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tions of' the findings should be of use to students and parents, tu
those who govern and administkr colleges, to public and private
agencies, and to individuals who provide financial assistance to
college students, to taxpayers, and to those who voluntarily aid in
the support of higher education in this country. These implica-
tions should also deepen the concern of statesmen who see some
of the bases of the doctrine of equality dtf opportunity jeopardized
by the rising costs of attending college.

Those who find the report of value should feel indebted to tilt
students and the faculty coordinators in the 110 cooperating col-
leKes. They, and sometimes the families of students, devoted many
hours to the production of the raw data from which the report was
derived. While Ernest V. Hollis, Director, College and University
Administration Branch, Division of Higher Education, conceived
the' project and islresponsible for the report, almost every profes-
sional and clerical member of the Branch had a hand in conducting
the study. Granville K. Thompson, Specialist for College Business
Management (resigned), perfected the questionnaire and super-
vised the collection and editing of student respows, Robert E.
Wert, Specialist for Fact;hies and Facilities, designed the tabula-
tion plan and supervised the statistical tabulation ;. Professor
James A. Van Zwoll, University of Maryland, Henry M. Bain, Jr.
(part-time staff members), and pr. Fred J. Kelly, formerly As-
sistant Commissioner for Higher Education, Made first drafts of
portions of the text and performed other valuable professional
services in preparing the final typescript for publication.
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Chapter

THE STUDY IN BRIEF

H
OW MUCH does it cosi an undergraduitte student to attend'
college for an academic year? Where does he get the money

for this purpose? The answers depend on many variable factors,
but the governing ones are the habits of the student himself, what
region of the country he lives in, what the family income is, whether
he commutes from home, and whether he attends a public or a
private college. This report presents some composite answers to
these and related questions.

The itemized costs of attending college are commonly grouped
under two headings : educational costs and living costs. This re-
port lists tuition, fees, books, and instructional supplies and equip-
ment as educational costs, and recognizes that no student pays all
that it costs the college to provide him the opportunity to get an
education. It breaks living expenses into 16 categories that in-
clude such major items as clothes, room, board, travel, and recrea-
tion or entertainment. The cost for "formals" is sometimes
greater than for fees. At tax-supported colleges, educational costs
are one-sixth and living costs five-sixths .of the total. The com-
parable figures at private colleges are one-third and two-thirds.

4

WHY THE STUDY WAS UNDERTAKEN

Almost everybody is interested for one reason or another in what
it costs students to attend college. Inquiries come to the Office of

I

AJ

;

e

1



2 COSTS OF ATTENDING wino'

Education from governors, State legislators, congressmen, Federal
executive officers, foundation officials, private donors, and John Q.
Oitizen himSelf. Those who authorize or provide funds for the
capital and _current budgets of colleges express a growing uneasi-
ness over continued increases in the cost of providing higher edu-
cation. And those who pay the bills for students are worried
about spiraling educational and living costh.

Boards of trustees and college administrators are equally con-
cgrned to know where capital and operating funds-arelo be found,but they are even more worried about the prospect of having toraise larger proportios of these funds from students and their
parents in the form of increased tuitien anti) fees, or through profits,(if any) from college auxiliary enterprise operations. They fearthere is a very real danger of "pricing colleges out of the market"for superior students from families. with limited financial re-
sources.

Inquiries that come to the Office Of Education from prospective
college students in low family-income groups express a deep-seated
fear that they may not be able financially to attend any college, let
alone the college of their choice. Farsighted college leaders of pres-tige Institutions share these anxieties and are trying to ameliorate
the situation locally through national and regional scholarships.
They hope these arrangements will bring to the, college a repre-
sentative cross section of qualified American youth and prevent itfrom becoming a center only for especially favored economic seg-ments of the population.

The legion of individuals, philanthropic organizations, govern-mental agencies, and business corporations that provide scholar-ships, loan funds, and other forms of student aid are vitally inter-
ested in helping the individual overcome financial barriers to attend-
ing the college of his choice. Insurance companies, savings andloan associations, banks, and mani other types of financial organiza.tions that encourage families to establish prepayment and 'otherforms of savings accounts for sending Joe or Betty to college have
expressed an interest in data for planning purposes. The extentto which such plans may already be in use is suggited by the con-siderable percentage of student income that now d yes from long-
term savings.

wi*

While not a reason for making the study, the Office of Education
has had, since this project was announced, a steady stream of
correspondence from business oronizations that are interested in
selling college students everything from typewriters to tuxedos.The annual awdliary services budgets spf colleges suggest that ,this

-



MI STUDY IN DM - 3

market 'aggregates nearly $500 million directly, and the spending
pattern of students indicates this market is worth several times as
much to college-town and home-town stores.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The character of the inquiry is shown specifically in the schedule
of information asked of students, which is reproduced as Ap-
pendix A of this report. Sporadic inquiries concerning these mat-
ters have been made from time to time at individual colleges and
universities. A few interinstitutional studies have been under-,
taken. But in the long history of higher education, this bulletin
reports the first comprehensive study of the costs to undergraduates
of attending college and of the sources of student income.

In order to get a noup homogeneous enough to make compari-
sons meaningful, it tas 'necessary to limit the collection of data
to full-time Undergraduate students who were either single or not
living with spouses in 1952-53. In 'order to get a manageable,
statistically random sample within this group, the study was lim-
ited to 15,316 students from 110 colleges that are located it 41
States and the District of Columbia. The method of choosing the
sample of students and of colleges so they would be fairly repre-
sentative is described in some detail in Appendix C of this report.

Appendix C tells how the study was conducted, points out some
of its limitations, and suggests some precautions that should be
observed when examining, interpreting, or applying its factual
findings. It is especiallyfr important to remember that the figures
on student expenditures and sources of income are based, for the
most part, on carefully verified estimates rather than on actual
budget records. Student estimates in most cases were double-
checkedl first by the family and then by the faculty coordinator
whose nime _is shown in Appendix B. The precaution is important,
nevertheless, for otherwise it is easy tot be deeeived by the impres-
sion of absolute accuracy which figures tend to convey.

Also, as explained more fully in Chapter II, the student sample
used was somewhat overweighted in favor of the less expensive
institutions. The average total cost figure used in this report is
probably about $86 under the 195243 average that would have
resulted from a more accurate sample of the Nation's 1,886 colup
leges.

While they are not within the scope of this,study; it 14 reoognized
that factors other than costs have an important bearing on whether
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4 COSTS Of ATTINDONO COLLEGE

or not a youth attends a particular college ,or any college at all.Individual and family motivation, for example, may be as impor-tant as-money in determining whether many qualified high schoolgraduates attend college. The fact that three-fifths of thechildrenof parents in executive and professional occupations attend col-lege, as coinpared with one-fifth of those whose parents are semi-skilled workers may be more than a matter of differences in familyincome.

SOME OF THE FINDINGS

The details on what it cost undergraduate students to attendcollege in 1952-53 and on the sources of their budgeted funds forthis purpose.are reported in the two succeeding chapters. It isfeasible to report here only some of the major findings by com-paring student budgets, by some graphic pictures of major itemsof student income sand expenditure, and by further highlights onsome of the specific major findings.
Appendix B shows the range of average student' budgetsamong the 110 participating colleges was from $676 to $3,101.In other words, it cOst the average student nearly five times asintpch to attend the costlier of these two institutions. It May bemore significant, however, to note that at these colleges the spec-trum of individual student spending ranged from an austereeconomy budget of $200 to a luxury budget of $5,500 for theschool year. While the quality of undergraduate education doesnot necessarily increase with its cost, no discerning student orhis family should choose a college merely because it is inexpensive.The extra cost, if any, of attending an institution that his supe-rior proirams and outstanding instructors can often be repaidfrom additional income earned durink the 4 years following gra-duatiori. It is not necessary to enroll at a nationally knownprestige institution to obtain these advantages.What constitutes economy, average, and luxury student budgetsis a relative matter For instance, a luxury budget at the collegewhere the average budget was $676 might be considered an econ-omy budget at the institution where the average student budgetwas $8,101. For the purposes of this report, an economy budgetis considered to be one that falls within the lowest fourth of thosebeing studied, an average budget one that falls within the middle50 percent; and a luxury budget one that falls within' the upperfourth of all student budgets.

How do students stay hi college on ecoiomy budgets? The an..

e
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COMO, ATTENDING COLLEGE 5

.,;wers are as varied its the persons and ituations involved. Tobegin with, these students do not %follow athletic teatns on out-of-town trips. Snacks, refrphments, formals, and entertainmentgenerally have a small pla-4* their budgets.lrif they are com-muting students,. they walk to college, use a bicycle or comlnonet;rrier, and bring their lunch fr9m home. If they live on campus,they rent the least expensive rooms, eat moderate amounts of theleast expensive foods at the least expensive egtablishments, andthey often economize further by wearing some of their leftovermilitary clothing. On thleducational side they tend to avoidprograms and courses for which they must buy special equipmentor for which the college charges special fees. They often 'dependon the library for textbooks and when they buy them they arealways second- or third-hand. They also stay within their austereeconomy budgets by borrowing typewriters and by not takingvaluable costly educational tours.
Composite pictures of the spending pattern of the averagestudent are presented in some detail later in this section and donot require further.elaboration here.
Figure 5 in the succeeding section and table 1 of chapter IIshow that the range of the means of student budgets was twiceas great for those on economy budgets and those on luxurybudgets as was true for the spending spectrum of the middlehalf of the group. In other words, the most luxurious budget,for example, was nearly four times as large as the least of theplush ones. Without being ostentatious students on luxury budgethwere much more lavish than the average student in spending ondates, formals, commercial entertainment, snacks, drinks, andother forms of self-indulgence. As is shown in figure 4 of thesucceeding section, both men and women on xury budgets spentmore for clothes, recreation, iuition, and rjom and board thaneconomy or average students. Those on plush budgets Alie oftensurprised to find that what they considered normal expendituteswere looked upon as luxuries by financtilly disadvantaged stu-dents. It did not seem ,especially extravagant to them to makecapital expenditure of $56 a month for an automobile, as wellas paying its current operating costs for campus use; for trips,and for Weekend travel to the largest nearby city. 11141 receiveze,cameras, And TV sets, like automobiles, were considered normalexpenditurps by colleke students on luxury budgets.This summary on major lindings now turns to 11 graphs whichpresent and comment on student spending and on the sources oftheir budieted funds. These graphs are based on tables inchapters II and III:
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6

Figure .4 isolates from total expenditwes the four largest
expense items, and shows the mean txpenditure for each
item by students from families having incomes of the
amounts indicated on the base line of the figure.

Difirrences between the patterns of spending by men
and women stand out clearly. While the tuition anti
kes of women from low-income families were lower than
those of men:the lines cross as families reach aboutwow of income per year. When the highest famil)-
income groupittereached, the women wtre found in high
tuition institutions to a far greater extent than the men.

Almost the same shift is mu-en in the "amounts spent
for hoard and rooin. ,Tliese charges were higher in insti-
tutions where tuition was higher.

Only for recreation were the men's expenditilres
greater than women's among students from all family-
income groups: That is to be expeted. For clothing,
women spent more than men. That, also, is to be ex-
pected. The extent of difference, however, may he a
little surprising.
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Figure 6 highlights the fact that tua on and ftes account
for the primary difference in costs f attending private
and public colleges. It breaks 1952-53 mean current
expenditures into several components, and shows them
separately for public and for private institutions. While
expenditures at.private colleges were larger than at pub-

colleges in all categories, except books, the difference
is pronounced for tuition and fees. The average tuition
and fees at public institutions in 1952-53 appropriated
$225, while at private institutions it was $550.
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Figure 7 shows a breakdown of average current expenditires in195243 by college classes. The differences were mot striking.The expenditures increased from freshman to junior class; de-creased slightly from junior to senior class.
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Figure 8 ,comparei the average income of students, that is, the
estimated amounts they had io spend, with the amounts. they
actually spent. 1:hre items for 195243 art! shown lox: men and
wcomen separately. .

It will be noted that out of budgets averaging approximately
$1,550 for men, and $1,325 for wo en, the students had balances
at the end of the year of 5 and $50 respectively. Many
students, of course, overspent their budgets, but persons wh
tend to suspect irrespoionlility in youth may be pleasantly sur-
prised to find that, ei the ember, coney studenti do as well as
the average adult in keeping their balgets balanced.

lusis

st

Total
lam

Teta
!I Wad.

4.

r
' 1 )ft

4..ist

40

. efl
4=1-1-t 1 0; Si

- -

AIM

a-

4

r
$ t ifrj 1 1.

;

z'

..---_?!

.?

.

to

$

11111111M

i I .

aid



.1
4

20

A

P
er

ce
nt

40
60

80
10

0

ob
i" A or

*
ea

 Ø
*c

m
* e

ai
r 

S 
a

aa
00

.1
O

*
,s

,
lo

11
I 0*

 o
i

ow
..

m
et

e*
al

to
e 

a
W

O
 *

4,
00

.
O

A
 I

lk
a

64
1.

0_
04

00
w

e.
.

L
IP

A
SS

ad
o

ea
 4

a 
a'

00
,4

0
a 

a
so

,

is
po

na
ss

e 
of

se
ve

n
as

*
se

em
s 

of
 w

ad
es

*
im

am
.

tir
r,

IL
.

.1
q

L
ir

ib
r.

r

4
1
 
4
1
 
4
0

4
1

4
1

4
1

1
0
 
4
0

4
0

4
0
 
4
,

4
0

4
0

4
1

O
b

4
0
 
4
1

0
 
4
1

4
1

4
1
1 4
1
 
.
1
 
a
.

.

ih
oi

sd
ve



Fi
gu

re
 9

in
di

ca
te

s 
by

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 th

e
so

ur
ce

s
of

st
ud

es
t i

nc
om

e.
 T

he
tw

o 
m

aj
or

so
ur

ce
s

w
er

e
fa

m
ily

ai
d,

 4
1

pe
rc

en
t, 

an
d 

st
ud

en
t's

ow
n

ea
rn

in
gs

,
24

pe
rm

it,
T

og
et

h.
er

th
es

e
ac

co
un

te
d

fo
r 

67
pe

rc
en

t o
f

st
ud

en
t i

nc
om

e.
T

ru
st

fu
nd

s 
an

d
ot

he
r 

fo
rm

s
of

lo
nt

te
rm

sa
vi

ng
s

ac
co

un
te

d
fu

r
an

ad
di

tio
na

l
20

pe
rc

en
t.

T
hi

s 
le

av
es

13
pe

rc
en

t *
to

co
m

e
fr

om
 a

il
ot

he
r

so
ur

ce
s:

 a
bo

ut
 5

pr
ec

ut
 f

ro
m

 s
ch

ol
ar

sh
ip

s,
5

pe
rc

en
t

fr
om

ve
te

ra
ns

/
an

d
vo

ca
tio

na
l

xe
ha

bi
lit

at
io

n
pr

og
ra

m
s,

1
pe

rc
en

t f
ro

m
 lo

an
s,

an
d,

2
pe

rc
en

t f
ro

m
m

is
ce

lla
ne

ou
s

so
ur

ce
s;

It
 s

ho
ul

d
be

 n
ot

ed
th

at
w

hi
le

 th
e

fa
m

ily
co

nt
ri

bu
tio

n
w

as
th

e
m

aj
or

's
ou

rc
e

of
in

co
m

e,
lo

ng
st

er
m

.s
av

in
p

w
er

e
al

so
an

im
po

rt
an

t f
ac

to
r 

in
pr

ov
i6

14
1

fo
r

co
lle

ge
ex

pe
ns

es
:

It
 is

si
gn

if
ic

an
t,

to
o,

th
at

st
ud

en
t

ea
rn

in
p

co
nt

ri
bu

te
d

m
or

e
th

an
 f

iv
e

tim
es

as
m

uc
h

as
sc

ho
la

rs
hi

ps
to

,th
e

av
er

ag
e

st
ud

en
t's

bu
dg

et
.

o

.

r.
"

1

-

S
.

S
.



!I
;

40
1.

oi
l'

.4

V

N
eg

ro
I S

.
A

ut
om

at
 o

f
so

lls
di

re
ill

p
w

ird
la

 N
ew

O
a 

es
fa

m
id

y
al

le
ar

el
le

d
by

po
ss

es
ta

rs

P
or

te
d

of
S

tin
ts

10
0

so 0
P

M
.

fli
er

$2
11

0-
$W

$1
,0

00
St

in
ts

S
el

is
le

rs
hi

ps
$2

00
M

I
91

9
11

1p
S

iz
e 

of
S

ch
ol

ar
sh

ip

F
am

ily
 In

co
m

e

$1
1,

00
0

&
U

p

$5
,0

00
10

,M

M
ar

$5
,0

00

10

4.

4C
11

14
14

1
11

1.

0:
:::

::
to

40
:4

1.
:,:

,,1
..

a:
: 15

.9
.,

.
sa

. *s
o*

.
s0

.
.4

e°
41

e4
07

0!
q

"
di

41
.4

0.
4i

.o
.o

.d
ed

o
-

2
I.

_

ra

0.
!:

r,
,,,

...
.4

,..
;:,

;: 
,ti

..*
1,

;.
...

.
:'.

.

IN
L

,..
.

.
..'

.
iil

,
'

Is
:

''
.

...
.1

.1
.

1

,..
...

,,,
,..

.,.
.,.

.0
...

.f

20
..

4,
. ,..

...
ey!I

C
" 

.0
'

1.
.

.
.

1

's .

, Io
u,

t1
;7

1,
...

.

re
it.

1,
0s

:,-

? V
' c

'..
..

1,
-1

.

ki
r.

.. 
!,

 N
o

;,.
...

., 
,t-

..
..,

**
.

L
IE

a

I

3%
4

Im
m

oo
,

so



Fi
gu

re
10

 s
ho

w
s 

th
e

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p'

s
be

tw
ee

n
sc

ho
la

rs
hi

ps
he

ld
 a

nd
 1

95
20

43
 in

co
m

e 
of

 U
m

ia
ks

fr
om

w
hi

ch
 s

tu
de

nt
s

cp
m

e.
T

he
 b

ar
 to

til
l)

le
ft

sh
ow

s 
th

at
of

14
,0

66
st

ud
en

ts
ri

po
rt

in
g 

54
.9

pe
rc

en
t

ca
m

e
fr

om
sa

id
lim

ss
w

ith
an

nu
al

 in
co

m
e 

un
de

r
$5

,0
00

;
35

.4
pe

rc
en

t
fr

om
 f

am
ili

es
 w

ith
 in

io
m

e
be

tw
ee

n
$5

,0
00

$1
0,

99
9;

 a
nd

11
3.

7
pe

rc
en

t
fr

om
 f

am
ili

es
 w

ith
 in

co
m

e 
of

$1
1,

00
0

or
 m

or
e.

T
he

; s
ec

on
d 

ba
r

sh
ow

s 
th

e
fa

m
ily

 in
co

m
e 

's
ta

tu
s-

 o
f

th
is

11
,(

56
st

ud
en

ts
(8

3.
6

'p
er

ce
nt

of
 a

ll 
st

ud
en

ts
re

po
rt

in
g)

w
ho

di
d

no
s 

re
ce

iv
e

A
ny

sc
ho

la
rs

hi
p

ai
d.

r*
.

lit
e

fo
ur

 'o
th

er
 b

ar
s

sh
ow

 th
e 

di
st

ri
bu

tio
n

of
 th

e
sc

ho
la

rs
hi

ps
si

m
on

g
2,

31
0 

st
ud

en
ts

, 1
6.

4
pe

rc
en

t
3

of
 a

ll
du

ke
*,

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 th
e 

si
se

of
.th

e
st

ip
en

d.
O

f 
th

e
si

ho
la

rs
hi

ps
of

 u
nd

er
$2

00
va

lu
e,

67
.3

pe
r-

3
ce

nt
 w

an
t t

o 
th

e 
st

ud
en

ts
 f

ro
m

 th
e

lo
w

es
t f

am
ily

-i
nc

om
e

gr
ou

p.
A

s 
th

e
sc

hp
im

bi
p 

st
ip

en
ds

in
cr

ea
se

d,
th

ey
te

nd
ed

to
p

so
m

ew
ha

t
m

or
e

of
te

n
to

st
ud

en
ts

 f
ro

m
 f

un
ili

ei
s

in
 th

e
*h

er
 f

am
ily

-i
nc

om
e

gr
ou

ps
.

T
hi

s
m

ay
be

 d
ue

to
th

e 
fa

ct
th

A
t

in
st

itu
tio

ns
 w

hi
ch

, b
ec

au
se

 o
f

hi
gh

er
co

st
s,

ha
ve

 f
ew

er
st

u-
de

nt
s 

fr
om

lo
w

-i
nc

om
e 

fa
m

ili
es

te
nd

to
gr

an
t s

ch
ol

ar
sh

ip
s

w
ith

hi
gh

er
 s

tip
en

ds
.

A
t

an
y

ra
te

,'
st

ud
en

ts
fr

om
fa

m
ili

es
in

 th
e

$5
,0

00
-4

10
,9

99
 b

ra
ck

et
 r

ec
ei

ve
d

40
.6

pe
rc

en
t

of
 th

e
sc

ho
la

rs
hi

ps
va

lu
ed

at
$1

,0
00

 a
nd

up
,

ev
en

 th
ou

gh
 th

ey
co

ns
tit

ut
ed

on
ly

35
.8

pe
rc

en
t

of
 a

ll 
st

ud
en

ts
.

14
,

;

.
.

-

-

"

41 12



24 COSTS Of ATTINDINS COLUMN

Family Mau ribssulds Mars)
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Figure 11 shows average amounts contributed to students by
parents from families of varying incomes. If family income
approximated $2,000, parents contributed around $400 toward
the expenses of a son or daughter in colter. if the income was
$15,000, the contribution was around $1,400, approximately the
average total expenditure of a student It will be noted that the
average family in the lowest family-inconn groip devoted about
a fifth of its income to its child in college, while the average fain-
ily in higher income groups used less than a tenth of its income
for this purpose.
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TM. STUDY IN NM

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE STUDY

The findings brought out in the foregoing graphs are supple-
mented, and certain conclusions and interpretations added in the
numbered, summarizing paragraphs of this section of the report.

What students spend for a year in college is largely governed
by two clusters of more or less independent social and economic
forces. The matrbc of one is in the mores and economics of the
home and community in which the student formed his spending
habits. The second has its matrix in campus traditioris and usages
sanctioned by college officials, but largely controlled by student
groups. A:student feels distinct pressure to observe these campus
finAncial folkways if he is to be accepted by his close associates.

Accordingly, many of the motivations and usages which affect
student spending significantly are solcial rather than academic in
nature. The student and his family have primary responsibilityfor the amount and character of most of his expenditures, and
they can influence such spending through conditioning tke student
socially in his formative years, and through the choice of the col-
lege he attends. This, of course, does not free those who govern
and administer a college from responsibility for continuous study
and regulation of practices of academic and campus life that deter-
inine costs for the average student. Attendance at any college is
almost certain to modify the pattern of spending to which a stu-
dent has been accustomed in precollege years, but whether he lives
at a given college on an economy, average, or luxury budget is
largely determined by f I ly income and personal habits and
ideals.

The following statements summarize and highlight findings on
the pattern of student spending:

1. It was the cost of living at college rather than educatiopal
costs that made it so difficult for low-income fasiiiilies to finaike
attendsnce of a son or daughter at most colleges. . Living costs
consumed five-sixths of the average budget of students 'who at-
tencksd public colleges, and two-thirds of the budget of those who
attended private institutions.

2. While the living costs of students who attended private col-
lege; were consistently higher on each item of expenditure, tuition
abd related educational costs were the primary cause of higher
student btutgets at these institutions. The mem of current ex-
pewlituree for both purposes at private colleges in 1952-63 was
$1,674, and at public colleges was $1,120, but tOtion and fees con-,

;
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COSTS CO ATTlieliN0 CaLLIGI

stituted one-third of student budgets at the former and less thai:
ones-sixth at the latter type of institution.

3. More than hill of the students who participated in the stud
spent money during the year for items that had more than 1 year's
use and, therefore, were classified as capital rather than currenk
expenditures. These expenditures covered such educational itents
as typewriters, slide rules, scientific or, musical instruments, and
such other items as cameras, hi-fl sets, and automobiles. Such ex-
penditures aver 1411163 per student and increasd mean current
budgets 10 to 16 percent.

4. Mean total and mean current expenditures of single full-time
undergraduate students attending private institutions were highest
in junior colleges, lowest in 4-year liberal arts collegm with pri-
vate universities in between. in public colleges, the comparable
figures on student spending show technological institutions high-
est, junior colleges lowest, and publie'-universities in betWeen

5. While on an average women spent less than men for attend-
ance at college, f ilies and relatives provided a larger proportion
of their budgets. This may account for the widely held belief
that it costs more to send a girl than a boy to college. Women from
high income families, however, did spend more at college than men
from the same family income bracket.

6. .The pattern of spending of men and women differed signifi-
cantly on only four items: clothes, recreation, room and board, and
tuition and fees. Except for tuition and fees, the pattern of spend-
ing of students attending private and public colleges did not differ
greatly.

7. Both the mean total and mean current expenditure per stu-
dent were highest in the New England region, followed in a descend-
ing order by the North Central, Western, and Southern regions.

8. The student spending least in 195243 had a budget of $200
for the school year, and the one spending most had a budget of
0,500. The spending of the middle half of the students, however,
ranged between $815 and $1,708. Luxury budgets at most insti-
tutions required three to four times as much money as economy
budgets. And while students who lived in their parent's homes
tended to have smaller cash budgets, when their unbudgeted ex-
penditures were added, the financial advantage of living at home
while attending cane was questionable.

While the analysis of sources of student income did not reveal
a master plan for raising budgets, it did pinpoint the relative

t.i
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Importance of the 14 majo sources studied. It indicated that stu-
dents relied mainly on parents, other relatives, and themselves for
their college income. The amount the family contributed was
closely related to family income and number of additional children
in the family. The pattern of income sources did not vary, though
amounts coming from each did, appreciabl> for students attending
public as contrasted to those attending private colleges.

Continuing the highlight summarization, and considering fur-ther the source of funds used by students in financing their college
xpenses we find that:

9. Budgets of the 15 316 participating students in 1952-63
ranged from low budgets o 2004815, and average budgets of
K1541,708, to high budgets of $1,70845,500. (The money re-
quired for a year in college doubled between the school years
1939-1940 and 1956-57.)

10. Parents and relatives, together, provided from current funds
two-Wths of the budgeted income of students. Another one-fifthof it was provided from savings, probably arranged mostly byparents and grandparents.

11. Students financed over one-fourth of their budgets from
money they earned during the summer and the school year. Two-thirds of the men worked during the school year, earning an average
of $486; half of the women were also employed earning an average
of $26-5 per year.

12. Scholarships, veterans' benefits, loans, gifts, and miscel-laneous sources together accounted for only 13.2 percent of stu-dent budgets.
13. Men spent more than women in attending college Usuallythe extra money came from their own earnings and from loans.

Women earned less and borrowed less than men in getting fundsfor college.

14. While a larger proportion of men than of women had trustfunds, savings accounts, and other forms of long-term savingson which they could draw, the mean amount per student that
women received from the,* sources was greater than for men.

15. Even though scholarships provided slightly less than 5percent of the total income of all students, they made a significantcontribution to the income of the 21 percent of the students whoreceived. scholarships. In proportion to their numbers, womenreceived more scholarships than men, but the mean size of awardsto men was larger.

."4



COSTS OF ATTINOINO COLLIOI

16. While the size of undergraduate scholarship awards reportedranged from a few dollars to $4,800, the median of those controlledby colleges was only $218, and by outside agencies was $268.Freshmen received more sch4olarships but smaller awards thansophomores, juniors, or seniors. Students from low-income fami-lies, who 'tended to enroll in low-cost colleges, received smallerscholarships than students from high family-income groups.
17. Students attending private colleges received more scholar-ships and larger awards than did those attending public colleges,but the awards in private colleges did not equal the tuition andfees of those who received them. Neither were the awards largeenough to equal the differential between tuition and fees chargedstudents at private and at public colleges.
18. Students as a group raised only 1.5 percent of their budgetsthrough loans from the college, from. individuals, and from organ-ized loan fund sources. Nine percent of men and 5 percent ofwomen undergraduates secured some portion of their budgetsfrom loans.

, It should be kept in mind that the findings and conclusions ofthis study are based on the data provided by a sampling of full-time, single, undergraduate college students. There is need foran additional study of college costs to undergraduates who aremarried and, living with spouses, and of costs to part-time under-graduate students. There is also need for studies of student costsfor attending graduate and professional schools, similar to thoserecently completed for dental students.l There is, moreover, aneed to determine trends in student costs at all levels by repeatingat intervals improved versions of thisstudy and of those proposed.

TRENDS IN COSTS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE

Costs of attending college in 1957 are, of course, higher than thefigures reported here. The best available measures for estimatingthe increase are the widely used Cost-of-LiAng index of the Bureauof Labor Statistics and the United States (*Education study,"Trends in Tuition Charges and Fewer (see Bibliography.) Thbsestudies indicate that during the pedod 1944q the cost of livingindex for items important to student living toots in . s 5 per.cent, and that the increase in tuition am' fees averaged -1 percent1=rimow
4Paten, Walter J. end A uociabs.. How Students Finance Their Dental Education, Chicago AmerieanDental Amociation. 1956. 86 p.
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TIN STUDY IN MINI

in public and private colleges. When these factors are applied tothe mean current expenditures per student, the 1957 cost of attend-ing the average college exceeds the 1952-58 cost by approxi-mately $200.
The estimated correct total et capital and current expendituresper public college student for 1957 would thus be $1,493 as com-pared to $1,293 in 1952-53. The corresponding figures in privatecolleges would be $2,047 compared to $1,847.Those who have a professional interest in studying student ex-penditures for attending college would also be interested in know-ing the trend of these costs over a decade or more. By using thecost-of-living and tuition factors employed in making the 1957projections, it is possible to estimate relative costs for someprecedingryeAr. The year 1940 is used here because it is coniid-ered the most "normal" year between the depression of the 1930'sand the present.
In January 1940, the Bureau of Labor Statistici Cost-of-Living Index stood at 59.5, and at the beginning of 1957 it stoodat 117.8. In other words, the cost of living nearly doubled in thisperiod. Actually it more than doubled in the items of food,clothing, shelter, and travel, all of which loom large in studentbudgets. For the same period, the Office of Education studypreviously cited shows tuition and fees increased 89 percent inpublic colleges and 83 percent in private colleges.

Bicause both educational and living costs for 'students havenearly doubled since 1940, it is substantially correct to place 1940costs af one-half the 1957 projection of student expendituresshown above. This would, place the corrected combined capitaland current student exprnditure in 1940 at $747 in public col-leges and $1,023 in private colleges. Confidence in the 1940current expenditure figure for public colleges is increased by thefindings- of the Indiana Vniviirsity studies listed in the Bibliog-ra"phy. These studies show an average current cost per studentin 1940 of,$673 and a 1952 cost of $1,446.

a

.

,

4

dif

29



Chapter II

STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR ATTENDING
COLLEGE

IN. CHAPTERS II AND III will be found not only the tablesI upon which the figures or charts In Chapter I are based, butadditional tables and fuller interpretatIons than are provided bythe brief conm4.nte and the graphic Presentation of ,Chapter I.How much does the average undergraduate spend for a year`in college? One given to sarcasm is likely to reply, "All themoney he has, plus all he can beg or borrow." Composite picturesof the expenditures of over 15,000 itudents reported here do notsubstantiate such a pessimistic view of college youth.
. The 195243 budget of the average male student shows he spent$85 less than his budgeted iname, and that the average female'student spent $51 less than hers./ For the average man thisfigure was the difference between an estimated fume of $1,447and an estimated mean total expealiture of $1,462. The corn-,spondple figures for women ma* $1,324 and $1,273.1 For thosewhb want a Isinitk average lime for all Auden* It may benoted that the exam of income over the mean total expenditurewas $74 or 4.8 percent of the .1,388 mea, total student budget.The smite of students on which the fortgoing figures were

was
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32 COSTS Of ATTINDINO COLLIN

based, as is explained in Appendix C, over-represents certain
groups in the college population, and under-represents others.
This is documented for each type of college in Table - H of Ap-
pendix C and is further explained there. If one multiplies the
mean student expenditure for each type of institution (Table 3)
by the proportion of the t?tal college population attending that
type of institution, (Tabli II, Appendix C) he will arrive at a
mean per stpdent expenditure figure that is more representative
of the Nation as a whole. The mean tota I current expenditure
thus obtained is $1,$85, instead of the $1,800 figure Used through-
out this report. One should, therefore, keep in mind the likeli-
hood that nationwide mean expenditure and income figures used
in this report have been consistently underestimated, because of
the imperfection of the sample of students used.

CAPITAL, CURRENT, AND TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Students were asked ti list capital efiZnditures apart ironi
specified categories of current expenditures.2 This permitted the
exclusion from normal costs of attending college such extraneous
capital purchases as kutomobiles and engagethent rings. Accord-
ingly, most tables in This report that show costs of attending col-
lege are based on current expenditures alone. Nevertheless, since
the means total expenditure per student was $1,888 and the mean
current expenditure was $1,300, in order to get a true picture of
the money parents and others provided the average studeAt, one
should add approximately 7 percent to each figure in tables based
on current expenditures alone. This precaution should be held
in mind in examining all current expenditure tables.

More than half (55,4 percent) of the students listed capital
expenditures, and those who made such purchases had a mean ex-
penditure of $163, which is 11.7 percent of theii. total expendi-

Aures. Appendix B shows the number of students involved, and
the current and total .expenditures per student by colleges and by
States. \

Capital expenditures by students ran the gamut of items young
mezi and wmen purchase whether they are at home, are gainfully
employed, or are attending college. There was a prepondeiance
of educational lids that might bi expected to tremain In use
throughout a college career and, perhaps, late'. These included
typewriters, calculating machines, slide rules scientific and Musk-
agiggaim. yaw.
/see item 33, APPendiz A.
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cal instruments, and individual art and physical education equip-rnent. Many students_ listed among their capital expendituressuch Item as radio and TV sets, Hi-fi's, recorders, cameras, Jew-elry, and automobiles. One student bought an airplane for per-sonal use!

dpIN

COMPARISONS OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY SEX

Women from all family income groups except, those in the115,000-and-up" bracket silent lees than, men. Their averagewas41,240 compared with $1,887 for meq. The foregoing state-ment does- not necessarily mean, however, that in the same collegemen spent more than women, A larger proportion of women thanof men attended low-cost Oublic and private colleges. Table 1shows that women constituted only 88.7 percent of all students.They represented, however, 44.4 percent of all students fromthe "under-$8,000" family-income group.

WON 1.--Sme rows and evoreget in Wel current expenditvree per student, 195243
Oai*.oI

1 ..
stu

Percent
of all

students

Total
range al

evenditures

3
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rings of

expenditures
Median Mein,

.........___.
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1 2
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Ifonvetersa
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1,087- 1,615 1,8N 1,44f...........".......a.rmas.....momor...................4

lama only are ineluld in the veteran.' status grouping. Then were only nine female IIMOSINI.

THE MEAN VERSUS THE MEDIAN

Figures in *the first line of Table 1 provide some additional in-,formation on the *tern of studentspending. The mean total ofcurrent %erienditures per stuaent for the 16,287 students wasexactly $11110b while the median of these expenditures, whichwas not to much &Ceded by a small number .of heavy ivpnders,was $1,219. The range of expeaditure figures it coltinms411 and 4of the first line of Table !, on Which the averages wore based, was

--7-1,-.7,-.

!' 4

.$

. a

,

a. . hi.P

sapbotaoro

..........

.... ......___ _._.

9

,

I.

,f'

STUOINT

,

all. $11111146,1169

29.5 2081.5.500
- - CI r03--- I:tot.

18.5 200- 3.000
61.3 200- 5,000. 38.7 200- 5,500
64.8 MO- 6,000
6.5 200- 5,000



COMM OP MINDING MINN

.$200-$6,500 per student, and the range of the middle 50 percentwas frail $815 to $1,708. This shows clearly that averages aregreatly influenced by the wide range of the upper quarter ofspenders. Moreover, one should always keep in mind that therange of individual spending in a givew college was frequentlygreater than the range of Institutional averages.
The median and mean data in Table 1 indicate that freshmenspend less, ilbut the range of spending of the middle half of theelass is greathr, than for sophomores, juniors, or seniors. Andwhile the highest mean spending is done by the junior class, itsinter-quartile range 1(middle half) of spending is not as hi0i asthat of the senior class.

CURRENT EXPENDITURES BY &MONS AND FIELDS

While studies on the migi;atio6 of college students 'holy that80 pfrcent attend college in the State where their parents reside,it is nonetheless important to know something of the variation incosta of attending college in different sections of the country.appendix Wallows these variations State by tate with a summaryby regions, but the theagermes of the national sample precludedmaking alId comparisons among the States.
Table 2 records regional variations in current expenditures perstudeit in eight major fields of study. The last line of figures incolumns 8-12 of table 2 shows the mean upenditure for theNatio,' per student and the regional variations from ft. Thehighest per student mean expeiditure ($1,676)/was in the North-east, where private colleges predominate, and the lowist ($1,164)was in the South, where public colbires predpminate, and wherethe sample ipcluded 18 low-cost colkwes attended predominantlyby Negrow.
It should not &I) inferred, however, that this difference was dueentirely to the fact that publicly supported colleges are less expen-sive for, the student. Differences In cost of living and, in somecases, the quality of education offend were also important fac-Ors in determining regional virfation in studiet spending.While significant v&rlatlon In reidolial speeding bY 'Wantsemerge.d When Up data were analyzed by Adds of stWy, theTaoism.tiona were due more (Can to types of inditatkm

geographic regions. For instance, In education
ties (the two dab of study in bawl) 2 showing tki greatea national and rftional variance) Mamas in studeni spendingwere
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A

Table 11.-.Vorkpihm by *ad end regime In goes *I otteadlate **Nagy9111143
Percentage distribution of 15,231 students, by field of study, total tied teem,

and mean expenditure for each group

cent
Fields stu,

4

Apiculture 2.9
Biological lkien 3.4
Education 19.0
Engineering 9.2

andaidArts
Sciences_ 7.1

ilussaudtise 14.0
tiaienees__ 3.7Saws a

-Other 1TsL IWO

Percent at student sample, by
region

Total

a

4.2
"4 4.0
22.5
10.1

.
13.3
4.8

27.3
6.5

Figures in this column anscaterred ia 1961-62. Camhown in °simian 11: indicate the vowel

N. E. N. C.

011

.1w

Mean total current
student, by*egion

Total N. E. N. C.

19

1.5 3.3 5.6 5.6 41,159 111,363 11,9464.8 2.7 .4.9 2.7 11,308 1,581 1,31714.2 20.6 27.8 23.0 1,039 1,270 1,14812.7 .12.4 9.0 10.6 1,315 1,503 1,331
4.4 9.7 .24 5.9 1,292 1,564 1,277112.8 14.1 9.9 IL& 1,577 2,099 1,4065.4 4.4 3.3 3.7 1,207 1,576 1,30228.2 22.9 96.8 a.8 1,404 1,682 1,21180.2 9.9 4,6 1,230 1.686 1,090MA M.* 310.0 WII:O-411.800 11.4179 $1,ass

of 131,924 earned bachelor's and Int prat .- I deemsearned is each field with the at enrollmentsot the student sampl analysed in table.

Is

11 12

$1,046 11,290
1,216 1,088

974 1,033
1,341 1,136

1,273 1,103
1,244 1,146
11.190 1,031

" 1,424
rum.177 1,049

SIAN ODIN

due largely to the* fact that most students majoring in educationwere enrolled in public and lowecost private institutions and *moststudents majoring in the humanities were enrolled in high-costprivate and epublic colleges. Said another way, the difference inexpenditure per student between education and the humanitieswas minor within a rivet; Institution, say Fordham University orthe State University of Iowa. For these reasons one should notsay it costs a.student $1,577 a year to study in the field of humaniftties, but only $1,059 a year to study in the field of education. .
An equally Important precaution to be observed When,interpret-ing data in table 2 Is to avoid the assumption that because a givenfield oestudy oast the student more In one of the four regionsthan another this necessarily Indicates that a superior ivality ofinstruction was being provided there. Very few people'would as-sume that Offerings In agrieulthre, for example, In the Northeastwere superior to programa- offered in the North Centtal Statesmerely because students spent more attending these colleges in theNortheast. Too large a Proportion of student costs sre dmined by 41fferreices in tuition and mitandards of MI* to.a Iron A

ta In _columns 24 of table 2 were introduced to estabasitof the student sample when analyzed by tbeColumns 2 and 3 ahqw the sample to be adequate for nitheacouti.
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parisons, and columns 4-7 indicate its relative adoquacy in eachregion. From column 4, for exaMple, it may be noted that, theNortheast is under-represented in the field of agriculture and
over-represented in the humanities. The general adequacy of the

,1 student sample by regions and by types of colleges iè shown inmore detail in Table II, Appendix C, where it is compared withall undergraduates of 1951-52.
tit

CURRENT EXPENDITURE BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Where a student lives at college is generally accepted as a majorfactor in determining what it costs him to attend college. There-.fore, students were asked to state their place of college residence(Item 11 of Appendix A) so that total current costs could betabulated against place of residence at the major tiw of publicand private colleted. The findinis are presented ill Table 3.These findings, along with data from individual institutions,indicate that there may be some truth in the assertion that titcost of high living rather thar. the high
out of reach of their normal

ost of living is leading')some colleges to price themselves
constituency. Such colleges are losing efr reputation for "plainliving and high thinking." At any rate, the wide variations inliving costs on different campuses of similar prestige and programare hard to explain on any other basis.

The traditional way college officials have reacted to theseproblems of economic differences among students has been to as-sist the able Out financially disadvantaged lower quarter of theclientele to meet educational costs through scholarships and loans,and to help with living costs through work opportunities and sub-. sistence-level housing. At the same time they hive allowed thefinancially advantaged upper segmqnt of the clientele enough'ofa more expensive environment to be in keeping with the standardsof Living to which they: were accustomed at home. It is this lat-ter provision which may call for the most searching review.Many thoughtful people believe publicly supported collegesshould be as free as pqblic highaischools are of tuition, fees, andother educational costs that are charged to the student Theybelieve, moreover, that such a "people's coilege", embracing at,. least the 13th and 14th *grades, should be within 4commut1ng dis-. taws for essentially all high school graduates. Some advocate;
. of the community college as the instrument to equalse highereducatimud opportunity appear to assume that the exposes of'

MP, A
.4PVt=

. e
PI

.

.

'111

. '

". `f -%'.
7

:-. " ..
1:-..,b, ,,,, - . . 4 ,,,c' . - ,.t.,.. ' f ..4e- Yg-- . : .°: kr2t,..,et--.--.,.-t.....

..

_ I
Irk7k

It;

a

ot IP



r wprrr rPF 
1111141111 

T
ab

le
 L

ar
ba

lo
ol

t 
el

m
s,

* 
oi

sp
os

m
ill

Io
to

 to
ol

s 
of

 ot
od

oo
ts

,#
)9

12
43

4 
by

 c
ow

er
ed

 s
od

 ty
po

 o
f 

lo
st

ft
vt

io
st

 s
od

 b
y 

ty
po

 o
f 

ro
al

ito
oc

o 
41

11
11

10
=

11
11

11
11

10
...

11
11

11
11

11
1.

1.
11

.M
11

11
11

11
.1

11
11

11
11

11
11

11
11

11
10

01
11

11
11

00
11

.1
11

10
11

.1
10

11
.1

e 

A
m

ila
w

ill
ft

lI
M

II
IN

N
IM

m
op

II
M

M
11

40
11

.1
~1

11
11

11
11

10
11

11
11

11
11

11
11

11
11

11
=

11
10

11
1.

1.
11

11
1M

W
 

.. 

' 

T
yp

os
 o

f 
is

se
ltu

til
ea

. b
y 

ve
st

ed
 

, 

T
ot

al
 

nu
m

be
r 

of
 

et
ud

se
ite

 

M
es

a 
to

ta
l 

cu
rr

en
t 

ot
po

nd
i-

 
tu

re
 

Pa
re

nt
s'

 h
om

e 
O

th
er

 
pr

iv
at

e 
ho

m
es

 
C

oi
le

go
-o

pe
ra

 
do

rm
ito

ry
 

- 

C
l
u
b
,
 f

ra
te

rn
ity

. 
or

 s
or

or
ity

 h
ow

l. 
O

th
er

 
Pe

rc
en

t 
M

es
a 

P
er

ce
nt

 
41

11
11

1.
11

11
10

* N
. 41

10
11

.1
.1

1M
.1

4.
11

10
11

01
01

.M
.W

 

4 
. 

M
ea

n 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
 

, 
m

ea
n 

Pe
rc

en
t 

M
ea

n 
P

er
so

n 
t 

M
ea

n 
I 

$ 
4 

6 
7 

S 
II

 
I 

II
 

11
1 

13
 

V
O

W
 N

ab
s *

sl
ab

 
. 

. 
. 

V
 

oo
st

ro
lli

od
 

i 
- -

 
- -

 - 
--

--
--

--
 - -

 --
 . --

- 
0 

--
--

- 
O

.. 
V

P 

40
 

gi
 

, 

...
...

.. 
--

--
--

 O*
41

11
.g

o.
.. 

. 
. 

-,
 

-3
. 

11
-4

10
M

ig
er

 ii
t 

- 
...

a.
..-

. 
' 

'7
"w

 
. .

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
.. 

Im
am

 
...

.. 
- 

a A
SS

 
1.

12
0 

1 
92

11
1i

 
1,

28
3 

1,
02

2 
96

1 
8
6
8
 

1.
67

4 
1.

75
4 

1,
53

2 
1,

42
2 

1.
76

2 

V
 .i

 
25

.1
 

17
.3

 
4.

9 
3
5
.
5
 

22
.3

 
3
6
.
4
 

3
0
.
7
 

40
.4

 
57

.1
 

18
.8

 
2
6
.
7
 

, 

it 
A

M
 

78
9 

81
2 

71
7 

94
8 

72
$ 

- 
70

0 
1.

26
2 

1,
45

2 
1,

33
3 

98
1 

1,
20

9 

11
 .1

 
13

.8
 

13
.8

 
19

.4
 

2
3
.
2
 

1
2
.
6
 

10
.5

 
8.

0 
9.

1 
10

.0
 

5.
 0

 
2.

1 

11
 A

SS
 

1.
24

7 
1.

35
6 

1.
19

4 
1 

, 
N

O
 

1.
01

16
 

1.
06

11
 

1.
62

5 
2,

02
0 

1.
86

8 
1.

27
0 

1,
30

6 

lic
s 

49
.2

 
4
6
.
2
 

61
.7

 
27

.8
 

6
2
.
4
 

30
.2

 
63

.0
 

39
.4

 
24

.6
 

66
.0

 
70

.7
 

gt
 M

S 
1.

11
3 

1
.
2
9
7
 

1.
33

1 
92

2 
99

3 
1.

11
3 

1.
09

7 
1,

90
7 

1,
71

4 
1.

65
7 

1,
97

2 

$ 
.1

 
9.

8 
19

.2
 

12
.9

 
11

.8
 

.
8
 

-
.
2
 

6
.
8
 

9.
6 

6.
1 

8.
2 .4
 

$t
 A

A
A

 
1.

48
0 

1,
49

4 
1,

41
6 

1,
46

1 
1,

22
6 

1.
50

0 
1.

98
3 

2,
11

2 
2,

01
3 

1,
83

7 
3 

.8
30

 

1 
.I

II
 

2.
1 

3.
5 

1.
1 

1.
6 

2.
0 .7
 

1.
5 

1.
5 

2.
2 

2.
0 

1.
1 

SC
A

N
 

1.
11

14
 

1,
40

3 
1,

13
0 

1,
20

6 
1,

14
7 

1.
03

9 
1,

66
4 

1 
. I

N
 I 

1:
80

4 
1,

43
6 

2.
00

0 

0 

4.
 

' 

ilv
 

.. 
. 

- 

. 
. 

- 

, 

.. 
. 

I. 
. 

.. 
. 

. 

. 
'
 

.
 

-
 

-
 

. 

.; 
. -

 
- - -

 -
 

.
 .
 

,
 

.
 
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
 

,
 

.
.
,
,
i
_
_
_
_
-
_
:
_
 

-
 *.
 

%
'
i
l
t
 

'
 

i
 

.
 

*
 

...
...

...
...

.-
-,

...
...

...
...

..-
- 

A
I 

1
 

.
.
.
.
.
 

.
 

,
,
.
.
,
=
=
,
,
 

,
.
 

.
 

r 

ga
lle

 
' 

' 

oa
ku

m
 

M
IA

S 
LO

N
 

3
,
3
6
7
 

3.
8 

2,
13

6.
 

1,
85

5 
1
.
2
7
6
 

6
,
 6
0
8
 

2
,
3
1
1
 

4
9
2
 

'
.
 

3
,
2
6
3
 

5
2
2
 

I 

_ 
- 

.4
 

.0
0 

tt 

1 

t 

1
 

.
.
.
.
.
.
-
 

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
 

in
el

itu
tio

ns
 

i
t
t
l
i
t
 

I
 

- 
_ 

- 



or,

COSTS at imams emui
high school or college students living with their families arelimited to the cost of pieir food and clothing.

,Gregg and Schultz *Jim Bibliography) have documented thefallacy of this assumption for high school students, and this re-port 'reveals similar evidence for college students. In additionto room, board, medical, and other expenses paid by the familiesof public high school students in Wisconsin, families had a meantotal per pupil expenditure of approximately $125. This ap-proximated the family contribution made to, the 10 percent ofcollege students in this study who received tie smallest amountsof parental assistance.
Economically disadvantaged families in this country providean increasing proportion of our college students. At presentnearly half of our students awe from 5-member families whosetotal income is under $5,000. It is, therefore, incumbent on col-lege administrators to find ways to keerrequired costs as low
possible, and to popularize the simple life on the campus.

COSTS AT FOUR TYPES OF RESIDENCE

The comparisons in columns 5 and 9 of table 3 of the total cur-rent expenditures of studenth who commuted from home and ofthose who lived in college dormitories show a differential in favorof commuters of $824 in public colleges and $435 in private col-leges. Thaw "savings" were markedly less than the ccats of
room and board shown in table 4. This suggests that commutingstudents spent more on some items of table 4 than students wholived in dormitories. A spot check of budged of dormitory and
eommutipg respondents indicated that commuters spent more for
transportation, clothes, and commercial types of entertainment,and only one-third as much for food, as students who lived awayfrom home;

It may be noted frm table 3, column 4 t6t more than one-fourth(27.5 percent) of all participating college students lived at theirparents' homes. The reason a larger percentage of private (80.7percent) than public (25.1 percent) collo& studenth commutefrom home is because private universities and technological Inesstitutions tend to be located in urban centers. State universitiesand land-grant colleges, on the other hand, tend to be "small-town"and "open-counbry" institutions. Few put* community collegeswere included in the sample. The factor of location also explainsin part why the public universities, technological institutions, and

as,
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the private liberal arts colleges and junior colleges had such largepercentage; of their enrollment jiving in dormitories (table 3,column 8),.. 14 this connection one also should note (table 3,column 6) that neatly twice as large a proportion of -public as ofprivate dollege studentp lived in the boarding-or rooming-housetype of private homes.
While the figures in columns 5, 7, 9, and 11 of table 8 includeall current costs of attending college, rather than just the cast ofrooms and bOard, they provide some index of the relative costsof the four types of student residences. For al ;colleges together,total current expenditures were highest for std4enth who lived infraternities and sororities, with dormitories, oth privat homes,and parents' homes following in a descending o r. It is signifi-cant to note, however, that there are sonie exceptions to thisgeneralization.
Columns 10 and 11 of table 3 on expendituree of students w.holived in fraternities, sororities, and Smilar student clubs, indicatethat a greater proportion of public than of private college students(9.8 as compared to 6.8. percent) lived in these more expensivefacilities. However, the average expenditures of students in, fra-ternity and sorority house; in public institutions were markedlylower than those in private institutions, .a difference .greater thanthe difference in tuition and fees.

MAJOR ITEMS OF CURRENT EXPENDITURES

Table 4 itemizes tbe spending of public and private collegestudents and thus enables one to sOdy the detailed differences incosts of attending each type of institution. Student spending atinAtitutiontattended predominantly by Negroes tended to be on alower scalelhan in institutions! attehdedipredominantly by whites.Therefore, table 4 presenta ,a separate tabulation for the Negrostudent group.
Because table 4 carries the only separate analysis of studentspending. at polleges attended 'predominaiitly by Negrom, thisseems to be the most appropriate place to compare the total spend-ing of the Negro group .with the Aatianal and keirional pattern&There *en 1,768 students in the Negro institutions *group. Ofthe remaining 18,668 ictlidents in nonuNegro Institutions, 57 per-cent were enrplied In public and 48 percent in private institutions.Where the national simpb spent $1,888 for all puiposes and $1,300for current items, the kagro grotip spent $892 and $857, re-
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STIA>114T EXPIAMFIVIWI 41

y The compar tive economtc standards of the tworaces in the South two, es apparent by contrasting the abov.figures for Negroes witfi a mean total curremt expenditure at
%outhern institutions of $1.114 (see column 11 of table 2). For

differences in item-by-item spending of the two races it is neces-
of course to examine the data in table 4.

interpretation and application of data from table 4 should bemade orily after observing certain facts. First, the mean ex-penditure for each it m (columns 3, 6, and 9) is basked qnly onthe number of students reporting some expenditure for the it-m.For this reason, for example, the first line of table 4 should beread as follows: Expenditures for tuition were reported by 51percent of the students enrolled in public colleges /*their meanexpenditure was $162; and the total expenditures of this groupf students for tuition were 6.9 percent of total current expendi-tures for all items in table 4 by all students enrolled in publiclysupported colleges. The renfainder of the line and the rest ofthe table should, of course be read in the same way.

STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR pUCATION

Tuition, fees, textbooks and study material, the nrst three itemsf expense shown in table 4, are commonly labeled educationalexpenses, and the remainder' are usually called living expenses.These educational expenses together constitute the most impor-tant difference in the costs of attending public and private col-leKes. Together they constituted 18 percent of the budgets ofall the students who attended public colleges, and 36.7 percentof the budgets of all students who attended private colleges. Inother words, private college students, is a group, devoted twiceas large a proportion of their budgets to educational costs. Whileprivate college students, as a gvup, also spent pore for the livingcost items shown in tafile 4, it was nevertheless true that the dif-ference in educational costs accounted for a considerable part ofthe $554 (column 3, table 3) that private college students spentio exce§s of the $1,120 reported by public college students.Why did o 3/1"-FIrt percent of the public collegt) students reportexpenditures for tuition (table 14, column 2)-? Because many ofthese institutions bylaw or by preference charge "tuition" onlyto out-of-State students. In lieu of tuition they collect fees fromstudents who are res.idents of the State or district from which taxrevenue helps support the institution. While it is a minor mat-

'
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a COSTS OF ATTINDINO COLUMN

ter, it should, perhaps, also be noted that educational costs dis-
cussed in the preceding paragraph would have been higher if
respondents had not been directed to include "student activity
fees" with,the recreation and entertainment item of living costs,
and the liealth fee with the health expenditures item.

Since there was only one dollar difference in the average amount
students in public and private colleges spent for textbooks and
educational supplies, the substantial difference between the two
types of institutions in educational expenditure must be ac-
counted for by tuition and fee charges. The mean differences in
these charges are shown in table 4 and have already been com-
mented on. The work sheets from which table 4 was produced
show some additional differences by types of colleges. Among the
several typei of private institutions the only significant difference
was between universities and junior colleges, where the mean
educational cost of the former was $596 and of the latter $442.
The variation in student expenditure for tuition and fees in
public colleges, proportionatelk, was much greater. Fq example,
the mean for universities was $283 and for teachers colreges $145.

Family income and sex were prime determiners of the varia-
tions of student spending for both educational costs and the costs
of living. Students from families whose income was under $3,000
averaged $304 for tuition and fees, while those from families
whose income was $11,000 and over spent $519. In other words,
low-income families tend to choose low educational cost institu-
tions for their children. Low-income families also tend to send
their daughters to lower educational cost colleges than therct'chose for their sons ; the average for women was $283 as com-
pared to $339 for men.

.16

STUDENT LIVING COSTS

In addition to educational costs (tuition, fees, and books) , table4 lists 15 items of student expenditure that may be loosely grouped
together as "costs of living." These reflect the.patterns of stu-dent spending. They also show the average amounts spent for
each of the 15 items by the percentage of 15,316 students- indi-
indicated in column 2 of table 4.

Student to.rpenpuree for shelter, food, Clothing, and recreationtogether account for more than two-thirds of the money spent

1.
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snow EXPINDITUItlel

for the 15 cost-of-living items. Brief comment follows on the
four items

4-

SHELTER

Room rent (8-9 percent of total expenditures) reflects the fact
that many of the newer residential facilities have been constructed
on "selffliquidating" plans that have raised rents. Whre, the

'family income was under $3,000, the average student paid $112 a
school year for a room, as compared to $248 whre the family
income was above $15,000. For women the range of expendi-
tures for living quarters was from $92 to $302 for men the
range was from $121 to $183.

FOOD

Table 4 shows that student expenditure for regular meals was
the:Urged single item in the cost of attending a public college and,
except for tutition, it was also the largest item in private college
burgets. Men tended to devote a larger proportion of their
budgets to food than did woinen. The eating practices of stu-
dents were considered of enough importance in determining the
costs of attending college to just* a specific inquiry. Accord-
ingly, item 13 of' the questionnaire (Appendix A) asked students
to estimate the proportion of 21 meals per week therate at each
of six types of places.

Approximately 22 percent of the 15316 who reported (table 5)

Table tr-011ombor of and expenditures for mods, 1952143, by typo of 0.1141. plate

Nunibm. Ran of
of ex. tures

students y steps

Mean number of meals per week I of 15,316 students in-

Private
home

College
dining College

cafeteria

4,129._ 110-199
1,094.4,_. 100-199
2,590 200-299
3,427 300499
3,115 400-499

816...___ 500-699
219 600409
82 700-799198... _ 800499
10 900-099ro4... 1,00°.....

14.58
7.43
2.90
2.42
1.49
2.27
3.63
3.99

.53
1 50
3.60

0.21
1.11
8.15
4.73
5.78
3.31

.65

.84
15.36

.60

2.09
9.08
6.82
6.93
5.82
5.27
5.59
4.39
1.50
3 00
2 40

MOM tota swan per week.
permit at total male parweá

5.65

19.09

4.04

20.'09

calculated as a 21-Easairpor.ireek bssit

5.38

26.75

.111111111.111111..11..m...-

Student Mb
oo-op ratarnity

6

Total
Com-

mercial
plains

0.22 0.20 1.68 18.93
.63 .50 1.89 20.64.39 .37 1.66 20.49.40 3.31 2.64 20.43.30 4.31 2.86 20.56.30 3.66 5.64 20.44.05 I 3.06 7.74 20.74.22 2.12 8.71 30.27
.06 .20 2.76 20.434.80 11.40 21.40

.90 14.10 21.00

.37 1.97 2.50 10.11
0.64 9.80 12.43 100.00
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on their eating habits did not list any cash expenditures for meals.
Presumably they ate at their parents' homes. They Constituted
most of the 4,129 students shown in column 1 as having a schooh
year expenditure for regular meals of from zero to $99. Mist
other students shown in column 3 who reported substantial ex-
penditures for meals in private homes were boarding there. The
commuting student usually did not have meals at the college din-
ing room, student co-op, or fraternity, but he tended to eat his

. noon lunch at the college cafeteria or at a commercial restaurant.
The primary purpose of table 5 Is to show where students ate

rather than the differences in costs at the six types of eating
establishments. Forty-aeven percent of all meals were eaten in
the college cafeteria or the dining room, 10 percent in fraternities
and similar clubs, and 12 percent in commercial eating places.

A study of the range of expenditures for meals shown in table 5
and a tabulation (not shown) of median costs per student indi-
cate that students on both plush and linqted budgets alike ate in
college cafeterias, the least costly type ot food service. In des-
cending order, those who spent most for regular meals ate in
commercial places, fraternities, and college facilities.

CLOTHING

Table 4 indicates that practically all students included clothingin their budgets, and that private college students spent 15 per-
cent more for clothes than did public college students. The $133
and $153 expenditures of the respective groups for clothes do not
take into account the wardrobe the student had at the beginningof the school year, nor of items that may have been put on the
family charge account. The range of the means of student spend-
ing for clothes was as revealing as the mean total amounts. Forall students together the range for family-income groups wasfrom $92 for the lowest-income group to $312 for the high
with some students spending less than $6 and some spending ov6
$1,000..

RECREATION AND ENTERTAINMENT

The social ideals and economic level of a student's family, as
well as those of the college, govern spending for recreation and
entertainment. A college Atmosphere of "plain living" tends to

4.
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STUDENT EXPENDITURES

restrain spending for these items. The means shown in table 4
indicate some significant differences ; spending for recreation and
entertainment accounts for 9.2 percent of the budget of public
institution students, and 6.8 percent for private institution stu-
dents. Data not given in the table show that recreation and en-
tertainment cost students from low income families $57 as against
$181 for students from high income families.

In an effort to give the recreation and entertainment category
more definite meaning, students were asked to report snacks, re-
freshments, cigarettes, and similar items of personal indulgence
separately. Table 4 shows that students spent three-fourths as
much on such personal items as they did on what they considered
to be recreation and entertainment. The range of the means for
the several family income groups was from $53 for students from
low-income families to $110 for those from high income groups.

SUMMATION

The foregoing analyses have dealt largely with averages. In
closing the chapter the reader is reminded that individual student
expenditures vary widely from these averages. What constitutes
an acceptable budget is also complicated by the fact that there are
economy expenditure colleges, average expenditure colleges, and
high expenditure colleges. What an economy expenditure college
would regard as a luxury might be carried on as an essential serv-
ice by average or high expenditure colleges. Moreover, in each
of these types of colleges what would be considered as a luxury
by a student on an economy budget would be regarded as a rou-
tine expenditure by a student on a luxury budget.

These variations, essentially similar to the variations among
the homes from which the student come, compose the pattern
most acceptable in a free society. One precaution is necessary,
however, if we are to maintain and spread the doctrine of equality
of opportunity. Since economy budgeters are in the majority
and increasing, they must be made to feel at hope on enough
campuses to provide them with a high quality education. Society
must be constantly aware that only as these capable young people
are enabled to develop their talents can the United States ma1n4-
tain ita .place of leadership among the free nation. of the world.

.
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Chapter III
oc,

MAJOR SOURCES OF STUDENT INCOME

.41M

R
EGARDLESS of whether the individual's target figure for the
cost of a year at college is $500 or $5,000, little is known of

haw he finances the undertaking. Some of the needed documen-
tatigon is provided in this chapter through composite pictures of
the sources of income of 15,316 single, undergraduate students.
In 1952-53 these full-time students were attending 110 represen-
tative pithlic and private colleges in 41 States and the District of
Columbia.

FAMILY INCOME AND SIZE OF FAMILY

Most prospective college students and their parents face serious
problems in financing the year of college just ahead of them, and
they are truly anxious about the problems of financing four years

sof college.
Table 6 compares the income of an unselected national sample

of families ;with that of families in the, study. Note that 6.1 per-
cent of the families of the country in 1952 reported a cash income
of under $1,000, but if the study is representative of national'
practice, only 2.7 percent of the students came from these
At the other extreme, to read the last line of table 6, only one-half
of 1 percent of the families in the national sample had annual in-
comes a $25,000 or more, but they supplied &4 percent of the
college students or nearly seven times their normal ratio. The

46
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MAJOR SOWN OF STUDENT MOM

Table 6.- Students' family incense compared with niii;eid ?soft Income sample, 1152
A percentage comparison of income of all families whose heads are 3544 years of age

with the incomes of families of 14,214 students

Family income, 1952

Percentage
distribution
of families
in student

sample

Under 111,000...... ____ . _ . . ........ _ _ 4. . Iss ..... 41. .. Ow +a .
$1,00041,999
2000-, 2,999 .
3,000- $,999
4.000- 4,999
5,000- 5,990
6,000- 6,999
7,000- 8,099
9,00040,999

11,000-12,999_ ....................... _ .. I. .... . . . . .. .. . ..
13,000-14,999
15,000-24,999
25,000 or more

Total

8.1
7.9

12.3
17.7
16.6
13.6
9.4

14.7

1.2
.5

IWO

2.7
5.5

10.8
16.0
15.3
9.3
9.5

10.1
7.0

23,0 1 3.5
2.4
4.5
3.4

INA

1 Derived from Table 7, Commoner Income (series P 60, number%5), released April 27, 1964,Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce.

a$7,000 to $14,999 bracket of family income supplied niore than
one and one-half times its proportion of students.

The size and compbsition of families is often as important as
gross income in financing college attendance. Table 7 introduces
some pertinent data on .14,553 families who had one or more
children in college in 195243. The first line of the table shows
that four-fifths of the respondents canie from families that did
not have another child hi college at the time they reported; two-
thirds of the families did not have older children who had attended
college previously, and three-fourths of them did not have older

J
Table 7.-Fercentege 14,11S3 fauna's bavls4p children in cillege, distributed

te show facts regarding other siblings

Number of
brothers

and
sisters

vlso1111.11.01.=0.11.11.0

Percent of families whose children other than respondent,-

Attended

ogibiras

Attended
college

previously

Above oases

attended
ago;

0
1
2

4,411,40111p

4
5-9.. _ ..... _ ......._

.ImI...elorru...

17.7
1.9
.3
.1
.0

63.5
23.8
s.tv
-2.6
t. 1
.9

6

74.8
13.2
5.5
2.9
1.6
2.0

50. 3
28.8
11.6
4,9
2.9
2.1

-

to

1,

Percentage
distribution

of all families
in national

sample
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children who had not attended college; and half of the families
did not have children younger than the respondent.

The second line of table 7 shows percentages of respondent
families that had one other child in the categories indicated by
columns 2-5. One of every 6 families had a second child in col-
lege, and 1 of every 4 families had previously had another child
in college. Only 1 family in 8 had an older child 'who did not
attend college, and more than 1 in 4 of the families had I younger
child. One of every 12 families had had in college 2 children in
addition to the respondent, and I of every 9 families had 2 chil-
dren below college age.

This chapter presents two overviews of the sources of student
income, plus more detailed analyses of savings, earnings, scholar-
ships, and family contributions. Table 8 provides an overview
of money derived from the 14 sources as they are related to cer-
tain student and family characteristics. Table 15 usa the same
distribution of students to show the relative importance of the 14
sources of income at the several types of public and private col-
leges.

Table 8 shows for all students, and for men and women sepa-rately, the number or percent receiving income from each of. 14
sources and the mean amounts received by those students. The le

Table 11.--Mt4tr sources student income, 19521-53', by sex
Number and percent of 15,036 students receiving income from various sources

Sources of funds

1

. lw wr

Veteran.' benefits
Vocational rehabilitation _

Borrowed:

hereElsew
organisations

Gifts from
Funds from other sources

...
Tata, wheel year .

Percent
item --
is of
total

income

20.0

38.6
2.0
9.3

17.0

4.8

4.3

1.5

1.9

Mean
amount

all
tudents
received

3

$695

765
221
395
413

293
352

1 , 003
316

162
300
358
57

263

Total
number

of
students

4

419

11139
2,110
5,223
9,104

2,434
994
883
166

291
342
496

2,735
1,557

-Mar

Median
family

income

$6.067

5,349
4,160
4 . 864
4,769

4,788
4,208
4.079
3,512

4.128
3,600
3,705
4,702
5,513

Male

Adm..

44.8

70.1
12.5
38.7
65.8

15.0
5.8
9.4
1.2

2.3
2.6
4.0

16.8
12.3

7

$660

727
225
389
486

340
439

1,002
342

153
296
375
63

Female
:0-

Percent
receiving
inmsie

Mean
amount
received

39.8

80.8
16.5
29.3
62.0

13.2
7.9

.1

.9

1.3
1.7
2.1

20.5
7.2

-..
$759

817
216
296
365

230
247

1,112
262

186
309
$06
so

249

--417111

The money needed for 1957 living carts can be projected by using the Bureau ol Labor &adage'Cost at riving Index and U. 8. Oates of Ululation studies of increases in tuition mite. The interimrise in the oast of living was S percent. and tuition and fess have increased by 15 want.
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_____.

....... _ vommImPsmmo

Percent Mean
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....... _ .

..___ ______ __.- ____ _ ____
I 1 II S. 9
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MAJOR 'lamas of snow INCOME

last line of the table shows that 15,036 students, from families
whose average income was $5,119, received a total mean income
of$1,462 from the 14 sources, and that the mean amoubt received
by men was $1,547 as compared to $1,324 teceived by women.
This sex differential in income deserves further study.

SEX DIFFERENCES IN INCOME

Col ns 6-9 of table 8 present a detailed analysis by sex of the
income differential for each source of income. Parents and others
who; from experience, say it costs more to send a girl than a boy
to college.may be surprised to find the data do not support their
position. Table 8 shows, however, how the misconception arises.
The two lines of the table that analyze family contributions show
that more girls than boys receive family funds and that the mean
amount they receive is larger. In other words, it does cost the
average family more to send a girl to college but her income from
other sources is less than that of the average boy. Larger sum-
mer and other vacation income and greater earnings during the
school year, as is shown in lines 7 and 9 of table 8, largely ac-
count for the higher income of college men.

A- further study of columns 6-9 of table 8 shows other sex dif-
.ferences in sources of income that may be significant. For in-
stance, a larger proportion of men than of women had trust
funds, savings accounts, and other forms of long-term savings,
but the mean athount women received from these sources approxi-
mated $100 more than for men. On the other hand, more women
received scholarstips, but the mean amount this source contrib-
uted to their total budgets was less than for men receiving scholar-
ships.

Column 2 of table 8 shows, veterans' benefits and vocational
rehabilitation to have ranked with scholarships as sources of stu-
dent income, but columns 6 and 8 of these lines indicate they were v

of great importance to a few men and that only a token number
of women qualified for these benefits. Men and women also dif-
fered markedly in the extent to which they borrowed money to
pay the costs of attending college. While loans froth all sources
amounted to only 1.5 percent of the total income of college stu-
dents, the proportion of men who borrowed money for college
expenses awas nearly twice that of women. Finally, men were
nearly twice as apt as women to raise part of their budgets

4
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COSTS Of AMMO COMO.

from the miscellaneous sources that are grouped together asthe fourteenth major source of student income..It should be noted that parents who contributhd to the collegebudgets of their children had the highest median family in-come* shown in column 5 of table 8, and that famijy income waslowest for parents of students who required vocational rehabili-tation. It is also apparent that those students whose families hadwiry low incomes were the ones who borrowed money from non-college sources in order to attend college. The median income offamilies to which outside lehding organizations made loans was$3,600 but it was $4,125 for those who received college lbans.Scholarship awards followed a similar pattern.

LONG-TWA SAVINGS

Item 36 of the schedule reproduced as Appendix A, asked itu-dent respondents to state the cash value at the beginning 'of theirfreshman year of all savings, iniestments, trust funds, insurancepolicies, .and other endowments specifically set aside for their cohlege education-. The composite picturd of the responses is shownintable9.
More than a third (36.3 percent) of the students did not haveany savings from these sounies for college expenses at the time'they entered college. There was considerable variation concern-

Taisho 9,-Loove4efoo savings eve src f Modest Woos*Total funds, if any, se,t aside prior to freshman year to defray college expenses.'

AmoUnt of funds
available .

None

$1-$.99
600- _ _ _ , _
1,000-
2,000-

4.001)- LIMO
LOW 6.999

_
10.000

Md&n
' ° Iota for

to having king-
term - -

Total
students

5,281

3.646
2,435

, 1,666
758
415
430
338
172
147

$774

Cumulative
portent at
students in
brackets

of column 1

Regional distribution of*Went. as in solumn 3

,111=1.111111111owne

36.3

80.5
75.0
85.6
90.4
93.1
95.8
98.0
99.1

100.0

N. East

4

34.8

84.9
68.7
80.4
86.5
90.3
93.8
96.7
98.4

100.0

2982

N. Central

28.5

55.8
76.3
38.0
92.6
94.7
97.1

- 98.8
99.4

100.0

$709

South

6

43.4

63.9
77.3
86.1
90.5
93.0
95.6
97.9
99.1

100.0

West

'7

31.0

59.9
75.6
87.8
92.2
94.5
97.0
98.6
90.3

100.0

9893

This table does net show amount of time funds spent durift the school year 196243.
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MAJOR SOUKS snow wawa' a
ng long-teim saving among the regions of the United States

shown in columns 4-7. Column 5, foi example, shows only 28
percent students from the North Central States had no such say-
ngs, and column 6 shows 48 percent of thme from the South had

none. Differences In the pritctices in the two sections is also sug-
gested by the fact that even thotigh fewer Southerners had sav-
ings, the median amount of their savings was higher ($790 to
$709) thin in the North Central State&

STUDENT EARNINGS AS A SOURCE OF INCOME

Summer earnings and work during the school year, shown as
lines 4 and 5 of table 8, constitute what the average studentearned
toward his budget More than a third of all students, and approxi.
mately 2 of every 5 men who attended college in 1952-53 had in-
come from their ()Wn earnings outside of the college year, and the
mean amount of it was $395. A still larger proportion of both
men and women "earned while they learned." Three-fifths of all
students, two-thirds of the men and one-half of the women, were so
engaged. Their earnings were respectively the mean sums of
486 and $265. This should be heartening news concerning indi-
vidual initiative and the spirit of individual enterprise among
students.

Table 10 presents a more detailed composite picture of student
darnings by family income groups. It also verifies a cherished
American tradition that the sons and daughters of all income
groups "work their way through college." Table 10 shows that
more 4.han two-thirds of the students from low-income families
($5,000 or less) earned approximately $400 of their expenses.
It also shows that roughly one-fifth of the students from the
$25,000-and-up families earned approximately $325 of their
expense'. College communities have work opportunities and stu-
dents from rich and poor families alike seized them.1

No useful purpose would be served by making a catalog of the
kinds of work done by students. It ranged from babysitting and
bartending, through barbering and broadcasting, to service as
maids, models, and makeup artists. For. the most part, though,
the jobs were the kind students have traditionally done : such as
1111,111110111.1

aa 1088-84 part-time student work at Stanford University. At this Wad bigiveoss uni 10
Preetko at the 110 participating *Asses is eorrobarated and a snizaeopstAs.sd report

weed tbe swami bold psortime jobs; 4 percent earned freak TO to 1 pareest of sitar
expenses; 11 weed earned frost 10 to 30 peresat; and 28 meant earned less Sea 10 permit elsmarm
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12 COSTS Of ATTROOM MUMS

UM. 10.Earrsings pet stwaitml during sgbeol year 1952453, Astribuftd by fealty
incm "Amps

Family ineorne,
1952

Number of students. Percent reporting Mean earn ngs ;by family income some earnings, by I student of tbcp.-group .\\ fatuity income group reportaug earninfr

Alto

Nu I riINMINP

No farmat

$1
1 , 000- 111 499
1 500- 1.999
2 . 000- 2.499
2 . 2. W9
3_000 3.499
3.59a- 3.999
4.000 4.499
4 500 4 999
5,00a 3 599
0,000 5,999
7 . :xio S.99
9 . 000 10.990

11 .000-000-12,999
13.000-14,999
15.000-24 999
23 ,,030

Total or mean

I Roth parents deceased

ill 70 4
312 66
432 67 6
MIS riti 0

60
ttsti t

,099 69. 3
9A1 67 2

,145 6N 3
,602 66 4
,309 61 3
AS7 57 5
97( N2 S
4$7 46
334 41 6
623 40 4
47C 11 5

111,041 OILS

4

11413

tending furnace, waiting table, washing dishes, cleaning build-ings, and helping at fraternities or sororities. These students,like generations before them, assisted the professional staff inathletic, music, art, and other -instructional departments, theyworked in the libraries, laboratories, and business offices of thecollege and of the community ; and they serve4 part-time as past&clerks, hospital attendants, filling station helpers, and construc-tion workers. In short, students worked at all of the jobs opento them at the college and in the community.

SCHOLARSHIPS AS A SOUACE OF INCOME

Throughout the history of American higher education, the useof scholarship and loan funds has been one way to supplementpart-time earnings and thus enable financially disadvantaged stu-dents to enter or remain in college. Need plus ability has tendedto govern these awards.
The rise of 'public colleges, in which the taxpayer rather thanthe student pays most of the cost of instruction, has led privatecolleges to redouble their efforts to increase the number of Khol-

Ft
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MAJOIL SOUK'S Of STIMMIT 'NOW 13

irships and the size of stipends. Scholarship, though still inade-
quate in all fields, are the bestqievice private colleges have for
competing with the lower tuition and fee charge of tax-supported
colleges. Private colleges participating in this study awarded
nearly twice as many scholarships and the average stipend was
nearly twice as large (see table 16) as those of public colleges.
Scholarship students in private colleges, nevertheless, on an aver-
ige, got stipends $100 les§ than the cost of tuition and fees.

Even though -scholarships in 1962-63 constituktvnly 4.8 per-
ent of all student income, they were highly importalib-in the

budgets of the 21 percent who reteived such aid. The appro-
priate lines of columns 6-9, table 8, show scholarship* to be a
major source of income for the men and women who received
them. Table 16 shows the relative importance of scholarship's in
student budgets at several types of public and private colleges.

SO0LAM411PS RELATED TO MIDENCE

Table 11 shows the relationship of scholarship grants to types
of student residence. Data in the table were based on the re-
ponses of the 20.8 percent of students who weived scholarship

aid,15.9 percent from college-controlled funds and 6.6 percent
from other funds. The figure (22.4 percent) produced by adding
these thtais multi; from the fact that 229 of the 2,421 students
received awards from both sources.

The summation line of table 11 indicates that students who
he holarships in 1952-53 received a median stipend of $218

Table 11. Scholarship awards In rlatin te where student lived in 1952-53
Per-I-tut of 15.288 students receiving scholarships from collegtl-cont roiled

anti other funds and median award received, distributed by
place student lived while attending college

Where st tides, t lived

Parents' intorno .
Other private home
C<Alsge-operated dormitory
titudent cooperative facility
Club, fraternity. or sorority house

......
Percent ay usedbia_

0

Percent mving

( 01
on

fund%

12.3
12.7
18.4
34.0
13.8
2.9

Other
scholarship

funds

.1111

6.1
4.6
7.3
8.2
4.9
2.2

Median same el a warde

4

120S
172
235
165
236
159

vtiber
scholarship

funds

$287
264
252
150
417
350

;

-,

_ _

()titer- - -

...M1114.1

OTT _ -
2

14

*.

cora
hinds

11101M111.1

i.-- 01111

t,

_ .

_
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COSTS OF A TTIFOOK1 LOCI

from college-controlled furrd or a median stipend of $268 frofunds administered by other organization's. Said anotherthe chanct_vs of getting a scholarship drrecfly from colleges atmore than twice as great as from all other sourcw combinedwhile the stipend of an outside scholarship is likely to be nearly afourth huger. These generalizations were not equallv valid t-each of the six categories of student residence. For student&whoflived in cooperative facilities, for example, the chances-scholarship were five to one in favor of college funds and thisthe only living arrangement in which the median stipend- fromoutside organizations was lower than from college funds 11other extreme may 1 note( in t:e miscellaneous category of livingarrangements shcm in table 11.
Table 12 coluihns 3 and 4 indicates that family incomea, powerful determiner of scholarship awards. And since familyincome is also a basic determinant of where students live, it maywell be that table 11 is primarily an indirect way crf reflectifinancial need.

FAMILY INCOME APO SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS

Because the f;irnih wa,_ the primarN source of income for three--fourths of the studcnts, it is important to establish ,the relation-ship of family income to the frequellry and size of s-cliolarshipawards. These relationships are shown in table 12. Only 14,066stuOnts reported both family income and ckllegeontrolled schol-arship data ; 11;756 (83.3 percent) of these students did not re-port any college-controlled scholarship aid, and 2,310 (16.7 per-cent) reported such aid. The median family income of the non-scholarship group was $5,260, and of th scholarship group $4,323.Column 5 shows the disproportionate percentages of scholarshipholders flom the low famil income group:-
Students from the "under $5,000" family-income group receiveda larger percentage of well of the levels of scholarship awardsthan the higher income groups, and a larger percentage of eachthan a- :pondents bpre to all students. It is important to note,howevet, that as the size of the stipend from college-controllgd4

scholarships increases, the percentage of students from the "under$5,000" family-income group receiving them decreases. The largerstlpends went more frequently to students from the larger family-income brackets. It will be recalled that the institutions providingthe larger scholarship stipends were generally those attended more

way,
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34 COSTS OF ATTIPiiING COLLEGE

frequently by students from families in the larger income brackets.It should not be concluded, therefore, that in any given college, thelarger stipends go to students from families with the larger in-comes. The important point is that the median family income ofall the stipend groups is under $5,000.
More than two-thirds (67.3 percent) of the "under-$200"

legd-controlled scholarships were awarded to low family-incomestudents, 29.6:wrcent were awarded to students from $5,000$10,999 family-income groups, and .3.1 percent to the "$11,000--and-up" bracket. Igearly half of all 'college-controlled scholar-ships awarded had stipends of less than $200.

SCHOLARSHIPS BY COLLEGE CLASSES

rot

It is recurringly asserted that scholarships are .used primarilyto attract beginning students. It is as often asserted that theyare used primarily fkr., holding competent upper classmen whocannot stay in college without scholarship aid. Table 13 presentsevidence on this issue in terms of the 1952-53 situation of 15,288
undergraduate students, 3,415 of whom received scholarships.The lower half of table 13 indicates that freshmen received the*gest percentage of all scholarships awarded. The percentagereceived by each succeeding class declined at about the same rateas did the size of the class.

The upper half of table 13 gives a percentage distribution ofscholarships by size of awards. It indicates that the percentagesof the larger awards tend to increase for each higher college class,regardless of whether the funds come from college or other sources.About all one can safely eonclude is that both large and small 4bscholarships were used to encourage worthy students to attendcollege. But since the average total cost of a year at college in1952-53 was $1,388, and since approximately half of the scholar-4 ships had an individual value of $200 or less, it is evident thatthese awards were rarely large enough to supply the' basic nof studerits. Such scholarships do, however, often provide t
necessary supplementary funds for students who might not havebeen able otherwise to finance the year in college.

FAMILY CONTRIBUTIONS TO STUDENT INCOME

Earlier-in this chapter, table 8 was used to show family contti-butions in relation to other major sources of student income.
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SS COSTS Of ATTENDING COLLEGE

The table indicated that the family and other relatives contributed40.5 percent of the income of all students, with 70 percent of themen and 80 percent of the women receiving funds from thesesources. These items are further analyzed at this point to revealthe effect that size of family income had on amounts contributedto students.
Family income more than any other financial factor determineswhether many of the otbierwise qualified students attend college.Table 14 indicates that the larger the family income the more thefamily contributes on the average to student budgets. Familieswith incomes under $1,500, for example, made average (mean)contributions of just over $300 to the college budgets of-their sonsor daughters, w4ile families with incomes of $25,000 or moremade a mean contribution of just over $2,000. Moreover, lessthan half of the families with $1,000 and under of income contrib-uted anything to the college budgets of their children, but morethan four-fifths of the families with incomes of $7,000 or moredid so. Columns 3 and 4 of table 14 show that both the percentageof families contributing and the amounts contributed rose stead-ily with rising family incomes.
Columns 5 and 6 of table 14 show the extent to which relatives

Table 14.s-family contributions to sivelent incm. in 1952-53
Mean amounts contributed by parents and other relatives in relation to thenumber and percent of students in the indicated family income beackets

Family income
in 1952

Loss
No income f .

No informationI
1,000- 1,499
1,500- 1,999
2,000-- 2.499 .

2,500- 2,999
3,(XK) 3,499
3,500- 3,999 _

4 ,O00- 4,499
4,500- 4.999
5.000- 5,999
6,000- 6,999
7,000- 8,999
9,000-10,999

11 ,000--12,999
13,000 -14,999._
15,000-24,999
25,000 + - -

Total, percent, or
mean_ _

Number of
students by

income
groups

2

60
159
827
311
322
432
598
863

1,086
1 , 099

951
1,145
1.602
1,309
1,387

970
487
334
623
476

is,*41

Percent
reporting

contributions
, hy parents

3

51. 7
9.4

63.5
44.7
72.0
67.4
66.4
71.7
73.7
73.1
74.9
75.5
76.7
78.6
81.8

411.0
80.0
80.8
80.3
79.2

74.1

Mean
!mounts of

parents'
contributions
per student

4

595
468
933
320
307
361
400
441
464
491
533
574
646
738
863

1 , 052
1, 240
1.308
1 , 496
2,025

SIM

Percent
reporting con-
tributions by
other relatives

15.0
28.9
12.7
27 3
29.5
24 3
21.2
21.3
16.6
15.7
12.6
14.9
11.0
12.5
10.1
7 . 1

8.2
7.8
9.5
7.4

14.*

Mean
amounts of

contributions
by other
relatives

8231
349
353
186
162
166
162
179
163
192
223
216
233
256
241
232
323
173
337
363

I Both parents deceased.
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MAJOR SOURCES oc STUNNT MOMS

helped parents and their children finance a year in college. In
general, the less able the parents the greater the assistance from
other relatives. For example, more than a fourth (27.3 percent)
of the students from families whose income was less than $1,000
had help from other relatives, but the percentage of relatives
helping with student budgets declined steadily as family income
rose until in the $25,000-and-above bracket only 7.4 percent of
the students had help from relatives. The amounts in dollars
that relatives contributed, however, tended to rise as family in-
come rose.

SOURCES OF INCOME BY TYPES OF COLLEGES ATTENDED

Table 15, using the 14 sources of income listed in table 8, shows
variations among students who were enrolled in the several types
of public and private colleges of the Nation. The table in gen-
eral documents informed expectations : namely, that students re-
quired a larger budget to attend all types of private colleges than
to attend their public equivalents that public universities and
schools of technology required larger budgets than public teachers
colleges and junior colleges ; and that private junior colleges al-
ways required larger student budgets than public junior colleges
and, frequently, more than private 4-year liberal arts colleges.

The most significant difference in sources of income between
students attending public and private colleges was in amounts
contributed by the family. Table 15 shows that public college
students who received funds from this source had a mean amount
of $641, while private college students 'received an avekage of
$1,018 from their families. This means that children from eco-
nomically more privileged families more frequently attended pri-
vate colleges. A further examination of this line of the table
indicates a greater variation in fanilly contribution among the
several types of public colleges than among equivalent piivate
institutions. For example, the families of students who attended
public universities contributed the mean sum of $764 per student,
while for students in public teachers colleges families contributed
$477. Again the economically more privileged appear to attend
public universities rather than public teachers colleges.

Except for family contributions and long-term savings, both
of which reflect family economic status, there were no significant
differences between public and private college students in the
extent to which they relied on the 14 major sources for income.
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MAJOR SOURCES OF STUDENT INCOME

Students who attended private colleges received more nyaney from
scholarships and borrowed more money, but these larger gifts
and loans did not constitute a significantly different proportion of
their budgets. Such variations as existed could be accounted for
by the slight differeAces in living costs at the two types of insti-
tutions. This generalization also holds in comparing the budget
practices of students who attended colleges predominantly for
Negroes with those of students generally.

RECAPITULATION

From the foregoing analysis of where students got the money,
used in attending college, it is clear that chief reliance was on
parents -and other relatives. It is also evident that the amount
they contributed was governed primarily by the size of family
income... Nevertheless, parents and relatives together, on an
average, provided from current income slightly more than two.-
fifths of all student budgets. In addition, another fifth of all
student funds was provided from their long-range savings.

From their own earnings, students financed over one-fourth of
their budgets. Most of this money came from earnings during
the school year, and the rest of ft came from summer earnings.
Altogether, students., their parents, and other relatives (see tabte
8) provided 86,8 of the money students spent in 1952r-53 while
attending college. The remaining 13.2 percent of the average
student budget came from seyeral sources. In a descending order
these included scholarships, veterans' benefits, borrowed money,
gifts, and miscellaneous.
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411,

Chapter IV

SOME CONCLUSIONS AND RELATED ISSUES

111191

WiAT ONE INFERS. or concludes from the findings of thistudy, as from behavioral sciencei,data generally, is likely tobe conditio9ed by one's own ecopomic, cultural, and social philos-ophy. It is tqually true that the remedial measures one is willing..to take are shaped more by one's attitude toward large relatedissues than by s a c"kf findings on what it costs a student to attendcollege.
*If,. for example, an individual assumeil that each State shouldprovide suitable programs of higher educatfon bhat are as free ofcost to the Individual as the public high school now is, there s littleplace in his concept for scholarships or other forrns of aid becauttethe costs of education for qualified students would automaticallybe paid for them. If, on the other hand, one holds to the 'philos-ophy that students should be ,charged the total cost of their educa-tion directly, if they are able to pay for it, then there would be alarge place for financial aid to cover educational costs for economi-

, cally disadvantaged students. .

Most of the people who have an interest or a stake in how stu-dents should finance their part of the cost of higher education donot accept either of the foregoing extremes, of viewpoint. Manyof them believe instead that we should continue to divide educa-tional cQsts between the student and the general public about aswe now do. Some of the group who accept this assumpVon be-lieve, however, that a student should enroll only in a college wherehe and his family can pay his portion from their own earnings
62
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SOUS CONCWS1ONS AND ISLAM ISSUES

and borrowings. There are others among us who hold that there is
some special virtue in a student's "working his way through col-
lege." Most of us appear to subscribe to current practice in
financing student costs and are looking for ways of making this
system work better. a,

Thii report is not concerned with the foregoing philosophic as-
sumptions or those of the authors, although it is recognized that
their viewpoints may have affected to some extent the presentation
of the material.

SOME RELATED ISSUES

The interested public, particularly educational, political, and
economic leaders, are becoming increasingly concerned about cer-
tain basic questions related to the rising costs of attending college.
Most of these questions are .not new, but recent economic and
popuiation trends have given them added urgency. Moreover,
the issue,' involved certainly constitute a frame of reference in
which the findings of this report ghould be evaluated.

It seems appropriate, therefore, in concluding to brittg some
o these basic questions into the foreground.

a,

1. What part of th cost of providing higher allocation do strdonts pay?

To pegin with, it should be reccenized that no student oT-his
family ever pays the full coit of providing his college education.In keeping with a commendable American tradition, the student
and his 'family, for etample, have generally not been expected to
contribute any more than other comparable citizens to the billionsof dollars that have been and continue to be invested in endow,-
ment; buildings, and other capital facilities of colleges. In some
colleges part of these facilities and endowment was provided by
philanthropic acts of people who lived before the 'Union wasformed. At others, facilities are still being used that were pro-
vided by the taxpayers of the time of Thomas Jefferson and
Andrew Jackson.

We /have always had a different tradition in this country, con-cerning who pay* the current costs of ,college education, commonlyspoken of as the costs of instruction. 'The student and his 'parentshave always paid a substantial part of these annual costs. Inprivate colleges, students on the average pay 60 'percent of thesecosts, even though the proportion varies from 10 to 90 percent at
ito
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64 COSTS Of ATTENDING COLLEGE

different institutions. The corresponding figure for students who
attend public colleges is 20 percent, with the proportion varying
from practically nothing to half of the educational costs.

As educational expenditures increase with spiraling economic
costs, the issue arises aff to whether students, and the general
public shall continue to pay prevailing proportions. of the cost or
whether one or the other should pay a larger proportion.

2. What is happening to the ideal of tuition-free
public higher education?

When public education became an accepted practice in this
country, States, in the main, established State institutions of
higher education. In .some Statds, these institutions were re-
garded as a part of the public school system in the sense ithat they
were to be supported wholly by tAxation as v;ere the elementary
and secondary schools. The charging of tuition fees in someState colleges and universities wa4 prohibited by the State consti-
tutions, and in others by legislative enactments. The underlying
philosophy for this tuition-free higher education was that highgr
education, just as high school education, is maintained primarilyfor the welfare of society. The State was supp9sed to benefitfrom the higher education of ,thoge among its people who were
capable of utilizifig it. Then:too, a State resting upon the foun-
dation of equality of opportunity for all its people could not put

. finavcial barriers in the way of its economically less falored
families.

. .

This was important doarine in a democratic State. Many lead-
ing citizens, educators and others, still regard it aiLimportant doc-trine. These citizens are deeply concerned at seeing State after
*State begin to charge tuition in their public institutions, or raisethe fees they have been charging. It is a disquieting. fact thatthe percentage average rise in tuition, at State universities yearafter year is greater than at privately contiolled institutions.The governing boardt.a of t ese SW, institutions justify these in-
creases in tuition fees, mai ly by two argments: (1) The lees-
latures do not make appr riations lar6 enough to caKry the pro-gram the boards and their admibistrative (Akers hap projected,
hence, the students are asked to pay what the legislature did not. a6ropriate; (2) governing boards accept the fact that studentsprgfit financially from their edutation as justification for tapir:.ing them0 to pay more of the cost. . Too these boards rand their

I
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SOME ' lel IONS AND ISLAM ISSUES

administrative officers sometimes claim that students appreciate
an edlicational program more if they pay somethilfg for it.

It is not appropriate here to argue for or against these conten-
tions. The simple fact is that the States are abandoning the phi-
losophy of public tuition-free higher education which has meant
so much in building the American way of life, in striving for even
greater and greater equality of opportunity, and in providing the
educated manpower for our rapidly expanding economy.

3. Is the basis sound for charging out-of-Stqte foes?

As the Siate appropriatioris for the partial support of State
colleges and universities have mounted over the decades, legisla-
tures have become justifiably critical of the practice of admitting
for equal fees youth from neighboring States. So the practice of
charging a considerably higher tuition fee to out-of-State than toin-State students has become widespread.

This migration of students from their hOme States to neighbor-
ing States has several causes, the two principal ones being : (1)The particular curriculuth .desired is not offered in the h-omeState; or (2) it is more convenient to attend college in a neigh-boring State because of distance from home to the institution, orfor other advantage. From this it is clear that 'the nonresidentfee policy does not square with the equality of opportunity prin-
ciple. If the State uviversities in tiro adjoining States eachadmit 100 students from the other's State, each gains financially
100 out-of-State tuition fees without carrying any more of ateaching load than would be carried if each universiiy haditivrn 100 students instead of its 100 At-of-State students.Both groups of out-of-State students are penalized for, perhaps,living a long distance from 1their home State university, orwenting some curriculum not provided. by their home State:In any case, the student is not usually responsible for the situationwhich makes the neighboring State college more suitable for himthan his home State educational institutions.

If out-of-State fees were settled on the basis of educational
principles rather than on their financial advantage, some recip-rocal arrangement among the States might be worked out tio thatno State would be out-àfspocket because it admitted out-of-84destudents, but niither would it profit at .the expense of young peowOle who are not well served in their oven States. This reciprocal
program might include agreements not pnly respecting out-of-State fees, but akso revecting curriculk they would provide
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66 COSTS Of ATTIMINO COUNT.*

Three regional set-ups, the Southetn Regional Education Board,the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, andthe New England Board of Higher Education, are pointing theway to such reciprocal agreements, but the movement is only
beginning. Much more needs to be done both in justice to thestudents who now pay out-of-State fees and for purposes of sound
educational management.

4. Is the movement to amortize college building costs
from student fees sound?

Fifty years ago many State institutions made no provision fordormitories for students. Governing boards as well as State leg-islatures distinguished between tife educational program4and theboard and lodging program. The State expected to provide theformer. The latter ivas considered th7 responsibility of the stu-dent himself.
Students jived in boarding and rooming houses- in the commu:-nity. These were often managed with none too high iegyd forthe health aspects, to say nothing of the educational aspects, of,the out-of-class life of the students. Hence the governing boardsand their administrative officers began to see the essential needfor dormitories under institutional control. In some States thelegislatures were willing to build some dormitories, but in generalthe need s outstripped the legislature's response that the plan ofissuing State-guaranteed bonds to be amortizeth from studentcharges for dormitory facilities became widespread. It is prob-ably true that such .amortization can be accomplished withoutcharging students any more than they would have to pay for com-parable facilities off-campus.

But now that the Pandora's box of. self-liquidating construc-tion has been opened, the temptation to use the plan, for othertypes of buildings than dormitories has become too strong f someboards of control. Here and there students are charged toliquidate the cost of construction of student unions, libraries, andeven classroom buildings. The boards of control in the* calmare surrendering what has long been regarded* as the firmeststronghold of public higher education, namely, the State's provi-sion of the physical facilities of theft State colleges and univerOties.This has deep-rooted meaning. There is danger of losipg sightof the very reason for public higher education. Studelits maybe paying not only more of the current costs of their educition but'
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the capital costs as well, unless we adhere to the basic principles
underlying public education.

5. Is the friendly cooperativ relationship between
private and public colleges and universities endangered

by the present trend in illancing?
/4

tz,

During past decades colleges and universities under private
-ontrol have sought funds for endowment, the expectation beingthat the income from endowments would provide a considerablepart of the annual support for their programs. By this meanst was hoped that the tuition fees might be kept reasonably low.

Supplementing the endowment funds, the institutions raised
scholarship funds with which to help the economically less favored
students, thus enabling the institutions to serve qualified young
people regardless of their economic status.

Efforts to raise endowment and scholarship funds have not been
uniformly successful. In the Midwest, for example, the general
public attitude favorable to public higher education has beenstrong, and the private colleges have had great difficulty raising
endowment funds. Churches which established colleges haveoften found it difficult to provide support commensurate with the
colleges' growing peeds. In consequence of these and other con-ditions a considerable number of privatg college; are now finding
it difficult to meet the cost of a high quality of education at justthe time when college enrollments are skyrocketing.

Realizing that the maintenance of good private colleges side byside with public ones is an important aspect of higher educationin this couniry, and that the full -utilization of all institutions of
good quality is necessary if the demands of the present and nearfuture are to be met, the public has become acutely Aware of the
finarlcial plight of many private colleges. Alumni, philanthro-pigs, and business corporations are making gifts for the currentmaintenance of private colleges as never be1oie4 . This movement,it is hoped, will enable the colleges to maintain high qualitypro-grams without raising ,tuition fees unduly.

With this situatibn, certain problems are emerging. Whilemost of the States have laws precluding the use of State tax rev-enues for the maintenance of privately controlled colleges, bothFederal and State Governments, through their tax regulations,indirectly contribute extensively to private colleges. Most corpo-ration and individual gifts to colleges, for example, are deduitiblefor Federal income tax purposes: Perhaps half, or more, of these
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corn co Ammon mums

gifts are, in effect, from Federal tax revenues. The financing ofprivate and public higher education thus tends to remain widely
divided to the disadvantage of the student who attends a private
college and pays a larger propation of the cost of instruction.

6. Should thi cooperative "work-study 'plan" la more widely !Mired?
College studenti are at an age when most of them would preferto earn their own living, if they could. Furthermore, increasiugnumbers of college graduates are entering varied fields of work inaddition to the so--calied learned professions. Student contactwith these jobs, professional and other, during cAlege years is

Useful educationally as well as helpful financially.
Many institutions have adopted .the cooperative plan for someof their curricula. Under this arrangement the students spenda part of their college years working under supervision at somejob believed, to be useful in preparation for their later careers.The financial teturn is usually enough to enable them to meet

necessary college expense&
As budget difficulties confronting students loom larger andlarger, a cooperative work-study plan in suitable curricula mightbe used by more colleges. If the public becomes aware of thebasic significance of the plan, recognition, in the form QI tax"emption for student earnings or other wi4e, might be given, justas now the parents are allowed to include kmong dependents for in-come tax purposes sons or daughters in college. The point is thatwhile searching for ways to enable young people to -Meet their col-lege expenses, provision of opportunities foi them to earn is both

sociologicallk and psychologically desirable. In addition, in thebelief of many educators, such jobs give both foundation and
motivation to college education which can rarely be found other-..wise.

7. Is the public sufficiently awar of the bask Issue Involved in
the full utithation of the brain power of the Nation?

The United States has a vital interest in maintaining adequatepools of qualified manpower. This is imperative for national wel-fare and security. Therefore, the Federal Government, as *ell asother agencies, carriei on financial aid programs in such fields ashealth and atomic science. But adequate pools of qualified man-power are wded ago to preserve and enrich the social andcultural areas of American life. These reas are not currently theobject of government solicitude to the nt that is common in the
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AND IILAflD tutors

sciences. For the long pull, however, they may be as big a factor
in national welfare and security is science.

Coupled with this national interest outlook is one of the basic
tenets of the American way of life, namely, that ever'),:
regardless of the circumstances surrounding his childhood, shall
have opportunity for advancement c'ommensurate with his char-
et ability, and ener

only if the individual has
)f them..

to best pro
ly the ideal of Nun

education should not be

national

Toda,
education

hese oppvrtuntUeis CAI

required to make the most

welfare and to approach most
of opportunity, the program of higher
ereiy permissive. It should seek out

e young people capable of contributing to the ends develo
above, should guide them into fields for which they are best
adapted, and then make possible their 'appropriate education re-
gardless -of their economic status. Only thus can the country
make use o its most pretious resource, the brain power of its
men and women.

The adequacy of the solutions we advance to the seven questions
presented in this summary are fundamental to a continuation of
the American way of life. Each has a relationship, also, to the
question of how much, in the future, it will cost students to at-
tend college and where the money will come from. It is hoped,
therefore, that a consideration of these problems may arouse in->
creased interest, result in a speedy determination of principles
and policies regarding them, provide a framework for an-
swering such immediate questions as the future sources of student
income and the objects for which it should be spent.

ECONOMICS OF COLLEGE COSTS

What a student spends in attending college, looked at in true
perspective, is not merely a matter of the number of dollars in-
voked. Si*aking in financial terms, the cost of attending college
is an investment that should be judged in terms of the net worth ofthe individual when his earning career is ended. In thus putting
a price tag on the worth of a college education there is, of course,
no intention of- obscuring the importance of fundamental non-
financial values on Whkh the continuance of our way of life de-
pends. Many people would and do go to college without any
thought of the leverage it provides for increasing earning power.
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70 COSTS OF ATTMOING COLLAGE

They tend to IkAlotivated by the more subtle satisfactions of in-dividual living and social service.
It is a fact that the best interests of the Nation will be protectedand advanced if all qualified hikh school graduates attend aproperly diversified program of post-secondary education. Weknow that many students will attend college or university, too,for personal and social satisfactions., It is nevertheless true.thatthe prQspect of increased earning power isbalsoxa powerful moth,vating force for most students and their families. Therefore,even though this study made no direct appraisal of the financialworth of A college education, it seems fitting to close with somedata from a recent forecast of potential income by edudationallevels. These projections, made by two officials of the Bureau ofCensus, U.S. Department of Commerce, are reported with thepermission of the authors.1

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL AND POTENTIAL INCOME 440

The Glickand Miller thesis is that the costs of education should.be regarded as a long-term investment and, therefore, should beappraised,by the lifetime income that may be roughly attributedto education. After stating a series of safeguarding Assumptionsthat underlie their projections ofincome for men during the petiodbetween their 22d and 74th birthdays, they used a series 6f factorsto estimate the cimulative income figures shown in figure 12.The average white male living under the conditions set lorthby Glick and Miller is.estimated to receive income amounting to$133,000 dining his economicallY productive years. The incomesliown in figure -12 was estiinked to range from less than half ofthis amount for the man who is functionally illiterate to morethan twice that sum for the man who has cimpleted 4 years ormore of coller and university study. :Furthermore, the manwith a college degree or degrees it estimated -to receive at least$100,000 more income in his working lifetime 'than a man whsoseeducation stopped with high_sehool gradtintion. Gr4duation fromany level of education (elementaq, secondary, or higher), abutespecially from college, is estimated to yield a Obnutf about twicethat realized by a man who start-, a given level of schooling tutdoes not finish it.
In assessing the ',monetary value of a college education,4theCensus officials took accoupt what it, costs the average indiviidual to get a specified amcwnt of schooling. From a series of inwvolved cilculations, -Glickland Miller arrived at a direct and in,'

s

atI I Glick, Paul C. and Miller, Herman P. Educational Level and Potential Income. A 'Norio. Bale-logical Resin), Vol. 21, No. 3, June 1956.
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SOME CONCLUSIONS AND RELATED ISSUES

Figur. 12.:Estimotod lifetime" 'income of mon with difforont amounts of oducation.1
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kis

44114

38

71

I Derived from Glick, %Paul C., and Miller, Herman P. Educational Level and Potential Income.American Sociological Revkw, Vol. 21, No. 3, June 1956.

direct total cost of college education (including a half-year ofgraduate study) of $9,000., They deducted this cost with interestfrom the estimated increased income of college graduates. Theyassumed the $9,000 would ctle invested in C;overnment bonds or,,sbme other safe investment'. By their calculations, this invest-ment would, have produced about, $24,000 in a lifetime, or lessthan one-fourth of the $100,000 advantage that would be realizedby investing the same sum in a college education.
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Appendix A
SCHEDULE FOR GATHERING DATA

INSI1TVTION COW

STUMM, WILL MAKI
NO OMIT 10111111

42111MBOB~,.......MMIMIliDamNIIIININOSIMINMIIII

41,

Budget Bureau No.
Expires Octobef. 1, 195

DEPARTMENT Qt

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Washington 25, D. C.

STUDY OF COSTS STINKS INCUR IN ATTENDING COLLEGE

TO THE STUDENT RESPONDENT: /
You hive been chosen,, by chance selection, to be part of a small sample representing yourinstitution in a Nation-wide study of the costs students incur in attending college. In smalkr institu-tions, all regular full-time stydents!are being asked to participate. The study includes a randomumpk of 35,000 full-time undergraduates who are now attending 100 ,selected colleges. In order

to secure valid and useful resultsrit will be necessary to have complete ansWers to eachaitern of the
schedule.

The nkcess of this project depends hastily on a high student-respome rate and, therefore, on youand the other students who have received copies of this scheduk. We realize that students, as a ruk,are pressed for time and that the end of the academic year is by rio means aq exception to the rule.
Nevertheless, the U. S. Office of Education and other colkges across the country, as weill as your ownin:caution, are counting qn you to find time to answer the sueltionnaire completely. We hope youwill accept thefichillenge Of this opportunity to perform. a valuable public servile for American
higher education.

Parents, college tidministrators, boards ortnistees, donors, agenciii of State and Federal govern-menu, as well as students themselves, have frequently expressed concern about the pyramiding costsstudents incur in attending college. there appears to be a well-founded fear that these cosu mayprice certain, econortiic groups out of the college market, thus depriving the Nation of the effectiveuse of one of its most valuable mourcesthe kiaderahip potenti41 bf its yoiing men and women. Inorder to get at the facts of the situation, the U. S. Office of EducTtion is undersakinta rtudy of thepatterns of student exprnses and of the sources from which funds for these purposes are obtained.
Special attention will be given to an analysis of the relation of family inane to decisions regarding
college attendance.

The study is bng ,undertaken with the apprral and cooperatlen of die pre;ident of 'yourinstitution. He has in most cases appointed a staff member to serve as coordinator for the Oroiect.You should feel free to ask the coordinatot any questions which may *arise -regarding theltudy as awholeor in connection with any particular item of the schedule.-

lise answer each itqn to the best of your ability. For the most part you will be asked to mikeestimates (not guesses) rather than tq supply verifiable data. In order to insure a reasonabk degreeof accuracy it may be necessary for you to secure information:on certain items from your pirents.The items reprding your savings (Item .36) and the family income (Itent 53), for example, areamong those on which this may be neceuary. The responses to these and all other items of die schedukwill be kept conftdentisi. pupliehed findiftgs of the study with preserve the anonymity of allparticipants and their families. Or any reason the family does not want the coordinator or thecollege to know its income, this information may be put in a seakdoenveldoe and stapled to the schedulebefore you hand it to thj coodinstor,
.e*

1

87

'Ik

414

S r-i )11i

3
#

.

*
.

) f

,

4/8

/-

VP

e.

v

.

.10

411.

A

al



76 COSTS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE

PART I-BACKGROUND INFORMATION
I. Name of your college

2. Your name .

J. Pennanent home addrm

/-4
41,

14o I Street (IUD. etc..)

.#*

.

C itY County ate (of 15rt Country (USA. etc )
,4. check the appropriate box below to indicate the approximate distance (in miks) from permarwnt home address tocollege campus:

Ai *I But kit time

11

11 _ 100
100 300
100 500

Yow age (in years) at last birthday

6. Clock sea tj Male 2 GI Fans

7. Check status 1 0 Veteran ,2 0 Non-veteran

-

0 !

0 2
0

At least B*1 ins awe
100 1,000 D 6

1,0041 2,000 D 7
2,000 1,000 0 I
1,000 Of more 1-1 9

How many brothers and sisters do you now have in each of the following categories?
circle snooker'Attending college this year 0 1 2 4 5 7 1 9Not straits tonne this year, but signaled previously 0 1 2 3 4 1 6 7 1 9Never attended college and now above college age 0 1 2 3 4 1. 6 7 1 9Mow smiler sge

r-r 0 1 2 3 4 1 6 7 1

t. Check below your college class this
1 0 Freshman (1)th year) 3 Junior ( f th year)
2 0 Sophomore (14th year) 4 0 Sor (14th year)

I 0 Special (otxtint lassined)
.44

10. Check below the field of study in which you are now enrolled: s

1 0 Agriculture('
, . 6 0 Humanities

2 0 Biological Wences , 7 0 Physical Sciences3 0 Education PA I 0 Social Sciences (including Business4 0 Engineering - AdMinistrition)I 0 Heshng Arts and Medical Sciences 9 0 Other (Specify)

11. Check below where you are now living or where you have lived duri;ig the major portion of this school year andgive distance (in miles) from campus:
Living in: IS Miles from 'campus:

I 0 Parent's home
2 0 Other private home
I 0 College-operated dormitory
4 E) Snidest co-operative facility

0 Club, fraternity, or sorority house_
4 0 Other (speCify

: P 2

Ar
*4

i
12. While at ydur college address (item I I ), how many days per week do you normally have a private automobile atyour disposal? (Circle) g

0 1 2 1' 4 1 6

13. -How many meals terkwelk, the average. do
meals, if you, average meals per day.)

Private home .

College <fining hall (table service).
College cafeteria
Student co-operative facility.
Club, fraternity' oe sorority house

*
eat in each of the following types of facilities/ (Account for 21

Cafotifia or restaurant not operated by college
Otis* (specify)

7

0-0

Oat

41.

IS

I

,r

.
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-

)

3

1.0

0
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1
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PART EXPENDITURES

&Moak and show below the
amount of money you went

asooth for each of the
ITEM following (except where

(Study liams 14-31 and footnotes before "xis" appears):
making an entry foe any item.)

.1 (Omit cents)'

4iP14. Tuition t 4
14s. xxi 14b_ $

Estimait and show the
total amoUnt of money you
expect to spend during the
sc hool year, September .191 2 .

June 190, for each of the
following:

(Omit centsi_

U. Fees Us. Rix 11 b.

1 i. Books and supplies I43- mix
,17. Room rent 1. .. .... 17a. xis

. . 171s.

li. board (regular maah)1 _. ....__. . 11a. xis lib.
1 Snacks, refreshments, cigarettes and tobacco 191 1 .. ... I 'b.
20. Fraternity or sorority deo . .. 20s. __ .... . .. __ _ _ . __ 20b.

21. Ocher dues ,
2 1 a. 21b.

22. Recreation and entertainment . _ _ . na. 4.. 22b. c,

23. Heidi& -4- ... 23a. 23b.
., ..24.

4)
Grooming (Harr-cuts, cosmetics, etc.)._ 24s. 24b. __

21. Clothing (inducting footwear)° .
a Is. 21b.

26. Launder and dry-cleaning ,26a. A
27. Cost of travel between permanent borne

address) and Campus, _ ......
tes

Ili. Transportation costs between evilest address 'Of
different from permanent hong address) and

27s. 27b.

.. ..... zpb.21 .

20. -,Ail ether travel and transportation cosu 2 IS a .

311. antra ',charitable contributions 30s. 30b.

31. AU oilier eurrent expenses (Exclude capital )!4 ) 1 b.

halal. See., Item ))).

32. TOTAL CURRENT EXPENDITURES (Add "b" column, Itgass 14 through 31) 32. 11

I). What do you expect your total expenditures to be during the school year. Seitember,
1912-jum4 191J, for rephrsd Aims?
Mal mosey spent or to be spent for capital parttime. (or payments en capital purchases)

wade or to be inack-iintins this school year. ExamPles of capital items on which you should
report ere adios. record.playen. television sets, microscopes. dick tuk or engineerins drswusssets (if wore than nominal Cost), automobiles, camerm. expensive ',weir, (Melodies hm.
-weir/ Oise) and musical instruments)

14.. List below the major capital items ripened in hens I)... .......
.

mar - ....ass* a a aaa-4 aa Awe-.. . "'. .

3).

H. TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR THE SCHOOL YtAR, Septeinbr, 092-jasse, 7 31. it
191) (Total o( Items )2 and )3)

,. -
these1 I I * Asiibintd darer is mode by your relive ler two or more el items, Jolene +online the clone Joni the individual .isms ,rheessos pomade.

°Wide student activities fee sod include is Item n. Also, reds* modem heel& fee and include iv leesa_AA.
I Wade the cash eguivslent of room ot booed whoever altos pan o( your amiss*. , MI. ` -! Wheat ospodieeres foe movies, sham, sonse.slaning, spectator sports. oinbteclaba. Ilniren tips sod berstsots.6 Wee eapaseltures foe 'medicine. doom, hoist& Mho/awry leak hoopitstiaties, sod peeimisms es hospital. medical sod statical,isL::::l

I 4
this seedy. Al ptitirelhoirkeres will it casslaerod to be a anent *spank rather the* a capital (sudsy.homier) . or yet so he purchased for use *miss this school year. ,
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COSTS Of ATTAADING COMO*

PART ill -SOURC FUNDS
ILegsWeas of your present colkge class, &sick the bracket in the table below in which 'falls the cash value, at theittig of yosir.freibuten yeer, of savings, investments. trust funds, insurance pohcies or endowments specificallyatt aside for your college education:

Al Wit- 114, less ties.
None go

$ $ 100
I 00 ,000 F]

1,000 2000, El

At Wit-
$1,000
3,000
4,000

e

Bel live--
$3,000

4,000
I _000

ITEM
(Study Items )7-11 and footnotes before making an entry for any item)

37. Amount spent this irked yeer from amount included in Item 4
11. Amount spent ibis wisoof.rer all other savings
)9. Your earnings from As school yea'
40. Scholanhip(s) from coikii-controlied funds
41. Scholarship( a ) irons all other sources_

42. Veterans' benefits'

4. Vocational rehabilitation funds (exclude vnerans benefits)
44. hionry'gifts (exclude family contributions and report them* Items 41-49)
41. Funds borrowed from the college this school year, which will still be due June)0. 1911 .

"44* .4.1- - - ,

Al Wit- bet less tiles.

- o

11.44. Funds borrowed from *her organixation(s) this school year, will still be

47. AU ocket funds borrowed for this school year, which will still be due Ju,I 30, 191)
41. Family contribution, parents or parents
49 Family contribution, all other relatives (exclude occasional gifts and repast them

in !tern 44)

11.000
7,000

10,000

10. All other sources of afunds

11. TOTAL FUNDS PROVIDED POR TH SCHOOL YEAR
7 Include 411e cash equivalent of room. board or other items received as a part of your earnintsInclude subsistence. pensions, and other paymen4 made directly to you Include also amounts paid directly to the roller by thee

Government such as the cost of tuition, fees, books and supplies.*The total funds provided from all sources Item I ) should be approximately eipal to the total expenditures (Item Is).

$7,000
10,000

or MOM

Eitiesotr and ahow below the
amount of gooney which you
expect to be provided thnscot year, September, 1 I 2-
June, 191), from each of the
fonowin1 sources:

(omit canto

)7.

31.

39.

40.

41.

42.

41.

44

41.

44.

47.

41.

*

PART W.-FAMILY .INCOME
12. If tooth parents are deceased, check here 0 and omit hr
1). In the uble below, check the bracket in which the 1912 income of your parent or parents falls."
1912 Abi limn Gaols INCoMst
At least- pit lett thaw--

1912 ADJUSTED GEMS I tecost
Al test- But los then-

Lass , rei o i s i 000, 3.100 0 07I 0 1,000 0 02 3,500 4,000 0 Os
1,000 1.1op 0 03 4,000 . 4,100 0 09.1,100 _ _.. .___ #2,000 0 04 4,100 1,000 0 10
2,000 2.50 0 Of 1,000 4.mm 0 l i;ties 0 N cod* 7,000 0 12

1" A. estimate will be lici-epeed. but, ki insure accuracy, you may wile I. ask pout parent orThe Mouse twee tequ,ii the /tit adtegia grim Ietiv. This AltureAse ntaell behit Hfl meow sex were. Responses to this and all other nuns is chis schedule ariii ke hos rlast will ww be idssitified Vse published Wisp.
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Appendix B
DATA ARRANGED BY cOOPERATING INSTITUTIONS

Table Moen total, cameo" end capital expenditures par student, 1932-33,
by states and by colleges

1

State, institutan, location,
and oo-ordinator

APIA RAMA

States Totals: 41 States,116 Institutions_ _ . - - -

Alabama Agricultural and MechanicalCollage, Normal, L. R. Patton.....Alabama Polytechnic Institute, Au-btirs, Sherwood C. McIntyre
Talladega College, Talladega, W. A.

= Twyman
f State Teachers Collage, Floresce,W. T. McElheny

...... vto as. .8- ea Alp

ILI ZONAL

na te College, Flagstaff, Tom
Arisona State College, Tempe,Shobtall
University of Arums, Tueson, C.

Zaner

A ANsas.

Agricukural and Mechanical andNormal College, Pine Bluff, & B.Jones
Arkansas Polytechnic College, Russel-ville, K. E. Stordabl.

.

CA LirORNIA - - _ _ _

Compton District Junior College,
Compton, _Paul . _ _ _ _ElCatnino College, 111Camino. Merl F.Sloan

University of Redlands, Redlands,
Larry Hendon

University of Sava Clara, Santa tiara.
Clausin D. Hadley

University of
.....

Southern Los.

ChtgretteBrnard L. Ilyink
Gobba

'COLORADO..... _ _ - .
Colorado Aipricultural and MechanicalCollege, Fort Collins, Warner Miller.Western State College, Gunnison, 0. C.

Maim"
eminisorterr

.1,,p

Mitchell College, Now
.

Tosabors ; of Coano9tkut. Now

..,.. TnesConseat Hartford, Arthur H.
t

Total and current expendi- Capital expendi-tures per student
. tures per student

Studects

5145

154

214

57

160

371

127

109

135al-.....11=11....
181

Total
expendi-

tures

3

1,032

711

1,314

1,140

923

1,225

1,153

1,130

1.370

849

90

91

115

152

124

130

228
S. 96=====

286

148

1

77t

920

1 , 548

866

877

1,638

1,867

2,309

Curren t
expendi- Students

tures

4 1

961

706 140 '

1,200 132

16,113 29

832 57

1,141 240
111...-

1.09Q lk 85

1,017

1,290 .84'Mow.= -
809 84

728

'889

42

42

1,352 542

692

707

1,533

1,687

; 71

98

70

88

,1,98111 160

1,078 977
=====*===e===ipasozic

$1,243 $1,161 178

1,376

1,100

91

139

92

1,479

1,622

1,066

1990

.11

v
1,280" 97

1,012 78
ismannememossairea=cor

1,394* 172

tures

t.

$163
=4.111.=

115

6

a

IINE.

. 93

173

130

51

63

58

T40

136

IS

5

_

y

- - -
41

United
_

. - -

--Bellwood
W. P.

_ _

_ _ . .

. .... . ,
1.1

_ _ . _

- -

Martin,. .

.... _ . _ _ _ . _ . _

_ _ . .....

-

Chico, Archie

-

11,310.-

7--

5.

.

-
IL

1, 8,484

1148

" f
'

r a. re ."

Ars A.

Britain, WI LosO .....

Toztt=
. 322

--

"11

CY

-T

71

..y11
11/.41 ,...,

Expendi-

41

185

53

256..=,.
130

104

-67

i 55

307

265

264

191

265

.460

'177

$180

146

15
180

.4-

sr

a

. _

_

_ _

Leaher. _ _ _

_ .

. _

College,

-

. .., - - -

irmakasbiask
. .

.

.
sp

....,

'WM

...-.-..

$1,388

...11.11.

.1111.
86 ,

0-
,

IF

-.,g ====11111p=

4 ._-______....

1,498 4

995 131.
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SO COSTS Of ATTENDING &MOE

Table I.Meon total, 'current, and capital expenditures per student, 1952-53,
by stet.* and by collegescontinued

State, institution, location.
and co-ordinator

1

Total and current exnendi- Capital expendi-
tures per studemt tures per student

DISTRICT Or COLUMBIA_ _ _ ...... _ _
American University, Washington,

Austin Van der Shoe

'Florida Southern College, Lakeland,
Charles Thrift.

JI Florida State Univeniity, Tallahamee,
Hugh Stickler

University of Miami, Coral Gables,
Reinhold P. Wolff

Bethune-Cookman College, Daytona
Beach, Richard V. Moore

p.

85

Total
expendi-

tures

602--
63

219

,\ 160

1po

1,632

1 , 632

1 .473

1,643

1,311

2,09
1 .012

GROSOIA 612

Emory University, Emory Univendty,
E. H. Roos

Georgia Teachers College, Collegeboro,
Viola Perry

Morris Brown College. Atlanta, Mrs.
Merlissie R. Middleton

University of Georgia, Athens, J. A.
Williams

IDAHO

Boise Junior College, Boise, Donald E.
Pehlke

University of Idaho, Moscow, C. Ot
Dicker

ILLINOIS

S.
College, hock Island.

B. Johnson
Knox College, Galesburg, Kellogg D.

McClelland
Illinois Institute of Teehnology,

Chicago, Clarmoe E. Deakins
_University of Chicago, Chicago,

Robert C. Woellner
Wright Junior College, Chicago,

Howard KloRp &

INDIANA ifs

Concordia College, Fort Wayne,
//Mater Schoedel

Purdue University, Lafayette, Robert
Johns

IOWA

State Unity of Iowa, Iowa City,
L. pale Faunae

168

86

31

327

198

122

76

1,548

1,768

1,021

1,122

1 4)08

1,097

1:060

1 , 157

564

113

100

147

121

123===
293

128

165

213

213

KANSAS 416

Kanas State of Aviculture
and Applied titan,
William 144Hamm State Timbers College, Pitts-
burg, Bygone R. Dawson 154Wirn University of Topeka,
Topeka, H. H. Evers 118

1 , 578

1,414

1 /84
1,677

1 , 852

974

1,186.

81!

1 , 887

1 , 357

1,357

81,199

Expendt-
tunas

2.12

1h5

179

127

313

119

171

10a

113

66

227

165 .

194

115

164

1,293 50 -.273

1,701 59 141

1,590 79 118

1,803 72 84

820 84 226

go

67

102

129

129

$196

4

1,174 87 184

964 67 176

1,160 80 227

-

V.

db.

FLORIDA... a ..... ...... OP ! a

_______

_ ..... . .

t.
.

-e.

_ _ _

_ .

.... _

-

.......... . ... ...

_ _....10

,1

..

S.

A

Students

85
Sol-

onoworolk,

Current
ex pendi -

tures

4

1 , 525,

1 , 372

.1

tr

1 , 532

1 , 24-7

1 , 903

949

1,448

Students,

2:t2

a-...-

39

111

95

as

1,712

966

1,088

1 , 473

905

937

1 .088

1 .428

347

94
S.

42

17

194

122

77

45

344

1,088

791

1,323

1,287

1,287

57

104

115 I

115

11.,089

4

a.

AZ

_ ..... .
-

..... _

_

\_,---
01111L

e

3

1 , n5

qt

111

4.

,1,285

1,031

-1,314



AMMINIbtX Si

Table L-Men Wel, current, end capitol explindltwes per student, 1952-53,by states end by clltiges-centinued

State, institutim, location,
and oo-ordinstor

KEKTUCILY . _ _

11'

Mor'ehad State College, Morehead,
Roger Wilson . .

LoirralArt.

Northwestern State College, Natchi-toches, J. Percy Straughan
Tulane University, New Orleans, JohnR. Stibbs. _ _ . . _ . _ _
Xavier University, New ()limn*. Mary

Agnes Schirmer- _ . _ -

MAINS
-

Colby College, Waterville, George T.
Nickerson_

University of Maine, Orono, R.QhertC. Warrick....
M ARTLAMP I

Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore,Irene M. Davis _

Maryland State 'Teachers College,
bury, Howard B. Boaley,Robert Gebhardsbauer . _ _

ClEt MEWS ------ - r .

Bradford Junior College, Bradford,
Dorothea L. Smart

Brandeis University, Waltham. Ber-nard Gordon." _

Medford.,
- -Tufts College, Clifton W.

Emery
Radcliffe Col .,jytbridge Wilma

A. Kerby-Mi _

MICHIGAN

Albion College, Albion, Emil Leffler_ _Ferris Institute, Big Rapids, Ralph E.Pattullo
Mi an State College, East Lansing,p J. May
Northern Michigan College of Educe-

tidn, Marquette, D. H. Bottom
MINNESOTA

College of St. Catherine, St. Paul,,
Sister Helen Marret

State Teachers Cdkge, Moorhead,
John MAlignkins

Mitikssuon% S.

Blue Mountain College,
tain, Lawrence T. Lo

Jones County Junior
ville, B. F.

Mississippi State College
Columbus, Albert Me

MONTANA

Montana State Collets; Balansa.via G. Glynn

Total and ourrent expendi-
tures per student

Student&,
152

152

275
,NII,...

110

74

91

268

117

151

Total
expendi-

tures......
3

1,016

Current
eA pendi-

tures

1,018

4

968111--
966

Capital expendi-
tures per student

Students Expendi-
three

73.a...... 1

73

1,240 1,125

827 800

2,152 1,843.

996 933

1,587 1, 5X2

451

87

582

84

0 XX3

121

742

152

178

342

70

305

1,851

1,347

1,314

1,700

789

2,277

3,101

2,048

1,772

2,140

, sal
1 , 305

1,245

1,827

725

2,230

3,099

1,973

1,706

2,008

1 J.* 1,385

1,612

1,447 61,322

1,439 1,355

1,081 992

, 1651 1,118

158

+....womwe.
133

65

68

8 6

sa

32

237

21

43

120

53

425

89

117

187

32

- 105
.416.

105

100

54

402

121

91

189.

116

297

16

177

104

1,256 1,234

1,018 929

855 814

931 920

685 686

1,133 1,102

121

99

92

121

117

128

113

82

148

114

97

Ps

158

126

190

155

151

118

63 67

- 68 178

104 .6P 1

43

63 140

37 01
St00

100

oft

373 1,248

1011

1,378 1,248

$185

185

_4)64

...

--

- - *. .....

_ _

-

...... .. . ..

. _ .

- - - - - .

-
_

Al

w

6

. _

_

.

- -

Blue biotin-

Collw, "gni.=
Ogletree

fp. Women,
.1

......... - - - GM. 4. la. me co-

111. ...

41

.-

,=====

11Lorko

2y.
.........

*.op W.

4

>T68.5
4

C

..114

54

57

47

-. I
4'

ska
=6.111M0.Ii

a

1

.t

.

ct?

**.

'

. .

4%
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ler
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COSTS Of ATTIMINO COWIN
-

)Wolo 1.7pean toi. cermet sod tepitedestommiNfisesa per stviont, 11112*-53,
by states sod by seftges.--coMimeat

t*, Luau tu tion. location.
and co-ordinator

N IMILLSIL A

Municipal University of Omaha,
Omaha, Jay B. MacGregor.

University of Nebrsaka. Linr+oln.
arry Stroh.

New WRIST

Rutgers University. New Brunswick,
Albert E. Milder. Jr.

41.

N irw M Iwo° _

New Maxim Military Institut*.
Roswell, David W Clary

New Yost

Barnard C-ollege, Columbia Univer-
aity, New Yorki Lorna F. McGuire.

Brooklyn College, Brook!ye , ThelmaBarnett... /Columbia College, Columbia Univer-
arty, New York ,Vincent C. Gassetga

Fordham UniverSaity. New York,
James J. Cribbin

Rochester Institute of Technology.
Rochester, Leo F Smith.. .

Syracuse University, Syracuse, Keith
Kennedy

NCHITS CA111101,INA

Agricultural and Technical College of

L. Withers .

Bennett Collage, Greensboro, Willa B.

,Daviislwori-toile-ge.. Davidson. Semuel
R. Spencer, Jr... .

Duke University, Durham, -lioyd

M-ars Hill. Edith
Swann.... _ .

Shaw University, Raleigh, Marguerite
N. Adams... _

University of North Carolina, Chapel
Hill, Ro? Armstrong . _

Nairn' DAIKOTi .

North Dakota State School of Science,
Wahpetan, Earl W. Bute

Onto

,Hiram Code*, Hiram, Thomas 0.
Weir

Oberlin College, Oberlin, Robert
Dixon

ObloWechanias Institute, Cinginnati,
Paul K. Johnston

.0at.Anowt:t

Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechan-

esbY
ical College, Stillwater. R. R.
Ogi

Total and current expendi-
tures per student

Students

360

192

1e18

Total
aipendi-

tutu

144

144

- .11.
110

110

1 314,

I , 272

1,362

1 , 537

1,537

1101

128

301

167

230

168

107

1,789

1 , 789

Tr--

1,906

801

1 SOS

1,700

1,578

2 , 079

(\nitwit
expendi- Students

tures

Capital elpenai-
t urea per student+ IwImIP.II..-

tures

4 6

1.151 244

1 ; 079

1 , 232

1 , 448

-----"0. ... 241

130 286

114 192

84 153

448 84 153

j

1,544

1.544

1,444

1======
350

1 ,071 M 81

748 166 95

1,72 107

1 604 138 160

1,490 100 148

1,990 63 149

1318

338

163

154

275

66

104

, 218

- 200

200

'4.6 306

137

101

68
alimi====

X)3

1,329

924

1 044,

1,669

1,868

893

988

1,545

1,038

1,038

1,712

1,603

1 :796

1,810

1,998

1 265 638 91
`41.11 amlb.

197 in 74

1
036 19

1,593 81 145

1 162 110

873 as
960 41 61

1 , 483 103

941

941

590

1 533

">733

1 4.2

214

214

199

118

114

416

.944 118 90

1.295 lib

- - .
1

. .

. .

. . .

...

. . ,

. . .

. . .

. . . -

.

North Carolina, Greensboro. John

.

Mttia
_ . ,

. _ .

_

_ .e_

.

,

.. _. ..... .\
.

4

.... .... .
.11

. 4. S .0 ft

1

11.1=.

.. ..

,%1.

..011.1.M.11.1

.

1,, 512

===a1=

!

:-- -arr.

Expengi

====.=cur..-z.

3,50

121$

C91lege,

.

.

.

I

3

-9111K:110 10..........

I

1

I

1 ,

=======

-

80

AO====.4

,

,

1 ,

803

606

84

21

132

=====r=r1

=Emors=310
90

92No=swasgsz=
188

army _

80

52

303 90



MM.

Table 1.-11tosiw Neel, eferrenk semi capitol expenditures per stvileM, 1152.53by stets* sod by rnsee-essitlaired

State. institution, location ,
and oo-ortimator

1

University a Oregon, Eugene, CliffordL. Constance .

University oi Portland. Portland,
Robert H. Sweeney . _

PENNOT LT . . . . . _

Allegheny College. Meadville, Allen

Bucknell University. IA wilburg, 1) L.
Radek

_ -
Carnegie Institute ol Technology

Pittsbugh. Douglas F Miner... .

Dickinson George
Shuman. Jr -/ -

Drama Institute of Technology, Phila-
delphia, Harold M. Myers .

Flamm ISLAND .

University 01 ode eland, Kingston
John F. Quinn .

ROUTS CAROLINA .

The Oiarleston. (' F Myers,Jr . _ .

Sorra DAKOTA.

University ot South Dakota, Vertu*
lion, Robert Knapp

TICNNIUMISZ _ _ _ _

-Ws

14 Moyne College, Memphis, L. H.
Rockwell _

Maryville Col
_

Maryville, FrankD. Mane

Agricultural and Mechanical College
Tesas; College Station, Rennie A.

Zinn
Huston-Tillotson College, Austin, Wil-

_ liam H. Jones
Prairie View Agricultural and Meehan-

ical College, Prairie View, J. M.
_____

Texas Christian University, Ft. Worth,8. W. Hutton _____
Tyler Junior College, Tyler, Fames

Flaherty,
Univeteity of Houston, Houston,

Franklin L. Stovall_ .
UTV

Weber College, Ogden, Owen M. Clark
Yitnatoirro

de
;Sennlostaa, Stan-ley Jr

Total and current expendi
tures per student

Students

144

146
....=1*.

Stri

sti

1 s3

134

130

84

103

103

152

1 s2-
107

107

349

160

189

880

Total
expendi-

tures

1,390

.111-

1,765

1,829

1.952

1,729

1,703

1,490

, 433

1,433

1,461

1 .461

1,212

1,212

820

676

542

1 , 165

325 1,256

77 879

197 745

84 1,581

70 898

12? 1.629
vzsm=oacom=======a=

70 750

70 750
11111111111111=MIIMENAMIN=011:=2

89 2,894

Current
expendi-

tures

4

$1,286

1.312

1,260

1,091

1,786

1,893

1.607

1,659

1,411

1.358

1,358

1,397

1,397

1,14,5

1,145

790

64,4
018

1,029
oboll

1,066

840

710

1,421

796

1,413
=========

686

685

2,821

_

83

Caps takexpendi
tures per student

Student I

=bad.

174

91

s3--
334

41

86

78

R3

48

62

62

92

92====
54

54
4.11.

106

38

68

568

104

Expendi-
tures

6

$204

184

227

129

92

104

214

89

138

125

125

105

105

133

133

100

181

66

211

243

106

65

280

41 173

91 304=Eat
.176

(;4-
176

176

46

2,894 2,821

46

176

( )a

.. _

.

..... T." _

College, Carlisle,
. _

. .

VI .

.

.

citadel,

,,

"00,

_

Drew

.

.

- I

# a ...a-a.. a. _-

--.- - --4-- -

290

- .

....0.-

$1 ,

-

1.428

-

_

t 0

..-

fi

L

;

1

w00

4

-

.--.-_-

Z1104.

_

.. opt

_

. .

. _

_ .

s.

_ .

.

.

Tax*. _ _ . _ . _ _

'

_ _ _

.11

^

==t7:7----17==.= - =-

6

264

30

41

=i2=====,
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37

37
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84 COSTS OF ATTINDING COMO!

VIRGINIA _ . . - -

University. of Virginia, Charlottesville,
F. G. Lankford, Jr

Virginia State College, Petersburg,
Walter N. Ridley__ «

a

V AKIIINGTON. _ _ ______ .

Central Washington College of Educa-
tion, Ellensburg, Perry H. Mitchell .Olympic College, Bremerton, Robert
Williams

A

230 1,328 1, 253 150 1Io

99

131

1,845

937

1,742

883

68

82-----
154

fri
= mos

254
_

21',

27:

269 1,108 967 152

133

136

a

1,063

1,152
.

953

980

67
.

85

Summary, by Region*

Item

Number of States_ .
Number of institutions ......
Number of students

Mean current expenditure per
student

United
States

42
110

15,316

$1,300

North-
eastern
Region

8
123

3,196

$i , 676

N orth
Central
Region

10
24

3,506

$1,262

Southern
Region

15
43

6,072

Western
Region

20
2,542

$1,209

411.

a.

a

'6*

*

-

-

. _

4110,41.0.0....11 MM.I./1011.

..... _

.....

I

111.1.64

9

Ir

.e

.

"5.

_ _ _ _ . _ _ - - - _ _ - _ -
1



Appendix C

HOW TUE STUDY WAS CONDUCTED

N NOVEMBER 1952 the U.S. Commissioner of Education
I called a conference at which representatiVes of 22 colleges Znd
universities and of six nationwide associations of colleges dis-
cussed Problems of student finance with the staff of the U.S. Office
of Education and representatives of other interested Government
agencies. They offered sugges4ins as to the best way of Atudying
the subject. With the benefit at these suggestions,, the staff of
the College and University Administration Branch of the Division
of Higher Education then proceeded tomake detailed plans for the
project, consulting several useful studies that had' previously been
made by individual institutions or by interinstitutional agencies.

It was decided that the foremost need wafi for comprehensive
information on the expenditures of full-time, single, undergradu-
ate college students, and their sources of income, at all types of
institutions throughout the Nation. It was further decided that
the best way to gather these data would be to select a sample of
students and ask them to .0' in questionnaires showing their
actual or estimated expenditures and income for one colleie year.
The questionnaire devised for this purpose is reproduced as ap-
pendix A of this report.

SELECTING THE SAMPLE OF COLLEGES

feasible*Since it was not for the Office of Education to get in
touch with each student individually, it was decided to ask for
the cooperation of selected institutions which, as a group, were
believed to be representative, of the colleges of the United States.
Each gollege was asked to appoint a coordinator who would draw
a statistically randoni sample from among its full time under-
graduate enrollment of 1952-53, and administer the questionnaire
to them.

The size of the salmi% was dictated by two considerations.
First, it was desired to include enough institutions to provide
adequate representation of the wide variety of types of public and
private colleges and universities. To this end, the cooperation
of over 100 institutions was sought. -Second, euough responses
were sought from each institution so that Aatements could be
made about that institution at a fairly high level of statistical sig-

S.



COSTS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE

nificance. In several instances, as is shown in table I.of appendix
B, this objeCtive was not realized due to the small number of use
able student responses received.

In an effort to secure a sample of institutions which would be
representative of the diversified array of American undergraduate
colleges and universities, the staff used a list of institutions de-
rived from the Office's Education Directory Part 3 : Higher Edu-
cation. This list is divided into two groups, consisting of publicly-
controlled and privately controlled institutions. Each of these
groups is further subdivided into the follaving groups : universi-
ties, technoligical 'schools, teachers colleges, colleges of arts and
sciences, junior colleges, and institutions attended predominately
by Negroes.

A sampling of institutions was then drawn from each of these
groups. Since a very small proportion of the total college enroll-
ment fell into some of the groups (notably the institutions, all of
them located in the South, whose enrollments consist mainly of
Negroes) , it was considered necessary to over-represent these
small enrollment efoups in drawing the sample, so as to obtain
enough responses to permit statistically significant statements
about each group separately. Therefore, when the sample institu-
tions were drawn to represent the smaller groups, the student
population of the colleges included in the sample bore a greater

It

Table IL-Adequacy f study *simple

Percentage comparison of full-time undergraduate student respondentA
from 110 colleges with total undergraduate enrollment, 1952-53

Region and type of college, by control

4

Region:
Northeast _ _

North Central
South
West_.

Publicly controlled - . _ _

Univerities
Technological schools _ .

Liberal Arta colleges _

Teachers &loges_ _ _ _ _ _ _

coon=Privately .
Junior

Universities
Technological schools
Liberal arts colleges
Junior colleges- _ ........ _ _ - __Institutions with predominately Negro enioillitari
Publicly controlled
Privat* controlled

Percent of-

Reopondenta
15,31t%

1962-53
--41.

.20.6
22.7
39.7
17.0
50.8
21.9
2.4
8.0

10.3
8.2

37.6
15.4
3.2

15.7
3.3

11.6
5.9
5.7

All
undergradtlate

1951-52 I

1

28.2
29.3
26.0
16.5
51.1
27.1
2.5
5.4
7.7
8.4

46.5
23.7
2.3

18.4
2.1
2.4
1.3
1.6

I Biennial Survey of Education in the United States, 1950-53, Chapter 4, Section 1. "Statistics ofHigher Education: Faculty, Students, and Deserves, 1951-52." 'tftf
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APPENDIX

proportion to the total student population than it did in the caseof the groups containing a larger number of students. These
matters are shown specifically in table II on the opposite page.
With this qualification; the selection of institutions was on a sta-
tistically random basis.

In this manner 160 institutions were selected. Letters weresent to these institutions in the spring of 1952 inviting them to
participate in the study. A total of 50 were unable to partici-
pate ip the study or dropped out before its completion. The presi-
dents ti)f the 110 participating institutions shown in table I, appv-
dix B, '-,were asked to appoint a coordinator, who took the respon-sibilitit for the sizeable amount of work involved in drawing .a
samp14 of the student body within his institution, administeringthe questionnaires, receiving and editing the completed question-
naires, and forwarding them to the Office of Education.

DRAWING THE STUDENT SAMPLES

In drawing a sample of the students at each of the cooperathig
institutions, the proctdure was as follows : Each institutional co-
ordinator made a random selection of names from enrollment rec-
ords. The size of the sample bore the following relationship tothe total undergraduate registration at the institution in the pre-vioui academic year :
.111...111011

. Students enrolled. fall 1952

1-199
200-1,199

1.200-2,999
3,000-6, ON
5,100-6,999
7,000-9,999

10,000 or more

Else of ample

lrProportion of
student

all
varying

1/6
1/9
1/12
1116
1/20

Number of
students

1-199
200

200-500
333-567
425-583
437-625
500 tw more

It will be noted that the proportion of the siudent body parti-
cipating varied inversely with' the size of the inst.itution. This
was necessary to assure that the data from each institution, taken
alone would permit statistidally- significant statements about that
institution.
'In selecting the sample, all students wire eliminated whose

speciAl circumstances rendered their financial situation markedly
different from that of fihe majority of the student body. These
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COSTS OF ATTENDINo C41.1101

included married students living with mates, part-time students,
and those not enrolled for a full academic year in 1952-53.

At each institution the coordinator 'distributed the question-,

naires to the students, and gave instructions and counsel for com-
pleting them. In most cases a meeting was held at which the
students were given assistance by college officials in filling in the
information on tuition and fees. The students were given several
weeks in which to complete the questionnaires, so that they could
consult with their parents, especially on supplying information
on family income and savings.

The coordinator kept in touch with the students, encouraged
them to consult college counselors, to fill in the questionnaires
completely and accurately, and to return them without exce,sive
delay.

When the coordinator returned the completed questionnaires
to the Office of Education, they were edited by the staff of the
Office to eliminate those which were inadequately filled in, and to
assure consistencyfin the interpretation of the expenditure and
income items among the 'cooperating, institutions. The data on
the questionnaires were then transcribed to punched cards and
the analysis was made which* forms the basis of the tables _Arid
charts reproduced in this report. A total of 15,316 usable ques-
tionnaires were received from the students included in the sample.
This amounted to 7.3 pecent of the undergraduate, enrollment _of

the participating institutions.

4

SOME NOTES ON INTERPRETING THE DATA

In interpreting the data presented in this report, one should
bear in mind the following limitations imposed by the character,
scope, and method, of the study :

1. The sampling procedure aimed at getting a representative
small group of institutions and a small enough sample of studelp
to be educationally sound nd at the Bathe time permit an admin-
istratively and financially feasible project. This led to the under-
and over-representing of student bodies explained in table II.
Such a sample cannot, of course, be expected to be fully repre-
sentative of the whole student population of the United States.
The data do, however, embody information on the finances of a
very large number of single, undergraduate students, drawn from
every part of the country, and from colleges and universities of
every size and type. It is believed to be adequate for the gum
'dents it purports to represent.

,
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2. Not all of the students in the sample returned satisfactorily
completed questionnaires. To the extent that the group who did
not do so dift/red from the total student population at the partici-
pating i 1iitutions, the results are subject to an unknown bias.

3. Th students who did not keep actual budget figures were
asked to recall and project their expenses avl income for the
whole academic year 1952-53. Some students budgeted their
year's expenses, kept records of income and major expenses, but
were obliged to resort to estimates for some items. Some ex-
pense items encQmpassing many small expenditures, notably
"snacks, .refreshments, cigarettes and tobacco" and "recreation
and entertainment," are quite difficult to estimate, and rhay con-
sistently be subject to over- or under-estimation. Also, items
such as "clothing," which embrace a smaller number of expendi-
tures, are subject to sizeable error if the student failed to recall
a single large item, or if he failed to include in his budget a major
item purchased on the family's charge account.

4. The sample did not include the married" student living with
his or her spouse. It should, therefore, be borne in ,mind that a
not inconsequential segment of the undergraduate student popu&
lation, with distinctive financial problems, was omitted from the
study. .

5. Part-time students, and those registered for less than the
full year, were omitted. Since many undergraduate students who
find it difficult. to finance a college education resort to part-time
or off-and-on college attendance in order to earn enough money
,to pay their way, the data omitted a part of the student population
which should be kept in mind by college officials when consider-
ing the financial problems of undergraduate students.

6. The sample was' limited to undergraduate students. The
problem of financing education beyond the college level is worthy
of serious consideration, since the problems encountered by the
Undergraduate are often compounded as the educational process
lengthens to 6 or 7 years'. This study, however, did not deal with
graduate and professional school itudents.

7. Several features of the qUestionnaire wly4ave led to omis-
sions or varying interpretation by the students:

APPINDIX
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90 COSTS Of ATTINDINO COUSIN

(a) Students were directed to include among their ex-
pen-ses the cash value of room and board earned by working,
and to include the same amoupts under income. The stu-
dent's valuation of these items may have been subject to
considerable variation.

(b) When the questionnaires were edited, any cost indi-
cated for room rent by a student living at his parents' home
was deleted, on the grounds that it did not represent a cash
outlay for the- purpose of (Wending college. Likewise, the
cost of meals eaten at the student's home was eliminated from
the individual's budget.

A

(c) It was impossible to treat the cost of other meals in
this way, since students living with their parents do ordinarily
take some of their meals away from home. One cannot be
sure, therefore, to what, extent the cost of meals was reported
in a cOmistent fashion by the students. Meals and other re-
ported living costs of attending college may vary with the
manner In which household costs are allocated between par-
ents and student.

(d) Students who were charged a lump sum for two or
more items listed in the questionnaire were asked to use
their judgmenf in distributing the charge among these items.
This problem arose mainly in connection with charges which
encompassed two or more of the following: tuition, fees,
books, supplies, room, and board.

(e) The questionnaire did not distinguish between funds
withdrawn from the parents' long-term savings and those
which came from trust funds for the student. While the
student was asked to indi:tate loans from various organiza-
tions, the questionnaire did not call for a separate listing of
intra-family loans.

(f) Those who want to estimate total costs for attending
college should k4p in mind that most of the tables and
graphs of this study are based on the mean total of ,current
costs. More than half the stuOents made capital expendi-
tures (see table I. appendix B) which for them averaged
$163, and which amounted to $88 per student for the 15,316
students who supplied the information compiled in table I.

No.

(g) Finally, it should be noted that the data refer to the
academic year 1952-1958. As of 1957, there have been some
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important changes in the picture. A number of institutions
have increased their charges (or tuition, feks, textbooks, and
other Aids to stpdy. There have been changes in the cost
of living elements, and it is also questionable whether the
incomes of families who send children to college have kept
pace with the rising spiral of costs students must incur in
attending college.

VP

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1957-4247$)

PS3-1-

ar

S.

ea.

a

b.

Ott


