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fruitful debate becomes impossible. If the grants system is valnerable:
it must be criticized on the same grounds on which it is defended, or
else the grounds themselyes must be challenged. After all, the fact
that the recipients of grants are being subsidized for an activity which
is likely to increase their lifetime income is no more an argument
against student grants than the fact that business firms profitfrom the
installation of capital equipment s an argument against tax incentives
to promote investment. We subsidize what we like to subsidize. The
only question is: are we subsidizing effectively?

No doubt, there is much humbug in the popular appeal to equality
of educational opportunity. Itis not clear why it should be considered
more egalitarian to provide *free” higher education to all those who
are clever enough to bencfit from it, rather than to all those who want
it and are willing to incur a debt to undertake it (Merrett, 1967, p.
297). However, since the grants system is defonded as favouring able
but poor students, it must be judged in these terms. The standard.
\rguments are simply irrelevant. For example, it
may be true e benefits of widespread higher education spill
over to the whole community and that therefore public su\:sgdles are
required to avoid social underinvestment in higher education. But
interest-free loans or fees below costs constitute just as much of a
subsidy as student grants. Unless we know the ‘magnitude of the
spill-overs, theconcept of externalities is of no helpin choosingbetyieen

loans and grants.
Does the present system of granf
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only when the mattr s seen in a historical and compartse neroat
> atter is al and comparative perspec-
tive that real doubts begin to creep in. In recent years, we have heard
repeatedly of the Robbins statistic that 25 per cent of students in
British universities (and 34 per cent in further education) come from
manual working-class homes, a figure unmatched anywhere else in
the world except possibly the U.S.S.R. Since we subsidize students
more generously than any other Western country, it follows that the

grants system must be responsible for the relatively high proportion.of
working-class students in British univers

cs.
However, the proportion of onein four has not changed significantly
since 1938, although at that time we extended rather niggardly grants
1o only about half of all university students. As the Robbins Report put
it: “There was little change between 1928-47 and 1961 in the propor-
tions of students coming from working-class backgrounds, in spite of
the fact that the number of students at university had more than
riod’ (Robbins Report, 1963, app. 2(B), p. 4).
Maintenance grants on a significant scale were first introduced in

doubled during this

Britain in 1948, although grants as such were not unknown in the
1920s and 1930s. T principle of awarding a grant as of right to every
student accepted for a first degree course (or its equivalent) was first
Jaid down in the Anderson Report of 1960. Between 1960 and 1967, the
jumber of students receiving awards from public funds atinstitutions
of higher education more than doubled, while the costs of making
these awards more than trebled.

From all impressions, data for the years 1938 to 1960, if &l\eyviwre[
available, would show a similar discrepancy between the gm:lm h o
numbers and total expenditure on awards — that 15,. morc anm;g(i)‘xc
students received awards and the lcv:.l olj the a\va.u‘h f:)seescmr (‘z:
Nevertheless, working-class participation in the uvluvcrsleymss) el
have nio data on trends in further education Ovifl\‘?:zamhorimive

Jlittle change between the 1930s and the 1960s. Aftel
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review of all the available evidence, Westergaard and Little (1967, p.
224) concurred with the Robbins Report:

‘There are certainly no indications of any narrowing of class differentials in
access to universities over the generations. In terms of the broad categories
distinguished here, the social class composition of the student body in the
universities has remained roughly the same during the past three to five
decades — this despite expansion, despite maintenance grants for students
and the changes which have occurred in secondary-school provision,

It follows fromall this that an international comparison of working-
class participation in universities in the 1930s would show Britain in
thelead then as now.* Why this should have been truc evenin the 1930s
is not clear, but it is difficult to believe that grants as they were then
administered had much to do with it. It is conceivable, of course, that
the 6000 or so scholarships that were awarded in 1938 by the State
and by local authorities were so carefully means-tested that they did
encourage working-class boys and girls to go to university. But it is
clear that since 1938 the extension of grants to additional students,
and the increases in the absolute amount of grants awarded has done
little to increase the relative chances for working-class students of

reaching higher education.

Unwilling to rest the entire case for grants on grounds of equality,
defenders of the grants system sometimes fall back on what are actually
élitist arguments. Since British students do not have to seek part-time
semployment to supplement their incomes, Britain can produce a
high-quality graduate in only three years with a wastage rate well
below that of any other advanced country. In short, the cost of the
grants system is really much less than appears at first glance: without
it, the course would last for four to six years as on the Continent, and
wastage would be two to three times what it is.

Wastage rates for students in higher education holding full value

5. This statement s based on casual evidence: no attempt has ever been made,
either for 19305 or for the 1960s, to carefully verify the popular impression that
Bitain enrols a larger proportion of working-class students in higher education
than other countrics. Tnternational comparisons of this kind are full o traps for
the unwary and the results are sometimes surprising. For example, Pryor (1968, p.
479-80) has adjusted the percentage of studentsin higher education with parents
manual and farming occupations in the U.S.A. and the US.S.R. for the propors
tians of such gtoups inthe total population; he found that, measured i this way,
there yiere nosignificant differences inthe class composition of students in highey
education in the two countrics.
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awiards in England and Wales in the academio year 1964-5 averaged.
24 por cents 18 per cent for universities and 31 per cent for further
e o These are undoubtedly among the lowest vastage rates
Sound anywhere in the world, But can we atiibute this superiority to
the grants system?

§ B ety education in Brtain s a privilege: half of those with two
ot e Arlevels are turned away. To be sure, 80 percent ofthose not
O mitted niow enrol in some kind of full-time or part-time further or
higher education, but wastage rates in further education are 31 per
cont, which is uncomfortably close to American wastage rates where
o eats are largely self-financed. On the Continent and in the Uniled
States, university or equivalent-level higher cducation is2 right rather
than a privilege and everyone with a bacealauréat or & high-school
diploma s entitled to @ university place. Once university education is
made a right, a positive wastage rate, however deplorable in itself,
Tanstitutes a price that must be paid to achieve the objective of an
open-door policy.

Considering that Britain rations higher cducation to 2 unusually
small proportion of the relevant age group, it il behoves British com-
mentators to look complacently at the higher wastage rates of foreign
systems of higher education. The British educational system screens
students carefully befor or higher education, whereas other
dents out one or two years after entry. Litle

countries weed st

wonder then that wastage Jow in Britain. But comparisons of
wastage rates over enti { higher education between open
and closed systems are c ourious. Since qualified students

in Britain have comy +t least one year of education more than
European or American students (because entry into school is at the
age of five rather than at the age of six or seven), and since the British
dogree course lasts three not four years, 2 fair comparison would
have to consider the last year of the sixth form as well, Tt is imme-
diately obvious that this would wipe out much. of the British advan-
tage in wastage rates. Actually, an open system of higher education
should be judged in terms of its success in giving longer education
to the largest possible absolute number of students, not in terms
of its success in carrying a fixed number to completion. Thus, the
fact demonstrated by Robbins that the cost per completed graduate
js actually lower in Britain than in most other countrics is besid
the point: the more relevant statistic is the annual cost per student.
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purthermore, Robbins showed that wastage rates differ between
(uealtes for no objective reasons that the Committee could discoyer.
Clearly, ritish universities keep wastage rates low because of the
pelif that high enough hurdles have already been created at entry.
o other countries, where the entry hurdles are low, they are much
sicter about allowing students to go on. That i all, or almost all,
here s to comparative wastage rates,
1t may be conceded that a loans scheme would give students an
incentive to work in vacation periods and in some cases totake up part-
ime rather than full-time higher education. Surely this is all to the
good o, at any rate, it is not self-evident that it is bad? Without
fully accepting the Soviet principle of polytechnic part-time education,
it can be argued that vacation work has values of its own in bringing
largely middle-class students into contact with manual workers

Besides, we now give grants to cover a portion of maintenance during

vacation, on the notion that students need the time to study. Everyone

has ignored the findi 1964 H: Committee on University
Teaching Methods which discovered that *for a large proportion of
students {he Tong vacation is, academically speaking, time largely
wasted. .... One hour a day or less of study was claimed by 53 per cent,

miore than one hour but less than three by 31 per c
but less than five by 11 per cent, and m

at, more than three
< than five by 5 per cent’.

The implicit British assumption that short, intensive full-time educa-
tion without any outside employment is best for all students good
enough to be admitted into universitics ought to be considered afresh.

At any rate, if British higher education is maintained at its present
scale or allowed to expand gradually in accordance with the Robbins
targets, there is actually little reason to think that wastage rates would
be significantly higher with a loans scheme than with a geants system,
and they might even t

However, the most appealing feature of a loans scheme is that it
would make the expansion of higher education more likely, because
it would alleviate the burden of student grants on the Exchequer after

a certain number of years. Now, a vastly expanded system of higher
education would probably mean more failures as a proportion of total
intake; this is a price that would probably have to be paid if we are
going to have comprehensive higher education ona ‘much larger scale

than now exists. After all, if the argument is that wastage rates should

be reduced regardless of the scale of higher education, the most effec-
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contInterest over his working life). At one extreme, this would repres
sent a tax of about 3 per cent of a graduate’s starting salary. At the

would represent a tax of about 25 per cent of his
starting salary although, of course, a somewhat smaller proportion

dva

other extreme

later on in life, in effect removing on average about one-third of the
salary differential that British graduates now enjoy over those who
eave school at cighteen. If universities expanded in line with the
Robbins targets ar

aduate tax went into operation in 1970~
civing a full grant of £370 without a means test
ming lia new tax on graduation ~ the revenues raised

ry once again between two extremes: if graduates

were only taxed (0 recoup maintenance grants and no.interest
were charged 1 would only become self-fnancing by 1996
(it interest a1 4 e cent,implying &t of £60 pe vt the sysem
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repayment of both maintenance and tuition costs compounded at 8
percent over forty years (£270 p.a.), revenues would equal appropriate
outlays (research would still have to be paid for out of taxes) by 1981,
A wide range of policy options is now opened before us and clearly.
nothing that has been said implies approval of the cxtreme case for a
1ax of 25 per cent of graduate carnings so as to climinate all public
subsidies to the teaching functions of universities. Even a gentle tax
of £60 per year, designed merely to recoup maintenance grants, would.
involve a subsidy to the extent of interest forgone by the State, Never-
theless, it would generate annual revenues of £30 million to £45 million
by 1985. Furthermore, the widespread fear that any prospect of a debt
burden would deter working-class children from continuing their
education is alleviated at its roots: with a graduate fax there is no
burden of debt that must be paid; this is indeed why a graduate tax
is a superior scheme to personal loans. Besides, it is doubtful that a
sum of £60 per year, equal to 6 per cent of a graduate’s present starting
salary and equal to about 3 per cent of this peak salary at the age of
forty, would deter anyone that had stayed on in school until the
age of cighteen

Tt will be recalled that a g tax of £60 per year implies full
maintenance grants to everyone. If the grants were means-tested as
they now are, they could be repaid at a 4 per cent interest rate with a
graduate tax of only about £45 per year. Smaller revenues would then
be generated and it would take until the year 2000 before the tax would
finance all grants. Nevertheless, in the meanwhile we could be slowly
raising mainte nts for fifth and sixth formers, Can there be.
any doubt that equality of educational opportunity would be better
served by this arrangement than by our present system of nothing at
all between fifteen and eighteen and generous support thereafter?

Could a rich father avoid the tax by paying off the liability on
graduation, or better still by simply refusing to accept a main-
tenance grant? If so, would this not deny equality to working-class
students? Almost certainly: short of levelling all incomes, 110 con-
ceivable system of university finance can eradicate all the advantages
of the rich. Surely, all we can do with any scheme of student support is
toraise up, not to level down ? Besides, the graduate tax would fall on
gross income, while income tax would be levied on income net of
graduate tax. Thus, the rich father who opted out on behalf of his son

Would saddle his son with higher income taxes than will be paid by a

nance
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poor student who aceepted the maintenance grant.
et what about “brain drain’? No doubl, graduates enjoy highe
Jietime incomes than non-graduatcs but by going (0 America ey
B better stll. If British graduates paid the full costs of e
oo Cetueation, there might still be some national loss from brain
o lthough it is doubtful. But as long as higher education in
ot s heavily subsidized, there is almost ertainly a national loss
e beain drain. In other words, concern about brain drain treng-
thens the case for loans rather than grants. This is not the way the
argument is usually put. On the contrary, the possibliy of emigtation
e To make a loan scheme administratively unworkable and,
B feed. i is alloged that the debt burden would stimulate brain drain.
T would be very simple to devise an administrative arrangement to
tax British graduates working abroad; in practice, the only two
e aries that natter are Canada and the United States and there are
Siteady bilateral agreements with both countries (o force Briish
e nis restding there to pay surtax owed to Inland Revenue. It
R 4 be sufficiont merely to extend the same principle to work
permits given by the Canadian and American governments 0 Bt
P duntes working in North America: faiure (o pay the gradute
B would then lead to withdrawal of the permission to work. Even

the sole use of the power to withdraw passports might suffice to
{o guarantee repayment of loans, as it takes five years {0 become an
American citizen. Furthermore, if we were interested in reducing
brain drain, a loans scheme would provide an almost perfect instru-
ment for controlling i, without interfering with the right to emigrate.
The loans would carry interest charges, presumably at subsidized.
rates, which would be embodied in the calculation of the graduate

{ax. We might remit all interest charges on graduates working athome
while levying them only on graduates who go to work abroad. If this
had o effect, we could simply raise the graduate tax o8 emigrants. I
am not recommending & tax on brain drain but simply suggesting
the manifold policy uses of a graduate tax.

A strong ancillary argument for a graduate tax is that it would

facilitate an increase in university fees, perhaps to the extent of cover-
ing most of the cost of teaching additional students (Bowen, 1964, PP
81-3). If the ‘grant’ so-called were then paid to students instead of
institutions, the consequence would be that the entire system of highet
education would become more flexible and responsive to

the demand
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of course work, students could begin to chaose potrars ik YEB¢
routes o the final degree by moving betwens wupyer s TAUYe
foutes o the nal degcs by moving btwesnunverisand e,
yeats o tudy and years of work on the “sandwih’pinipe, What
Vould emerge, therefore, is something like comprehensive higher
:'f‘:t;‘:;“l“‘” ;‘Y‘ ch ¢ vl\ ';rc.wnmu secondary education. And think
at all this would do to the cause of student participation in
university affairs (Peacock and Culyer, 1969)!

I have left to the last an ever popular fallacy that is sometimes
employed against the concept of a graduate tax; it is the argument that
graduates are alrcady taxed progressively in consequence of their
relatively higher incomes; in short, they will eventually repay the
tate for the costs of their education. But this is a typical confusion of
different objectives. Besides, the tax which graduates pay on their
undeniably higher carnings is not an adequate quid pro quo for *he
subsidy they received: if the State regarded the tax received from
graduates as the only return from higher education, the implied yield
on the amount now spent per student in British higher education s, in
fact, negative. However, if we were to accept this sort of reasoning -
confusing the motives behind the progressive income tax with the
reasons for financing higher education one way rather than another -
we ought o advocate the distribution of frec annuities to all ighteen-

year-olds on the grounds that part of the resulting annual payments
Willafter all be recovered eventually via income taxation.
There are many problems about a graduate tax - its effects on the

salaries of gradu ;¢ instance — which ought to be fully explored
before we venture to introduce a specific scheme, This is not the place
s further. Our basicconcern has beentoempha
ce in the present structure of public subsidies
requires that students be
here lack of means really

to pursue such quest
size the gross imbalan

to education. Equalization of opportunity
assisted from the public purse at an age W
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s and girls secking access to higher education
; lucation gocs up, as it surel
thust with increased grants in secondary schools, the taste for educa,
fon will soon overcome the reluctance to shoulder the burden of
TePaying a ‘grant’ for higher education out of enhanced arnings
prospects. Once the nature of the proposed loan scheme or graduate
fx s fully grasped, and particlarly when it s recognized that the
unds that it releases can be more effectively reapplied elsewhere within
the educational system, the case against loans in favour of grants in
higher education collapscs.

matters, not at eighteen by

Education Vouchers

One of the most inter

ng recentideas in public finance s the concept
of a ‘voucher', a coupon with & prescribed purchasing power over
a specified service. It was proposed for American education by
Friedman (see 1962), and applied to British education by Wiseman
(1959; Peacock and Wiseman, 1964) and has since been zealously.
advocated by West (1965, chs. 13-15; 1968). The key o the voucher
scheme is the distribution to all parents of vouchers exchangeable for
education in any school, whether State or private, that satisfies
minimum cducational standards, the value of the voucher being
related to average costs of education of children
of different ages. State schools would charge cost-covering fees and
would compete with private schools on equal terms. Parents could
at of their own pockets as much as they
might charge fees above the standard
11 be compulsory up o legal school-leaving
y be free, as with compulsory third-party

ome notion of th

supplement the vouch
liked at private scho
Tevel. Edu
age but p

s would I
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automobile et
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British syster family allowances except that it can be used to buy
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Student grants in higher education conform in essence to the principle
of selectivity, inasmuch as the value of the grant declines with the
taxable income of parents. The fact that the parental contribution is
‘means-tested suggests that the purpose of the grants system s to assist
the less affluent to keep their children in full-time education after
cighteen. In short, its purpose appears to be that of equalizing
educational opportunities in the face of uncqual means to postpone
employment. If all that was required for higher education was finance
after the age of cighteen, the system would succeed admirably in
achieving this objective. Unfortunately, what isalso required is atleast
two A-level passes, and this implies full-time attendance in school be-
tween the ages of fifteen and eighteen; it is precisely this that tends to
undermine any equalizing cffects that grantsafter eighteen mighthave.

The roots of social-class differences in educational attainments 80

I Y
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o the first years of schooling and, i i

B orking-class children bave m::::f;' e i

jefore they enter primary schools. I the course of primary schaglic -
yorking-class children decline steadily relative to middle.clyss sh1y.
jen in terms of measured ability; thereafte, the eleven.plus hyrds
sueamingin secondaty schools and the unequal provision of gramma.
ool places in different areas reinforce the tendency for worke
ing-class children to fall behind middle-class children, At fifteen we
reach the next decisive bottlencck. Parents who want to keep their
children at school in order to qualify them for entry into higher
education face indirect costs of about £450 to £500 per year, These
indirect costs are simply the earnings that fifth and sixth formers
forgo by staying on at school. When the father is earning £1100 per
year (the average annual income of male manual workers in 1969), an
addition of £450 to the family income is no mean consideration, To be
sure, most local authorities pay a maintenance grant in exceptional
circumstances for children staying on after the statutory leaving age.
but this rarely exceeds £70 a year. As a matter of fact, tofal expendi-
tures on this item are now only about £1 million which works outtoa
little more than £2 per ifth or sixth former per year, Inshort, the bulkof
working-class parents receive no financial aid to cover the direct costs
of schooling from fifteen to eighteen, although, of course, fees are
zero, and little or no aid to compensate them for the earnings their
children sacrifice by staying on at school. Is it any wonder that work-
ing-class children leave carly?

A policy designed to equalize educational opportunity should start
with maintenance grants in fifth and sixth forms and end with financial
aid after entry into higher education. No ope would pretend that this
would wipe out all the disadvantages of workingclass children, since
 the damage is already done by the age of ifteen. Butas onc of

much byt :
the principal reasons for early leaving is low parental mm_m? there
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pll‘;yc(l for grantsin higher
» million to the present bil
ﬁgg(‘)"x;‘!{mm Unvwilling to face up to the coslsb:;
2 ead created a system in which educs
eighteen is effectively distributed in accord
power of parents — the abscnce of fees still lcaves parents payin
indirectly for two-thirds of the total costs of sccondary edueatio.
after which we award those who have survived the race with anaverage
prize of £300 per year, equivalent to 60 per cent of what they could.
carn at that age in productive employment. The total cost of this
bonanza in 1966-7 was over £100 million, or 25 per cent of total
expenditure on further and higher education
It is true that student grants are means-tested but every student
receives at least £50 per year and gross parental income has to reach .~
about £4000 before the grant falls to the minimum figure. No data
have ever been published of the actual family incomes of studentsin

testsimilar to that now em, d

education, would
for schooling of
565 of true equality, we
ation between fifteen and

lance with the purchasing

higher education, nor even of the *balance of incomes” which are
used by local authoritics to assess the parental contribution to the
grant. The *balance of income is determined by deducting from the
gross taxable income of both parents such items as:(a) £200 per
dependent child other than the student in question, (b) mortgage

interest, if any, (¢) life insurance premiums, if any, and (d) educational
expenses for brothers and sisters (school fees up to £200 per student
and fees for further cducation up to £350). Thus, if a student
has brothers or sisters and his parents are buying their own home,
gross taxable income may be £250 to £600 higher than the ‘balance of

income’. « . - »
Tt is known that about 3 per cent of students in higher education

receive no grant (these are mainly overseas students); about 48 per
cent receive the full grant because the ‘ balance of income’ of their
parents falls below £900; and the rest, 49 per cent, receive sc«lled»du\.vn
grants, of which seven per cent lose the grant altogether but receive
£50 nevertheless. We may conjecture that the 4§ per cent that receive
full grants come from homes where gross taxable income probably does
not exceed £1100 to £1200, With the average incomes of male manual
workers running to £1100 per year, these are certainly parents whoare
ot well off, which is not to say that they are necessarily blue-collar
workers. However, the remaining 49 per cfznl have parents. :::.mh'}g
anywhere from £1200 to £4000 per year, with 7 per cent, or roug!

—4
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20,000 students, receiving £50 a year despite the fact that their parents
have a taxable income of at least £4000. About £40 million out of the
£100 million spent on student support, therefore, goes to students
Wwhose parents could perfectly well pay for their own maintanence.
Without splitting hairs, it is fair to say that almost half of the grants
system simply gives to those who already have. There is nothing
wrong with this if we really believe in supporting an educational
élite. But to defend grants in higher education on grounds of social
equality is a monstrous perversion of the truth.

‘The whole of the last two paragraphs rests on an inference from
uncertain facts. We do not know how much the parents of students in
British higher education actually carn. Perhaps the reason that these
figures have never been revealed, and that no voices have been raised
to demand that they be revealed, is that their suspected implications
would be deeply destructive of traditional beliefs about university
finance. Judged in terms of effectiveness per unit of costs, the present
grants system is perhaps the least efficient method conceivable of

increasing working-class participation in higher education.

In an ideal world, we would give grants an inverse proportion to
parental income, or even better to students’ income, to all those who
stayed on in full-time education beyond the age of fifteen right up to
the Ph.D. level; in that world, we would never have to make difficult

policy choices cither because the electorate could always be persuaded
to vote in favour of more public expenditures or because defence
spending could always becut to release funds for educational purposes.
In the real world, however, educa ist compete with the other
social services in face of budgefary restraints.* Even within the
educational system, there is no dearth of improvements that await

tion for lack of additional resources: more day nurseries, more

State boardi 00ls, new primary schools

more teachers and
better pay for the teachers that we have, more comprehensive secon-
dary schools, Plowden *priority areas’, etc. etc. Surely, if we are
going to make use of studentaid to equalize educational opportunities
~ which in some sense is like locking the stable door after the horses

re

4. In the United States, for example, the adoption of a system of maintenance
grants and tuition allowances for all of America's six million college students
Would have cost in 1966-7 about $12,000 million, requiring a fourfold increase in
tax supports for higher education or an increase of 2 per cent of GNP devoted to
higher education (Jencks and Riesman, 1968, Pp. 136).
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have bolted - we ought to reduce public subsidies in hi

and apply the funds released pre i T:,‘,‘::.:f:::;“’“
education? The gradual introduction of a system of financing; et
in higher cducation by loans, beginning with postgraduates and iy
gradually extending downwards, scems to be the least painful vay o
ccomplishing this. Within about fifteen or twenty years, the scheme
could become entirely self-financing, making perhaps as much as £50
million to £75 million available for maintenance grants o fifth and
sixth formers.

‘Student loans schemes of one type or another already exist in the
United States, Canada, Western Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden,
Norway, Denmark, Finland and a significant number of under-
developed countries, although of all these countries, Sweden and
Norway are the only ones that rely on loans as the principal source of
student finance. British opinion has so far been unalterably opposed
fo the very principle of student loans: at various timesin the last fow
years, the National Union of Students, the National Union of
Y eachers, the Association of University Teachers, the Association of
Teachors in Technical Institutes, the Committee of Viee-Chascellots,
e “rades Union Congress and both major parties have lined up

against the idea. In their evidence to the Robbins Committee on
Higher Education, some cconomists, such s Peacock, Wiseman and
Prest spoke out in favour of a system of financing students by loans,
but the report itself dismissed the suggestion, at least for the time
being, Since then all three have developed the theme at greater length
(Peacock and Wiseman, 1964; Prest, 1966) and Mishan (1969) has
added his voice to theirs. Nevertheless, in contrast to American
economists (Daniére, 1964, pp: 109-14; Harris, 1962, chs. 17-22;
Vickerey, 1962) the vast majority of British economists apparently
Lemain unconvinced by the case for loans. T his is perhaps less sur-
prising when it is realized that the discussion so far has been con-
ducted at cross purposes. Peacock, Wiseman, Prest ar_xd Mishan argm
the case essentially on the basis of the benefit principle of taxation-
Higher education in Britain, as we have seen (see Chapter 7, P 2_17)
confers substantial financial benefits on those \Yhu e
leged to receive it. Is it equitable, they ask, to give 10 per cent of

s 4 the
age group free annuities paying 14 per cent interest Per yearD :srw :

rest of their working lives, out of taxes lnrg:l\y gaid by l;\
Jess income ? The requirements of distributive justice woul





