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THE EFFECT OF COLLEGE PROXIMITY ON RATES OF COLLEGE ATTENDANCE *

Stated generally, the present study attempts to determine the
effect of geographic accessibility of a college upon the proportion

of high school graduates continuing their education beyond high

school. Specifically, the study asks not only if communities possessing

a college send larger proportions of the;r high school graduates to
college than do communities lacking a local college, but also‘
whether these proportlons are differentially affected by different
kinds of local post-secondary school institutions. Since attention

is focused on the.variant behavior of different types of individuals :
as defined by sex, ability, and socio-economic background, college
accessibility as defined here is not merely an -ecological variable

but is consldered to be a distribution of educational opportunlty

over socio-economic space.

Despite statements to the contrary (Trow,1962: 255-257; Jencks,
1970:296), results of numerous. studies dealing-with college 'proximity'

as a factor in college attendance have been qulte mixed (Anderson,

Bowman, ‘and Tinto, 1972). Of these, only three have focused on

individuals (rather than counties or communities) as units of

analysis and have in varying degrees taken individual characteristjcs

* This work was in part supported by a grant from the Carnegie
Commission on Higher: Education and overlaps to some degree work

lcarrled out for that progect . v ‘ : : !




ABSTRACT

This paper presents the results of a study to determine
the effect of college proximity upon rates of college atten-
dance of over 20,000’high school graduates (1966) in the states
of Illinois and North Carolina. Results of cross-tabular and
multivariate dummy-variable regression analyseg question both
the assumption that college proximity_ggz Eg‘is an important
factor ih college—going, and the belief that the establishment
of public junior-collegeS‘will help to equalize educational
opportunity by pfoviding higher educational access’to aﬁle
children of low status femilies. In both Illinois and North

3
1S

Carolina, only persons of lower ability appeared to gain in

attendance when living within a community with a public

junior college,




into account.

Using follow-up data on J.Kenneth Little's (1957)'origiﬁa1 4
study of 1957 Wisconsin high school graduates, William Sewell(1963)
found that 36 percent of high school seniors living within fifteen
miles of a cqliege expressed plans to attend college, while only
27 percentﬁdid likewise when not 50 loéated.l Using the same data
Robert Fenske (1965) pushed one step further and for a limited
number of college types included type of local college as a variable
in the analysis of cpjlege pro¥imity. Examiﬁing the relationship
between high school seniors' post-graduation;plans and the local
availabili%y of a four-year cbiiége in ten Wisconsin communities,
Fenske found that plars toAattend collége did not differ in
communities.with localhcolleges‘from plaus of students in
communities without colleges. - Nevertheless, performing the
analyses sepafately for‘eéch sex with controls for student ability
and parental education, Fenske (1966) reported that the local
presence of"a coilege was asscciated ﬁith greaﬁer numbers of
studepts;planning to go on to college for "many graduates(especially |
girls) with combinatibns of éhagacteristics pogitively‘éssdciéted

with plans for coliege."

1. Though separate analyses were carried out - each third of the
distribution of high school seniors' ability, only  sulis Tor the top
third in ability were reported; 60 percent of those students living
~ within fifteen miles of a.college planned to attend college, while
52 percent from non- college areas did so.




' The t{hird and most cited study of college proximity is that
by Medsker and Trent (1965), which'comparés.theipostsgcondary
behavior of high school seniors from sixteen communities in nine
states. They found college attendance was related both to the
presence of a local college and to its type and mode ofAcontrol
(i.e. pﬁblic or private, two or four-year). TheAeffectiof local
college availability was reported to be largest for éﬁblic junibr
ctolleges, state colleges,‘multiple colleges, alnd extension centers
in that order. The authors specifically note that in communities
withmpublic_junior colleges the greatest gains in college-going
were made by mostly higher-ability students of’lpwer—clasé
backgrounds.. Interestingly, students from commuhities with local
extension centers often had lower rates of college-going than éid
similar students from non-college communities. If one then attri-
butes gains in attendance in{communities with a public junior
college mainly to the presence of that institution, to what
should oﬁe attribute the ;ower attendance in communities with

‘extension centers?

Questinns of interpretation aside, one may still guestion
Medsker and Trent's conclusions because of the suspect nature of
their sample. Despite thoughtful application of several community

characteristics, their reliance on inter-state comparisons among

a limited set of communities raises a number of serious problems
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“whizh tend to confound the effects of locgl types of college with
the effects of socio-cultural chéracteristics of a state and/ov

of régions within a state. In addition, their'selection of’communi-
ties, specifically public junibr college communities, apparently
biased their Sample in favor of higher rates of college-going and
undermined the reliability of statements about the role of public

junior colleges in enhancing local rates of college attendance.

DATA

Data coyering ﬁhe senlor-year and postsecondary school ac;
tivities of 1966 high school graduates were drawn from the SCOPE -
project (School to. College: Oppbrtunities for Postsecondary Eﬁu-

cation) for the states of Illinois and North Carolina. In Illinois
data were obtaihed on 8,686 seniors attending 56 high schools in
Lk commuhities, while in North Caroiina data were gathered on
11,377 seniors atteﬁding 115 high schoals in 62 communities.2 The
students'sampled-represented‘93 and éh peréent respectively of the
' senior‘pbéu}ations gfaduating‘in the spring of ;966 from the

surveyed high sthools.

2. Unfortunately sampling problems.in Illinois lead to high school
samples in Chicago.and.East St.Louis which were highly unrepresentative
of their urban locations.For this reason calculations for these areas,
though ‘given in the text,are virtually omitted from the discussion.



For each individual the available data provided information
as to sex, measured ablllty, father's education, mother's education,
father's occupation, locatlon of hlgh school, and the type and
1ocation of college attended if any.3 Knowledge of high school

locations, together with cartographic analysis of the dlstrlbutlon
of post-secondary school opportunltles in each state, yielded
bmeasures of the geographic prox1m1ty of different types of
colleges to each of the high school communltles surveved ngh
school communities were then classified according to the type(s)
of college(s) located in the commgnity if any. From 1960 Illinois
and North Carolina census tracts, additional oata were obtained‘
as to the populétion eizes of each of the high school communities

sampled.

METHODOLOGY

In order to ascertain if college proximity was significantly
related.to college attendence independent of other factors, multi-
variate. regressionoanalyses were utilizedP‘This:wes'done so as to
1ncorporate a wide range of 1ndependent control variables (sex,
_ability, father's education; mother 3 educatlon, and. . fathe; s’

occupation)'together with college proximity (independent experimental

3. Ability was' measured by the Cooperatlve Academic’ Abillty Test
admlnlstered by the Educatlonal Testlng Service, Prlnceton, New Jersey.

L4, While multi- dlmen51onal cross. tabular analy51s is an alternative
to multlvarlatc regression analy51s limitation 'in sample size would not
permlt the simultaneous inclusion of several 1ndependent variables in
the analysis of. college pTOlelty :



variable) in the analysis of college attendance (dependent variable).

Given the predominance of categorical data, ¢ummy variable regression

- analysis was applied throughout the study. For the independent variables

fhis meant that each variable was transformed into a set of (1,0) dummy
variables with ohe dummy variéble of each set being omitted in £he'
analysis to avoid over-determ;nation of the equation and to serve as
référent?for'the remaiﬁing régression‘coefficienﬁs of the variable set.
The independent variable ahility, for example, which was cardinal in
nature, was first transformed‘into a categorical variable by division
into ability quartiles (Ability l(;ow),Ability 2, Ability 3;and Ability
L(high)). Each quértile or category of the ability set then becaﬁe a
(1,0) dummy variable whose value was eithef lor 0 de?ending on whether
the indi?idual was in'that ability quartiie. The lowest ability quartile
was oﬁitted in the regression analysis to serve as referent for- the
remaining regression coefficients on ability. The dependent variable
was simply coliege‘atténdancé or no college attendancé. Such a
dichotomous variable on individuals when treated as a.(1,0) dummy
dependent variable Becdmeé~chardinAl'éuaéi-prbbability or likelihood
variablé; In‘this instah§e; wheh‘running a aultiple fegressién equation
of such a dichotomous dependent variable upon several independent
variables, oné may interpret the calculated valﬁe of the dependent

variable, for given-values of the independent variables, as an

_'estimaté of thé;conditibnél probability of,going‘on‘toyéollege,



given the independent variables.

Rather than carry out the analysis fpr the entire state sample
with independent controls fdr.sex, ability, and father's education,
separate regression equations were run for each sex, and within
sex for each ability quartile and father's education c;tegory (i.e.

.Asex.ability.and father's educaﬁioh were treated as 'desién'variables).
This procedure was followed because it was assumed that the very form
of the rglatipnships_between_and among thése indépendent variables and
the depehdent variable would be sigpificamtly‘different between sexes
~and ‘within sex,” between different ability and father's educational

categories}5 The simple inclusion of sex,ability,and father's education

5. This procedure also has the advantage of minimizing problems
associated with the use of & (1,0) dichotomous dep ™ ent variable in
a multivariate linear regression equation (Theil,.970; Pruzek, 1971).
In particular, due to the inefficiency of the: linearity assumption,
interpretation of the regression coefficients when the proportion
attending college 'is near 1.00 or 0.00 becames hazardous. It is in
these ranges where the linear regression line deviates most from the
actual distribution of the 1,0 sigmoidal response curve(Finney, 1947).
In order to minimize such deviations a number of modifications in
the regression equation are possible(Finney, 1947; Goodman, 1972 ; Tobin,1958).
In this case,rather than apply some transformation to the dependent
variable (as is often the case) multivariate regression equations were
performed sepalate_y for each isex and within each sex, for each ablllty
quartile and father's education category.. Therefore rather than

' attemptlng to fit a stralght line to what amounts to a 'S'curve. separate
lines were fitted to separate segments of the curve corresponding to the
partlcular ability or father' 5 educatlon category within which the analysis
was being performed. In effect, the analysis within ability and father's
education categories ~was equivalent to testing whether the'slopes of
~the relationship between college attendance and the independent variable

shifted over the range of the independent variable.-There is,however,
a natural limitation(e.g. sample size considerations) to how far this
procesg of segmentation can be carried out. R '
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as independent variables would have missed these crucial differences.

When a regression based upon individual data is applied to groups
of individuals (e.g. gbility quartiles) in this manner, the estimated
value of the dependent dichotomous variable then constitutes. the
predicted percentage of sgudents in that group going on to college.
The regression coefficiénts célculated for eaéh independent varieble
(metric beta coefficients) then indicate how possession of a parti-

. w cular categorical trait affects the probability (or proportion) of
persons‘attending collegeﬁas compared with the probability(or pro-
portion ) of those persons attending college in the omitted categery
of the same set of dummy variables,contiolling for other gndependent
variables; |

Series of regression equations were run in a step-wise mannér in
which sets of dummy variables‘weré added to the-indeﬁendent va;iable set

o

in a bgical sequence of regressions selected on a priori grounds.Several

6. For example, in Table 2 the regression coefficient on "16-Public
Junior College” for the lowest ability quartlle(Ablllty 1) indicates that
students of the lowest ability quartile living in- ‘communities with a local
public junior college had 12.2 percent hlgher rates of uollege attendance

" than-did students of similar ability living in communltles without a
local college and of population sizes of 0-9G9 (i.e. the omitted dummy.
category) while controlling for the included independent variables
(father's education,mother's education,and father's occupation). Taking
the constant. of the equatlon 1nto account then yields information ar
to ‘the absolute rates of attendance in the. groups- of individuals being
considered. Among the lowest ability students, 16.8 percent went on %o
college fram communities with a local: publlc Jjunior college (i.e. 12.2 +
.6 percent) while only 4.6 percent did llkPWlse.from the non- college
communlties of populatlon sizes 0- 999 '




orderings of the regression sequence were used to check cn probiems
of interdependence and multi-collinearity smong variables. In all
cases shown in the Tables, college proximity as the experimental

independent variable was added last into the equation.

FINDINGS
Community Population Size and College FProximity

Prior to anélyéing che independent effects of college proximity
upon rates of.college attendance, it was first necessary to separate
out'thé effects of the pfesehce of a college in a community froﬁ
other characteristics of the community which also—afféct' college-
going (Rogoff.1962; Sewell 1964 ). Such separatioil was needed because
in both state samples,Tllinois in particular, the larger the
communicy (as measursd by population size) the more likely it
Qas that there would.be 2 college within the»community;7 That being
the case, beta,coefficiencs on college proximity octained from:
regression ana1ysis might_feflect.the effect of coﬁmunity éopulation

size as much as (or rather than) that‘of the local accessibility of

7. In both I111n01s and North Carolsna samples communlty popu-
lation size and collegn prOX1m1ty were 1nterdepondent In th1° case
the larger the community the more likely was it that a college -would .

" be located in the community.In the Illinois sample,for example , 19
of the 26 sampled communities having no college in them had populations
under 2,500,vhile none had a populatlon over 10,000,0f the 12
communities sampled haV1ng one local col]ege, ‘none had a population
below 10, 000.
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a college. Unfortunately the uée in the yegression equations of
:cbllege proximity;commgnity populatioh covariates (i.e. each
college proximity categbry being partitioned into'éﬁﬁmunitx
population sizé‘categories)~as a means of isolatiﬁg these separate
effects uponkcollege-goihg was; for all‘but thé set‘of‘éommgnities
without a college, prevented by sample size»limitétiohs, Crossf
'tabular_analysis of the interaction between rates of college
attendance, ‘community population size,'and college proximity was
theréfdfe carried out (Tabie'l) in order to estimate both the
direction and the magnitude of the bias incurred by not being
able tokcontfol in the regreésion equations for community

population among the cdllege-community'set.

TABLE 1

While there did‘not appear ﬁd be any large scale interaction
between the crossetabulated variables among‘communities contaihing‘
:vdne or more colleges in Tllinois, the seme was not true for the:
“North'Caroliné sample. ?érticularly for North Carolina males,
~ there appeared to be a difect and independenﬁ relationship between

high school community population size and rates of college-going.



-11-

In the North Carolina sample,therefore, inability to control for
--high school community population size within the college-cammunity
' set led to regression  coefficients which broadly ove&estimated
the independent effect of college-proximityfupon rates of college
ettendance. The college;proximity—community populatloncoVariates‘
for the non~College comnunity‘set'were nevertheless‘retained in'.‘
‘the regression analyses.fThese‘provided'a means of gauging the™
reletive size of the effect of high school community population

and college nroximity upon rates of college ettendance while elso

controlling for ability and socio-economic background.

Community Population Size and College Attendance

Turnlng flrst to the community populatlon -College prox1m1ty
covarlates among the non- college commun1t1es in Illinois, analyses
w1th1n abillty;and father s education categorles 1nd1cated‘students
in the very Smsllest comnunities without -a college generally did
not go on to college in 51gn1ficantly lower percentages than did

51m11ar students in larger communities’ w1thout 2 college (Tables 2 & 3 ).

TABLES 2 & 3
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For males, only those individv s of lowest ability and with
éarents of lowest educat’ nal : ..nment displayed lowee rates
of attendance in the smallest non-college eoﬁmunities. Otherwise
the‘trepd in the‘date:strongly suggested an inverse‘rel@tionship '
between rates of ettendance and community size within the se£
of communities without a college.ﬁObservation of beta coefficients
on father's'occupation (not‘shown) further‘suggested‘en intimate
association in'the Illinois;sample betweeﬁ the coccupation of
- farmer and the college-going propensities of high}school seniors,
Specifically, it was probable that the subdivision of non-college
high séhoel'cemmunlties according to population size had isclated
in the smallest population category(the omitted dummy) sons of .
relativelyﬁﬁell-tefdo rural farmers whose rates of college atten-
dance Were~higher‘than.tﬁose of‘Stﬁdeﬁts living ‘in largef (non-
farming) c‘onﬁnuni_t‘::l‘es‘ without - a-college. ‘_Thet inéividuals in the
lowest categofies of ability and father{s?educaﬁlon in'equally
rural regions‘ﬁere indeed those with fhe very lowestArates of
college attendance was to be expected since the comblnatlon of
low abillty, low parental status,_and rural isolation overwhelmlngly
ﬁilitates agalnst postsecondary school attendance For females
(Tables 2& 3), 51milar analys1s W1th1n ablllty and fether 's
education categorles ]»1nted to a 81m11ar though somewhat |
:weaker inverse relatlonshlp between hlgh school community s12e

[ERJ?:‘ | and rates of college-going within the set of communities without




-13-

a college.

For North Carolina males living in communities without a

college (Ta reverse relationship appeared to hold;

TABLES 4 & 5

that is, there existed aodlrect relationship between high school
community»population size and rates of post-secondary school
attendance, particularly at the intermediate population ranges
(10,000-20,000). Unlike males in the smallest. communities without

a college ih Illiaois (whorwere7presumably the’childreo of well-to-
do farmers) similarly.classified males‘in North Carolina appareatly
resideddin rufal‘Appalachia aod were therefore both geographically
‘and‘cultdrally remote'from‘college eQVironments;8 Thoughthe ahalysis
for females (Tables L & 5) failed to ideatify consistent significamt |
differenceswin attendaoce among'non-college communities of Qarying‘
slze, thetrend in: the data suggested that females in the smallest
towns without a college were not as serlously handlcabped w1th regard

to college‘-g01ng as were similarly located males. That other studies

8. Cartographlc analysis of the non- college communities sampled
in Illinois*and North Carolina did indicate that the smallest towns
without a college were indeed those most remote from other colleges
“and from other .major urban areas:In the North Carolina sample,these
‘vommunities also proved to be located in what .are normally considered
to be Appalachian areas. of the state
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of Appalachian students also point to higher rates of educational
participation among females than among males, was taken to be

supportive of the above findirgs (Bowman and Plunkett,1968).

_For the most part, it.waé apbafent that living in the
smallest comiunities without a college and therefore in probably
the most rural areas of the state, Qas not neqessarily assoclated
with loﬁer raﬁes of college'atﬁendance. If anything,in the Illinois
sample thg reverse Was'true even while controlling‘for aﬁility and
parental 6ackgrbund{ Such findings cast doubt upon the common
assumption that rarality per se need‘bé associated with.lower
rates of bost-secondafy school attendance. As thic assumption
is often at‘tﬁe heart of arguments‘for‘the‘establishmeni‘of public
institutions Qf highe. education in isolated aieas, these findings
suggeéf that a siﬁpliéticnépflication of édllgge'proximity as a
.criterion for college placement could lead to serious‘misallocation
ofounds,éven or perhaps especially,‘wheh equalization of |

educational opportunity is a priority concern.

College Proximity and College Attendance

Turning now to the ihdependent effects of college proximity
upon rates of college étiendande, it is first‘né¢éssary to take
ac¢ount of the interaction between community‘population size and

Q ‘rates of attendance as it relates to the calculation of the regression




coefficients upon college proximity.

Because studenﬁé in the smallest. communities without a.college
in the‘Iliinois saﬁple(the omitted dummy) often go oh to‘coliege.
in greater propo:tiohs than those ffbm.larger conmunities without
a‘college, all other‘cbllege pf@ﬁiﬁitylcategories carry iéwer beta
coefficients than they would were they compared to:all gampled'
non-college communities (that is, had the entire non-cqlleée |
éoﬁmunity set beeﬂ treated as omitted dummy‘vériabie).This means r
that a significant positive regress;on coeffiéient in the equations
shown in Tables 2 and 3,would be stillvmore positive, in most‘
instances, in comparison with non-college hiéh school comﬁunities

as a group.

For regressions in North Carolina, since males in the smallest

portions than those in other communities without a college, all

other college proximity‘éategories carfy lafger beta coefficients

than”thevaoﬁld,héd they‘beénféompared to‘all,sampled non-college
communities. This means: that a significanﬁ positive beté‘coefficient
would be less'positivé‘ana possibly_non-sigﬁificant_incompériépn
with the‘énﬁire set Qf‘non-chlépq cdmmuniﬁies; For females honger,'
this wouid,genérally not be the case. Nevertheigss, it‘was noted

earlier that failure to control for high school community population

o
v
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size in the North Carolina sample of communitie$s with ene or more
local rolleges would, for both males and females, result in an
overestlmatlon of the 1ndependent effect of college prox1m1ty
upon college attendance Therefore had hlgh school communlty
population been included in the régression analysis, positive
beta-coefficients on‘college proximity would.fer both sexes

"have been even further reduced.

Taking these comments into account it was clear that the
overall effect of the preximity of a college upon the proportion
of high school graduates going on to college\was very small in
both the Tllinois and North Carolina samples. This was partially
evident from;ebservation of percentages of explained variance(Ra)
attributable tQ'the presence of a college in the high school |
community. inithe Iilinois‘sample. the average explained variance
was 031 and .01¢ for males and females respectlvely, in North
Carolina .013 and Olh hardlv impressive additions to the explaumlon

9

of individuals postsecondary school attendance Not only was there
a high degree of var1at10n of s1gn1f1cant beta coefficients in both
p051t1ve,and negatlve directions, but differences in rates of atten-

dance between non-college4communities of different popuiation_sizes'

9. Even when college proximity as a categorical varijable was in-
cluded in a regression equation without prior inclusion of measures of
ability and parental status(and therefore given maximal chance to account
for variation in attendance)the percentages of variance explained were
again small.For example, for males as a: group, the 1nclusion of college
proximity as the only ‘independent variable in a regression equation on rates

O Q ~ of college attendance accounted for only .Okk and .01k percent of the varince
EMC , in rates of.‘ attenuance in the Illln01s and North Carolina semples respectlvely
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were frequently as large és those due to local Trrsen ¢ o) g o lene
eveh mfter controlling for ability and socio-econamic background.lo
That these differences in.éttendance were patterned very differently
across states (and within_states for ea=h sex) argued for the
importance of distinct‘sociocultﬁral characteristics of state
-populations amd subgroﬁps withim populatvions ii determining patterns
of response tmlocal college opportunities (e.g. children of rufal

farmers in Il¥Finois and Appalachian families in North Carolina).

Where reliable signif;pant differences in rates oi\college—going
between non-college and coilege cmmmunities did oecur, they were oighly
dependent upcn both spudent’charactmristmcs and type of local
instituf,ion.ll In,toe Eliinoismsampﬂe only lower ‘@bility individuals

living in communities with a publiec jumfor college appeared to gain

10, 'Had callege proximity had somepositive -overall effect upon
rates of c¢ollege attendance, one would have expected to: observe
random. veriatioms about “ome positive mezm, rather “than -about a mean
nearly equal to zero.

- 11. A number of statistically signifiicant differences in attendance
rates were less than #¥eliable. Either because of -extremely small numbers
of cases within given college proximity'categories(e.g;“Illinois males
living in communities. with a local higher technical or vocational
institution) or equally small numbers within the omitted category
(e.g. T1llinois females and North Carolina: males of highest father's
-educatiomal level) & number of calculate™ beta coefficients. were
such as to yield rates of college atténdamce less than zero.In these
instances, the problem of the 1neff101ency of the linearity assumption
associated with the wse of a dichotomous dependent variakle in a
linear regressiom eguation were nat entirely- removed by the use of .
'design' vgrisble amalysis.
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in attendance. In the North Carolina sample generally. it was

lower-ability persons of all social classes in communities with

a public Junior college ‘and lower and middle—ability’indivianls
from middle'class backgrounds living in communifies with a private
college (both two and four-year) who showed higher rates of college-
going. In both states, differehces in attendance between the ocmitted.
‘non-college community set and these college communities averaged

nearly twelve percent.

Interestingly.. 51gn1f1cant p031t1ve dlfferences in attendance
between non-college and college comnunities tended to occur at
higher ability levels for females than for males. Presumably,
since males generally attended college in éfeater proportions
than;similarly defioed‘females. one_would eipect that the pool
of feﬁale students who a;e at ohe.mergin‘with respect‘ﬁo decisions
aboct college-golng~would genefally be of higher.ability‘thanv
similar‘male<students. Conversely, this may be viewed as an example
of the general prop031tlon that female students tend to be more
selectlve with respect to ability and socio- economlc background than

are males of the same grade%beyond‘the age of enforced attendance.

12. Results for the city: of Chicago and the community with a prlvate
university were unrellable £ noted earlier the sample of high schools
inm Chicage was highly unrepresentatlve of the urban school population.

.ot tne schools- sampled in that" city,only one was a public. school :and that

was a technical, vocational school requiring speC1al admission,.In the

private university category,only one high :school in one private ‘university

community was. sampled Tt was therefore,impossible to separate out the

possible effects of high "school, college and/or community characterlstlcs
(< J . from that of the proxlmltw of fhe prlvate unlverS1ty
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Despite the owvious dependence of most findings upon particular
state and individuai cheracteristics, results with respect to public
Junior colleges were strikingly consistenn across state_lines.-It.
nas evidentmin both state sahples tnat local publie junior colleges
tended to recruit mostly lower ability students.regardless of |
background, into higher education. In‘both'states,gains;assignable
to nhe presence of a publié Jjunior COllege'were about twelvelnercent.
Eut for a very limited number of higher ability females in Illinoisr
however ,there was no indication then the local availability of a
public Jjunior college differentially inflnenced higher-ability
persons from lewer,soCial etatns backgrounds to continue their.
eduEatipn beyond high?school.lsince it has bftenibeen'argued that
it is. in lange bért for ﬁhese‘individualélthat‘public Jjunior colleges
have been eenabllshed the present flndlngs should encourage a
rethlnklng of current pollcy w1th regard to expans1on of publlc

“higher education in non—urban;areas,wglven the‘goal,of equallzatlon

of educational oppbrtunity.

That public jnnior collegeé did recruit‘mostly.lbwerfability

_ persons .can be partly attrlbuted both to their .open'ainission
1e crluerla and to the hlstorlcal a55001atlon of pubilic Junlor colleées
w1th local hlgh school dlstrlcts (Grlfflth and Blackstone 19h5, Koos

1924 ). Given the existence ofjan even stronger relatlonsh%p between

sy
¢



public two-year colleges and high schools in California (even to
the point of having shared the same physical plant) one-might
reasonably expect to find a similar association between public'

junior college location and college attendanc in that state (Koos, 192k ).
DISCUSSION
Though the present study did not find sizeable significant

differences in rates of college attendance between communities with

ard "without a local college, it was not possible to ascertain the

- longltudlnal effects of a local coll°ge. Spec1f1cally it. was not

'p0351ble to test whether the placement of a college in a community

at timeTl will~result in higher rates of college attendance by

-‘local high school'graduatestat time T2 . This line of reaSOning
_suggests that any Cross- sectlonal measurement at a glven tlme,

‘of rates of postsecondary school attendance of communltles w1th

and without a college w1ll underestlmate the effect‘of COllege
prox1m1ty, partlcularly for the most recently establlshed
1nst1tutlons' Since most publlc Junlor college° sampled in IllanIS

angd - North Carollna were establlshed w1th1n two years of. the tlme of

_ the: survey, th1s underestlmatlon may be substantlal =

13.. In this respect ‘one mlght have taken the proportlon of persons
entering hlgh school in 1962, who went on to’college in 1966 as a semi-

‘,longitudinal measure of the effect of college proximity on college-

going.. leen llmltatlons 1n resources such data for ind1v1dual communltles

K were unobtalnable
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At_the same timeﬂ the present analysis was limited as well in
that it could not determine to what extent differences in rates.of
collegelattendance were the result of'past histories of local areas
or comﬁunities. Specifically; it may-well be that communitiee with

: hlgher rates of college attendance were also those which had hlgher
rates of secondary school attendance forty or s1xty years prior to
' the establishment of a local college In this sense one mlght‘
argue, for instance, that the present high rates of‘college-going
in Callfornla may be more a reflection of its always having had
a high rate of educational partlclpation than it is of the growth -
of the publlc junior college system. On a local level it might ;
alternatlvely be argued that the very process by Wthh publlc
institutions of hlgher'education come to be located in a given
community ie'such that it wonldlfatorthosecommunities with;a‘high
demand for higher educationfand‘therefore fa&or‘those.communities‘
where.onewouldhaveexpected_to find‘higher ratesyof college-going.
If this is indeed,the case,‘then differences-in fates of college
attendance between Communlties w1th and w1thout a college may
overestimate the 1ndependent effect of college prox1mity Given
.the. long history of private education in North Carollna flnoings
“withlrespectato‘pnivate college prox1mity(both;two and- four—year)
‘may theiefore substantiallyoverestimate the importance of their .

local preSencebon localirates‘of‘collegegattendance.
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Thiough thesevcountervailing possibilities may somewhat alter
the magnitude of percentage differences between college and non-
college COmmunltles, it is unllkely that they w1ll affect the
general conclus1ons, namely, that the proximity of a college in
all but the large urben‘areas is of minor 1mportance in determlnlng‘
a high school graduate s g01ng on to postsecondary school and that
the prox1m1ty of publlc Junlor colleges was a significant factor .
in attendance for mostly lower—ablllty persons rather than for
higher-ability individuals of lower-status as if often thought
to be the case. This latter finoing is particularly_significant
'glven the role publlc junior college is thought to play 1n the

equallzatlon of educatlonal opportunlty

:That‘the present‘study was unable to‘adeduately study-college
proximity in‘large“urhan”areas such as Chicago,‘is undoubtedlw an
unfortunate llmltatlon Though the understandlng of college prox1m1ty
would be of a‘qual;tatlvely different nature (51nce dlstance alone
is.of lessimportance),it_may'be that it‘is»lh the most urbanized
areas where the question of the distribution‘of,COllegegopportunities

over geographical and social space,is‘most‘important(Willingham,1970).

It is quite apparent that there are substantial discrepancies
kbetween‘the distributioneof "aétual" opportunities‘to enter.collegec
and both the d1str1butlon of knowledge about the ex1stence of those

l‘opportunltles and the1r utllizatlon by varylng soc1al groups, partunﬂarly




the "disadvantaged”. While this stuay argues that the here
geographical'profimity of a college‘is cf minor importance

| in determihing collége éttendagce, it mgy»be that access to
“ihformatibn.ié of ‘fuch greater‘importance. Thus, while it may
not be necessary to bringicdlLege geogréphically closer to
individuals,;it may\be nécessaii to.make cqllége.education.

_ more "visibié"‘tO'individuals it we‘are to induce thém to

continue their education bevond high school.
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TABLE 1

* 185 OF FOLLIGE ATTENUANCY OF 1640 IILINOIS AND NOMIH CAEOLINA MALE AND FPMALE
hiGH SCHOOL GRAJUATES BY COULITY POPULATION CIZE AND COLLEGE ACCESSIBILITY CATEGORIES

11ldmmis

Comnunities Witk One or
A1l Cormunities Communities Witk More Colleges by TypeP

Cczymux:ity Population Communities Without a Ccllege One or More College st T 12 15 15 35.59

Male Graduates

0 - 999 4.8 L1.8 e .
1,000 - 2,999 51.2 51,2 i e e e e e
3,000 - 19,999 . 58.3 47.6 - 63.7 53.1 .. 58.5 . . 68.3
20,000 - 100,000 k3.7 L3.7 .. 39.8 hqo Lgh
Above 100,000 69.7 69.7 T8 L 68-_5 ..
Fenale Graauates
0 - 959 L.3 b3 ..
1,000 - 2,939 43.1 43.1 e e e e
3,600 - 19,999 2.9 38.0 57.7 55.7 . 5L6 o 2T
20,600 - 100,090 12.3 k2.3 '57.6 Lo 358
Above - 100, 000 k2. 7 . L2,7 v e e h27 '
‘ 1
North Carolina
. Communities With One or
. All Corrunities Communities With More Colleres by Type ©
Communi ty Pcpulgtlon Communities Withcut a College One or More Colleges® - 13 1L 16 17 25 39
iele Gracduates
0- 999 33.2 33.6 2.5 . [ X S
1,000 - 2,998 L1.3 L2, 7 27.2 33.4 .. bbb ,, 250 ,.
3,000 -, 19,999 Ls,s 4s.2 L6,5 .. .. U486 -, Lok ..
20,000 - 100, 000 Lh.7 Lo.$ Ls.0 .. ko2 .. sholse ..
Above - 100,000 48.3 48,3 G ee e .. .. BB3
‘ Femele Graduates
0- 99 33.3 3.2 34.8 P 11 SUUE
1,000 - 2,999 38.7 28.9 3.4 .o .. b55371378 ..
3,000 - 19,999 k1.9 L3.1 38.0 - .o .. 302 .. 608 ..
‘ 20,000 - 100,000 k6.7 25.0 48,5 .. 38.7.. 5.k570 ..
a Above - 100,000 L5.8 .. Ls.8 : ce ed e .. .. bs58

e, E)(cluux*g a ve*y small sample from a ccmmu.nity with & higher vocationel institution only

, ‘ b. College Type . odes are as follows: _'¢. College TypeiCodes are’ as follows'
: 11 = State University . ’ . 13 = State College
' ‘ ‘ 12 = Private University "~ ‘ 14 = Private College = ‘
0 -+ 16-= public Juriior College ; 16 = Public Junier College -
18 = State Extension. Center o ; o 17 = Private Junicr College
o ‘ ‘ 39 = ChiCﬂg,O o ; . S ‘ ‘26 = Maltiple Private Colleges.
o o 5‘9 hicago Suburbs o ‘, S ‘ E j'39 ‘Charlotte "

Full Tt Provided by ERIC. '



TABLE 2

MULTIPIESEGEENGIN ANALYXLY OF RATES OF COLLEGE ATTENDANCE:OF

MALE AND FEEIGEE 1966 ILLINOI

2 EosH SCHOOL GRADUATES BY ABILITY QUARTERS
BQRUATIONS (1) AND (2)2

79 Chicego suburb(north)

Adgrle  Graduates
ddsesy 1 (low)') Ability 2 Ability 3 Ability & (high)
Sarple Size " (681} (8813 (1018) (1018) (2053) (1053) (11bgh) (2494)
® R koo .053 .087 .055 .101 .051 . .068 |
Y 273k 2.7 3.27 3.8 3.3 b.og 4.ko 3.83
‘Constant . ATY LOUET .233 257 .LgL .582 JTH7 T34
Accessibility within cammunity
00 Kone: pop. 0~ 999 ——— ———— c——— _——a-
01 None: pop. 1,000 - 2,499 .061 -,053 -.031 -,0h2
o2 None: pop. 2,500 - 9,999 .036 -.135+% =111 ey
11 University(state) -.058% -,036 -.221#b .U69
12 University(private) L187* L235%# 164 .103
16 Junior college(public) 122 -.045 -.223%+ -.035
18 Extension center L, Olb -, 1ho* -.1h2w -.078
19 Technical, vocational -.106¢ ~.3b1e¢ -,013¢ .195¢
39 Chicago 279 .050 .ol 072
49 Chicago suburb(vest) el LW d L8
59 Chicsgo Suburb(south) 077 -.018 ~.061 .01k
79 Chicago suburb(north) .123 -.138 «.11h .031
Female Graduates
Sample Size (880) (880) (®9) (1329)  (u3o) - (1130) (1036)  (1034)
I .087 .101 .108 .113 102 .110 L0l .078
r L.58 3.29 8.78 5.7 7.2 k.70 3.87 2.94
Constant .107 .250 .195 .301 .378 262 .660 739
Aécessibility vithin community -
- 00 None: pop. .= 0 - 999 ——— ———- ———- ———-
01 Fone: pop. 1,000 - 2,k99 -, 181+ - 094 .G76 -.0682
2 None: pop. 3,000 -°9,999 -, L7k -.112% .0 -.031
13 University(state) -.119°% .001 .078 -.103
16 Junior college(public) -.110% -.078 .108%* -.113%
18 Extension center -.166%¢ -.150m% .120 -.061
19 Technical,vocational -.223mb -.054 € .388wee ak2c
29 Multiple two-year colleges - k3 -.207 07 -,052
39. Chieago -.121¢ -.095 .130 -, 150
L9 Chicago suburb(west) - 172%% -.080 L172 -.016
' 59 Chicago suburb(south) -.109% BRI L i L0 1-.043
69 Chicago suburb(far west) ceee eeend ... d .. @
| -.202#% - 16w .137# -.096

a Regression equations' ccntain the. follouing,independent variable sets! .
Equation (1): Father's Education, Mother's Education, and- Father's"Occupation. .
~ Equation (2): Father's Education, Mother's Education, Father's Occupation,end College Acceasibility.

Y ncludes 10 to 19 cases.

#* Significant F o) and t gg(one-talled) tests.
* © Includes less than 10 cases, | * Significant F o) test only.

) 4 Incluces no cases,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE 3

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RATES OF COLLEGE ATTENDANCE OF
MALE AND FEMALE 1966 ILLINOIS HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES BY FATHER'S EDUCATION
EQUATIONS (1) AND @)®

Male CGraduates

Elementary Some Hirh School Some College
School High School . Greaduate College Graduat=~
Sample Size | (782)  (782) (761)  (761) (1105) (1105} (738} (738) (331) (331}
R? - 218 2w 222 258 232 255 231 245 258 .293
r 14,84 10.45 12,47 9.46 18.19 12,66 12,04 8,52 6,41 - L6l
Constant .166 ,104 AT9 0 .137 200 256 236 391,163 .us8
Acceasibility within community '
00 KRone: pop. 0 - 999 N ——— ———— —em- memes ¢ -—--¢
01 Kone: pop. 1,000 - 2,499 © .13k . 068 -.076 -.297% -.265%b
02 None: pop. 2,500 - 9,999 .009 -.039 -.057 -.137 -. 367+
11 L’niversity(state) 1e7¢c .o0k2 b -.137 -.1h8% -.3.10b
12 University(privete) L357% 268w .137 -. 026 -.228
16 Junior college(public) L0861 -.023 “.11b -.190 =434 b
18 Extension center - . .26 . -.061 -.153 -,236% -, 375
19 Technical, vocational -.6T1€ .07 ¢ -.294 ¢ . d .038¢
39 Chicago L175% ,200% .057 «.1k2 . ..222
49 Chicago suburb(vest) veen d vern @ vere b4 vaead
59 Chicago suburb(south) L090 06k - - 0’49 -, 148 -.272
79 Chicago suburb(north) oo .25 ~.087 -.155 +.318

Female Graduates

Elementary . Scme High School Some College
School High School Gradusate College Graduate
- Semple Size (B2b)  (c2b) (811}  (811) moo) (1100) (830)  (830) (338) (338)
R? 215 230 183 193 248 257 218 .226 366 385
F ‘ 12,95 8,48 9.83 6.hb 19.85 12,78 12,56 8.06 10.23  6.66 .
Conatant .127 213 L0687 .198 .75 278 .182 LATR 071 - .99
 Accessibility with!n community
00 None: pop. 0. 999 ——-- ---- b e b -—--¢
01 Fone: pop. 1,000 - 2,499 -.084 -.212e -5 LO4T -.063°
02 None: pop.. 2,500 - 9,999 C 63 -.265 -.022 .02 o -ous?
11 Yniversity(state) - -.eLb ‘ 0610 -.130 .0o4 ‘ -.076 ¢
16 Junior college(public) . L =026 -1 -.050 ,056 012 |
18 Extension certer S =112 -.127 ) -,108 -.016 Noyp!
19 Technical, vocational : -.136¢ .087¢ . .076 ¢ ‘ LY A 296 ¢
. 29 Multiple two-year collegea =131 =11 -,126 009 P w21 ¢
39 Chicago i -.041 -,100 | ~.169~* . -.018 059
49 chicago suburb(uest) - =020 -.083 -, 1067 1102 .137b
59 Chicagec suburb(south) ‘ ‘ . 000 .. =,1h) -.307 -.055 .006d
89 Chicago suburb(far west). = . . vian g ,152¢ eees 4 Cve.st
79 Chicago suburb(north) -, 13k Ce7? . -, 085 . LOll -.053

a Regression equationa contain the following independent variable seta:
Equatfon (1): Ability, Mother's Educatlon, and -Father's Occupation.
Equatlon (2) Ability, Mother ] qucation. ‘Father 8  Occupation, and College Acceuibility.

, b Includu 10 to 19 caneu o ‘ ) bid Sig‘nificant F .01 and t o:(one tailed) testn. .
- Includes less than 10 cases, . c L Significent F .01 test only

- d Includea no cases.

O
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TABLE )

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RATES OF COLLIGE ATTENDANCE OF .
MALE AND FEMALE 1966 NORTH CAROLINA HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES BY FATHER'S EDUCATICN
EQUATIONS (1) AND (2)8

Male .Graduates

Ability 1 (low) Ability 2 Ability 3 Ability b (high)
Sample Size v (1806) (1806) {1396) (1396) (1084) (10uk) (1127) (1127)
2 0 ok 079 T o093 .076 .083 075 087
r b,15 3.4 6.5 5.22 L.69 3.38 5.2 3.9C
Constant .110 0% 218 .205 Aish k29 586 572
Accengibility within cemmunity "
00 None: pop. 0 - 999 - ~—~- ---- ' -
0l Nane: pop, 1,000 - 2,b9q .018 .003 02 .050
02 None: pop. 2,500 =« 9,999 -.017 LOT2%x L0687 .007
03 None: pop. 10,000 -19,999 09T .098+ g .05 -
13 State college S -, 12L#w - 167% .121¢ .2310¢
14 Private college .003 -.036. 0T .03}
16 Junior college(public) T L 115% .010 .003 .ol
17 Junior college{private) LOThs 18k an .003 . -. 048
26 Multiple private colleges .031 . -.086% ° -.01b .00
39 Charlotte .025 -.022 -.016 -.037

Female - Graduates

Sample Size (@31%)  (231%)  (1633) (1633) (1103) (1103) (765) (765)
R2 : .079 .084 .125 134 .14 1133 .086 103
LiE 10.98 776 12.79 9.20 7.78 6.11 3.68 3.25
Constant 223 .22y 32 . L3 kg 493 66 686
Accessibility within community

00 None: pop. 0 - 999 - EETS emea m——
Ol None: pop. 1,000 - 2,499 .005 L0056 -.047 -, 06
Q2 None: pop. 2,500 - 9,999 .005 . 068+ -.009 -.036
03 None: pop. 10,000 - 19,999 : -.012 .091# .025 -.079 ®
13 state college , -.082% .2619#0 287 ¢ o
1k JPrivate college ‘ -.008 =032 . 000 -.038
16 Junior college(public) .0b7 -, 054 -, 208 -.108
17 Junior college(private) . 036 © o .030 .116# , 000
26 Multiple private colleges L .091ae 095 L 105%% 038

39 Cherlotte . ‘ -,015 ~.) » -, 070% -,109

& Regreagion equations contain the ‘following independent variable sets:

Equation (1): Father's Fducation, Mother's Education,and Father's Oceupation.
Equation (2); Father's Education, Mother's Education, Father's Occupation,and College Accessibility.

P Includes 10 to 19 cases. : S " s#.Significant F 0 end t o5(one-tailed) tests,
'€ Includes less than 10 cases. - © % Significant F o) test only.

d Includes no cases.

ERIC
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TABLE 5

MULTTPLE REGRESSIUN ANALYSIS OF RATFS OF COLLFGE ATTENDANCE UF
MALE AND FEMALE 1966 NORTH CAROLINA HIGYH SCHOOL GRADUATES BY FATHm S EDUCATION
EQUATIONS (1) AND (2)®

Male Graduates
Elenmentary Some High School Some College’
School High School Graduate College Grqduate
Sample Size (tab) - (abak)  (933)  (933)  (1128) (1128)  (635)  (635) (3%0)  (390)
R? 206 .207 261 .280 270 .27y 205 .21 261 .270
4 21.03  1h.L5 17.92 13.% 22.84  16.39 8.80 6.30 7.28  5.17
Constant _ .036 .035 .089 Loll 088 .o; .1ko 176 .05k .077
Accessibllity within community
00 Nene: pop. 0~ 999 ==es “—=- ot -—-- --m-
Ol Kone: pop. 1,000 - . 2,499 -.00b .Ohl .037 -.035 -.033
02 None:. pop. 2,500 - 9,999 -.017 .051 .015 .060 -.032
03 Nene: “pop. 10,000 - 19,939 .0gh# .079 .1624% .005 .105.b
13 State :college -.068 .008 ¢ -.0770 -.050¢ -.066 ¢
1l Private college -.043 .07 .10 .27 .000
16 Junior college(public) -.030 112 .0l 078 ® Jak2 b
17 Junior college(private) .012 258w -.010 -.09k -.075%
26 Multiple private collegee ©.003 -.09k -, 01k -.093 -.052
39 Charlotte : .012 -.01k -.059 -.050 -.038
Female Graduates
Elementary Same High School . Some College
School High School Graduate College Graduate
Sample Size (15%2) (1sk2)  (1079) (1079)  (2130) (1130)  (7ML)  (7hL) (348)  (348)
R®. 262 ap 220 228 217 .23 2% 269 268 277
F 17.32  12,% 17.56  12.47 17.11  12.75 13.60 16,16 6.7 b,73
Constant ' 177 .186 .2l .253 19 0% .280 .331 k73 476
Accessibility within cummunity
‘00 None: pop. 0- 999 ——- -—-- -=~- ---- -
Ol None: pop. 1,000 - 2,459 -.031 .20 .006 -,0h6 .022
2 None: pop. 2,500 - 9,939 .OT2% -.046 .06 -2k .055 P
03 Nope: pop. 10,000 - 19,999 - .06k .082 134 .085° .081®
13 State college -.017 . .018 .184® 37mc .158.¢
14 Private college -.009 .0lo .o olig 22THn
16 Junior college(public) -, 1270 -.035 .001 -.013 0 .283 ¢©
17 Junior college(private) .28 .065 « 1508+ -.031 . 090
26 Multiple private colleges 0% 106 .178%x ) . 007 075
39 Charlotte -.001 -.054 -.01k4 2,133 ..008

a Regression equations:contain the following independent sets:

Equation (1): Ability, Mother's Education and Father's Occupation.
Equation (2) Ability, Mother's Education, Father's OCCupation and :College Accesgibility,

b Includes 10 to 19 cases.

¢ Includes less:than 10 cages.

d Includes no:cases.

*# Significant F p aod t.05(one~tailed) tests.
* Significant F g test only.




