &

£ 40 ,000 €

g O O g

31 29 <
&

20 ) 3,000

TOTAL uc CSuU  ccc ICU  PROP

Source: Authors’ calculations of NPSAS:96 database, National
Center for Education Statistics.

0 More full-time undergraduates attending iCU and

proprietary institutions borrowed than those attend-
ing any other institutional type. In total, 53 percent of
icu undergraduates and 59 percent of proprietary-
school undergraduates borrowed to support their
education. Forty-five percent of UC undergraduates
borrowed, while 34 percent of CSU undergraduates
borrowed, which closely matched the state average.
Because such a large share of California’s undergradu-
ates attend community colleges, the fact that only 8
percent of full-time community college undergradu-
ates borrow has a profound effect on the state aver-

ages. (ee Appendix A, Table 23)



© Income was more closely related to the probability of

receiving aid than race/ethnicity. Three quarters of
tull-time, low-income dependent undergraduates
received aid, compared with 52 percent of middle-in-
come and 28 percent of high-income undergraduates.
The average award received by middle-income under-
graduates was higher than that received by low- or
high-income undergraduates. (EXhibit 3; see Appendix A,
Table 23)

Low-income undergraduates who attended full time
were more likely to receive grants than loans (74
percent versus 42 percent). Middle-income under-
graduates were slightly more likely to receive a grant
than a loan, but high-income undergraduates were
slightly more likely to get a loan than a grant. High-
income undergraduates received the highest average
loan, while low- and middle-income undergraduates
received larger grant awards. (EXhibit 31; see Appendix A,
Table 23)

Independent, full-time high-income undergraduates
were more likely to receive aid than high-income de-
pendent undergraduates. Forty-six percent of full-time
independent undergraduates received aid compared
with 28 percent of their dependent peers. (¢ Appendix
A, Table 23)

Exhibit 31: Percent of FT/FY Dependent Undergraduate
Students Receiving Aid and Average Total
Aid Amount for FT/FY Aided Students, by
Family Income Type, 1995-96

Percent of students receiving aid
<> Average amount

80% 76 $15,000
70

12,000 T

<

E 60 56 E
o 52 g
£ 3
z 5° 9,000 £
: d [ E
£ w ]
H ¢ g
g) 30 8 6,000 X

20
3,000

TOTAL Low Mid High

Source: Authors’ calculations of NPSAS:96
database, National Center for Education Statistics.

0 Limiting the view to full-time undergraduates who

received aid, 84 percent received grants and 60 percent
received loans. The majority of full-time aided under-
graduates received both types of aid. Fifty-seven
percent of those receiving grants also received loans.
Alternatively, 79 percent of those receiving loan aid

also received grant aid. (se¢ Appendix A, Table 23)
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Part V — Student Charges & Student Aid in California

FEDERAL AID

0 Federal programs provide the bulk of student aid

awarded to undergraduates in California. Forty-six
percent of all full-time, full-year California-aided
undergraduates received federal aid in their aid pack-
age, averaging 95,256 in federal aid. About one-third of
aided undergraduates received Pell Grants, which are
awarded to undergraduates with the most need, and
one-third also received federal loans, which are more
broadly awarded. Work-Study is a small program. Only
6 percent of California undergraduates participated
in College Work-Study and 4 percent received plus
loans, which allows parents to borrow to supplement
their own contribution (average $6,051). (Exhibit 32; see
Appendix A, Tables 242 and 24D)

At 70 percent, proprietary institutions had the highest
petcentage of undergraduates receiving federal aid
compared with slightly over half of the undergradu-
ates attending UC, CSU, and iCU institutions. Only 22
percent of community college undergraduates received
federal aid. icu undergraduates received significantly
larger amounts of federal assistance <$7,324) than un-
dergraduates at the other institutions, and community
college undergraduates received the least ($3,047).
(Exhibit 32; see Appendix A, Table 24a)

Exhibit 32: Percent of California FT/FY Undergraduate Students
Receiving Federal Aid and Average Total Aid Amount
for FT/FY Aided Students, by Institution Type,

1995-96
Percent of students receiving aid
o
80% <> Average amount $8,000

70 <> 70
o 60 <> 57 6,000 ©
< 52 <
2 50 L4 O 2
= s
<1 46 O 3
& 40 4,000 E
= @
g g
3 % 4 g

22 <

20 2,000

10

o o

TOTAL uc CSU CCC ICu  PROP
Source: Authors’ analysis of NPSAS:96 database, National Center
for Education Statistics.

o In total, 60 percent of proprietary-school undergradu-

ates received Pell Grants compared with 39 percent of
CSU undergraduates and 33 percent of UC undergradu-
ates. ICU and community college undergraduates had
the lowest Pell Grant participation rate of 23 percent
and 20 percent respectively. (st Appendix A, Table 24a)

College Work-Study provided aid to less than 10
percent of undergraduates in California. iCU under-
graduates were most likely to participate in work-study
programs (19 percent). Only 3 percent of CSU and com-
munity college undergraduates received work-study
and 9 percent of UC undergraduates participated in
the federal work-study program. Undergraduates
received, on average, between $1,400 and $2,500 in
work-study funds. (st¢ Appendix A, Table 2.4b)



o The federal government provides almost all loan aid.

Approximately half of all full-time undergraduates
attending UC, icu, or proprietary institutions received
a federal loan. icU undergraduates borrowed the most
with an average loan of $5,247, while UC and propri-
etary undergraduates averaged around $4,300.
One-third of CSU undergraduates borrowed federal
monies, and borrowed slightly more than their UC
peers ($4,636). A small share of community college
undergraduates borrowed (8 percent), but borrowed

substantially considering the length of program

(82,452). (see Appendix A, Table 24b)

The plus program is another smaller loan program
for parents, which tended to be used by undergradu-
ates attending the more expensive institutions in
California. UC, iCU, and proprietary institutions again
had the highest participation rates (7 percent, 8 per-
cent, and 10 percent respectively). icu parents borrowed
the highest average amount ($7,933), with CSU parents
borrowing the second highest ($6,333). (see Appendix A,
Table 24b)

o Half of minority undergraduates received aid, rang-

ing from $4,600 to $,500. Just under 40 percent of
white undergraduates received aid, but, on average,
received slightly larger aid packages than other under-
graduates ($5,688). Minority undergraduates also were
more likely to receive a Pell Grant than were white
undergraduates. Most undergraduates received be-
tween §$1,700 and $2,000, regardless of race. (se¢ Appen-
dix A, Table 24a)

Independent undergraduates were more likely to re-
ceive federal aid than were dependent undergraduates.
In total, 58 percent of independent undergraduates
received federal aid compared with 42 percent of
dependent undergraduates. They also tended to receive
more federal aid than did their dependent peers ($5,781
versus $4,954). Forty-seven percent of independent
undergraduates received Pell Grants versus 25 percent
of dependent undergraduates. Independent under-
graduates also received more federal loans than depen-

dent undergraduates (39 percent versus 30 percent),
and higher amounts (85,818 versus $3,837). (st Appendix
A, Tables 24a and 24b)
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Exhibit 33: Percent of California FT/FY
Dependent Undergraduate
Students Receiving Federal Aid
and Average Total Aid Amount for
FT/FY Aided Students, by Family
Income Type, 1995-96

Percent of students receiving aid
{ Average amount
80% ® $6,000
71
60 <> 4,500
o
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s
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g g
S ]
g z
20 17 1,500
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Source: Authors’ calculations of NPSAS:96

database, National Center for Education

Statistics.

A higher percentage of both dependent and indepen-

dent low-income undergraduates received federal aid
than those in the higher-income categories. However,
low-income undergraduates did not receive as much
aid as their more affluent counterparts. This probably
represents the difference in the price of the institution

they attended. (Exhibit 33; see Appendix A, Table 242)

The average amount borrowed, about $3,800, did not
differ significantly by income within dependency sta-
tus. This is due, in part, to federal loan limits. But a
higher percentage of low- and middle-income under-
graduates received federal loans than high-income
undergraduates. Forty-one percent and 36 percent of
dependent Jow- and middle-income undergraduates re-
ceived federal loans in their aid package compared with
16 percent of high-income undergraduates. Indepen-
dent undergraduates had a higher average loan than

dependent undergraduates. (s&¢ Appendix A, Table 24b)

STATE AID

0 State aid plays a smaller role than federal aid in Cali-

fornia and virtually all of it is in the form of state
grants. Twelve percent of full-time, full-year under-

graduates received state grants in 1995-96, averaging

$3,181. (see Appendix A, Table 25)

Twenty-three percent of UC undergraduates received
state grants with an average award of $4,005, compared
with 13 percent of CSU undergraduates who received
$1,784 on average and 14 percent of icu undergradu-
ates who received the largest average award at $5,244.
Only 4 percent of community college students received
state grants, averaging $1,075. (EXhibit 34, € Appendix A,
Table 25)

A higher percentage of minority undergraduates (in-
cluding Asians) received state grants than did white
undergraduates. Twenty-one percent, 15 percent, and 13
percent of Asian, black, and Hispanic undergraduates
received aid respectively. Comparatively, 7 percent of

white undergraduates received state grants. (s¢¢ Appen-
dix A, Table 25)



Exhibit 34: Percent of California FT/FY Undergraduate Students
Receiving State Aid and Average Total Aid Amount for
FT/FY Aided Students, by Institution Type, 1995-96

30% $6,000
M Percent of students receiving aid
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Source: Authors’analysis of NPSAS:96 database, National Center
for Education Statistics.
o Dependent undergraduates were more likely to receive Exhibit 35: Percent of California Dependent -
FT/FY Undergraduate Students o
state grants than independent undergraduates (14 per- Receiving State Aid and Average =
Total Aid Amount for FT/FY Aided <
cent versus [ percent) and also received $1,300 more on StUd%éS, by Family Income Type, o
1995-9 -
average than independent undergraduates. On average, %
. . >
dependent undergraduates received $3,387 in state grant -
. . [ Percent of students receiving aid =
aid. (see Appendix A, Table 2) & Average amount 2
[
30% 29 - $3,600 v
0 Most state aid was awarded to lower-income under- ¢ QU';
graduates. Twenty-nine percent of dependent low-in- = 2 a
Z:(n 20 - 3,200 é i
come undergraduates and 16 percent of dependent s g .
g 5 £ z
. . . Sy & < =
middle-income undergraduates received state aid with z E =
. S 10 2800 £ =
an average award of $3,400. Only 1 percent of high- & = <
income dependent undergraduates received state =)
=]
. . . . 0 2,400 =
aid. Eight percent of independent low-income under- Low  Middle »
graduates received state aid averaging $2,551. (EXhibit 35; e e
. Statistics.
See Appenle A, Table 2,_5) Note: High-income data statistically
insignificant because of small sample size.
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INSTITUTIONAL AID

o Institutional aid includes grants and tuition refunds

made by the institution. Thirty-two percent of under-
graduates received institutional grants averaging §2,918.
Only 3 percent of undergraduates received institutional
loans that averaged $1,923. Work-study and other types
of institutional aid are too insignificant to report. (S

Appendix A, Table 26)

iCU institutions were most likely to provide institu-
tional aid to undergraduates, both in the percentage
of undergraduates and in average amounts (57 percent;
$7,131). This compares to 35 percent for both UC and
CSU undergraduates, averaging $3,135 and §$1,538 respec-
tively. Twenty-two percent of proprietary undergradu-
ates received an average of $2,241 in institutional aid,
and 23 percent of community college undergraduates
received an average of $516. (Exhibit 36; see Appendix A,
Table 26)

Exhibit 36: Percent of California FT/FY Undergraduate Students
Receiving Institutional Aid and Average Total Aid
Amount for FT/FY Aided Students, by Institution
Type, 1995-96

Percent of students receiving aid
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Source: Authors’ analysis of NPSAS:96 database, National
Center for Education Statistics.

0 Proprietary institutions were the only sector to pro-

vide significant amounts of institutional loans. In
total, 14 percent of proprietary undergraduates received
an institutional loan averaging $2,326. This represents
the rise of the private loan program as an alternative
to public loans. Three percent of icu undergraduates
received an average of $3,831, and only 1 percent of UC

undergraduates received an institutional loan. (s¢

Appendix A, Table 26)

Institutional aid did not differ significantly across
race/ethnic groups with the exception of black un-
dergraduates. Almost half of all black undergraduates
received institutional aid, compared with one-third of
the other groups of undergraduates. (se¢ Appendix A,
Table 26)



Exhibit 37: Percent of California Dependent
FT/FY Undergraduate Students
Receiving Institutional Aid and
Average Total Aid Amount for
FT/FY Aided Students, by Family
Income Type, 1995-96
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Source: Authors’ calculations of NPSAS:96
database, National Center for Education
Statistics.

o More independent undergraduates received institu-
tional aid than dependent undergraduates, but the
latter received larger awards ($3,728 versus $1,652).
(see Appendix A, Table 26)

o Over half of all full-time low-income undergraduates
received some type of institutional aid. Fifty-three
petcent of dependent low-income undergraduates
received institutional aid, as did 57 percent of inde-
pendent low-income undergraduates. Only about one
in seven high-income undergraduates received institu-
tional aid, averaging $4,515 for dependent undergradu-
ates. (Exhibit 37; see Appendix A, Table 26)

SUMMARY

In summary, student financial aid does appear to be tar-
geted to the groups it was designed to help in California.
While the middle-income students receive the highest
amounts of aid, the low-income students are the most
likely to receive aid. This is because the cost of education
as well as the ability to pay dictates the amount of finan-
cial aid received. In general, while middle-income students
have a somewhat higher ability to pay than low-income
students do, they tend to choose higher cost schools. Taken
cumulatively, federal, state, and insituttional aid programs
seem to lower the financial barriers to college for many
students and give access to those who would not other-
wise be able to obtain a college eduation. Further, low-
income students are more likely to receive grants that do

not incur the burden of repayment.
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Part VI
Average Subsidies, Net Prices, and
Affordability for California
Undergraduates



Part VI — Average Subsidies, Net Prices, & Affordability for California Undergraduates

AVERAGE SUBSIDIES

Financial aid programs provide direct subsidies to
students to help them pay their educational
expenses. Students also benefit from indirect subsidies
that make it possible for institutions to charge less than
the full cost of providing instruction. State, federal, and
local governments as well as private philanthropy provide
funds that allow institutions to reduce tuition. The sum
of these two types of subsidy varies among students based
on how much financial aid they receive and where they
attend school. The combined average student subsidy is
highest at UC and lowest among proprietary schools in
California.

The results suggest that in 1995-96 low-income under-
graduates in California were attending institutions that
spent roughly the same amount, on average, on their edu-
cation as was available to higher-income undergraduates.
The second conclusion suggested by these results is that
lower-income undergraduates in California received sig-
nificantly more support from financial aid than did
higher-income undergraduates. This analysis should be
updated when more recent federal data come available (for
2000-2001) to see if the drift toward non-need based aid
has eroded the equity in financing that was evident in

mid-decade.”

NET PRICES

Leaving aside indirect subsidies, the question for students
and families is: What do students and families actually
pay to go to college? Net price is the difference between
the total price of attendance” and the amount of aid
available to help offset those prices. The remainder repre-
sents what the student and/or family must pay. Net price
can be calculated in two ways. The first considers the real,
long-term cost to students and families, and it is repre-
sented by total price of attendance minus grant aid. We
will simply refer to this as net price. The second method
is to subtract all aid, including loans, from cost of atten-
dance. This method approximates the “out-of-pocket”
cost to undergraduates; that is, money that undergradu-
ates and/or families have to come up with at the time of
enrollment. This will be referred to as out-of-pocket

expense. Here is what we found:

0 The net price (total price minus grants) for all full-
time, full-year undergraduates in 1995-96 was $9,470.
The out-of-pocket expense (total cost minus all aid,
including loans) for undergraduates was §7,456. Thus,
on average, loan packaging saved undergraduates and
families about $2,000 at the time payment was due.

(Exhibit 38; see Appendix A, Table 27)



Exhibit 38: Average Net Price (Price of Attendance minus Grants) for
California FT/FY Undergraduate Students, by Various
Characteristics, 1995-96

Dependent { High $11,549
Students Mid $9,962
by Income Low $7,062
Independent Students $9,162
Dependent Students : $9,596
Asian/Pacific Islander ‘ $9,573
Hispanic ‘ $7,984
Black, non-Hispanic I $8,006
White, non-Hispanic $10,303
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Source: Authors’ analysis of NPSAS:96, National Center for Education Statistics.

ICU undergraduates paid a net price of $16,911, reflect-
ing an average grant package of $6,000. In total, icu
undergraduates received about $10,000 in aid, bringing
their out-of-pocket expenses down to $12,868. (Exhibit
38; see Appendix A, Table 27)

UC undergraduates paid a net price of $10,387, reflect-
ing $2,713 in grants. The out-of-pocket cost of $7,764
reflects a total aid package, including loans, of $5,337.
(Exhibit 38; see Appendix A, Table 27)

CSU undergraduates averaged $8,218 in net price, with
$1,616 in total grants, and $3,405 in total aid, bringing
their out-of-pocket expense to $6,429. (Exhibit 38; see
Appendix A, Table 27)

Community college undergraduates paid the lowest net
price, averaging $6,202 per year, reﬂecting $597 in
grants, with a total out-of-pocket expense of $5,849
based on total aid amounting to $950. (Exhibit 38; see
Appendix A, Table 27)

Proprietary-school students faced a net price higher
than UC undergraduates, totaling $10,684. These
undergraduates received almost $1,500 in grants, but
loan packaging brings their total aid up to $4.690,
providing an out-of-pocket expense of $7423. (EXhibit
38; see Appendix A, Table 27)
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Part VI — Average Subsidies, Net Prices, & Affordability for California Undergraduates

o The net price for white and Asian undergraduates was

between $1,500 and $2,300 more than black and His-
panic undergraduates. This is due to a combination of
aid packaging and price of institution; white and Asian
undergraduates attended higher-priced institutions, on
average, and (in the case of white undergraduates, at
least) received less aid to pay for the higher costs. In
total, net price for white undergraduates was $10,303,
with an out-of-pocket cost of $8,299 reflecting about
$1,667 in grants. Asian undergraduates paid $9,573, with
$2,883 in grants. Black and Hispanic undergraduates
were virtually the same in terms of net price ($8,006
and $7,984) and aid packaging (about $2,200 in grants
and 81,600 in loans). (Exhibit 38; see Appendix A, Table 27)

The average net price for dependent versus indepen-
dent undergraduates differed by only $400 ($9,596
versus $9,162). However, the out-of-pocket cost for
independent undergraduates was reduced by loans to
96,288, versus $7,938 for dependent undergraduates.
(Exhibit 38; see Appendix A, Table 27)

For dependent undergraduates, the net price for low-
income undergraduates was $7.062, compared with
$9,962 and $11,549 for middle- and high-income under-
graduates, respectively. Non-grant aid packaging
reduced out-of-pocket expenses by about §2,000 for
low- and middle-income undergraduates, and $1,000
for high-income undergraduates. (EXhibit 38; se¢ Appen-
dix A, Table 27)

Net price for low-income independent undergradu-
ates was $8,450, about $1,500 higher than their
dependent counterparts. Middle- and high-income
independent undergraduates faced net prices of $9,533
and $10,588 respectively. Low- and middle-income
undergraduates reduced their out-of-pocket expenses
by about $3,000 through loan and other aid packaging,
and high-income independent undergraduates reduced
their burden by $2,300. (Exhibit 38; see Appendix A,
Table 27)

Both net price and out-of-pocket expenses followed
the same pattern. Consistent with need-based aid
principles, they revealed that low-income undergradu-
ates paid far less than middle- and high-income
undergraduates to attend college, in all institutional

sectors.



Exhibit 39: Net Price (Price of Attendance minus Grants) as a Share
of Family/Student Income for California Students and
Families, by Institution Type and Income Level, 1995
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income. What we find is that low-income families and percent (Fnancia Burden)
undergraduatesr even after consideration Of aid? face a Source: Authors’ calculation of NPSAS:96 data, National Center for
Education Statistics.
much greater burden in Paylng fOr Couege—on average— Note: Burden calculation derived from dividing net price (price of
attendance minus grants) by family/individual income data for that variable;
than thOSG hlgher on the income Iadder missing bars represent very low sample sizes.

0 Avyear of college represented about 42 percent of fam-
ily income for dependent low-income families, com-
pared with 22 percent for middle-income and only 12 0 Similar gaps in affordability are apparent within all
petcent for high-income families. (Exhibit 39) institution sectors. At all public institutions, net price

accounted for between 30 and 45 percent of low-in-

o High-income independent undergraduates paid about oo )
come student family income, compared with between

20 percent of their annual family income to attend

8 and 12 percent for high-income undergraduates. The

college and university, on average. In contrast, low-in- - T
g R & ’ largest affordability gap was at ICU institutions, where

come independent undergraduates paid I77 percent— low-income undergraduates paid 74 percent of their

close to double their annual income—for college while annual family income, compared with only 19 percent

middle-income families paid out about half their an-

of high-income undergraduates. (Exhibit
nual income. (EXhibit 39) & 8 ( 39)
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Appendices

Appendix A

Table 1

Employment and Unemployment, California and Metropolitan Areas, 1989-1999 (in Thousands)

Employed?

13,780
14,319
14,004
13,973
13,918
14,122
14,203
14,391
14,943
15,368
15,732

Unemployed®

737
874
1,172
1,431
1,441
1,328
1,209
1,120
1,005
969
865

Unemployment Rate
(percent)

5.1%
5.8
7.7
93
9-4
8.6
7.8
7.2
6.3
5.9
5.2

Source: Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division, 916.262.2496,

Year/Area Civilian Labor Force

1989 14,517
1990 15,193
1991 15,176
1992 15,404
1993 15,359
1994 15,450
1995 15,412
1996 15,511
1997 15,947
1998 16,337
1999 16,597

http:/fwww.calmis.ca.gov.

Notes:

9%ncludes wage and salary workers, employers, own-account workers, unpaid family workers, and workers directly

involved in work stoppages.

bExcludes the potential or latent supply of workers not active in the labor market.



Table 2
Personal and Family Income Measures for California, 1989-99
(in Constant Dollars)

Personal Median

Disposable Personal Family

Income Income Income

1989 $23,996 $27,705 $46,031
1990 24,086 27,709 47,724
1991 23,443 26,747 46,393
1992 23,657 26,784 44,086
1993 23,159 26,251 44,768
1994 23,038 26,193 42,068
1995 23,262 26,588 44,936
1996 23,289 26,956 45,871
1997 23,531 27,573 46,060
1998 24,309 28,720 47,223
1999 25,195 29,910 48,338
89-97 -465 -132 29
89-99 1,199 2,205 2,307

Source: California Department of Finance; U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis, http:/fwww.bea.doc.gov.

Notes: A family is a group of two people or more (one of whom is the
householder) related by birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together;
all such people (including related subfamily members) are considered as
members of one family.

Data for 1994 onward are not comparable to prior historical data because of
the Current Population survey redesign. 1999 data for median family
income are extrapolated based on average increases over the previous
three years.

Table 3
Trends in Real-Adjusted Household Income in California (in
Constant Dollars)

Year 1oth 25th  Median 75th goth
1969 $16,700 $28,200 $43,600 $65,300 $87,800
1979 17,300 30,200 50,700 79,300 108,800
1989 15,000 27,900 51,100 83,100 121,500
1997 13,000 25,300 48,600 84,500 130,600

Source: Public Policy Institute of California: California’s Rising Income
Inequality: Causes and Concerns, 2000.

Note: Statistics are adjusted to 1997 dollars. Income level reported is for a
houshold with two adults and two children.

Table 4

Real Weekly Wages for Male Workers Ages 18-54 in
California by Income Percentile, 1969-1997 (in Constant
Dollars)

Year 1oth 25th  Median 75th goth

1969 $332  $526 $720 $957 $1,210
1974 258 438 705 967 1,260
1979 260 425 690 977 1,274
1984 208 364 654 947 1,264
1989 208 345 594 940 1,296
1994 191 306 519 896 1,271
1997 192 308 554 904 1,373

Source: Public Policy Institute of California, California’s Rising Income
Inequality: Causes and Concerns, 2000. Data calculated from the
March cps file.

Note: Statistics adjusted to 1997 dollars. Sample includes civilian
males ages 18-24 who worked at least 13 weeks during the year and
who were not self-employed. In 1998, income in California may not be
comparable to other years because of changes in cps.

Table s
Mean Weekly Wages of Californians by Educational Attainment,
1969, 1989, and 1997 (Inflation Adjusted)

11 High  Some Bachelor’s Beyond

Year years School College Degree Bachelor’s
1969 $754  $822  $973  $1,217  $1,346
1989 619 744 937 1,217 1,504
1997 502 689 843 1,164 1,502
1969-1997  (525)  (133) (130 (53) (156)
1989-1997  (117)  (55)  (94) (53) @
1969-1997  -33% -16%  -13% -4% 12%
1989-1997  -19% 7%  -10% 4% 0%

Source: Public Policy Institute of California 2000 based on data from the
March file of the cps and the decennial Census for 1969 and 1989.
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Table 6
California State General Fund Expenditures for K-12 and Higher Education, as Compared to Total Expenditures,
for Fiscal Years 1969-70 through 1999-2000

Constant Dollars, 1999-00 Share of Total Expenditures
(in millions) (percentage)
Year K-12 Higher  Total Budget K-12 Higher  All Education

1969-70 $6,966 $3,308 $19,733 35.3% 16.8% 52.1%

1979-80 14,582 5,847 38,345 38.0 15.2 53.3

1989-90 18,761 7,125 50,355 373 14.2 51.4

1999-00 26,418 8,012 63,732 41.5 12.6 54.0
Change since 1969-70 19,453 4,704 43,999 6.2 4.2 2.0
Change since 1979-80 11,836 2,165 25,387 3.4 -2.7 0.7
Change since 1989-90 7,657 887 13,377 4.2 -1.6 2.6

% Change since 1989-90 41% 12% 27% 10% -13% 5%

Source: Governor’s Budgets, 1969-70 through 1999-00, California Department of Finance,
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Table 7 Table 8

Current Expenditure Per Pupil in Fall Enrollment in Public Educational and General Expenditures Per Full-Time Equivalent

Elementary and Secondary Schools by State: 1997-98 Student for Public Institutions of Higher Education by State,
1995-96

United States 6,18 .
36,189 United States $12,380

N rs ,6 26 H ii ,858
! ew Je Y $9.643 awail $5.85 1 Vermont $18,723 26 Texas $12,226
2 Connecticut 8,904 27 Kansas 5,727
2 Alaska 18,278 27 Arkansas 11,988
3 New York 8,852 28 Montana 5,724 -
3 Hawaii 16,095 28 Massachusetts 11,902
4 Alaska 8,271 29 Colorado 5,656 . .
= Rhode Island 7,928 30 Georgia 5 647 4 Delaware 15,761 29 California 11,898
’ ’ 5 lowa 14,934 30 Wyoming 11,866
6 Massachusetts 778 1 California ,6 .
assachuse vay £ . . HIL 6 New Mexico 14,476 31 Alabama 11,847
7 Delaware 7,420 32 Missouri 5,565 C ticut Mississippi 3
8 Pennsylvania 7,200 33 Florida 5552 7 Connecticu 14,091 32 Mississippi 11,830
R R 8 Oregon 14,033 33 Colorado 11,776
9 Wisconsin 7,123 34 Texas 5,444 . .
10 Vermont 7,075 35 South Carolina 5,320 9 WiEawisii 13,893 S/gRhoce]lsland 1745
’ ’ 10 Michigan 13,882 35 New Hampshire 11,679
Michi s 6 Nevad ,2 .
T 7 2 evada . 52 11 Minnesota 13,681 36 North Dakota 11,649
12 Maryland 7,034 37 North Carolina 5,257 . X X
. 12 Pennsylvania 13,608 37 Missouri 11,509
13 Maine 6,742 38 Kentucky 5,213 N
.. 13 Indiana 13,533 38 Tennessee 11,393
14 Oregon 6,419 39 Louisiana 5,188 N 1dah
15 Minnesota 6,388 40 North Dakota 5,056 4 ewjérsey 13,321 39 ‘dano B
15 Georgia 13,149 40 Nebraska 11,208
6 West Virgini 6,32 Oklaho , . N
! e. fghte 2 a a m.a SO 16 Maine 13,122 41 Virginia 11,148
17 Indiana 6,318 42 New Mexico 5,005
Lo 17 Utah 13,077 42 Kansas 11,080
18 lllinois 6,242 43 Tennessee 4,937 o
. 18 Maryland 12,915 43 lllinois 11,054
19 Wyoming 6,218 44 Alabama 4,849 . R
20 Ohio 6,198 45 Idaho 4,721 19 North Carolina 12,862 44 Arizona 10,934
’ ’ 20 New York 12,776 45 Montana 10,828
21 NewH shir 6,156 6 Arkansas ,708 . .
! ew .amp re 2 g reansa e 21 Washington 12,542 46 Louisiana 10,610
22 \Virginia 6,067 47 South Dakota 4,669 . S
. . 22 South Carolina 12,510 47 West Virginia 10,362
23 Washington 6,040 48 Arizona 4,595 R
s 23 Nevada 12,423 48 Florida 10,100
24 lowa 5,998 49 Mississippi 4,288
25 Nebraska 5,958 50 Utah 3,069 24 Kentucky 12,339 49 South Dakota 9,378
’ ’ 25 Ohio 12,284 50 Oklahoma 9,056

Source: Nces Digest of Education Statistics 2000, Table 169, p. 190.
Source: Nces Digest of Education Statistics 2000, Tables 350,382, and 201,
p. 382 and Digest of Education Statistics 1999, Table 205, p. 230.
Note: Expenditures per student calculated by dividing the educational and
general expenditures of public institutions of higher education for 1995-96 by
the full-time-equivalent fall enrollment for public institutions in 1995.



Table 9a
Distribution of California Population by Selected Age Groups and Race/Ethnicity, 1990-2025

ALL CALIFORNIANS, Race/Ethnicity 18-24-YEAR-OLDS, Race/Ethnicity
Asian Native Asian Native
Year TOTAL White Hispanic Pacific Is. Black American TOTAL White Hispanic  Pacific Is. Black American

1995 31,589,147 16,629,643 9,207,161 2,183,575 3,380,061 188,707 3,000,361 1,265,347 1,142,635 218,309 354,977 19,093

2000 32,521,102 15,561,848 10,645,725 2,137,541 4,005,991 169,997 3,131,470 1,228,111 1,259,567 216,449 410,221 17,122
2005 34,441,341 15,122,934 12,267,832 2,157,769 4,730,965 161,841 3,638,135 1,371,934 1,493,379 235,827 518,772 18,223
2010 37,454,497 15,394,232 14,025,353 2,268,207 5,602,090 164,615 4,306,280 1,543,721 1,843,001 271,548 628,863 19,147

2015 41,158,780 15,838,196 16,195,701 2,406,097 6,548,569 170,217 4,696,989 1,537,083 2,122,513 271,711 747,136 18,546
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2020 45,277,571 16,261,335 18,756,783 2,544,096 7,539,055 176,302 4,830,317 1,456,210 2,259,715 273,241 822,220 18,931
2025 49,284,744 16,625,889 21,232,440 2,679,438 8,563,921 183,056 5,152,155 1,436,295 2,500,608 286,438 908,737 20,077

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

;Z?iz:tl;ge Distribution of California Population by Selected Age Groups and Race/Ethnicity, 1995-2025
ALL CALIFORNIANS, Race/Ethnicity 18-24-YEAR-OLDS, Race/Ethnicity

Asian Native Asian Native
Year TOTAL White  Hispanic Pacificls.  Black  American TOTAL White Hispanic Pacificls.  Black American
1995 100% 52.6%  29.1% 6.9% 10.7% 0.6% 100% 42.2% 38.1% 7.3% 11.8% 0.6%
2000 100 47.9 32.7 6.6 12.3 0.5 100 39.2 40.2 6.9 13.1 0.5
2005 100 43.9 35.6 6.3 13.7 0.5 100 37.7 41.0 6.5 14.3 0.5
2010 100 41.1 37.4 6.1 15.0 0.4 100 35.8 42.8 6.3 14.6 0.4
2015 100 38.5 39.3 5.8 15.9 0.4 100 32.7 45.2 5.8 15.9 0.4
2020 100 35.9 41.4 5.6 16.7 0.4 100 30.1 46.8 5.7 17.0 0.4
2025 100 33.7 43.1 5.4 17.4 0.4 100 27.9 48.5 5.6 17.6 0.4

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
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Table 11
Number of California K-12 Grade Public High School Graduates by
Race/Ethnicity, 1988-89 to 2008-09

Table 10
State Population and Migration Estimates, 1990-1999

Net International Net Domestic
Area Name Migration Migration School
Year TOTAL Asian  Black Hispanic ~ White Other
L S 7,478,078 1988-89 244,629 22,352 18,568 51,809 142,291 9,609
California 2,280,354 -2,170,790 1993-94 253,083 29,119 18,979 75,026 118,580 11,379
Northwest 1,853,808 -3,024,628 1998-99 296,576 33,166 22,373 93,393 132,877 14,767
New England 253,411 -506,239 2003-04 329,192 34,696 24,690 111,886 141,582 16,338
8- 48 s 8,678 ) , 8,78
Middle Atlantic 1,600,397 -2,518,389 e
Source: California Department of Finance, California Public K-12 Projections by
Midwest 758,946 -640,630
East North Central 590,705 -752,770 Percent Distribution of California K-12 Public School Graduates by
West North Central 168,241 112,140 Race/Ethnicity, 1988-89 to 2008-09
South 1,990,312 3,597,871 School
Year TOTAL Asian  Black  Hispanic White Other
South Atlantic 1,142,930 2,403,156
1988-89 100% 9.1% 7.6% 21.2% 58.2% 3.9%
East South Central 67,212 610,896
1993-94 100 11.5 7.5 29.6 46.9 4.5
West South Central 780,170 583,819 1998-99 P e 7.5 315 44.8 5.0
West 2,875,012 67,387 2003-04 100 10.5 7.5 34.0  43.0 5.0
Mountain 318,515 1,708,982 2008-09 100 10.4 7.6 398 373 49
Pacific 2,556,497 1,641,595 Ethinicity, 2000 Series, Sacramento, CA, Nov. 2000.

Note: Other is comprised of American Indian, Filipino, and Pacific Islander.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (sT-99-1 and s1-99-2). Multiple race and nonresponses were allocated to the known categories.



Table 12
High School Completion Rates of 18 through 24-year-olds Not Currently Enrolled in High School or Below by
State, October 1990-92, 1993-95, and 1996-98

Completion Rate (percent) Completion Rate (percent)
1990-92  1993-95 1996-98 1990-92  1993-95 1996-98
1 Oregon 89.6%  82.6%  75.4% 26 Washington 90.7% 85.7%  87.7%
2 Arizona 81.7 83.8 771 27 lowa 94.6 93.2 88.0
3 Nevada 82.1 81.9 78.2 28 Alaska 86.9 93.2 88.3 >
4 New Mexico 84.1 82.3 78.6 29 Delaware 86.2 93.0 88.5 2
5 Texas 80.0 79.5 80.2 30 West Virginia 83.3 86.8 89.1 o
o
6 California 77-3 78.7 81.2 31 New Hampshire 87.9 86.9 89.2 §
7 Louisiana 83.9 80.1 81.6 32 Indiana 87.8 88.5 89.3
8 Mississippi 85.4 83.9 82.0 33 Ohio 90.0 88.3 89.4
9 Florida 84.1 80.6 83.6 34 South Dakota 89.1 91.3 89.8
10 Alabama 83.9 83.6 84.2 35 Minnesota 92.5 93.1 90.0
11 Arkansas 87.5 88.3 84.5 36 Missouri 88.1 90.4 90.4
12 New York 88.0 87.0 84.7 37 Massachusetts 89.8 92.5 90.6
13 Georgia 85.1 80.3 84.8 38 Utah 93.9 93.4 90.7
14 Kentucky 81.1 82.4 85.2 39 Wisconsin 92.4 93.5 90.8
15 North Carolina 83.0 85.5 85.2 40 Michigan 87.2 88.6 91.0
16 Colorado 88.1 88.4 85.5 41 Montana 91.6 89.6 91.1
17 Idaho 84.7 86.1 85.8 42 Nebraska 92.5 94.1 91.2
18 Virginia 88.6 87.5 85.9 43 Connecticut 89.9 94.7 91.6
19 Oklahoma 84.3 86.7 86.0 44 Kansas 93.2 90.9 91.6
20 Rhode Island 87.9 89.4 86.1 45 Maine 91.9 92.9 91.6
21 |llinois 86.0 86.5 86.6 46 New Jersey 90.8 91.6 91.8
22 Tennessee 76.7 84.5 86.9 47 Hawaii 93.5 92.0 92.3
23 Pennsylvania 90.2 89.4 87.6 48 Vermont 87.0 88.1 93.6
24 South Carolina 85.0 87.8 87.6 49 Maryland 88.6 93.6 94.5
25 Wyoming 92.0 90.8 87.6 50 North Dakota 96.3 96.4 94.7
National 85.5 85.8 85.6 California 77-3 78.7 81.2

Source: NCES “Dropout Rates in the United States:1998,” Satistical Analysis Report, November 1999 (NCES 2000022).
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Table 13
SAT Math and Verbal Scores for California Students by Self-Reported Family Income, 2000

SAT 1 Test Takers Percent SAT 1 Verbal SAT 1 Math V+M

Mean Standard Mean Standard Mean
Number Percent Male Female Scores Deviations Scores Deviations Scores

Less than $10,000 7,322 6% 36% 64% 410 108 448 115 858
$10,000 - 20,000 14,100 12 40 60 431 107 464 113 895
$20,000 - 30,000 13,288 11 42 58 457 106 483 112 940
$30,000 - 40,000 13,844 12 42 58 480 106 499 112 979
$40,000 - 50,000 10,245 9 45 55 497 103 513 108 1010
$50,000 - 60,000 10,534 9 46 54 510 103 525 107 1035
$60,000 - 70,000 8,892 8 46 54 512 103 526 107 1038
$70,000 - 80,000 8,492 7 47 53 520 102 534 106 1054
$80,000 - 90,000 11,324 10 47 53 533 102 548 107 1081
More than $100,000 19,136 16 49 51 557 103 576 106 1133
No Response 38,068  -- - -- - = - -

Source: College Board (http:/fwww.collegeboard.org/sat/cbseniorfrz000/cafcabk4oo.html).

Table 14
Test Takers Who Took the Preliminary SAT/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test (PSAT/NMsQT)

SAT 1 Test Takers Percent SAT 1 Verbal SAT 1 Math
Mean Standard Mean Standard

Number Percent  Male Female Scores Deviations Scores Deviations

PSAT as a junior 51,760 38% 45% 55% 502 109 522 111 1024
PSAT as a sophomore or junior 53,866 40 41 59 527 112 549 114 1076
No PSAT 28,915 21 48 52 444 106 465 109 909

Source: College Board (http:/fwww.collegeboard.org/sat/cbseniorfrzooo/ca/cabk4oo.html).



Table 15
California’s Twelfth Grade Participation in Advanced Placement
(AP) by Race/Ethnicity, 1986-1998

A-F Course Completion Rates of California Public High School

Number of Test Takers Table 17
Total Fall Undergraduate Enrollment by Segment, 1990-
1986 1990 1996 1997 1998 E RIS BRI
Asian 3,150 6,475 9,794 10,353 11,045 All Students
Black 356 567 924 1,055 1,041 Segment 1990 1993 1996 1999
Latino 1,206 3,399 6,399 7,153 7,916 Total 1,799,364 1,567,468 1,676,937 1,753,092 46,272 -2.6
Other 2,218 1,919 3,791 3,951 4,622 ccc 1,284,991 1,097,478 1,152,500 1,179,747  -105,244 -8.2
White 8,979 11173 13,929 14,296 15,254 csu 294,083 262,492 272,642 284,592 9491 -3.2
Total 15,909 23,533 34,837 36,808 39,878 ICU 96,019 85,227 125,747 152,205 56,186 58.5
uc 124,271 122,271 126,048 136,548 12,277 9.9
Percent of Each Group’s Graduates
Full-time Students
Asian 13.2%  19.7% 26.2% 26.2% 25.9%
Total 698,911 672,052 731,644  776.142 77,231 111
Black 2.0 3.2 4.8 5.1 4.9
ccc 298,915 295,623 303,639 301,414 2,499 0.8
Latino 2.8 6.2 8.1 8.7 9.0
Csu 209,936 192,229 205,477 218,256 8,320 4.0
White 6.4 8.7 11.5 11.5 11.9
ICU 75,68 70,587 104,888 128,627 53,059 70.2
Total 7.0 10.0 13.4 13.7 14.1
uc 114,492 113,593 117,640 127,845 13,353 117
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 2000, based on L . L
Collge Board Data. Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 2000.
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Graduates by Race/Ethnicity, 1990-99

Academic
Year

Number of A-F Course Completers

Number of High School Graduates

Asian

Black

1990 13,080 4,435
1993 15,591 5,056
1996 16,248 5,429
1999 19,824 5,799
1990 26,167 17,488
1993 29,305 18,219
1996 29,039 19,436
1999 34,483 22,065

Percentage of A-F Course Completers Within Race/Ethnicity Groups

1990
1993
1996
1999

50.0%
53.2
56.0
57-5

25.4%

27.8
27.9
26.3

Source: cpec Online Data.

10,730
14,634
17,529

21,103

55,219
71,466
78,619

95,438

19.4% 19.5%

20.5
22.3

221

Native
Latino American

369
482
549
593

1,890
2,138
2,290

2,665

22.5
24.0

22.3

White

42,770
43,473
48,120

54,563

129,058
120,853
121,292

134,229

33.1%
36.0
39.7
40.6

Total A-F

Completers

74,135
82,419
91,698
106,441

236,562
249,320
259,071

299,221

31.3%
331
35-4
35.6
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Table 18
Participation in Postsecondary Education by Race/Ethnicity Within Family Income for
California 18- to 24-year-olds, 1994-98 Aggregate

Percentage within income group

Low Middle High
Total Income Income Income

All Races/Ethnic Groups

Participated in postsecondary education 60 41 57 75
Completed or participated in BA/BS program 27 13 21 42
Hispanic

Participated in postsecondary education 42 33 43 60
Completed or participated in BA/BS program 15 9 15 27

White (non-Hispanic)

Participated in postsecondary education 70 49 65 77
Completed or participated in BA/BS program 33 15 22 42
Black (non-Hispanic)

Participated in postsecondary education 51 38 64 63
Completed or participated in BA/BS program 16 10 11 33
Asian/Other (non-Hispanic)

Participated in postsecondary education 82 73 78 89
Completed or participated in BA/BS program 50 40 41 62

Source: Authors’ calculations of cps data, U.S. Department of Commerce.

Note: Low-income calculation is based on the family-income distribution of the entire state of California, not
just the income of families within 18- to 24-year-olds dependents; data for 1994-98 were combined to allow for
statistical analysis.



Table 19

Percentage Distribution of 1989-90 Beginning Postsecondary Students According to
Completion/Enrollment Status as of Spring 1994 by Level of First Institution Attended,
Income, Race/Ethnicity, Enrollment Status, and Financial Aid

No Degree Completed or No Degree
Completed Enrolled  Still Enrolled Not Enrolled

Total

Dependency
Dependent 40.7% 22.5% 63.2% 36.8%
Independent 29.1 14.2 43.3 56.7

Institution Type

uc 72.0 3.9 75.9 241 g
Ccsu 30.8 49.6 80.4 19.6 %i
Cccc 31.3 20.6 52.0 48.0 g
ICU 74.3 8.3 82.6 17.4
PROP 74.8 0.0 74.8 25.2
Income (Dependent)
Low 38.7 19.5 58.1 41.9
Middle 32.5 25.4 57.9 42.1
High 54.1 24.9 78.9 21.1
Race/Ethnicity
White/Asian 35.4 19.7 55.0 45.0
Hispanic/Native American/Black 40.0 20.9 60.9 39.1

Race/Ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic 34.8 18.7 53.5 46.6
Black, non-Hispanic 21.7 12.2 33.9 66.1
Hispanic 47.5 20.2 67.7 32.2
Asian/Pacific Islander 37.5 23.4 60.9 39.2
American Indian/Alaskan Native 23.2 76.8 100.0 0.0

Intensity of Enrollment in Academic Year 1989-90
Full time 62.0 14.3 76.3 23.7
Part time 28.5 22.5 51.0 49.0

Source: Authors’ calculations from Beginning Postsecondary Students Study, NCES. (BPS:89/94)



Appendices

Table 20 Table 21
Degree Production Ratio of California Postsecondary Institutions California Enrollment-Weighted Undergraduate
by Institution Type, 1990 and 1999 Tuition and Fees, Non-Tuition Expenses, and Total

Price of Attendance by Institutional Type and Year,
1990-91 and 1998-99

uc enrolled 114,492 127,8
s 7545 Constant Dollars (1999)

Segment 1990 1999

degrees 26,261 31,166 o 1090-91  1998-99

degree ratio 23% 24% m $2,267 $4137

CSu enrolled 209,936 218,256 csu = —

degrees 48,105 54,814 ccc 158 389

degree ratio 23% 25% Icu 13,246 16,592

ccc enrolled 298,915 301,414 PROP 8,570 11,291
degrees 38,548 64,046 Room & Board

degree ratio 13% 21% uc 6,524 7,303

ICU enrolled 75,568 128,627 csu 5,087 5,157

degrees 25,662 40,908 ec 2,076 2,456

degree ratio 34% 32% Icu 5:908 6,373

PROP 4,625 4,519

Source: cPec data 2000.

Note: Calculation is made by dividing full-time fall enrollment by the number Price of Attendance

of undergraduate degrees produced during that same year. Degrees include uc 8,791 11,440
all undergraduate degrees, including associates, certificates, and bachelors. ’ >
CCC figures are low due to a number of factors that may include high student CcSu 6,333 7,111
transfer rates to four-year institutions.
Cccc 2,234 2,845
ICU 19,154 22,966
PROP 13,195 15,810

Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System.
Note: Weighted by full-time, full-year students.



Table 22
Percent of California Undergraduate Students Receiving Grants, Loans, and Total Aid with Average Amounts for Aided Students by
Sector and Student Characteristics, 1995-96

TOTAL AID TOTAL GRANT TOTAL LOAN
Percent of Percent of Percent of
students Average students Average students Average
receiving aid amount receiving grants amount receiving loans amount
Total Students 34% $4,817 29% $2,808 14% $4,827
Institution Type
uc 60 8,120 47 5,180 44 5,028
Ccsu 51 5,187 42 2,833 30 4,525
Cccc 22 1,701 20 1,172 2 3,234
ICU 65 11,630 55 7,834 45 6,228
PROP 69 4,820 52 2,043 44 4,211
Gender -
Male 33 4,948 27 2,745 15 4,843 s
Female 35 4,721 31 2,853 14 4,814 g
Race/Ethnicity of Student o
White, non-Hispanic 30 4,987 24 2,632 14 5,188 <
Black, non-Hispanic 37 4,218 33 2,226 12 4,509
Hispanic 38 4,139 35 2,499 14 4,398
Asian/Pacific Islander 38 5,705 34 3,928 16 4,497
American Indian/Alaskan Native 42 - 22 - 11 -
Other 54 5,610 49 2,885 27 =
Attendance Pattern 1995-96
Full time, full year 56 7,381 47 4,497 34 5,163
Part time, part year 26 2,612 22 1,389 7 4,165
Dependency Status
Dependent students 35 5,982 29 4,103 17 4,628
Independent students 34 3,862 29 1,803 12 5,051
Dependent Students by Income Level
Low 51 5,922 49 4,188 22 4,045
Mid 35 6,234 25 4,003 20 4,812
High 18 5,815 10 3,828 10 5,712
Independent Students by Income Level
Low 56 4,311 52 2,179 21 4,809
Mid 27 3,551 23 1,245 10 5,336
High 19 3,063 14 1,383 5 5,416

Source: Author’s calculations of National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 96, National Center for Education Statistics.
Dashes denote insufficient sample size. Income is calendar year 1994.



Appendices

Table 23
Percent of California Full-Time, Full-Year Undergraduate Students Receiving Grants, Loans, and Total Aid with Average Amounts for
Aided Students by Sector and Student Characteristics, 1995-96

TOTAL AID TOTAL GRANT TOTAL LOAN
Percent of Percent of Percent of
students Average students Average students Average
receiving aid amount  receiving grants  amount receiving loans amount
Total Students 56% $7,381 47% S4,497 34% $5,163
Institution Type
uc 64 8,342 51 5,345 45 5,205
csu 62 5,529 53 3,072 34 4,813
Cccc 29 3,234 27 2,236 8 2,452
IcU 72 13,988 64 9,377 53 6,514
PROP 82 5,694 63 2,343 59 4,548
Gender
Male 51 75593 42 4,333 33 5,250
Female 60 7,220 51 4,616 35 5,089
Race/Ethnicity of Student
White, non-Hispanic 50 7,294 40 4,142 31 5,672
Black, non-Hispanic 65 7,295 56 3,914 38 4,680
Hispanic 58 7,326 52 4,396 36 4,789
Asian/Pacific Islander 61 7,639 52 5,545 33 4,516
Other 68 - 63 - 46 -
Dependency Status
Dependent students 50 7,712 41 5,373 30 4,884
Independent students 69 6,798 60 3,040 42 5,647
Dependent Students by Income Level
Low 76 7,961 74 5,527 42 4,199
Mid 52 8,469 40 5,580 36 5,253
High 28 6,276 15 4,388 17 5,857
Independent Students by Income Level
Low 82 6,644 79 3,114 47 5,294
Mid 60 7,373 50 2,565 45 6,160
High 46 6,739 23 - 29 6,297

Source: Author’s calculations of National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 96, National Center for Education Statistics.
Dashes denote insufficient sample size. Income is calendar year 1994.



Table 24a
Percentage of California Full-Time, Full-Year Undergraduate Students Receiving Federal Aid According to Type of Federal Aid by
Institutional and Student Characteristics, 1995-96

FEDERAL AID FEDERAL GRANT FEDERAL PELL GRANTS
Percent of Percent of Percent of
students Average students Average students Average
receiving aid amount receiving grants amount receiving loans amount
Total Students 46% $5,256 32% $2,051 31% $1,861
Institution Type
uc 53 5,824 33 1,910 33 1,805 67
csu 52 4,658 39 1,954 39 1,863
Cccc 22 3,047 20 2,228 20 2,000
IcU 57 7,324 24 2,479 23 1,710 z
PROP 70 5,122 60 2,003 60 1,907 b
Gender %
Male 42 5,537 30 2,010 30 1,848 -
Female 50 5,045 33 2,084 33 1,871
Race/Ethnicity of Student
White, non-Hispanic 39 5,688 22 1,942 22 1,750
Black, non-Hispanic 53 5,477 42 2,181 42 1,973
Hispanic 51 4,955 38 2,034 38 1,829
Asian/Pacific Islander 53 4,625 41 2,166 41 2,002
Other 62 - 55 = 55 -
Dependency Status
Dependent students 42 4,954 25 2,080 25 1,880
Independent students 58 5,781 47 2,013 47 1,836
Dependent Students by Income Level
Low 71 4,649 65 2,177 65 1,964
Mid 40 5,085 10 1,169 10 1,097
High 17 5,857 (o) - (o) -
Independent Students by Income Level
Low 70 5,576 66 2,067 66 1,884
Mid 55 6,248 38 1,946 38 1,821
High 30 6,132 7 = 7 =

Source: Author’s calculations of National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 96, National Center for Education Statistics.
Dashes denote insufficient sample size. Income is calendar year 1994.
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Table 24b
Percentage of California Full-Time, Full-Year Undergraduates Receiving Federal Aid According to Type of Federal Aid by Institutional
Sector and Student Characteristics, 1995-96

FEDERAL WORK STUDY FEDERAL LOANS FEDERAL PLUS LOANS
Percent of Percent of Percent of
students Average students Average students Average
receiving aid amount receiving grants amount receiving loans amount
Total Students 6% $1,524 32% $4,541 4% $6,051
Institution Type
uc 9 1,442 45 4,372 7 5,541
Ccsu 3 2,086 33 4,636 1 6,333
CCC 3 1,452 8 2,452 (o} (o}
ICU 19 1,414 52 5,247 8 7,933
PROP 1 2,489 45 4,308 10 4,352
Gender
Male 5 1,638 31 4,699 3 5,856
Female 7 1,461 34 4,412 4 6,214
Race/Ethnicity of Student
White, non-Hispanic 5 1,405 30 4,901 4 7,042
Black, non-Hispanic 14 - 37 4,185 4 -
Hispanic 6 1,556 35 4,453 3 =
Asian/Pacific Islander 8 1,596 32 3,799 4 5,251
Other 3 = 46 = 2 =
Dependency Status
Dependent students 6 1,419 30 3,837 5 6,051
Independent students 6 - 39 5,818 o} -
Dependent Students by Income Level
Low 10 1,547 41 3,865 4 3,518
Mid 8 1,264 36 3,774 8 5,830
High 2 = 16 3,859 4 8,245
Independent Students by Income Level
Low 9 = 43 5,481 (o] =
Mid 3 = 41 6,444 o =
High o - 29 6,220 o -

Source: Author’s calculations of National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 96, National Center for Education Statistics.
Dashes denote insufficient sample size. Income is calendar year 1994.



Table 25

Percentage of California Full-Time, Full-Year Undergraduates
Receiving State Grants According to Type of Aid by Institutional and
Student Characteristics, 1995-96

STATE GRANTS

Percent of
students Average

receiving grants amount

Total Students 12% $3,181
Institution Type
uc 23 4,005
Ccsu 13 1,784
CccC 4 1,075 >
IcU 14 5,244 S
PROP 1 o g_
Gender é
Male 7 3,396 ’
Female 16 3,090
Race/Ethnicity of Student
White, non-Hispanic 7 3,302
Black, non-Hispanic 15 -
Hispanic 13 3,054
Asian/Pacific Islander 21 3,411
Other 9 -
Dependency Status
Dependent students 14 3,387
Independent students 7 2,118
Dependent Students by Income Level
Low 29 3,326
Mid 15 3,553
High 1 -
Independent Students by Income Level
Low 8 -
Mid 9 -
High 1 -

Source: Author’s calculations of National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 96,
National Center for Education Statistics.

Dashes denote insufficient sample size. Income is calendar year 1994.
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Table 26

Percentage of California Full-Time, Full-Year Undergraduates Receiving Institutional Aid According to Type of Aid by Institutional and

Student Characteristics, 1995-96

INSTITUTIONAL AID

Percent of
students Average
receiving aid amount
Total Students 34% $2,950
Institution Type
uc 35 3,135
csu 35 1,538
Cccc 23 516
ICU 57 7,131
PROP 22 2,241
Gender
Male 32 2,911
Female 36 2,982
Race/Ethnicity of Student
White, non-Hispanic 30 3,187
Black, non-Hispanic 48 2,195
Hispanic 37 2,701
Asian/Pacific Islander 33 3,336
Other 57 -
Dependency Status
Dependent students 30 3,728
Independent students 44 1,652
Dependent Students by Income Level
Low 53 2,941
Mid 27 5,300
High 13 4,515
Independent Students by Income Level
Low 57 1,761
Mid 40 1,167
High 16 -

Source: Author’s calculations of National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 96, National Center for Education Statistics.

Dashes denote insufficient sample size. Income is calendar year 1994.

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS

Percent of
students

receiving grants

32%

32
35
21
56
14

29
34

28
46
34

57

28
40

49
27
11

52
35
14

Average
amount

$2,918

3,124
1,516
540
6,847
1,159

2,855
2,967

3,138
2,107
2,756
3,284

3,729
1,529

3,031
5,016
4,526

1,653
958

INSTITUTIONAL LOANS

Percent of
students
receiving aid

3%

-

w o o

o W N N W

n

10

Average
amount

$1,923

2,914
1,432
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Table 27

Average Tuition and Fees, Student Budget, Financial Aid, and Net Price for Aided California Full-Time, Full-Year Undergraduates by Institution Type, Dependency Status, and Income, 1995-96

Adiusted Tuition Price Net Price Out-of-
Gross & of (Price - Pocket
Income fees Attendance Grants Grants) Expenses
Total Students $46,049 $4,134 $11,581 $4,122 $2,111 $1,525 $218 S117 S152 $9,470 $7,456
Institution Type
uc 54,978 4,237 13,101 5,337 2,713 1,985 380 200 59 10,387 7:764
CcSu 41,465 2,211 9,834 3,405 1,616 1,539 83 61 106 8,218 6,429
ccc 44,735 432 6,799 950 597 194 o 49 110 6,202 5,849
ICU 62,902 14,787 22,872 10,005 5,962 2,843 625 323 252 16,911 12,868
PROP 16,669 6,179 12,143 4,690 1,469 2,285 417 26 493 10,684 7,423
Gender
Male 45,963 3,739 11,024 3,870 1,814 1,516 203 100 237 9,209 7,150
Female 46,125 4,488 12,080 4,347 2,377 1,533 230 131 76 9,703 7,731
Race/Ethnicity of Student
White, non-Hispanic 57,746 4,319 11,970 3,671 1,667 1,524 261 83 135 10,303 8,299
Black, non-Hispanic 34,305 2,807 10,202 4,753 2,197 1,594 203 242 518 8,006 5,437
Hispanic 32,567 3,356 10,267 4,275 2,283 1,589 135 111 156 7,984 5,989
Asian/Pacific Islander 36,872 4,969 12,462 4,624 2,883 1,282 219 161 79 9,573 7,830
American Indian/Alaska - - - - - - - - - - -
Other 37,056 3,579 11,004 5,270 2,433 2,468 170 146 53 8,571 5,734
Dependency Status
Dependent students 57,325 4,454 11,822 3,885 2,226 1,171 307 115 66 9,596 7,938
Independent students 18,758 3,357 10,996 4,697 1,833 2,383 o 120 361 9,162 6,288
Dependent Students by Income Level
Low 16,661 3,970 11,125 6,019 4,064 1,611 137 190 17 7,062 5,107
Mid 45,544 4,751 12,184 4,424 2,222 1,447 470 109 176 9,962 7,760
High 99,150 4,693 12,203 1,736 654 629 357 55 41 11,549 10,468
Independent Students by Income Level
Low 4,771 3,349 10,925 5,447 2,469 2,474 o 187 316 8,450 5,454
Mid 19,157 3,196 10,826 4,413 1,293 2,746 o 55 320 9,533 6,413
High 53,214 3,536 11,337 3,108 779 1,796 o] 18 514 10,558 8,229

Source: Author’s calculations of National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 96, National Center for Education Statistics .
Dashes denote insufficient sample size . Income is calendar year 1994.
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Appendix B

Introduction

Most analysis of the fairness of higher education finance is defined by the
price the student pays to attend college. The net price is usually defined
as the total paid to attend college after student aid is awarded. In an
equitable world, families with lower income will pay less to attend college
than would a family with more income. The next obvious question is once
a student enrolls in college, how much additional money is spent on his or
her education beyond what they paid to enroll? Measuring the level of
expenditure beyond tuition that is made on behalf of college students
provides an alternative view of the student finance issue. Do low-income
students attend institutions that spend less on education than is spent by
institutions attended by higher-income students? It may be that lower-
income students pay less to attend college than higher-income students
because of student aid, but attend institutions that have more limited

funding. If this is the case, than the promise of access is somewhat hollow.

Definition of Subsidy

Subsidy represents the difference between the price the student pays and
the cost of providing the education. In most colleges, tuition only covers
part of the instructional costs. The subsidy may be provided largely by
state or local dollars in the case of public colleges or by private gifts and
endowment in the case of private colleges.

In addition to institutional subsidy, many students receive financial aid,
which counts as a student subsidy. Grant aid is a clear subsidy to the
student, but loan aid poses a more complicated problem. The rule of
thumb is that a student would have to pay one-third more in interest and
fees to borrow a regular loan instead of a subsidized guaranteed loan, so
one-third of the face value of subsidized loans is counted as a subsidy.
Obviously, the actual subsidy changes with interest rates and changes in
legislation. Indeed, the longer student borrowers stay in school, the
greater the subsidy they receive. No subsidy value is assigned to
unsubsidized loans or College Work-Study.

This rough calculation of subsidy provides a measure of how much is
spent on a student’s behalf when they attend a postsecondary institution.
The total subsidy provides an index that can be used to compare groups of
institutions or students with different characteristics. It also provides
information on what share of the subsidy came from financial aid and how
much was provided by the institution. Subsidy is not correlated with the
price a student paid to attend the institution. A student could pay a low
tuition and receive a high subsidy or a high tuition and receive very little
subsidy.

Data and Methods

Two data sets were used to make these calculations. The first is the
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Survey (IPEDS), which is
collected annually by the National Center for Education Statistics. These
data provide detailed information on all institutions of postsecondary
education. The second is the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study
(NPSAS), which is a national sample of students in postsecondary
education that provides information on how students finance their
education. NPSAS also includes information on the family income of each
student. The most recent NPSAS data available was collected in 1995-96.
This is the base year for the analysis.

The IPEDS defines education and general expenditures (E&G). E&G
expenditures represent everything a college spends on achieving its
educational mission. It excludes spending for bookstores, dormitories,
and other activities and functions that are not related to the educational
mission of the institution. E&G expenditures are divided into different
functions such as administration, instruction, student support, research,
and student aid. The subsidy is determined by first excluding student aid
expenditures, because student aid is going to be added using the NPSAS
data. An adjustment is made for the share of graduate students enrolled in
the institution, because institutions spend more on graduate students
than on undergraduates. Next, tuition revenue is subtracted from the E&G
expenditures. The resulting amount represents the amount spent on



education above and beyond the tuition collected. This amount is
expressed on a per full-time equivalent (FTE) student basis. If a student
attended part time, the subsidy amount is reduced accordingly.

Table 1. Total Subsidy by Institutional Type and Student Dependency in
California, 1995-96

73

The next step is to identify the amount of financial aid students received. INSTITUTIONAL TYPE DEPENDENT " INDERENDENT

The NPSAS data provides a detailed report of loans and grants Public research university $18,282 $19,266 _D>
undergraduates received from all sources. If a student did not receive any Public comprehensive 6,503 6,759 2
financial aid, the institutional subsidy represents the total subsidy Public community college 5,819 6,047 ;
available to that student. If a student received $5,000 in grants and Private four-year 9,518 3,637 o
$3,000 in loans they would be credited with a subsidy of $6,000 (all of the Proprietary 1,631 1,578 e

grant and one-third of the loan) in addition to the institutional subsidy.
Only institutions attended by students in the NPSAS sample are included
in the analysis.

Source: IPEDS and NPSAS:96

Adding the institutional subsidy to the student subsidy provides an Looking at dependent students only, it is clear that California students
estimate of the total subsidy available to students. In the case of attending the UC system have more spent on them than is the case
proprietary schools and some non-profit schools, there is no institutional nationally. Also, the subsidy available to students in private colleges is
subsidy. If there was a negative institutional subsidy, which happens at higher than is the case nationally. Only small differences exist in the
some private colleges, it was reported as zero. If a student attends part remaining comparisons.
time, the institutional subsidy is reduced accordingly.

Table 2. California Compared with the Nation, Dependent Students,
Results 1995-96
Table 1 shows the total subsidy available to dependent and independent

students attending California institutions. The results show that INSTITUTIONAL TYPE CALIFORNIA NATIONAL
unde.rgraduates attend|r.|g institutions in the UC system .rec.e|ve the largest Public research university $18,282 $11,421
subsidy. In good part, this represents the UC research mission. The - -
o . Public comprehensive 6,503 6,599
assumption is that the funded research enriches the undergraduate - -
" i > Public community college 5,819 5,210
education on the campus, so to leave it out would underestimate the -
. Private four-year 9,518 7,945
educational resources on the campus. On average, about $700 separates -
Proprietary 1,631 1,485

the average subsidy available to undergraduates attending institutions in
the CSU system and the community colleges in the state. The difference in
subsidy between dependent and independent undergraduates in the
private four-year colleges represents the fact that a large share of the
independent students attend private colleges part time and dependent
students are more likely to attend full time.

Source: IPEDS and NPSAS:96
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The next table shows the component parts of the subsidy in California by
dependent student income. In this table undergraduates are divided into
thirds based on family income. Low income goes from $o to $31,640;
middle income ends at $60,328 and any student with income higher than
that is in the upper third. The results suggest that institutional subsidies
do not vary much by income in California and most of the difference is due
to student aid. Subsidies provided by student aid are more sensitive to
income than is institutional subsidy. The good news is that on average,
low-income students are not being shunted into schools that provide
minimal subsidies.

Table 3. Total, Institutional, and Student Subsidy by Dependent Student
Income for California

Dependent Total Institutional Student
Student Subsidy Only Aid
Low $9,219 $6,501  $2,629
Middle 8,457 6,922 1,535
High 7,479 6,865 614

Source: IPEDS and NPSAS:96

Summary and Implications

These results provide good news. First, low-income students in California
receive a larger educational subsidy than higher-income students. Low-
income students received a larger subsidy through student aid than did
higher-income students. Second, the average institutional subsidy does
not vary much between the income groups. Lower-income students
received a slightly lower institutional subsidy than higher-income
students, but the difference was modest. By this definition, the current
postsecondary financing system in California achieves a modest level of
equity.



End Notes

1 See the Web site of the joint
legislative committee leading the
Master Plan review, at http://
www.sen.ca.gov/masterplan/. The
committee has been charged with
developing “a new education
master plan for California’s next
generation of students that will
build on our state’s existing Master
Plan for Higher Education,
expanding that framework to
include K-12 education and the
many interfaces between K-12 and
postsecondary education.”

2 Donald E. Heller, “The Effects of
Tuition Prices and Financial Aid on
Enrollment in Higher Education,”
EDFuUND, 2001.

3 For specific recommendations on
the types of data collection and
analysis that are currently lacking,
see Lawrence E. Gladieux and
Samuel M. Kipp Ill, Keeping the
Promise: What California Needs to
Know and Do To Expand Higher
Education Opportunity for All Its
Citizens, a paper prepared for the
James Irvine Foundation,
December 2000.

4 This analysis is not directly
comparable to Table 2 due to
differences in definitions, as well
as differences in time periods.
Table 3 does not take into account
the prosperous years of 1998 and
1999, and data were not available
to update the analysis.

5 This analysis is borrowed from
California’s Rising Income
Inequality: Causes and Concerns,
by Deborah Reed of the Public
Policy Institute of California.

6 At the time of publication, this
was the latest available data from
the National Center of Educational
Statistics regarding E&G
calculations.

7 California Postsecondary
Education Commission (CPEC),
Providing for Progress: California
Higher Education Enrollment
Demand and Resources into the
21st Century, Feb. 2000, p. 2.

8 Carnevale, Anthony P. and
Richard A. Fry, Crossing the Great
Divide: Can We Achieve Equity
When Generation Y Goes to
College? Educational Testing
Service, 2000.

9 High school completion rates
represent the proportion of 18-
through 24-year-olds who have
completed a high school diploma
or an equivalent credential,
including a General Educational
Development (GED) credential.

10 Based on event dropout rate
calculation by National Center for
Education Statistics, Dropout
Rates in the United States (1999).
Table 1, p. 4.

11 National Center for Education
Statistics, Dropout Rates in the

United States (1999). Table 1, p. 4.

12 See Gladieux and Swail.
“Financial Aid is Not Enough:
Improving the Odds of College
Success,” in Jacqueline King,
Financing a College Education:
How It Works, How It’s Changing.
(1999), and Clifford Adelman,
Answers in the Toolbox, U.S.
Department of Education, 1999.

13 Center for the Future of
Teaching and Learning. Status of
the Teaching Profession. Santa
Cruz, CA: 2000 Author.

14 While proprietary schools are an
important focus area for federal
and state policy, data are
inconsistent in terms of availability

and accuracy. Therefore, we have
restricted our analysis to those
sectors where the data were
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comparable and accessible. Aid
data on proprietary schools and
students are provided later in this
publication.

15 |n analyzing California data from
the National Postsecondary
Student Aid Study (NPSAS), we
used national income definitions,
where low-income was defined as
the lowest 33 percent of the survey
sample. Using these income
breaks for analyzing the California
portion, we found that 39 percent
of California’s college students fit
under this national guideline of
low-income. Thus, California
students are poorer, on average,
than students in the rest of the
nation.
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16 The BPS database is not
rigorous enough to allow
breakdown of these categories by
institution type within the state of
California.

17 We used California
Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC) enrollment
and degree-completion data for
this analysis. Simply put, this
indicator is derived by dividing the
number of undergraduate degrees
awarded by an institution in a
particular year by the number of
full-time undergraduate students
enrolled in that same year.
Unfortunately, this type of analysis
does not come close to the
accuracy of longitudinal, cohort-
based analysis, and therefore
should only be used as a rough
indicator of degree productivity.
Other important factors, including
transfer between schools and
sectors, affect the rating,
sometimes positively, sometimes
not. The negative impact of such
factors is especially apparent for
community college students.

18 The unadijusted national
enrollment-weighted four-year
public tuition and fee charge was
$3,247 in 1998-99, according to
the College Board. All national
comparisons of tuition and fee or
room and board charges were
taken from Trends in College
Pricing 2000 and based on the
College Board’s Annual Survey of
Colleges. (www.collegeboard.org).

19 See Appendix B of this report on
“Subsidy Available to Undergradu-
ates in California,” prepared by
John B. Lee.

20 price of attendance is also
commonly referred to as “cost of
attendance” or “student budget.”
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