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, o INTRODUCTION

For the past 20 to 25 years the provision of access baé been

.

perhaps the largest single initiative of state and"federal‘. ’

.

governments in higher education. 1In the 1960s, access was

‘éromotéd primarily by the states through the establishment of

"- tr .‘ . l. *,
& community colleges in locations geographically accessible to.state
residents. In the past decade, the federal government took the'
. ’ . <
initiative, dramatically expanding programs’ that provide

. . ~ Y -
, need-based financial assistance. . directly to students. Many states

also made large commitments to student financial aid programs.
_—

ﬂ The federal government spends annuatly five billion dollars

G

and states'Spend another one billion dollars in direct need-based

financial assistance for students to promote their educational
. ' 9

. LN R
\ )

' - opportunities, ’ : \
> . \ o \ .
The attention given to promoting higher education
) L mew . o ‘ S
opportunitles is,waning. While questions of access will .

A ES

undoubtedly continue to attract apténtion, the areafcurrently“is_f.
secondary to concerns of quality, basic skills, student and

'faculty competence, budgetary practices, cost containment and

- - e

accountability. Many fgsources will continue to be spent for,

K]
*

access, but the continuous growth in these resources experienced

*

over the past decade is not likely to continue. In fact,

resources will probably decline in real dollars: 1In a sense, an
v . ’

"o @,

era has come to a close. . S

. Lt
-

Unfortunately, Little concerted attention has been given to (1) %,

assessing what access means, (3) examining the values implied” by
\ Lo

the adopti&h of public policies to ‘promote access, (3) mgagufing
[ ] ’ > ~ ’ ‘(‘ . 'I‘

’ - : R

Q ‘ \ ‘ . 1 7 . . fl,‘ f'“:.-.
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v f
. .

+ the effectiveness of -pslicies in achieving access, (4) determining

+ the limitatiohs of public policyfvis a vis access and (5) ) v
, N ‘?': . o o
assessing what strategies would be best, given the current

Bsituation[ for preserving what has been gained or for promoting °

-

¢ oW

additional access,

x M ’
Previous studies of access have been either conceptual in

nature or limited in perspective. For example, the National 7
'Commission &n the Financing of Postsecondary Education statéd as
: - A

. ' welk in 1973 as it has been stated since the objective of student

access: ' .
. . N * .

Each individual should be able to enroll in some form of
, . Postsecondary education appropriate té that person's
B .. ®peeds, capabilities,; and motivation (p. 55).
¢ . 3

-

Howeve?% this statement does not provide guidance to policy makers

" who must 3%2;:e how to allocate funds to achieve this goal.. The

~

i g?fferié proposed by the Commission for measuring achievement of

< - -

tXe objective ‘offer more specific guidance, including the "extent
EY i . .

S

to which the student poﬁulation and the college-age populétion are

similar with respgkt to" (Ibid. p. 60) income,,raée, seXx and -
% ; 4

1 v ,
family residence. H?weVﬁra with students of all ages attending

. D’*i - .
- college, what does the "college~age population” consist of?‘\How
a . - N . \ ~ ‘

. 1s "similar" defined ogerationally? Are there objective standards
! i > ‘

that can be used or does it rest upon a consensus of opinion?

-

In early aftempts to.gromote access, several states attempted

to ‘insure that an institu n of higher education was located

within commuting distanfe of all of the’populatioq.or,.realizing -

practical limitations, withiph commuting distance of a specified
. . ¥

. . /-
percentage of the population.} These intentions were frequently
| 3
y - * . - v
Q % 2

8.
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embodied in state master plans of the l950s and 1960s, ane
achievement of access was evaluafed 1n terms of geographica} ;o
proximity to colleges willlngham 1970). —f' ) -

More recent, efforts have focused on.enrollment rates among
dlfferent groups of 1nd1v1dual& and éhe net pr1ce to the student
as measures for evaluatlng achlevement of access (Leslie, 1977
and Puma, 1980) Herver,-these studles present results on
measurements of access; thair purposes do not jinclude a )
cdénsideration of' the role of public policy in promoting access or
of the cost of the accomplishments brought about by the public
pplicies. ‘

The purpose of this report is to address a number of
fundamentat.questionf about access. To state perhaps too .simply,

-

the report addresses four questions: (1) What is access, (2) how
much access do we have, (3) how much access cap we have and (4)
how much access should we have. whlle it should be immediately
pointed out that the report does not pretend to provide
definitive answers to these questions, — offers a.
comprehensive coptext for examining these questions and provides
information-about‘many access issues related to these four

questions,

The first chapter discusses different meanings of access and !

. explains how different implications regarding public policy stem

va
from various definitions of access. The word access is a "buzz"
\ -

~—

word in higher education. It has been used too freely in various

-

contextz}so that it no longer has a consistéent meaning. . From the

outset ¥t was defined in general, elusive, conceptual terms.

. . .
- ]
Ed

¥
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+ Consequgntly, severhl standards have been developed to measure

access, and achiévement of access still remains evasive bécause .
N , ) :

definite criteria have not been established. Adherence to dif-

ferent values regardlng the proper role of public policy implies

different access %tandards ' Ny
-~ .

v

Chapter fi'bresenﬁs a sumhary of the 8egrée of access

achieved by cbmmunity celz:gesa While there are nimerous ways of .

measuring access, attention is given primarily to two measures

~ : r

- . i . . . ‘ L
popularly used by policy makers for ‘judging access and assessing
. the need for committing more resources or fewer resources- to
enhance access. One measure is based on enrollments of groups of

individuafs, and the other is based on the costs students pay 'to

attend, A third additional measure that addresses more

fundamentally the presumed purpose of access goals is the degree

to which educational aspirations and expectations are met. This

. -
.

measure is also examined. . 4

'
»

The limits of access are discussed in Chapter III. Present
limited resources and competing interests translate th1s }gsue
into considerations of how much can be achieved with the resources

ava1lable; what is the best approdch; and what can be done to

provide access to those who do hot have it. Three factors must be

v

- Y

consﬁ%ereﬁ: (1) how access is defined, (2)-the cost as well as_
the effectiveness of programs and (3) the limitations of various
policy and nonpolicy factors in affecting access. ~Chapter III

discusses the second and third féctors.

1 4

. While Chapter III défines the practical limits of fosteriﬁg

access through conventional governmgpt policy, Chapter IV examines

N

practices of community,cqlléges that affect access and suggests . r
/ ! .'

that the focal point of greatest activity affecting access may be

- ( 3 . ’




5 . ‘ )

"~ shifting from the government to the institution.

. Chapter Vv discusses changing priorities and the likely

-
.

1mportance of access 1n the 1980s. The .first part of Chapter v

1dent1f1es why the conventlonal argument for sub51d1z1ng education
must be modified to fit the case for access today. The second "
' part of the chapter deals with the ;hanglng emphasis of 'policy ' . |
‘ make\§ Ev1dence of the cohhltment to access, or any other publlc ’ '
.

pollcy goal, is seldom direct or explicit but can be galned by !

: v1ew1ng the prlorltles and activities of policy makers; ’ "
A

’

A list of findings .and observatlons are summarized in Chapter

©

VI.. Chapter VII presents the main conclusions and pallcy

. , - ’
implications, ' . .
. ’ : i . . !
The cho'ice of this framework for the report rests upon over R
N . . &
+ two years of research undertaken with a contract from the National

“ i

%

Institute of 'Education., The intent was to examine issues in’
+ . / . , N R
community college finance and the impact that the financial issues
o 7 ' B “
are likely to. have upon community college studehts and prospective

2

students. >

.
- te

The'effort began with a review of community college research

*

. literature that assessed current knowledge of (1) the
\ -

v -

characteristics of community college students, (2) enrollment .
behavior and edugational needs assessment, (3) &4tudent financial "
&

p aid and (4) conventional financing of communlty colleges. The

majorlty of subsequent act1v1t1es was at state, institutional and

individual levels, although some natiohal level data were
. %
examined. At .the state level comparisons were made of

enrollments, college participation and various student costs

| s » \




between community colleges and state colleges among all states. N

Throdgh surveys, additiénal information was collected on tu1tion

.
“ .

+and stadent financial aid policies among states.

.- At the institutional level; case studies of several * *

-

institutions were condugted in California, Colorado, Florida, New
: |

York and Texas. The general pquose was to evaluate the

. ¢ ' . - b4
particuldr financial problems_facing the community college. The

results differed widely in the five states, largel?ibecause of the

-~

circumstances of the state or region. 1In California,_attention
was limited to an assessment of institutional elements of access-.

© (practices7 programs and policies fostering acdcess):~ Attention

N

was given in Texas to’ interinstitutional enrollment rates and’

student costs and to the extent of access attributab)e to ‘the ’

>
o F -, »

geographical location of 1nst1tutions and to, other 1nst1tutional
. , )
factors.

e

The individual level of analysis focused primarily on (1)
! - ¢ . . e “
identifying factors influencing enrollment behavior in a broad

context that included both policy and ‘nonpolicy factors and (2)
determining the attributes of community college students in

+*  comparison with the attributes of students attending four-year

institutions; |

Several'publications were prepared from various activities of -

¢

the project. A list of the publications is given 1n the back of
, this;report. Therissue of access is céntral to many aspects of
these reports because it . has been an important priority of ' '

government in higher education over several decades. 8ecause of

the threat access now faces, it is appropri tﬂ make a concerted
Sy
/

U L




effort to scrutinize the issue. ..
. & ' . s

. . . o
Although a discussion of access extends to all levels of

higher education, primary attention is given here to community

cvlleges becaqse they have been the most prominent vehicle for

!‘ 4 .
.1«

. promoting adcess. Defﬁnitive answers to the four issues posed

N .
e e

above are not part‘of this report- the value 'of this report lies

in (l) raising these quite different aspects of access in the same

cdntext, (2) examining the reasoning and implications found among
€ ' ' . - '

them, and %Bf»prOposing directfons for pupiic policy ‘to take

.dependimg\upon the nature,oﬁ'access desired and the emphasis to,@e'

N . . . . .'::“ . B t’f B .
placed on it, R . - Q
- A broad group of institution administrators and policy makers,
¢ U,gtate and federal officials:and students of higher education will
- -y

.

find this report useful. It identifies the reasons for the

g

ambiguity and rhetoric surrounding the issue of access; it

. ‘ﬁ, i!"' '\,, h

- assesses the degree of access tﬁatﬁmgs Qgen achieved; it discusses

how the context of access has changed and what institutions and

government officials may do to- promote access in a period of

L fiscal stringency.

g
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, I. THE MEANING GF ACCESS
1 ‘ .

Because access has many contexts in higher egucatidn, the

purpose of this chapter is to,try to re§olve'sqaf of the ambiguity"

/
#

<~ . . . . . .
surrounding the issue. First, as was pointed out in the
. \ '

introduction, \there .is no difficulty in defining access in the ‘-
- A *
abstract. As the National Commission on the Financing of
) § *
Postsecondary Education has stated, access means that educational

0

oppo;ﬁunities should be provided to 511 who are able to benefit
from thquxpériegce. This' statement, however, does not allow one ;
to inow when‘&he obligation has been provided and how to judge
’ .

whether an individua? is able. 1In operational terms accesg. should
be defined in ways in which it can be measured. The task is not
easy. Stlandards used may be misleading, resulting in a dlsparlty
betwsen actual outcome and intended policy objectlve.

A comprehénsivg discussion of access must include an analysis

B

of many factors including instigutibnal, enrollment and student
characteg}stic;. '"Thése %actors are fnextricably‘linkedq and any
separdtion must seem artificial and contrived" (Olivas, 1379, pP.
10) . Fur thermore, matriculatién ét an institution of higher
education is only one step in ghe access hierarchy. Retention,
graduatiqn and subéequent utility of the acquirea education’ are

also elements of access. ‘ . a&

~
4

Unfortunately, a thorough discussion of_the full range of the

1mp11cat10ns of access goes beyond the purpose of this report.

This report is 11m1ted to matrlculatlon or enrollment access.
Inclusion of more distant dimensions of access, such .as retention,

quickl§ leads into issues of employment opportunities and other

.

. ©14 -
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,attendance -- geographical, financial or informational --¢be

*g

&

v

import that they deserve separate treatment. |

topics of such large
What must be avoided is letting the complex issue of access be
oversimplified by the usage of simple, ‘common measures for the

”

achievement of access. . . '
While an explicit definition of-access is difficult to obtain,

three attributes can be identified that .should be incorporated into

A - . . . )
an ideal definition of equal access. One is that barriers to. "

.\

equalized among Students and ptospective students. Another is that there
should be an institutionally supportive climate for students,

which involve$ having appropriate student support services,

~
PR

academic program offerings and faculty and staff who are sensitive

v

%o the education and education-related needs‘of préspective '
students. '%inally, recognition should be made of the differences

among institutional sectors. . . . -\ S

A comprehensive coverage of access includes a broad spectrum of

issues. This report deliberately places an emphasis on community
. . :

colleges. Community cblleges are the entry ‘point to

higher education for.most minorities, eductationally disadvantaged

- i

students and adult students. Furthermore, Community colleges have

been in the forefront in advocating access.
"This chapter begins with a discussion of the purpose 6f

* . .
public policy and the usefulness of using the coincidehce between
educa;iohal aspi;atfons énd expectations gnd educational.
attainmens/ds a measure of access. . lowihg is a discussion AE
various problems of measurementnthat\obscure assessments of the
degree to which access is achieved when access is défined,in terms




-’

of enroliments or student costs,
Ba.
The Purpos® of Public Policy
The purpose of public policy is to change individual behavior

by creating incentives or disincentives to behave diffetently than

- one would without the poiicy. In higher education much attention

- {
has been given to*policies_that raise the expectations wof

prospectlve students so that those who Fsplre to attend college,

but who otherw13eﬁyould not expect to attend do attend. Policy

-
»

is de51gned to affect the individual decision-making process by
making attendance oﬁtions more realistic and probable than they

otherwise would be. BPoliqy Intervention may take any of several
A\

“forms. It could be through the establishment of a new college
. ? .

-

close to the residence ofxtee\individdals for whom the policy is
designed or thro&gp qurricﬁlar offerings of interest to the
prospective stuae;ts.- Over the last decade, P¢licy intervention
has largelybbeen,in tﬁe‘fp?m of reducing financial barriers to
attendance throu@h*the availability of student financial aid. 1In
all:of these fnetances, policy is meant té altér the expectations
of the -individuals

For the weaithy, prospective student, provis};n of student
financial aid is not likely to alter his or. her expectations for '
postsecondary edeeation.. Therefore, if the policy does not alter
expectations,lahd Eubsequeﬁt actions, it is generally considered
ineffective. :Tﬁﬁé, one attribute of good public policy is that it

is designed to alter expecﬁatiops and outcomes in some prescribed

way. a ‘second quality ofhgood policy is that it results in a




better alignmeqtrof'an indi&fdual's aspirations and expectations.

In the "conventional” case of providing student financial aid, the
» " -

- .

purpose of the policy is to lower financial barriers to attendance

so that those who want to attend, but who otherwise caannot afford
to attend, may atténd.'.That is, expectations are raised tkfough
public policies so that they are consistent with the person's

aspirations.

n 37'

v Anfgqually gooé alignment can bé found among those
individuafsfwho do not qséire to attend, do not expect to attend
and who, in fact, do notoatxend. At this point, however, there is
disagf?ement over the desirability of this condition. One

.

argument is that individuals should be free to attend or not

atterid college as they wish. Publ&q po}icy assistance sp?uld be
reserved for those who wané to attend; publ}d policies should be
designed éo'hél? those who are\willing to helg'themselvés. Those
who are not interested should.bé freerté pur sye other interests..
The other argument isqthat this“line 6fAreasoning would be
acceptaqie if th&ée‘Who wanted. to go to college were uniférmly

. distributed in the popdlation by race, sex and income. However,

Il
!
-

this is not the case.* Individuals of high socioeconomic¥status

aspiré ép attend more freéuentfy than individuals of low
socioecongmic status. The issue then arises as to what is Ehe
appropriate)role of pubiic~policy to modify aspirations. .
Debatable is whether the QOmain of public pofTEy be limited to
.modifying e%pectatiqns or also to inciude ﬁodifyapg aspirations.
Although obtéining‘a consensus on this poinf may bé difficul;, thé

-~

vd ) R o s . .
distinction is fundamental. Public policies appropriate for

o

Q ’ ' . u o 11
N S b

ot




.modifying expectations may be quite’diffefeht from bélicies used

Y

. ;
to change aspirations. Unfortunately, public.policies designed to

& - . L
address the issue of access are tied to 1nd1caﬁors -- for example,
part1c1gat10n rates -- that may -not properly reflect the

.

modlflcatlons to asglratlons, expectatlons and attalnment thap
should be the key .to measuran/fge success of publlc p011c1es.
Student financial a1d was designed to reduce f1nanc1al barriers to

attendanceé, essentially by raising an individual's expectations

v

for higher educatio ttendance. However, after ‘billions of

‘dollars lrave beery spent on financkal aid, which has gone & Long.

L]
.

, way toward reducing financial barriers to attendance, there is now
s

concern that that is hot enough. Many educationally and
P

socioeconomicaldy disadvantaged persons, especially minorities,

are not attending. A suggested remedy is to reduce information
. ) -
barriers to attendan¢e. The reasonlng is that if disadvantaged

individuals have more information about the benefits and the costs

-

and means of financing higher education, more disadvantaged

individuals would.aspire to attend.
“\ -
- While-this reasoning may well be correct, it would have been

helpful at the outset of the access movement 20 or 30 years ago
B . .

and less frustrating now to have thought of policy objeetives in
.these terms. A public pelicy debate over the issue of access,
framed ;n this'cdntext,fgpuld°have led to a better unéerstanding
and evaluationuof’the echievement of tﬁeggoals of such policies.
This perspec¢tive of aspirations and expectations for
eva\iuating‘tﬁe “appropriate,role of publiic ‘pelicy can be developed
further. Eﬁe table below presents a matrix of the degree ef

L N

- | s .




alignment among aspirations, expectations and attainment prior to

¢

intervention through public policy.-
. A%

[}

Table 1
HYPOTHETICAL DISPOSITION AND EDUCATIONAL SITUATION N
. N . ) OF AN INDIVIDUAL - .
Individual Disposition Higher Education Situations
. . "1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8

’ Aspires to attend ) ‘yes §es, no yes no no yes no

Expects to atgend Yes no yes no yes no yes no

Does attend : ' yes yes yes no no yes no no

Cases 1 and 8 represent the extreme situations already

-

described. case 1 represents the individual who wants to attend,

’ exﬁe;ts to and does. Public policy sﬁggld not be addressed toward
. - oy

this individual. Case 8 rep}esents the person who has no inferest

in college and does not plan to go and, in fact, does not gos
. ' N

~ ¢

i

o

Th'is is the individugl for whom there is disagreement ahout

whether'ré{iing his ot her aspiratidn% and expectations should be

a legitimate concern of public policy. Case 4 is the "typical"
_target of pgplic ppiicy. The person wants to attend college and

will attend if his or her expectations are raised through the

* f

effects of public policy.

The other cases represent situations less concerned with
. . i ;
access than the importance of deciding how education and on what

basis education should be allocated among individtals. Case 2
, represents the individual who wants td attend and against all odds
[4 M »

somehow manages to attend. Case 3 could Be viewed as the
r-3 ’

' . \

1 ' s
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individdal who .attends college because of family or peer pressure

-
3

alfhough he' or she has no personal interest in attending. Case 5

could be vViewed as the situation of a rébelling youngster. He or

.

she doeS”nét want to go and refuses to do so, although the parents .

-

‘ ! . ‘ . -
. have urged the youngster to attend. Case 6 represents the .

.indiviaual who-attends college out of default, The individual,

»

. does not have any particular interest in attending but‘perhéps as
a last minute thought decides to enroll. Case 7 m%ggt typify khe

: situation of an individual whose plans unexpecgedl§ change. The

5
' individual may have decided to get married or became mére
“ "
interested in employment although he or she had initially wanted -

L
to attend and expected to attend. Each of these intermediary

cases represents a situation in which there is a discontinuous
alignment among aspiratiions, expectations and attainment. ‘Each

¢ , - . :
therefore deserves a discussion of the appropriate role of public

. . . 3}
policy to modify the incentives various individuals have to attend
. >

or not attend.
N,

Despite the clarification of policy issues that might flow

from a better understanding of human behavior *and the actions

taken to modify behavior, primary attention regarding access has
been given to measures of access in terms of either opportunities

- (student costs) or outcomes (ehrollment rates). These are

£}

visible, popular meésures,used.by policy makers for evaluating the

. effectiveness of access policies,
. .,

5
Access in Terms of §%portunity

From the 1950s to the early 1970s, access in terms of *

{
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opportunity was promoted through thé‘e§§§p;jshment of community

colleges dispersed throughout, all regionsibf,a state to provide

+

geographical ppoxim{ty for prospedtivéﬂgthdénts. Many states set

goals of providing access by having éé}fnstitution of higher’
education within commuting distanc; oé a certain percentage of the
é&pulation. Thgﬁapproaéh rested on the assumption éhat by dging‘
‘this the state had equalized opporéﬁnity and that the decision to
enroll or not to enroll reflected differences in individual

preferences. The implied policy was to'raise expectations for .

those who aspired to attend. 1In the 19705, access was promoted‘by

reducing financial barriers to attendance, largely through student'

financial aid. If student costs were equalized, taking into
consideration student and family ability to pay, access presumably

would be achieved. .This standard of student costs is‘examifed%inj

L ]
this report as a measure of access defined in terms of
) ‘ i
opportunity,

Access in Terms of Outcome '

)

Preference for measuring access in terms of outcomes is based
on the belief'that abiiity and preference for education are

—

distributed gqually among ethnic and income groups. Any
significant aifferénces in participation rates in higher education
of these groups indicate that opéortunities are not equal and that
access, fof'any'number of reasons, i; not provided uniformly aﬁong

groups. This measure of "access in terms of outcome," using ,

participation rates and representation ratios, is the second

< )

&standard used  in this report for evaluating accéss,




When evaluatlon oﬁ$access is made in terms of outcomes,

e

student costs (specifically student financial aldh}as well as‘a

host of other factors -- suych as the proximity of institutions,

- the curricular offerings or range of scheduling options -- all

-

have an effect on enrollments. However, while some attention is

L4

given to these latter measures, it is:limited because they (1)

represent.either policies, such as thée establishment of community
. J . .
colleges, which have run their natural course or (2) represent a

F}

+  .host of institution and state specific characteristics that are
. difficult to quantify. Particular attention is given to two

measures, student costs and enrollments, because of their
R l- |
popularity among policy makers. (These are "pressure points" to

which legislators ;espond. "

- \ , .
t N . s ] -
¥ - . hs

. A -
\ fthe Ambiguity of Measurement y \ . ~

4 The lack-of a\§ingle standard of access makes evaluation of

the achievement of access ambiguous and, by any standard, theres
. . .

are several ambiguous points of definition and measuremené. For

\‘ L N

example, in the dlscu551on of the purpose of public pOllCY,

s

PN

~

dlstlnctlons between, aspirations and expectations are not as well

- &,
defined as implied. Asp{gations are influenced by perception of

what is pgssible, Consequently,ipoliciee designed to'modify

expecta;ions of some individuals -could have a secondary effect on

=

aspirations of others, who then become candidates for policy
€«
intervention to modify expectations.

'S

. The purpose of this section’is to discuss measurement errors

-~

and problems of definition that contribute to the ambigquity of
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interpreting two popular access measures. One is the net price

measure, yhich is the student cost of attendance minus student )
\fdnanqial aid plus parental contribution. The desired outcome is
to have students responsible for an equitable share of the
education cost. \The focus here is on student costs, address&ﬁg

issues that are objecn1ve in nature and that can lead to 1mproved

& assessment and measurement of access. The other popular access
r [ 4 .
measurement, student enrollments, also is briefly discussed in the
a . . . : .

final part of this chapter. Y :

Student's Costs and.Resources

[

The conventional student's budget, which is composed of
tuition and(fees, room and board for resident students and
transportation costs for commuters, books, supplies and
mlscellaneous expenses, is generally determlned by the 1nst1tutlon
. and largely taken for granted in deliberations regarding student
financial need. The standard approach for determining equitable
access is to see if, after reducing ‘the student budget by
available public resources, the priuate share matches the expected

share. Another way of viewing the issue is in terms of the net

price to the student, which i

e cost of attendance minus

rice rests

e and the

financial aid. A determination of an appropriate net
upon a détermination oﬁ,the student.cost of-atte
student's, or family's, ability to pay. ‘The question of how much
should a student or his or her family pay to attend college is an
< ipportant but separate gonsideration not discussed in this report.

. It also is an ongoing issue. The College Board (198l), the

American College Testing program (Goggin, 1974), state "student

»
n

o ' -7
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financial aid agencies and, more recently, Congress (U.S.

Department of Education, 1981); continually develop and disciss

' -

schedules of expected financial contributions. These are designed

primarily to treat eqQuitably financially similar students in

S

similar institutions and finaqually dissimilar students attending A

v - . .
similar institutions. Secondarily, they are directed to treating
equfﬁably’%tudents attending dissimilar institutions. While o :

debate will continue over how abil'ity to pay should be measured
and over how heavily that ability to pay shéuld be drawn upon,

o
there is no definitive answer. The outcome depends largely upon

the subjective values collectively accepted or agreed upon.

The way.in which budgets are calculatedlresults in biased
estimates of financial need "for students under certain
cifchmstances of attendance, Perhaps thg largest source of bias
among estimates pf student costs and subsequent calculations of
need is due to the use of'direct,'total monetary costs for ~
calculating a studgnt's costs, From a pyblic policy perspective,

however, the relevant costs are those additional costs incurred.

Some of the costs included in the_student budget are costs that

the student would incuf regar@léss

~

status., For example, .Bveryone znus

£ his or her enrollment

have food and shelter. While

board and room on campus probably c¢

*

student living on campus saves the

sts more than at home, a
g
st of board at home, but no

adjustment is made to the student's budget to reflect this

1

savings.: A similadr argument can be made regarding some |, . “

miscellaneous personal expenses and certain transportation costs,

such as automobile insurance for the commuter, whedch would be




\,

-incurred in most cases ‘even ig‘the individual did not attend

college. Consequently, the actual increase ,in cost that a

1

student, and his or her family, must consider in deciding“t&

-

attﬁnd college may be one-half or two~-thirds of the 1 A

v

. \\
in;;itutionally estimated student budget (Nelson, 1980), although
calculation of student financial need characteristically is based

on the total student budget. ) t

Another cost, which particularly affects low-income people,

5

is foregone earnings, which is the income that a student would
v .

’

earn if he or she were to work instead of attend .college. It is
an appropriate cost for the individual whose choice is between

working and‘attending college. Since‘work options are more

frequently experieﬁced by low-income families, foregone earnings

constitute a more serious barrier to attendance for these

»

A
’

individuals. This situation may/partially expla@n why so many

low-income students attend community colleges. They are able to
reduce foFegonq earnings by'workiné while attending cqllege~at
0 '

home and at the same time reduce board and room costs.
-

Another factor that .is not includedkin these deliberations is
the tempotary.alteratiop of standard of living that students often
undergo'to &eet their financial situations. Accdrdingxzo the
College Board, the national average student expense-budqet for
ninelmqnths at a community college is about $3,200 for a single
student liying on campus and about $400 less for a commuting
student (College Board, 198l). For a married student or a student
with children; the budgets are greater. Financial aid resources

.\

to meet a budget of this magnitude are grossly inadequaté. A Ppell

19,




Grant would prgv{de about $900; self-help is, perhaps, $750,
1eav{nq $1,350 6f a $3,000 budget to be met by state aid funds or
other féépr%l programs. - Much of the aid need is not‘met.
Nevertheless, many-re;ipients still attend coliege. This paradox
could be eXplainéd‘in part if budéet csst calculations are,
overesiimated; as occﬁrs when the total cost rather than t%e

- marginal cost of attendance is used.

| The paradox might aiso be.explaineé if students temporar}ly
~changed their living standards. 'Standard adjustments are made for
room and board, personal expenses, transportation and chila care, .
but most every college student has scrimped at one time or
another. While hardly anyone is willing to make such changes

permanently, nearly all are willing to make temporary adjustments.
Some COSZé,ésuch as éE;;hing, health care and iransportation can
be postponeaz The ability of an individual to make such - f
adjustments is probably-different for youths without other
commitments and for adults with family and other responsibilities.
Since student budget calculations do &ot recognize these
distinCtigns,gsome students, especially aduits, may not be ablexto
’reduce their financiél needs as much as other students. For éhese
reasons it is difficult to understand the practical significance
oé calculations showing unmet financi;l need and to interpret

their impact on individuals' decisions to enroll or to continue

attendance.

h

-

Students living at home while attending college also
substantially alter the educational value of the 6gllege

experience. College attendance provides cognitive and affective

-

Y
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benefits for the student. Although many students choose to
Axy

commute to college rather théh to reside on campus, the total
college experience is quite different, Because of ghe large
numbers of commuters at community €oll¢ges and the Hominanée,of
résident students at féur-yéar‘Eolleges, the value of éhe

community college experience is diminished for certain affective

- skills (Astin, 1977), For this reason, reducing a comparison =--

~of the value of these two types of experiences to that of direct

A4
B

14

sggdent costs -- understates the real difference.
L)

A further consideration that clouds the conceptually simple
net price idea is that there.are»severgl kinds of student

financial aid that are valued differently by the recipient.

L 4

Recipients of aid generally receive an aid package that may

include a grant, a loan and a work—-study component.
¢ b)

be repaid; work earniqgs must be earned. Consequently, the

A loan must
value
t§ a student of a dollar logn or a work opportunify is_Jess than

the value o% a dollar grant, although they all are counted at que

valye when calculating the amount of aid to award and when
L= R

estimating a student's net price. Acceptance of this practice
. &st ;

implicitly assumes that the relevant financial obstacle to

-

attendance is the current, out-of-pocket cost to the student. 1In
fact, some students are reluctant to incur any debt to finance

' . . + ) .
their education or ‘at least are concerned about how much they

borrow (Carlson, 1975, and g}’ae, 1980b) .

£}

Despite the popularity of work:study programs,§§tudents
recognize the commitment of time and éffoft that comes with work.

If students' breferené%s for the distribution of leisure time and

¢

S
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employment over their life cycle and. the discounted, present value.

of loanéiwere taken into consideration when packaging aid and

calculating net prices, financial aid ‘as an instrument of public’

‘policy would be allocated differéntly. Some students would prefer

to borrow more and others less. The problem for policy makers is

‘that the approach just de®cribed is difficult to quantify and that

’

students' actual value of aid; ‘in terms of affecting their
enrollment behavior, probhbly is a combination of the current
out-of-pocket cost -&n esent value cost. While determination of

“the value of aid packages is an empirically tractable exercise, o

.

the point to be made here is that aid dollars as administered are

of varying value to a student. Therefore a specified net price

dollar amount may have‘é variable effect on enrollment behavior.

-

To the extent that community college gtudents receive fewer and

smaller loans than students at foﬁr—¥ear colleges, the bias for

community college studehts in the calculation of the net price is
leés.than for students at oiher institutions because thé face
value of loans are used in calculating the reduction of student
financial need. - l .

A cost consideration that understates the cost to commuting

;students'is transportation. The“direct money costs of

tfansportation is about: $150 greater than the $4001to $450
transportation allowgnce in the institutionally determined
student's budget. Furthermore, the imputed cost of time spent in
commuting, estimated to be about $250,.is totally ignored.‘
Because 95 percené of community college students commute, while

only about half of the sEudents at four-year institutions,commute,




A
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. ) ' - . -
the bias is greater for community college students (Hyde, 1980a).

A problem that obscures the measurement of the effect of net

x
-

priceion access.is that access and choice are inextricably
related. Financial aid may promote elhher access or,cho}ce.v
Through comman usage, access is aesociated with allowing-
individuals to attend college, part1cularly community colleges.
Choice is associated w1th allow1ng individuals. to ehoose among
collegesg often including high tost private colleges. As a
generalizetion this is a reasonable assessmene of the_practical
outcome, but conceptually the issue is quite different; Whether
an aid award is class1f1ed as promoting access or cho1ce depends
entirely ‘on the value system of the individual. The cost of

o .

attendance of the institution is of no concern. By illustrétion,

assume-~that student A ‘has the.option of attending college X for

LY
)

$700, or college Y for $1,000. If, without aid, A would not attend.

but with gid ‘would attend college k, then the aid has provided
access, If individqal B without aid would attend eollege X, but
with the same amount of aid as A would attend cglleée Y, the aid
has provided choice. Consequently, aid programs offer
simultaneous oppo{éﬁnities for access and choice.*

Ip essence the nethprjce concept/is a simple measure of equal
access in terms of financial opportunity, but it obscures several
ambiguities that are not easily resolved. Net price is a function

of cost of attendance and financial aid, but costs for the purpose

*Estimates have been made of the degree to which aid promotes new
nrollments compared to shifts in enrollments. See, for example,
cPherson (1978). A

S -




of computing a student budget are different from the costs that
should be con51dered in the context of providing a public subsidy.
The - amb1gu1ty of evaluating student financial aid is that

different types of aid do not have the same value ta the student

[N M - B *

although they mll are_viewed similarly in terms of reducing

=
student costs. Finally, the net price concept obscures the
y e

inherently dissimilar value and opportunity aSsociated with

%. attendance at Hifferent types of institutions.

S ! “ ,

Student Entollments - v

- ' Access in terms of enrollments can be defined in at least two
wa;s. The Qalhe’of each is limited by its frame of reference.
One approach is t&ﬁgount enrollments in relation to the population
from which the enrollments are der1veé The resultant
particgpation‘rate is often calculated for populations of
different ethnicity, income or sex. A second approach draws upon

the first. It involves calculating a representation ratio L

") relating one oarticipation rate to another. A representation

»

/ ratio can be defined as tHe ratio of (1) the participation rate of

/ . - ]

students in one type of institution to (2) the participation rate

of students in.another type of institution. 1In other terms,

. . < . o & 4

m%@ing a Eomparison between groups within an institution,.if the

issue is minority enrollment, the representation ratio is the
- -

. ratio of (1) thé portion of total enrollment that is. minority to

-

(%) the portion of the total population thakx is minority. The two

measures -provide different information about enrollments. A

-

participation rate 1nd1cates the extent to which a population is

1nvolved ‘in higher educat tion, A representation ratio indicates
& g wut

Q . 2430
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the relative repre§ehtation of a population in higher education.
For‘examples-a state with a pepulation of 500,000 Blacks and.

20,000 Black students has a Black participation rate of.10 -

-

. percent. While participation rates can be compared among states

or among various groups, they do npt provide information on the
9 - .

'dfawing ﬁoweg" of an institution., 1In the above example, the*#

éttépdance of 20,000 Blacks out of a population of 200,600 has 4

. \
R different significance depending upon the size of the total

1

population and the number of total enrollments. If the total

population-is 1,000,000 and total enrollment is 150,000, then the

representation ratio is .67. ‘Thus the institutions are attracting

-

other éfudenté in greater relative numbers than Blacks. 1If,
‘however, the total population were 500,000.and total enrollment
. .

were 30,909,'thén the représentation ratio~would be 1.33. ere

L

the institutions would be extraordgnarily‘successful in enrolling

: <
Blacks. Because a participation rate and a representation ratio

.

# both give information not provided by the other, both are used in

. this report, : : . PR

4 == »

Another measurement issue arises over.,what is the appropriate

definition of the relevant population for calculating
participation rates. Historically, the rates were based on the
b . 18~ to 22-year-old population, regarded as the conventzonal

college going age group. More recently, the influg of older
- . -*

students indicates that the range of ages from which students arg

.

a drawn'éhquld be expanded. 1In Chapter II rates are based on the 15

to 35 age group. Although some students are certainly drawn from

+

outside this population, no significant.bias should occur in state

- R . -

!

[ y . . «
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comparisons with.the possible ekception of those states, such as

Florida and Arizona, that have a large proportion ofwolder
r?sidents.

| - ‘ S

From this‘chapter three conclusions can be drawn. One is )

that ther? is ng\best definitiaﬁ'or measure of access, Each has
- . / Y

flaws and is pased on implicit value laden judgments. A second

conclusion is that the context of access changes. Practical~ |
) . , \ |
implications of access change as public priorities evolve., It is

e o . . ’ . . .
algso a conclution of this chapter that access is ambiguous in both

L

éoncept and measurement. When a ‘person speaks of access, various

dssumptions are'i$plied but often not stated, leading to confusing

rhetoriq. Pogg;ér measures of access aré perhaps uﬁavoidably

ahpiguous. 'Acqess has'many dimensions, and its compléxity cannot
-

.

be captured by one measure without distortion, -
: J
NE

A
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II. , AN ASSESSMENT OF ACCESS ACHIEVED

By most standards) Americans have more access now than in the

past. Whether this leVel of accesd represents a sufficient level

* s

and whether it will-be maintained are different questions. s8It is
; ] 2

often convenient to know previous achievement before deciding
[ ]
.

future direction. The purpose of this «chapter is to present
A . .

information on the extent that community college access has been
L 4
athieved in terms of fulfilled aspirations and expectations,

enrollments and student costs. !

Fulfillment of Educational .
o Aspipations and Expectations -

Widespread aspirations and expectations for college
attendance‘are recent phenomena. Prior to 1960, the proportion bt
high school seniors expecting to attend college was'small; most of
those who expectgd to attend did attend. Beginning in the 1960s,

r ¢ v

the federal government introduced legislation to encourage

postsecondary education attendance. Governmépt policies for

student financial aid, affirmative action and proliferation of

community colTeges, among other faciors, raised the coﬂsciousness
and aspirations of many individual? who previously would not have
aspired to college attendance. Between 1959 and 1966 the
proportigp of high school seniors from the lowest income quartfle
hoping to attend college doubled (Froomkin, l’ 0). While
inf&%mation is not available on more recent/aspirations for

-

college attendance, presumably they have ddntinued to rise;

X -

expectations definitely have. Table 2 compares the educational

27
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Table 2
EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS QF 1972 AND 1980 HIGH SCHOOL SENfORSh
BY SEX, RACIAP AND ETHNIC GROUP, AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (SES)
Educational Expectations , ™~
' il Fouf or
‘ ' More
< No Some Years of
Item Total College College College
, Percentage Distribution of 1972 Seniors
All 1972 seniors  100.0 [44.7 . 12.4 42.9
’ 1)
Sex: )
Male g 100.0 36.9 11.4 51.6
Female 100.0 45.3. 13.2 41.5
Racigl/fthnic group: \
wmtel = 100.0 “ '40.4 12,4 * 47.2
Black = 100.0 44.0 ~ 2.8 46.2 /
Hispanic 100.0 45.3 20.6 34.1
. " SES:2 t : '
Low 100.0 63.5 10.2 26,3
. Middle 100.0 45.0 14.6 40.4
High -100.0 15.9 9.9 74.2 v
' >
Percentage Distribution of 1980 Seniors
. -
All 1980 seniors 100.0 39.0 15.0 . 46.0 '
Sex: . @
. Male 100.0 41.1 11.7 47.2
Female 100.0 37.1 18.1 44.9
B ~
Racial/fthnic-group: .
Whitel 100.0 39.3 15.1 45.6
Black 100.0 " .38.5 . 14.0 47.5
Hispanic 100.0 . 46,3 17.8 36.0
’ \ § .. o
| }
k 1] H
’ -
28




Table 2 (continued)
L

EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS OF 1972 AND 1980 HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS,
BY SEX, RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUP, AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (SES)

Educational Expectations

Four or%

More
. . No Some Years of

Item Total College College College

Percentage Distribution of 1980 Seniors

SES: 2 p

Low 100.0 58.8 15.1 26.2,

Middle 100.0 40,7 17.4 41.9
NOTE: Details may not add te totals because of rounding. : 5

lNon-Hispanic. ,
2The SES index was based upon a composite score involving father's
education, mother's education, parental income, father's /
occupation and a household itels index.

".SOURCE: Nancy B. Dearman  and Valena White Plisko, National Center
for Education Statistics, The Condition of Education,. 3
1981 Edition (Washington, D.C.), p. 126.
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expecéations of high échool seniors in 1972 anq 1980. Information

is drawn from the National Longitpdiqal Study of the High School

Class of 1972 and from the HightSchool and Beyond Survey; - é:’
.Althoug% results of the §ﬁrveys‘were not‘cogpiled,to-allow

specific idéntification.of community colleges, interest in "some

college"” serves as a weak proxy for community colleges. For all
s ) .

£

. categories of sex, race, and socioeconomic status (except for

' males and Hispanics), educational expectations have increased for

college attendance in general and community college attendance in

particular. 1In 1972, 12.4 percent of the high schbol graduates

expectea to thain some college:education; in 1980, 1§fo percent

expected to obtain some college, Those expecting four or more

years of college increased from 42.9 percent to 46.0 percent
during this eight“year period. ' B

The reduction in male egp;étations may reflect changing
personal values and a diminution in the economic réte of return to
college, especially fo; white males. The reason for the lessened
interest of Hispanics in higher?education is not clear, It may be
due to measurement error. Hiéppnics are the smallest minority a
group for which separate statistics are reported.

A comparison‘of educational attai&ment in'l979 with
edhcational expectations in lé?é (see Table é) shows that the i -
success of realizing expectatio;s is mixed. 6n the one hand,.some
individuals did not obtain by 1579 the education they expected
when they gEaduated from high sghool in 1972. bn the other hand,
some high school sgniors by Ié?? had obtained more education than

they had expected in 1972. ¢ : .
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Table 3

EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS OF HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS IN SPRING 1972
AND THEIR ATTAINMENT IN FALL 1979, BY SEX, RACIAL AND
ETHNIC GROUP, AND LOW SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (SES),

Educational
Expectation, ‘
*Spring 1972 Educational Attainment, Fall 1979

Four or
3 More
No Some Years of

Item Total College College College
All persons 100.0 | 37.7 24.0

No college 100.0 29.4, 2.4
Some college’ 100.0 68.5 11.3
4- or S-years 100.0 40,8
Graduate school 100.0 29.7
Blacks: ™ 100.0 42.3
No college 100.0 31.7
Some college 100.0 . 64.5
4- or S=-years 100.0 52.3
Graduate {school 100.0 ' 41.2
, 4

Hispanics: - 100.0 © 46,2
No college 100.0 32.9
Some college 100.0 73.5
4- ore5-years 100.0 56.8
Graduate school 100.0 . - 41.6

Low SES 100.0 33.4
No college 100.0 : 23.3
Some college 100.0 63.4
4-or S5-years 100.0 49,6 .
Graduate school 100.0 43.4

High SES 100.0 37.3
No college 100.0 46.2
Some college ©100.0 73.2
4- or S-—-years 100.0 1.9 33.5
Graduate school 100.0 22.5

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
1\‘ \
lNon-Hispanic,

SOURCE: °“Nancy B. Dearman and Valena White Plisko, National ‘Center '
for Education Statistics, The Condition of Education,
1981 Edition (Washington™ D.C.), p. 128,
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‘may not be adequately prebared for college and graduate school

some college but_obtaining none is 29.5., (It.is 26.4 percent for

For those seni9rs in 1972 expecting to attain some college
but less than fouf'years (12.4 percent, in Table 2), 20.3 percent
(Table 3) had not attended college at all by_tLe fall of 1979.
More than twice that percentage of seniors who had educational
expectations for four or more years of college h;; not attained
their goals. Those who sought four or more years of college
generally attained at least some college. Only five percent Jf .
those expécting in 1972 four or more years of collgge had attained
none by 1979, However, Blacks and Hispanics had twice as large a
proportion as the seniors in generql who expected to'attain four
or more years of education but had not attained any. This
disparity may be due to £he self-perception minorities have
(Berne, 1977), or their expgctatiops may be falsely raised by
misleading information they receive. Minorities who ﬁerform well

[ . .

in dominantly minority schools with lower than average standards

althqugh their relative high school performance might suggest that

4 I

they are (Preer, 1981).

L]
The situation for those of low socioceconomic status (SES) is
worse. While roughly the same percentage of low SES individuals

as Blacks and Hispanics expecting to attain four or more years of

college do not attend at all, the percentage of those expecting

Blacks and 19.6 percent for Hispanics.) While more a%tention
r o
perhaps should be given to assisting the low income group, the
divergence in the deg}ee of expectations attainéd‘between
minorities and low-income individuals can be viewed as a positive
32
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- . . .
sign of progress tOjj}d socioeconomic and educational integgation

of minorities,
The degree .to which the difference between 1972 expectations
and.1979 attainment represents unfulfilled expectations is not

completely knewn because some indiv%duals may have reduced their

.2
7

.expectations after high school graduation. The other side of this
issue is that other indi&iduals may have inéreased their
expectations; data indicate that a substantial number of\ the 1972
seniors have. These greater expectations may be due to a host of
institutional, state and federal policies regarding discrimination
in admissions and emplayment in both the economy and higher
éducation instituéions, curricular content and course scheduling.
.They also may be attributable‘to a greater acceptance ofvthg
practice of mixing periods of work with periods of formal
schooling as well as increased studené_financial aiq. The net
effect is that, in 1972, 55.3 percent og the_high school seniors
(from Table 2, the sum gf 12.4 and 42.3) expected to-attend
college, but by 1979 61.7 percent (from Table 3, the sum of 37.7
and 23.0Y‘had attended college., Of those in 1972 expecting to
obtain "some college,"” but less than a bachelor's degree, 68.5
percent did; an additional 11.3 percent obtained furthér
:

A3

education. *

The same phenomenon .occurs fairly uniformly among Blacks,

. Hispanics and low SES individuals. The percentage of Blacks and
\ Hispgnids attaining any amount of college is five.to six
percentage points above the percentage of 1972 high school seniors -

e

expecting to attend college. For the low~SES group, the increase

\‘l‘ R .33 ’ )‘89
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is larger (8.5 percentaée points).

Persoﬁal-values may change also and result in greater’
enrollment than initially exéected. A comparison of the low and
high SES groups shows that, whatevef these factors are, they have
a greater influencs on ﬁigh“SES individuals than low SES
}ndividuals. Three out of four low SES seniors not expectgng to
attend did not attend. Among high SES individuals only half of
those expécting not to attend did not. At the otﬁer extreme, .
among those with high education expectations, about two-thirds of 7
the high SES individuals who éxpected to obtain four or more years
of ‘college did while about two-fifths of the low SES individuals {
with similar expectations obtained fouf or more years of collegey

Increases in expectations about college attendance tpat occur
after high school graduation may result dominantly in community
‘college enrpllment. Of the one-third ofialacks and Hispanﬁcs and
one-fourth of low SES individuals who attend college by 1979 :
despite their expectation in 1972 of not attending at all, neafly
all of the attainment constitutes "some college," the category for
communiiy éollége attendance. Although it is not knownlwhat
percentage may be in progress toward a degree in, or may have

dropped out of, some other type of posﬁgecondary institutio

,of them are probably attending coﬁmunity coilegés.

students are met awaits future devélopments. If the relationshi

found between 1972 expectations and: 1979 attainments is

M

[

maintained, the degree of access achieved will remain the same

given the criterion of fulfillment of expectations. However, more

14 -
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.last decade, but Black enrollments as a percentage of total

- . . > ‘g

individuals probagly will enroll in higher education because of

the heightened expectations. If the gaplbetween attainment and
expectaffons is réducéd, additional enrollments and greater T

$ E 3
achievement of access will occur.

- ) . {ﬁb
i Enrollments / ‘
The role of community colleges in increasing enrollments in
hiéher edgcation@can be measured in several ways. One is by the
market share they hold, which has beeﬁ‘rising rapidly. In 1960, 14 per-

cent of undergraduate enrollments in higher education were in public

two-year colleges, By 1976, 34 percent of the students we£§ in

. £
puplic two-year colledges (mostly community colleges) and, by 2000,

. £
over 40 percent will probably attend these ‘ges (Carnegie

Council, 1980). The degree to which particﬁlaf miﬁority
populad%ons have increased their participation in\gza;unity
colleges is more difficult to assess because historical data)on
minority enrollments are Sbt'easily found and are not aldgys n
agreement. i

&evertheiess, "it appears that the percentagé ihcréase in the
number of minority students has been greater than éor enrollments
as’a whole during the 1970s" (Gilbert, 1979, p. 11). Blacks have
constituted slféhtly over 12 percent of the po%ulation for ghe
S
enrollments have increased from 8.4 percent in 1971 to 10.0
percent in '1979, Hispanics have not been as successful. Dagg a}e

not available’ for 1971, but fromr;975 to 1979, Hispanics grew from

5.5 to 6.3 percent of:the popul tion. Their enrollments, however,.

. .\35’ |
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, declined from 4.3 to 4.2 percent of college enrollments (Dearman

and Plisko, 1981). p

. ' As of 1978, public two~year institutions egrolled 34.5
percent of all postsecondary education students but 40.4 percent

of minority students (see Table 4). Blacks, the m1nor1ty group

A4 P s

th@t has been the target of public policies longer than other
groups, have become more 1ntegrated into higher educatlon than

other minorities. A smaller percentage of Black students (39.3

~

percent) than other minority students (49.3 percent), and
" specially Hispanic students (53.3 percent), attend community

colleges. For most minorities, community-colleges serve as the
. main point for assimilation into higher education. Over time

other minority students besides Blacks may become more dispersed

as well, ¢

. Two other measures -- participation rates and representation

~

' . § .
Tatios Jf/::n”be used to assess the degree to which community
] N t
4 " colleges serve minorities., Both have been calculated for the

states and are presented in Tables 5_and é. Table 5 gives the -

. participation rates for Anglo and Black-males and females for each
state.* The figures are provided to give a,sense of the varlatlfn
among states rather than to document the actual pagt1c1patlon:rate

o
of any particular state. In fact, the informat‘ion in the "table

E]

should not be used except for general approximations. The data .

§

are from the Higher Education General Information Survey (HBGIS)
L - B o

YV AN .
*Additional categories of race or ethnitity are not given because
of the small population gjzes. The chtegory Anglo does not
include native Spanish speaking persofs.

-
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Table 4

ENROLLMENT IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATIONM, 8Y RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUP

Type and Control
of Institution

Alli}nstltutions:
Number
Percent

Public universities:
Numbgr
Percefit

Privat .
Universities:
Number
Percent

Public other 4-year:
Number
Percent

Private other 4-year:
Number
Percent

Public 2-year:
Number
Percent

Private 2-year:
Number
Percent

AND CONTROL AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION:

Totall

11,231,172
.109.0

2,062,293’
18.4

®

.

718,434
6.4

2,833,759
25.2

' 1,588,220

14.1

3,873,690
34.5

154,776
1.4

white?

9,194,031
100.0

1,807,325
19.7

.

600,237
6.5

2,277,718
24.8

1,341,883

14.6, -

3,050,957
33.2

115,833
1.3

8Yack?
-

1,054,371
100.0

102,162
9.7

44,825
4.3

322,718

30.6

142,050
13.5

414,640
39,3

27,976
’2.7

FALL 1978

. Aslan or

Pacific

Hispanic Islander
417,271 235,064
100.0 100.0
36,027 42,633
8.6 18.1
17,091 17,871
4.1 7.6
104,221 56,468"
25.0 24.0
33,014 20,869
-7.9 8.9
222,284 96,300
53.3 41.0
4,634 - 923
1.1 .4

s

American
Indian/

Alaskan- .
Native

77,873
-100,0 -

lRepresents the total head count for all races of students in the 50 states anmd D.C., a difference of 31,184
from the total head count of all students because solie Institutions were unable to identify the race of

students enrolled.

2§on-Hispanic.,

N

-

NOTE: Detalls may not add to totals because of rounding. -

SOURCE: Nancy B. Dearman and Valena White Pliskq, National Center for Bducation Statistics, The Conditlon of
Education, 1980 gdition {Washington, D.C.), p. 110,
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona.
Arkansas
Californ
Colorado
Cénnecticut
. Delaware’
Florida
Georgis
Hawall
Tdaho
1l1linois
Indiana
Tows .
Kansas . R
Kentucky \\
Louisiana
Malne

‘.

. Maryland . , 2

-Massachusetts’
Hichigan . ¥
Minnesota
Missisdippi
Hissourl :
Montana
Nebraska
‘Mevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey -
New Mexico - ¥
Néw Yorks™, .
Horth Carolipa
Hdrth Daksth -
Ohio

.0klahoma TN
Oregon
‘Petmsylvania *= .
Rhode Island
" 8outh Carolina

o '

v -

Table 5

- ' P
STATE PARTICIPATION RATES FOA COMMURITY COLLEGES
AND STATE COLLEGES, BY RACE AND SEX, 1978-793

' Anglo ’ . Black .
Male Pémale Male © Pemale

AY

\

»s!

\

CommunYty Colleges

. -
n -

)

28.4 _
121.8
229.1

13.4
213.9

69.6

53.5

36.0

55:7

15.7

42.2

25.5

81.3

20.4
“72.4
103.0,

14.1

14.8

13.9

62.5

25,1

65.5

34.2

35.7

52.0 .

9.1 - -

53.1
132.5

36.6.

44.3

22,1 -

34.2

55.6

+ 16,8

42.7 J8.6
131.2 220.7
- 163.9 147.2
20.7 20.7
151.9 144.4.
51.9 . 53.1
43.0 46.7
35.3 30.2
101.3 104.7
27.4 26.0.
83.4 A3.5
21.9 - 22.5
84.0 87.7
14.7 -8.9
36.3 37.6
42.2 49,3
13.0 8.5
16.3 .z 1.6
1.8 »° )8.8
9.4 5.5
. 36.3 41.9
70.3 . 65.3
26.0 . 32.4
.58.6 - 60,0
34,2 0 ULy
L0997 14.6
. 41.8 .2 95,4
T "123.3. 102,9
‘ 24.6 ., 19.9
42.5 46.4
20.2; 20,7
*45.9 42-.0
63.0 56.9
46.0 31.7
*'33,6 36.8
52.4 - 54.4
106.1 109.4
22,1 22.6
30.0 45.1
58,0 36.7
e g

36.2
65.4
96.4
29.9
25,1
49.9

&

37.7
217.8
163.7

18.8
226.3

60.2

63.2

51.1

89.6

19.3

97.6

0.0

96.0

14.1

34.4

33.4

33.7

13.8

8.6

" 88.1

28.0
83.9
. 23.2
40.6
72.9
“.2
30.6
105.8
18.1
57,5
21.9
46.0
-58.2
16.1
53,7
70.0
71.6
42,4
36.1
40.6

Anglo
Male~

67.1
29.8
25,1
36.4
47.1
58.6
33.2

7.7
39.0
58.8
11.7
84.0
23:6

5.7
12,2
30.3
47.6
60.6

State Colleges

Fem&le ’

57.6
55.3
22.3
42.2
43.5
52.8
43.0
5.0
34.0
50.2
8.0
8l1.6
23 .4
6.2
15.3
36.0
58.4
61.1
----b
28.9
4.4
43.2
38.7
42.3
42,5
35.7
62.4
53.9
36.7
47.0
18.3
40.4
----b
37.0
13.3
52.0
42.1
26.2
43.6

27.4 -

-»
Male

50.0

"27.1

9.9
25,0
46.17

66.6 -

10.1
57.2
10.3
30.8

6.3

115.4

23.5
2.7
20.9

34.3 7

55.1
56.8

----b

49.9
34.8
1549
30.2
56.3
22,4
69.7

69.6

44.6

5.9
26.1
61.3

15.8

B

Black
Female

63.5
49.2
5.1
31.5
57.3
75.9
11.6
52.2
13.9
+ 45,9
8.5
204.2
35.1
4.0
26.0
.24.0
58.0
77.6

. 25,2




M ‘///”h"/ Table 5 (continued) )
. i

STATE BARTICIPATION RATES FOR COMMUNITY COLLBG;S
. AND STATE- COLLEGES, BY RACE AND SEX, 1978-79

. * Community Colleges ¢ . Btate Colleges AN
~ ) fAnqlo Black AngY¥o ° - Black
) Male’ Pemale Male Female Male Female Male " Pemale
3 © Bouth Dakota_ e T b - b --==-b 43.9 - 38.1 39.7 19.2
Tennessee 28.6 29.3 34.7 40,3 48.4 45.9 54.1 64.7
TeXus 68.8 56.0 64.4 62.4 43.9 36.8 44.7 47.2
Utah 52.4 27.3 17.1 23.13 . 34.4‘ 24.1 - 50.8 101.4
Vermont 15,5, 20.3 0.0 0.0 30.3 36.6 69,2 69.3
virginia~ 67.8 76.3 47,3 60.9 36.8 48,9 44.9 58.8
Hashfngton 136.5 166.9 153.7 155.6 23,2 26.8 12,6 17.5
West Virginia 19.2 21.3 16.8 12,9 65.1 68.0 151,.2 {19.1
Wisconsin . . 58,0 50.7 75.8 79.2 79.2 76.5 61.9 “69.0
Hyoming 7T ,e3.2 127.7 156.6 133.7 -~==b ~=m=b  mmm—- b - b
‘¥Average for . |
the States ~ .
g (unwe ighted) 54.2 54.9 56.6 s8.4  37.9 39.9 42.3 48.1
& . . .
% -
aparticipation rates per 1,000 population aged 15 to 35, A .
Y ’ bData‘are not available or the state does not have state or community colleges,
- .BOURCE: Cdkplled from 1978-79 HEGIS reports and 1970 Census data.
’ ~
. PEN .
‘. ;‘”‘ %‘
) - i
AT
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v reports and include the various problems associated with hat
survey (sée, for example, Hyatt and Thompson, 1980). 1In Tables 5
and 6 communi&y colleges‘are defined as public two-year !
ingtitutions. Consequently, vocational institutes, as in Indiana
and Wisconsin, are included as community colleges, although bY.a

. strict definition.they would be excluded. For comparative
purposes participation'rates are calculated for both community and

“state colleges, The rates are expressed in terms of the number of
students per\i,OOO population aged 15 to 35.

s The rates vary substantially among states as well as between
community colI;ges and state colleges/ 1In general the data
reflect much of what is known about the systems of higher’
education. For example, Cal;fornia has a large community college

.P' system, ana the data in f;ﬁle 5 suggest a large system. The

participation rate for Black women in California community

colleges is the highest among éhe states; it is secgnd to Arizona
. for Black males. Among Anglds, California community collegés also
have high participation rates, but they are less than the rates in
Alaska, Arizona and Washington for either mjkeé or females:
Florida's large retired Anglo population and the existence of
universities without lower division programs undoubtedly
contributés to the community college enréllment and the high
participation rate. Stat%ézsuch as Louisiana, Maine, Montang} New
Mexico and West Virginia gége community college participation

_xratgs thaQ are only a fifth or less of the rates of the .states

with dominant community'collége systems.

The significance of the community college participation rates

40
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is enhanced by comparing them with the particibatioﬁ rates for
state col}eges. The relative prominence of the éommunify college
sy;tems in Alaska, Arizona, California, Florida, Nevada, Oregon,
and Washington is made clear in that the participation rate for

state colleges is generally half or less the rate for community

“&

collegeé regardless of ethnicity.

The representation ratios (defined as the percentage of
enrollment that is minority divided'by the percentage of .
. population thaﬁ is minority) for community colleges for each state

for Black and Aﬁglo males‘and females are given in Table 6,
Several results are noteworthy. First, when viewing fge state;,
it appears that Anglo and Black males enroll in community
colleges very nearly in proportion to their numbers in the .
population of the states, while Black females are slightly
underrepresenied. The degree of répresentation is modified when
the state ratios are weighted by the populations of the st§tes.
The ratios are.smalier when weighted, except for Black females,
indicating that community colleges in states with small
populations serve their populations more extensively than
community colleges in states with large populations. —
i The largest difference between weighted and unweighted
averages is for Black males. The higher unweighted value implies
that community colleges in states-with smqll populations serve
Black males more extensively than do community colleges in‘larger
states.- A possible explanation is that Blacks in large states

have more alternative types of postsecondary educational

institutions to choose froh, including all Black colleges. To the

41
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Alabama
Alaska ’
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
uisiana
Mailne
Mary}and
Magsadhusetts
Michigjan
Minnedota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New MeXxico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Dhio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakot;g

Table 6
éTATE REBRESENTATION RATIOS FOR

COMMUNITY COLLEGES, BY RACE
AND SEX, 1978-79

. Anglo.

Number
of Colleges Male Female
.20 1.089 .98
9 .827 1.39
13 1.161 1,062
9 1.014 1.016
104 1.040 .980
14 1.002 1.034
16 .936 1.019
4 1.026 .880
28 1.005 1.050
16 1.109 1.051
6 1.004 .530
2 .995 1.027
49 .977 1.016
10 1.198 .728
19 .960 .991
20 .913 1..066
Vol L7717 1.110
6 1.138 ©.812
3" 1.081 .929
19 .934 1.014
17 .930 1.076
29 1.009 .936
20 .886 1.104
18 1.128 1.155
15 .910 .912
3 .742 1.095
10 1.077 914
3. 1.125 .943
~ 1 1.122 .908
\_ 16 .918 1.004
8 1.338 1.767
42 1.054 .968
57 1.063 .957
5 1.131 779
47 .921 1.008
15 .920 - .952
13 .967 1.000
17 .920 .941
1 .818 1.231
21 1.232 777
J
© 42

Male

.728
.750
1,333
.650
1.228
1.166
1.129
1.044
.506
.623
.500
1.000
.903
1.636

. 2,000

2.250
1.085
1.007
.666
.835

.625 °

.925
1.200
.677
1.375
.666
1.333
1.137
1.562
.927
900
.728
.932
555
1.000
1.129
.895
1,243
.588

Black

Female

954

1,333
T .866
.910
1.270
1.000
1.315
1.466
.820
.776
1.000
.000
1.067
1,138
.857
.826
2.029
.934
.500
1.166
.684
1,180
.800
.773
1.910
.400
.800
.903
.952
1.194
.888
.986
.963
.411
1.460
1.205
.222
1,740
1.000
..850

e




Table 6 (continued)
STATE REPRéSENTATION RATIOS FOR
COMMUNITY COLLEGES, BY RACE

"I AND SEX, 1978-79
Janglo Black
Number a .

of Colleges Male Female Male Female
Tennessee ' 11 .940 .964 1.142 1.320
Texas 57 1.145 .949 .844 .825
Uutah - 5 1,337 .§96 .491 .476
Vermont 2 .871 1,142 .000 .000
Virginia 24 .975 1.093 .678 .863
Washington 26 .875 1.067 1.000 .918
West Virginia 5 .952 1.052 .866 .666
Wisconsin 17 1.049 .919 1.400 1.388
Wyoming 7 .870 1,207 1.296 1.142
Average for -
the States §

(unweighted) 1.008 1,004 .984 .962

Average Weighted
by Enrollment . \
and Population .987 .963 .849 .966

¥4

.’—-‘_‘:l

a@The number of colleges reported is based on the number of )
colleges with usable data. . ’ g

-
PSouth Dakota has no community colleges.
SOURCE: Compiled from 1978-79 HEGIS reportsand 1970 Census
data.
|
‘ \
43 . 4

49 "




-y

"

extent that they exercise othen;qollege options instééd of the
community college option, the gétios will be lower.
.~ . Another observation is that haﬁy'étatés have 'greater than g
proportienal representation (a ratio greater than one) of Blacks.
in community colleges. For él{ék males, 21 states have ratios A
greater than one, and 17 states have ratios for Black females
greater than one. Among Anglo;, the number of stateé with more
than proportional representation is slightly nyﬁer, about half of
all states for men and women, hsing this critérion of the .
representation ratios for Blac%s, state community college systems
do not draw extraordinarily heavily upon Blacks.* However, this
. criterion used alone-is ﬁisleaging because Blacks participate in
higher education to a lesser dégree than Anglos. :
In an effort to address the issue of whether community —
. colleges enroll Blacks any moré frequently relative to (1) their

™\ numbers in the population and [2) their participation in other

colleges, representation ratios for community colleges and state

E

*The representation ratios for Anglos, relative to those for
Blaqks, tend to be understated because of an artifact in the
calculation of the representation’ ratios. An example will
illustrate the bias., If the minority population is 20 percent,
then a representation ratio of 1.500 can be achieved by having a
student population that is 30 percent minority. For a population
that is 80 percent Anglo, however, it is impossible to have a

\ , representation ratio of 1.500.- If the entflre student population
were Anglo that would yield a ratio of only 1.250. Largely
because of this bias. the range of variation in the representation
ratios among states is narrower for Anglos than Blacks. The range
of ratios for Anglos, except for seven states, is from 0.800 to
1.200, or within 20 percentiof proportional representation. For
Blacks, the variation-in—ratios is greater; only half the states
have representation ratios within this range. This bias tends to .
overstate Black representation relative to Anglo representation.
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colleges are calculated for Blacks in each state. To facilitate
) T~
making comparisons between the two -types of Pnstitutions, the
. r * _ -
community college representation ratio is divided by the

representétion ratio for state colleges. The results arelgiven in
Table 7. The~data show the representation of Blacks in community
colleges relative to their representation in staté colleges. The
first fiqure, the ratio of 0.932 for Alabama Black males, was
derived by dividing the representation ratio of-Alabama Black
males in community colleges (0.728) by the representation ratio of
Al;bama Black males in state colleges (0.781). Thus, Afabama
state colleges serve Blacks slightly better than Alabama commgnity
colleges. A value of 1.000 would indicate that both types SE*
collegéé enroll Blacks equally well.

The main conclusion to be drawn from Table 7 is that, among

L4 +*

states, Blacks are more }epresehtea in community college systemél
(unweighted average of the state ratios) than in state college
systems, On a n;tional (weighted) basis, representation is nearly
equal among state and community colleges. The high unwéighted
values of 1.381 and 1.244 are due in large part to the les5 than
proportional enrollment of Blacks in state colleges of less
populated states. Table 6 shows that Blgcks are almost
proportionally represented in community colleges, and so the
values in Table 7 exceed 1,000 only by having the state céllegen
ratios less than the comparable values for community colleges.
The weighted (pational) averages ‘indicate that Blacks are

Pl
represented as well in state colleges as in community colleges. %

Presumably, large, urban states have Blacks overrepresented in

-

*State colleges were those defined as such by the Department
of Education. They generally include public four-year col-
leges and some universities, excluding research universities
and universities with large graduate components. The type ‘of
college included in this set may vary among States

. »
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Table 7

REPRESENTATION OF BLACKS IN
COMMUNITY COLLEGES.-RELATIVE TO

THEIR REPRESENTATION-IN STATE COLLEGES, -

BY SEX, 1978-79
Sex
Male Female :
Alabama .932 .962 RPN
Alaska f 1l.124 1.666
Arizona 3,333 4,330
Arkansas 1.000 1.110
California .998 1.614
Colorado 1.235 .938
Connecticut 4,376 4,175
Delaware .248 .385
Florida 1.909 2.284
Georgia 1.089 .910
~Hawaii 2.000 2.000
Idaho .800 .000
Illinois 1.018 .798
Indiana 3.604 1.709
‘Towa 1.333 \ .500
Kansas 2.250 1.189
Kentucky 1.055 1.918
Louisiana 1.192 .812
Maine = ===0immeea 0 —eeee
Maryland 623 .636
Massachusetts 833 929
Michigan 2.500 3.003 -
Minnesota 1.500 2.000
Mississippi .583 .507
Missouri 2.542 3.345 \
Montana .333 .133 . )
Nebraska 1,251 .667
Nevada 1.570 1.274
New Hampshire 5.006 @ ————-—
New Jersey 1.821 1.668
New Mexico 563 1.000
New York .877 828
North Carolina e i
North Dakota .286 .233
Ohio .824 1.090
Oklahoma .898 1.051
Oregon .753 .256
Pennsylvania 1.30 2.071
Rhode Island .909 .737
South Carolina 1.451 .735
South Dakota [ —
Tennessee 1.096 1.070
46
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Table 7 (continued)

REPRESENTATION OF BLACKS IN
COMMUNITY COLLEGES RELATIVE TO
THEIR REPRESENTATION IN STﬁFE COLLEGES,
BY SEX, 1978-79

Sex

Male Female
Texas 1.139 1.040
Utah 333 .167
Vermont .000 .000
Virginia ’ .695 .679
Washington 2.169 - 1.500
West Virginia .406 .400
Wisconsin 1,750 1,666
Wyoming = @ —mem= e
‘Average for
the States
(unweighted) 1,381 1.244 -
Average Weighted
by Enrollment
and Population 1.098 1.000

SOURCE: Compiled from 1978-79 HEGIS
reports and 1970 Census data.
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their state colleges, offsetting the more than propeortional

representation in community colleges of Blacks among small, less

-

urban states. Half of the state community college sysféms (27 for

Black males and 23 for Black females) havg ratios equal to or

greater than l.Oggxf‘Thg other half of thé states have greater

bty

. representation of\Blacks at state colleges *than at community

§
£

colleges,. L )
o g . | \\_/‘

Interpretation of the data in Table 7 can be ambiguous
because it‘represents onlj one point in time. The ratio for any
state should he linked to tlie changes in higher education
integration that are occurring in that state. For éxample, an

R ~
initially encouraging sign of racial integration would be -a high

ratio, as minorities enroll in community colleges. At a more p

advanced stage of integration, an indication of progress would be

-

a decline "in the value of the ratio as more minoritieg entered” . -

»

. other levels of the higher education system.

Table 7 also indicates that for some states the .variation in#

h

e!attra;tion among B{?cks for a community collége ér state college
differs by sex. 1In eleven states the overrepresentation or
: uriderrepresentation of Blacks in community collegeé relativ; to
state colleges is reversed for males and females. That ﬂs, if
glack males in one of the eleven states were overrepresented, then
Black‘females were underrépresented in that state. Furtherﬁore,
among\the eleven states with disparities@it appears that Black.
>males are attracted to community q?llegeé more than Black feééles.

Seven of the eleven states have overrepresentation of males and

. ) N .
underrepresentation of females. Three (Iowa, Nebraska and South ..

’ ' ) 48
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‘Carolina) of the seven states have ratios that differ between-
males and females by .at least a 2 to 1 margin. Because gﬁ the
"layered" construction of the ratio, Appendix A gives a

- disag@regation of the ratios to their basic components for these

~

. three stg - .
SO . %mn for sex disparities in enrollment patterns is

‘speculat1ve, but several factors may be involved. F1rst, a bias

-

may exist by omitting other institutions from the analysis. The
\ "
information is based on students attending community colleges or

, . 1 .
state @olleges, 'Excluded are public universities and all‘privaﬁé@
* , Y *
@ institutions. If Anglo men dominantly attend public universities
7 e , o .
. or private institutions, then the representation ratios for Black

- & -
.

men will be rdised above what it would be if Anglo men attende
Qkommunity and state colleges to the same extent they attend other

"i/nig"itution’S- . ' S R .

A. second possible cause of the enrollment patterns may be tgs

.

>

-

.2 dist;ifution oflinstitutions,and\pe%plelwithin a’ state, This
o analysis is based on statei}evék,gatag An implicit assumption of
. ) using state;level infg ationéés:that the_dlstrlbution of
a\\i institutions and minorities is uniform across the state. 1In K
g
e " actuality, minorih’ may be concentrated in metropol1tan;areas,

and commun1ty colleges may or may not be concentrated in the same
areas. Consequently, commun1ty colleges may not be equally

/,éSZesslble to all sectors of the population. - - R R
"An additional Qactor that afgects enrollment is-the economic

-~

- anc; employment statu® of an individual@WWealt_h may be correlated

with race to a large extent and affect choice of institution

-

\ -
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~
because of financial considgﬁ?tions. Black men, on average have

[y

less wealth and need to work more to pay for their education than
@ ,
Anglos, Codsequently, community colleges may be a more appealing
option or the only. viable option for many Bl;qk men.

Finally, occupa%idnal orientation may afso affqif‘en;ollment
patﬁerns. Many occupations are still stereotyped by sociél class

i

or sex. Community colleges specializing in certain.vocdational

- —

programs could affect enrollment patterns.

4 Ay

» - - -

Student Costs.
Evaluatipg access(in terms of student costg {s\appealing in
that the use of a sméll number of figures to indicate access is so
tidy. ‘However, the cqn;iseness of the figures obscu;es man;
measuremént problems. élements included {p the student'%_budget
may vary, Some costs, such as for,fobd or automobile  insurance, -
an individual is likely to incur whether he or she attends college

or figt. Foregone earnings are a cost but are not included in a

>

éig student's budget, Ability to pay is not easily measured. There
b4 V

5

is no agreed upon mechanish for equating income and assets to
% ;

ability to pay. The relationship probably should change for

individuals of different ages. Financial aid that includes

4

vhrying mixtures of grants, loans and work earnings is not easily

equated equitgply. In examining the student costs .at different
¥

types of institutions, it is unclear "how the value of the
educational experience at one type of institution. should be
compared with that of anotheér. The unit of analysis may be the

A N

student or may.be the studeht's family. All of these issues’ are

50
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important. -When student costs are used to assess financial

<

access, these considerisjsﬁs are often overlooked, which can

i

&

result in drawing errongous conclusions. The main. purpose of this -
g

-3

section is to present information on tuition and fee charges,

student budgets‘énd net costs ahd, where possible, on students of

H

different incomes attending community colleges as_well as other

=

colleges,

Although student financial aid provides assistance to

hY

targeted groups, assistance has becomq widespread. Studenféﬂamong

all but the wealthiest attending all types of hﬁgher education

institutions receive financial assistance. Three-fourths of all :

>

students _expect to receive some form of financial aid. The-
benefit to a student may be viewed as providing access,nfhoice or

general financial relief. Since the focus here is on tHe

community college student net price (cost of attendance minus
N\
available student financial aid and parental contribution), two

main perspectives are of interest. One is the degree to which the
net price ﬁo; community college attendance is similar for studentsl
with differeny incomes. The other is the degree to which the ne®
price at community colléges is simi;ar to the net price at other

4

colleges and universities.

National Level Analysis

In terms of\thg percentage.of the cost of aétendance,that‘a
student actually pays to attend (savings, loans and work N\ |
earnings), costs are fa{fly similar. for studengg withH varying
family income atﬁend@ng commurity colleges, In 1978, about )
one-third 6f the cémmunity college cost of attendanée was.paiidBZLD
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colleges, tHe perceﬁtage.of costQ\E?id by the student (loans, work.'

% . M . . . . -

both the high- and ‘low-income dependent student. Middle income

e
students paid a slightly higher percentage of the cost of

attendance (ﬁyhe, 1979). -Affong aid recipients at community -

and unpackaged need) varied more widely from 50<percent for low
income students to both lafger and smél}egkpe{;enééges for .
studeﬂts in higher income cafégorieé\(Puma, et al., 1950): .
In terms of actual dollars‘paid to attéqd, cost of attendance
rises with famiiy income. Estimates of the increase in student
Eﬁagets for high income studeﬁts are from 10 percen£ (Hyde, 1979)
to 50 pchent‘(Pumé, et al., 1986) more than for low incsmé
students.’_The increase in costs &s due tg the choice among highgr

income students of colleges with higher tuition and’ fees but also
to ghe greater associated costs of attendance for highpr income
;tudents,.whichgmay not be necessary costs- of attendance but,
rather, réflect a aifferentkstyle of life..

A comparison of costs:at‘community colleges and public

four-year institutions shows that the cost of attendance at public

four-year institutions ($3,900) is about 20 percent more expensive

-on average than the cost of attendance at community colleges

—~—

- (3,200). For low-income (f@wily income less than $6,000) xﬁ)

studehts,'however, the difference in the cost of attendance is

only $100, Receipt of student financial aid alters "the costs.

For regibients averagé net price at a public four-year college is
less ($700) than the net price at a public two-year college'

($1,200) , because of the greater availability of ajd at four-year

colleges (Puma, et al., 1980). '
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This situation, however, does not persist for aid retipients

lof higher family incomes. One reason is that the cost of

A

attendance at four-year institutions rises faster with student

family income than it does for students at community colleges.

LY

The public four-year institution student budget for a dependent
- 1
aid recdpient with a family income of $20,000 is about 50 percent
),
greater than it is for the student with an income less than

$6,000. Among community colleges, the comparable increase is only
i

about 20 perceht. Second,” the average amount of self-support more

than doubles over this range among aid ?Ecipientg at public

”
]

four-year institutions but drops*slightlyyfor aid recipients at

community colleges (Puma, et al., 1980),

: While a student is expected to pay more, regardle;s of
income, for a more expensive education, the resﬁlt for very
low-income studen;s runs counter éo the anticipated Qutcbme. The

gerferal expectation is that net price for aid recipients will be

o - -

reduced below the cost of attendance generally in proportion to.
cost. Presumably, the average net price at public four-year

institutions should still be more than the net price at community

colleges. The situation reported for very low—income students

3

appears to be an aberration.

¥ -

State Level Analysis 1 - ¢

. ’

Ih Table 8 average tuition and fees, student budgets and net
cdits are compared between community and sgate college yithin egch
state, The purpése-is to identify and examine general conditions
abéut state systems of community colleges‘rather\than to look at

particular states, , In fact, the figures for any given state

.. ' ‘ ’ 39




"

o50
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L™

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Celorads
Connecticut
Delaware
Ploridas
Georgl .
Hawaii

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Loulsiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippl
Missourl
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

o

- Hew Mexlico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Ok 1 ahoma

Or egon

<

Table 8

‘

TUITION AND FEES, STUDENT BUDGETS AND NET PRICES AT COMMUNITY AND STATE

v

(1)
Comnmu-
nity

Col-
leges

234
321
127
276
6
391
345
504

395-
371
80
384
420
602
500
387
330
303
588
482
380
446
564
287
17
283
438
404
513
523
325
776
131
515
617
305
379

Tulition and Fees

(2)

State
Col-
leges

592
320
500
465
200
gzs
96
440
760
212
333
411
696
800
694
597
489
461"

763
641
825
630
600
367
492
710
721
947
873
447
890
479
889
408
773

{3)

Dollar
Differ-
ence

(2)-(1)

358
-1
373
189
194
234
351
-64
365
201
253
27
276
198
194
210
99
158
281
261
379
66
313
-50
209,
272
16
4
350
122
114
-36
272
103
I

(4)
Percent~
age Dif-
ference,
(3)/(Q1)

x100

153.1
-0.3
293.7
68.5
3238.2
59.8
101.8
-12.7
92.5

. 54.2,
316.2
7.1
65.8
32.9
38.8
54.2
25.4
52.0
58.2
68.6
84.9
11.7
109.2
-12.0
73.7
62.0
78.2
84.5

67.0°

37.5
14.7

-7.1
4.1
33.7
103.9

’

Student Budgets

(5) (6)
Commu-~-
nity State
1- Col-
eges leges
1989 22319
2341 2376
1995 2168
1428 2134
2231 2218
2071 2736
2572 2655
2214 2526
2073 2905
L1911 - 2343
2356 © 2444
1978 2170
2830 3005
1707 2325
2124 2520
1766 2783
-—-- 2325
———— 2205
2785 -—
2564 2362
<2312 3o4é
2649 2657
2574 2354
1737 2222
2408 2123
2462 2657
2122 2466
2084 _ 1810
25717 2863
2391 2844
1914 2879
2479 2843
1997 -———
1399 2239
2252 2613
1959 2353
2569 3322

(7)

(8)

Percent-

Dollar age Dif-
Differ- farénce
ence {7)/(5)
(6)-(5) x100
250 . 12.6
35 1.5
173 8.7
706 49.4
-13 -0.6
665 32,1
83 3.2
312 14.1
832 40.1
432 22.6
88 T3.7
192 9.7
175 6.2
618 36.2
396 18.6
1017 57.6
-202 -7.9
734 31.7
8 0.3
-Z20 -8.6
485 27.9
-285 -11.8
195 7.9
344 16.2
-274 -13.2
286 11.1
453 18.9
965 50.4
364 14,7
840 60.1*
361 16.0
394 20.1
753 29.3

COLLEGES, 1978-79

(9)

Commu-
nity
Col-
leges

165

181

1680
1160
2087
1786
2385
1999
1838
1617

2228 °*°

1589
2577
14312
1881
1456

2168
2303
2005
2414
2085
13892
2126
20112
1920
1939
2344
21362
1598
1859
1807
544
1846
16962
2256

Net Prices ﬂ

(10)

State
.Col-~
.leges

2149,
2361
1978
19922
21452
2462
25058
1827
27464
2120
2320®
1874
25809,

2287°

2387
26232
2141
20782

-

»y

]

(1 (12)

Percent-

Dollar age Dif-
Di ffer- ference
ence (11)/(9)
(10)-(9) x100
496 30.0
547 30.1"
293 17.4
831 71.6
59 2.8
675 37.8
120 5.0
-172 -8.6
908 49.4
503 3l.1
¥ 92 4.1
286 18.0
3. 0.1
856 59.9
506 26.9
1167 80.1
-29% -12.8
759 37.8
-19 -0.8
~58 -2.8
492 35.4
-198 -9.3
196 9.8
344 17.9
-305 -15.7
~313 -13.3
473 22.2
1054 66.0
231 12.4
807 148.5
666 36.1
557 32.9
753 33.4
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Table 8 (continued) .
. TUITION AND FEES, STUDENT BUDGETS AND NET PRI&ES.AT COMMUNITY AND éTATE COLLEGES, 1978-79
. .
.Tultion and Pees Student Budgets Net Prices
’ (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) "(9) (10) (11 - }12)
Percent- Percent- pPercent-
Commu-~ °  Dollar age D f- Conmu~ Dollar age Dif- Commu-~ Dollar age Dif-
» nity State Differ- ference nity Statqf Differ- ference nity State Differ- ference
Col- Col- ence (3)/(1) Col- Col- ence (7)/(5) Col- Col- ence (11)/(9)
. leges .leges (2)-(1) x100 leges leges {6)-(5) x100 leges leges (10)-(9) x100
Pennsylvania 593 1056 463 78.1 2462 , 2517 /23 2,2 2048 1689, -359 -17.5 .
Rhode Island 431 684 253 58.7 ———— 2656 -———- ——— —_—— 2315 ———— -—-- A
~ South Carolina 347 627 280 80.6 2415 2414 -1 0.0 2169 1934 =235 -10.9 7
o South Dakota -— 812 -—— R —-— 2483 _——— ——— | ==—- 1634, ———— ———-
K Tennessee L 253 448 -195 - 717.0 1719 2134 415 24.1 1451 - 1899 " 448 30.9 ;
Texas \ 220 347 127 57.9 2260 2543 283 12.5. 2055 _2lzii 367 17'9\1\\
Utah 442 553 111 25.2 1786 2876 1090 61.0 1607 -~ 2626 1019 63.4 .
wn Vermont 574 765 191 33.3 1922 - 3096 1174 61.1 1177 2429 1252 106.3
v virginia 303 812 509 * 168,1 2227 2600 373 16.8 2068 2397 329 15.9
Washington 301 618 317 105.3 2498 2582 84 . 3.4 2309 2289 -24 -1.0
West Virginia 311 356 45 It.5 1936 2130 194 10.0 1580 1687 107 6.8 - o
: Wisconsin 374 786 412 110.1 2146 2586 = 440 20.5 1688 2467 774 45.9 L
Wyoming 281 -—- -——— emee— 1736 -———- ———- ———— 1598 -——— ——— ———
Medlan for T
the states $384 5618 $222 64.5 $2180° $2517 $344 16.0 $1870  $2252 $448 18.0
3No state ald data Included; oniyrBEOG and c&npus—ﬁhsad ald were subtracted from average student budget. \
bonly partial state aid data were available; net cost reflects only the amount reported.
CNet cost reflects student budget lass'canpuh-based aid only; Information on BEOG and state financial ald were not
available or of poor quality. e
dnet cost reflects student budget less cadpua—basad ald and state aid; information on BEOG was not reported of not
avallable, : -
- ®Net cost reflects student budget less BEOG and state ald; no campus-based aid data were available, .
«
",
SOURCE: HEGIS financlal and enrollment data were used for calculating tuition and fees. Data from the College ‘ !
Scholarship service of the College Board plus HEGIS data were used for calculating studept budgets,
Ad?itlonal fnformatlon from various sources on student financial ald ptograms was used to calculate net
prices.
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shouldsnot be taken too seriously. Some, perhaps key,
institutions may havé been omitted because of lack of data. An
institution may be inclﬁded in one state while a similar kind of
institution in another'staté is not. These are matters over which
reasonable perso;é could easily di@agree. Overall, it is assumed
that the various flaws in the data are distributed throughout the
d;ta and do not abpear in any systematic way. -
Ih§l97é—79, median tuition and feéﬁ'among states at community
colléées were $384; they were $619 for state colleges. While the
state colleges charged on average over 60 percent more than
community 6olleges, there was considerable overlap. Twelve states
had community colleq;s that charged on average $500 or more for
tuition aqd fees, and 17 states had state colleges that charged an
average of $500 or Yess for tuition and fees. These differences
reflect state policies of tuition pricing and possible underlying
differences in educatidnal expenditures per student by the . .
institution. They may be combined Qith student aid policies that
might modify conclusiops dr;wn solely from tuition and fee data;' , "y
The tendency among states is for tuition and fee levels to
move together., .If average ;uition and fees are high in state ) N
colleges, they tend to be high in the community colleges as well.

The simple correlation coefficient”for tuition®and fees at

community colleges and at state colleges is .69. 1In some states,
DL -

the dollar differencé'between the two sectors is quite small. (’_’f
Eight states had a tuition and fee difference between the sectors
of less than $10Q. ' ) N
: / . !
Information onfgé}rage student budgets and nef prices are '
N C
¥
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sectors.,

sector,,

ey
é.;i\‘ el

also given in Table 8. The médian state community college budget

for a student is $2,180, and the median budget for a student

attending a state college is $2,517. The median difference, $344,

reflects mostly the difference in tuition and fees. The

nontuition portion of the student budget is fairly stable, but
because of its large size it reduces the importance that a

difference in tuition may make in the student budget, While the

median dollar difference between student budgets is $344, that
constitutes only a 16 percent increase of the median state college
student budget over the me%éég budget of a community college

student. Within many states Ehe-difference is less,

Of 43 states

for which 1nformat10n is given for both institutional sectors, 13

states have average student budgets for attendance at state

collegeS‘that do not exceed by $100 the average student budget at
|

their community colleges. An additional five statesware within

$200. For students in these states, the cost of'attendance is so

.

similar between comﬁﬁnity and state colleges that financial access
seems equally provided by both sectors and that choice of

attendance can not be justified in terms of substantially greater
\
direct costs of attendance.

The overlap between community and state colleges for student
\ :
budgets is greater than for tuition and fees, although there is a

strongly sﬁgﬁificant difference between budgets for the two

‘Results of analysis of variance are a statistical

&

-
technique for comparlng the var1at10n in values between sectors

. -"‘V

with the variation 1? values\among institutions within each

These show that the distribution of tuition and fees

59
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between community and state colleges is much morg\distinct (F =
Y

_44.7) than is the distribution of bﬁdgets (F = 26.1), although the
differences betweegﬁﬁ%; sectors aré highly significant fé? béth
* factors. é;ﬁ?
The distinction between the variation in tuition anq fees and
“the variation in budgets may seém to be counter intu}thye.

Maintenance costs, board and room, books, supplies and -

i

transportation are fairly stable whil%;tuition and fee costs Gary
substantially. This situation leads one to think of the cost of
attendance ;s simply tuition and fees inf{ated by a constant
‘factor which, when discussing averages, 'is a fair generalizétion.

However, budgets, which are several times the size of tuition and
v ‘ .
fee charges, especially for community colleges, need to vary by

L3

only a small percentage to have thé~dollar equivalent of that
!
percentage equal the full dollar\amount of tuition and fees,

AN -
Consequently, there may be less distinction between community and :
¢ D)
state calleges in the variation in budgets than for tuition and
~
fees, .
i

The effect that the distribution of student financialSaid has

on differences in student costs between community and étate

colleges is difficult to assess becduse measuremgﬁtwds‘imprecise.
The extent to which student costs are reéuced by financial aid is
ambiguous because (1) aid is not provided to all students, (2)

some students are eligible for some aid programs and not others,

*

(3) the'valué of a dollar of aid depends upon whether it is a
grant, loan’ or work earnings and (4) accounting practices

generally involve tallying the number of aid recipients within a
N \ N
Q 58 A
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program and their award amounts; undup;icated colints améng
programs are not often made. N ‘ L
i o~ X
‘The lack of comprehensive, detailed data about aid .
) distribution'among students results in esLimateS'of net price
being approximated in variou5‘wé&£. In this analysis ‘financial
. aid is assumed to be éisx ibuted equally among all students. In
actuality,~aid is awarded largely to low—income studeﬁts s0 thét
the estimates presénted here understate the aétual average amount ’
of aid received by recipients., However,/finadcial aid appears to
_promote access at state colleges as well ag\at communipy"cqlleges.

. In fact, budgets differ by only & few hundred dollars although, -
community college students on average have lower incomes (Astin, //

. e£ al., (19781, and Hyde, 1980c). Therefore, a needy student at a
state college might receive more financial aid than‘he or she
would at a commuq&ty college. It is plausible that financial aid
“ awarded to community college students is allocated in such a way
that more students receive awards, but of smaller amounts, 1If
tlris is the case, then financial access and choice is made more . |

.

available at state colleges.

The degree of overlap for net prices is no, gregter thad/for
student budgets. While 18 states had in 1978—79:ssgte college
student budgets thaé exceeded community college student budgets by
. less than $200, 15 states were in this same situation with respect
to thgir net prices. Analysis of variance also shows tgat student
financial aid reduces the’'student cost distinction between
community colléges and state colleges very slightky (the F value

drops from 26.1 for the student budgets to 22.2 for student net

!
|

v
1

i
1
1
i
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:pricesf. Ideally, as evidence of the effectiveness of student

- -~

aid, one would like the analysis of variance results to show a. :

L8 * »
substantial difference between the distribution of student budgets§

and net prices. If the significance of the analysis of variance
were much less\f;}‘net prices théﬁ for student budgets, tha& would
be evidence of the effecti;eness of the distribution of student
financia} éid in reducing cost differences betweern 'the two
sectors. The very modest reduction in this instance is perhaps
expected; the initial difference in avérage budgets is only $346.
When the distribution of aid is examined ober a fu{l ianée of

institutions, including public and private institulions, data show

that the distribution of financial aid is more successful in~ .

diminishing initial student cost differences among institutional

- Yo

Agectors. For example, the:yéry low-income student attending a
pfiv;te four-year inétitution has a qet price (including all forms
of aid) of only slightly over $800 to’attend a college that costs -
nearly $5,000. %he same student would pay only slightly les§ (a
little under $600) to atténd a pubic two-year institution with a
lstudent budget of a little more than $2,300 (calculated from Puma,
et al., 1980, -6.15 and 6.17).‘ ‘

Another way of asse;sing the deéree of access achieved
through modificationof student costs is to examine the chanées
that have occurred 6Jer time. The average tuition and fees,
average student budgets and average net prices in state .and:
community college? are given in Table 9pf0¥\l972 -73 agd 1978-79.
(state”averages for 1972-73 are given rg&ypﬁendlx B but are not

reliable, especially the net pride flgures, because of th¢

A
P h)
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" . Table 9 o .,
. . Y -
) 8 COMPARISON OF 'TUITION AND.‘FEES,
S THE STUDENT BUDGET AND NET PRICE BETWEEN
T, | COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND STATE COLLEGES, 1972-73 AND 1978-79
¢ ot e
o "‘Community Colleges State Colleges .
¢° . C— )
, 1972-73 1978-79 1972-73 - 1978-79
Tuition and Fees $ 376 s 384 <;( 462 S 616
* " o Student Budget $1,583  $2,174 $1,754 $2,518
€§,“¥ * Net Price S $1,499 $1,856 $1,579 '$2,212
L : .
SOURCE HEGIS financial and enrollment data were used for

calculating tuition and fees. Data from the
o . College Scholarship Service of the College Board
Plus HEGIS data were used for calculating student

- ; budgets. Additional information from various
) . . sources on student financial aid programs was
R ’ used €0 calculate neﬁ-prlces PO
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‘ frequency of misking or incomplete-data on student financial aid.)

L

A primary ijective of states has been to keep community
college: tuition and fees low: t:x;omotenaccess, and aggi’.egate data
for 1972-73 and l97§—39 indicate that tuition an3 .fee charges at
the commdnity colfeges changed very little during this period.
Average tuition and fees at community colleges increased by only
$8, from $376 to $384. State college tuition 1ncreased on average
Erom $4624fa $616, a dramatic increase compared to the stdb; ity
eﬁperienced by community colleges. Whether‘tuit;on among

community colleges will be raised to bring it more in line with

b
. L4
.state college tuition will depend upon the role of the state
* . L]
legisgggure aq% tle individual community college” in setting
. =

tuitioffy, state. and community priorities and the importance of
local tax contributions to community colleges.

In 1980, 19 states repo;ted in a survey of state directors of.

ﬂjoﬂfunity and junior colleges conducted by t Education

Commission of the States that some explicit recognition is made in

.. 4 .
state policies of a concern to keep tuitien and fees low in

comnunity colleges. Several other states indicated that an..effort

is made to keep tuition in community colleges lower than in othef -
e , N . —

institutions. However, more recently developing fiscal

’ v e e ..
constralpts may erode the commitment to low tuition” for community

colleges., A study by the Western Interstape Commission on ﬁigher
LY
} A
Education repor%;’{hat 17 states indexed tuition in 1980, .
'.

~Fourteen of these states indexed tuition to the cost of education,
N\ which is an 1ncre§se since 1976 when only six states used this

method. Five addifional states\ere considering 1ndex1nq tuition
Y

’




- \ : ‘
&

W : ) ) : ) : . . .

‘ and seven more are considering various alternatives, including
indexing, for setting tuition (Western Interstate Commission,

.o 1980) . .
‘ . NI L

PR With the percentage generally set at between one-fourth and i

. .
one-third of variously defined education costs, the tuition c¢harge
o M AN '

will increase with the inflationary costs of education. Of those
¥

states that index tuition, several states also take inéo account
tuition levels at other poétseeondary educational institutions in
choosing for the community cqlleges the percentages of costs to be
assessed throuéh tuition. While the percentage at obmmunity
.colleges has been deliberately sét lower 'than for other
&néii;utions, Colorado is one state that raised the percentage of
community colledge costs met with guition from 20.0 to 25.0, dhich
made the community college tuition policy comparable to the policy
for the public four-year institutions. ft s uncertain whether
othe;‘staﬁes may adopt parity of tuition pricing between community
colleges and other sectors.

The daéa in Table 9 also show ggg difference§ in student
budgets and nef prices and the changes that have occd%réd. The
differeAce in the amount of the average student budget gt
community and state colleges largely geflects the difference in

tuition and faes., 1In 1972-73, the difference in average tuition

. and fees between community and state colleges was $86, and the
F3

\

. difference between buagéts was $5171. 1In 19¢28-79, thé difference

c in ave?%ge Ruition and fees between community and state colleges
3 -

increased to $232, because of the increase in state college

tuitions, while the difference between budgets increased to $344.

3
. \
. ..

. . ' ”~
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The change between 197Z7-73 and 1978-79 in the amount that
student financdial aid reduced the student budget was substantial,
showing a greater reduction for cammunity £olleges than state
colleges, For community colleges, the difference between average
net’price and the average student budget was $84 in 1972-73 ané'

" s .
increased to $318 in 1978=79., For state colleges, the 1972-73
\

difference was $175 and increased to $306 in 1978-79. Thesé

increases in the difference between student budget and net price

-were primatily the result of the massive infusion of federal

student financial aid in addition to the expansion and
establishment of state aid programs,

_ . Whether the increase in aid going to community college
students is gomparable ‘to the increase among students attending
four-year colleges is uncertain. The data in Table 9 suggest that

on a per student basis the infusion of .aid has improved the

situation of the community college sludent,relati e to t
situation of the four-year college student., Brenemap

(1981), however, show that the enrollment-based share of federa)

need based, student financial aid at community colleges decreased

between 1973~74 and 1979-80. Some of the difference ﬁight be
explained by the different period of time examined; by' the partial
inclusion of §tate,student financiei aid in ;asle 9; by the ngu
institutions are.classified as community col}eges énd as public
two—?ear institutions; and by the way enroliments are defined.

For several reasons, the distributioﬂ‘of financiél aid among

low=—income students and among community colleges is more favorable

than the data given in Table 9 indicate. First, generally

*
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. A\

low-income students receive on average about twice the amount of

aid indicated by a calsulation of average aid among all students,

v

and community colleges enroll more than a proportional share of

low-income students. Second, tuition waivers, not included in
Table 9, also probably are granted more frequentiy to community
college students than to students in other institutions. This
occurs because stipulations for granting a waiver usually include
disadvantaged characterisgics that are found more frequently amén@

communit9 college students. Some 22 states have community ,

colleges that have the option of waiving tuition under certain
circumstances. The most common category designated for waivers or

reduction of tuition is senior citizens, but a few states have

-
* -

extensive cdtegories. Texas has nine categories including high
school graduates with the highest class ranking, high school

graduétes of state homes, veterans, disabled persons and children
' .

4
of prisoners of war. Washington has 16 categories of students

religible for waivers including many of ‘the same categories as

»
-

¢ Texas.

. -+

Institution-Level Analysis

' *

A

The state level data raise questions about the equity of the ‘

distribution of financial aid between community colleges and other

L3

colleges and about the comparability and significance of other
T factors that distinguish community colleges from other higher
"education instii&gions. An attempt to examine these questions by

I

using institution-level data for community and state colleges-

follows. The data are from quas, a state that has comprehensive
’. ( . / 'y
information on the demographic characteristics of its students.

X -
]

o .
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Texas has ;ne of the lowest tuition policies of all the
states. 1In 1978-79, the community colleges were the f{fth_least
expensive and the state colleges were Lhe fourth least expensive.
Tuition and fees, however, are ohly one rather small element of
the costs of attendance. The costs of board and room,
transportation, books and supp?}es and miscellaneous expenses
increase the costs by about $2,000 dollars sé that tuition. and
fees constitute only 10ato 15 perEent of the student budget.
while the institution or state is able, through public policy, to
affect directly the tuition and fee structure, it has no direct
control ovar ‘the remaining 85 to 90 per;ent of the student's
budget. Through student financial aid, however, student costs can
be reduced further, but me;surement of that reduction is
difficult,

The data/available from Texas allow making two estimates that
crudély bracket reasofiable upper and lower average amounts of aid
received by ®id recipients. 1In actuality, some students receive
substantial aid, some limited aid and otheré‘no aid. The data
only provide the number of recipients an& the lotal amount of -aid
rece;ved by thgsa recipients. Furthermore; finaqcial aid data
seldom distinguish recipients of aid from one program from
recipients of aid from anotheﬁ program. ‘Cénsequeptly, a
calculation of- average aid'baJed upon the sum of aid recipients

among all aid programs underegtimates the average amount of aid

" .
received by a recipient because many students receive aid from
more than one aid program.

An estimate of an unduplicated count of recipients can be

\

PP




approxXimated by ‘the number of Pell Grant recipients (or the nqmber:

;f recipiénts in some qther popular aid program). It is 'the most

popular program and all students in Texas who seek ,financial aid

are encouraged to apply for a Pell Grant before seeking other aid.

This is one of the methods used to estimate averége aid award per

recipient. The total dollar amount of aid from all aid programs 5’

is divided by the number of recipients in whatever aid program is

the most popular program at each college. This calculation

provides an overestimate of the average amount of aid per

recipient. Thé second approach -- calculating the average Pell

Grani award per Pell Grant recipient -- ﬁnderestimates the actual

average amount. Thus, the two estimates provide a rough

approximation of the range that occurs in average aid awards.
Information about the various student costs are gi&en in N

Table 10. Based on 34pcommuAity college campuses and 17 state

colleges for which complete data were available, averadge tuition

and fees in 1978-79 were $263 at community colleges and $366 at

state colleges. Two typeé of budgets werF calculated. One was

for the student residing on campus, or off campus but away from

home if the college did not have on campus facilities, and one for

the commuting student. The comparable budgets are very similar

‘for the two typés of institutions. “The on-campus budget is nearly

$3,000 at bo'th community(and state colleges and the commuter

budget is about §2,400 for both types of colleges. The dollar

.differences are $18 and $11, respectively;, orsabout half of one

W& o
o
~* percent.

The most important observation is that the $103 lower |

. U
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Table 10
STUDENT COSTS AT TEXAS COMMUNITY
AND STATE COLLEGES, 1978-79°
Mean Values
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
Student Student Student (a)
Tultion Budget, Budget, Pinanclal Ald Average Col,2-
and Pees Campus Home per Reciplent Pell Grant Col .4
Commuhity Colleges $263 $2,952 $2,383 $ 974 $587 $1,978
State Colleges $366 $2,970 $2,394 $1,616 $697 $1,355
Analysis of Variance

F-Value 17.929 .009 .005 33.751 22,993 6.518
Significance of P .000 .925 .943 .000 .000  .o0l4

‘

v

AThe costs are for a full-tima, dependentcstudent.

SOURCE: Compliled from unpublished data é% the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board.
K - Al

(6)

Net Price
(b} (c}
Col.,2- Col.3-
Col.5 Col.4
$2,365 $1,410
$2,2713 $ 778
.191 11.340
.664 .002

(d)
Col.3-
Col.5
$1,796

$1,696

~i




community college tuition and fees are obscured when the full cost
s of attendance is considered. The analys%s of variance results,
presented in the lgwer portion of the table, confirm this finding.
The difference between tuition ‘and fees for community colleges is
significantly lower than for state colleges, but there is no

significant difference between budgets. The similarity of student

budgets between community and state colleges appears to réfute the
assertion that students choose to attend community colleges ‘
because they are le;:’expensive\ However, these data do not tell:
the entire story. Several other factors are of key ;mpértance.
One factor is that the data are slightly misleaéing because
the situation involves noncomparables., More community college
students live at home while attending than do state college
students. Nétionally, 95 pereent of community college students
and 65-percent of students.at state colleges commute (Hyde,
1980a) . Exact estimates are not available for Texas, but ft seems
reasonable to@beligve\that the same discrepancy exists in Texas.

-

The percentages of commuters at both community and séate colleges
may be lowér than the national averages because of the greater

e distances for many students. Consequently, using a commuter
budget for community céllege students/ may be more appropriate than
it may be for students who attend stake colleges and who more
freduently live away from home. Some students have no choice.

If an individual lives in a town with a community |\college but
»

no nearby state college, the option of commgting to a state

college is not available. Thus the option of living on campus at

a nearby communit? college would probably not be exercised by many

Q . ' 63
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students. If students are willing to pay boapd and room for the
experience of living on campus, most would, presumably prefer'
attending a four-year institution or at least living away from
home.' The result ié that a comparison of the budget for living at
home for .a community college student with the bpdget for living on:
campus for a state college student may be more appropriate than a
comparison of the same t&pe of budget for both kinds of colleges.
The appropriateness of the choice of comparison depends upon a
student's options. The budqet comparison mentioned above is
;ppropriate if the prospective student views his or her options as
attending either a state college and living on campus d¢r a

community college and living at home. 1In such a case, the student

fwould choose between paying $2,383 to live at home to attend a

/

community college or paying $2,970 to attend a state college away
——

£tom home. !

Another factor influencing a student's financial situation

but not reflected in the data shown in Table 10 is that many
students work while attending collége, causing a 1argé discrepancy
between community and state colléées in the percentage of students
who work. National data show that half of lowér‘division,
full-time community college students work. The comparable
percentage for students at public four-year institutions is.31
percend. Among part-time, lower division students, the

percentages are hidgher, but the percentage is still greater for

community college students-than for students at state colleges

»

4

<2//V o
s A7 . . .

(Hyde, 1980). . 7 \
- . A - A
- Presumably ;hese dpt@jare'veagpnably applicable in Texas.
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Assuming that a student is mote likely to work.if he or she lives

at home than if living on campus, a larger share of community

college students supplement their income with work earnfngs_than

do students at state colleges. (It may be more to the psint to

<

say that stud?k*s may choose to live at home and attend a

r

community college so that they can work.) The average gifference
of $587 between the commuting budget for a community college

student and a student living on campus at a state college seems

¢

less important when compared with several thousand dollars that a
student might realize by working., However, while tﬂe working

- \
student's income may be used to meet his oryher financial needs,

the earnings do not alter the budget. The working community
e
college student gives labor to earn his or her income. The

nonworking student is free to use that same amount of time

. 3
pursuing other activities. that may provide a richer college ex-

periénce. ‘ X \\/

A third factor important to an examination of student costs

is the method used to calculate student budgets.. Some costs would

be incurred.régardless of whether the individual attends college.
R N . ’ -
The relevant’ cost in terms of affecting a student's enroll%ent

j

decision is the additional cost incurred to attend cvllege; yet
the calculation of the student budget often includes the full
cost. In short, because of the differences in the commuting and

resident student budgets, use of a marginal colt of attendance, .

i

. ) e Lo .
which is the appropriat2 measure for public policy considerations,

would tend to widen the relative student budget dollar.difference 7, \

betWween community and state colleges. - T

D s - -

e -, 7
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.than indifated by the budget information in Table 10.

practically «he same, it appears that aid recipients at state

‘college$ pay less to attend than aid recipients at community — .— -

These, three factors —- the actual institutional choices
available to studerts and the larger proportion of commuters among - .
community colleges, the greater likelihood of working among

community college students and consideration of marginal costs of
%

,attendance -- indicate that viable student choices between

community and.state colleges involve more economic considerations
However,
the analysis doeg'show that the direct student costs of attendance
are similar for both communi£§ and state colleges and‘that the
lower tuition and fee costs at community colleges are obscured
when the full, conventioenal student budget is considergd. -
Probably less than half of all students actually pay the amounts
stated in columns 2 and 3 of Table 10 because they receive studént
financial aid.

As already stgied, the distribution if aid among students can
not be estimated with the data available, but two estimates were
made of the average amount of aid per recipient. One estimate is
defined in such a way as to produce an ovérestimate (column 4);
and the other to prodﬁce an underag;}mate (column 5), although \
particular individuals receive awards of amounts smaller—and
larger. than either of these estimates.

*The surprising fihding in Table 10 is that,\By either -
estimate ok average.aid,Nstatercol;gge students receive more aid

'Y Loy
t?an community college students. Since the student budgets are

d
- .

colleges.. This situation could be justified as equitable if ‘

.
-
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' students at stateé colleges have Jreater financhal need because of

lower ability to pay. Howewer, community college 'students.have on

average lower incomes than other students.

-

One other possibility that could explain the greater aid to |
state college students would be more séate college students living
on campus, and having a higher budget, than'community colle;e‘
students. While this is true, there is not sufficient information
to determine how much of the aid is distributed to studenée{living
at home and how much to students living away from h?me. A;ﬁhough
.1t is not correct, one could assume for estimation}purposee that
all community college student aid goes to students living at home.
This represent the smaller budget and presumably a smaller amount

of need. One could also assume that all state colleée student aid

“ -

goes to students who live on campus %pd who have laréér’budg%ts

and more need,, . .
Under these hypothetical conditions the net price (the
\ &
E -
studeht budget minus financial aid) is still greater for-cobmmunity

colleges (Sl[}lO) than for state colleges ($1,355). (Compare

column 6(c) with column 6(ay.) Using more "comparable" -budget and

financial aid data, the differences are even larger. For example,

. « | ~
;f”tf'on-campus budgets with aid are used, the state college net

pr1ce is over $600 less than the gemﬁUnlty college net .price.

S—n?

b»,Calculatlons for othdr combinations are also given in column 6.
While it is often thought that students attend a community
college because it is less expensive, the information presented

1

' here suggests that the direct costs of attendance and the amogg;

the student pays in Texas at community and statetcolleges are
[}

-
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cpmparable.' Stugsnts in Texas presumably select community ' \
U e n ' ¢ . . ! .
) collegas for other reasons, some_of which may be economic : @ -
- . e * .
.o considerations not reflected i conventional student budget

~ A !

¥ : . . -
‘informatlon. . - - N - - ~
’ [ v )
. . A final’ factor that affects the concluslon drawn about the 8

¢ ‘
s

equ1ty of the financial aid received by communlty colleges is the
'\

- choicé of the unit of observation, Table‘ll shows that the . ’
' : \ , . © N\ )
‘average dependent student's-share of costs is '37.9 percent for

LY

commuhity,college‘students but 32.6 percent for students at public

B -

four-year institutions. It is even less for students at pr1vate

. ) iqstitutidng ‘The contr1butlon of parents of commun1ty colla;?

3 ‘.,

i ‘students, howeéer, is lesﬂ than for other sectors. What appears

I3 G

o

“to happen is-<that the student makes up. for what the parents do not ;“%J.,

provade, the grant oomponent is the same for pf%llc four- year and

two- year colleges. ‘ i ) o o - . .
) 7 On thé one hand, if the un;t of observatlon is the family, o

then the ‘community college student is | no*‘%rse off than studentd
\ AN

at-public four—year,lnstltutlons, that is, he 6r she receives the

.\ " * same proportion of grant aid as students at publlC fodr- year )

-

\
. lnstitutions. On the other hand, 1f the unit of ébservatlon is

-

- -° & that of the student, the community college Student pays.a larger’.

LY

o > . < .
4 proportlon of his or her costs, fhan do studgnts attending

© &

= ’ I i .
RS E?sewhere, and should rece1ve more grant a1d - ’ . , :

5
<

T~ -
. N In. sum, the colleqluve welght oﬁ/a review of aQEess indicates g
. . \ \ r - . . . ‘ .
. that much hasﬂbeen accompllghed More minoritieF pa&t@cipate in QE’ N

- o 3 ’
A §

qlgher ‘education than 30@years ago; ‘student costslhavq been - -

adt

reduced, espec1ally for low-1ndome students; more people have an ~
~ o . -
.. ‘ - @ . . -

. r - &~ -
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‘ .o \ ' e Table 11
’ RESOURCE COMPOSITION OF THE DIRECT COST OF ATTENDANCE TO THE
® STUDENT, FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS BY INSTITUTIONAL SECTOR, FALL 1978
F J . 6
. ! — Institutionah.SectoF
- ‘ . - . Yoo
Public Public Private . Private All
. Four-Year  Two-Year four-Year Two-Year  Sectors
Parental ‘o
Contribution’ 37.8 ' 32'5' 37.4 36.5 . 37-1
Student - g
Contributiona 32.6 375 27-5 25.8 " '32'61
Grants . 29.6 29.6 .~ 35,1 37.7 30.3 ;
P % . ‘ . .
Componeats of the student contribution are student's savings and ‘earn-
,ings and loans, net of thedir grant portion. . 5 //

3

~

'SOURCE: William Hyde. The Eaulty of the Distribution of Student

A Y

. Financial Aid, Education Commission of the ‘States, Denver,
- Colo. 1979 p. 34. ; o
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interest in attegding covllege than prev1o;sly The exact

significance of these accompllshments, however, are open to ff

- -

¥criticism. Lack of data and measuremtent difficulties can always

be a defense for the skeptic who seeks definitive answers, but

there are no definitive answers.' Furthermore, one will always be
‘able to identify some degree of inequality. Complete equality is

not feasible. The erpetual issue is finding a politically

"acceptable Balance.
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-7 I1I. THE LIMITS OF ACCESS

The amount-of access achieved by public policy depends upon

4 -

) . -
the degree to which access can be altered by such policies and by

-

government's ability to support those policies. A large number of
\ .

\ Echors‘influence access. Only a few of them offer aﬁpropriate

>
)

opportunities for policy intervention. Modifica}ion of student

\\\\«NN&\E>:osts through student and institution subsidies has been a primary

t

strategy for several years of state and federal government

'

hY
However, there are educatlon var1ables outside the

postsecondary educatlon arena tﬂat affect access, such as high -

* s

school pegfomance. Other variables, such as labor market o
conditions, are noneducation policy variables that influence A
attendance} Still other variables are considered altogether
beydénd the scopehof public oolicx. For example; family oackground

is an 1mportant determinant of an individual's college attendance,

N
-

and yet it is not.subject to public policy man1pulat10n An

»

about college attendanee should be made with all key pol1cy and

nonpollcy variables included in the analyS1s ' - .-

! In the last 15 years over 40 publ1shed studies have dealt

with factors 1nfluenc1ng enrollments Several times this number

of studies emerged bn related issues of the equity of access or

0

- C . . . T s .
* opportunity and the d1str;bug10n of costs and benefits. Yet, it
. oo ST . . ‘ .
q 1s difficult for a policy makef to know what eonclusion to draw
LN ¥
. . . &
‘from this literature because the studies seldom address the, total

) [ 3

issue The studies adﬂress different concerns. ‘Some are

soc1ological 1n~or1g1n, explaining the importance of socioeconomic

4 . »
Y -
%

O ‘ . . . » '7 7 . . R

. assessmént of the potentlal of various factors to modify decisione’

».
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variables for attendancg. Others argl economic in perspective,
\exaeining the importance of costs and returns on an indivfdual's
-decision to atfend. Some studies focus oﬁ'particular variables
such as transportation costs or institution location. Others
examine all of higher education; only a few focus on community

colleges (see, for example, Berne, 1977 and Sulock, 1976) ..

However, only in a model that includes all relevant policy and
nonpollcy variables can a proper context for the 1nfluence and
limigations of policy be assessed. Of course, perfect or near

perTect specification of all key factors that influence an / a
individual's enrollment decision and an accurate specification of

- » -

&
a model that reflects the human decision making process are beyond

the current state of the art and beyond practicdal limits of data
< ’

. . . . ~
collection. . . T

A full ‘specification of variables irfluencing.an individuallgs’
N .
dgeision to attend would include but would not be limited to costs

ion and attendance and foregone\%arnings; bénefits of

expectéd future earnings and other conditions of employment;

geographical proximity of institutions; the social and gducatipnal
. 4

milieu of the’institutions and the social and psychic comfort of -

the individual in the ins&}tution; the attendance behavior of an
~individual's peérs and neiéhbors; high school breparatﬁon;
: . ]
individubl and parental traits of ability, motivation and v
disposftien; the socioeconomié and demographic_dharagteriéfics of.
’ - A R ‘
the fnleldual,bthe scope of institutional” program offerlngs

L X
services, Furthermoren not all of .ese factors have a similar -

-

ﬁFhedullng and- quallty, and avalle:;llty of student support

.

. .
)
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effect on individuals. For example, distance to an institutdom is
4 * ‘}h
.» generally negatively associated with likelihood of attendance, and

yet some individuals prefer attendance away from home and are less
likelty than others to attend the nearest institution (Hyde _and
. Augenblick, 1980);

+ With empirical estimates based on a wide range of statistical

- ! N ?

-

models portraying an individual's enrollment behavior, eachawith a

different set of variables, results from various studies often’
P . . LN
seem contradictory to a casual observer. Little wonder that state

policy makers are in a quandry regarding what they should do.

LRS

Several states coﬁcérned about the effect on enrollment of raising

tuitibnglevels have undertaken studies that show no negative

¥ .

. relatlon, and p0551b1y even a positive relation, between tuition

and enrollment, However, to conclude that tuition has no effect
e
or; a positive effect on enrdllments is erroneous. Tuition as a

price clearly has a negative effegtfon'demand. The issue is the

a

. * extent of the effect of tuition on enrollment and the accuracy of

L

L . measuring the effect,

! .

Tuition is an 1mportaﬁt hlgher educatloa pollcy variable. In’
R the context }{_a&l institutional and governmental policy and
nonpdlicy varigbles, hpwever, the imbortance of tuition may be ‘
overshados#ed by more 1mporta\nyfactors. E‘urthermo're, th’e”accura_t:e ‘
, Measuremeny. of Lts iject may be difficult because of tHe ™ A

.
1 ot

. 1ncomplete nature of the model. For example, a key.element of N

v f

education that offen goes undocumented in stibdies of the effect of -
- s * . ‘ . ")\ . ’ . -
gff tuition changes onsgenrollment is the _ quality or.nature of

) gducatign. Becaudse of‘the"diffioulﬁy of defining and measuring

* W

2 ¥ 4
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. market conditions'and the individual's higher education

'analyses are ﬁresented in Appendix C. The purpose of this chapter

L ‘o ‘

14
the outcomes of education, studies generally assume that the 4

quality or prbduct being produced is constant, which may or may.

?

not be the case. If the quality of programs or program diversity
is improved at the same time tuition is raised, enrollments may

increase, Uhfoiﬁpnately, in'these circumstances it is difficult

13

to separate the effect of the change in education programs on

enrollment from the effect of the change in tuiti%n. In the

!

) i
absence of a measure to account for possible changes in education

programs, or any other factorythat influences enrollments, -
attribution of enrollment change to changes in tuition may be

overstated or understat?d.'

" In the analysis réported here of varjables influencing
i . s g
community college attendance five sets of factors are identified
to explaiQ variation in college attendance, They are individual

background characteristics, high school preparation, individual

a & .

dispositipn toward and knowledde of postsecondary education, labor

, J
environment, The measures auvailable for these variables and the
, .

is to discuss the importance of various policy and nonpolicy
» « c ® -
variaples, , ) o S
' YLt

The results of analysis andertaken in this study are,
generally consistent with results of other brdﬂ&°sc6pe studies,
- . b3
So;ioeconomic backéround,and high school preparation have larger

influences on-attepdante for convdntional college~aged youth than
P r col . .

*

higher education. policies. y .

v *

i

- ’ . S .
The most significant variables for influencing community =~

¢ ) 802; Sr) ) a




*analysis shows that high school variables capéure much of the

<

college attendance when the option - is not to attend at all are the
college-going rate of one's peers and enrollment in an academ%;
high school curriculum. The extent to which these two variables . e

may be influenced by.education policies is questionable. Path

ekplanatory power of individual background variables (Munroe,
1981). An individual who enrolls in an academic high school
curriculum probably already has aspirations and plans for

attending college that are formed by his or her family. The

‘

college-going rate of one's peers also reflects the socioeconomic

status of the 1nd1v1dual S neighborhood as well as’ of the

1ndiv1dual This is applicéble to the extent that people choose.
to live in homogenous neighborhoods.

The analysis of-the decision to attend a community college or
cw =

to attend some other postsecondary institution yields similar’

results regarding the importanrce of nonpolicy and nonhigher
» o -,

o . 2 .
education policy variables in jhfluencing attendance decisions.

The most important determinant af type of college attended is high

school grade point average, followed by socioeconomic status (SES)

.

and enrollment in an aggaémic high school curriculum. All three
~~ - )

‘of these variables are negatively related to community college

attepdance, Higher SES students and better preparéd students are € :

-

.more likely to attend a four- year college tgan a community

college.

: % . .
. . . L3 . . N
One of the unique findings regarding the determinants of
( .
communi ty college enrollments vis a vis h1gher,education in ‘

qeneral is the importance of SES. SES appears to have a strong

"4 = -
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positive.effect on-enrollment when the context of the analysis is
all of higher education< However, when a distinction is made
Setween community colleges and otner higher education
institutions, SES is not an important determinant of attendance at

community colleges among students dec¢iding on whether or not to

attend. Socioecononic status.is, however, an important
determinant of institutional choice. This distinction.lends'
support to the contention, expressed in the discussion of the® .
definition of access in Chapter I; that the ‘meaning of equal
access should take into account different types of'institutions

because different types of institutions convey varying images to

PfOSPectrve students. . ) .

. 3

-

: The Importance of Student Costs
Perhaps thé most discussed higher educatl%n policy variables

are those of tuition and fées, student cost.of attendance and

»

student financial aid. The popularity of these measures is due to

3

their high visibility in the policy arena and easier measurement
of their effectiveness in dollar terms than most other..variables,
Results in this analy51s are con51stent w1th results from other

studies. An increase in student costs at communlty colleges
/

decreases the likelihood of attendan;e. ..

=

Several )estlmates of the sen31tlv1L/ of the enrollments

to the cost ¢f attendance were calculated as a part of the

project. The results are given in Table 127 1Implied tuition '
elasticities are given in parenthesesl All of the estimates
. ) '}
- > -
show that, enrollfMnt i{s neratively relatedito the cost of as-
- +

L g C e ; . ; —
teridance althouyh only the clasticities in the sccond and third

columns arc based®on statisticallv significant

[
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. ' Table 12

PERCENTAGES OF ENROLLMENT tHANGEé FOR A ONE PERCENT
CHANGE IN THE COST OF ATTENDANCE AT COMMUNETY COLLEGES '

43 .
4/// Choice Between Choice Between
" Choice Between Attending , Attending
Attending . Community : Community
+ Community College and College and
s . College and Attending Public Attending Any
\ Not“Attending Four~-Year Other
At All Institutiom Institutionl
All Individuals -1.9 (-0.32) L1.5 (-0.25;. -3,2 (=0.53)
Low SES 2 . .
Individuals -2.3 (-0.38) -2.1 (-0.35) -3.8 (~0.63)
. Vs

lincludes public four-year institutions.

2T1ncludes those individuals whose SES index‘vglue did not exceed the mean
value by more than, one~half a 'standard deviation.

] P [y

i ‘

NOTE: Figures in parentheses‘are implied tuition elasticities based on
average tuition and fees of $369 at community colleges and a commuter
student budget of $2,829 (College Board, 1981). 2 .

——h
B




i regression coefficients. 1If phef7bmmunity college average cost of

&

attendance is increased by one percent enrollments will decline by
1.9 percent. For those choosi?g between a communily college and a

public four-year institution, the expected ‘change is 1.5 percent.

It is 3.2 percent if all other postsécoqdary education options are

- .

. included.? This suggests that a one-percent ‘increase in the
*®
community college average cost of atténdance will result in 1.5

percent of the students preferring to attend a public four-year

‘ institution and another 1.7 percent preferring to attend a private
institution or a public university. Since there are three

undergraduate students attending private institutions or public
I Universities for every two undergtaduate students attending public

four-year colleges, the enrollment shift is more heavily direc%ﬁd

toward ‘the public four-year sector. Tuition elasticities in %11l

] -

instances ate close to one-sixth the vaiﬁb\for the cost

v By
a .

elasticities.
" .
4

A Sef,of cost élastiei;ies was also calculated for -

individu;lé;wity lowngzs. In’all;i@stahces these individuals were

’ mor% sensitive g%an ‘the ;verage jndiQidual t& Chadges in student
costs, as has been reprtégfgls;thrg (Bishop, 1975, California

-
v

Postsecondary Education- Commisston, '1980, and yackson, 1977). For
those choosing between community college a;&éndénée and no

attendance at all, a one-percent jincrease in cost, with other

* - %~

cogts held the same, results in a 2,3 percent decline in .

N - ~

enrollmeénts. Among those ¢hoosing between a communisty cblieée ahd,

-a public four-year college, the percehtage is 2.1, and it is 3.8 "=

#f\percent when all other iﬁ%titutions are included. More(tﬁan half ' H
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% the potential enrollment Shift would be to public four-year
College for low SES - 1nd1V1duals whlle less than half of all

inflividuals affected, regardless of SES, would make the same

o?

* . change. 1In sum, theee/fe;ults suggeszlthatlagdividuals

©

- considering community college attendance are responsive to changes

in, community college student costs. Also, students and

2
- a

prospective students view four-year 'public institutions as closer

.

substitutes for communkty colleges than other postsecondary

education institutions and wduld have a bigger impact on their

enrollmerits if community college costs were raised. The effect on

students of lower socioeconomic status is more pronounced by about

é

20 to 40 peréent. ‘

”

As this study generally cqnfirms and refines estimates of
other studies, tne body of empigical evidence-appears reasonably
consistent. One o;her»stuﬁy.éf the effect 'of tuition on
enrollment deserves particular merition because of its simple and

unequ1vocal de51gn and unamb;guops results. \

+

Virtually all tu1tlon studles est1mate the effect of a change
\

in tuition/on enrollment by exam1n1ng what 1nd1v1duals would do,

v

given a r'ange of dlfferent tuitions and institutions. However, a

change in tuition and changes in enrollment. do not actually occur?‘

researchers only infer changes from the statistical model.- In the

. following study (Stampen, 1974, and University of Wisconsin,
.1981), tuition was®actually altered and changes in enrollment
‘obserQed. In 1972 the WisconsinABéard of Regents undertook an .

experiment in tuition—pricind’policy to see what would happen to.

enrollments, . Although Wisconsin does nét -have community colleges




. N .
P

per se, they have two types of institutions that serve the same

functions that community colleges bftep serve in other states.
' ¢ o e e o ' ~
%

13 ° . 13 3 3 13 ’
One 1s a two-year vocational technical institute and the other is

4
a two-year academic center that serves largely'the transfer and °

general curricular function of community colleges elsewhere.

These are 14 centers, with 7‘;ocated in urban or suburban areas

-

and 7 in rural areas. - T o

The experiment consisted of lowering tuition in one of the |

rural centers and in one of the urban centers for a period of

three year® after which the Yuition was restored to a level
\ .

comparable with the other centers. No other major changes -- such

\

as programmatic changes or admission policies -- were made during -
this time. Beginning in the fall of 1973, tuition and fees at the
two experimental centers were reduced substantially. Tuition and

-fees at the rural center were reduced from $515 to $180, and

~

enrollment increased 30 percent, Tuition and fees at the suburban

i : A o ’

\Icenter were reduled from $476 to $150; enrollments Yncreased by 55
4

percent,’ S N

® Initially one might have reservations about the

interpretation of the results of this ekperiment., The observed

L + M

inCrease in enrollments might %ave occurred beéause of new
. ) students matriculating. It also might have resulted from existing
students substituting attendance at a center with lowered tuition

for attendance at some other higher education instutifion.

* »

Enrollment tLllies th circumstantial evidence of the change

%the characteristics of students .suggests that most of*the in s e

H . \l ¢ ¢
! in enrollpents consisted of new students or/students reentering
1 ~

o - ’ T N 86" - a=s’
ERIC " : a5
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“" college, . ' ' \
\ The entire University of Wisconsin (UW) higher education

system grew in enrgllmenté by .an averagé of .5.0 percent.between

the three years preceding the experiment and the three years of

*

- the experiment. Among the 12,cenQers'%pqt &¢id not alter tumition,
' the average change- in enrollmgnts'beiween theke two periods was
. 12.9 percent, as shown in.Table 13. - s ’ -
. h. . ,{g ¥
. ) . P
13 Coxd ¢ ‘ ‘ ‘ . . ) ) .
FUCIA T L B ) Table 13. v S : s
. X ‘ L e . T o ’ ‘
* - “ Percentage Change in Enrollments: , A
o . Wisconsin Experiment, = | LT
i : ' Y ® ] ‘: . & - N ' b - K
! ; Brom o ’ From ‘
) Preexperimental ~ - . Experimental
Period (1970-72),- + « Period (1973-75)% .
v to Experimentgl.n - _,;o-Postexperimenpai
- Period, (1973-75) . - Period (1976-78)
UW System . 5.0 g T Ty 4,5 .
12 nonexperi- T > b -
mental centers \ 12,9 ) - 0 9.2 ¢ .
. - -7 C e
. . " S o ¢
Rural- experi- , . > . ‘ o .7
mental center 30.3 "1 " , -17.7.  *

Suburban experi- : ] e s
. mental center 54,9 b T -24,2 R

¢

For the experimental centers the perc¢entage iqfreases were .-

. Much larger,,-30.3 percent for the rural center and.54.9 percent
for the suburban center. The greater .rate of increase for t L

. suburban center would be expected since more Bigher education ’
N - h . \

. H K

institutions were located in the giciniiy from which the
i ' P

.o experimental center ﬁight draw enrollments. When the tuition

i ) C .
‘experiment was ended, enrollments at the two experimental centers =
. g - : \
* -‘ v } v T ® “
- - ’ “ ‘ R [l

. " 1
o e, ‘| 87 Qb ;
|
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, . - %
| declined’ag about half the rate they had'increased during the
- experimgnt. The UW system increased .by 4.5 percent and ‘
enrolleﬁts'among the 12 nonexperimental centers increased an
average of 9.2 percent. . ‘ (
. .If the experimental cengefs drew enrollments heavily from 'any

of the nonexperimental centers, the changes in enrollment should
(1) be a greater decrease for that center than the others when the

experimental tuition rates are put into effect and (2) rebound

y more when the expeérimentadl tuition rates'ére terminated, None of
the enrollment patterns among the 12 ﬁopéxpérimental centers,
‘ ‘ékcegpfone, met this criteria. Aall o§ the centers that *
;9 experienced a less than average growth rate between 1970-72 and

1973-75 also experienced Belod average g}owth between 1973-75 and
-1976-78. The exception was a center that was involved in a
.reorganization of its governance structure that allowed it to be

k4
more responsive than it had been to the curricular needs-of its

community.
Data o private sector enrollments are not as well documented
.as for the UW system. However, according to the Wisconsin

N N b C
Assocliation of College Reglstrgrs and' Admission Officers "there

were no major changes in total enrollment and no change pattern

- P

(3 . (3 . ! 13 (3 ‘ .
which could Be associated with the specific years of the- low fee
experiment" (University of Wisconsin System, 1981).
Other information on the entrance status of students at the

experimental centers shows the percentage of change in the number

of students continuing their programs,'reentering,,E;ansferring

. and beginning., These pgrcentagés ére sngwn in Table 14. X§‘ '

Fl
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o~ S /
. B Table 14 /
. PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN ENROLLMENTS
BY ENTRANCE STATUS
From Preexperimental From Experimental
Period. to ' Period to
( Experimental Period Postexperimental Period
! . .
Entrance Status
Rural Experi-
mental center
Continuing 25% (166 to 208) -14% (208 to 178)
‘Reentry, 383 (6 to 29) -45 (29 to 16)
Transfer 47 (15 to 37) ® =22 (37 to 29)
New ‘ 16 (215 to 250) -16 (250 to 209)
Suburban Experi- . !
mental Center o
Continuing 57% (214 to 336) -16% (336 to 281)
Reentry 68 (19 to 51) -35 (51 to 33)
Transfer 82 (54 to 98) -37 (98 to 62)

New 38 (247 to 341) -26 (341 to 251)

o

NOTE: Percentages in the first column are based on 4n average/
enrollment of 402 at the rural center and 534 at the
suburban center for 1970-72. Percentages in the second

« column are based on average enrollments of 524 and 826,
respectivelys,

»

- - -

/
!

Table 14 shows two interesting results. First, the numbers

of each tyﬁe of student increased when the fees were reduced and

they decreased when the fees were reinstated. Second, the

i

percentage changee,,both increases and subsequent decreases, in>
the number of reentry, transfer and new students was greater for
the suburban center than the rural center. An exception was the

percentdge increase in the number of reentries for the rural
¥ '

center which was calculated ol a base of six students. The

greater changes for the urban center would be’ expected given the

. 89-

. i r
Al : 08 ,
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*

larger number of institutions presumably available from which
enrollments can be drawn. While the suburban certer induced a
larger percentage change in transfers than the rural center, its

£

enrollments were also more sensitive to new students than was the

rural center:/

=

" The character@stics of the student bodies changéd during the
exper;%gnt indicating’ ®hat thé new, tranmsfer or reentering
sfﬁdents were more adult. Admittedly, a national upward trend.is
evident in the average age of étudegls. However, the avefage for
béth)experimental centers declined when the tuition levels were
restored to comparable levels at other centers, although the
avérage age had increased sharply when the exper}menf began. The
average of all’s;udents at;ending part-Eime_in the Unitgd Stétes
is aiso rising gradually. 1In the experimental centers the

percentage attending part-time doubled when the experimental

L

tuii}on was in effect,VdeéliﬁingAhoderately when the experiment
ended, 7

- While too much confidence should not be placed in these
fiéures based on two small institutions, the collective eviéence

is fairly conclusive regarding the positive effect on enrollments

of reducing tuition. Moreover, most of the induced enrollments’

'éfe‘probably adults who otherwise would nat attend.

i

The results from the Wisc¢nsiﬁ experiment yield tuition

P

€las®icities that are very similar to those given in Table 12.
* ¢ ‘ .

For the rqfal center, the changes représent a cost elasticity of

. -

-1.5 (assuming that the average cost of attendance was $2,225),

,.which equals the estimate giben in Table 12 for individuals

3
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choosing Between a.cqmmunity college and } publlc foﬁr-year
institution. (For‘the sduburban center, with/nore educatioh options
available, the_imblied cost elasticity ierd.ly which is quite
close to the -3.2'reported in Table 12 fqr those considering a

full range of postéeconaary education options.

o

-
.

The fmg%rtance of Distance

The convenience of community colleges to the people served

has always been a topic of interest .to education policy makers.

By one standard, access can be evaluated in terms of physical
proximity to colleges. §&ince .nearly all community college

students commute, distance to a communlty college represents a
7

-
cost =-- transportatlon and the foregone oﬁpqrtﬁnltles for the time

spent commutlng -- that should'be 1ncluded‘é>>part of the cost of

'(

attendance, (See Berne, 1977; Hoenack,.1967; and Tuc<;an, 1972,
: ‘ . R & L L
as examples of the use.of distance to create a community college ’

Cost variable.) Distange to the nearest community college as a

»

proxy for these costs is as impo}tant or more important thqn

s

s' e * ! I3 I3 ‘~. *
/} conventional student costs .in influenc1ng community collegej‘

enrollment dedisions (see Table C =5 in the aﬁpend1x) .
N Redreq‘ion analyses,of commun1ty college attendance in this

'

project- show that distance to the coﬁmunity college has a

. , : ’ ' 2 :
significantly negative effect on the probability of attending

N ’ A 1 il ) S . ’
college. For those choosihg between attendance at a community .

college and not attending at 311 an increase of five miles 'in the

- 2 .

average dlstance to the nearest commun1ty college would result-in

16 percent fewer.enroflments. - For those ch0051ng betWeen a
commuggty college and another. type of institution a five mile

. 4
< ! . .. ! 3
Q . . . |

= 3

-
—~—

S
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increase in the distance to the nearest community college would

~ 5

result in 13 percent ©rf the students preferring to attend

*©

elsewhere, ‘ r ' .
B ) - “m .
The distance individuals travel to attend community colleges

also provides information about the market areas served. In 1972,

i
73 percent of the population lived within 30 miles of an in-state

community college and 81 percent of the individuals attendiﬁg a

community college lived within 30 miles of one (see Table 15).

X

Sixty-four percent 6f those students attended the nearest
community college, The converse of this issue is that 19 percent

of community college students with a community college located

z

within 30 miles and in-state chose to attend a community college

located further away. These students presumably chose those

community colleges because of special programs they had or because
I " N +

of the attractiveness of‘their geographical locatgon (and somg may
have, in fact, attended the{nearest coﬁmpnity college but it was

located in anbth?r state). Furthermore, 17 percent (81 minus 64)-
of the community coll;ge,spudenfs with aicollege located within 30

-

miles (and in-state) chose to attend one of those community

.

colleges, but it was not the closest one. A;;;?edly on? main
\ -

.

reason for these choices/ is the availability of particular
coufses. The other is that the further community college may
represent the individual's di§trict community college. Although

the community college in another district may be closer: the

higher out-of-district tuition may be greater than.the difference

in commuting costs. :

L3

Althopgh the exact reason is not known for students chcosing

b4
5, 1u1
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Source: Cdlculations from ECS file using NLS,

®

-

Percentage of individuals with a community
college located within 30 miles and within state

Percentage of thosej attending a community

¢

\

Table 15

THE PROXIMITY OF fNSTITUTIONS( 1972 -

~

-«

college who attend within 30 miles and
within state .

3

t

Percentage of community college students
who attend the nearest community college
within 30 miles and within state

Percentage of individuals’with some other
postsecondary education institution
located within 30

-

’

.

miles and within state

Percentage of‘those.attending some other

postsecondary education institution

with@n‘30 miles and within state

Percentage of students attending other

spostsecondary education institutions

who attend the nearest such institution
within 30 miles and within state

3

data.

"

93

102

-

73 percent
81l.percent

, 64~percent

N
& 87 percent
L
37 petcent
2
’ i 12 percent

HEGIS and other




a more dxstant communlty college, an estimate of the grepter vafLe

i
. . .

to the student of the selected, more d1stant community college can “
be derived from infprmation about the distance traveled. , In 1972 -
the average d1stance to the nearest communlty college (for those -

'w1th an {n -state community college .located w1th1n 30 milés) was ’
. ‘4
6.1 miles. For those attending a compunity.college that,wes not .

>
+

the nearest community college (also was w1th1n 30 mlles) the

distance was an average of 5.8 miles more-than to the nearest

4

¢ollege., In essence, these individuals nearly double the éistence

w/ . . . . -
they travel and presumably their commuting costs to attend the(“
- — .. N /' ' , .
selected college. Since the transportation cost of commuting . o
- - é’ L 4
constituaes 2]1 percent of the cost of attending a community v

college (College Board,. 1981) and 30 percent of the cost of :
. ) Y . N
attendance if an imputed cost of commuting time is included (Hyde,

) .
1980a), the additional value to the student of the particular

program<sis equal to at least this proportion of what the cost of

- . ‘
. . v

attendance might be. ’ ‘ ’ PR

e While, at most, 17 percent of the community college studeﬁts '

in this'sample attend a more distant institution, among studerits

”

.
- ~

, attending other types of institutions, the percentage is Z§. Ty

However, only 37 percent of the students with another,t}pe of -

L4

in-state postsecondary institution located within 30 miles attend ™

~one of those institutions. Sixty-three percent.attend'an

[

5 ‘ .

institution beyodd 30 miles. The conclu51on is that prox1m1ty°is -

-

a more fregquent cons1derat1on for the prospectlve commun1ty ™

\ college student than for an 1nd1v1dual contemplatlng attendlng
N .
some other college or uniwersity. Zemsky-, et al. (1980) have

Ftr - 'w ",




- . .

examined this’ same issue in terms of the importance of local, , -
; p - (

redional and national markets in higher education., Their research

.

\d

confirms the local nafure of community college markets. The

I

importance of distance to a community college takes on a new

dimension when sbarsely enrolled programs and small, rural,
. 3

community colleges become candidates for elimination or closure C

- -

because of financial problems.
€.,

Other higher education enviromment variables did not appear

’

'important for influencing community college enrollment, Minority
‘e .
enrollment and half-time enrollment, meant to measure the

orientation of colleges to nontraditional students, were not

particularly important. Institution selectivity.var?ables also
wer;‘not particularly iméd;tant. They were éntbred primarily as
control variables‘anﬁrinﬁicgsed.that ; Higﬁ average ACT score of
B Y -
.entering freshmen at commungfagcolleges decreases the likelihood
% Y
% of .community coIlege at;endancgﬂ'cohsistent with the effect of an

»

3 .
increase in selectivity diminishing enrollhent., Results of 18
) %

.- B

"higher’education environment varia%%es are explained in more

. £
les measuring several a "

L3
%

. v
. detail in Appendix C. A set of varia
l‘

. ., dimensions of ah individual's disposition showed no strong

b 37\. influence except for one's sense of commynity orientation, which
lfad a positive'effgct on individuals choos\ing between attending a

community college ‘and not

= N

exists between the unemployment rate and commuﬁxty cuvllege

%

ngquivocal

support for the ‘existence of a strong relatiénship:i The
' PR \24‘ .
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enrollments, regression analysis did .not provide




‘'

unemployment rate showed a highlyksigniﬁicant positivekinfluepce

Y‘ [ v A
on enrollments 1n1t1ally, but lost its sta&13t1cal _ifaportance when
/ “A-‘ \
’ the higher educat1on enV1ronment variables were introduced.
— .

Condequently, therresulting pos1t1ve, but insignificant,
coefficient represents'a minimum estimate of 'the significance of

the unembloyment rate t®-influence enrollment. The true influence
» Al 9 M

. - .,\u?‘

of unemplgyment on enrollment lies somewhere between éhe$e two

i
2
s

i
i
1

_estimates,
/ ¢ , ,
In these regressions a binary dependent ‘variable is used in
Al
ordinary least squares regression analysis. To see if the binary

specification influenced the statistical results of the analysis,

s
¥

conQitional logit analysis, which takes into account the multiple

optioﬁs that an in&ividual actually faces in making a:decision
- L]

about attending college, was also used. Results generated for ECS

under contféct‘wi{h University Consultants, Inc., a private

research *firm, yileed similar conclusion.

. AN
~Comments About the Adult Skudent .
R N .
Although much of tﬁe available data about‘access are drawn

\

from conventlonal" ouths, much of this report i wr1tten with a
Y

more diverse, generally more adult populatlon in m1ﬁd. However,
there .are a few issues of access for adults that need to be‘"f
discussed explicitly. Adults have quite different circumstances,
%nd results of analyses of conventlonal youthsishould not be

extrapolated to older individuals, Adults constitute a growing"

proport;on of enrollments, espec1ally among community tolleges,'"“

., and they>must be given greater attention.

- In 1973, about half of all students Qere less than 20 years

.

e

Lo




old. Five years'later, less than one-third were of that. age. .' d

v

While some of,that increase in average age may have resulted ffom

~

an increase in the number‘of graduate students, which would raise

|
avejage ages, the age of students at commuqlty colleges also ’ |

*

inegreased., 1In 1973, 441percent of community college students were

less than 20 years old; by-1978 less than 30 percent were under 20

(Hyde, 1980). ,. ] R -

*

Moreover,. the commhnity college student is more adult than
students attending elsewhere -- entailing greater family and

emPﬁ?Yment responsibilities/zf/ - ‘ ‘ .
even controlling for age., ‘Specifically,
-

community college students of.any age .have more attributes of
¢ ‘ ) .
adulthood in terms of beingy a head of a household, being married, - T

being employed or being divorced. than students of the same age\
attending a four—iearﬂcollege or Gniversity (see Table 16)., 1In
essence, the dlstlngulshlng feature Qf community college students

that .makes them respond differently to vaglous publlc p011c1es is

\ b ]

not their age per se but various attributes often associated with ’

age. . ‘ '

-

* [y

\
- .

- - \ i
The trend of increasing adultness of gtudents is llkely to ) '

continue. The Carnegie Council (1980) predlcts that in the year
\
2000, 52 percent of undergraduates will be wome&x 25 percent, -

i

minority; 45 percent, part-time; 41 percent, attendance at a,

two—yéar institution; 85 percent, not resident on cé@pus; 50 S

percent over 22 years of age (p. 5%). a 5\ \\_*_\\\\
: ’ * . ’ \ < !

. . . ¥




Table 16
¢ . - . CHARACTERISTICS OF-. STUDENTé BY AGE GROUP
-t AT PUBLIC TWO-YEAR, PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR AND ’

PRIVATE FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS FALL 1978
f SR Age: 14-19 . Age: 20~25

. ' Public Private - Public Private.
Percentage of TwWo Four  Fgur ° Twé Four Four
Students Who Are: Year "Year  Year Year Year  Year
JHead’of Household 4.5 3.3 1.5 32.3  22.3  23.%

. 1 N . + -
Married 2.1" 1.4 0.4  25.7 15.7 12.7
Widowed/Divorcay 0.3 1.6 0.0 4.3 ¢ 1.6 2,1

AN . . . .« !

Working 60.7 34.5 31.9 69.3 '50.3  49.1

. - * ‘.’
Source wllllam”ﬁyde, "The Xge and Related Demographic

Characterlstzcs of Students Attendlng Community Colleges
and Four-Year Institutions. Working Paper No. 32.

Denver, Colo.: Education Commission of the States, 1980

Analysis of the determlnants of adult college atte%dance,
r

however, Nearly all analyses of college—g01ng behavior

is sparse.

- 1haVe been undertaken using samples of conventlonal college aged

youths., A popular and singular exceptlon has been a study by John

-

?ishop'and Jane Van Dyk {1977) using data from the 1970 census and

the 1972 current population survey.

[

conclusions deserve close examination:

Two of thei{'primafy
(1) "[A]ldult [defined as
older]
»

recent high school graduates”

¢
students are more responsive to tuition levels than are

(p. 53) and (2) "except for lowering

tuition, ‘there is little public¢c policy can do to further stimulate
[sic]

the growth of adult enrollment" (p. 57).

The conclusion of Bishop and Van Dyk that ,adults are more
responsive to changes in tuition than conventional youths is based

on tuition elast1c1ty estimates of -0.44 for husbands and —0 58

* 107 -




nn‘xlh,\i il

\ ) *
b4

for wives. .Estimates in other studies they cite for conventional

’
v
»

youths are lower. However, there is a fundamental difference

-~ . B ’ N
betwegn the two sets of, estimates. Most adult students attend
’

community colleges while conventional youths éttend a full-range

of coliegesd and universities. The Bishop and 'Van Dyk elasticities

could-bq°viewed\as elasticities of adult (older) students or of

. . . N LI ~
students attending community colleges who on.  average have mgre

3

attributes of adulthood. Estimates of community collegé tu%fion

elasticity presented in Table 12, based on "convénqional aged”

> o

youths attending' community colleges, are similar to the estimates

— .

-

of Bishop agd‘Vah Dyk. Consequently, the higher elasticity

estimates that Bishop and Van Dyk found,.relative to other studies

v
3

. . . -~ ;
of conventional youths, may be a funcfion. of the type of;_ .
institution and the prevailing cg;ractéristits of students iikely

to attend that type of institution rathé{ than the age of the

student. At the very least, the distinction between adult and
. . ~ . -~ »

conventional students should rest on'more than a difference in

agé. ® '

’

* ‘ N ’ . . N . N \""'"'"'_/ .
The second conclusion, that there is }1ttle ghat public

policx can do, besides lowéring tuition, to stimulate further
growth of enrollments, flows directly from their émpirical
results. However, ongy a li@jted numbér of variqb}es age
included, and a measure for distance to college i§ not well -
specified. -An omission or misspecification of variables im%ortagt
in explaining the behavior under examination"will effect the
results and consequently possibl§”the coPclusions drf@n'ﬁrom those

results. It was under this circumstance that they drew their

“ S 99 108 A,.
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. conclusion that only by lowering tuition could adult enrollments

be stimulated by public policy. "Even'this conclusion lacks .

convictian. The authors themselves state that the tuition has a ‘
significant effect on»enrollments only when the tuition level is

below the mean, For higher tu1t1ons, variation has no meaningful

impact on enrollment ‘(Bishop and, Van Dyk, 1977, p. 47). Short of

some major public .initiative, they expect adult enrollment jates

- ~ |
I ’ 4

to siow and possibly decllne

~.

Th1s study ¢ontends that other institutional pol1c1es affect

-~

'adultﬁkuollments more than tuition, and they may suggest V1a51e
' policy alternat1ves Intuitively, thé 1mportance of tu1dlbn .
sgguld be less for adults Qhan foreyouths because of the former's
lgreater 1ncomes. Furthermore, adults who are poor but who attend
college for cred1t often have strong motivations to ga1n job

skills or to_acqu1re necessary, "mandated" training for promotion
v o - ’ ‘ ) - .
for liqusure (Cross, 1981). Often employers will pay some of the

costs of attendance, These students see the. necess1ty of N
! obta1n1ng the education and w1ll be fairly 1nsen§1t1ve to.the
BE Atu1t1on levels. “For other adults with greater income, community
college tuition does ‘not represent a large outlay. Of greater

ihportance to oofh groups of adults, who generéll? are employed

-

and have .families, is the time required to obtain the educat1on .

- .

and the conveniemce of acquiring it. ,

A study of the trade-~offs that'individuals prefer,to make
betWween the amount of tuition paid and the amount of time spent
commuting to college shows that adultg were more w1]Jlfng than i

youths to pay ffore tuition té reduce commuting (Hyde, 1980b).
3 . e ) % l

-]

\'1 2 ' ’ h 7 * 100 | Hm
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Respondents were asked whether they prefe}red to enroll in a
program that had a $100 tuition and required 40 minwtes of

commuting time to get to class or that had a $500 tuition and

N 1
%equired 20 minutes commuting time. They were then asked to

choose between paying $200 tuition and commuting 20 minutes and
paying $100 tuition and commuting 30 minutes.
. i : )
In the study the frequency of classes and duration of the

program were specified so that from the pattern of responses a

¢
8

dollar‘yalue could be assigned to commuting costs. Three valid

-;alues were' possible: (1) less than $3.13 per hour, (2) between

4

b 2%
$3.13 and $6.25, and (3)'more than $6.25. A small number of
respondents gave answers that implied that they simdltaneously

valued tommuting t1me at less than $3.13 and at mo're -than $6 25

~

per hour. It was assumed that these 1nd1v1duals e1ther did not
{ %
understand the question or gave erroneous answers. Assigning

single point values of $3.00, 34.69 and $6.50 to the three ’
. . ) . N
response values, and weightinq them by the percentage response for

each value, produced an average imputed cost of commuting of $3.94

per hour for youths and $4.51 per hour for adults. This is a

w——

difference of about 15 percent. ’ N
N . [
Furthermore{ in the amalysis presented earlier of factors
%

1nfluenc1ng communlty college attendance among &:nventlonal

/¢ )
college aged youths, many of whom have adult responsibilities,
distance also was a factor. For those choosing between attending
a commdnfty coldege and not attending at all, distance to the

nearest community college was more important than “the average cost

of attendance in explaininq attendance (see Table C-5),.

4
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In a very limited sample of adults who had attended

college for at least four years following their graduation
from high.school, the ECS study showed that the most impor-

tant determinant of community college attendance was dis- < .
b

tance to gpe nearest community,goilegq. . All other variables

.

- ‘
important in explaining attendance among conventional youths --
. . N ~

high schopl preparation and socioeconomic characteristics --
were of no ébnsequence.b Student costs were negatively related
to attendénce.' The results indicated that the individJZIS
were highly sensitive to costs, although the significance of

. these variables was no greater than it was for the conventional .

youth. ' b ¥

While this adult sample consisted of only 126 obéervabibnsv .

composed pf individuals who were dominantly Black women below
: :
. average in ability,'sggioeconomic status and high school -

preparation, the collective evidence suggests that distance, "and

-

- the ®tost and lack of convenience it represents, is an important

'determinant of:édult/enrollhent. ) ’

~ A Concluding Note About Access ' ’
. Among the States

/ A long standing policy question concerns the possible

. £y _ f . . ,
%}fference made on access by, charging high or low, tuition. Access

in California, with igé absence of tuition for its community
collegés, is often pofnted to as evidende of the effectiveness of
not havjng tuition. In contrast tg'<California, oneé can look at
tuition levels and participat}on rates in states such as '

Pennsy;vanig, Minnesota or Vermont, where tuition is high and

’,

ERIC . . . 102 | : '
| o111 : o -




~ .

participation is low, and draw the same conclusion about the |
~effect of tuition on eﬁrollpent. Unexplained, however, is the
. phenbmenon of several;southern states in which tuitions are 1ow at

community colleges‘but community college participation rates are
* LIS * .
also low. Different factors are involved if two states that have
similar tuiéion pricing policies have dissimilar participation
N . ’
rates in higher education. . o '
Another il&ﬁstratiok of the paradox between éuition pricing

and enrollment ?ates is that of Texas and Pennsylvania. Texas has

a large public sector (88 percent of enrollment is public), low

L

~
tuition and fees in both community and state colleges and a high

”

. community college participation rate. Pennsylvania has a smaller

public sector (59 perdent public), high tuition and fees in both

N -+

community and .state colleges and a low participatidn rate in both

community and state colleges, Yet, both'states have an overall

[
z

.hlgher edqcatlon part1c19at10n rate of 15 or 16 percent of

course, enrollment in private institutions is a factor that .
eFedunts for much of theAapparent discrepancy. That situation in
itself raises.questions about the historical presence of private
institutions in“the states,'quality differences among public and
private institutions, the willingness of states té provide aid to
private instiphtiops, either directly or indirectly through

student financia? aid pregrams, and it also raises the question of
what age'thele§pectatione of prospective students to pay for their T

4

‘education.

\
- 4

. . . Erom the analysis. presented in this chapter we know that the / |

influences on enrollmentzare anything but simple. Tuition pricing

* -

- B [
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'tand student financial aid} policies often reflect an attitude

- ~ ¥ . 1 .
toward or commitment to access which is perhaps more important

- . B
* <

than tuition, by itself, in affecting enrollment. For example, we

"know that geographical proximity is 1mportant because it makes the

> -

educational opportunities more convenient as does flexible

~

SChedulipg, eff campus instruction and various student support

services. Program offerings, quality of programs, ability of

prospective students,,the characteristics of four-year colleges

o

and universities, and 1nperactions among these factors all

-
) »*

influence access within a state. Also important is the historisal

role of private and public institutions of higher education in a

" . state, the public attitude toward the value of education and its

- -

contribution to the welfare of a state's population and

development of the state's economy; and individual expectations .
. ’ . ‘ / " e
_regarding the costs of education. : ¢ ¢

‘ It is the author's belief thht the determinants of acdess are

s -

t6o maﬁy and often too diffibult to measure to provide a tidy

., accounting of the reiationship among states of tuition levels and

. \

enrollment. v

' ' it:is, however, worthwhile identifying as best we can
- . -l
elements affecting access, the contributions that they make, and
cT n

the costs of using various elements. A key distinction that
.should be made is between institutional fac¥®brs and other factors

in, the jurisdiction of the state or federal government which
- i . o .
influence access. Perhaps unfairly, in the past government has

' lreceived more attention than institutions regarding their efforts

to enhance access. However, there is much that institutions can

L s

‘ /
) , . . ,
o o 104 11;




ERIC’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

° < . Co “
. - . C
do to prdmote access as well, and while many have quietly, in a
less visible way, proceeded with theit stratégies for promoting ' o
, . . - v - ©
access, recognition of what they have or have not :accomplished and o
ef what is their potential deserves closer attention. . ) .
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IV. INSTITUTIONAL PRACTICES AFFECTING ACCESS
Y 1 . .

+ The Importapce of Institutional
. Elements of Access . .
N ) Y
For deliberations regarding thé'best way to promote access,
t . )

it is -important to be able to atiFibute to the proper entity or

»

pol1cy the degree of access ach1e§ed by that entity or policy.

|
Wh1le this task is difficult, a beg1nn1ng is made here by

s '

,separat1ng the impgrtance of insti*utlonal attributes that affect

1 -~
access frgm the importance of institutional location.

i
¢

Institutional attributes, as discussed in the previous section,

»

are presumably largely within the policy domain of the

institution, TQe‘decision to locate an institution in a
particular plaﬁé may Ee a leg}slgtive decision. An approac; that
could be used to estimate the¢ separate effects of these twe
factors onjaccess is illustrated with data collected in thgs

-

projectajjom Texas on its community and state colle@es. If data

IIMI

were available the préctice couldfalso be used with off-campus

Y
sites to evaluate the effectiveness off institutional qualities in
serving its commuﬁity. The purpose of 'the following analysis is
to dfstinguish betwéen the influeQFe of geographical;location of
college and other institutioﬁal factors on mingzéﬁy en;dllments.

Public policy to promote minority enrollmeq%'in higher

%
. . N ¢ .
education can occur in several ways.' One approach is to ldcate

institutions in high concentrations of minorities, . State

-

legislatures, coordinating or governing boards or institution
staff themselves, in pursuit of providing educational .services to

. i _
minorities, may establish community folleges in urban minorjity

Y
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population centers. When such an institution opens its doors, it

. is bound to attract substantial Aumbers of minorities.

e ’ A second approach, and one that requires a greater effort, is

", ta have an institution adopt policies that require it .to take

actiye steps to enroll minorities. Such measures include ‘

& v

- informing prospective students ¢f educational opportunities,
. LY

encouraging them to enroll and providing them with needed

- 12

education-related services. This approach has many dimensions,
but the success attributed to an institution in attraéting

minority stidents can be measured by the extent to which
L]

4

. ce | . .
minoritles enroll relative to their number in the area served by

the institution. T
?
. A separate market area is defined for each community college i

i
-

by'using a representative ratio, which is the percentave of

. students who are minority divided by the percentage of minority

_— —— - - % .

population served by the college. The populatfbn served by a

.

~
s the population in the smallest
L)

number of counties from which is drawn at least 75 percent of the

community college is defined a

colfegé's in-state enrollmentl The minority percentage of that
. poéulation is a weighted average of the county minority
percentages, weighted by the county populations. For example,
Austin Community College (ACC) draws 84 percent of its in-—state
students from Travis C;jﬁiy so ACC's Qopulation base for the °*
purpose of thgse calculations is considered to be Travis County,
which has a Black population of 11.7 percent. 5CC‘has a 9.6 .

percent Black enrollment; thus the representation ratio for ACC is

0.82. This indicates that ACC enrolls Blacks,less than in

.




s.

-

v o

proportion to their numbers in the popur%tion served by AcCC.
Twenty-seven of the 60‘c6mmuniby:&olleges in Texas draw at

L

least 75 percent of their students ffp; one county, but some have
muéh larger m;rket areas. For eiaqﬁze; Blinn College draws upon
1l counties to obtain 75 percent ofvits students.; Ranger Junior
College draws upon 21 counties, Both colleges aré located in
rural areas approximately equal distances from several

- metropolitan areas. Similar calcuigiipns of representation ratios

' were made for 18 state‘colleges. The state colleges serve more of
a state market. Consequgn;ly, the number of counties from which .

75 - percent of their students is drawn is %enerally larger than for

~ the commynjty colleges. : , s

Table 17 shows the percentage \ninority enrollment, the'y -
percentage minority population and representation ratiog for ‘
. Blacks and Hispanics for‘oommunity and state colleges in Texas.
o The first row gives the unwe ighted institutional average of the
» percentage of Blacks and Hispanics in the poéﬁlation that has been
defineg as the college's market‘area. The estimates give the same
weight to market areas with small populations és to market area§
with large populations.ggThis probably corresponds with enrollment
size of instgtution. Row 2 provide§ the same infoqration as row 1

o except that the reported figures are based on calculations for the

En

institutions, which are weighted by the size of their market area

_population. Row 3 gives the average statewide minority

B 3

percentages for the population. Row 4 gives the average
+ Percentage of students that is minority. Rows.5 and 6 give the

representation ratios, using different minority popﬁlétions. Row

ERIC - P S N




Table.l1l7

MINéRIﬁX POPULATION AND ENROLLMENT IN
COMMUNITY AND STATE COLLEGES, TEXAS, 1979

[N

- MY -

o
e

Black Hispanic
| (1) -Average- (unweighted) pércentage ' "
of college market area for : i
community colleges ‘ 12.8 ’ 15.9
state colleges . 12.8 . 21.4
“ ' -
(2) Average (weighted)’ percentage
of college market area for -
. community colleges - 16/1 13.8 !
) . state Eolleges : 14.5 : 17.7
(3) Average statewide percentage ©13.2 18.7
(4) Average (weightedf percentage (
{ + of students mipority ¢
community college§ - . 10.2 16.6
- ¢ state college§ . 6.7 17.0

(5) Average representation ratios
(based 6n state ' ‘ t
minority population)

community colleges o 0.2 _ .. 16.6 _i g9 |
13.2 ~ - 18,6 ~ ' °
. ) \
;-
state colleges . 6.7 _ 17.0 _
- 1325t e o9t
(6) Average representation ratios
(based on market area !
minority popuLati9n)
community colleges lg:i = .63 ig:g =.1.20 .
. ' & - N
]
. state colleges | . 6.7 _f 17.0 _
: o 7.5~ 4%  177= -9

© ¥ ¢

-

[$)

SOURCE: Calculated from unpublished enrollment and population data
of the Texas College and University System Coordinating Board,

%




5 is based on the total state minorjity population; row 6 is based

-

on minority populations of thHe college's market areas.

.

»

The most valuable information in the table gs drawn "from
' .
comparisons among data. First, comparison of rows 1 and 2
i

|
indicates that Blacks are concentrated in large college market

a !

area populations, presumably more urban areas, more than '
LY

.
Hispanics. ‘IF éppears that Blacks are concentrated near large
collegeé, especially community colleges, in urban‘areas and that
Hlspanlcs are concentrated near smaller colleges, espec1ally state
colleges, in less urban areas. \ ’ N

Second, comparison of rows 2 and 3 indicates tha; community
and state colleges have market areas with larger pﬁan‘average
%oncentrations of Blacks. éurthermore; the,cbmmﬁnity col}egT
market areas have largér conCentrations of Blacks than the state
bolleges. For ﬁispanics, thetreverse is true. Hispanics are not
concentrated in college market area populations, and they are more
concentrated in state college mar%et area populations than in-.
community college market area populations.

A compari;on ofgthe representation ratios in rows 5 énﬁ 6
shows éhe difference that institutional location has upon the
degree to which a college serves minorities. In row 5 the ratios
are based upon the total state minority population; in row 6 the
ratios are based upon the market area minority population.
Comparison of representation ratios between rows 5 and 6 restate
the conq&usion érawn from comparing rows 1 and 2. Blacks are
bonCentrated more than Hispanics in college market areas. Thus,

3 L4

4
the representation ratics for Blacks are lower when the reference

)

*a
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population is the college market area than when it is the entire
state. The reverse is true for Hispanics.*

|
‘, L3 %ﬁ
An ‘attempt to separate the importance of these two factors --%
s

college Eocatidn and instita}jonal attributes affecting serice to

, >
minorities -- is shown in, Table 18.- Reading down the first

column, for Blacks at community colleges, one can see that 13.2

Nt i e

percent of the stata's,population is Black. The population of !
4 . H
community college market areas, howver, is 16.1 percent Black. Iﬁ

community colleges enrolled Blacks in proportion to their numberf

s
M
I

in the market area of the colleges, Blacks would be ;

I i
overtepresented .in relation to their number in the state. Actual
S /

Black enrollments are 10.2 percent of total enrollments. i

b
I3

P}esumably, Black enrollment would be less than\10.2 percent‘ﬁf

_ - ,,‘4 —

‘ N,

the colleges were located in areas wlth lower concentrations @f

l
.

4
Blacks. ] {
i

The next row is an indicator of the inflpence that lochion
‘ . FA
oﬂ a college may have on enrollments -- the higher the f

concentration of Blacks in the market area, the higher thgi
likelihood of more Black enrollments. The location of cd;munity'
colleges is such that the avexage Black population of community
college market area is 2.9 percentage points higher than it is gor

the state. The last row shows the discrepancy betwe?n the average

i

percentage of Blacks in the market areas and the enrollment“\\

~

*The lower ratios for Blacks than Hispanics at both types of
colleges are probably due to the presence in Texas of a few all
Black state colleges that were excluded from this analysis but
that undoubtedly draw upon potential students of the other state

and community colleges. .
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. . . Table 18

) &£ -
THE INFLUENCE OF COLLﬁCE LOCATION AND INSTITUTIONAL. .
ATTRIBUTES ON MINORITY ENROLLMENT,, TEXAS, 1979 «- .
Blacks Hispanics
Community State community" State

Colleges .’ Colleges Colleges Colleges
Percentage of population |
that.is~minority

For the state 13.2 13.2 t 18.7 18.7

For the-average college ' T .
market area (weighted) . 1l6.1 ., l4.5 13.8 17.7

‘Average percentage of ’
college enrollment that )
is minority (weighted) ] 10.2 6.7 - -16.6 17.0

Possible influence of college /
location (market area minus ’ f
state) ’ + 2.9 + 1.3 - 4.9 ~ 1.0

Possible influence of {
ljnstitutional attributes
(enrollment minus market area) - 5.9 - 7.8 + 2.8 ~=0.7

| ’ -

SOURCE: Calculated from unpublished enrollment and population data
of the Texas College and University System, Coordinating Board.

-
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percentages of Blacks in community colleges. Undoubtedly for ﬁany,
reasons, community colleges do not enroll Blacks in proportion to
their number iq the colleges’ mariet areas. However, the less
than proportioﬁal epro{lment of‘Blacks, relative to their number
in the state, is partially aileviated by the advantage gained by
locating the colleges adong concentrations of Blacks.

Similar information is presented in Table 18 for Blacks at
state colleges and for Hispanics at botg community and state’
collegeé. A comparison of Blacks at community and state collegeé

shows that the potential influence of location is twice as great
T, .

L.d
for community”colleges as for state colleges. The institutional
influence results in less underrepresentation of Blacks at v,

3

community colleges than at state colleges.

For Hispanic enrollment, the location of both community and
state colleges is a disadvantage —-Vthe percentage of a college's ]
market area population that is Hispanic is less than for tﬁe state
as a whole. ,Nevertheless both state and community colleges,
especially community colleges: do fairly well in enrolling
Hispanics. Community colleges do better than state collegeé in
- enrolling Hispanics from their respective market areas, but the

overall effect af location and other institutional attributes -that

,appi;$ to prospective students produces similar results., The

f

[t

Hispanic representation ratios are .9 for both typeé’orﬁcollege

and higher when the ratios are based on market agga populations

w

(see Table 17).

The overall outcome is that minorities in Texas are served

slightly better by commupity colleges than by state colleges. For
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Hispanics, the largest minority group in Texas, there is little ~
difference in the degree to which.they.are represented. Blacks, o
among multiracial colleges, are better represented in community

colleges than in state colleges.

>

L

The source of these results lies in the degree to which

colleges are located in areas with concentrations of minorities

. !

and in the degree to which institutional behavior (recruitment,
curriculum and reputation) encourages enrollhents. Analysis shows

@ L
ssthat these two factors are of varying importahce to state and

I3

community colleges depending upon the minority group considered.
Nevertheless, this method'of.examinf;g the open access'issueJof
colleges forces one to think of different standards that may be
appropriate in judging the success of a staﬁe and institutions in

achieving'open access and promoting greater access. Public ﬁolicy

@

efforts to improve scbess or to maintain it at minimal expense

X requires knowledge of the extent to which different factops are

. .
i

responsible for the prodress achieved. ;

] . .-

@
. A' Institutiongl Elements of Access

Educators have ekpressed much concern about the role of state :
dnd-ggderal policies affecting access and about the potentlal hd -
~impact of c;xbacxs: While these changes will undoubtedly have n

>

negative con'sequences for ommunity colleges, the anticipated’
impact may be overstated %ff community colleges.qggirst, the

l;rgest cutbacks in §thdent financial aid programs will probably’

be in loan,prograhsg Because community college students do not . ° .
make use of loans as extensively as other students, they ﬁéve less

. 114
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to lose. Cutbacks in student financial aid programs may result in

increased communityicollege enrollments as students no longer able

] ” : -
to' afford attendance at four-year colleges ahd universities attend
community‘colleges instead., .Second, a host of institutional
practicés, entirely wit®in the domain of the institution, may be
h

more important than state or federal government finangial policies

in influencing access.
a T e

Ty o

Although institutional practices th;t promote access are
difficult to quantify, documentat}ﬂ%,suggests that the fange og
practices is extensive and not necessarily costly. To develop'a
list of institutional elements of access, the authorgselected a
community college Yith a national reputation for serving its
community =-- the Coast Comﬁunity College District (CCCB).

The Coast Community College D%strict, locaﬁéd about 30 miles
south of Los Angeles, has th;ee community colleges: Coastline

Community College, Golden West College and Orange Coast College.

The three colleges enrolled over 72,000 students in credit

RN

programs in the fall of 1980. Theldistrict has the highest per
capita participation rate in the United States. 'Over 40 percent
of its 600,000 population participate in one form or another of
‘the district's commuqitf college activities,,

Staff.5£ the three colleges and the diiifi;t office were
interviewed to obtain information about their 'institutional
practices that promote access and were questioned about the
prereqdisiées that were responsible for.fostering access. The
elements of access are'drouped into three main caﬁegériesf- (1)

{ . -
diversity of program offerings, (2) public relations and (3)
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student support services. Each is discussed briefly. ° ‘

.
. ©

Diversity of Program Offerings
£ . R
] Because people have[a wide range of education,inggrests, the

@ scope of programs and activities offered by a college will : .
certainly affect the number‘of individuals who want to enroll.
CCCD offers probably as large a_variety of subjects as any e
communbty college. However, the effect that diversity of
offerings has upon enrollments depends largely upon when, where
and how the programs are offered., It is these attribfites of’the
district's offerings that deserve elaboration:, .,
The provision of convenient instruction has always been a -
. centra{ tenet of CCCD's staff, When the dlstrrct decided to
, “establish Coastline ‘Community Coilege, the th}rd college in 'the
district, the Board of Trustees, ac?ing on the‘recommendation-of
. Chancellor Norman Watson, approveé a plan that made Céastline a L,/
college ﬁithout a campus. All instruction was to be provided ) -
through community facilities or home study. ‘Under the direction
of President Bernard Luskin, Coastline began operation in 1976.
In thé academic é!ér 1979-80, it enrolled 57,325 ‘students.- . s
Luskin is convinced that much of the success is due to *the |
convenience and proximity of the activities to the students.
Although' the district is only 105 square ;iles in size, Coastline
has over 150'ins£ruction sites throughout the district. Courses .
_are dffered at all times of day; course completiéh time ranges ¢

from a few weeks for minicourses to regular semester length, To

~

achieve further flexibility Cdastline has a divisjon SY
f

independent study wherebyyntudehts study at home, often assisted

‘ ’ ‘ ‘ 116
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with audio visual aids, and have frequent interaction with the

course instructor by telephone,

The district also operates the public broadcasting television

N '

station_ﬁér the- region.. A number of courses are broadcast on this
station. O:er thegséars, the district has designed and produced
20 cduréésnand has distributed them nationally. The .telecourses.
provide aﬁ gi}erna?e.leérning opportunity for many individual§.

R Another aﬁtrigpte“of the district that promotes access is

-, recognition that di'fferent students may perform better with

¢

N

" different methods of instruction. The staff do not view the
‘provision of television courses as competition for conventional

classroom inst?ﬁqtibn but only as another option a proépective

student may choose, Similarly, campus classroom instruction is

.

alsa varied. For example, the natural science courses use a
mixture of lecture and videodisc instruction. Other curricula,

such as the secretarial program, rely heavily on self-paced

. .

instruction}~a1€hou§h the secretarial curriculum may be modified

’ 153
to provide more directibn for students who need a more supervised -
/ - 4 : -

. program.‘ The underlying wisdom of the staff is their realization
that people have different learning styles aqd that access1b1l1ty

-- in terms of subjects, location and means of instruction -- is
/

7

important to stqgents. !

—

Public-Relatiens
")s N . . >
r If members of a community are to participate in the

.~

. activities of a community college, a prerequisite is their
Knowledge of available opportunities. Such public awareness is

one g€ the priorities ¢jf the district's administration. To this .

Q o - 117. )
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end, CCCD undertakes a host of:-activities designed to inform- the,
¢ i . . . . , B (

public, A few are listed bélow.

4

. 1. Each semester the colleges mail schedules of classes to
' : all homes in the district.

* 2. CCCD works with bu51nesses to give joint, v151b111ty to
the firm and the district. For example, banks in the
community agreed to mail along with their periodic
customer account statements an enclosure prepared by - the
district giving information on a personal finance course
in which theg might be interested.

3. When a new,course or curriculum is developed, the
district seeks news coverage by holding a news conference
and having available at the conference course enrollment
-forms,

4. The district advertises in local newspapers for students
to fill classes that are slightly underenrolled.

. 5. In a national magazine, published annually for hi
school senlors, CCCD has a pull out ’section about th
. ddstrict’'in the regional edition.

6. The district is’an annual sponsor of the communlty s ‘high
.school yearbooks. <

"’
/
"

7. CCCD seeks to have public affairs and current events take

]

¢ place on campus or with their facilities. Community
. ' . service activities are a large but self-supporting
. enterprise that provide visibility for the d1§tr1ct., .
¢ - .

2

Student Support Services N

The third category of institutional factors promoting access
is studgnt supéort services, In manf colleges, student financial
aid is the most grominent support service., At CCCD, most students
are drawn from a’broad middlé class and do not n;ed finaﬁeial
as;istanée. Few of the populatjon have iow incomes yith the
s 'exceptf?n of a Vietnamese contingent that cénstitutes about’ls
percent of the student populétion. Much is done to assist the

Vietpamése students. They-receive .90 percent of the student

/ A
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financial aid allocated th%&ugh campus—-based aid programs. The
financial a%ﬁ office at one’of'the collegeﬁ employs a Vietnamese
in its offi%g to teach fellow Vietnamese how to cgmply with.the
system, AN . ~

Day care is another support service vef} important Eor some
sﬁbdents. The colleges operate day care centers that are tied
.into regular college curricula, providing a lab school'setting
\similar to Lhat of many research universities. With a 75 cents
per hour fee, the denters are financially seff-supporting,
algpough the cost of staff time is allocated to the academic
department rather than to the center. ° .

&

A number of community services might also be considered

1

’suppdrt servicé§. Fof'emeple, one of the colleges established a

women'*s center ‘that haé a strong érientation to the community but

also serves ﬁany séudents. In fact, a number of the women decided
to enrof&ein cpilege dfter participating ;n the center's prograé.

Commuity college staff in.all colleges generally believe that

&)
community service activities have two important side effects for-

the college{ they privide'visibility and‘publicity and they
stimulate further interest in the c@lleée. Although
quantification of the value of thése benefits to a coflege isénot
possible, staff at the CCCb view it as an important eiemewt of
their success. While other perhaps unique ‘reasons might be given
for CCCD's‘efceptional success, CCCD receives no swmore funds per

*

student than any other California community college. wWhile its
¢ N
size, and that of- perhaps four or five other communitfy college

districts in California, provides some economies of scale, that

f 119 10g
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-~ advantage is probably not a major one.
Most of the institdtidonal elements of access require more \ ;

. 4
hard work than money. 1In addition; other nonfinancial . '

considerations are importamt., Chancellor Watson, who—hasgpeen

-

with the district’fqr 30 years, believes that a primary
- .

re$uirement is having a Board of Trustées that provides a hea}thyﬁ'
climate for operation of the district. It allows staff a high
hdegrée of autonomy and is supportive of the staff's innovative
efforts, even though all may not al} be successful. Another key-
ingredient is establishing personal conta#t with tﬁe residents of

‘ the cdhmunity. Board members, staff and facultyfare involved in
4 - »

- local civic affairs; citizen advisory groups are formed for each
college and the television station and for each occupational /
program; extensive community services involve thousands of

residents. The community feels that the district colleges are its

colleges. r ¢ :

The conclusion drawn from this assessment is that an

%

. " institution can do many things to promote afcess. Furthermore,

these measures do not necessarily require extraordinary increases

- Py
in funding. Given the public financing prospects for at least the

next few years, the experience at CCCD is encouraging.




V. ACCESS IN THE 198Qs

Estimates exist showing the number of additional
postsecondary education students that could attend if variégs
assumptions were accepted regarding eligible students (Doermann,’
K 1978 and Froomkin, 1970). The process usually involves somé form
of "leveling up" to an easily recognized value such as the average
or the top,qugrtile. These vélues, howeber, are not universally
accepted.” Furthermore, tlese judgments are made with the ‘v/
conveptional college aged\populatién. The increase in adult
students gégsents a differgnt,context and raises a number of
issues about subsidizing education programs for them. Oné way of
.examining this issue is from an economic perspective. The purpose
: of the first part‘of this chapter is to identify issues of

/
financing adult access and to examine its relation to conventional

EY
*

access within an economic context.
. . >

.=~ The second part of the chapter deals with more pragmatic .
considerations. While policy makers and educators wi'll . -
occasionally express expliqit value judgments about- the amount of

access needed, mQre frequently the desired amodnt of access is

given in terms of/ people's actions. .Answers can be found in the

priorities of policy makers. As newkdssues emerde, old ones ‘ —
become less important. In hi%her education a shift is,occurriﬁg

from an emphasis on the individual student by federal and state

W |

governments to-a concern with institutional issues of quality and

H ' ,

budgetary constraints. The implication is clear. If actions and !
the allocation of resources mean anything, access is not receiving

its former attention. The challenge is to strike a balance among
(]
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various goals, as many policy makers are concerned with what may
happen to access. The second part of ‘this chapter examines some
of the changing priorities, practices and trade-offs in states?

that are affecting access.

. Financing Adult Access:

- An Economic Perspective ,

Suppopt of education is often justified by the benefits tpat
society and individuals presumably derive from education. ‘
Increased econom}c produciivity,’social mobility and enhanced :

Y sense of one's self are all reasons given for supporting :
education. However, these reasons alone are not sufficienf.
Several economic criteria should be met to 5ustify public subsidy

" of education: (1) an individual's education should result in
societal benefits, (2) those benefits’should be benefits that

x

society would not receive if it did not provide the subsidy and

.

(3) the value to society of expenditures for that subsidy should

.

be greater than the value to:society of expending the funds for
other purposes. ‘

Unfortunately, the ability to document the magnitude of tﬁese
effécts is meager. A great deai of disagreement surrounds the
nathre of the societal benefits of education. A list of_somé of
the more ambiguous externalities includes: (1) changes in »
attitudes and values, (Zf increased participation in public
affairs, (3) lower crime, (4) improved economic conditions and (5)
increased social equity or mobility, Re§e$rchers have contended

¢

that these externalities exist and constitute a legitimate reason

for subsidizing higher education (Bowen, 1977). Others have
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argued that the externalities do not exist or, if they exist, do’

not warrant subsidy (Windham, 1980). For exaﬁple, it might be
b

argued that education reducesjunemployment and crime. Others

would argue that the education of one person may lead to his or

.

her employment but at the cost of displacing another worker. The

latter view contends that edu¢ation does not reduce crime_but only

. \
shifts its nature from violent crime to nonviolent white-collar

crime, which is more costly.

»

Less is known about the degree to which various benefits

-

would be realized without the subsidy. Analysis in Chapter III

E

showed that the cost is high €or inducing additional enrollments

in higher education. The added value society receives from those

Z

additional enrollments is speculatlve. Finally, it is very
difficult to assess whether those benefits exceed benefits that .
might accrue to society if the funds were spent on other

investments. As Breneman and Nelson (1981) point out:
There are no empirical tests for determining whether a
smoothly operating private market would fail to induce enough
enrollment in higher edugatlon generally or in community
colleges in particular. *To a large extent, public benefits
are in the eye of the beholder. More or less persuasive
arguments can be made for the social good derived from
courses in Shakespeare or mechanical drawing or English as a

second language, but the ultimate evaluation is polltlcal (p.
47) . % : - :

'
W
<

3

Conventional economic considefation%{can be useful guidelines fpr
'alldcation decisions, Howeve}, the level of support that is
accepted for promoting access should be based on the full range of
economic benefits, including many nonmonetary considerations. The
discomforting asspect abogt éﬁis approach is that no‘eaey
criterion or calculus, in the generic sense, exists to

132
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predetermine the optimal level of subsidy. The level of subsidy
must and should be forged through 5 repeated political process .
where each person (1) is pleased more or less with the courses and
programs offered by public colleges and is pleaégd more or less
with the choices that individual students make and (2) gains more
or less personal welfaig by supporting those optio;s and choices..

The presgnt danger for access and community colieges is that
thg liberal, altruistic wave that supportedlthe proliferation of
colleges and special programs to assist disadvantaged individuals
during the’ 1960s and 1970s is receding (Finn,’1981). If the level
of support for access-rides on the tide of popular consensus, a
more conservative climate does not bode well’for maintaining the
current level of access.

Justification of public financing of adult or continuing
| .

"

: . !
education, particularly prevalent among community colleges, should

meet ‘the same tests required of conventional higher education for

y&uths. Only the context changes. because the underlying

allocation issues are the same.

The same criterion of marginal societal benefits that is
L - N 44

applied to conventional edugation should also Be applied to adult

education, Following is a list of %Efew popular adult education
* 3
programs for each of which policy makers must decide what level of

\
public subsidy, if any, to provide.

Remediation. As with remedial education in the conventional

sector, a strong moral and economic argument exists for providing

indiwiduals with basic skills, There is little justification for

agé'being a factor,
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Vocational educatién. Vocational education, whether for

entry level jobs or skills uegrading, is increasingly viewed as
beneficial to the economic development of a°community, region or
state and on that basis warrants support. The ®ey questions

raised for subsidizing this type of education is détermining how

2

large the subsidy should be and the means to be used for - ¥ -

allocating whatever funds are p}ovided for achievement of this
goal. |

In conventional education uncertainty occurs regarding the
comparability of programs and costs among colleges and
universities. In adult education, vocational programs are
provided by high échools,.colleges, proprietary institutions,
private businesses and industries and by nonprqfit organizations.
This much broader array of education pfoviders encompasses a wider
variety of education programs and has a wider éiéersfty of costs.

/At issue is the relationship‘%overnment should try to
establish between the pubiic subsidy and the cost.of the program.
In the funding of éolleges and universities, a frequent Bractice
is for the state to fund éﬁcertain percentage of the total cost og

the program. Should other providers be allowed the game, subsidy?

.

In business and industry, education costs may not be easily '

1

separated from other costs of the firm. 1In an apprenticeship

program, how education costs should be calculatgp and which costs
. : t
should be eligible for subsidy are considerations.” If an -

educational program is offered on television teletonferencing the
fixed costs of transmission and program developmént charged to a

¥

student must be deterﬁined. o

) ’ ' . b E =
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Employer—sponséied training that is useful only for employees
working in that firm would not seem to warrant public subsidy.
‘However, the situation may be different if the firm had decided to

-

locate where it dfd because of favorable state tax laws that
engouraged firms to support training programs. Without the
favorable tax laws the firm may have located elsewhe?e, depriving

the state of a certain amount of economic development. In this

context, public subsidy may well be justified.

Continuing occupational education. A growing number of
professions and occupatioﬁé have state laws or associatisn
provisions requiring periodic education th?oughout one's career to
stay abreast of new developments in the field. Whlle it is
important to society to have quallfled practitioners, whatever the

trade or profession, presumably these 'individuals are willing to

pay the cost themselves.

Bilingual education. Two issues are fnvolved.' One has to do
with those for whom English is a second language and the other has
to do with those for whom some other language is a second
language. The former situation is viewed 1n much the same way as
remedial education. Soc1ety owes aliens and llngual minorities an
’opportunity to learg to communicate satisfactorily in English.
Achievement of this goal is important for acculturatioh and for

individual, independent satisfactory performance in society.

The other side of the issue is ampiguous. Foreign language

training may allow the government to serve better lingual

minorities, bu} the size of the benefit is uncertain and might be
nearly attained without 3ubsidy, although there is a recent
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increased concern for the United States to have experts with
lingual competence for foreign affairs.

High technology/communication. Technology is continually

changing, and individuals are perpetually adjdsting to those
changes. However, an equity concern in employment that ik tied .-to
the issue of adaptability is the reluctance of women lo tak;
mathematlcs and science programs and to enter occupations draw1hg
upon these disciplines. The use of computers is another area of
training and employment that women often avoid., The avoidance may
be due to cultural or bsychological apprehension‘womgn have toward
occupations in which computers are frequently used. Government ’
might take steps to reduce the sex stereotyp}ng of opcupations.
For any of these programs the assessment of the appropriate-
ness of public subsidy for adult education is compeunded by the
fact that the figancial perspective for adult education différs

from that for convential education. Conventional college going

youths attend college upon gradﬁation from high school. Conse-

quently, they are generally about 18 years old. At this point they

have all of their adult employment years ahead of them. There is.

little variation in their current income and assests. Both of -
these conditions vary substantially for adults, making it SS%g
difficult to evaluate the appropriateness of government subsidy.
=
A central question in evaluating the amount of public subsidy
to provide for' the attainment of education is the flow of benefits
society can expect to derive from the provision of that education.

For monetary benefits, such as tax revenues resulting from
-

increased employment income attributable to education, the number




.~

.
’ .
.
-

of years of expected employmert is importanﬁ.' On average, any’

L4

-

adult will have .fewer years than a conventional college aged youth

¢

to provide society a return on the education subsidy. =

t -
Obviously, monetary considerations are not the only{reaion

t

for providing education subsidies. All share En thg delight, for

example, of "the 80-year-old‘great-graﬁdmother who graduates from
co{leée. Nevergheless, the package of benefits, monetary as well
as nonmonetary, diminishes with age. -Because. adults interésted in
obtaining education are of varying ages, there is no 'single
determination of an education subsidy that fits all adults as well

AN +

as a single standﬁrd.might apply to conventiogal collegezg%ed @
;outhé. ’ ) . 0

A seconé problem arises whenever the~fo:ﬁion~of-education
;costs charged the student-is adjﬁsted for his oFbS%r;ability to

pay. Because society has placed great emphasis on providing equéL

educational opporpunity,qmuch has been done to reduce ananéial

barriers to attendance. However,.even among .- the relatively

- J‘ 13 3 13
homogeneous ‘conventional college-going youths, agreement is

lacking on how'incomﬁ and wealth are related to ability to pay for

-

education. Among adult students the issue is more complicated.

Through an individual's life cycle there is a profile of income
A

and a profile of wealth, but little data are available on théh to
base expected contribution schedules for adult students. i
[} T

4 i
. ! !

Access and Changing, Priorities !
Among fthe States

'Priorities of éducation pglicy makers are revealed by what’
‘they do not say as well.as by.what they do say. Governor Graham
T 128 .
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has publically stated that access. has been achieved and that

’ * K

education quality is now the issue in Florida. Secretary Bell, 1

o

]

- o]
speaking at the annual meeting of the Education Commission“of the
) g ;

States (ECS), mentioned’a list of problems facing. u.s. edugation:
: L
. (1) the need-for citizenship education, (2) the incompetence of

gollege graduates in languages other than English, (3)-the high
dnemp%oymént and the peed for vocatiggqlgjob training, (4) the.
;decline in literacy ‘and the need for minimal competency and (5)
the ' need to improve teaching. All of these activities have to do

with quality and competence. Not one word was mentioned of
~

access, choice or educational opportunity.
. For several years ECS has surveyed its constituency --

composed of governors, state legislators, chief state school

Y [ :
qéﬁisers, state higher education executive offigers and concerned

lay persons in the states -~ regarding the key ducation issues.
While education finance as a broad topic hasltremained one of the

most important issues, the elements of concern within educatiop

-

finance have changed. Access and choice and student financial °

-

aid, which were popular several years ago, are no longer evident.

The issues in education finance now have to do with pudgetiné and

appropriations, tax and spending limitations and financing ' :

1l

-handicapped students (ECS, 1980). 3

a
¢

. . 3 o . . . ]
The evidence is persuasive. 1In a world of limited rgsources,
¢

‘e

&

choices must be made, one of Which appea}é to be for quality

instead of access. .While.all of the access gained over the last

three decades is not/likely to be ldst, some loss may occur and

v

future gains may be sporadic. However, because of the. many
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assistance, théy can review their policies to insure that what
resources are available will be spent on éop priorities. A few
examples are provided.

In New York, a state that traditionally has been a leader in

k. %roviding financial *aid t6 its stwedents, an access issue is

whether to improve the existing fulljtime~state tuition assis'tance
program or 'to extend program eligibility to part-time students.
Not unexpeciedly; the Board of Regents and the independent sector
favor en;iching the présent program., City University of New York
(CUNY), with many part-time students, prefers ;ipanding
eligibility to part-time students (Van de Water, 1981).

¢

In Florida, as in many other states, the trade-off may be
between'quality’and accegs. If appropriations do not keep up with
inflationf costs must-be rech%?. One way is to limit -
enrollments, which is.done by impgsing‘or raising admissibn or
retention standards. The impact f%%ls most heavily upon
nontraditional and disadvan;aged-students. Miami-Dade Community
College,.thg largest community college, has imposed minimum
standards for student retention: Florida is also'trying to

‘improve the quality of education through a legisShatively mandated
study to define, evaluate and fund quality education. Quai}ty aha

access, in many ways, are divergent forces. It will be -’

-
.5 interesting to see what balance is struck between access and

2

o

A7
e
¥

" quality. ‘ . o g

California faces a different tradetoff. The objectives of

5

the-community collége systeﬁ as defined in 1978 by the Califorﬁia .

Community and Junior College Association are (1) local control, .
. ) o
' 131°
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(2) 'no” tuition, (3) comprehensive programs and (4) access. . The

- .
-

policies of no tuition-‘and open access vepresent what California

has advocated for years; tgé state will be reluctant to allow

. -

-erasjon of those p(incflles. The main, long term effect of%
be that local control -and ‘

Proposition 13 appears'.

x

comprehensigeness will be sacrificed, for the time being, to

maingaip opgn.dgor access and no tuition (Shenk, 1981).

The astions of -other states may involve less obvious
\tradq-qffs but ones that have just as serious implications for

access and nontraditiohal students. An example may be drawn from

a

Colorado. 1In Colorado-estimates of the coming year's enrd¢llment
levels are.made and usggﬁby ghé'legisléture for funding purposeé.

‘If(actual ehfgllmqn?g xceed projections, an additional state

éppropriatf%n'may or may not be made. Thus;{j/cOmmunity college

that expects to excead the state's enrollme projection has

. -
-

o ) :
diminished ingentive to recruit students through outreach

‘activitiés when it ¢an achieve its limit by simply admitting those

¥ N . i . ) - .

who apply on their own. Any emphasis by an institution to serve a
! . b . é'., - .

particular group of disadvantaged students often falls upen the

conscience of the. institution's administrators. If enthusiasm is™®

Y

) ligkihg o% the financial copstraints are too severe, outreach
i N * PR it > B *

pragrams and other programs designeJWQOoEecfdit and aid

! % - -
: ;qnontﬁgditionql and disadvantaqu‘students will be among the _

services'tth receive 1es? attention and less funding (Hyde, v,
> * / st ) 4
- . 4 - o

‘'

-+ ¢ The Community College of Denver (dcb) is an example of a

s

community college that fis making, a sérong‘commitment to outreach




activities despite what it considers to be a lack of recognition

of those-costs in.the allocation mechanism. CCD has proposed N

0

~establishing 'a series of satellite centers located in ethnic .
communities that would provide information about education
prggrams and provide support services for students. While these

activiﬁies require extraordinary efforts by institution staff, CCD

x

has consciously decided to place a high priority on serving these ;
students, hr _ . . .

- Each state faces its own set of trade-offs, and the best that
g .

. can be hoped for is that choices are made with a full :

understanding of what options are foregone. There is no guarantee .
. A

everyone will agrée that the option chosen is the best one, bgt it

. will, hopefully, provide informed decision making.

s

Tuition Pricing Pplicies
One of the main strategies for promoting access ig tuition
* pricing, Community colleges are well known for their advancement

’ of access through their advocation of low tuition rates. 1In a

survey conducted by ECS of stite dirgctors of commugity and junior
colleges in the spring of 1980, one of?the questions tried to
document the uniqueness of tuition-pricing policies for community
colleges., The survey asked about the relationship, if any,
between community colledges and other pquiE institutions of\higher
education in setting community college/tuition and fees.l Twelve

. -

of the 34 states responding, replied that the tuition and fee

levels at other institutions are explicitly taken into /

.. Gonsideration in setting the tuition and fee levels at community

-
-
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colleges. Several of these (for example, Iowa, Texas Utah,;

, Virginia, Washington and Wisconsin technical institutes) '
deliberately set comm&nity college tuitions below that of other

state institutions, often giving the ratiBhaie that community

"college tuition should be lower to‘promote access. A few of éhése
states (Texas,°Virg}nia and Washington) use a.percentage of cokt

as the basis for charginé sfudents and set the percentage lower =ﬁb
for commuqity colleges than for other fnétifutions. (See Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE), 1980, for a

study of tq}ti;n setting policies in western states.)

In several st;tes, the difference in tuition among sectors
has become a concern of student equity or fiscal® spending. 1In
Colorado tuition was less at community colleges (at one time 20
percent of cost) than other public institutions (25 percent of
cost), but the gap has been glosed. Since 1980~81, the state
community college system charges the student 25 percent of the
educational cost as it currently does the student attending its
public four-year institutions. Althoughﬁyey Hampshire, New Mexico
and North Carolina stated that they do not explicitly consider the

relative tuition levels in setting community college tuition

levels, New Mexico and North Carolina indicated that they might,

B SN >

begin to. Presumably this results in a smaller difference in
f /
/ tuitigh levels. In New Hampshire the general position of the

goyernor and legislature has been to keep community college

) tuition below that of public four-year institutions, but recently

the gap has been reduced. / S

. o Tuition pricing policies could also come under pressure as
/ ,
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the composition of enrscllments changes, Even if enrollments do

-

not increase and inflation were eliminated, costs at many
community colleges are increasing because (ij more students are
preferring vocational and technical programs or requiring
,developmental and remedial programs, which are more expen51ve than
academic and general programs.and (2) .many of the growing number

13

of nontraditional students tequire costly suppott services (Hyde,
1981) . Conceivably states faced with rising costs because of =
these shifts in enrollments may make changes, They might consider
extending differential tuition and fee charges now used for
different levels of instruction and residence to specific courses
and programs, but it egpears that states are reluctant to do this.

*

Few differences exist among tuition and fee p011c1es for
*-:i
different typebk of courses or for courses that have different

costs. Among-states responding, no state charges different
tuitions based solely on varying costs of courses, althomgh some
allow institutions to assess additional fees for higher cost

courses. Arizona aliows!locally determined graduated lab fees,

and Mississippi allows special student fees for vocational and ; ’

AN
R

technical courses requrring costly supply items. -
The disrinctions in tuition and fee policies mentioned a
generally i{n regard to the different treatment of noncredit
courses., Twenty-one states indicated that they treat noncredlt
coursés dlfferently, generally requiring them to be
self—supportlng. Herp, student charges cover instructional or
direct operatlng costs, leav1ng the specific assessment to the

1nst1tyt1on. However, noncredit courses constitute different

135
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types of programs among the states, and the charge schedules are

quite different. For example, in Arkansas, the only noncredit
courses are community service courses. California community

colleges may charge fees for redreagipnal and cultural noncredit

» e < - -

L
courses, but no state apportionment can be claimed for any course

if fees ére charged. Maryland has a lower assessment for

noncredit courses and uses a contact hout basis. North'Carolina \
DU sets the noncredit charge at $3 for extension courses while the

f regular full-time curriculum tuition is $49 per quarter.

In Texas, charging tuition is linked to the granting of cre-
dit. Local college governing boards have had the prerogative of
offering noncredit courses without tuition. There now is a ‘
question of whether the colleges can earn contact hour funding for
noncredit courses since law reqUires and the’S&ate Auditor uses
the collection of appropriate tuition as one measure in the

. validation of contact hours to be counted for funding purposes.‘
Almost no tuition and fee distinctions exist for remedial '
courses, California prohibits fees for remedial courses; Illinois
calculates separately the charge for certain remedial courses, and
Illinois aqd Iowa do not charge tuitiohA for adult educatioﬁ that
receives state ézj;ederal reimbursement.
The concept’ of access was developed ;ith conventional

college-aged youths in mind and subsequently has been expanded to |

’include adults of all ages, However, that application of the

)

access concept to older students loses something in translation.

States are not sure that the responsibility they accept toward

their youths is accepted equally for all adulfs., State '
' J
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legislatures are more receptive' of education 'programs aimed at
* - ~

serving specific groups of adults such as senior citizens or those
k
needing career retra1n1ng, they are less willing to give .~ ; -

.

-~
.-"

Unquestloned support to-’ géﬁer1c lifelong learning.

In a recent survey of state educators and statezlegislators

S about the priority that-lifelong learning had fo;‘theh,

legislators consistenily rated it lower than educators .(Martorana,
1980). Two plausible explanations cotlld account for the different
ratings. One is that legislators do not full? understand the
significance of lifelong learning activities, in which case
educators need to spend more time with the;r legislators informing
them about lifelong deaZ?ing. The other -possibility is that
legislators do ﬁnderstand and that.tPe gap in perception.of the
importance of lifelong learning reflécts a difference in values.

The special treatment in education of senior citizens stems not so

much from a concern with lifelong learning as from the sympathet1c

A
g

stance that soc1ety is taking Eoward its older citizens in many =

—

areas,

Through the ECS survey, 14 states responded that they havg
53

special tuition policies for senior eitizens, although a number of
. other states may have institutions that provide special tuition

and fee policie§ for senior citizens, Mississippi, for example,

-

has no state-level tuition policy for any age category, although

some local boards provide courses free to senior citizens. Some

2
ot

states (Arizona, Ohio and Vermonts reduce tuition for older

adults, and others (Arkansas, South Carol1na, Virginia and

Washlngton) provide free tuition on a space~available basis. The

-
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objectives. The supposition of the zero-sum nature of access

L]
)

~
N

balance of states offering s@ecial policies for age groups

(Connecticut, 'Delaware, Georgia, Massachusetts, New Hampshire and

.
©

North Cérolina) offer courses free to senior citizens, An
. PR - .
additional four states (Colorado, Maryland, Missouri and Vermont)
inﬁicated that their community colleges could waive or reduce

tuition for senior citizens,,

In sum, many state poliéy ﬁékers see the issue of access as
one th;t has been solved or one that has been }eplaced by higher
priority issues. While there is some truth in holding sdch a
view, there are two perspectives that are important in considering
publi;tpolicies for acgess, One is that it is important to
realize that the.nature of the access issue has changed. The
issue of access now encompasses aédlts as well as'conventioﬁal
college-aged youths. While-£he same criteria ought to be applied
to a decision to provide gduéation subsidies to adults as to
youths, measurement of thosq criteria are more difficult. The
other pe/gbective is that many policy makers view access as an

¥

issue that must be used as a trade-off to obtain other education

policy, however, may not be correct.

¢
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Vi. SUMMARY 'OBSERVATIONS -

. € ! 3

-

Below is a 1iSt of observations that spans the breadth &f the
project. The observations are drawn from this report plus others

-

written as part of this prégect. Tﬁe other reports are listed pnr
the last page of this report. T '

A The items.in the list are grouped by subjects, The next
chapter discusses the main policy impliéations of the study

regarding what state policy makers might do to foster access given

today'sicircumstances.

The Facets of Access

® Provision of equal aécess is a concept difgicult to agfine
in measuraple terms., Different standards of equal access
have geen used, but each has its flaws. Common measures
include participation ratesfand net prices and stuéent

-

' costs, A more séphisticated measure involves identifying
education aspirationé and expectations and attainments. 5

® The choice of any standard contains inherent value

juélgments about the expected ro&of public policies to

. glter individual enrollment behavior. Consgquently, "
discussions of access often seem rhetorical, due to

.underlying diffe;ent and often unstated aséumptions

7/

regarding the proper role of public policy.

s

¢ An ideal standard of equal'éccess should include (1)
,removal of unequal barri%%; to attendance, whether 5

geographical, financial or informational; (2) an

& institutionally supportive climate for students; 4nd (3)

-~ t -
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recognition that institutional sectors operate and are

financed differently.

MinoritY’Particip;%%bn in Higher Education
Minority groups do not participate in higher education to

the same extent that majority members do. .

~

Interest in participatﬁng in ‘higher education and
participation in higher education of minorities have risen
dramatically over the last 30 years,

Community colleges serve minorities more exten;ively than
other institutional sectors o} higher education.

Black students are more fully integrated into the entire
higher education system than other minority groups.
Looking across the 50 states, one sees that Blacks o
participate in community colleges and state colleges to

about the same extent that Whites!do. -,

Hipanic and Native American studgnts are“least integrated

into the higher education systeﬁn;EMore than half of all of

these students attend community colleges.

Variation:in participation rates among states is high,
4 '

reflecting a host of factors: the history of community

collébes in the statd, thgimifsion of community colleges

A

in the state and racial segregation in certain higher

&
E3

education institutions.’
State participation rates also vary by sex, prﬁbably due
to the mission and dyrricula of colleges, traditional

b

attitudes abdut community collegLs and sex stereotyping or
* - i

!
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certain occupatons for which community colleges provide

training.

¢ Community colleges in less populJted states serve their

-

Black populationsjbetter than their state colleges do,
“---relative to how well the same institutions serve Blacks
Ajln more populated states. *

Student Costs

1

¢ Community college tuition lewvels may increase at a faster

rate than tuition levels at other types of institutions.
Community college tuition as a percentage of average
institutional costs has been less than for state colleges.
Efforts to achieve parity in tuition pricing by charging
the student the same percentage-of cost will result in
tuikions rising more rapidly for community colleges/Zhan

for .state colleges. '
[

¢ For low-income students, the difference in cost of

attendance between a community:college and a state college

in 1978-79 was less than‘SlOO. '

' For low-income financial aid recipients, average net price

at a pubjic two-year college in 1978~79 was $1,200. At a

public four-year college the net price was $700.

e Community college tuition and fee charges among the states

ranged in 1978-79 from almost nothing to neary $800, Tﬁg

average was $384,,$225 less than for state colleges,

¢ Eight ‘'states had a,tuition and fee difference between
; - )

) P s
community and state collbges of less tha& $100.

e The relative importance of the diffemence in tuition and

fees between community and state colleges.can be observed

(Y
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when the student's full cost of attendance is considered.
Tuition and fees constitute 05 average between 20 ahd 25
percent: of the cost of attendance at a’EEﬁhqnity college
and less than 20 percent at a state college,
«{:ansportgtion costs constitute”about the same percentage
of the budget as tuition and feég. _If the value of the
student's commuting time is included in the costs,
transportation c;sts on ,average exceed tuition and fee
costs for the more than 95 percenf of community colleée
students who eommute. i
Calculated student costs often hide other cost
considerations that may be more important in an -
individual's decisisn to attend colleg€d or in choice of &
college than the relatively small doilar diff&rence that
may exist bethen measured costs at a community and statef
college. Foregone earnings, commuting time, marginal stuéent'
costs and the value of the education experience are four factors
that can éias the outcome one might exéect;by viewing only
_direct, monetary student costs of attendance that
institutions use in making calculations of student
financial aid.
Institutional Budget Consiéerations
Many college administrators beliéve\that they could be
more success%Pl in fdlfilling the missions of theié

institutions if state budgetary constraints were relaxed.
L3

They think that if resources are to be reduced more

-
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‘Gontrol of ®he higher education system; others are

. . * r~ B ¢
& . B .
- o A , .

flexibility should be granted in how those resources are

used. e ' ‘ Q

State funding formulas may be designed pr1mar1ly for
four-year 1nst1tut1on curr1cula facilities and'student

negds‘and interests but used for funding community
: . .

jes which may have different cost Btructures not
- (3 v

appropriately reflected in the formulas.

12
A -2

The §pen access philosophy of community colleges is in

)
direct contradiction with the f1nanC1ng principle used to
ﬁund many commun1n1ty colieges. Limitation of state é@?

fund1ng of communlty college enrollments to a specified

max imum runsapounter to the open access mission of thev

~ * b4

colleges. The practice also results in the colleqe
enrolling less f;equéntly~thoée who. are most

disadvantaged.. . . ' L 4!?
] ’ . ' %

Community College E§§oliment Behavior

Many individual,-inszﬁtutional and external factors affect
> e 5 ) .

the degree access achieved. Some are within the
LY CS;\ - i b

&

education riables bEydnd’the arena of higher education,

and somé are nonpolicy- variables. Often important factors,

are difficult to measure, Because of data constraints or

téchnical limitations of-estimation procedutes..
. ) s : »

Consequently, conclusions generally are dq;un—éfom

preponderaﬁte of evidence rad}gr than from a single

source. . . . "

1




¢
For many community €ollege students and prospective,
community college students, convenience of educational

opportunities appears to be the most important determinant

of attendance.

i -

ConvenienceJ in the form of where, when an“how programs
are offered, is particularly important for individuals

‘with adult responsibilfties.

-

It appears that a ong, percent change in community college
'stud¢nt costs will result in a two to three percent change

in commcnlty college enrollments, if other factors are unchangea.
-Most of the enrollment substitution that might occur if

community college‘gosts were raised would be between
B ¥

community colleges and public four-year colleges.
Enrollment demand for community golleges may ingrease over

the next few years due to three facfars: (1) a trend
toward more adult students, most of whom enrecll in

community colleges, (2) the positive influence on

* -

community college enrollments of the economic recession

!
and (3) cutbacks in student financial aid, which may force

many students to attend a commuLity college rather than a

four-year college or university.

! -

Socioeconomic status, an important determinant of college

choice, has no partlcular effect on access -- for the

v

1nd1v1d%al dec1qlng between attending a community coll#ge
J

and not attenting college at all. ‘/

High school preparation is an important factor influencing

college attendance. More public policies might be




it
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directed at disadvantaged high school studeS%s. The
. 3
benefit would be a higher quality education expetience

plus an incf‘?éld probability of céllegg attendance.

Policies affecting access have been given the most

attention when they are state or federal initiatives. The
¢ 4

abflity of an institution to‘also in@lueﬁce access through

its own actions has probably been underestimated.

w ,./\J - ;
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. VII. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS
b «
[y . ! %

An assessment of acgess in postsecondary educatlon Creates an.
1

4

AQﬁnev1tab/le amb1gu1by, since 1nd1v1dual§ have different values and

dlfferent eXpectations, Advocates and opponents of access equally
!

can find elements that support.their~positions. Some may point to
. - .

the change in participation rates that has occurred and coqgiude .

\

that efforts to'improve access have been successﬁul.,.Others may

view the same situation and be disappointed that inequities still

4

-exist, This report has not chosen to look for_consenSU§ of/values
but has examined dccess and delineated personal values often .

ipherently contained within certain disc#ssions of the objective

elements of access. The discussion to this point has attempted to

Jpxplain the ambiquity of the definition and the measurement and

rachievement of access as well ds the elements responsible for the
achievement of access. The purpose of this chapter is to propose k
alternative strategies for fostering access in today's context and

- [

in a time when state policy makers are trying to do more with

less.
. | .
- The Changing Context of Access .,
// :In the initial years éi promoting postsecondary access
}through public policy, state, federal ahz local governments
supported the estab11shment of hundreds of communlty colleges and
prov1ded bllllons of dollars of aid to subs1d12e the cost of
h1gher education. The programs, o;1g1nall§ designed to help the

low-income, needy student, expanded to help middle~income students

"with financial need as well. Millions of high’school graduates
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benefited from'the access, financial assistance or tax relief that

" government programs pré@ided.

As the“segment of the population aided by the'se programs
expanded, two lines of criticism developed. One line of criticism
is that there is a growing gap between the haves and the have
nots. It is argued that for those students aiready receiving aid
the issﬁe of increasiné their awards to counter inflation ar to
reduce their ginancial burden is secondary to the issue of helping
disadgpntaged nonstudents become eligible for college and

financial aid., - . - . .

Thousands of high school students with college aptitude drop

"out of high school often lacking adequate academic preparation and

% . .
without knowing much about the career and education options that

are or could be available, wﬁiye it is not imperative that all of
these youngsters go to college, it is important that policy makers
and educatieon administrators make considerable effort to insure
that these youths are not making inappropriate decisions out of
ignorance. ’ /
. The second line of criticism is perhaps due to the response
to-access policies as well as to changes in lifestyles and
prac;ices of mixing work and learning, that have generated adult
enrollments. Edubgtion policly makers and admigistrators have‘ et
expressed a concern that_adult stqﬁents do not have the same

° -

educatien needs as converitional ¥ouths and do not respond to

/
publlc policies. in the same way. While these allegations appear

to be justified, evidence has been forthcoming only recently.

:

Although increasing age of students.is often the.factor that

[ : . 147"
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education administrators point to as an indication of the more
adult student body they serve, age itself has little affect on the

"

needs of individuals. More important are the attributes that are

frequently associated with older individuals, such as !

vt

responsibilities of'faﬁily and éﬁployment. Shouldering these
responsibilities makes a person an adult, Evidence now showsithat
community college students of any age are more adult than stuéents
of the same age attendiné else&hére. Consg;uently, the
régpbnsibilities of communitSycollege students are sﬁch that their
educatign needs are distincﬁ from thé more c?nventional college
%@;udeni.

Established government assistance programs have served well
the conventional college-aged youth. Efforts to serve adults and
disadvantaged youths with similar programs will b? less
successful, Public poligies to asgiét well members of these two
groups requiréAdifferent strategies. They requiré state policy

makers to view education and to view their own role in fostering

education differently than many of them have in the past.

Prospective Strategies-

.For the'adult student, the direct monetary skudent
attendance are not as severe a barrier as for other‘studeﬁts.
Howevef, availabflity of time, a factor not particularly important
to the conventional college youth, is critical to the‘adult
student. Fof the adulﬁ student, time f?r education must be fit_yn
with several other hig% priorities. Indirect costs including

foregone earnings are a serious consideration. Efforts to reduce
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these .costs by reducingwgﬁme spent commuting or by offering
_educational opportunities at more convenient times or by other.
%} stfategies to make the educational opportunifies ;ore convenient
will be more usefd§.for adults, 1In short, the where,(when and how
. % .

of education programs are key factors for theiiéult.

\ﬂb

For convent1onal coliege youths, direct, monetary educat;gn

costs'are/gften a barrier to attendance. Student financial éid
programs were desigrfed with éhese types of individuals in.mind,

!
and the programs’ére successful in serving most of them. However,
for a group of particularly disadvantaged youths, who often never
finish™high school, additional ‘assistance pridr to college
enrollmeni fs_requireb. An issue affecting conventigpal youths is
whether more resources should'be put into student -financial aid '
and institutional subsidies or into preparation at the high school
level, 1If SES is so importank, more attention might be giQen to
eailier periéds of development. Choice of a proper strategy
rests on two factors: (1) the size of the target group and (2)

'

the cost-effectiveness of the method. . -

First, while there is much talk about the equity of the ’
distribution of student financial aid among students, many ed-
ucators will 001nt to the greater 1nequ1t between student and

nonstudent. Many 1nd1v1dqals who drop out of high school might
B i

F

~n.

. have wanted to attend college if their circumstances were dif- .
/

ferent. The number of 1nd1v1duals not belng reached is; for-

¢

tunately, less than in the past. Estimates are not conclusive,
but the size of the population is much less than that of all

low-income or f1nanC1ally needy individuals, which is the pr1m$ry

!
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standard used for‘distribuﬁing student financial aié.

' One might argue that all high-ability iqdividuals’regardless
cf incéme can attend a community college if desired and that:gll.
high-income individdals, regardless of ability, can attend ié
desired, Furthermore, many iédividuals with less than high income
or ability élso are able to attend with the assistaéce of
need-pased studént financial aid: C%Qsequentky, the size of the
remaining population that may benefit from additional conventional
policies is limited (Anderson and Bowman, 1972). However, while
the size of this population(may be small as a percentage of thé
population, the humber of individuals involved may<be substantial.
One analysis suggests that an add%tional ZQ0,000 individuals with
low income and ability would atte;d collége if apprépri;te aid
were dvailable (Doerm;nn, 1978) . Whil; any number:oﬁ estimates
could be gener;ted baséd on various assumptions of individual need
and potential interest in postsecondary education; the target of
further, public policies could be reduced. Whatevér
resoches;are available to promote access should be focused more
narrowly than they have been in the past. )

Determination of the cost~effectiveness of various policies

if difficult, Student financial aid programs are among the more

easily assessed programs because the mechanism for achieving their

end is the distribution of dollars. Nevertheless, estimates have

been given of $2,500 (Berne, 1977) and $16,000 (Jackson, 1977) for

the cost of inducing an additional individual to attend college
through the provigion of Ftudent fihancigl aid,
{

For public policy programs th%t have some other bbjective,
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such as the dissemination of ipéormation, estimates are more
difficult to obtain. Olivag (1981) reports that the per student
cost of fafent Search, a federal/project_to provide needy youths
information and assi§£ance about the availability of student
financial aid, is $67. However, the effective %ost %- the cost‘of
each youth who decided to attend-rcollege because of the '
information received through Talent'Search -- is highef by some
unknown amount, NJ éata are given on the number of students who

made different decisions than they would{iiye without the

information. However, if one were to assume that one in ten were

- affected, £he cost ($670} would still be modest, Outreachsy-

another program designed to identify at the high school level
individuals that have potential for college and do attend, is
estimated to cost under SSOb per individual (California Student
Financial Aid Policy Study Ggoup, 1879). ~ o
The cost-effectiveness of other strategies are more
ambiguous. If high school grade point av74;;e (GPA) influences
college attendance, what is the method that should be used to
raise gra@e point averages'and what is the cost? Just as the
determinants of college attendance include a host of policy and
nonpolicy variables, so also does high school GPA. Family
background and parental aspiratio%s for their children, individual
ability and motivation influence GPA as do the quality of
instruction and high school curriculum., If quality of instruction
and the curriculum can be modified by the level of expenditures

for,- among other things, salaries paid to teachers, the

3 151 '1 i

cost-effectiveness of increasing higp school teachers' salaries to




achieve a higher GPA (an example of this type of.anaiysis is -
Levin, 1968) and presumably greater college attendance might be
improved. An issue is how.those high school resources should be

directed at the individuals for whom it will be most beneficial.
. ‘{'

Clearly, an empirical resolution of this issue is at least as
complex as the issue of student financial aid and probably more

difficult because the relationship to college attendance is more’

distant and less direct.
LY is 'not needed
More empirically conclusive evidencepto take action. A first

generation of access has largely been achieved. Now, policy

L)

makers are entering a second generation in Which efforts sﬁéhld,
focus more sharply than prev;éusly on individuals requiring
special assistance, not just financial aid. Although emgiricél
estimates would be usefui fpr evaluating the costs and
effectiveness of programs, intuition and the kdowledge of existing
public policies and educational needs indicate a viable strafegy a
for achievidg further access, It should include giving more
emphasis to certain individuals earlier through high school
counseling, 'provision of general information about the costs and
expected benefits of higher edﬁcation and tutoring students. As
Jackson (1980) says, "[i]f increased resources are ‘devoted to

®
modifying enrollment patterns, thepn the general implication , . .,

.

is that using new tactics -- specialized academic help, financial
%
aid, or information -- will be a wiser choice than relying more
s

heavily on o0ld ones" (p. 19).

For the adult student, three policies might improve adult

. . -
access without great expenditures of resources. ~

1
[ |
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First, while the importance of distance might siggEst
establishing morg institutions, an alternatibe is to establish
£ ) ;
more off-campus sites. Adults who are interested in education are
ff“highly motivated and often goal-oriented (Cross, 198l1). They have
ikfaittle concern for the instructional setting of a campus, the
student union or-fellow students, which may be more important for
conventional youth. Using high school buildings and other
facilities in the community provid?s the necessary sites and
reduces the commuting time for stuéents. Many community colleges
afe aware of the attractivffggs of off-campus instruction for %;
3

adultsy and the rate of off-campus enrollment growth often exceeds

that of the campus,

1 . . . . .
Second, scheduling of classes is an lmportant consideration

for adults. With employment responsibilities, adult students
find daytimé attendance often inc¢onvenient (Hyde éng‘Augehblick,
1980): Offeﬁing evening and weekend schedules is more convénient
for many adults and adds only slightly to institutional costs.
The ultimate inrflexible scheduling, correspondehce courses or
telecommunication courses fQr home use, are preferred by many.
Finally, the provision of support services prbbably

contributes to the convenience of adult enrollment. For example,

Bishop and V;nnDy% found that’' having children had a ﬁégative

e

influence on college attendance. Child care provided by

instriutiéns, or élsewhere, might offsetfsdme of this effect.

Anather importpnt support service is pre-enrollment counseling for
5 selecting ‘an edud¢ational program and for choosing an occupation.

Each. of these three policies could be initiated at the . ;
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institutional level. A state could also intervene by

incorporating into its funding mechanisms provisions that

& s

‘ﬁéncourage these types of institutional responseé to adult needs.
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Appendix ‘A

[} ‘)-

The representation ratios in lines B and C of *Table A-1 are

the numerators and dénominators, respectively, of the ratios shown

inline A, (Lines D, E and F show the values used to create the
L. !

£ ‘, .
representation ratios.) The reason forééhe overrepresentation of

males and the underrepresentation of females 4in commﬁnity colleges

in these states is evident from the representation ratios. Not
>

only do men enroll in community colleges more frequently than

women, but women enroll in state colleges more frequently than

men,

*},“}'7‘
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SOURCE:

Table A-1l

-

THE COMPOSITION OF REPRESENTATION RATIOS OF

BLACKS FOR IOWA, NEBRASKA -AND SOUTH CAROLINA

Ratio of representa-

tion ratio for commu-

nity colleges to the
representation ratio
for state.colleges

Representation ratio
for community
colleges
ﬁepresentation ratio
for state colleges

Percent minority
enrollment, commu-
nity colleges

Percent minority
enrollment, ‘state

‘Colleges

Percent minority
population

~

Iowa

1,333

2.000

1,500

0.500

0.857

1.714

0.7

Nebraska
males females males females males females

1.251

1.333

1.066

0.667k

0.800

1.200

1.451

1.049

0.723

14,

Compiled from HEGIS reports and 1970 Census data.

South Carolina

0.735

N 01 859

1.156

12.5

17.0

14.7
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. Appendix B

4,3f - ' S Table B-1 .
2 l ) e .

. .

AVERAGE TUITION AND FEES, STUDENT BUDGETS AND
NET .PRECES AT COMMUNITY AND STATE COLLEGES 1972-73 T -

i ' . - . .
) . " Average Tuition Average Studé&nt ) .
: , . T ° and ‘Fees ] Budget | Net Price -
o . Community State Community State" Community State
‘ . Colleges Colleges Colleges Colleges Colleges Colleges
eid Co. - P .
Alabama ‘. 205 445 1221 1963 -— 1822
Alaska 200 R R—— —— -—— -—
» Arizona | 628 304 1333 " 1354 -—— 1177
Arkansas 253 ° 402 . 1179 ., 1533 - 1099 1338
) California 14 159 is1o0 1901 1748 1625
, Colorado " 265 - 418 1816 2086 1623 1915
Connecticut 264 535 - 1688 1807 —_—— 1741
. Delaware. - © v 395 345 -=--= ., - '1375 Cm—— 934 ‘
. Florida. - T 259 557 - 1603 1879 -——- © 1804
. Georgia w/»:3‘35 492° . 1642@ 1662 15€5- 1574
) Hawaii’ . === 1493 . ., —=== - ———
Idaho 482 . 354 1626 1977 1477 1865
Illinois ® 963 579 2241 2129 2117 - 1800
Indiana o 458 -655 2248 - ———- -——-
S Iowa. - . 416 600 | 1667 1536 1607 <1385
,-  Kansas 7337 7 432t 1305 1570’ _—— 1416 + -
‘ Kentucky -. 334 " 366 1350 1354 -—— 1186
Louisiana 179 296" --—- , 1298 -— 1184 °
. 'Maine <+ - | -1 353 “-—= . 1178 Cmm—— 1152 ———=
" Maryland f . 679 340 - ° 1548 ©1711 1505 1539
Massachusetts © 300 . 330, . 1777 1899 ——— 1842
Michigan- . ..505 529 2215 2014 & 2109 . 1836
Minnesota " - 390- " 458 . 1742 1728 1650 - 1470/
_Mississippi,- 222" - 438 o911 14%4 ———- 1269’
Missouri., 881 282 1312 = 1322 1294 1213
* Montana . : 271 .. . 426 1724 1777 — o 1520
Nebraska . " .28l 7 452 . 1521 907 1473 1799
~ Nevada 355 532 - ——ae- 2858 ——— 2754
New Hampshire . 320 . ../ 719 .~ 1668 2030 1338 1846
. New-Jersey <705 607 1706 1832 ——— 1775 %
ew Mexico; - ~ 395 " g7 f1g27 1431 21119, . —
New York ° - 539 665" 2270 1695 ~.~7 2048
‘ ‘North Carolina 133 . -— - 1478 ———= 1419 - ’
7 " North Dakota - -+ 400 ' - 401 1305 1533 1252 1371 o
’ ‘Ohio -~ , . . 608 658 1646 1864 ¢ 1589 .:1772
OKlahoma - 270 344 1408 |1667 v e 1507
Oregoh - . *433 494 1693 © 12059 1585 1875
Pennsylvania . 718 737 1671 | 1843 1494 . 1162
a
f & ‘ @ - . ~
C Ty BT s ,




s !
»

-

Table B—l‘(continded)

_ AVERAGE TUITION ANDK{EES, STUDENT BUDGETS AND
. " NET PRICES AT, COMMUNITYAND STATE COLLEGES, 1972-73

H

L
Average Tuition Average Student *~
P and Fees Budget Net Price
) Gommunity State Community State Community State .
Colleges Colleges Colleges Colleges Colleges Colleges
Rhode Island ' 320 490 970 1879 -—— 1799
South Carolina ’ 263 470 1952 1874 —_—— 1748
South Dakota —_——T 433 ——— 1489 ——— 1180
Tennessee @ 189 343 1235 1354 1133 :::j 1182
Texas |, 245 254 ° 1551 ! 1497 1435 1319
Utah - ‘ 321 401 1692 1515 . m——- 1400
Vermont T 827 763 2064 2417 —-———- 2247 /
Virginia ' 229 573 1609 1770 ~—— 1674 °
Washington 247 495 1612 - 1560 1560 1478
West Virginia’ 229 266 ———— 1319 —— 1021
Wisconsin 491 536 1530 1856 1437 1836
Wyoming- %%? & 236 --- 1632 -—=- . omm—= —==-
. S

NOTE: These data are not considered reliable, especially the net price

figures becauge of the frequently missing or incomplete data on student
financial:aia. o -
$

SOURCE: Compiled from data from HEGIS, the Collgge Boérd, ECS surveys of
state directors of student financial aid programs and other
publications on federal student financiali aid distributions,
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. )t . Appendix C"

-t

: . DETERMINANTS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE ATTENDANCE

The Model of College Attendance
An individual has.ény number of options that he or she may
) e;egcise. All of the options carry different values for that
person, and the in@ividual>exércises the option that maximizes his
or her total welfare. At any point/in time, it may be-"d?ing
/ nothing," woéking, going to college or a coﬁbination qﬁ these
| activities, For each individué&, certain options have low /
. ﬁrio;ipies and are unlikely to be exercised. Given the practical
constraints-of empirical analysis, models are structured tof
account for what is thought to be key characteristics and
activities. The perpetual gquestion is to what extent do variables .
in a model represent the actual factors th;i influence beh;viqr.
The model in this analysis attempts to explgin an individual's
decision tb do or not to do some S%%flflc th;ng. The validity of

this approach rests upon two assumptions, One is being able to

structure an individual's options in a hierarchical order. Berne

oy

(1977) ‘and Jackson (1977) have shown that this hierarchy is
largely a function of socioceconomic status. Data presented from
this analysis also supports this hierarchial spruéture. As'one

= - 4 -
moves up the hierarchy of work, community :ollege attendance,

-
R

C 'fourj§ear public college attendance and attendance at some other
t v

JLllege or university (excluding Gommunity éblleges),

socioeconpmic status rises and high school preparation becomes

better. It is assumed that each.option carries a probability of

S '156‘1[,,7 A :




being exercised that is closer in magnitude to the probabilities
associated with options contingent to it in the hierarchy than the
probabilities associated with more d{stant options. 1If the series
of options were collapsed to a ‘small number of basic activifies,
they might include woa}ing, attending a community college,
attendinq a four—year,cbllege and aftending an elite, prestigfous
university or private institution. According to the concept of
hierarchically ordered options, an individual who has a high
probabil&ty of working wiil be more likely to attend a community
collegéythan any other type of college. Similarly,-a person who
seriously considers attending an elite college has a small
probability of attending a community college é: of working,

The gecond assu%ption is that the probabilities of exercising

less proximate options are close to zero and can be omitted from

the analysis without significantly distorting t

-

Although this is a simplification of the actua
attempts using conQitional logit analysis to rew
Simultaneous, multiple options of an individual do not alter
substantially the conclusions that areﬂdraws fhsm the results.
Acceptsnce of these two assumptions allows examination of two
'bina;y choices: (1) the decision to attqu a community colleée or

‘ [4
not to attend at all and (2) the decision to attend a community

college or some other postsecondary institution, Table C-1 gives
the means and gtandard deviations for the characteristics of
individuals in each group. T-values wefe calculated for the

diff?rence between (1) attending a community college and (2).not

attending at all and attending another institution.

\ 160
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In this analysis, five sets of factors are identified to
explain variation in college‘attendance. They are individual
background characteristics, high school preparation, individual
disposition toward and knowledge of poéisecondary education, labor
market conditions and the individual's higher edﬁcation \

3

environment,

.Multivariate linear regression analysis is used to test the
significance of variables., Various specifications of dependent
and independent variables are used, but each dependent variable is

specified as a dichotomous variable,
o

The Data and Variables <o
Data- are drawn from several sources. The basic source
consists of the National Longitudinal Study of the High School

Class of 1972 (NLS), surveyed by the National Center for Education

4

. .
Statistics (NCES). Fifty percent of the 22,435 respondents in the

NLS were randomly selected for analysis. For each of the 11,356

ﬁreﬁponde;?\data records, key variables were extracted from the NLS
tapé% and additional varjables were generated.and added to the

file. Variables on institutional characteristics were/pbtained‘
/

7

from the Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS).
Generation of a higher education environment for each individual
required computing several hundred thousand distances betwe?n /

individuals and various institutions and then creating variables
/
to describe the characterg§t1cs of those jnstitutions. Although /

ﬁore than 11,000 cases were drawn from the VLS tape, the actual

1

numéer included in the analfyses are only a fraction of the initial —

sampl.e because observations were used/only iffthey had complete

'

: ,'/ l 6 l - ['/ ’
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datalfor all variables., For the older adult analys}s, all 23,000
cases were reviewed:to obtain an adequate number of respondents
who first enrolled in college foar years after high school

. * graduation, The residences of the adults were matched with the
;esidences of the conventional college youths, and the higher
education environment of thezﬁ;tched youths were used for the

L3

adults,

~

Variable Definitions

Dependent Variables

ACCNATT:, 1 if individual attends a cpmmunity college; 0 if not
attending (excluded from aplalysis if attending an
institution other than a Aommunity college)

- #
ACCAOTH: 1 if' individual attends a community college; 0 if
attendance at other institution (excluded from analysis
*if not attending)

-t

ACCAOTQL: if individual attends a community college; 0 if

y ' . attendance at ‘a public four-year institution (otherwise

/

excluded™ from analysis) e
ACCAQTH and ACCAOTH1 specify two different fanges on the
y leducation hierarchy. ACCAOTHl is used becaude the four-year
pdbljc colleges are viewed as a closeséubstftute for community
college attegdance for many students, AéCAOTHQincludes students
attending a full spectrum of institutions., ACCNATT was used in
the regression analysis that produced the tpigign elasticities in

the first column of Table 12;/ACCAOTH1, for the middle column; and

ACCAQOTH, for the last column.

<
+

Independenyt Variables

The independent variables are groupea into five sets lapeled

" socioeconomic background, high school preparation, individual
% o )
. 162 ‘
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‘disposition toward higher education, labor market and higher
educatlon environment. While a few variables are definitely
viewed as nonpolicy variables (socioeconomic backéround variables
‘being the best examp;e) and others are considered to be clearly
within the leicy arena of higher educatiop (some of the higher
education environment variables for example), most are less

. ]
clearly defined as either policy or nonpolicx variables an%
several can be viewed as policy variables in a noneducation arena.
An individual's grade point average, for instance, has an
important effect on college attendance, but is determined by
policy and nonpolicy variables -- individual characteristics,
family background, characteristics of the school and
characteristics of the student's peers.

For this analysis, individual background characteristics are
tonsidered as nonpolity variablés. The high school preparation
variables constitute a mixture of nonoolzcy variables (such as the
"college going raté of one's peers) and nonhigher education policy
variab%gs {such as giade point average ot scholastic aptitude).

Tge third set of variables is meant to 1ncludf data on the
"individual d1spos1t10n toward and knowledge of higher edu?at1on
Unfortunately,\adequate data on the student S knowledge of

o

postsecondary options and costs were not available. The resulting

variables describe the individual's education aspirations, locus

o

of control, self-esteem, work orientation, family Jrientation and
e

community orientation.

/ The fourth set of variables includes two labor market

variables. - One 'is a measure of average wage rates, and the other
/

, . 163
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is a measure of the unemployment rate. The wage rate is
considered a nonpolicy variable, but the unemployment rate is
partially manipulable through work and employment programs.

The fifth set of variables for the higher education
" environment is composed of two types of variables. One describes

the characteristics of community colleges within the individual's
3

own state and within a 30 mile radius of the individual's
residence. For each individual, .a mean value is calculated for
the community colleges in the individual's 30 mile radius.
Residence is approximated by the ZIP code of the high school of
attendance, Location of the institutions is also by ZIP code.
The second type of higher education envirdnment provides similar
information for institutions other than community colleges, but
two specifications-are made.” é& one specification, all other

educational institutions in thé individual's state are inocluded in

i

the compilation of the variables to describe the individual's

.

higher education environment., In the other specification the

.

inclusion of other higher education institutions is restricted to

/
those in-state 'institutions located within 30 miles of the

-

individual and nonselective in their admission standards. This

.

specification generates a higher seducation environment that more

nearly approximates that of the community college environment and

i

pfesumably representsvsubstitutes that are more plausible for the
community college student than are the options included in a

higher education environment that includes acal@emically selective

- -

and more remote institutions. , o

Higher educ!!ion environments were not generated for
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individuals whé did not have at least one gommunity collegeAand
one other type of institution within theif area. Consequently,
individuals from more remote dreas with few institutions were more
likely than others to be deleted from the a sis, and therefore

the sample represents a more metropolitan than the original

national sample.

-

Socioeconomic Background Variables

SES: an index of sociceconomic status based on father's
© education, mother's education, parents' income,
father's otcupation and household items

SEX: 1l if male; Q0 if female
WHITE: 1 if white; 0 if other ‘
BLACK: 1 if black; 0 if other

v

High School Preparation Variables

CGR: the college going rate of the respondent's classmates
HSA: 1 if high school curriculum is academic; 0 if not
academic ’ .

HSG: . 1 if high school‘curriculum is general; 0 if not

' general . -
GPA: ~ high school grade poiht averagde of the respondent 5
SAT: scﬁolastic aptitude test score or equivalent score of

‘ respondent . : )
Personal Disposition Variables - |
COMM: an index of community orientation
FAM: an index of family orientation . n
LOCUS: an index of locus of conﬁrol)
WORK: an index of work-orientation

CNCPT: & an index of self-esteem

165
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Labor Market Variables
UNEMP: the unemployment rate by state and metropolitan region
for 16~ to l9-year-olds for the sex of the respondent
LY
WAGE: ... local average hourly earnings in manufacturing

t

Community College Environment

All of these variables are based on the number of éommunity

“colleges within 30 miles of the respondent and within the same
state as the respoment,’

NUMC: number of com@unit)\colleges

ENRC: total enrollment

TFC: average tuition and fees )
COAC: averade student cost of atteqdance

AIDC: ‘ratio of'the number of students given financial aid to

the number of full-time undergraduate students
ACTC: average median ACT score of entering freshmen

QCCUPC: ratio of the number of occupational degrees to the
number of total degrees of two years or less

HTC: ratio of the number of half-time students to the number
of total students

MINC: ratio of the number of minority students to the number
‘ of total students i

Qther College Environment

T~

Sets of var;ables simifar to that for communiéy colleges were,
generated for other poéﬁsecondary institutiens. The set based ln
nonselective other institutions within state and within 30 miles
of the individual have the same variable names as for the
community colleges, but the last letter is "O" instead of "C." The
results in Table 12 are also based on regression analyses in which

the other college environment variables are based on nonselective
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institutions that are not community colleges but are located <

7
in-state and within 30 miles of the individual. The results of
the two regressiens presented in Table C-5 are derived from other

»

college environment variables based on all institutions within the

W

state that are not community colleges.

Analysis of Policy and Nonpolicy Factors
‘ . Influencing Community College Attendance

One of the findings of this analysis is that variables
important in explaining attendance among those choosing between
attending a community college and not attending at all are not

necessarily the same variables that explain enrollment behavior

1

when the choice is between attending a community college and a

four-year institution. Each of these two situations is examined

? .

éeparately.
Tafue C-2 gives the mean values and standard deviations of
1]

variables iused in ?able C-2. The standardized regression

-

coefficients (and F-values in,parentheses) for 11 réqfessions are

”
given in Table C-3. Results of the first six regreSsions are
given in column 1. Each of the six sets of variables was entered

in a separate regréssion. Runs 7 through 12 show the results of | .

Sequentially combining sets of variables. For example, Run 1 is a

regression of the "attend a community college/not attend at all"
option on the sdcioeconomic background, variables. Run 2 is a
regression of the same choice gn high school preparation

| variables, and Row“ﬂ.is a_medre§§ion of that choice on both the

.

/
socioceconomic backgnaund and b1gb school preparation variables.
e / y
Run 11 gives th ‘fBSults of usxﬁg alL'oL the variables. )
S~ . .
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!
The most significant variables for /influencing community

college attendance when the option is not to attend at all are the

college going rate of one's peers (CGR) and enrollment in an

academic high scheol curriculum (HSA). To what extent these two

variables may be influenced by education policies is dubious.

!

Past analysis shows that high school varfables capture much of the
explanatory power of background variables (Munroe, 198l). An
individual who .enrolls in an academic high-school curriculum
probably already has aspirations and plans for attending college
which are formed by his or her family. The college going rate of
one's peers also reflects the socioeconomic status of the
individual's neighborhood. A comparison of Runs 1 and 7 indicates
that SES, which is an importang determinant when only background

characteristics arg entered, loses its significance in Run 7 when

-

high school preparation is included. Essentially CGR and HSA are

intermediary variables that capture the influence of SE§{ This

\
process continues as other. sets of variables are included until .n

AN

Run 11 nearly the full effect of’SES is manifested through‘ﬁther"

—

variablés. This problem of multicollinéarity -- the #orrelation'

4

of independent variables -- exists among several of the variables._

€

Resolution of the problem lies with determining'the causal

relationships that exist among variables.

~

In 1972, being white made attendance more iikely. -with'the

-

diminution in racial d1sbr;m1nﬁt10n and the encouragement of

minorities to attend, college since 1972, the result is probably an

overstatement for today's world. - -

- -—-

Educational aspirations, expecga;ioné and plapns are imporjant
-~ 7

- - -

- e - R - -
- —— T "
- T .
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administrators, claim that enrollments are/quite sensitive to the

attendance begins, if it is to occur, There is a merging of

[T
S—

3

determinahts of attendance, but there are several drawbacks to

using these measures. One is that they become increasingly

g

important as the respondent approaches the time at which

anticipation and actualization. The variable cdptures the !

explanatory power of many other variables for family background, -

°

high sciwol pregsration and other influences (see, for example,

Jackson; 1977 and Berne, 1977).

.

JAnother drawback is that many of the NLS respondents did not
answer qugstions about educational aspirations, and those that did .
not answer had dispropo}tionately low socioeconomic status.
Consequently, inclusion of such a variable lowers the number of
observations available and biases the sample toward a higher
socioeconomic status. Finally, the explanatory power of
aspirations consists of a combination of policy and/nonpolicy

variablesﬂ and we' prefer to view the effect of the jnore
. {

rudimehtdry variables than derived wariables, For these reasons

°

aspirations are excluded from the analysis,

=
The individual disposition vartables do not have much

ol
influence on attendance except for community orientation (COMM). ;ﬁ

Its*pésitive influence on attendance at a community college. may

@ -

reflect the individual's recognitipﬁ that a more educated person

A j
is able to contributs more to his or her community.

- ~ 4

. Collegé.administrators, especially community college

-

”

unemployment rabé{‘ In addition, several studies indicate that

enrollments will rise when unemployment rises (see, for example,

* 169 177
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, »
Corrazzini, et al, 1972 and Crean, 1973). However ,~the measured

Aa
*

effect of employment opportunities or the opgortunity to earn’

income on attehdance-is ambiguous. On the one h nd, if T

unemployment is high and wages are low for earnings are fess

and therefore individuals may be more disposed to enroll, On the -~

other hand, if wages are high and unemployment is low foregone'

earnings are higher but income is likely to be higher and more 39

-

[

-

s
J-x

- .,‘ e

individuals may be able to afford to enroll. The result often is

that average wages, as a measure of foregone earnings, revealienly

'
a weak influence on attendance (see, for example, Hopkins, 1974;,
The results in Table B~3 also yield 1ns1gn1f1cant coeffrvmpnts

-

The unemployment rate (UNEMP), however, when entered only w1thvth€

i«’,

WAGE var1able has a S1gn1f1cant positive effect, but it f; ldSL

£

when the community college environmeft variables aﬁ@geﬁk@ged,
. - ak:”g\ : *,j v._]
Sevefal of the community college environment var1ab1es h;ﬁﬁ

4
moderately high correlations wzth UNEMP although né clear

L »

explanation fior the correlations ex1st except that it may be due

to an underlying metropolitan phenomenon. Multicollinearity
. " - -
arises again among the ‘higher education environment variables.

Consequent}y, the influence of vatidbles must be.viewed together

since the influential variable may shift fpom ¢ne specification to-

—

another simply because of this statistical artifact. For example,

the pefcentage of students in occupational programs at community
largely oriented to the academic transfer activity) a negative
influence on community college attendance (see Run 10). when the

comparable .set of variables for other indtitutions iigintroduced

Ld

P

-




n = . ¢ .

1

. , ’ . | . - 3 '(\
in’'Run 11, the yatiable for the percentage of students in -

occupétlonal programs at other &hstltutlons (OCCUPO), which is QR -

morc hlghly correlated w1th tﬁi dependent var1able than is occupc, .
"

captures the var1atlo%’1n attendance that c0uld be stat1stlcarly

-

rexplalned by e1ther of the two variables

EvEn though ocCupC and _ °
L
OCCUPO have a moderately h1gh pos1t1ve correlatlon OCCUPC appears

to explain noth1ng in Run 11 while OCCUPO (a variable for other.:

h1gher educatxon institutions that.is not even on option for the

individual given the structure of the dependent var1able tos attend

-

a. cqmmunlty college ojinot to attend at all) appears tQ exert an

fluence. Conse uentl one set of higher educatlon env1ron%;nt
q Yor g

. a4
’

N —.

Vs
variables should be exathed wmth the other set in mind as well.

* The number of studenfs and the number ofégolleges have a ;“ﬂw..
. C o 5 = o :
“.negligible to moderate effect on attendance. 1In Run‘lO, it is

. Shewn that in areas with‘large community college enrollments an.
& !

’ 'y d

individual is not more l;kely to attend a community college nor .

does the number of commun1ty colleges haée a- s1gn1f1cant effect on

. attendance (If .the sample represented less @rban areas, the
o~
1mportance of the numbér of imstitutions m1ght 1ncrease ) In Run

-
'

N i
11, the .results suggest that a large number of other institutions

T 3 3

. .. e

: ‘Zﬁf ’ (NUMO) reSultsaln more 1nd1v1duals, who are dec1d1ng to attend a 8
oM b <
}? communlty college or not to attend at all, oos1ng not to attend
. = o, L]
S The interpretation 1s sllghtly convoluted but an area that is )
: dom1nated by dther 1nd!1thtlons ma%/pake the commugzty c011ege & ]
. ' . .
. op%%on less erqble ahd peghaps less v1able. A, lard@»numberyof ﬁﬁz .
' communlty'colleges (NUM@) in contrast (and as ei%ected) ralses the o
. prospects of. attendance although community cdllege enrollments R
. —~ . . 1 L
‘ﬁ‘  ° * ’ } . S - * s
a3, P ’ - -
Y . o . , b \ - ¢ A
N N & ' S B : L
FRIC e . .o hine , _
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‘- for -the regressiBn results presented in Table C-3,

;used in Tables Cr3 ‘and C-4, which is rest{jctedftq.in-state

v h—

¢

(ENRC) , which when contrdlledﬁésr the number of colleges
v - M :

¢

. . T
: - . . . ¢ i
“Japprox1mates a measure for size, have a slight negative éffect on
attendance? . ‘ \
Interpretatibn of the results of the regressions of "attend
community college ‘or attend other college" are given in Table C-4. !

1

Interpretation, especially for the higher education environment

Y

. . . . { .
for other-institutions, is more straightforward than was the case

o

}

Table C-5 gives the resultsﬁof the 1llth regre551on runs in \

Tables C-3 and C-4 w1th variables for dlstance to the nearest -

) - /

community college (DISTC) and distance to the negrest,other' )

college (DISTO) included. The category of variables "other :
. _ t ‘ ~
college environment" is based on in-state institutions that are- .
® " N

not community colleges. This specification is°broades than that

- R - .« B

nonselective institutions within 30 miles of the individual. They .
. ¢
specificationIinfthisftable includes a wider range of tuition
AN { on

because it includes elite private institutions and publlc ’ X

LI
t

o

unzver51t1es which uaually have higher tuition levels, The effect
is that it allows the tuitions and sthent cost varlables to'bel o
Qpre significant Fhan they wouighbe Gf Fﬁé range_:;re moré‘ ‘

limited. The distance variable, however, should not be affected.

- -

by the'chanie'in the way in which the "oeher college envirogment"
1s defined, because beyond about 30 mlEﬁg’Zommuting“&bcdﬁee L -

.

1mprobable.‘ ) ) * . //

- s

; _ Uyt " 15” D

] .

- %




' Table C-1 ] ’
. o {

STATISTICS OF SELECTED VARIABLES POR INDIVIDUALS NOT ATTENDING

¥ COLLEGE AND FPOR INDIVIDUALS ATTEP?DIHG DIPFERENT INS\TITUTIONAL SECTORS
Attend Attend Attend 1
Community College Not Kttend Public Pour-Year Any Other
T-_ T- . T-
X SD N X SD N VALUE X SD N VALUE X gD N VALUE
[ ] . “ - :
SES, .029 ,665 1364. -.274 .637 6358 l£.4 144 707 1247 -4.3 .342 ,751 2078 -12.8
SEX .513 .500 1366 .492  .5Q0 6521 1.4 .478. ,500 1252 1.8 .506 ,S500 2p85 0.4
WHITE .778  .416 1359 .735 441 6467 3.4 .786 .410 1251 -0.5 840 .367 2077 -4.5
BLACK  ,100 .300 1359 .156  .383 '6467 6.0 .153  .360 1251 -4.1 .106 ,308 2077 . -0.6
CGR .247 .137 1366 L2000 L1224 6574 11.7 .232  ,142 1252 2.7 .256 144" 2086 -1.8
HSA A4 §§97 1366 .22}...4l§ 552 15.7 .669 .471 1252 1.3 .726 .446 2084 -16.8
HSG .373  .484 L1366 444 4297 6552 -4.9 .267 .442 1252 5.9 .199 .399 2084 °11.0
GPA 48.5 26.3 131 40.6 " 25.8 s420 9.2 61,6 24.5. 1013 -11.9 63.9 25.3 1776 ~-15.6
SAT 805 201 166 738 205 1625. 8.6 891 211 ‘1142 -10.0 - 955 221 1896 -1%.3
COMM-. 2.15 .463 1026 2,13 449 4796 1.3 2,16° ,449 909 -0.5, 2.13 .483 1595 0.9,
PAM .963 .439 1029 .919  ,451 4796 2.9 .941 .423 908 1.} .911 .419 1594 2.5
. Locus 3,78 .684- 1029- 3,58 2761 4789 8.3 3.91 -.633 .-907 - ~4+3- —3+99 662" 1595 -€g
WORK 2.55 .349 ‘1028 2.53 .361 4801 1.7 2.53 .350 909 1.3 2.49 .370 1595 4.2
CNCPT  2.07 .654 1028 2,12 .657 4800 -2,2 2,05 .664 908 0.7 1.97 .621 1595 3.9
6 -
NOTE: A t-value of 1.6 or more indicates a.slgn¥£lcance level of .95; a value of 2.3 indicates a

'

ERIC’

D o

i

[

significance level of .99.

» lrncludes public foﬁrzyear

institutions,

"

[

% -

o T

4
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Table C-2

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF .

VARIABLES USED IN REGRESSION
ALYSES OF CHOICE TO ATTEND

‘COMMUNITY COLLEGE OR NOT TO ATTEND

<

Variable

ACCNATT

SES
SEX

" WHITE

BLACK
CGR

HSA
HSG
GPA
SAT

COMM
FAM
LOCUS
WORK

. CNCPT

UNEMP

' WAGE

NUMC -
ENRC

TFC

Ccoac
AIDC
ACTC
OCCuUPC

HTC o

MINC

NUMO ¢
ENRO

TFO RN
CoA0
AIDO .
ACTO -
0cEUPO

.HTO ¢

MINOe

. Standard
Mean Deviation
.2132 // .4098

-.1986 .6527
.4970 . .5003
& .7006 .4583
, 1437 ".3510

1 .2561 .1513
2 3293 .4703
, 3545 .4786
- 41.9829 26,1595
741.0970 194.8234
2.1483 , .4436
.9327 .4424
3.6349 .7692
2.5268 .3604
2.0831 .6768
10.3946 2.6701
3.9377 .4664
7.4862. .6.1893
88775.5581 115020.5663
357.0012 222,.2813
2206.,8970 311.0469
.1808 . .1424
19.0774 - 1.3971
. .6223 .1768
.3942 . .1214
.2604 ;1346
27..1078 30.0896
23246.,0970 23345.6956
« 989.5150 492.7916
2864 .,1533 « 550.9357
.2796 L1514
17.4220 2.2994
.8101 .2486

.1799 £ .0917
.3507 * .2258

/
/
174 18{3 .




L. .

E ) "

-

- Table c=3%

REGREBSSIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE ATTENDANCE
(dependent variable: attend community
college/not attend at all)

Soclio-
Econonmic .
Background Runs 1-6
SES S B | (7.6)
SEX N/C N/C
WHITE .03 (6.5)
BLACK .01 (0,1)
.R% = Lo14
A
High
School
Pmpamt%c
‘CGR J 150 (18.9)
HSA .14 (10.1)
HSG .08%  (4,1)
GPA .07 (3.4)
SAT .04 (0.9)
2. .
* R™ = ,055
Individual
Disposition
COMM .06 (3.2)
FPAM .03 (0.5)
' Locus .08 (5,7)
WORK -.03 {0.7)
CNCPT -.00 (0.1)
2 F N
R = ,012
Lab
Market
. Conditions
UNEMP .09 (7.4)
WAGE -.00 (0,0)
) 2
P R .009

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Run:'? Run 8 Run 9 Run 10
.04  (0,.8) .04 (1.2) .05 (1.4) .03 (0,.4)
.01 (0.1) 02, (0.2) =-,01 (0.}) -.01 f0.1)
.05  (1.1) .05  (1.3) 06 (2.8) .07 12.%)
.03 (0.3) .02 ; (0.1) N/C N/C N/C N/C

. .
) .

A5 (17.4) .16 (18.,9) .16  (20.3) 17 (19,2)
.13 (8.8) 120 (7.7) Jd2 (7.7) 13 (847)
.08 (3.8) .08 (3.7) .05  (1.57 04 (1.1
.08 (4.1) 07 (3.1 .05 {1.9) .02 (0.%
a1 (0,1) .02 (0,3) .03 (0.4) .04 (0.9)
.09 (6.5) 08 (5.2) .09~ (5.6)

.05 (1.7) .05  (2,0) - ,05 (1.7)

.02 (0.4) .02 (0,2) .01 (0.1)

-.01 (0.,1) -.01 (0.1) =-,01 _(0.})

N/C N/C N/C N/C -0.1 °, (0,0)

o L1200 (10.1)  ,06  (1.2)

- [ - -.05 . (1.6) ~-.04

(0.5)

»

s
/

Run 11
.01 (0.0)
.01 (0.1)
.07 (2.0)
.01 (0.1)
17 (16,9)
3 (¢h9)
.05 (1.3)
.01 (0.1)
.06 (1.6}
.08 (4.8)
.04 (1.2)
.02 . (0.2)
N/C, - N/C
N2 2
.05  (0,6)
.02 (0.1)




e
<
. Table C-3 (Continued) ,
/ 5. - :
. REGRESSIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE ATTENDANCE
(dependent varfable: attend community
college/not attend at all)
Runs 1-6 Run 7 Run 8. Run 9 Run 10 Rurf 11
Community
College
Environment
HUMC -,03 ° (0.0) -.04  (0.1) M1 (1.8)
ENRC - .13 (0.6) .14 (0.5) 45 (1.6)
TFC -.01  (0.1) - -.02  (0.1) .03 (0.0)
- COAC -.04 {1.0). v -.03 (0.5) -% 6 (1.1)
< AIDC -.04 (0.8) -.01 (0.0) -.08 (048)
ACTC -.05 (1.2) -,08 . (3.0) -,06 - (1.5)
occurc -.11 (5.6) -,09 (4.0) .01 (0.0)
 HTC -.01  (0.1) P -.01  (0.0) .00 - (0.0)
MINC /—.04 (0.9) ' -.06 (1.7) , ~.01 (0.0)
R? = .036 . X
P //
Other _ . / '
College v
Environment - I -— -
. - { ¢ s
HUMO -.26 %(3.9) . - 47 (5.1)
" ENRO ) .13 (1,0) ¢ ! ‘ .23 (1.4)
TFO , " .21 (2.6) - .25 (2.3)
COAO -,07  (0.9) -.04  (0.1)
AIDO .02 (6.2) ) « .01 (0.0)
ACTO .10 (3.5) .08 1.3)
Q .18 (6.3) ~-,17 1{%9.1)
HTO . .06 (1,2) o .10 JA1.5)
MIN .« .07 (2.1) - j.07 *(0,9)
7 .
Rz = ,051 - /
o ‘ /..ose © 069 .081 .107 127
-f( ‘t'
NOTE; Values are standardized coefficients with P-values given in parentheses, An p-vatue of

1.5 indicates a significance level of ,95; an P-value of 1, 7 indicatgs a significance level of
.99.

The regress‘lons arg based on 8135 observations. . \
The variables under the :\a\nqo/(y *other college envirpnment” are based on f\onselectlve

institutions that are not community colleges but that are located in-state and within 30 miles of ~
the lndlvldual e . Q
.o Q4 :

R -
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Table C-4
REGRESSIONS OF COHH'éNITY COLLEGE ATTENDANCE
N / (dependent variable: attend community college/ 9
; attend public four-year institution)
Soc fo-
Economic .
Background Runs 1-6 Rup 7 Ruf 8 Run 9 Run 10 Run 11
SES .15 (6.4) -.07 (1.4) -.08 (1.8) -.10 2.7, -.16 (8.1) -.17 (8.7)
8EX .01 (0.0) -.01 (0.0) .01 (0.0) -.02 (0.1) - wN/C N/C .02 +{0.1)
" WHITE .05 (0.4) .09 (1.7) .09 (1.5) .10 (1.9) .12 (2.7) .12 (2.7)
BLACK, -.03 {(0,2) -.06 (0.7), -.05 (0.6) -.05 " (0.6} -.066 (0.8) -,05 (0.6)
i .
} R? = 019 /
i
High ' _— . = T
School : s
Preparafion . . QT . / *
CGR .04 (0.5) .03 (0,3) .03 (0.4) .04 (0.5) .10 (3.3) .12 (3.8)
HSA -.25 (l10.8) -.25 (10.4) -.25 (10.B) -.24 (9.4) -.19 (7.0) -.18 (6.3)
HSG ¢ ~-.04 (0.4) -.04 (0.4) -.05 (0.4) -.06 (0,6) -.04 (0.3) -.03 (0.2)/
GPA -.19  [(11.9) ~-.18 (9.7) -.19 (10.0) =+20 (11.,3) .-.26 (23.,5) -.26 (21.9)
-SAT -~ -=:¥0 (2.7 — =13 —{4,2}- —.lﬁ (5.0) ~.16 (5.1) =.10-- $2.5) ~.h8 {1.4)
R? = 144 o ;
1 i
Individual . ~ .
Disposition ‘
CoMM .06 (1.2), 05 (0.8) .05 (0.8) .05 (1.0) .04 (0.7)
PAM . =.01 (0.0) ' -.03 (0.4) -.03 (0.4) -.04 (0.5) -.04 (0.6)
Locus -.08 (2.0) /.05 (0.7) 405 (0.7) .07 (1.8) . .07 (1.8)
WORK -.04 (0.6) ., *=—.08 (2.1) -.08 (2.4) -.04 (0.7) -.04 (0.6)
CONCPT .01 (0.0) o =,01" (0‘1) -,01 (0.0) -+01 (0.0) N/C N/C
- = ,011 !
Labor * i e
Market . i’
Conditions - . .
UNEMP C0 (3.3) ’ .10 (3.5) -.01 (0.0) H/C  H/C
WAGE .01 (0.0) . .04 (0.6) | +,03 (0,2) -.05 -.(0.3)
2 = ,010
/7
N . . . i
T
o : : 183 . i
EMC LI .. i = . L] ¢ . g )
;;n{ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂ o
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: Table C-4 (Continued)

REGRESSIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE ATTENDANCE
(dependent variable: attend comaunity college/
attend public four-year institution)

i
>

Runs 1-6 " Run 1 Run 8 Run 9 Run 10 Run 11
Community g v
College - i .
Environment
NUMC -.24  (1.2) -.54 (5.2) -.21 (0.2)
ENRC .33 (1.8) ) .76 (7.9) .47 (0.9)
TFC .01  (0,0) / ) ) .04 {0.1) .00 (0.0)
COAC -.10  (3.1) ! - =706 (0.8) =ity ~ §2+2)-
AIDC .02 (0.1) _.07 (1,3} -.,05 {0.2)
ACTC -1 (2.3) ‘ -.10 (2.r) -.05 (0.5)
occuec -.31  (18.3) * -.23° (10,1) -.12  (1.6)
HTC .02 (0.0) -,01 (0.0) N/C N/C
HINC -.08  {1.6) -.20 (9.2) ~-.07 (0.4)
2,
RY = ,125 . .. A
| [ | <
Other ‘ : .
Collgqé* - f - e e - e ST v
Environment - T, ¢ .
] s " a
‘NUMO -.78  (13.1) . ‘ . . -.44 (1.7)
ENRO .40 (4.5) N . .02 (0.0)
TFO - .6%  (10.3) ' - . . .46  (3.8) .
COAO .15  (2.0) -.05 (0.1)
AIDO .10 (1.8) 8 ) ‘.05 {0.4)
ACTO 17 (5.8) .05  (0.4)
0CCupo . ~=.16 (3.0) ® -.05"  (0.3)
HTo .21 (5;7) L . .21 {3.4)
HIN -.09  {1.,5) - =11 (1.,1)
. . .
o % =%129 2 . ’ .
-2 ,’/) -
R ) .159 ¢ 169 .180 .300 »334

R
NOTE: Values are standardized coefficients with P-values given in parehtheses, An FP-value of 1.5
indicates a significance level of .95; an P-value of 1.7 indicates a significance value of .99, The
regressions are based on 346 observations. ’ . . -~

- b . .
The varlabﬁes under the categéry 'ather‘tSTﬂeqe environment” are based on noLselective fnstitutions
that are not community colleges but that are located in-state within 30 miles of the individual,

5

’

Q : . T \ : ’
e . 185 - ‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - N N
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Table C-5

REGRESSIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE

" ATTENDANCE INCLUDING DISTANCE VARIABLES
°L{Socio— Dependent Variable: Dependent Variable:
Economic . Attend Community Attend Community
Background College/Not Attend College/Attend Other
SES .01 (0.1) -.17 (14.7)
SEX -.01 (0.0) ' -.01 (0.0)

v WHITE .07 (2.1) .05 (0.8)
BLACK > 01 (0.1) -.10 (3.7)
High = - ) t ‘
School ‘

Preparation |
CGR - .14 - (12.0) - .0l (0.1)

, HsA .13 (9.2) -.17 " (16.7)
HSG .05 (1.5) N/C N/C
GPA .02 (0.2) -.22 (23.7)

) SAT .04 (0.9) -.09 (2.9)
. ’ e ¢

°  Individual .

.Disposition o . -
* COMM .08 (5.5) .02 (0.2)

© FAM v .04 (1.4) -.Q0 (0.0)
LOCUS - .01 (0.1) .05 (1.5)
WORK ‘ -.01 (0.0) .00 (0.0)
CNCPT -.01  (0.1) -.02 (0.2)
Labor
Market )
Conditions ; -
UNEMP 02 (4.2) ; -.06 (1.0)
WAGE . -.01 (0.0) -.02 (0.1)

Community : '
College J <
Environment -

NUMC - -.27 (0.8) .77 (7.2)

ENRC . .04 (0.1) . .60 (2.9)

TFC .09 (0.2) t.17 (0.7)

COAC -.05 (1.1) T -.14 (5.9)

AIDC N/C N/C .04, . (0.2)

ACTC -.11 (3.7) -.16 (6.6)

= occupc -.04 (2.4) -.11 (2.0)
' Hre ¢ -.02 (0:.8) .12 (€°9)
MINC . N/C N/C .t .02 b.1)

DISTC b R (3.9) -.11 (4.4)

‘ 9 . 187
-~ 179




Table C~5 (continued)

., REGRESSIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ATTENDANCE INCLUDING DISTANCE VARIABLES . v

Dependent Variable:
Attend Community

Dependent Variable:
Attend Communit

% QOther .
/Qollege
/" Environment
NUMO .03 (0.0) .06 (0.1)
ENRO -.07 (0.1) ~-.36 (1.4)
¢ i TFO R -.28 (0.7) -.51 (1.3)
¢ Ccoao .32 (2.8) .56 (3.4)
AIDO -.03 (0.1) .00 (0.0)
ACTO -.02 (0.0) .13 (0.4)
oCCcuUPO -.27 (2.4) -.29 (1.8)
HTO -.25 (2.5) -.27 (1.1)
MINO .00 (0.0) .07 (0.4)
, DISTO .01 (0.0) .04 (0.5)

NOTE: Values are standardized coefficients with F-values

College/Not Attend

College/Attend Other

&

given in parentheses.- An P-value of 1.5 indicates a
significance level of .95;  an F-value of 1.7 indicates a
sighificancé value of .99.  The regressions are based on 346
,Observations, N :
) \ . , .

. N/C means that no value was computed,

»

. The cémmunlty college environment variables are based on
: institutions located in-state and within 30 miles: of the ' y
individuwal. The other college environment ariablles are ?

"based on 1nst1tut1ons located within the state of the
individual. - R
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