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Preface

The principal intention of this study was to provide some bench marks that
would give some quantitative indication of how accessible higher education is,
in order to improve understanding of the current status of educational oppor-
tunity. The method involved an analysis of the populations living near an inex-
pensive, nonselective college in various geographic areas. It brought together
three divergent components — people, communities, and educational instit.tions
—into a sort of educational demography.

The study was undertaken at the College Board's Access Research Office,
which was established in Palo Alto, California in 1968 to prepare reports on the
status of access to higher education. As Chapter 1 describes, the geographic
aspects of access to college have taken on new importance, especially during
the past decade. Since the implications of such geographic data are particularly
important to the statewide development and organization of higher education,
the findings for each state are reported individually in the 50 state profiles of
Chapter 5

Many readers will respond to natural curiosity and turn immediately to favor-
ite states, wondering after a while what the terms mean, where the data came
from, and what the study is all about anyway. This is a good place to say that
such questions are taken up in the first four chapters. Impatient browsers wouid
be wise at least to read the first few pages of Chapter 5, which explain briefly
hat the state profiles contain.

The final three chapters will convey, | hope, the important impression that
access to higher education is a far more complicated matter than the availabil-
ity of free-access colleges. A much larger task is the development of programs
that have personal relevance and economic utility for diverse populations under
different conditions. It is very likely tiiat in the next decade we shall see the de-
velopment of second-generation state maodels of coordination and governance
that will have profound and lasting effects upon the form higher education will
take. It seems especially important that educational leaders and planners be
sensitive to the state's responsibility to provide equal educational opportunity
and, at the same time, be wary of the constricting danger of centralized coor-
dination for both institutions and students. With respect to these pioblems, this
volume contains much data, some suggestions, but no confident prescriptions.

Those readers who like maps anc numbers will correctly guess that this work
was thoroughly enjoyable. But the study does include a great deal of trouble-
some detail which, though checked several times, is still subject to error or dif-
ferent interpretation by those more familiar with local circumstances. Of course,
the lapses are my responsibility, as are the interpretations that are made in
these pages.

| am greatly indebted to a number of friends and colleagues who were kind
enough to read all or part of this report in manuscript. The criticisms and sugges-
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tions of Edmund Gleazer, Lyman Glenny, Dorothy Knoell, and Lewis Mayhew
were especially helpful ard appreciated. The manuscript was read by College
Board staft members oo numerous to mention individually, though | owe each
my gratitude. Their generous and careful attention helped to avoid misconcep-
tions, but it must be acknowledged that my colleagues do not agree with all
interpretations retained in this final version.

Others are due special thanks for their more direct involvement in the produc-
tion of the report. Donna Kofncvec and Becky Daniels carried out most of the
analytic work; Nancy Lambert typed the various drafts in the midst of other
responsibilities. | am grateful for their excellent work and good humor. | also
express appreciation to Richard Ferrin who contributed vaiuable suggestions
and assistance throughout the study. And the final report has been greatly im-
proved by the special interest and skill of the College Board pubiication staff,
particularly Diane Olsen and Brenda Jones.

Finally, | owe a debt of gratitude to Ben Cameron Jr. who was a constant
source of support and assistance during the course of this work. But most of
all it was my wife, Anna, who provided the stimulus to begin, the good judg-
ment along the way, and the encouragement to complete the task.

Warren W. Willingham

June 1970
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1. The new meaning of equal opportunity

Higher education can no longer be regarded as a privilege for the few,
but must be seen as a right for the many.

Julian Bond

Infrequently a writer succeeds in making simple a problem so subtle and funda-
mental that it affects much of our daily lives. In his essay Excellence, Gardner
(1961) confronts such a problem—how to nurture the rare talents so badly
needed by society while, at the same time, giving all individuals equal rights and
a fair distribution of privilege. No social system has solved this riddle satis-
factorily, but the main shortcoming of democratic free enterprise is the devastat-
ing effectiveness with which competition brings some to the top and leaves too
many at an unacceptable bottam.

The suggested answer is that society must be so organized that all individuals
have unfettered and continuous opportunity to pursue their interests and utilize
their individual talents. During the past decade equal opportunity for higher edu-
cation has become an important manifestation of this philosophy. As Coleman
(1969) notes, equal opportunity is an evolving idea not subject to easy definition.
It has many facets and is subject to many conflicting frames of reference. Never-
theless, one important barometer of equal opportunity is the accessibility of
higher education to its potential clients. It is the extent and nature of this accessi-
bility with which this report is concerned.

One useful way to study access to higher education is to examine data de-
scribing the characteristics of those high school graduates who do and do not
go to college. Studies of this sort are familiar, though still in an early stage of
development and hampered by inadequate data. Recent examples of noteworthy
work include bocks by Jencks and Riesman {1968), Jaffe and Adams (1969),
and Folger and Nam (1967). The analysis undericken here takes a different and
complementary tack by focusing on the availability of educational resources
rather than the outcome of the admissions process. The genaral qu<stion is how
accessible is higher education? More specifically, how many and what sort of
people live within commuting distance of a free-access (inexpensive and rela-
tively nonselective) college?

Answering these questions means first identifying ail the free-access colleges
among the 2,600 undergraduate institutions in the country. Second, it requires
an analysis of the characteristics of the populationsliving near those free-access
colleges. The purpose is to develop an empirical descript on of the accessibility
of higher education in each state and to relate that accessibility to the charac-
teristics of local institutions and the statewide organization of higher education.

Naturally, accessibility is a relative term and must be interpreted in the context
of recent developments and current values. College admissions doesn't mean
what it used to mean. In the past decade there have been numerous dramatic



developments that have had a critical impact upon what access to higher educa-
tion meane today. It is both worthwhile and necessary to outline briefly those
developments.

Major developments of the 1960s

Each of the five developments outlined in the following paragraphs represents

to some extent a shift in public attitudes, but each also includes observable

events that have had direct effects upon college admissions. Each development
has long roots but, to a marked extent, it is a creature of the past decade.

The move to universal higher education

More than 20 years ago the Truman Commission (1947) declared, "“The time has
come to make education through the 14th grade available in the same way that
high school education is now available.”” This prophetic statement stirred up
enough excitement to require a lengthy rebuttal (McConnell, 1949) to the critics.
Onthe other hand similar sentiments expressed during the past 10 years by such
public groups as the Eisenhower Commission (1960), the Educationa! Policies
Commission (1864), and the Carnegie Commission (1968) have been accepted
without a ripple. Furthermore, the Higher Education Facilities Act (1263), the
Higher Education Act (1965), and the Higher Education Amendments (1968)
represent concrete evidence of the political acceptability of substantially broad-
ened opportunity for higher education.

Witnessing the continued underrepresentation of black Americans (Egerton,
1969) and children from low-income families (Creager et al., 1968) even in pub-
lic institutions, some observers have wondered whether the country was not
overly optimistic about the rate &t which greatly expanded postsecondary op-
portunity might be achieved. There is an important distinction between propor-
tional representation of disadvantaged groups and general expansion of higher
education. It seems clear by now that inequities in opportunity are so imbedded
in the American culture that substantial change will require great effort. But a
general and marked expansion of college matriculation in the past decade is
easily documented.

Table 1. Three indicators of the expansion of
higher education from 1943 to 1968

Number of First-time Ratio of FTE to
Year colleges enroliment (FTE) high school graduates
1948 . . . . L. o 1,808 617,000 52
1958 . . . . e 1,903 (+5%) 862,000 (4-40%) .57
1968 .. .. ... .. 2,491 (+31%) 1,908,000 (+121%) .70

Sources: Og oning Fall Enrofiment (1958 and 1968 editions); £ducation Directory, Part 3, 1948; Digest of Edu-
cational Statistics, 1968; Projections of Educational Statistics, 1968.
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Educational statistics are subject to so many legitimate variations in definition
that “‘exact’’ data are often illusory. Nonetheless, Table 1 gives a reasonably ac-
curate picture based upon gross statistics derived from standard sources. Each
of the three barometers included shows marked expansion in higher education
since World War 1, with most of the growth occurring during the past 10 years.
To some extent facilities and enrollment increases can be attributed to natural
increases in the age group and improved retention in high school, but this is not
true in the case of the ratio of first-time enroliment to high school graduates. The
ratio of .70 in 1968 is a highly significant figure since it suggests that a much
larger percentage of students are continuing their education after secondary
school than has been typical for the past 80 years (Jaffe and Adams, 1965).

Recent data from indepencient sources suggest that the ratio is probably ac-
curate. The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that 55 percent of youth who grad-
uated from high school in the previous year were enrolled in college in October
1968 (Perrella, 1969). This figure can be increased by at least 10 percent to ac-
count for those who enter college more than one year following high schoci. New
breakdowns of census information reported by Johnson and Reed (1969) indi-
cate that there are even more late entrants than a 10 percent adjustment would
imply. These somewhat startling data show that 1 out of 3 first-year college stu-
dents do not rnatriculate during the fall following high school graduation but wait
an additional year or more. This proportion seems certainly inflated by varying
understandings of the term ‘‘first-year'' and by numerous doubly counted first-
time students who wander in periodically to take a course or two. On the other
hand these estimates do not include the substantial but uncertain number of stu-
dents in postsecondary vocational schools, proprietary institutions, and other
alternatives to college. Even with these various qualifications considered, the
age of massive postsecondary education is definitely upon us.

There is no sign of any slacking off in this trend. If anything, the Eisenhower
Commission's (1960) goal that '*Two-year colleges should be within commuting
distance of most high school graduates’ has been sought with accelerating
vigor. The Carnegie Commission (1968a) has recommended 500 new two-year
colleges by 1976, and the development of the community colleges has been
described as “'one of the highest priorities of the New [Nixon] adrninistration”
(Chronicle, 1969b). At this writing, implementing legislation is under active con-
sideration in Congress (Higher Education and National Affairs, 1969a, 1969D).

A questioning of values

Undoubtedly the most dramatic and important development in higher education,
brought about by the civil rights movement and the student rebellion, has been
the questioning of fundamental values. The interests of black Americans with
respect to access to higher education can be accounted in uncomplicated terms;
it is the majority response that is complicated, tense, and otherwise fraught with
uncertainty. The demand is clearly to redress injustice and to distribute privilege,
power, and dignity in a more socially equitable manner. Since college training



is widely regarded as one of the most important routes to social opportunity,
considerable attention has been focused upon the admissions process. Resolu-
tions adopted in a *‘Statewide seminar on race and poverty in higher education"’
in California (McKendall, 1968) provide a concrete illustration of the basic values
involved. A few of the major items were:

“Institutions of higher learning in California should not receive federal funds
unless there is proportional representation of minority group persons on every
lavel of institutional activity, including the student body, faculty, administration,
and governing boards.

“That upon acceptance of minority/ poverty students, the institution make a
total commitment to them in nonacademic student-related areas, as well as in
academic areas.

“That admission of marginal Mexican American and black students be deter-
mined respectively by Mexican American and black student organizations where
they are active on campuses, otherwise by minority interest groups.

“That these students not be required 1o take admission tests.

“That they be given a one-year period in which to adjust to the university envi-
ronment after which the Eop [Educational Opportunity Program] staff, including
minority students, will decide whether students will be allowed to continue."

It is plain that these proposals are in considerable conflict with traditional
meritocratic selection designed to channel talent where it is most needed and
utilize limited high-level educational resources as efficiently as possitle. Few
doubt the urgent necessity to democratize higher education —the main question
is how and when it will be accomplished. The ironic aspect of propcsals that
threaten to seriously diminish academic standards in selective institutions is that
tiney may undermine the value of that which is sought. As Whitehead once said
in homely language, there's a ditch on both sides of the road.

The student rebellion, which cannot be clearly differentiated from the civil
rights movement, shares some of the latter's tone regarding college admissions.
In addition to broader national concerns, the main thrust of the student's com-
plaint seems to be a questioning of the social and educational relevance of
higher education (see Axelrod et al., 1969; and Willingham, 1970 for recent re-
views). This includes increasing criticism of the grading system, the impersonal
"punchcard" treatment, the discipline orientation of the curriculum, and the
blasé faculty. One result is pressure to stop admitting and educating by the
numbers." More specifically it is a humanistic plea to treat people as individuals
with their own special talents, limitations, aspirations, and needs. In a nutshell
the disaffected student has come to expect the college to help him understand
and relate to a strife-filled world. Many are angry because the college falls short.
Serious consideration of educational opportunity must take account of that fact.

Accelerating public expectations

These two trends —the move to universal higher education and the accompany-
ing pressure of shifting values—raise difficult questions subject to reasonable
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disagreement by informed observers. Has the expancion of higher education
really meant expanded opportunity? How much social responsibility can higher
education handle? To what extent will student and minority-group pressure actu-
ally strengthen the egalitarian function of higher education? Perhaps the answer
to all three questions is "“not much."" If so, higher education is in for a great de. .
of trouble because these two trends have created a third that is important in its
own right—accelerating public expectations. For example, it is increasingly ac-
cepted that:

= Some form of postsecondary education for the enhancement of career devel-
opment and adult responsibility is a right, not merely a privilege.

» Education must be relevant to the talents and interests of individual students,
though they may differ considerably from those of traditional college students.
» Inadequate preparation at the secondary level must be rectified, not used as
a reason for rejecting the student or not educating him.

» Extraneous barriers such as accidents of birth and the cost of college should
not hamper the accessibility of higher education.

» Socia! inequities in the rate of college admissions among various groups are
a public responsibility to identify and alleviate.

« Itis insufficient that opportunity simply be available; it must be available in a
form and under conditions that are likely to attract students.

These are not sentimenls subject to scientific documentation. Rather, they are
a part of the zeitgeist and evidence of their influence runs through political state-
ment and foundation action, as well as campus rally. Again, it is noteworthy that
these are ideas of the 1960s. It is true that they characterize the community col-
lege movement that started in the 1930s, and the G Bill is often regarded as the
first guarantee of higher education. But a generation ago the community college
was somewhat on the fringe of higher education in many parts of the country.
And the @i Bill was actually intended to pay a debt of gratitude and ease the na-
tional transition to peace. (lts original name was the ‘‘Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act of 1944.")

The assumption of public responsibility

The increasing assumption of public responsibility for higher education can be
regarded in either of two ways. On the one hand it can be seen as the inevitable
result of social demand. It is aimost axiomatic that any major social mechanism
for individual reward, punishment, or regulation tends to become regarded as a
public responsibility. 1t is pariicularly true when rights are involved rather than
merely privileges. As previously discussed, access to higher education is in-
creasingly associated with social opportunity and, even though there are
pockets of dissent, public expectations have accelerated markedly during the
1960s. This public attitude creates the enormously compiex task of public su-
pervision of equal opportunity.

As more and more high schooi graduates and their families regard college
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attendance as a right, considerable pressure is brought to bear through political
channels to see that the public interest is protected. In turn, political action re-
quires sufficient legal control to organize programs in the public interest. Not
only are public funds necessary to meet the extremely high costs, it is also nec-
essary to insure that those funds are spent appropriately—all of which moves
access to higher education into the public domain. It functions as a major mech-
anism for the distribution of social power and privilege. As such, its planning and
governance entail a host of complex issues.

A complementary view of the public assumption of responsibility for higher
education is simply descriptive. During the past decade there has been a notable
expansion of federal involvement through the partial funding of new facilities,
categorical aid to institutions, student aid programs, research and development,
and equal opportunity programs. Other programs in vocational education may
ultimately have a considerable effect upon higher institutions. Except for civil
rights enforcement, federal programs in education have been remarkably free of
strings and pork barrel politics.

Nonetheless, the mere existence of national programs that require monitoring
and periodic evaluation does impose some standardization of procedure. In
order to avoid similar standardization of programs, federal guitelines forlocal or
state projects have been kept reasonably general. This model of federal funding
and state spending has supported another very significant development in the
assumption of public responsibility — the growth of state planning mechanisms.

State planning and coordination has a long history, but Mayhew (1969a)
documents its recent expiosive growth. Until this decade only a few states had
master plans. At latest count or1y 10 states were without master plans or back-
ground studies in progress. Mayhew lists the following ideas that, among others,
are typically found in most master plans: some assumptions relating the uni-
versal opportunity for higher educatior; dispersed two-year colleges as an effi-
cient way to handle many students; stratification into a multilayer system involv-
ing two-year colleges, four-year colleges, and universities that assume most of
the research function; coordination as an essential means for budgeting, estab-
lishing new programs, carrying out studies, and so forth; attention to continuing
education and the training of college teachers.

It istoo early to gauge the ultimate effectiveness of state coordinating agencies
with respect to access, and they will no doubt continue to vary a great deal from
state to state. As Kirp (1969) argues, “‘Constitutional and statutory provisions,
judicial decisions and long standing custom all bear witness to the states' re-
sponsibility for public education,’ and its responsibility to develop schools that
will compensate as fully as possible for inequalities of prior training and back-
ground. It does seem very likely that there will be continued or even heightened
tension between the state bodies and the institution regarding who makes what
decisions. Matters in the public interest but not vital concerns of the large power-
ful institution are naturally the most likely possibilities for asserting central au-
thority. These include equal opportunity programs, student aid, auxiliary guid-
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ance and admissions services, and various studies of human resources and
educational progress.

it would be an omission not to recognize one additicnal aspect of public re-
sponsibility in college admissions. Public opinion and mora!l persuasion have
done much to alter institutional attitudes regarding admissions. Many public and
private colleges now demonstrate a sense of social obligation not common afew
years ago. Whether or not these social and governmental influences on college
admissions are judgyed proper or effective, they are nonetheless there and seem
unlikely to be easily reversed. Institutional autonomy in admissions has already
been diminished and will probably become more so. An important problem that
trend creates is how to meet public responsibility and at the same time retain as
much institutional initiative and diversity as possible.

The role of research

There has been in the 1960s an unprecedented explosion of social research re-
lated to access to higher education. It hasn't gone under that name since access
to higher education has not really existed as a recognized field of inquiry or as
a primary interest of any particular discipline. There have been several reasons
for the expansion of research. An obvious need has existed for certain types of
data and studies as background for or evaluations of the federal, state, and pri-
vate programs initiated in an unusually innovative period. Also, the general cli-
mate has fostered intense interest in social problems and the social engineering
that might solve those problems. Finally, there is the rather important consid-
eration that federal! funds for research and development have been available in
guantities not necessarily sufficient but certainly much greater than was true
heretofore. This expansion of research has occurred in five important areas.

First, there has been a considerable expansion of work directly concerned
with who goes to college. Surveys of the postsecondary plans and outcomes of
nationally representative samples of high school students were almost unknown
prior to 1960. Whereas such data still leave much to be desired, education has
profited greatly from Project TALENT (Flanagan et al., 1964), special study of two
census samples (Cowhig and Nam, 1962; Johnson and Zapponlo, 1969), and
other special follow-up studies (Cole, 1957; Seibel, 1965; Tillery, 19R9). Studies
of the social and personal dynamics of college admissions have recently become
comprehensive and sophisticated (Jencks, 1968; Sewell and Shah, 1967). The
state survey of student plans is another type of research in this general category;
it has old roots but shows recent signs of much needed vigor (Clear, 1969; Grant,
1968; Martin, 1969; McQuitty and Tully, 1969),

Second, this decade has seen massive research on many aspects of social
disadvantage. These efforts are far too numerous even to mention by categories,
but the studies of Negro education (McGrath, 1965; Jencks and Riesman, 1968;
Jaffe etal., 1968), the Cnleman report (1966), and descriptions of Negro college
students (Bayer and Boruch, 1269; Blumenfeid, i966) are noteworthy for their
direct bearing upon inequality of educational opportunity.
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A third new development in research is the emergence of important new fields
of interest. These include the economics of higher education, a new-found inter-
est of economists (Bowman, 196€7; human resources, the special province of
a new scholarly journal (for example, see Folger, 1967); the development of
new models connecting educational planning to manpower needs (Hollister,
1967); and career development, another excursion of psychology into education
(Holland and Whitney, 1969). These fields are either quite new or greatly en:
larged in scope and intensity. Each has a critical relevance to expanded post-
saecondary opportunity.

A fourth innovation is the development of information systems. Some are de-
signed primarily to interface with inquiring clients in search of an educational or
career identity (Tiedeman, 1965). Most are designed to handle transactions with
students and also to provide summary information useful for planning, budget-
ing, or daily administration (Glover, 1967; Western Interstate Commission on
Higher Education [wicHE], 1869). The infoimation system is variously regarded
as an absolute necessity, an intellectual menace, or a dehumanizing ogre. In any
event it is a child of the 1960s—and a bedfellow of the 1970s.

The fifth development is not substantive but represents the maturation of sig-
nificant research centers during the past decade. The major ones include Ameri-
can Council on Education, American College Testing Program, Center for
Research and Development in Higher Education, Mational Merit Scholarship
Corporation, National Opinion Research Center, Southern Regional Education
Board, and W gstern Interstate Commission on Higher Education. There are a few
older agencies like Educational Testing Service and the College Entrance Exam-
ination Board but, in large part, organized research on access to higher educa-
tion has been developed during the past 10 years.

These developments in research have had important effects. In part they have
resulted from interest in the problems, but they have also fostered that interest.
Research has encouraged an innovative spirit and an objective attitude about
complex educational problems. Small successes and occasional light shed on
perplexing questions have also dramatized the scope of the social issues in-
volved and the level of effort required for their solution. One might almost say that
higher education discovered research in the 1960s. Research will have greater
influence because the increasingly complex social responsibilities of educa-
tional administrators will require far more and far better data than have been
available. Whether survey data and research findings are relevant and accurate
will consequently be of special importance.

Implications of developmenss in the 1960s

This report was described earlier as an examination of the accessibility of higher
education. The developments of the past decade are momentous because they
have had a decisive bearing on what accessibility and equal opportunity mean.
In discussing the concept of equality of educational opportunity, Coleman
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(1269) relates the fact that the role of the secondary school and the community
has been to provide a set of free, local resources. An important conclusion of
the developments of the 1960s Is that this concept of equal opportunity has now
moved to higher education. An important addition is the expectation that pro-
grams shall also be "relevant,’ though what that term means is still indefinite.
There are three major implications-—a new interpretation of college admissions,
the new imporiance of proximity, and a new level of commitment.

A new interpretation of college admisslons

All the major trends of recent years point in the same direction. They represent
a dramatic shift to a societal as distinguished from a scholastic philosophy of
college admissions. The scholastic view implies restrictive admissions, tradi-
tional curriculums, and close attention to academic standards and preparation
(Bowles, 1966). Historically, it has been the dominant philosophy in most institu-
tions. College was for those who could afford to go and had the inclination to
study or sit through what was offered. Even in supposedly democratized state
colleges, attendance was no doubt heavily dependent upon middle-class values
and financial resources.

The 1970 interpretation of the societal view of college admissions does not,
strictly speaking, include admissions at all but rather assumes a predictable and
continuous relationship between a student and his local college. It emphasizes
periodic enrolimer:t to develop and maintain the individual's intellectual aware-
ness, his career skiils, and his value to the community. The primary emphasis
is upon fitting the college to the characteristics and needs of the student rather
than the other way around. This is recognized as the guiding philosophy of the
community college—their experience confirms the long and difficult road to
effective implementation. What is new is the dramatic extent to which educa-
tional and political leaders are now willing to apply this interpretation to all public
pestsecondary education.

Needless to say, large numbers of students will continue to go to public and
private colleges under variously modified versions of the scholastic philosophy
for many years to come. The important point is that proper examination of the
accessibility of higher education must take account of the main barriers to the
increasing number of ''new’’ students making the transition to college within the
societal context. These new students will not be involved with the rigmarole of
multiple applications a year in advance, sweating out offers of admission, or
selecting the “right’’ college. But they will have to face the familiar barriers of
cost and institutional selectivity. Taken together these two can define the acces-
sibility of agiven institution, though the societal view of admissions makes it nec-
essary to include proximity as an additional variable.

The new Importanc:e of proximity

Proximity has become a key element in the accessibility of higher education for
several reasons. 1ne most important considerations are related to the connec-
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tion between proximity and opportunity. 't is reasonably assumed that a nearby
college is more likely to prove attractive to a marginal student because of its in-
tangible identity for him, its tamiliarity, and its relevance to his interests. Added
to thece ""motivating’’ characteristics is the fact that the studen. can live at home,
work part-time, and attend classes under circumstances that only commuting
status permits.

While the direct evidence supporting these assumptions may be sparse, there
are several convincing studies which indicate that the existence of a nonselec-
tive, inaxpensive college does increase the rate of college attendance in the sur-
rounding area. Early work by Koos (1944a) and much more recent research by
Bashaw (1965) irdicate that a local communily college approximately doubles
the college attendance rate of local high schot! yraduates. Recent work of Trent
and Medsker (1965) confirms this result. The whole matter of the relationship
between college location and equal opportunity is so critical that it is discour-
aging that so little basic research has been put to the question.

There is another group of reasons why proximity is an important element in
a societal interpretation of the accessibility of higher education. They relate to
the new functions demanded of colleges. For many students not now attracted
to postsecondary educaticri, '‘going away to college' is somewhat incompatible
with their primary interest — a rapid, smooth transition into a useful job in the local
community. It is even likely that training for many new service jobs will require
close proximity to the work location because of practicum requirements. As ad-
vancing technology requires an increasing amount of work-study interaction
and continuing education, it seems inevitable that colleges must be located
where people live and work.

Itis true that the new technology can eventually put an *‘educational terminal’’
in every bedroom, though this hardly seems a sufficient view of the educational
process, let alone a world worth working toward. As new colleges are increas-
ingly regarded as intellectual and cultural resources, it seems all the more nec-
essary thatthey be accessible to their clientele on a casual basis. Keniston (1965)
has described the shattering of traditional communities and its devastating side
effects. The local college is one social institution that should have great potential
tor shoring up the sense of community —much depends upon whether it is de-
veloped with that intent.

A now level of commitment

So long as college attendance was the privilege of a limited proportion of the
population, it was sufficient that it proceed with relatively little public monitoring.
But as access to higher education has become a major social mechanism, anew
commitment to examine the process and to make a public accounting of the out-
come has developed. Previous discussion of developments of the 1960s drama-
tize how little is known and how much more must be known about admission to
college if there is to be any hope of moving toward the societal objectives now
gaining public acceptance.

10
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The most obvious raason is that institutional, state, and federal planners must
have iactual details if the public insists they be accountable for equal opportunity
in a sound educational system. The types of necessary information include
current data on characteristics, aspirations, and postsecondary experiences of
high school graduates; resources of and barriers to higher education; problems
of particular groups of students; need for special programs and legislation to
expand access. Gathering such information, interpreting itin the public interest,
and acting on the implications represent a new level of commitment and ac-
countability.

Another type of new commitment is dictated by the fact that accessibility is by
no means equivalent to opportunity. An accessible institution provides opportu-
nity only if it offers programs of appropriate quality, serves the community, at-
tracts students, and efiactively meets their needs. Meeting student and commu-
nity needs raises a wide variety of questions concerning the relevance of higher
education—questions that are imbedded in major social issues and carry far-
reaching implications for students, faculty. «nd institutions. Thus, accessibility
is a necessary but insufficient condition for the existence of opportunity for
higher education. There is increasing commitment to the realization that higher
education must also be relevant to a wide diversity ot individual students. This
report focuses upon accessibility because it is a prior question, but Chapter 7
suggests ways in which relevance must be improved and possible means for
doing so.

The nature of this study

In focusing upon the accessibility of higher education, this study is intended to:
describe the degree of accessibility of all higher institutions in the country and
estimate the proportion of various populalions living within commuting distance
of those colleges judged easily accessible ("'free-access' institutions); describe
the accessibility of higher education in each state —including pertinent socio-
economic characteristics, educational statistics, and information concerning the
organization of public higher institutions; suggest a framework for systematic
evaluation of access to higher education and improvement in the relevance of
educational opportunity.

The main idea is to put together an analysis of educational resources and
demographic characteristics as one additional way to judge how higher educa-
tion serves the population. The procedure first involves rating the degree of ac-
cessibility of all colleges with respect to selectivity and cost, and plotting each
free-access cotlege with an appropriate commuting radius on detailed state
maps. Estimates of the populations that those colleges cover provide the basic
data for the report. Chapter 2 gives a description of this procedure with special
emphases upon the definition of accessibility. Chapter 3 is concerned with the
colleges themselves —how 1nany and what types there are at each level of ac-
cessibility and where they are located. Chapter 4 describes the populations living

1"



within commuting distance of the accessible (free-access) colleges. More than
half of this report is davoted to a description of the results for individual states.
These data are presented in Chapter 5, and their implications are discussed in
Chapter 6. The problem of relevance is considered in Shapter 7 along with an
outline of general means for improving relevant educational opportunity. The
final chapter is a brief, self-contained summary of the study.
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2. Accessibility —working definitions

In order to describe various proportions of the population that live in proximity
to an accessible higher institution, itis clearly necessary to specify what is meant
by accessibility and proximity. These are relative terms, and one therefore seeks
not truth Lut usefu! working definitions. The following sections proceed in that
spirit and end with a brief account of the procedure of the stucly reported here.
Accessibility of an institution was defined earlier as the joint effect of cost and
selectivity. For the purposes of this study the cost is defined in fairly narrow terms
and selectivity somewhat more broadly than usually conceived.

Tuition

In this study cost is defined as tuition (and fees) for focal residents for the wura-
demic year 1968-69 as reported in standard references or by the institution.
Tuition is obviously only part of the cost of college for a commuting student, bui
other expenses vary becaiu=e they depend upon the conditic and habits of the
individual. Institutions were assigned tuition ''scores’* from one to five as indi-
cated in Table 2.

Selectivity

In defining the accessibility of an institution, selectivity may take one of several
forms. In general the purpose is to characterize the institution with respect to how
open and appropriate it might appear to a random high school graduate. Thus
a college may be inaccessible either because it sets high academic standards
or because it has a very narrow purpose, of interest to only a few students (for
example, heavy religious emphasis). But by far the most common mode of selec-
tivity is some measure of academic performance.

Basically, there are three types of selectivity measures. These are a national
standard such as a test score average for the freshman class; the proportion of
applicants rejected; and a measure of selectivity in relation to the high school
population from which the college draws. The national standard may give quite
a distorted picture of how difficult it is to gain admission to an institution. For

Table 2. Tuition scores assigned to colleges

Number ¢ Tuition and fees Percent of median U.S.

Tuition score colleges (1968~69) family income {1967)

1 404 $ 0-160 0.0-2.0%

2 685 161-400 2.1-5.0

< 250 401-800 5.1~-10.0

A e 466 801~1,600 10.1-20.0

= 241 1,601 and 20.1 and higher
higher
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Table 3. Selectivity scores assigned to colleges

Percent in top half of

Number of  high schooi ¢lass Admissions policy

Selaclivity score collages {primary criterion) (secondary criterion)
1—Opendoor ............... 530 0-49% Accepts all

high sciiool graduates
2—Nonselective . . ... ... ... ... 429 50-69 Accepts top 75%,

C average
3—Selective ... ........,..... 420 70-84 Accepts top 50%,

C+ average
4—Very selective . ............ 268 B85-94 Accepts top third,

B average
5—Most selective . . .. ... ... ... 234 95+ Very competitive

example, there are more than a few institutions in the South with average Scho-
fastic Aptitude Test scores of 350, which would indicate a very accessible col-
lege. The fact is many of these institutions admit only those students from the
top half or quarter of their high school class.

The proportion of applicants rejected is even more ambiguous. If students
chose colleges carefully, all institutions would have a relatively small number of
rejected applicants, that quantity being unrelated to the academic quality of the
students admitted. This is not exactly what happens, but the number of rejects
is apparently not highly related to other measures of selectivity (Nash, 1969).

The most desirable measure for this study is an index of the competition an
applicant faces from those students who apply to his college. At accessible insti-
tutions most of these would be local students. One measure of this type of selec-
tivity is the formal admissions policy of the institution, for example, ''We accept
students with a ‘C’ average.’’ The advantage of using policy statements to define
selectivity is that practically al! colieges make some such public statement, which
can be roughly categorized. The disadvantage is the discrepancy that some-
times creeps in between statement and fact.

The most objective and generally satisfactory measure is the percentage of the
freshman class who ranked in the top half of their high school class. This meas-
ure provides the best indication of whether applicants with average records from
feeder high schools are or are not typically admitted —either by explicit policy
or de facto circumstances. The measure is available for most four-year colleges
and some two-vear colleges. Consequently, ‘‘percent in top half of class in high
school” was used as the primary criterion to define selectivity, and an equivalent
statement of admissions policy was used as a secondary criterion! wherever

1. Equivalent selectivity scores based upon admissions policy or percentage of freshimen in top half of high school

class were determined empirically by plotting equi-percentile '‘scores'' for a representative group of colleges
for which both types of information were available.
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class rank was not available. Or. his basis institutions were assigned a selec-
tivity score from one to five as indicated in Table 3.

Neither this table nor the one preceding includes two types of colleges rated
very selective. These are special purpose institutions and colleges with heavy
religious emphasis. Heavily religious institutions include those that train reli-
gious personnel or have publicly stated restrictive poiicies regarding admissions
or student behavior that are religious in character. For example, institutions that
require students to attend chapel at least three times a week were classified as
religious.

Specialized institutions are those which normally require some special talent
or qualification (for example, musical ability, physical handicap) or have a cur-
riculum restricted to one trade or discipline. Thus a photography school would
be classed as specialized while an institute with varied technical curriculums
would not. The essential question in adding these gualifications to the notion of
selectivity is: how many students from the local high school would regard the
institution as a likeiy piace to continue their education? If the answer is ‘‘very
few,” then the institution is, in that sense, very selective. It should be mentioned
that sex was treated as another form of special selectivity, but very few colleges
were classed as selective for that reason alone.

What is a free-access college?

Accessibility of individual colleges was determined by joint consideration of tui-
tion and selectivity. Since these two compensate for one another to only a minor
extent (money not typically making up for poor high school grades in gaining
admission to a specific college), a five-point accessibility scale was determined
through a procedure referred to technically as multiple cutoff. This means simply
that the college was automatically assigned an accessibility score equal to the
higher of the two five-point scores — selectivity or tuition. Aside from the religious
and special purpose institutions, selectivity or tuition data or both were not avail-
able from standard sources for about 7 percent of the colleges. In many cases
these were new public institutions and reliable estimates could be based upon
conditions typical of the parent system. In some 50 doubtful cases information
was obtainad by direct calls to the admissions office of the college.

Free-access colleges were defined as those institutions with accessibility
scores of one or two. Roughly speaking, a free-access college admits at least
one-third of its freshmen from the bottom half of their high school class and
charges no more than $400 in annual tuition and fees. This definition is not re-
stricted to free, open-door institutions, but is one notch above it. The college
rated '‘two" may frequently reject students who graduated in the bottom quarter
of their class.

It can now be said, with less confusion than would have ensued earlier, that
the five-point scales for tuition and selectivity were determined in anticipation of
defining a free-access college as described here. Thus in both cases the cut be-
tween a score of two and three was the primary reference point in establishing
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the scalte. In the case of seleclivity thai point seems to best represent the level
that includas all colleges that practice only mild forms of selectian and are typi-
cally willing to make an effort to educate all but the most ill-preparad. In the case
of tuition, $400 includes almost all community colleges and almost no private
four-year institutions —seemingly a useful empirical dividing point between two
divergent types of institutions.?

How proximity was defined

As previously outlined, proximity of institutions to people has speciza! relevance
to a societal model of access to higher education. It would be helpful 10 be able
to turn to a body of data and writings that would clarify the role of proximity to
accessibility, but little is available. Most of the attention given to location and
proximity of colleges has been spurred by state master plans, but these have
typically contributed more rules of thumb than substantative analysis. Many
states careifully examine the educational and political implications of alternative
locations, but such analysis usually appiies to specific situations. Consequently,
there is no concensus on the definition or significant aspects of proximity, much
less useful information on how it affects students and their aspirations.

The practical need here is to find a method of identifying what populations are
in proximity to a particular college. Such a method would make it possible to link
demography to educational resources. Obviously, there are no pat answers or
methods —it is @ matter of reaching useful and reasonable working definitions
of the limits of proximity that can be applied systematically to hundreds of col-
leges across the country. There are several approaches. Ona is to examine pres-
ent patterns of commuting. Another is to seek evidence of the *'pull’’ of an insti-
tution as proximity is decreased. Finally we can refer to judgments reached as
abasis for the development of state systems, or judgments based upon assump-
tions concerning the future social role of higher education.

Recent survey data indicate that some 70 percent of junior college students
live within 10 miles of their college (Comparative Guidance and Placement Pro-
gram, 1968). Of course, these colleges exist in congested as well as sparsely
sattled communities, but other data show that 70 percent of junior college stu-
dents are aiso within 30 minutes’ commuting time of their institutions (Baird
etal., 1969). In a study of an urban system, it was found that typically 60 percent
of the students in Chicago City Junior College lived within 2% miles of the college
(Willis, 1958).

The work of Koos (1944b) is well known and often cited. His study of 65 com-

2. It can be argued that the tuition limit of a free-access college should vary with the per capita income of a state.
In actual fact it doesn’'t make much difference because the principal effect of setting the uition limit is to separate
the public colleges, almost all of which charged less than $400 in 1968, from the private colleges, virtually all of
which charged well above $400. For example, adjusting the tuition limit in the South and Midwest in accordance
with per capita income does alter the percentage of the population covered by free-access colleges in the ex-
pected directions —but much less than 1 percent in each case.
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munities showed that 44 percent of graduates from local high schools entered
the lorzal junior college, while the percentage dropped to 12 percent for those
schools only 7-15 miles away. This was the classic study of the attractive pull,
associated with the proximity of a college. This study has beer extended by re-
cent work in Chicago (Willis, 1964). Those results showed a dramatic drop in
student residential density beyond a one-mile radius from the college; students
within one mile were three times as likely to enroll as were students who lived
2% miles distant.

The Chicago work on proximity over the past decade forms the basis for an
important implication not always fully recognized. The attractive pull of a local
college is effective in a much smallr radius than the area from which the college
enrolls students, Often it seems that geographical guidelines of state planning
groups reflect what is possible with respect to commuting distance, not the close
proximity that is really likely to encourage students to attend.

Commuting guidelines for master plans vary from state to sic.e. lilinois as-
sumes 30 minutes and New York uses 60 minutes as reasonable commuting
times. Some states apply a uniform mileage assumption regardless of the urbani-
zation of the area (for example, Florida bases its estimates of state coverage on
30-miie radii around junior cclleges).

These various lines of evidence would indicate using small radii if proximity is
to mean that distance which is definitely associated with heightened student
enrollment— or larger radii if proximity means the distance from which a student
can make the trip given sufficient motivation. For the purposes of this study a
compromise ¢of 45 minutes’ door-to-door commuting time was used.

Naturally, 45 minutes can be translated into widely varying distances, de-
pending upon the specific location and type of community. Precise estimates of
the number of people living within that commuting time of a college would require
detailed study nf housing and transportation patterns around hundreds of col-
leges. Since such an undertaking is neither practical nor sensible for a national
survey of this sort, some rough approximations must suffice.

The most important determinant of feasible distance in a 45-minute period is

Table 4. Commuting distances assumad for areas of different populations

One-way

commuti

mileage o Type of area (population)
2 e e e Large central city, metropolitan area more than 1 million
1 Suburban area, metropolitan area more than 1 million
1 Metropalitan area, 500,000-1,000,000

10, . .. e Metropolitan area, 250,000-499,000

15, . . . e Metropolitan area, 50,000-249,000

20, . e Town, 10,000-49,000

25 . e Rural area and town, less than 10,000
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congestion or population density. Furthermore, the Standard Metropolitan Sta-
tistical Areas of the Census Bureau are preferred for measuring density in popu-
lous areas since they are designed to reflect areas that are economically and
socially integrated though politically separate. On the bases of all the foregoing
considerations the commuting radii shown in Table 4 were used for the analyses
oi this study.? Naturally, interpretation of these data mus’ take into account the
fact that such a national yardstick cannot always reflect accurately the com-
muting reality of individual locations.

Procedure

What s a college?

In defining the accessibility of higher education, the troublesome first task is to
decide what shall be included in higher education. Including only accredited in-
stitutions would omit many colleges that provide significant educational oppor-
tunity. Including everything that calls itself a college is also not reasonable. The
U.S. Office of Education provides the most widely accepted compromise in its
publication, Opening Fall Enroliment (OFE) (Chandler, 1968). Itincludes all insti-
tutions that are either accredited, approved by the state education agency, or
have their credits accepted by three accredited institutions. The population of
colleges included in OFE was used as the population for this study with two quali-
fications.

Since we are concerned here with access to higher education, all those
220-odd institutions without first-time freshman er:rollment were omitted. The
omitted institutions include some that are primarily identified as professional
schools, but may have a few first-time students in some technician programs,
e.g., medical schools.

A more complicated situation arises in the case of branch institutions. In recent
years a number of branches have been listed separatzly in OFE.# A branch is
typically listed in OFE when it offers at least two years of study in full curriculums
(rather than assorted courses) and has an administrative structure at least com-
parable to that of a small college. Itis particularly appropriate that such branches
be included for the purpose of this study, since they serve as alternate locations
for students and thereby affect the accessibility of a system. A complication
arises because of the fact that some such branches are not listed separately in
OFE, while others are listed one year and not the next.

This state of affairs resuits from the inconsistent action of the parent institu-
tions in exercising their prerogative to list or not list a branch. Consequently an

3. As an exception to Table 4, five-mile radii were used in the central cities of Anaheim, Miami, and San Bernardino

because these cities are not densely populated enough to justify a distinction between city and fringe.

4. In this study a branch is an institution listed in OFe under a parent institution. Institutions listed as equal-rank
components of a system were treated as independent colleges. For this reason some states such as Indiana and
New Mexico may app=ar to be short of branches in the data reported here.
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extensive search was made of standard directories to identif; all branches of
junlor or senior institutions that would qualify on the criteria mentioned above.
As a result 60 additional branches were treated as separate institutions. In prac-
tically all cases located, the existence of such branches was recognized in OF€
by an "all campuses' listing. Thus the data in this report are based upon 2,596
colleges — all the recognized undergraduate institutions in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia that admit undergraduates.

Identifying the free-access colleges

Rating the accessibility of 2,596 colleges and identifying the free-access col-
leges among them entailed locating the necessary tuition and selectivity infor-
mation for fall 1968 and applying the guidelines discussed earlier. A problem
results from the fact that no published source includes either type of information
for more than half of those 2,596 colleges. Also, different sources sometimes
disagree —often because the data change from year to year.

Several sources were used to locate both tuition and selectivity data.? Conflict-
ing information was resolved by referring to additional sources. Nonetheless it
seems highly likely that intormation on a few colleges is out of date. Primary em-
phasis was placed upon determining whether a college was at or acave the ac-
cessibility level (one and two) defining ‘'free-access’’ colleges. The ree-access
colleges so identified were then located on maps of the individual siates.

Plotting the colleges

Each free-access college was located on a state or urban tract map at its most
recent address, available from the U.S. Office of Education. Those located in
metropolitan areas of 500,000 or more people were placed at exact street ad-
dresses. The central city of such a metropolitan area would typically have a pop-
ulation of about 250,000. The commuting distance of smaller cities is large
enough to make smalli errors of location unimportant, so in these cases colleges
were arbitrarily located in the center of the city.

Circles of the prescribed radii were drawn around each college as an indica-
tion of the cornmuting area. Two types of adjustments were made in these com-
muting areas. They were not extended across state boundaries on the supposi-
tion that such colleges are not typically accessible to out-of-state stu-
dents —either because of higher tuition or a natural institutional preference for
state residents.

A second type of adjustment was necessary when the commuting area of a

5. Sources of tuition information were used in the following order: Junior College Directory (AAJC, 1968), Colfege
Gosts (Life Insurance Agency Management Association, 1968), Student Expense Budgels of American Colleges
and Universities for the 1968-69 Academic Year (Warga, 1968), Lovejoy's College Guida (Lovejoy, 1968), Col-
leges and Universities (Singletary, 1968), The College Blue Book (Burckel, 1968).

Information concerning selectivily was obtained from sources in the following order: Colleges and Universities
(Singletary, 1968), Comparative Guide to American Colleges (Cass and Birnbaum, 1968), American Junior Col-
leges (Gleazer, 1967), Barron's Guide 1o Two-Year Colleges (Eskow, 1967), The New American Guide to Colleges
(Hawes, 1966), The College Blue Book (Burckel, 1968).
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college extended into a geographical area with a different population density and
consequently a different prescribed commuting radius. In such instances that
porticn of the arc in the area of different density was altered proportionally in
order to approximate a reasonable commuting area.

Estimating population coverage

The populations covered by free-access colleges in each state were estimated
by political subdivisions—typically counties, but also census tracts or occasion-
ally congressional districts in all those metropolitan areas larger than 1 million. In
counties, estimates of the number of people within commuting areas were ob-
tained mainly by examining the population of individual small towns that lay in-
side or outside commuting arcs.® In the case of census tracts, and for congres-
sional districts that were used for Philadelphia, Detroit, and New York orily, it was
typically a question of whether the area was within a commuting arc or not.

This procedure produced estimates of the proportion of the population in
proximity to a free-access college for every county in the country, plus much
more detailed subdivisions for the 29 major metropolitan areas. in turn, these
proportions were applied to racial groups within those subdivisiuns and the sub-
divisions were grouped according to type of community and geographical lo-
cation. It is these summary estimaies by state, city, race, and so forth, that pro-
vide the primary data of this report.

Several additional analyses were undertaken in order to elaborate the inter-
pretation of the data. For example, the number of additional colleges that would
be required to increase the proportion of the population covered to 50, 60, 70
percent, and so forth, was estimated for each state. Also, several rough approxi-
mations were made in order to examine the effects of changing the working
definitions adopted here. These varicus sstimates were carried out along similar
lines to the procedures already described. In general, however, these secondary
analyses produced approximations that were less precise than the primary esti-
mates.

There are several qualifications to these procedures that should be recog-
nized. Perhaps the most important is the point already made in Chapter 1. Be-
cause higher education is accessible does not mean that it is relevant, of good
quality, or utilized. Itis also impertant to recognize that systematic discrimination
distorts any estimate of accessibility, and there appears to be no completely sat-
isfactory way to adjust for this form of selectivity.

Finally, the reader should realize that estimates given here are in no case pre-
cise and may, in limited geographical areas, be quite unreliable. An effort has
been made in the state profiles of Chapter 5 to note instances where slight
changes in definition would cause substantial changes in estimates. Those data

6. Estimates were based upon 1960 census data. Although it would have been preferable to have more recent

information, changes in population patterns over this period seem, with few exceptions, to be a trivial source of
variation in accessibility estimates.
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are based upon the most recent available information that may in some instances
fail to correspond with a more intimate understanding of local conditions in the
fall of 1968. In sum, the data are as accurate as available information and rea-
sonable care can make them, but for tiiose with special responsibility for local
educational planning these estimates should serve mainly to provide some na-
tional benchmarks and to encourage further study.
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3. How accessible are American colleges?

The previous chapter defined five levels of accessibility of higher education on
the basis of cost and admissions standgrds. The two lowest levels were desig-
nated ‘‘free-access.'' Having applied these definitions to some 2,600 recognized
colleges and universities in the country, we now turn to the question of how many
and what sort of institutions there are at different levels of accessibility. How does
the accessibility of colleges vary among types of institutions and geographical
areas? The answers contain a few surorises, but they also reflect the educational
philosophies and territorial styles t' at have determined the character and devel-
opment of higher instituticns across the country.

Levels of accessibility

Since colleges were assigned to the five levels of accessibility on the basis of cost
or selectivity —whichever was higher—the institutions at a given level cover a
range of admissions standards and coliege costs. Obviously, colleges within
levels also vary greatly in other ways. Despite; these qualifications, the specified
sorting process does generate five groups of institutions with characteristic
differences.

Level 1. This level is appropriately regarded as purposefully open door. Tti-
tion is free or quite low; all high school graduates are ar:cepted for admission.
Public two-year colleges constitute 90 percent of this group of some 280 institu-
tions. They have increased rapidly in the past decade, particularly in the West
where almost half of the colleges at level 7 are located. Nationally about 1 out
of 5 first-time freshmen enter an institution at this level. The open-door junior
college might be erroneously regarded as a smali institution because it has only
two classes, but the average entering class is largest at this level of accessibility
by a considerable margin (1,400 versus 800 at level 2). These numbers reflect
the fact that a strong open-door philosophy in such states as California and
Florida is frequently associated with rapid expansion of facilities at individual
community colleges.

Level 2. There are about 500 colleges at the almost-open-door level. We are
speaking here of institutions that accept most high school graduates. What little
selecting they practice is usuaiiy directed to screening students in the bottom
quarter of the high school class —often because of lack of space rather than a
specific policy of selective admissions. Tuition is still within reach of most stu-
dents not clearly in a poverty condition. This level of accessibility is still domi-
nated primarily by the public two-year college, though there is a substantial
number of four-year public institutions included. There are practically no private
colieges at level 2 and surprisingly few public branches. About 25 percent of all
first-time freshmen enter one of the colleges at this almost-open-door level.

Level 3. This is the lowest level to which a substantial number of high school
graduates may experience difficulty in gaining access. If the scholastic require-
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ment (top half of class) is not a barrier, then the higher tuition ($401 to $800)
raay be. Of roughly 400 institutions at this leve!, the most typical is the public
four-year institution or one of its branches. A few public junior colleges have
strayed to this level of inaccessibility, and this is the first level at which private
colieges appear in noticeable quantity (118). It is an oversimplification to speak
of this group as erstwhile free-access colleges; but of the colleges at level 3 that
existed in the 1950s, many were less costly and less selective then. From another
standpoint this level corresponds to an earlier social definition of opportunity for
highel education: comprehensive, regionally located institutions designed to
train and serve the well-motivated middle class.

Level 4. This level is dominated by private colleges —parlly because many
undergraduate special-purpose and heavily religious colleges were assigned
here, but also because there just are a great many fairly costly ($800 to $1,600)
or selective private institutions. Most private colleges are small, so the average
first-time enroliment at this level is quite low. Even though this group includes
more than 1,000 colleges, they enroll only some 20 percent of 2l new students.
The 1 college out of 10 at this level that is not private is typically a selective,
public four-year institution.

Level 5, The country’s major universities, both public and private, and the elite
private liberal arts cnlleges make up the bulk of this group at the highest level
of accessibility. There are quite a few of these institutions (some 400) consider-
ing that they are either highly selective or charge more than $1,600 a year—
frequently both. Roughly 4 out of § are private, but public institutions enroll
about the same total number of new students as private ones. Most of these are
prestige institutions; they range from the largest to the smallest in the nation and
collectively enroll about one-sixth of all new freshmen.

Free-access colleges
Free-access colleges were defined earlier as those institutions at the first and

Table 5. Colleges disqualified as free-access for varicus reasons

Percent of total group
_— Total number

Type of inaccessibility Public Private of colleges
Specialpurpose . . . ... e 0.4% 3.6% 104
Religiousemphasis . . ... ... ................. 00 152 395
Costly—notselective . . . ... ... ... ... ......... 1.9 10.1 312
Selective—notcestly .. ... ....... ... .. ... 131 0.6 356
Costiyandselective . . ... ... ................. 2.2 22.1 632
Non-coed (not already excluded) . . . ..... ... ...... 0.1 0.2 8
Free-aceess . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ... 29.7 0.7 789

Total. . ... e e 47.5% 52.5% 2,6986*

*Does not include some 220 independent post-baccalaureate institutions.
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second levels of accessibility. Furthermore, in defining accessibility, special at-
tention was given to the distinction between ievels 2 and 3 because most of the
analysis reported in subsequent chapters is based upon the location of free-
access colleges. Consequently, the winnowing process whereby one sets aside
various groups of inaccessible colleges, finally ending with the free-access
group, is of particular interest.

There is no simple means of enumerating the different categories of innaccessi-
ble colleges because many are inaccessible for more than one reason. Table 5
provides a reasonably useful and uncomplicated compromise. From the total of
2,596 colleges in the country, the table shows first the removal of some 100 spe-
cial-purpose institutions and an additional 400 or so that incorporate a heavy
religious emphasis. Both groups are almost exclusively private and are, there-
for=, typically expensive as well.

Some 1,300 colleges, are inaccessible because they are either too costly, or too
selective, or both. The two factors —cost and selectivity —make roughly equal
cortributions as barriers to higher education purely from the standpoint of ad-
missions practices. 't is not surprising that practically all private colleges are
costly —as the term is used here; it is less expected that some 4 out of 5 are also
selective on some other grounds. Roughly 1 percent qualify as free-access insti-
tutions. Naturally, there are large numbers of students in college whe wouldn't
be there were it not for private higher education, but the free-access institutional
function defined for this analysis is aimost exclusively a public phenomenon. In
the public sector about 3 out of 5 are free-access colleges, and very few are
disqualified because of nhigh tuition.

Variations by type of institution

Tables 6 and 7 give additional information concerning the relationship between
levet of accessibility and type of institution. There are four main observations to
make about these data.

1. The vast majority of the public two-year colleges are free-access, and they
represent a substantial number of institutions. In 1968 these institutions enrolled
almost 40 percent of all new students in higher education.

2. There are fewer public four-year colleges than public junior colleges, and
only 3 in 10 of the four-year institutions are free-access. Those that are free-
access are not particularly large, so thetotal group enrolls only about 10 percent
of all matriculating freshmen. Another 25+ percent of freshmen matriculate in
public four-year colleges that are not free-access.

3. The branches of public four-year institutions are neither very numerous nor
very iarge. Consequently, they enroll a relatively small proportion of new fresh-
men. Their primary interest here is the comparison they afford with the commu-
nity college. These data provide clear evidence that, on the whole, branches are
no more accessible than their parent institutions and considerably less so than
public junior colleges. Roughly 3 out of 10 public senior institutions are free-
access; the same ratio holds for their branches. As we shall see later, most of
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Table 6. Number of various types of Institutions at each accesslIbility level*

Number at each accessibility level

Total
1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . ... ................. . 262 332 34 13 1 642
Public four-year . ... ..... ... .. ...... . 8 127 134 90 74 433
Branches. . . . ........ ... ... .. .. ... 10 33 104 7 5 159
Allprivate . . . . . . ... . oo 2 15 117 914 314 1,362
Total. . . ... . e 282 507 389 1,024 394 2,596

* Includes 50 states and District of Columbia.

Table 7. Total first-time enroliment in various types of
institutions at different levels of accesslbility (In thousan-is)

Level of accessibility

2 3 4 5 Total
......................... 375 308 34 7 2 728

Pubtic two-year

Public four-year . . . .. ... . ... .. o L 7 148 216 138 146 655
Branches. . . . ............... . . . ... ... 6 9 34 2 1 50
Allprivate . . . . . . ... ... . o o 1 5 34 254 155 449

................................ 389 470 318 401 304 1,882

the branches that are free-access fall in an unusual category.
4. The private sector includes a large number of colleges, although those col-
leges enroll considerably fewer first-time students than do the two-year or four-

year public counterparts. The vast majority of students enter private colleges at
the two most inaccessible levels.

Regional variations in accessibility?

In considering geographic variations in the accessibility of higher education
across the country, one immediately prominent fact is discovered: the regional
differences are striking. There is an orderly trend of {ew fres-access colleges in
the Northeast, a somewhat larger proportion in the Midwest, and the largest
number in the West. As Table 8 indicates, this pattern is even more pronounced
when one bases the comparison on the percentage of new freshmen who are
enrolled in a free-access college in a particular region. That comparison runs:
Northeast 22 percent, Midwest 34, South 50, and West 71.

The West is far ahead of other regions with respect to the number of free-
access institutions and the proportion of all entering students enrolled in them.
But this is well known and need not be lingered over. The special problems of

1. In this study the four regions of the United States as defined by the Census Bureau are used. The states in-
cluded in each region are listed in Table A of Chapter 5,
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the Northeast are no secret either, but the data underscore how difficult the situ-
ation actually is. While there is an abundance of colleges in the Northeast, ac-
cessis limited in 6 institutions out of 7. There are very few completely open-door
colleges in this region, and 6 matriculating ciudents out of 10 enter relatively
inaccessible colleges (levels 4 and 5). By comparison, only 3 matriculating stu-
dents out of 10 enter correspondingly inaccessible colleges in the rest of the
country. These conditions feed the time-honored admissions panic in the North-
east each year—a seasonal event not fully appreciated by families in other sec-
tions of the country.

There are suggestions that higher education in the Midwest is becoming less
accessible than ithas been in the past. Traditionally the land of nonselective state
institutions, the Midwest appears in Table 8 much more like the Northeast than
does either the South or the West. The situation is further clarified in Table 9,
which shows that relatively few four-year public institutions in the Midwest and
practically none of their branches are free-access. For many observers this state
of affairs will be not so much a surprise as a suspicion confirmed. The South

Table 8. Percentage of colleges and percentage of first-time enroliment
(in parentheses) at each Isvel of accessibility within each region

Level or accessibilily

Region 1 2 3 4 5
Northeast . . ... ... ... .. . . 1 12 13 46 27
(1) @1 @7y (31) @
Midwest. . . . ... L 8 18 17 45 11
(11) (23) (23) (28) (i5)
South . . . . .. e 11 27 19 34 g
(14) 38) EH (9 (1O
West. . . ... 31 18 7 29 15
G4 an (9 & a2
EntireUS. . . . ... 11 19 15 39 15

@1) (24 (18) (21) (8

Table 9. Percentage of different types of
institutions that are free-access within each region

Northeast Midwest South West Entire U.S.

Publictwo-year . .. ... ............... 83 90 95 98 90
Pudlicfour-year . . ... .. ... ........... 7 26 46 31 31

Branches. ... .................... 0] 3 54 88 30
Alprivate. . . .. ... ... .. .. .. ... .. ... 0 0 3 2 1
Alltypesofcalleges . . . . . ... . ... ... . ... 14 26 38 49 30
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is now the principal home of the free-access state college. By region they num-
ber. Northwest 8, Midwest 28, South 77, and West 24,

Table 9 aiso clarifies the problem in the Northeast. The majority of the limited
number of public two-year colleges in that region have maintained a free-access
status (many are new), but the public senior institutions and their branches have
been under severe pressure because of the general lack of college space in the
Northeast. As a result, practically none are free-access, and in that sense they
are almost comparable to the private institutions of the region.

This state of affairs makes an interesting comparison with California, where it
is also true that practically none of the public four-year institutions are free-
access. The more important fact is that almost three times as many students are
enrolled in free-access colleges in California as in the entire northeastern quarter
of the country. The access insurance provided by the California junior college
no doubt ameliorates the public anxiety over college admissions so common in
the Northeast, despite the fact that public senior institutions are relatively in-
accessible in both areas.

Variations by type of community

The popuiation of individual communities provides quite a different perspective
of geographic variation in the location of free-access colleges. Table 10 indicates
a progressive increase in the likelihood that a college will be free-access as one
moves from highly populated to less populated areas. Doubtless there are numer-
ous reasons for this trend including a political structure that fosters more col-
leges in smaller communities and less admissions pressure in those communities
to induce selective admissions.

The suburbs of major metropolitan areas, where about 3 colleges in 10 are
free-access, constitute a slight exaggeration of the general trend and provide an
interesting contrast to the central city. Suburban colleges are almost twice as
likely to be free-access despite the pressing social problems in the central cities
and the fact that urban populations are less likely to be educationally mobile. To
what extent this represents a real imbalance between educational resources and

Table 10. Percentage of colleges that are
free-access in different types of communities

Percent Percent not  Total number

Type of community free-access free-access  of colleges
Metropolitan areas of 1,000,000+

Centralcity . ................ ... ...... 15% B5% 402

Fringe .. ... . ... 29 71 337
Metropolitan areas of 500,000tc 1,000,000 . . . ... ... 20 80 259
Metropolitan areas of 50,000 t0 500,000, . ... ... ... 30 70 507
Other counties™ . . =. . . . . oo 39 61 1,091

*Not in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
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social need can be determined more accurately in subsequent chapters that deal
directly with the demography of free-access colleges. But on an absolute basis,
there is no question concerning the inaccessibility of higher education in most
major cities. There are six metropolitan areas in the country with populations
larger than 1 million which have no free-access institution in their central city.
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4. Colleges and people

This repott is prinCipally concerned with the implication that universal and equal
opportunity must be based first upon readily accessible highcr education and
must therefore include the idea of proximity. The previous chapter described the

_ accessibility of higher institutions by type and geographic location. Through a

{ winnowing process 789 low-cost and relatively nonselective institutions were
defined as ‘‘free-access’ colleges. In this chapter we put colleges and people
together and describe what proportions of what populations live within com-
muting distance of a free-access college. We are concerned here with national
data organized to reveal community, racial, and regional variations. Chapter 5
deals with state variations. The map of the United States found in the back of
this book gives the overall picture of free-access colleges.

When the 789 free-access colleges are plotted throughout the country, itturns
out that slightly more than two-fifths of the population live within commuting
distance of them. In a sense it is remarkable that the country has developed
accessible higher education facilities to this extent. On the other hand it is
sobering to realize that the educational opportunity of three-fifths of the popula-
tion is inhibited by the simple fact that they do not live near an accessible college.

; This ratio is one of the less complicated indices of how far the country has to go
in equalizing educational opportunity.

It should be clear that the absolute level of this and other estimates reported
here are fallible in the sense that different definitions of accessibility yield differ-
ent estimates of population *'covered” by (within commuting distance of) a
free-access college. For example, if the tuition limit for free-access colleges were
$600 rather than $400, the national proportion of the population covered would
be 46 percent instead of 42 percent; if free-access were redefined to include
moderately selective in addition to operi-door and slightly selective institutions,
the national estimate of population covered would go from 42 to 49 percent.

The primary value of these estimates lies in the fact that they are more or less
; comparable from one area to another. They provide a set of benchmarks and
; general impressions that can be useful 10 educational planners when they con-
sider priorities and objectives. The following paragraphs describe a variety of
national imbalances —illustrated here and there witih local examples.

inequities among communities

There are characteristic differences in the proportion of people living near free-
access colleges in different types of communities. As Table 11 shows, a small
metropolitan area is the most favorable location for a poor, marginal student to
find accessible higher education. Moving from sparsely to heavily populated
areas, the proportion of people having ready access to college first in-
creases —24 percent in rural areas to 63 percent in small metropolitan areas—
and then decreases to 38 percent in the major cities.

e Pt S T
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Even though it may be unfair, it is nonetheless largely unavoidable that stu-
dents in sparsely popuiated areas are less likely to live near an accessible col-
lege. On the other hand the orderly differences in accessibility among different
sized metropolitan areas make little sense. It is true that the more populous met-
ropolitan areas are mor likely to have free-access colleges— half of the smalll
metropolitan areas have an accessible college, whereas 4 out of 5 of the largest
do. But the number of accessible colleges doesn’t compensate for *he large
numbers of people in the more populous areas. Metropolitan areas of one-half
million or more are frequently short-changed when it comes to accessible higher
education.

From the traditional pattern of the city as the seat of learning, one might as-
sume that college is more available in the central city than in the urban fringe of
the major metropolitan areas. Across the nation this is evidently not true. Con-
sidering that median family income is about one-quarter higher in the fringe than
in the city (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1969), it can be argued that there should
be more free-access colleges in the heart of the metropolitan area. Equally im-
portant, however, are the marked variations that occur among the major cities
with reference to the scarcity of accessible higher education.

Of the 29 metropolitan areas that have a population of more than 1 million,
Atlanta, Boston, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Detroit, and Paterson-Clifton-Passaic do not
have one free-access college located within their city limits. In eight additional
metropolitan areas, less than one-third of the central city population lives within
commuting distance of a free-access college. In another nine metropolitan

Table 11. Percentage of different populations within
commuting distznce of a free-access college in the 50 states

Percent within commuting distance
Total

population Mexican-

Area (millions) White Black American Entire U.S.
Metropolitan areas (SMSA):*
1,000,000+

Centralcities . . .. .. ..« vt 32.6 36% 42% 42% 38%

FriNges . . v v v v v it e e e e 33.2 37 31 68 37
500,000t01,000,000. . ... .. ... .. ... 20.0 36 46 66 38
250,000t0500,000 . ... ... oo i 16.0 47 61 37 48
50,000t0250,000. . ... ... ... 16.2 62 70 56 63
Counties not in SMSA:
Over20,000 . . ... ... v ivuen.. 45.0 48 52 42 48
Under20,000 .. ... ... ... 16.2 24 27 13 24
EntireUS. . .. .. oottt 179.3 42% 47% 47%+% 42%

(mitlion)

* Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
+Mexican Americans in five Southwestern states; also includes Puerto Ricans in New York City and Chicago.
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areas, less than a third of the fringe population is covered. Since any one of these
conditions must be regarded as a serious urban problem, it is reasonable to con-
clude tnat 23 of the 29 largest cities of the country have a major deficiency in
the accessibility of higher education. Equally disturbing is the number of metro-
politan areas that have no free-access college at all (as of 1968). The Census
Bureau defined 228 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, most of which had
a population of 100,000 or greater. In 102 metropolitan areas the principal city
had no free-access colleges.

Racial imbalances

Across the country a slightly larger proportion (47 percent) of blacks live within
commuting distance of a free-access college than whites. At first thought this
seems inconsistent with the fact that rural areas and large central cities are less
likely to have accessible colleges, and these areas are where most blacks are
generally presumed to live. In actual fact, blacks are almost proportionally pres-
ent in communities of all sizes with an important exception—there are more
blacks in the central core and fewer in the outer fringe of the largest cities. As
Table 11 indicates, blacks are somewhat more likely than whites to live near a
free-access college in all types of communities except the fringes of the largest
cities (where they are least numerous).

Mexican Americans (in the five Southwestern states) and Puerto Ricans (in
New York City and Chizago) are also somewhat more likely to live near an ac-
cessible college than are whites. This was a fairly consisteni finding in the various
areas whers demographic data for these groups were exarnined.

While itis also true that the overall analysis indicated no marked regional vari-
ations in the percentage of blacks living near free-access colleges, there are ob-
viously some very important exceptions and qualifications. First, there are states
and metropolitan areas where these generalizations do not hold. In California,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, and New York, substantially fewer blacks
than whites live near accessible institutions. The same is true of Atlanta, Boston,
Buffalo, and Los Angeles. On the other hand, there are states and metropolitan
areas where blacks are much more likely than whites to live within commuting
distance of a free-access college. The best statewide examples are Missouri,
New Jersey, and Pennsylvania; a similar trend exists in Kansas City, Milwaukee,
and Newark. Data on all states and Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas with
more than 1 million people are given in Tables A and B in Chapter 5.

Another general exception to the data on minority groups cited in Table 11 is
the problem of discrimination. Of course, discrimination is another form of selec-
tivity that can make an institution inaccessible just as surely as cost or academic
requirernetrits can. It would have been useful to include discrimination in this
analysis as & form of selectivity were it not for the impossible task of deciding
which colleges discriminate against which students to what extent. Through
much of the country one must simply introduce a subjective “'correction'’ for the
obvious fact that much of higher ediication is, for many reasons, less accessible

3



ERIC

to blacks and other sociocultural minorities than to middle-class whites. The sit-
uation in the Deep South, however, is even more complicated by a long tradi-
tion of formally segregated institutions including many that serve blacks almost
exclusively.

Since the predominantly Negro colleges of the South cannot be construed as
free-access for whites, it is possible and necessary to partially correct the esti-
mates of white populations covered by accessible institutions in the Southern
states. This can be done simply by excluding the predominantly Negro free-
access institutions and repeating the individual state estimates. The results are
shownin Table 12. Alabama, Arkansas, and Mississippi are the only states where
the difference is very noticeable. This is because relatively few colleges are in-
volved in most states. Among all recognized colleges that are more than 85 per-
cent black (Chronicle, 1269a) or listed by McGrath (1965) as predominantly
Negro, only 1 in 5 can be classified here as free-access. Excluding the Negro
institutions reduces the percentage of whites covered in the South from 50 per-
cent to 47 percent.

Table 12 clearly underestimates the effect of segregation upon accessibility in
the South because it does not reflect the limited access of blacks. It seems
doubtful that it is possible to make realistic and defensible estimates of the pro-

Table 12. Percentage of whites within comnwuting
distance of a free-access college in the Southern census region

Percent of whites
within commuting distance

Number of Al Exciuding
free-access free-access  Negro free-

State Negro colleges colleges access colleges
Alabama ... . . ... ... . ... .. .o o 5 57% 48%
Arkansas . . . ... ... e 2 43 30
Delaware . . . ... .. .. ..., 0 21 21
Florida ... ......... ... ... .. ... .. 1 62 62
Georgia. .. ... ... . ... e 0 33 33
Kentucky . .. .. ... ... ... . . ... .. ... 0 51 51
Louisiana . . . . ... . . ... . 0 49 49
Maryland . . . ... ... ... 2 59 55
Mississippi . .. ... . . ... . o 5 67 57
NorthCarolina. . .. ... ............... 2 69 66
Oklahoma. . ....................... 0O 31 31
SouthCarolina. . .. ... ....... ... ..... 1 58 58
TeNNesSee . . . ... . vt 2 39 35

TeXas . . . . e 2 37 36
Virginia . .. ... 0 52 52
WestVirginia . ... .. ........ ... ... ... 0 53 53
EntreSouth . ......................22 50% 47%
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portion of blacks living within commuting distance of an accessible institution in
some of the Southern states. It is clear from available statistics that blacks do not
have ready access to many public higher institutions (Egerton, 1969). On the
other hand the predominantly white free-access colleges do serve substantial
numbers of blacks — obviously estimates for blacks could not be based upon the
Negro colleges alone. It wouid appear that the only safe working assumption is
that the various estimates for minority populations are generally infiated and, in
some states, substantially so.

The reglons vary

The accessibility of higher education varies markedly among the four main cen-
sus regions of the country but not always in expected ways. The Northeast, for
example, has never been a region known for accessible colleges. Private educa-
tion has been dominant to such an extent that some states— particularly New
York and more recently Pennsylvania— have purposefully ailocated substantial
student aid resources in order to use the private sector for public purposes. Fur-
thermore, the Northeast has been siow to develoys the egalitarian interpretations
of higher education represented by the community college and comprehensive
poststcondary educational opportunity.

Dest ite these facts the Northeast is only slightly below the national average
with respect to the proportion of people living within commuting distance of a
free-access college. As Table 13 indicates, this region falls behind the South and
West only in metropolitan areas of one-half million or mare people. However,
such areas contain two-thirds of the population in the Northeast. In addition to
its urban problem, the Northeast has frequently not developed and supported its
free-access institutions. As we shall see in the state-by-state analyses in Chap-
ter 5, public higher education in the Northeast often receives niggardly appro-

Table 13. Percentage of the population within commuting distance
of a free-access college in different types of communities for each region

Area Northeast Miowest South West
Metropolitan areas (SMSA):
1,000,0004
Centralcities . . . . . . . v ot e e e 29 44 38 44
Fringes . . . . .. . o o e e e 27 30 38 62
500,000t01,000,000 . . . ... ..o it e 38 12 53 55
230,00040500,L00 . . .. .. ... 49 39 53 48
50,000t0250,000. . . . . .. . e Al 47 71 61
Counties not in SMSA:
Over20000 . . . . v v o e e e e e e 51 35 55 50
Under20,000 ... .. .. e 24 23 28 17
Overall percentage foreachregion . . .. ............. 38 33 50 51
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priations and enrolls very small proportions of some states’ high school gradu-
ates.

The Midwest is the surprise of the four regions. Traditionally it has assumed
a view of higher education in contrast to that of the Northeast. Its state institu-
tions, long a source of national pride, have been identified historically with in-
expensive, nonselective admissions. The data of Table 13 seem inconsistent with
this tradition. The proportion of people living near an accessible college is sub-
stantially lower in the Midwest than in other regions. It is lower in every type of
community except the largest and the smallest. In overall coverage, two Mid-
western states are well above the national average while six are considerably
below it (see Table A in Chapter 5).

The coverage of free-access colleges in Midwestern cities of one-half to one
million people is extremely low, although the largest cities hold their own with
cities of other regions. The principal reason the largest cities appear better off
than the Midwest generally is the existence of the comimunity college systems
of Chicago and St. Louis. These systems serve a great many people and seem
attributable to unusual leadership—but they are not typical of the region. Of all
moderately large metropolitan areas in the country without any free-access col-
leges, more than half are in the Midwest. Thus, there seem to be special {(and
outstanding) exceptions to the general finding that the Midwestern region pro-
vides accessible higher education to asmaller proportion of the population than
the rest of the country. Of course, [ocal conditions vary and most states have
peculiar characteristics that make any generalization conditional.

It should be recognized further that many state universities have nonselective
colleges or divisions. Also, a number of public institutions are officially open door
but de facto selective. That is, they enroll most of their students from the top half
of the high school class. Both of these circumstances may be more common
in the Midwest than in other regions. Such institutions are not classified here as
free-access because the definition depends not upon whether some less apt stu-
dents are admitted, but whether the total institution is likely to be regarded by
perspective students as truly accessible. The best generally available measure
of that accessibility would seem to be the proportion of high school graduates
in the bottom half of their class who are enrolled.

The situation in the South is interesting for several reasons. Despite very lim-
ited resources and a decentralized population, the region has managed to place
free-access colleges within almost as large a proportion of its people as is true
in the wealthier and more centralized West. This accomplishment has come
about through the use of widely different models; the comprehensive junior col-
leges of Florida, the technical education centers of South Carolinia, the open-
door senior institutions of Louisiana, and the university two-yee; system of Ken-
tucky are good examples of the diversity described in the state: profiles in the next
chapter.

Concerning the accessibility of higher education, the Southern region hastwo
large problems—too well known to belabor and too critical 10 dismiss. Racial
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segregation of institutions will necessarily hinder educational opportunity as
long as it drains attention and resources from the development of relevant edu-
cational opportunity for high school graduates. And it is the limited resources
and opportunities that constitute a second difficult problem. In spite of consid-
erable progress in making higher education available to their ‘youth, some
Southern states still have a very low rate of college attendance.

Roughly half of the population in ihe Western United States lives near an ac-
cessible institution. This proportion is somen Gy lower than one might have
expected, considering that 1 Westerner out of 2 lives in California, the state thatis
known for accessible higher education. The proportions indicated for different
types of communities in Table 13 are not unusual except in the case of central
cities versus the fringes of major metropglitan areas in the West,

In a region usually associated with statewide planning of higher education
facilities, it is ironic to find that suburban areas are better provided with free-
access colleges than are the central cities. This result is largely attributable to
imbalances that exist in the three major metropolitan areas of California— Los
Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego. In each, residents of the fringe areas
are much more likely to live near a free-access college than are residents of the
central city. This condition— not typical of the country —may relate to the tend-
ency in California to locate junior colleges where fairly large tracts of land are
available. Of course, one can argue that the commuting radii should be larger
in these cities because of the emphasis upon personal transportation on ex-
pressways, but it seems doubtful that this consideration changes the general
result described.

Who is not served?

A complementary way of looking at the accessibility of higher education is to
examine who is not served. There are two main questions: What kinds of people
do not live near an accessible institution? And what sort of locations are not
covered? It is these interpretations of the data that lead most easily to implica-
tions concerning the need for new institutions or new arrangements. Data based
upon individual states are the most useful for practical purposes, and these ap-
pear in the state profiles in the following chapter. Summary information does
provide an overview, however, that affords a better national perspective.

Table 14 summarizes the nature of the total population that does not live near
a free-access college. The largest group is easily the whites living in the large
metropolitan areas of the Northeast. Other very large groups of people not
having ready access to higher education are whites in the nonmetropolitan areas
of the South and whites in each of the three demographic divisions of the Mid-
west. All other categories of whites plus blacks in the rural South account for
smaller but still substantial numbers of people not living in proximity to accessible
colleges.

With respect to location, there are several states that are far below the norm
in the availability of accessible colleges. For example, there are 14 states in
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which less than one-third of the population is covered. Preceding paragraphs
contain several references to the numerous urban areas that are either deficient
or lacking in free-access colleges. This circumstance has an important bearing
upon the strategy of improving accessibility — first, because accessibility is defi-
cient in urban areas generally, and also because the congested areas are where
additional colleges can most efficiently cover large numbers of people.

Location of the new colleges

Unfortunately, there is liitle sign that recent emphasis upon expanding educa-
tional opportunity has had much effect upon the overall efficiency of college
location. In the fall of 1968 a large number of new free-access colleges opened
(76 in fact). These colleges increased the proportion of the nation’s population
living near such a college from 38 to 42 percent. On the average each of these
new colleges serves some 100,000 people. This is essentially the samt average
number of pecple living within commuting distance of those free-accese zolleges
in existence prior to 1968.

As a matter of eoretical interest, these new colleges were plottedir: 76 hypo-
thetical locations 11iroughout the country where they could cover the maximum
number of people. The results were not surprising; those 76 colleges in ideal
locations could have covered an average of 300,000 people and raised the na-
tional proportion so covered by 14 percent instead of the 4 percent increase that
actually resulted. Putting it another way, 28 states added one or more free-
access colleges in 1968; in only 8 of those states was any college opened in the
general location where it could serve the largest number of people.

Naturally, the location of a college is determined by a number of factors, many
of which may be quite valid and have little to do with accessibility. The data do

Table 14. Number of whites and minorities not living
within commuting distance of a free-access college in different
communities in each region (in millions)

Total
Northeast Midwest South West for U.S.

Whites:

lLarge metropolitanareas . . . .. ... .. ... .. ... 15.3 10.4 46 54 357
Medium-sized metropolitanareas . . ... ... ... .. 5.7 9.0 6.1 32 24.0
Othercounties . . . . . . . .. o v v v it e 4.4 12.8 107 38 31.7
Minorities:*

Large metropolitanareas . . . .. ............. 2.2 1.5 1.2 08 5.6
Medium-sized metropolitanareas . . . . ... ...... 0.1 0.6 1.6 03 2.7
Othercountiest . . ...... .. ... ... ....... - 0.2 34 03 4.0
Totarics US. . . . . oo 27.7 34.5 27.6 13.8 103.7

*Blacks. Mexican Americans, and Puerto Ricans.
t That is. counties nct in Siandard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
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illustrate, however, that estimates of the number of colleges that might be re-
quired to achieve various goals with respect to educational opportunity are sub-
ject to considerable uncertainty. Furthermore, the various forces that determine
college location are not likely to result in new institutions always being placed
in convenient juxtaposition to populations they might serve.

How many colleges are needed?

The preceding comments provide a useful introduction to Table 15, which esti-
mates the resources required to increase the proportion of the population within
commuting distance of a frea-access college. Entries in this table show the pres-
ent number of free-ancess colleges in each region and the number of colleges
(new or redefined) that would be required to increase the percentage of the pop-
ulation covered to various levels in all states in the region; that is, 16 additional
colleges would increase the percentage to 50 percent for each state in the West.
A systematic qualification is the assumption that no state would add a college
that did not cover at least 25,000 people within its commuting area.

The datain Table 15 were developed by plotting hypothetical new free-access
colleges in optimal locations in each of the 50 states and estimating the popula-
tions that would be covered. It is evident that accessibility could be greatly im-
proved in the Northeast with a limited number of colleges. It could also be im-
proved greatly in the West, but the gross population involved there is much
smaller. The South and Midwest have a large and widely distributed population.
A high degree of cnverage in these regions would require more than twice as
many additionai colleges as in the West or Northeast.

Roughly speaking, this analysis indicates that some 375 additional colieges
in optimal locations would put two-thirds of the population of most states near
an accessible institution. Considering that locatioris cannot be expected to be
optimal, it would appear from recent experience cited above that the 550 new
colleges recommended by the Carnegie Commission would have the approxi-
mate effect of raising the national proportion of population coverad from4 in 10

Table 15. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population within
commuting distance of a free-access college

Present Additional free-access colleges required to cover:*
free-access

Region colleges 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Northeast . . . . .. ......... 92 20 14 21 32 56

Midwest. . . .. ... ........ 193 58 41 43 8¢ 138

South . ................ 312 20 33 65 103 153

West. . ................ 192 16 13 45 37 63

Nationaltotal . . . . . ........ 7€9 112 101 174 252 410

* These figures refer to additional colleges required and should be added to find the total required at any per-
centage level.
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to 7 in 10. It should be emphasized, however, that this rough estimate assumes
that the 550 colleges would be opened immediately. In the 5 to 10 years that
might be required to develop that many institutions, the accessibility of . xisting
colleges would likely erode to an unknown extent due to urbanization, increasing
costs, and increasing selectivity.!

in some areas it may be quite unrealistic to consider a new college as the only
or even the preferred answer to a lack of accessible higher education. For politi-
cal or financial reasons, it may be more reasonable to change the admissions
characteris*ics and fees of an existing college. It should be recognized, however,
that some senior institutions have little interest in serving the free-access func-
tion and will do so only under considerable pressure—and even then perhaps
halfheartedly. In any event the foregoing discussion assumes that state planning
groups will consider |ocal conditions and weigh the advantages of new institu-
tions versus alterations in existing ones in future development of free-access
higher education.

1. A systematic study of the status of free-access higher education in 1958 and the underlying changes that have
occurred during the past decade is being undertaken by Richard Ferrin of the College Board's Access Research
Office.

38



ERIC

5. State profiles

The summary data cf the previous two chapters are instructive and useful as a
frame of reference for considering college location, but most of the action is at
the state level. States have had the formal responsibility for providing education,
and there is every reason to assume that extensions of that responsibility in the
form of equal opportunity for higher education will also be organized at the state
level. Coordinating groups in many states have given close attention to college
location, though needs and alternatives have typically been interpreted in a local
context where politics have a heavy bearing.

It is in the analysis of individual state situations that one senses the consid-
erable variety of resources, circumstances, and organization. This variety not
only facilitates better understanding of the naticnal scene but clarifies the prob-
lems and programmatic possibilities at the level where change actually occurs.
One function of the state profiles, then, is to describe accessibility as it exists
across the country. Another is to sense the different models of organization and
restraints on accessibility that programs to expand opportunity will have to cope
with.

Types of information included

Information in these profiles is based partly on data generated in the course of
this study and partly on various other types of data collected from a number of
sources. In order to make the text more readable, those references have not
been cited repeatedly. Instead, the different types of information are listed in the
paragraphs below; summarized in the tables indicated, and also identified in
“Reference notes to Tables A to G, at the end of this chapter.

Demographic information such as population characteristics, employment,
and income are given in Tables C and D.

Access characteristics of each state (Tables E and F) include the following:

a. The ratio of high school graduates to 18-year-olds.

p. The ratio of college entrants to 18-year-olds.

¢. The ratio of college entrants to high schoot graduates for 1963 and 1968.

d. A breakdown of the proportion of 1968 high school graduates attending
college into three components —those remaining in public institutions in the
state, those in private colleges in the state, and those migrating out of the state.

Characteristics of higher education such as state appropriations, free-access
two-year colleges opened between 1958 and 1968, and proportion of first-time
enrollment in free-access colleges are given in Table G.

Planning and coordination of higher education in each state has been ex-
amined recently in two extensive studies of governance {(Mayhew, 1968b; Palola
et al., 1970).1 Information in the profiles about planning and coordination is

1. l am indebted to these authors for making this material available piior to formal publication of their own work.
Cther studies of stale coordination have recently been completed by Berdahl (1970) and Yarrington (1969).
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based on these two studies as amended by more recent personal communi-
cations with individuals in various states.

Accessibility of colfeges is indicated in Table 1 of each profile. It should be
noted that status is defineu as of fall 1968, and according to the specifications
given in Chapter 2.

Populations covered by afree-access college are described in Table 2 of each
profile; data for states and major metropolitan areas are summarized in Tables
A and B. Absence of accessible higher education is indicated by a zero; a dash
indicates that no estimate was made because the population base was below
10,000.

Effect of new colleges is indicated in Table 3 of each profile. Estimates of ac-
cumulated population covered assume that successive additional colleges (or
redefined existing ins.:tutions) are placed in optimal locations to cover the maxi-
mum number of people.

What do the maps represent?

In each profile there is an outline map of the state showing all metropolitan areas
of 50,000 population or more. The orange circles indicate the location and a
schematic commuting area for each free-access college in the state. These vary
in size according to the population of the area in which the college is located:
the commuting area is assumed to be smaller in more congested areas.

There is not an orange circle for every college in the state—only for free-
access colleges. A free-access college is (1) one that in fail 1968 charged no
more than $400 annual tuition 2nd (2) one where at least one-third of all entering
freshmen in fall 1968 ranked below average as high school! graduates. See
Chapter 2 for more detailed definitions and descriptions of procedure.
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Alabama

In many respects Alabarna is typical of the Deep South states. Almost one-third
of the population is black, and a relatively small proportion of the work force is
white-collar. The per capita income is among the Jowest in the nation. As is often
the case, these conditions are associated with a relatively low proportion of high
school graduates, almost haif of whom go on to college. This college access rate
is below the national average but considerably higher than it was a few years
earlier, when there were virtually no junior colleges in the state. State appro-
priations for higher education in Alabama are among the lowest in the nation,
though close to average in relation 1o state resources. In 1969 Alabama author-
ized an advisory board called the Higher Education Commission.

The 24 free-access colleges in Alabama are fairly well distributed throughout
the state, and they enroll 2 out of 3 first-time students. Since the rate of col-
lege attendance is limited, these are, on the average, relatively small institutions,
even though some are four-year colieges. The senior institutions that are not
free-access are only slightly too selective or expensive.

There is a free-access college within commuting distance of 56 percent of the
population of Alabama (48 percent if Negro colleges are excluded). These col-
leges are somewhat more accessible to students living in urban areas, put this
is true in most =*~tes, Alabama would be a difficuit state to cover with proximal
institutions because much of the population is evenly distributed and not urban-
ized. Twenty additional colleges would raise the coverage to 80 percent, though
such a goal should not necessarily represent a high priority. The overall picture
indicates a need to organize the limited resources of the state to strengthen the
capability of the existing institutions to serve larger numbers of Alabama youth
than now go on to college.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Alabama (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Lass accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . .. ........ .. .. ... .. ... 14 0 i 0 0 15
Publicfour-year . . . ... .................. 0 6 3 0 1 10
Branches. ... ... ....... . ............ 0 2 2 10 5
Allprivate . . . ... . ... . . . e 0 2 4 13 1 20
Tolalcolleges . ... ... . ittt 14 10 10 14 2 50

a1
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2 Commuting area of a free-access college (see Chapter o for explanation)
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In Alabama (fall 1968)

Percent
within commuting distance
Population -
Type of community in thousands  White Black Tolal
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million}
Centralcity . .. ........ .. ... ... ... 0 - - -
Fringe .. ... . . . e 0 - - -
Other melropolitan areas. . . .. .. ............ 1,680 66 66 66
Counties over 20,000. . . ... .. ... ... ... .. 1,272 49 44 48
Counties under 20,000. . . ............... .. 306 42 3 37
Totalstate . . ... ... ...... ... .. ... ... 3,268 57 54 56

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Alabama
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
faif 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . ... ......... 24 21 8 11 17

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance . . . . . . . ........... 56% 60% 71% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . ............. 76 70t 44 27 19

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Alaska

Despite the fact that Alaska is one of the fastest-growing states in the nation, it
is still among the smallest in population. The population density is almost too
slight to even register. The natural wealth of the state is by now legend; the rela-
tively high proportion of white-collar workers in the labor force is perhaps less
well known. A very low incidence of high school graduation (42 percent of the
age group) is one indication of the developmental challenge in Alaska. Almost
half of those graduates do continue their education, but some 50 percent attend
college outside the state.

Alaska has one public university and, in a somewhat unusual arrangement,
seven community colleges as branches. A single Board of Regents coordinates
and governs all higher education in the state. The system is well supported by
state funds, though only limited studies of resources and ne~ds have been un-
dertaken.

The community colleges are open door and inexpensive. The state university
is also quite accessible, and since there are only two private institutions in the
state, 9 out of 10 first-time students are enrolled in free-access colleges. It should
be understood, however, that most of tha community colleges are relatively new
and extremely small.

Whereas only 31 percent of the population of Alaska resides within commuting
distance of a free-access institution, those institutions are well located in relation
to the population. Because of the unusually sparse settlement of Alaska, there
are few other centers that seem to be good candidates for additional institu-
tions in the near future. Thus, the state has unique problems in developing its
higher education resources in order to serve its many high school graduates
now attending college in the coterminous United States and to reach somehow
that large proportion of Alaskan students who may never live near an institu-
tion of higher education.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different leveis
of accessibility in Alaska (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year . ... ..... ... .. ... . ..., 0 0 000 0

Public four-year . .. . ... . ... ... 0y 0 1 000 1
BranChes. . . . . v v v v v it 2 5 000 7

Allprivate . . . . .. .. e e 0 0 110 2

Totalcolleges . . .. ... . . ¢ . i 2 6 110 10

44




SOl

(uoneueydxs 1oy 6 seydey) 38s) 863|100 SSa20R-831) B JO Base Bunuiwo) 7. I T T
005 00r 00¢

°ose® o =

&~ ooc-qga o--o

° LN ©o® pes
€0y eI’ .
o
L] Ly
‘%
0.2
°
°
. 2
©, 2 o
4
27 L&
g e, S
G
- ¥y
ﬂy = <
0
‘a 114

T 1
002 00L0S O

7
7

eysely

45

ERIC



ERIC

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In Alaska (fali 1968)

Population Percent within

Type of community in thousands  commuting distance
Metropolitan areas {over 1 million)

Central City . ... . . .. . . e e 0 -

Fringe . . ... e e e Q -
Other metropolitanareas. . . . .. ... ............. U -
Counties over 20,000, . . . . ... ... ... . v, 126 44
Counties under 20000, . . . ... ... .. . 101 14
Total state . . ... ... .. 227 31

»Dash {—) = base loo small foi reliable sstimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Alaska
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of Hypothetical
fail 1968 additional colleges
Number of free-access colleges ... ........... 8+ 6
Cumutative percent of popuiation
within commuting distance. . . .. ............. 31% 52%
Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . .............. 9t 8

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Arizona

Like most Western states Arizona is not heavily populated. It is also not a rich
state, but its climate and topography have generated a certain glamour, which
has made Arizona one of the fastest-growing states in the union. Despite this
growth, somewhat below-average finaricial resources must be spread thin in
meeting the needs of substantial Indian and Mexican American minorities.

The most recent data indic ate that first-time college students from Arizona are
almost as numerous as Arizona high school graduates. This anomalous situation
is hard to accept at face value. It may be that the recent surge of in-migration
has included many first-time students who are adults living near a community
college for the first time (see note 6 to Tables Ato G, on page 206}, Consistent
with this hypothesis is the fact that the percentage of Arizonu college students

<tending public institutions in the state is the highest in the nation (91 percent).

Half of the 14 colleges in Arizona are public two-year institutions coordinated
by a separate board. The state university system with its three components has
been governed by a single board since 1945, in 1966 a report on long-range
planning assessed present and future facility needs in the state in relation to em-
ployment opportunities and manpower requirements, but there were no specific
proposais for changing the organization of the present system. State appro-
priations for higher education in Arizona are somewhat above the national aver-
age in an absolute sense and also relative to state income.

The eight free-access institutions in Arizona consist of the seven comriunity
colleges and one component of the university system. The two majcr state insti-
tutions enroll somewhat too few students from the lower half of their high school
class to qualify as free-access. Most of the accessible colleges are large institu-
tions; they enroll two-thirds of the first-time students in the state.

These data indicate that the accessibility of higher education in Arizona is
slightly below the national average, but the picture they give is incomplete. Since
the population of the state is highly concentrated in only a few areas, only two
or three additional colleges properly placed could substantially increase acces-
sibility. A community college is scheduled soon to open in Tucson, the principal
arei not now covered by a free-access institution. If one regards a moderate
degree of selectivity as an adequate public response to educational opportunity,
almost two-thirds of the state’s population is already covered. In any event, itis
important to recognize that Arizona has a highly developed community college
system and an extremely high rate of college attendance.

a7
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1 Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
b of accessibliity In Arizona (fall 1968)
rr Level of accessibility
)3 Free-access [ess accessible Total
‘ Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 ) colleges
! PUDliC tWO-Y8ar . .. .\ 6 1 000 7
Publicfour-year . .. . ......... ... .. .. 0 1 2 00 3
{ Branches. . . .. .......... .. ... ...... 0 o 00O 0
v Allprivate . . .. .. ... ... ... .. .. ¢ o 0 4 0 4
& Totalcolleges .. . ... .......cuvvnrn .. 6 2 2 40 14
3
[ Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
! of a free-access college in Arizona (fall 1968)
i Percent within commuting distance
’ Population Mexican
f Type of community in thousands  White Black American Total
; Metropolitan areas (over 1 miltion)
Central Gity . . . v v oot 0 - - - -
: Fringe . .... ... . ... . 0 - - - -
i Other metropolitan areas. . .. .......... 930 51 — 45 50
1 Countizs over 20,000, . .. ... ......... 329 5 - 4 5
§’ Counties under 20,000. . . ... ......... 45 32 — 7 24
¢
i Totalstate . ... .........vvvv.nn 1,304 39 4z 30 38
*Dash (—) = base too smali for reliable estimate.
;
1
L Table 3. Estimate of additicnal colieges
s required to put specified percentages of the population of Arizona
within commuting distance of a free-access college
As of
o fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges
3
Number of free-access colleges ... ........... 8 1t 1 9
Cumulative percerit of population
within commuting distance. . . .. ... ... .. ... 38% 54% 60% 70%
Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . ... ........... 61 218+ 73 15

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Arkansas

Though one-fifth of Arkansas' labor force is in rmanufacturing, it is largely an ag-
ricultural and rural state. There are very few white-collar workers and a substan-
tial black population, though not as large as most of the other Deep South states.
A very low per capita income is an important fact of life in Arkansas. /A relatively
low proportion of students graduate from secondary schoo!, though more than
1in 2 continue &n to college. The distribution of Arkansas youth to higher edu-
cation conforms roughly with national proportions: for every six high school
graduates, four go to public institutions in the state, one attends a private institu-
tion within the state, and one migrates outside the state. A substantial number
of students attend postsecondary vocational schools.

Haif the institutions in Arkansas are public, and these are primarily four-year
colleges. In 1961 the Commission on Coordination of Higher Educational Fi-
nance was created to coordinate all public colleges in the state. The state has
no master plan, but one is under development. Appropriations for higher educa-
tion in Arkansas are low in an absolute sense and only slightly above average
with respect to the resources of the state.

Arkansas is unusual in that all public four-year colleges are readily accessible,
and these constitute most of the free-access colleges in the state. Three-fourths
of the matriculating college students in Arkansas enter one of its 12 free-access
colleges.

The proportions of the population within commuting distance of a free-access
college in Arkansas do not differ greatly from that of the nation at large. Slightly
more than four-tenths of the population is covered. There is also a characteristic
tendency for a somewhat larger proportion of urban pooulations to live near a
free-access college. The population of the state is fairly evenly distributed, and
the colleges are reasonably well placed.

These generalizations are conditioned by the fact that historically two of the
colleges here classified as free-access have been predominately Negro nstitu-
tions— one of these a small denominational college in North Little Rock. Conse-
quently it may be more reasonable to estimate the coverage of the state at some-
thing like 30 percent, with a deficiency in the urban areas.

Whereas there are a number of population centers in the state without a free-
access college, none are really large except Little Rock, with its problematical
situation. Ten new free-access colleges would be required to raise the proportion
of the population covered to about 2 out of 3. Additionat cclleges beyond ihat
number would be hard to raticnalize on the basis of present population patterns.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibllity In Arkansas (iall 1968)

Level of acuessibiity

Free-access Less accessible

Type of college 1
Public two-year . . . .. ... ... ... ... 1
Public four-year . . . ... ... . ... ... .. ... L]

Branches. . . . . ... ... ... ... . ... . ... .. 1
Allprivate . . . . . ... ... . e ]
Totalcolleges . . . ......... ... .. ... ... . 2

2

NO®Oo

I Total
3 4 5 colleges
1.0 0 2
00 0 8
0 0 O 1
3 7 0 12
4 7 0 23

Table 2. Perceniage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Arkansas (fall 1968)

Paopulation
in thousands

Type of communily

Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity .. ........ ... ..., 0
Fringe . ... .. e 0
Other metropolitan areas. . . ............... 521
Counties over 20,000. . . ... ... ... ........ 838
Counties under 20,000. . .. ............. .. 428
Totalstate . .. ... ... ... ... .. . . ... 1,785

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

Percent
within commuting distance

White Black Tolal

50 56 51
49 36 46
26 31 27
43 42 43

required to put specified percentages of the population of Arkansas

within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968
Number of free-access colleges . . .. .......... 12
Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . ... ............. 43%
Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) .. ............. 64

Hypaothetical additional colleges

2t 4 5 9

49% 61% 70% 80%

59t 50 34 20

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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California

California is an important state because it is often regarded as a progressive
bellwether f:r the future shape of higher education in the rest of the nation. Not
only is it a large state; heavy in-migration since World War Il has also made it the
most populous. Per capita income is very high, and white-coilar workers consti-
tute a relatively high proportion of the labor force. California’s minority commu-
nities are well known. Blacks are underrepresented but numerous; Mexican
Americans also constitute a very sizable disadvantaged group.

The proportion of 18-year-olds in California who graduate from secondary
schools is only slightly above the national average, but the rate of coliege attend-
ance is among the highest in the nation. The most recent state-by-state data in-
dicate that 3 out of 4 California graduates attend college —a slightly lower pro-
portion than in 1963, when some suspected that estimated access rates were
inflated by inadvertent '‘double counting” of adult students or transfers. As
would be expected, the vast majority of California students remain in the state
and attend California public colleges.

There are 187 colleges in California—the largest number in any state in the
natfon except New York. These inciude 86 public community colleges; 31 of
which have opened in the past decade. This host of public two-year colleges
rightly astonishes at first blush, though it is well to remember that this number
is only a small overrepresentation for the state considering that 1 United States
citizen in 10 lives in California. The state is also well known for the showplace
units of its single state university and the numerous large state colleges.

The junior colleges are governed by local boards and a statewide Board of
Governors; the state colleges by a Board of Trustees; and the university by a
Board of Regents. The Coordinating Council on Higher Education and its active
professional staff undertake a variety of special studies. A primary function of the
Councit is to implement the state master plan, but it is an advisory body with
limited powers. The California Master Plan for Higher Education published in
1960 is perhaps the best-known state planning dccument in the country. The
plan has a critical relationship to access to higher education in the state in two
respects. First, it set specific admissions standards making the university and the
state colleges fairly selective and the community colleges completely open door.
Second, it called for comriunity-oriented two-year institutions within commuting
distance of most prospective students. The plan has often worked well but has
not been without problems, both political and fiscal. The community colleges are
heavily dependent on local tax support, which is not always completely reliable.
State appropriations to higher education in California are well above average in
absolute dollars, but actually represent an average effort in relation to the finan-
cial resources and appropriations for higher education in other states. In recent
years the level of appropriations has been the subject of a good deal of debate
and acrimony.

The free-access higher institutions in California are almost exclusively the
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public community colleges, because only those students in the top third of their
high school class are admitted to the state colleges. Since the public junior col-
leges are large and numerous, they account for 80 percent of all first-time enroll-
ment in the state. This figure, as much as any other, illusirates the radically
different shape higher education wiil take if it follows the California model.

Throughout the state 60 percent of the population lives within commuting dis-
tance of a free-access college. This figure is high, though some observers raight
have guessed it would be higher or might be surprised that the percentage is
greater in four other states (Connecticut, Florida, Mississippi, and North Caro-
lina). A somewhat larger proportion cf Mexican Americans and a somewhat
smaller proportion of blacks live within commuting distance of a California com-
munity college. The main racial imbalance in the state lies in the fact that sub-
stantially fewer blacks than whites live near a community college in the Los
Angeles area.

Free-access higher education is available to a noticeably smatler proportion
of residents in the large central cities than to state residents in general. This is
because of inadequate coverage in Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego.
Of course, California has placed great emphasis on private transportation, and
its cities tend not to be highly centralized. Consequently, the accessibility of
higher education in the major central cities may be somewhat better than these
dat= would indicate (see page 35). It is important to recognize, however, the dis-
tinction between the commuting distance that can be traversed and the proximity
that actually attracts marginal coflege students. In the major population areas of
the state, college is accessible more in the former that in the fatter sense.

If we include the central city and the fringe, there is considerable variation
among the major metropolitan areas of the state. The proportion of residents who
live within commuting distance of a free-access college in the principal metro-
politan areas are as follows: Anaheim, 89 percent; Los Angeles, 58 percent;
San Bernardino, 45 percent; San Diego, 39 percent; San Francisco, 55 percent.

All major population zenters have some accessible higher education, though
Table 3 suggests that the junior colleges in the state are not always located opti-
mally in relation tc where people live. It would be possible to add 15 to 20 new
col'eges, each of which would cover more people than does the average present
junior college. This increase of about one-sixth in the number of junior colleges
would increase the number of people covered from 60 to 75 percent.

But, ironically, the critical current problem in California is inadequate space
in the senior institutions to handle new students and junior college transfers. At
the close of the sixties—which many would call California’'s decade in higher
education —some state colleges were rejecting 9 out of 10 applications for ad-
mission (San Francisco Chronicle, 1969). If California is a bellwether, it is surely
to signal problems as well as progress.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in California (fall 1968)

Lavel ol accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

b 2T Total

Type of coliege H 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . . . ... ... . ... .. ... ... .. 7 B 1 0 O 87
Publicfour-year . . .. .. ... ... ... ... .. 0 0 1 520 26
Branches. . . . ........ . ... ... 0 o0 0 0 O 0
Allprivate . . . . . . . .. . . e 0 0 1 52 21 74
Totalcolleges ... ...... .. ... ... ... ... 72 8 3 57 41 187

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-acceuc college in Californla {fall 1968)
Percent witnin commuting distance

Population Mexican

Type of community in thousands  White Black American Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ............... .. ... 5,015 46 35 53 45

Fringe ... .. .. ... . . e 6,217 65 72 75 66
Other matropolitan areas. . . ... ........ 2,942 69 65 7 69
Counties over 20000. ... . ... ........ 1,362 66 69 68 66
Counties under 20,000. . .. . ... .. ... .. 175 24 —* 60 60
Totatstate . .. . ... ...« . . e 16,711 B0 48 b6 60

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
requlred to put specified percentages of the population of Californta
within commuting distance of a frec-access college

As of
fall 1966  Hypothelical additional colleges

Number of free-accesscolleges . ... ... ....... 86 11t 15 54

Cumutative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ....... .. .... 60% 71% 81% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) .. ............. 110 168+ 108 26

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Colorado

Like many of the Western states, the relatively sparse population of Colorado is
largely collected in a few urban areas. White-collar workers constitute a higher
praportion of the labor force in Colorado than in most states, though the per
capitaincome is about average. The proportion of students graduating from high
school is a little low in Colorado, while the proportion of those graduates going
on to college is somewhat higher than in most other states. Consequently, the
proportion of the age group attending coliege is ciose to the national average.
Five out of six attend public institutions, which are well supported by state ap-
propriations.

The colleges of Colorado are fairly evenly divided between public two-year,
public four-year, and private institutions. A Commission on Higher Education
coordinates all public and private higher institutions in the state, but that body
must deal with a number of governing boards. In 1966 the Commission com-
pleted a master plan basically similar to the California model. Its main charac-
teristics were division of responsibility among different types of institutions and
provision of accessible higher education by two-year community colleges inso-
far as the geography of Colorado permits.

At present all of the two-year public institutions are free-access, as are about
half of the four-year colleges. The master plan anticipates that these four-year
colleges will become somewhat more selective, as the major senior institutions
aiready have. The 15 free-access colleges now enroll about half of the first-time
students in the state. )

Colorado is at the national average with respect to the propertion of its popu-
lation that lives within commuting distance of a free-access college. With the
exception of Denver, the metropolitan areas and most smaller cities are covered
very well. However, Denver is an important exception, since more than half of
all Coloradans live in the greater Denver area. Six to eight new colleges,
largely in this urban area, would increase to 70 percent the proporiion of the
population residing near a free-access college. It seems unlikely that many
more institutions could be justified purely on grounds of proximity.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Colorado (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

o2 EeEEeRE Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year .. .. ... ................. 6 4 0 00 10
Publicfour-year . ... ........ ... .. ...... 0 4 2 2 1 9

Branches. . . ... .. ... . ... ... ... .. ..., o 1 1 0 0 2
Allprivate . . . . .. .. ... ... 0 0 0 5 3 8
Totalcolleges . . ... ....... .. ... ... . .... 6 9 3 7 4 29
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Colorado (fall 1968)
Percent within commuting distance

Population Mexican

Type ot community in thousands ~ White Black American Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity .. .................. 494 46 53 53 47

Fringe . . ... ... . . . . . ., 435 23 - 1N 22
Other metropolitan areas. . . .. ......... 263 82 - 84 82
Counties over 20,000, . . . ... ......... 281 45 - 55 46
Counties under 20,000, .. ............ 275 22 - 17 21
Totalstate ., . .................... 1,748 a4 58 48 42

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Colorado
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access cofleges ... ........... 15 14 1 6 9

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . .. ... ........... 42% 57% 60% 71% 80%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . .. ............ 49 262t 52 33 18

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Connecticut

Even though Connecticut is one of tne smallest and most densely populated
states in the country, it is actually not highly urbanized. The state's labor force
is heavily represented with manufacturing and white-collar workers. In 1967
Connecticut had the highest per capita income in the nation. These are not the
only characteristics that make Connecticut a most unusual state.

The proportion of the age group graduating from secondary school and the
proportion of high school graduates attending college are both well above the
national average, though the distribution of these students is quite atypical. The
propartion of Connecticut youth remaining in the state to attend public institu-
tions is low (but has almost doubled in five years). Two students in three either
attend private institutions within the state or migrate from Connecticut.

Connecticut is well known for its 25 private institutions, but it is not generally
appreciated that the state has 12 community colleges, practically all of which
have been opened in the past decade. There are also five public senior institu-
tions with a total of five branches. All of these institutions are coordinated
through voluntary representation on a Commission for Higher Education. The
state does not have an overall master plan but has been active in undertaking
individual studies. State appropriations for higher education are below average
and, relative to income, rank among the Jowest in the nation.

Free-access higher education in Connecticut is afforded almost exclusively by
the community colleges. Only one of the four-year institutions {and none of the
branches) is readily accessible. The free-access colleges are not large; together
they enroll 1 out of 3 first-time students in the state.

Connecticut lies in the heartland of private education and selective admis-
sions. It is a bit startling that 87 percent of the state’s population (ives within
commuting distance of a free-access college —the highest percentage i the
country. Of course, it doesn't take many colleges to cover a state of this size.
To add perspective, California has seven times as many free-access colleges as
Connecticut but is 30 times as large.

There are only one or two locations in the state where proximity could be much
of an argument in favor of a new institution. The various data cited indicate that
Connecticut, as much as any other state, needs to strengthen its existing institu-
tions. Ironically, in 1969 the state legislature channeled part of a limited appro-
priation into the construction of five new community colleges.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at ditferent levels
of accessibility in Connecticut (fall 1968)

Lavel of accessibility

Froe-access Less accessible

Total
Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . ... .. ... ... ... .. ...... 6 6 0 0 0 12
Public four-year . . . ... ... .. ... ... .. ... 0 1 2 0 2 5
Branches. . .. ........ ... .. . ... .. ... 0 0 5 0 0 5
Allprivate . . .. .. . ... . 0 o 018 7 25
Totalcolleges . ... ....... ... . ... ... 6 7 7 18 9 47

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within comrriuting distance
of a free-access college in Connecticut (fall 1968)

Percent
Population within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . . ... ... . ... . ... . 4] % = —

Fringe . . .. e 0 - - -
Other metropolitan areas. . . ... ... .......... 2,057 85 96 85
Countiesover 20,000. . . . ... ... .. .......... 480 97 — 96
Counties under 20,000, .. ... ... ........... 0 - —_ -
Totalstate . ... .. .. .. ... oo, 2,537 87 a0 87

*Dash (—} = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Connecticut
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of Hypothetical
fail 1968 additional colleges
Number of free-access colleges . . . ... ........ 13 2t
Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ... ...... ... .. 87% 90%
Average population within commuiing distance
of each college (in thousands) . . ............. 224 40%

1 This figure *~ aot cumulative. It refers tc an independent set of additional colleges.
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Delaware

The Washington to Boston belt is normally perceived as a solid mass of human-
ity, though much of Delaware provides a nonurban exception to that rule. The
state has a very small poputlation and a very high per capita income. It is some-
what surprising that the proportion of students graduating from secondary
school is only average and the percentage going on to college is actually below
the nationa! average. A relatively large number of those students migrate to other
states.

There are only six colleges in Delaware: three public and three private. The
planning and coordination of higher education in Delaware is largely associated
with the state university. Its plan for the future, published in 1963, takes a rela-
tively conservative stand with respect to access to higher education, and state
support of higher education is about average for the country despite the wealth
of Delaware.

Free-access is now provided by one state college and one community college,
which has added a northern branch since these data were assembled. These
units are small and enroll only 1 out of 6 first-time students in Delaware.

At present roughly one-third of the population of the state is within commutirg
distance of a free-access college, but that figure will be increased dramatically
as the northern branch of the Delaware Technical and Community College be-
comes established in the main popuiation center of the state. The main question
in Ceiaware is not whether there is a free-access college within commuting dis-
tance of all prospective students, but whether the free-access idea will be sup-
ported with programs and facilities that will enhance educational opportunity in
the state.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibility in Delaware (fall 1968)
Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1T 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year .. ... ...... .. .. ... ... ... 0 1 n 00 1

Publicfour-year . .. ... ....... ... ... .uun 0o 1 0 10 2
Branches. . . . . . ... e e 0 0 0 00 0

Allprivate . . .. .. .. . e 0 0 0 30 3

Totalcolleges . . ... ... oot e 0 2 0 40 6
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Table 2. Percentage of differant populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Delaware (fall 1968)

Population

Type of community in thousands
Metropolitan areas {over 1 million)

Centralcity ......................... 0

Fringe .. ..... ... . ... . . . .. 0
Other metropolitan areas, . . .. ... ... ........ 307
Counties over 20000, . ... ... ... ... ....... 139
Counties under 20,000, ... ... ... .......... 0
Totalstate . .. ........ .. ... 446

*Dash (=) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additlonal colieges

Perceni
within commuting distance

White Black Total

4 5 5
100 100 100
35 44 35

required to put speclified percentages of the population of Delaware

within commuting distance of a friae-accexs college

As of
fail 1968  Hypothetical additional colieges
Number of free-access colleges . . . . .......... 2 1+ 1 1
Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. . ... ......... 22% 68% 85% 98%
Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . .. ............ 38 208t 75 58

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Florida

Florida is a good example of what can be accomplished with aggressive state
leadership. In the mid-1950s a Council for the Study of Higher Education was
formed. It laid down ambitious plans for expanding educational opportunity in
the state, and the iegislature enacted most of its recommendations. During the
past decade, Florida has been a major center for expansion and innovation.

The state has grown very rapidly in recent years. While agriculture remains
important, the labor force contains a very high proportion of white-collar
workers. In roving into the technocratic and jet society, the state has had limited
resources upon which to call—higher than neighboring states but lower than the
national average. Despite this fact, appropriations for higher education have
been about average or slightly higher.

The propnrtion of 18-year-olds completing high school is somewhat low, but
the percentage of those students who go on to college is well above the average
of other states. The large majority of these students remain in Florida to attend
its public institutions. Furthermore, there are probably another 10 to 15 percent
of high school graduates attending postsecondary public vocational schools.

Higher institutions in Florida include 26 private colieges, 5 senior institutions
that enroll first-time students, and 28 community colleges, two-thirds of whiciy
have opened in the past 10 years.

The various studies undertaken in this state resulted in a guasi-master planin
1956 and a more comprehensive one in 1966. Contrary to the three-level plan
of California, Florida has concentrated on two levels. The senior institutions have
university status and are crgariized into a single sysiem governed by a Board of
Regents with a sizable staff. There are seven of these, but iwo, Florida Atlantic
University and the University of West Florida, accept only upper-division stu-
dents. Because of the iansfer problems created by the rapid growth of commu-
nity colleges throughout the nation, this upper-division experiment is being
watched closely. The 28 community colieges in the state make up the second
level, which is coordinated through the State Derartment of Education.

As in California, the community colleges in Florida are almost synonym.ous
with free-access higher education in the state. Some of these institutions are
quite large (for example, Miami-Dade Junior College has an enrollment of
24,000). In Florida 8 out of 10 students matriculate in a free-access institution.

Almost two-thirds of the population of Florida lives within relatively easy com-
muting distance of a free-access college. This figure is noticeably lower than
estimates provided in the state's own literature, but it may represent more ac-
curately the attractive power of proximity as opposed tc theoretically possible
commuting, which state estimates often represent. In any event, Florida ranks
among the five top states in the country with respect to the accessibility of higher
ec.scation. In this regard it is one of the success stories of the dec-
ade—seemingly accomplished by leadership and a sense of mission despite
limited funds.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Florida (fall 1968)

Level of accessiihty

Free-access Less accessibie

Total
Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 college:
Publictwo-year . . ... ............ .. ..., . 9 16 3 0 0 28
Publicfour-year . . ... ... ... ..., .. ...... 0 1 1 3 0 5
Branches. . . ... ...... .. .. ... ... ... 0 o0 0 0 ¢ 0
Allprivate . . . . .. .. .. 0 0 4 17 8§ 26
Totalcolleges . .. .. .................... 9 17 8 20 5 52

Table 2. Percentage of different popuiations within caminuting distance
of a free-access college In Florida (falt 1968)

Percent
within commuling chstance
Population o e -
Type of community in fhousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Centralcity . ............. . ... ...... 292 94 91 93
Fringe . .. ... . . .. . 643 28 51 31
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ... ... ......... 2.387 73 76 73
Countiesover 20,000. . .. ................. 1.293 70 67 69
Counties under 20,000. . . ... ... .. ......... 335 19 30 21
Totalstate . .. ........... .. .« . ... . c.... 4,950 62 72 64

Table 2. Estimate of additional colleges
reguired to put specified percentages of the population of Florida
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypolhelical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . ... ......... 26 3* 6 10

Cumulative percent of pcpulation
within commuting distance. . . . .. ............ 64% 72% 81% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . ............. 123 152% 73 47

*Figures in this line ere not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Georgia

Despite the fact that Atlanta is commonly considered the cultural and commer-
cial metropolis of the Southeast, Georgia does not differ greatly from other Deep
South states. Itis largely a rural state with a substantial black popuiation. The psr
capita income is modest at bast. Georgia shares with South Carolina the unfortu-
nate dual problem of a very low rate of high school graduation and a very low
rate of college attendance among high school graduates. There are, however,
substantial numbers of studenis atiending postsecondary aiea vocational
schools. '

Georgia does not want for colleges. There are 56, half of which are public. The
Board of Regents and its large staff exert strong central governance over all pub-
lic institutions. It has also been a national leader in collecting admissions and
guidance information on all Georgia colleges for the benefit of students and
counselors in the state. Otherwise, this body tends to be more conservative than
that of neighboring Florida. The junior colleges emphasize the transfer function
rather than comprehensive postsecondary programs. There is no compre-
hensive master plan, and studies of state needs have been limited. State
appropriations for the support of higher education in Georgia have been below
the average for other states, but at least average in relation to state resources.

The 14 free-access institutions in Georgia are largely the two-year colleges.
These are mostly small institutions, and collectively they enroll only 3 out of 10
first-time students in the state. There are nine public four-year institutions, which
are inexpensive but somewhat too selective to be classified as free-access. Be-
cause of their small size and the fact that many are located in less populous
areas, the overall picture of accessibility in the state is not greatly affected by
whether or not these nine colleges are regarded as accessible institutions.

About 3 Georgians in 10 live within commuting distance of a nonselective,
inexpensive college. Several metropolitan areas in the state iack readily accessi-
ble higher education, but Atlanta is the majnr problem. Even though it is one of
the most exuberant and fastest-growing major cities in the country, Atlanta has
no free-access institution within its city limits. A relatively small number 0i addi-
tional coileges appropriately ptaced could substantially increase the proportion
of the state's population within commuting distance of a free-access institution.
It may well be, however, that more challenging problems lie in the coordination
of postsecondary occupational and traditional education in the state. In addition,
Georgia shares with most Southern states the serious black-white problems in
coordinating higher education.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibllity In Georgia {fall 1968)

Level of accessibilty

Froe-access  Less aocessiie o

Type of college i 2 T 4 5 colleges
Puolic twe-year . .. . . ... ... .. 0 1 0 10 12
Public four-year . .. ... ...... . ... 0 1 9 238 16
Branches., . . ... .. ... . e 0 1 0 00 1
Allprivate . . . . . . e e 0 1 4 17 6 28
Totalcolleges . . ... ..o v v i i 0 14 13 20 9 56

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Georgia (fall 1968)

Percent
within commuting distance
Population
Type of community in thousands  White Black Tola
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Centralcity ............ . ... ... ... .. 487 18 4 13
Fringe .. ... . . . e e e 530 35 29 34
Other metropoltan areas. . . ... ............. 797 49 49 49
: Counties over 20,000. . . ... . ... ... .. ... ... 977 29 21 27
Counties under 20000. . . . ........ ..., .. .. 1,144 27 19 24
 TOMAI S L . e e e 3,935 33 24 30

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Georgia
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
falf 1968 Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . ... ...... 14 6* 3 5 9 9

Cumulative percent of popuiation
within commuting distance. . . .. .. ... .. ... 30% 51% 60% 69% 79% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . . .......... 84 138* 113 75 45 45

* Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Hawail

Except for its rapid growth, Hawaii looks deceptively average with respect to
many demographic indexes. Its relatively high per capita income is somewhat
offset by the cost of living on the islands. Tourism and agriculture frequently
dominate the mainlander's view of Hawaii, though the state university has its own
important rote in creating a cultural and commercial window to the East. High
school graduation rate has been roughly at the national norm, but the new com-
munity colleges have evidently brought the college access rate up sharply in
recent years so that it is now above the national average.

Of the 11 colleges in the state, 4 are private and the remainder consist of the
state university and its 6 branches. These are community colleges similar to the
models adopted by Alaska and Kentucky. Public higher education in Hawaii has
been under one governing board fci more than 50 years. There is no master plan
as such, but the university underiook a study of the future of higher education
in Hawaii in 1964. The state’s appropriations for higher education are the highest
in the nation, hoth on a per capita basis and in relation to income.

Free-access higher education in Hawaii is synonymous with the branches of
the state university, except for one branch, which is too selective to qualify under
the definitions used here. Almost half of the first-time students in the state ma-
triculate in one of these five free-access community colleges. The commuting
area of these institutions covers almost half of the population of Hawaii, and the
colleges are well distributed with respect to population centers.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Hawaii (fall 1568)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 cofleges

Publictwo-year . ... ... ... . ... ... ... ... 6 0 0 0 0 0

Public four-year . . .. ... .... . ... ... ... 0 0 1 0 0 1
Branches. . . . .. . . ... ... .. 5 0 g1 0 6

Allprivate . . . . . .. . ... . e o 0 1 3 0 4

Totalcolleges . .. ... ... . ... e 5 0 2 4 0 11
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Table 2. Percentage o1 different pcpulations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Hawaii (fall 1968)

Population Percent wiliun

Type of communily in thousands commuhing distance
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ...... ... ... .. .. .. ... 0 -~

Fringe . . .. o e e 0 -
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ... .......... .. 500 50
Countiesover 2C.000. . . . .. .. ... ... ... ... 132 39
Countiesunder20,000. . .. ................ O -
Total staie . .. ... e e e e 632 48

*Dash (—) = hase too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Hawaii
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional cotieges

Number of free-access colleges . . . ........... 5 1t 1 2

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance., . . .. ... . ... ... ... 48% 71% 78% 89%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . . . ............ 60 144+ 44 38

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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{daho

ldahoisaland of rugged mountains, but it also ranks high in agricu'tural produc-
tion. Itis a very sparsely populated state with alower per capita income than most
of its Western neighbors. A somewhat higher proportion of secondary .chool
students graduates than is true in most states, and the proportion going on to
collegeis also above average. Coiisequently, the proportion of first-time college
students to high school graduates in Idaho is quite high. As in the rest of the
country, approximately 4 oui of 6 matriculate in public institutions within the
state, while the remainder is equally divided belween those who migrate out of
the state or attend private institutions in Idaho.

The State Board of Education coordinates all public higher education in Idaho.
There are the state university, three state colleges, and two community colleges.
Some planning studies have been made, though there is no comprehensive
master plan for the state. Fiscal support has been generous. In relation to the
wealth of the state, [daho ranks among the top four states in the country in
appropriations for higher education.

Except for the state unive:sity, which is slightly too selective, all the two-year
and four-year public institutions in Idaho are free-access colleges. On the aver-
age these ara moderately large institutions, and taken together they enroll more
than three-fourths of all first-time students in the state. Throughout Idaho 40 per-
cent of the state’s population lives within commuting distance of one of these
free-access colleges. They are well distributed among the population centers,
though there are two or three relatively populous areas without a free-access
institution.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Idaho (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

Total

Type of college T 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . ... ... ...... ... .. ... ... 2 0 0 00 2
Publicfour-year . . . ... ... ... ... .. ... .... 1 2 1 0 0 4

Branches. . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... . ... 0 0 0 0 O 0
Allprivate . . . .. .. ... ... . ... 0 1 1 3 0 5
Totalcolleges . . .. .... ... . ... 3 3 2 3 0 1"
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Idaho {fall 1968)

Population Percent within

Type of community in thousands  conunuling distance
Meiropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Central city . . .. ... 0 -

Fringe . . . . . . e e 0 -
Other metropalitanareas. . . . . .. ... ... vt ven. 93 95
Counties over 20,000. . . . .. ... .. .. .. 323 44
Counties under 20000, . ... ... ... . . 252 14
Totalstate . ... ....... ... 668 40

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of addltional colleges
required to put specified percentages of th2 population of Idaho
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothelical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . . .. ... ...... 6 1t 1 4

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ... ... ..... ... 40% 51% 59% 71%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . .. ... ......... 45 75t 53 21

t+ Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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illinols

llinois is somewhat decepti'e because it is a diverse state with a variety of re-
sources. The state is very populous and fairly well urbanized; 85 percent of its
area is farmland. Chicago, with its institutions and its ghettos, sits in critical bal-
ance to those farmlands in the south. Overall, lllinois has a very high per capita
income.

The proportion of students graduating from secondary schools in lllinois is no
nigher than the national average, but the proportion going on to higher educa-
tion is one of the highest in the country. As in many states these college matricu-
lants are distributed roughly in a 4-1-1 proportion to state institutions, private
colleges in the state, and institutions in other states.

lllinois is well known for its many private colleges— only Pennsylvania, Massea-
chusetts, and New York have more lllinois is also another outstanding example
of statewide coordination and leadership in the public sector. While the state has
had some form of a central coordinating agency for 25 years, the state legislature
established the present Board of Higher Education as the coordinating and plan-
ning agency in 1961. This Board serves budgeting, planning, and regulatory
functions but is not a governing body.

A master plan was prepared in 1984 and revised in 1966. It is basically similar
to the California plan in emphasizing low-cost comprehensive community col-
leges throughout the state and minimizing duplication of effort. It differs from the
Califoria plan in including a fourth system of institutions—the liberal arts
dniversities. Alse, Hllincis is opening two institutions that will follow Florida's
innovative Idsa of accepting students only at the junior-year level. Some observ-
ers consider that establishing upper-division institutions is a critical ingredient in
guaranteeing junior college students continued opportunity beyond initial ac-
cess. The state master plan has been supported and elaborated by numerous
statewide surveys and other special studies in Chicago. State appropriations for
higher education have been high in absolute dollars and above average in rela-
tion to state resources.

Two-thirds of the public junior colleges in lllinois have opened in the past dec-
ade. Free-access higher education in lllinois is associated almost exclusively
with these institutions. On the average they attract large numbers of students,
and as a group they enroll about half of all first-time college students in the state.

Fifty-six percent of the population in lllinois lives within commuting distance
of a free-access college, and this is well above the national average. There is no
serious bias in the accessibility of such institutions with respect to either race or
type of community. There is somewhat of a bias in favor of the central cities as
opposed to fringes of metropolitan areas, and this condition stands in contrast
to the trend in California. Of the largest cities, Chicago possibly represents the
most systematic and successful effort to improve accessibility of higher educa-
tion through planned locations of colleges.

On the whole, the existing free-access institutions are reasonably well placed
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in relation to the population of the state, though Table 3 indicates that there are
several locations where new colleges could serve considerably larger numbers
of people than the average existing free-access college. Since lllinois is a large
and poputous state, some 30 to 40 additional colleges could probably be justi-
fied on grounds of proximity, under conditions uf universal postsecondary
opportunity.

Table 1. Number of recognlzed colleges at ditferent levels
ot accessibility in llilnois (fall 1968)

Leve! of accessibility

Free-access Less accesshie

TN EERERERE Totat

Type of college 17 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . . ... ... ... ... ... .. ..... 24 15 10 0 40
Public four-year . . . ... ... ... ... ... . . ... 0 1 4 3 2 10
Branches. . . . . . . .. ... 0 0 1 00 1
Allprivate . . . . .. .. e 1 0 6 52 15 74
Totalcolleges . . . ... ... ... . .. ... 25 16 12 55 17 125

Table 2. Percentage of difterent populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in lllinois (iall 1968)
Percent within commuting distance

Population Puerto

Type of community in thousands  White Black Rican Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcily . . ... ................ 3,550 69 63 63 67

FrNOE v v v v e e e e 3,159 41 36 —* 40
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ... ........ 1.225 69 72 - 69
Counties over 20,000, . . . .. . ... .. ... .. 1,595 58 78 - 58
Counties under 20,000. . . . .. ... .. ..... 555 38 - - 37
Totaistale . ... .. v 10,084 56 59 - 56

*Dash {—) = base too small for reliable estimate.



ERIC

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

required to put speacifled percentages of the population of lllinois

within commuting distance of a free-access coliege

As of
fail 1968
Number of free-access colleges . . ... ... .. A
Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ... .. .........5%
Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) .. ............. 138

Hypothehcal addional coleges

20 3 14 17

2% 70% 80% 90%

312t 257 76 58

| Figures in this ne are not cwnuwative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges
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Indiana

The Midwest is fondly regarded as the great heartland — not only with respect to
agriculture and manufacture but also the Amei .can ethos. In most respects Indi-
ana is a typical representative of this area, though it is not as populous, urban-
ized, or as wealthy as its neighbor, lllinois. A below-average rate of college at-
tendance is not really atypical of the region and provides no anticipation of a
somewhat anomalous situation in the state.

In addition to 36 private colleges, the state has 16 public institutions, largely
consisting of four-year colleges and their branches. A master plan was prepared
in 1968, but there is no legally sanctioned coordinating agency. Enacting legis-
lation has been delayed, but some observers feel that the state is moving toward
closer coordination. Uthers are not so optimistic. As Mayhew (1969b) charac-
terizes the situation, ''The state prides its2If on the success with which voluntary
coordination has seemingly met the state's higher educationai needs. The Indi-
ana Conference on Higher Education serves as a forum for discussion of higher
educational issues, and the public institutions themselves coordinate budgetary
requests and long-range program planning. This voluntary characteristic has
become almost an item of faith within the state, and it is difficult to see any major
change coming about." State appropriations in support of higher education in
Indiana are close to the national per capita average with respect to absolute dol-
lars and when considered in relation to the financial resources available.

The startling fact is that there is not a single free-access institution in the state
of Indiana. Tuition in the public irstitutions is not high and admissions policy is
not rastrictive, but the public institutions tend to admit students in the top half
of their high schocl class. Some units have become fairly seleciive, though many
no doubt still admit substantial numbers of students only slightly above average
in seccndary school. Thus, moderately selective higher education is available to
many Indgiana youth.

The lack of more accessible colleges is particularly anomalous in light of the
historic leadership the Midwestern state institutions have provided with respect
to an egalitarian philosophy of access to higher education. It will no doubt re-
quire aggressive acticn at the state level to alter substantially the present degree
of accessibility, but there is no reason to doubt that this can be accomplished
if the state chooses to do it. Indiana ranks second in the nation in net migration
of college students into the state (Grossman et al., 1968). One wonders, how-
ever, whether a careful cost—benefit analysis would support continuing the pres-
ent, moderately selective system, as opposed to emphasis on more accessible
higher education for Indiana residents.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at dlfferent levels
of accessibility in Indiana (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-nccess Less accessible

T e Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year ... ..................... 0 0 1 0 0 1
Publictour-year . .. ... ... ... ... ... . .. ... 0 O 8 1 1 10

Branches. . . .. . ... ... .. e 0 ©o 5 00 5
Allprivate . . . .. ... . ... . e e 0 0 4 26 6 36
Totalcolleges . . ..... ... ... . . ... ... 0 0 18 27 7 52
Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Indiana (fall 1968)

Percent
) within commuling c'stance
Population

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ........... ... ... 0 —* - -

Fringe .. .. ... ... .. e 29 0 — 0
Other metropolitan areas. . . ... ............. 2,824 0 0 0
Counties over 20000, . . . .. ... v it v i 1,376 0 0 0
Counties under 20000. . . . ... ... ... ... 438 0 - 0
Tofalstate . .. ........ ... ... 4,667 0 0 0

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Indiana
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .......... 0 9t 4 4 9 18

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ....... .. .. 0% 50% 61% 70% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . ........... 0 258+ 126 109 b2 38

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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lowa

With 94 percent of its total area in farmlands, lowa is rightly regarded as an agri-
cultural state. Few appreciate, however, that the state produces three times as
much wealth in manufacturing as in farming. lowa is an average state with re-
spect to population density and per capita inccme. The state has one of the
highest high school retention rates in the country, but is slightly telow average
with respect to the proportion of those graduates attending college. Of those who
do, more than half enroll in public institutions within the state.

iowa has a number of private colleges (34) in addition to its 3 senior and 21
public junior colleges. Separate boards govern the two- and four-year institu-
tions, but the relatively new and voluntary lowa Coardinating Council is intended
as a public planning forum for all higher institutions. State support for higher
education is above average in lowa, but there are no long-range objectives
stated as a formal master plan.

Free-access higher education in lowa is synonymous with the public junior
colleges, though a few are too selective to qualify. The two-year institutions are
typically small, and, as a group, they enroll only 1 out of 4 first-time college stu-
dents in the state.

The proportion of lowa's population living within commuting distance of a
free-access institution is only stightly below the national average, but the loca-
tions of those colleges are not as goud as they might be. Several cluster near
one another in the central portion of the state, and three of the most prominent
cities in lowa (Des Moines, Sioux City, and Dubuque) do not have a free-access
institution. As Table 3 indicates, there are six or gight locations where new insti-
tutions could serve substantially larger numbers of potential students than does
the average existing free-access institution in lowa. it would take some 20 addi-
tional colleges to put 9 out of 10 lowa youth withir easy commuting distance of
an accessible college.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibility in lowa (fall 1968)
Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

Total

Type of college i 2 3 4 5 colleges
Public two-year . . .. .. e e e e e 0 18 2 1 0 21
Publicfour-year . . .. ... .. ... ... ..o o 0 0 21 3

Branches. . . . . .. .. o e e 0 O 0 0 O 0
Allprivate . . . ... .. ... . . e 0 0 3 27 4 34
Totalcolleges . ... ... .. i 0 18 5 30 5 58
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a tfree-access college In lowa (fall 1968)

Percent
Population within commuling distance

Type of community in thousanda  White Black Total
Metrapolitan areas (over 1 mittion)

Centralcity . ...........0 ... 0 - = -

Fringe .. ... ... . 0 - - -
Other metropolitan areas. . . ... ............. 915 47 48 47
Counties over 20,000. . . ... .... .. ... ...... 1,026 42 - 43
Counties under 20,000, . . ................. 812 27 - 27
Totalstate .. ........... ... ..., 2,753 39 52 39

*Dash (—) = base 100 small for reliable estimate.

Tabte 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of lowa
within commuting disiance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . .. ... .. .. 18 21 3 4 5 6

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. ... ....... 39% 50% 61% 72% 82% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) ............ 60 153t 100 71 55 40

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of aaditional colleges.
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Kansas

Kansas shares many characteristics with lowa. Agriculture dominates the land-
scape (96 percent of the state is farmland), though there is also a substantial
amount of manufacturing. In per capita income and other gross demographic
indexes, Kansas is close enough to the national average to serve as an appro-
priate geographical center of the nation. As in the other Plains states, an un-
usually large proportion of students graduate from secondary school. Since
coliege attendance is also above average in Kansas, this state has one of the
highest proportions of 18-year-olds in college of all states in the union.

About half of the 50 colleges in Kansas are private. All of the seven public
serior institutions are governed by the State Board of Regents. The State Board
of Education has certain powers of authorization with respect to the 17 public
two-year institutions, but these colleges are governed locally. The state doesn't
have a comprehensive master plan, but in 1962 a group of outside consultants
did prepare a report entitled ''Kansas Plans for the Next Generation.'' Many of
their recommendations were adopted, and work on a long-range plan has just
been initiated under the sponsorship of the State Legislative Council. State sup-
port for higher education is somewhat above average on absolute and relative
scales.

All the 17 public two-year colleges and the 4 public senior institutions are.
free-access. Most of the two-year institutions are fairly small, but the large enroll-
ments of those senior institutions that are still free-access means that about half
of the first-time students in Kansas are enrolling in free-access colieges.

In Kansas the propoition of the age group that lives within commuting distance
of a free-access institution is about the same as the national average. Most of
the smaller cities have a free-access college. Tiie more populous urban areas
of the state are less well covered, and, as Table 3 shows, there are several quite
populous potential locations for free-access institutions. it would take some 16
additional colleges to cover 80 percent of the state's population. The remaining
fifth of the population lives in areas that are at i;resent too sparsely populated
to justify additional colleges.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibility in Kansas (fall 1368)

Level of accessibility

Free-access [ess accessible

Type of college 1
Public two-year ... ............... e 1
Publicfour-year . ... ...... ... . ... ..., 0

Branches. . .. ......... ... ... ... 0
Allprivate . . . .. ... .. ... . . .. 0
Tofalcolleges .. ....................... 11

Total
2 3 4 5 colleges
6 0 0 0 17
q 2 10 7
0 0 0 0 0
0 4 22 0 26
10 6 23 0 50

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Kansas (fall 1968)

Population
in thousands  White Black Total

Type of community

Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ............... ... ..... 122
Fringe . . ... .. . .. . e 207
Other metropolitan areas. . .. . ............. 522
Counties over 20,000. . . . .. ... ........... 706
Countiesunder 20,000, . .. ... ............ 618
Totalstate . ... ........ ... ... . ... 2,175

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

Percent
within commuting distance

59  B6 72

0 —* 0
56 55 56
50 42 49
32 - 32
42 59 43

required to put specified percentages of the population of Kansas

within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968
Number of free-access colleges . . ... ...... 21
Cumulative percent of popuiation
within commuting distance. . . . .. ... ... ... 43%
Average population withirn commuting distance
of each college (in thousznds) .. .......... 44

Hypothetical additional colleges

1+ 3 3 8 18

49% 62% ©69% B80% 90%

150t 91 56 30 12

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additionai colleges.
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Kentucky

Kentucky is primarily an agricultural state. 1t resembles the Southern states in its
relatively low per capita income and the very small proportion of the labor force
in white-collar jobs, but the black population is not large. The proportion of Ken-
tucky youth graduating from high school is one of the smallest in the nation, and
the proportion of those graduates going on to college is also below average.
They are distributed to higher education in roughly the national 4-1-1 ratio, to
in-state public, in-state private, and out-of-state institutions.

There are seven public senior institutions in Kentucky coordinated by a Coun-
cil on Public Higher Education. The 14 community colleges are organized like
those in Alaska and Hawaii; they are branches of the state university. In 1966
the Council on Higher Education published the reports that constitute the master
plan for ““Higher Education in Kentucky, 1965-1975." Public support for higher
education in Kentucky is about average but well above average in relation to the
wealth of the state.

Free-access higher education in Kentucky is largely associated with the state
university and its various community college branches. Most of these branches
are new and quite small, though on the whole roughly one-third of the firsi-time
college students in Kentucky attend a free-access institution.

Slightly more than half the population of Kentucky lives within commuting dis-
tance of free-access colleges, which are well distributed in the urban areas of
the state. Since the state is fairly densely populated, there are a number of addi-
tional locations in the state with sufficient population to justify free-access insti-
tutions. Ten additional branches, properly located, could cover as much as 80
percent of the state’s population. However the critical question concerning the
future of access to higher education in Kentucky revolves on the question of how
the community college branches will develop over the next 5 to 10 years. Will
they get the support necessary to follow the route of comprehensive, accessible
higher education that Florida has taken, or will they become limited arms of the
public universities, as is the case in Indiana and Chio just to the north?

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibility in Kentucky (1all 1968)
Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of caliege i 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . ... ... ... . ... i 0 0 0 00 0
Public four-year . .. ... ...... ... .. . . ... 0 2 4 1 0 7
Branches. . . . .. ... .. i 0 14 0 0 0 14
Allprivate. . . . .. ... ... 0o 1 6 17 2 26
Totalcolleges . . ... . ittt ¢ 17 10 18 2 47
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Kentucky (fali 1968)

Percent
Population within commuling distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Tota!
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . . .......... ... ... 0 - - -

Fringe . ... .. .. .. . ... 230 26 - 26
Other metropolitan areas. . . . .......... ... . 829 70 89 73
Counties over 20000. . . . .. .... ... ........ 1,052 51 56 52
Counties under 20,000, . . ... ... ... ... .. ... g22 41 45 41
Totalstate . ................... .. ..., 3,033 51 69 52

*Dash (~) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Tabie 3. Estimate of additional coileges
required to put specified percentages of the popuiation of Kentucky
within commuting distance of a free-access coliege

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . ... ......... 17 2% 4 4 6

Cumuiative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . ... .. .. ........ 52% 60% 71% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting oistance
of each college (inthousands) .. ............. 93 117t 85 69 43

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to un independent set of additionat colleges.
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Louisiana

A very high proportion of blacks in the population and a relatively low per capita
income make Louisiana similar to other Deep South states, but it is more urban-
ized and has a greater investment in trade than is typical of the region. The pro-
portion of students graduating from high school, and in turn of those who go on
to college is somewhat below average in Louisiana. Of students who go to col-
lege, a very high proportion go to public institutions in the state. Louisiana is
unusual in having a highly developed system of postsecondary vocational
schools, which enroll a substantial proportion of high school graduates.

In the 1930s Louisiznel initiated a major development of its state university,
which now has five campuses. There are an additional dozen or so state colleges
and junior colleges. Despite the traditional emphasis or public higher education,
:he Louisiana Coordinating Council for Higher Education has been formed only
quite recently. State appropriations for higher education are somewhat below the
50-state average but are above average in relation to income.

Louisiana is one of the few states where free-access higher education is pro-
vided mainly by senior state institutions (Montana, West Virginia, and Arkansas
are others). There are six public tv. o-year institutions, but most of the enroliment
is in the four-year colleges. Taken together the free-access institutions in Loui-
siana enroll three-fourths of the first-time students in the state.

About haif of the population in Louisiana lives within commuting distance of
afree-access college. These colleges cover practically all the small metropolitan
areas in the state. New Orleans is not nearly so well covered, particularly its
fringe areas. An additional dozen colleges could put 4 out of 5 Louisiana stu-
dents within commuting distance of readily accessible higher education. Not
many more could be easily justified on grounds of proximity to people.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Louisiana (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . . ...................... 1 5 0 0 © B
Publicfour-year . .. ..................... 1 8 2 0 0 11

Branches. . . . .. .... ... .. ... . ... . .. .. 0 o 0 0 0 0
Allprivate . . . . . .. .. ... .. . . 0 0 2 7 1 10
Totalcolleges . . .. ...... ... . ... ... ... 2 13 4 7 1 27
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In Loulslana (fall 1968)

Percent
Population within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropoiitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ........... ... 0 0., 628 43 40 42

Fringe . . ..« .. . e e 280 11 5 10
Other metropolitanareas. . . . . . ..... ... .. ... 843 85 83 84
Counties over 20,000. . . . . . .. ... .. ... 1,154 42 40 41
Counties under 20000. . . .. ...... . .. ...... 352 25 25 25
Totalstate . ... ......... ... .. ... e, 3,257 49 47 48

Table 3. Estimate of addltional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Louislana
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . ............ 15 3t 5 5 11

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . .. ... ... ... .. ...48% 59% 70% 80% 91%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . ............. 104 122+ 70 82 33

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleyes.
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Maine

No state is typical, but it seems particularly true that Maine is not representative
of the Northeast. Of all the states in that region, it has the lowest population
density and the lcwest per capita income. Maine is also one of the few states in
the country that is not gaining population. The proportion of students graduating
from secondary school is roughly average for the nation, but the proportion
going on to higher education is very low— so low that the ratio of first-time col-
lege students to 18-year-olds in Maine is alsc among the lowest in the nation.

Maine devotes roughly the same proportion of its income to higher education
as other states, but that effort is below average in terms of absoluie dollars. Fi-
nancial limitations are exacerbated by the fact that practically all the public
institutions in Maine are four-year coileges. Maine has had no master plan. A
single board for governance of all public higher education was formed in 1968.

Maine has the dubious distinction of being one of the three states in the coun-
try that have not a single free-access institution (Indiana and Nevada are the
others). Since most of the population of Maine is *‘downeast,”” three free-access
colleges could theoretically cover half the population of the state, and it would
take only eight or so to cover three-fourths.

To balance the picture it should be recognized that there are a few inexpensive
public institutions in Maine that are only slightly too selective to be classified as
free-access. About two-fifths of the population lives near one of these partially
accessible colleges.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibility in Maine (fall 1368)
Level of accessibility

Free-access |ess accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year .. ... ...... ...t 0o 0 1 ¢ O 1

Publicfour-year . . ...................... o 0 3 4 1 8
Branches. . . . .. ... ... . ... . . . .. ¢ 0 0 00 0

Alprivate . . . . . . ... .. . e e g 0 1 7 5 13

Totalcolleges . ... ...... .. ............. c o 511 6 22
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
ol a free-access college in Malne (fall 1968)

Population Percent witlun
1ype of community in thousands  commuting distance
Metiropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . . . ... .. i e . 0 -

Fringe . .. . . e 0 -
Other metropolitan areas. . . . .. ..... ... ... ..... 209 0
Counties over 20,000, . . .. ... .. . . e 724 0
Countiesunder 20.000. . ... . .. ... oo 35 0
Totalstate ... . . ... . . .« .. 968 0

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specitled percentages of the population of Maine
wihin commuting distance of a free-access coliege

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additionai colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .. ... ... .. 0 3t 2 2 4 4

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . . ... ..... .. 0% 49% ©60% 70% 82% 91%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . .......... 0 167+ 56 49 23 21

1 Figures in this line are nol cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Maryland

A good porticn of the state of Maryland can be identified as the Southern tail of
the Northeastern megalopolis. The state has grown rapldly in recent years and
now has by far the greatest population density of any state outside the Northeast
quadrant. Maryland retains some of its rural Southern flavor and an overrepre-
sentation of blacks, but it also has a very high proportion of white-coliar workers
compared with other states. Per capita income is above average and much
higher than any other state that might be considered Southern. Maryland’s
statistics concerning educational attainment are grossly similar to national aver-
ages.

Ot 50 colleges in the state about half are public. These include 14 community
colleges, 7 of which have been opened during the past decade. In 1962 the
Commission for the Expansion of Public Higher Education published its report
calling for an advisory council for higher education. Since that time the council
has published annual reports and worked on the development of a comprehen-
sive master plan. One problem has been the very small share of state funds ap-
portioned to higher education in Maryland.

There are 19 free-access colleges in Maryland; a fourth of those are state
colleges. A few of these institutions are large, but most are fairly small. To-
gether they enroll about half the first-time college students in Maryland.

Compared with other states, a relatively high proportion (57 percent) of the
population of Maryland lives within commuting distance of a free-access college.
Baltimore and the suburban Washington area are the primary exceptions. Higher
education in the urban fringes is less likely to be accessible to blacks, but no
racial discrepancy exists in other areas. A relatively small number of colleges
could substantially increase the proportion of population in close proximity toc a
free-access institution. On the other hand, the rapid urbanization and techno-
cratic development in the metropolitan regions of the state suggest that higher
levels of support for existing institutions and increased overall rates of access to
college are primary problems.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Maryland (fall 1968)

Lavel of accessibility

Free-access Lass accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year . ........ ... .. ... 0 14 60 00 14

Publicfour-year . . ... ... ... . ... .. ... 1 4 1 3 0 9
Branches. . . .. ..... .. ... .. .. . 0 0 1 0 0 1

Allprivate . . . . . ... e 0 0 4 14 8 26

Totalcolleges .. ....... .. .. . 1 18 6 17 8 50
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Tabie 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Maryland (fall 1968)

Percent
Popuiation within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Tota!
Metropolitan arsas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ... ...... ... 0. v ... 939 36 37 36

Fringe . . .o i e e 1,486 57 35 55
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ... ............ 48 7 67 70
Countiesover 20,000, . . . .. ............... 562 93 89 92
Counties under 20,000, . . ... .............. 67 91 90 91
Totalstate . ... ... ... . ... 0 i 3,102 59 47 57

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Maryland
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .. ........... 19 11 2 4 12

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. ....... ... ... 57% 62% 71% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . .............. 93 141+ 127 72 26

t+ Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Massachusetts

In many respects Massachusetts is a prototype Northeastern state— industrial-
ized and urbanized, with a high proportion of white-collar workers and a per
capita income well above average. The state is also well known as a stronghold
of private higher education. The rate of secondary schools' retention and college
attendance are both somewhat above average, though very few Massachusetts
high school graduates remain in the state to attend public colleges. Massachu-
setts is the only state in the country in which students remaining in the state are
more likely to attend private institutions than public. {Just five years ago this was
also true in Connecticut, Pennsylvania, and New York.)

In addition to 75 private institutions, Massachusetts has 15 senior and 15 jun-
ior public colleges (two-thirds of the latter have opened in the past decade). A
detailed self-study of higher education was completed in 1965, and in that year
a Board of Higher Education was created to assume the responsibility as a coor-
dinating agency for all public institutions in the state. Perhaps the most serious
problem facing that body is the fact that Massachusetts has, in absolute and rel-
ative terms, one of the lowest rates of stute support for higher education in the
nation.

Of the 13 free-access institutions in Massachusetts, most are colleges in the
12-unit community college system. Some have substantial enroliments, though
as a group they enroll only 1 out of 6 first-time students in the state. There are
an additional half-dozen inexpensive state colleges, which are somewhat too
selective to be called free-access. Because of their size and location, inclusion
of these colleges would not greatly alter the general picture presented by the
accompanying tables and map.

Slightly more than half the population of Massachusetts lives within commut-
ing distance of a free-access college. The areas not covered lie mostly in metro-
politan Boston. Biacks are not as likely to live near an accessible college, but
their number is not large. Only three additional institutions could raise the pro-
portion of the total population covered to 75 percent. It would take about 10 col-
leges to put an accessible institution near S0 percent of the state’s residents.

Massachusetts provides an interesting contrast to California. Both are fairly
well off financially and are often regarded as east and west focuses of the white-
collar technocratic society. The states actually do not differ greatly with respect
to some purely demographic aspects of the accessibility of higher education, but
they represent different philosophies when it comes to the financial and educa-
tional commitment required to attrac! large numbers of students to local com-
preher.sive education beyond high school.
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Tabie 1. Number of recognized colleges at ditferent leveis
of accessibiiity in Massachusetts (fall 1968)
Level of accessibility

_Fraa-accass Less accessibie Tetal

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . . . ... .......... ... . ..., 0 12 2 1 0 15
Public four-year . . .. ..... .. ... ... .. ... .. 0o 1 6 6 2 15
Branches. . . ... ... ....... ... ... .. ... U ©o 0 0 O 0
Allprivate . . . . .. ... . . . o e 0 0 1 45 29 75
Totalcolleges . .. .. ... ... . i 0 13 9 52 31 105

Table 2. Percentage of different popuiations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Massachusetts (fali 1968)
Percent

Population within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity .. ..........0 i inan 697 16 0 15

Fringe . .. .. . .. e e 1,898 35 19 35
Other metropolitanareas. . . .. ... ........... 1,795 85 81 85
Countiesover 20,000, .. .. .... ... ... . ..., 747 52 —* 52
Counties under 20,000. . . . .. ... ... oL H 0 - 0
Totalstate . ... ... ... i i e 5,147 53 25 52

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Massachusetts
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1966  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .. ... .. ...... 13 1t 2 3 5

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. .. ... ........ 52% 62% 74% 81% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . . ............ 206 529+ 297 124 92

t Figures in this line are not cumulativa. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Michigar:

A diversifiad economy and topography give Michigan a variety of strengths and
problems. The southern portion of the state is densely populated and heavily
industrialized, while the north leans to agriculture, and is actually quite sparsely
settled. The high school retention rate is somev/hat above average, but the pro-
portion of students going on to higher educatinn is lower in Michigan than in
most states. Those who do attend college tend to remain in public institutions
in the state.

There are 88 colleges in Michigan, half of which are private. Two-thirds of the
public colleges are two-year institutions; many ci these opened in the 1960s.
Public higher education in Michigan has been coordinated since 1964 in a lim-
ited fashion through the State Board of Education. This agency has very re-
stricted legal responsibility for overall policy and planning and d~gss not govern
individual institutions. The state’'s master plan, calling for an expansion of the
junior college system, was formally adopted in 1969. Currently, state financial
support for higher education in Michigan is about average considering the
s.ate's resources.

Free-access higher education in Michigan is aimost synonymous with the
public junior colleges. On the average these are fairly large as two-year colleges
go. Collectively they enroll about 1 out of every 2 first-time college students in
the state.

There is a free-access college within commuting distance for 2 out of 5 Michi-
gan residents —only slightly below the national average. Whites are somewhat
more likely to live within commuting distance of such a college than are blacks,
but a more serious discrepancy lies in the city of Detroit. Only one-sixth of De-
troit's total population is near an accessibie institution, and there is actually no
such college physically within the limits of the city. There are several locations
in and around the Detroit area where accessible institutions could serve very
large numbers of potential students, and currently there are efforts to develop
community colleges in the city. As Table 3 indicates, even six additional colleges
would raise the proportion of population covered in *Aichigan from 40 to 70 per-
cent. It would probably take some 40 institutions to raise that figure to 90 per-
cent.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Michigan {(fall 1968)

Leve! of accessibilily

Free-access Li s accessibie

Total
Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . .. ... ........ ... .. .. ... 3 24 3 0 0 30
Publicfour-year . ... ... ... .. .. . . . 0 2 2 6 3 13
Branches. . . ... .. . .. e 9 0 1 0 0 1
Allprivate . . . . . ... o e e o o 2 37 5 44
Totalcolleges . . ....................... 3 26 8 43 8 88

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In Michigan (fall 1968)

Percent
, within commuling dislance
Popuiation

Type of comm.nity in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ........ ... .. 1,670 13 22 16

Fringe . . .. ... e e 2,092 39 42 39
Other metropolitanareas. . . ... ............. 2,200 57 58 57
Countiesover 20000. . . ... ... ..o .. 1,524 47 78 48
Counties under 20,000. . . . ... ... o oo 335 23 -+ 23
Totalstate . . . .. ... i 7,821 41 33 40

*Dash (—) = base 1oc small for refliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages »f the population of Michigan
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fail 1968  Hypothetical additicnal colleges

Number of free-access colleges . ... ....... 29 2t 2 2 7 25

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. ... .. ... .. 40% 52% 64% 72% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) .. .......... 108 470t 455 324 87 32

t Figures in this line are rnot cumulative. Each refers 1o an independent set of additional colleges.
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Minnesota

Minnesota is well known as a farming state, though almost half of its population
lives in the industrialized Minneapolis-St. Paul area. It is consequently a diversi-
fied though generally not densely populated state. A very high proportion of
Minnescota youth graduate from secondary school, though a somewhat below
average percentage go on to college. Of those who do, roughly the national pro-
portion of 4-1-1 attend public institutions within the state, private institutions in
the state, or colleges outside the state.

Half of Minnesota's 54 colleges are private. In the public sector many are two-
year colleges, half of which have been built since 1958. The Higher Education
Coordinating Commission was established in 1966 to facilitate planning in all
public higher institutions. No comprehensive master plan has yet been com-
pleted. Financial support for higher education in Minnesota is scmewhat above
average comparec with other states.

Free-access higher education in Minnesota is largely associated with the
two-year colleges, though there are five readily accessible four-year institutions.
Furthermore, there is a substantial enrollment in postsecondary area vocational
schools, which are not included in this report. The free-access colleges are fre-
quently not large, and as a group they enroll some 43 percent of the first-time
college students in Minnesota.

Slightly less than 3/10 of the population of Minnesota live within commuting
distance of a free-access institution —noticeably less than the national average.
These institutions arefairly equally distributed with respect to type of community.
One result is that most of the individual free-access colleges in Minnesota cover
a relatively small number of people. As Table 3 indicates, there are six or eight
areas—mostly in the densely populated capital area—where additional free-
access colleges could serve large numbers of people.

Because of the sparsely populated character of most of the state, it would
be difficult to justify putting a college near more than about 80 percent of the
population. Even this would require at least 20 new institutions.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levols
of accessibility in Minnesota (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Less accessible

f/
rree

Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year . .. ...... ... .. ... .. .... 4 12 2 00 18

Publicfour-year . .. ..................... 0 5 1 2 1 9
BranChes. . . . . .o v i v e 0 0 0 0 0 0

Alprivate . . . . ....................... 0 0 1 20 6 27

Totalcolleges . . .. ... oo vt 4 17 4 22 7 54
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In Minnesota (lall 1968)

Percent )
Population within commuting distance
Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Centralcity . ........ ... ... .. .. ...... 796 26 25 26
Fringe . . ... . . . e 686 24 —* 24
Other metropolitan areas. . . . . ... ... ........ 271 24 - 24
Counties over 20,000. . . . . . .. v it e 1,078 39 - 39
Counties under 20,000. . . . ... ... .. 580 26 - 26
Totalstate . ... ......... .. . . ... ... 3412 30 24 29

*Dash {(—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Minnesota
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
falf 1968  Hypothetical :ZCitional colieges

Number of .. ~-accesscolleges ........... 21 5t 3 5 8 17

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. ... ....... 29% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) .. .......... 48 142t 108 68 42 20

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent s&t of additional colteges.
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Mississippi

To the extent that Massachusetts is a prototype Northeastern industrial state,
Mississippi is a prototype of the Deep South. Its economy is primarily agricultural,
there is a very low degree of urbanization, and a very small proportion of the labor
force is white-collar. It is well known that Mississippi has a higher proportion of
blacks than any other state in the country. The proportion of students graduating
from high school i > among the lowest of all states, but the proportion of those
graduates going on to college is above average. Most of these students remain
in the state to attend public institutions.

The public institutions of Mississippi outnumber the private 29 to 17. Two-
thirds of these public colleges are two-year institutions that operate under the
jurisdiction of a junior college commission and the State Board of Education. All
the public senior institutions in the state have been governed since 1910 by the
Board of Trustees of Institutions of Higher Learning. State appropriations for
higher education are very low in Mississippi — a condition that may be influenced
by the recently completed master plan for the s:ate. It should be noted, however,
that state support in relation to state resources is about average.

There are 26 free-access institutions in Mississippi —an unusually large num-
ber considering the population and resources of the state. Most are public junior
colleges, though four are public senior institutions and two are private. Most of
*hese institutions are smali, though collectiveiy they do enroll 7 out of 10 first-
time students in Mississippi.

Roughly two-thirds of the population of Mississippi lives within commuting
distance of a free-access college. This is one of the highest rates in the country,
though it is inflated by the fact that five of the free-access colleges are predomi-
nantly Negro. ‘ot counting those institutions, some 57 percent of whites live
near accessible, predominantly white colleges. There are only afew areas inthe
state where substantial numbers of people have no accessible institutior: within
commuting distance, but the whole matter of accessibility of higher ecucation
in this and other Deep South states is, cf course, considerably complicated by
segregated facilities—de facto and ctherwise.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Mississippi (fall 1968)

Level of accessibiiity

Froe-access Less accossble oy

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colieges
Publictwo-year . . . ... ... ... .. .. ... .. ... 10 10 0 0 0 20
Publicfour-year .. .. ... ... ... ... ... ..... 0 4 3 0 1 8
Branches. . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... .. .. .. 0 0 0 1 0 1
Allprivate . . . . . . . .. ... L | 6 7 2 17
Tetalcolleges . . ... .. ... . ... ... .. ... .. 11 15 g 8 3 46

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Mississippi (fall 1968)

Percent
Population within commuting dislance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity .. ......... .0 0. .. 0 - - -

Fringe . ... .. ... e 0 — — -
Other metropolitanareas. . . . ............... 221 80 81 80
Counties over 20,000. . . . . ... . ... i 1,353 74 69 72
Counties under 20,000, . . . ... . ... oo 605 48 43 46
Totalstate ... .. .. .. ... ... . . ... . . ..., 2179 67 63 65

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the popuiation of Mississippi
within commuting distance of a free-access callrqe

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . . ...... .. ... 26 11 3 5

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . .. . ... . ...... 65% 70% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) .. ............. 55 110t 67 48

t Figures in this tine are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Missouri

In several respects the demographic characteristics of Missouri confirm its
border-state image. It has more rnanufacturing and white-collar workers than the
Southern states but less than the industrialized Midwest. Similarly, the black
population and the per capita income rest midway between the two regions. The
proportion of high school graduates in Missouri is somewhat above average, but
the rate of college attendance is average for the ration. College-going students
are distributed approxirnately as they are in the nation at large: four go to public
institutions in the state, one to private institutions in the state, and one migrates
outside the state.

There are 42 private and 25 public institutions in Missouri. Half the public col-
leges are two-year institutions, most of which have been opened since 1958.
Public higher institutions in Missouri have reczived less than average state finan-
cial support. In 1963 an advisory board of public representatives was formed to
coordinate higher education in the state. This Missouri Commission on Higher
Education completed the state’s first comprehensive master plan in 19686. it is
basically similar to the California plan but does not include a policy of free tuition
and colleges are not in close proximity 1o most residents.

Some 4 out of 10 first-time students in Missouri enroll in one of the 15 free-
access institutions. Twelve of these are community colleges, most of which are
quite small, though Metropolitan Community College in Kansas City and the
Junior College of St. Louis County are very large. (In this report, each of the three
campuses of the |atter is counted as an institution.)

Some 4 out of 10 Missouri residents live within commuting distance of a free-
access college; for blacks the ratio is 6 in 10. There are free-access colleges in
a number of the smaller cities in the state, and most of the people not covered
by such an institution live in or near the two large metropolitan areas, St. Louis
and Kansas City, which together account for more than haif the population of
Missouri. As Table 3 suggests, several locations in these urban areas are good
potential sites ior new colleges. Because of the size and population of the state,
20 or more additional colleges are needed to cover four-fifths of the state's
residents.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colieges at ditterent levels
of accessibillty in Missouri (fall 1968)

Level of accessiilty

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of coliege 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . .. ... .... ... ... ... ... .. 6 6 0 ¢ 0O 12
Public four-year . . . ... .. ... ... ..o, 0 3 5 4 0 12
Branches. . ... .... ... ... ... ... 0 0 1 0 0 1
Allprivate . , . . . ... ... ... 0 O 1 31 10 42
Totalcolleges . .. ... ....... ... ... .. ... 6 9 7 35 10 67

Table 2. Percentage of ditferent populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Missourl (fall 1968)

Percent
Population within commuling distance

Type of community in thousands  Whire Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . .......... ... ... ..... 1,225 51 69 655

Fringe ... ..... .. . . . ... . . .. . 1,156 33 43 33
Other metropolitan areas. . . ................ 217 95 100 95
Counties over 20,000. . . . ..... ... ......... 906 40 21 39
Counties under 20000. . . ... .. ... . ........ 814 19 = 19
Totalstate .. .......... .0 ... 4,318 39 30 41

*Dash (=) = base too small tor reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Missouri
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additionai colleges

MNumber of free-access colleges . . .. .. ... .. 15 3t 5 4 9 15

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . .. ... ... ..... 41% 51% 62% 70% 81% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) .. .......... 118 1381 95 87 52 28

+ Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each reters to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Montana

The Rocky Mountains cover most of the western half of Montana, and the re-
mainder of the state is devoted to grazing and vast fields of grain. It is one of the
least populated states in the nation, and the per capitaincome is below average.
Despite these facts the proportion of students graduating from high school and
the percentage going on to college are both above average. Three out of four
Montana youths attending college remain in the state and enroll in oneof its nine
public institutions.

One possible explanation for the relatively high level of educational attainment
in Montana is the fact that state appropriations for higher education are above
the national average and rank among the highast in the nation in relation to re-
sources available. For 30 years the State Board of Education has coordinated
the activities of all public institutions in Montana. In 1962 th< Board of Regents
of the University of Montana produced a master plan for the state that has been
revised periodically.

Eight of the nine publicinstitutions in Montana are free-access as defined here.
Montana is one of the few states where most of the free-access colleges are sen-
ior institutions. Even though most are quite small, they enroll 3 out of 5 first-time
college students in the state.

Only 31 percent of Montana's population live within commuting distance of &
free-access institution, but the state is so sparsely populated that very few addi-
tional colleges could be easily justitied on the basis of proximity to people. The
existing free-access institutions are well distributed, except for the minor puz-
zling fact that Great Falls, the largest city in the state, does not have a free-access
college.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at differeni levels
of accessibility in Montana (fall 1968)

! evel o’ ~. 2essibility

{ ':«e-u'écz;_is Less accessible Totaf
Type of coliege 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . .......... ......... .. 2 1 0 0 O 3
Publicfour-year . ... .. ... .. ... ... .. ... 0 5 1 00 6

Branches. . ... ... .. ... .. o o 0 0 20 0

Allprivate . . . . .. . . 0 o 0 3 0 3
Totalcolteges . ... ... v i i 2 6 1 30 12
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Montana (fall 1968)

Twpg of community

Metropolitan areas (over 1 rnillion)

Centralcity . ...................
Fringe . .. ... . . . e
Other me'ropolitan areas. . . . ..........
Counties over 20,000. ., . .. ... .......
Counties under 20000. . ... ... ... ...

Totalstate . . ................. ...

*Dash {~) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of addItional colleges

Population Percent within
in thousands  commuling distance

0 —_
[0} _
162 39
178 49
342 17
672 3

required to put specified percentages of the population of Montana

within commuting distance of a frec-access college

Number of free-access colleges . ..........

Cumulative percent of population

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) .. ..........

Hypothetical additiona! colleges

6t 8 3 10 14

50% 6€0% 70% 81% 90%

2t 9 8 7 5

t Figures in this line are not cumulalive. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Nebraska

Despite the fact that there has been considerable industrial development in east-
ern Nebraska, the state is still aimost a prototype Plains state. Like Kansas and
lowa more than 95 percent of the state is tarmlands. Per capita income is some-
what below the 50-state average. The rate of high school graduation is above
average, while the rate of college attendance is typical for the country.

There are 16 private colleges in Nebraska. The 12 publicinstitutions are evenly
divided between two- and four-year colleges. Most of these institutions are
governed by separate boards. State financial support for higher education is
somewhat above average in Nebraska, both in absolute terms and relative to
resources available. There is evidently relatively little concern for statewide
planning. The first voluntary coordinating council was formed as late as 1969.

Free-access education in Nebraska is served by five public junior colleges and
three four-year institutions. These are generally quite small and enroll only 3 out
of 10 first-time students in the state.

In Nebraska, location of accessible colleges is somewhat unconnected with
where the people live. The few free-access colleges are spread throughout the
state, but none are in or near the major population centers. As a result only 16
percent of the population of the state live within commuting distance of a frze-

access institution. A few additional colleges could change this picture consid-
erably. Forexample, the eight existing free-access colleges serve about 225,000
people; an additional eight colleges appropriately placed could serve about
600,000. An easier and quicker way to increase accessibility in the state would
be to make slight adjustments in the tuition and admissions policies in a few of
the public institutions that do not now qualify as free-access.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at difierent levels
of accessibility in Nebraska (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

Total
Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colfeges
Publictwo-year . ... ... .. ... ... ... ... ... 3 2 1 0 0 6
Publicfour-year . .. ... .................. 6 3 2 00 5
Branches. . ... .. .. ... ... e cC ¢ 1 00 1
Allprvate . . .. . . o e e 0 0 3 13 0 16
Totalcolleges . .. .......... ... 3 5 7 13 0 28
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Table 2. Percentage of different pupuiations within commuting distance
ol a free-access college in Nebraska (fall 1968)

Percent ) )
Population within._ commuting distance

Type of community in thousands ~ White Black Tolal
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Central city
Fringe .. .. ... . ... . i Q - -

Other metropolitan areas

................. 541 0 0 o]
Countiesover 20,000. . . . ... ... ... ..., 261 51 - 51
Counties under 20,000. . . .. ... .. ... ... 607 14 - 14
Totalstate . .. ... ... . ... e 1,409 16 0 16

“Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

required to put specified percentages of the population of Nebraska
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges
Number of free-access calleges . . ......... 8 6t 4 5 6 12
Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ... ... ... .. 16% 52% 61% 70% 80% 90%
Average population within commuting distance
ot each college (inthousands) .. .......... 28 B6t 35 25 25 1

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additicnal colleges.
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Nevada

Nevada is a state of interesting extremes. It is one of the most sparsely populated
states, but one of the fastest growing. A very small proportion of its work force
is in manufacturing, but the per capita income is quite high. The state has no
metropolitan area, though most of its population is concentrated in two well-
defined localities. The rugged land may have few natural attractions, but the state
econonmiy runs largely on the dollars of visitors. A relatively small proportion of
Nevada youth graduate from high school but, of those who do, the proportion
attending college is about average for the nation. The percentage attending col-
lege is considerably below the access rate of five years ago; but that rate may
have been temporarily inflated by rapid in-migration and a doubling of public
colleges (two instead of one).

The state has only two higher institutions — both public universities. A Board
of Regents serves as a single governing board, and several reports have been
completed recently concerning the fuiure of higher education in Nevada. The
state support for higher education is somewhat above average on a per capita
basis, though no better than average in relation to income.

Both of the public universities in Nevada are somewhat too selective to be
classified as ''free-access’ as defined here. Consequently, Nevada is one of the
three states in the nation where, as of fall 1968, the proportion of the population
living within commuting distance ¢ a readily accessible institution was zero. The
unusual demography of the state simplifies the possibilities; one free-access col-
lege in Reno and one in Las Vegas would cover 60 percent of the population of
the state. Lowering admissions requirements at the two existing institutions
could nominally accomplish the same purpose. Actually, one community college
has been opened in Elko, Nevada, since these data were collected; another is
being actively considered for Las Vegas.

Table 1. Number of recognized coileges at different levels
of accessibility in Nevada (fal! 1968)

Leve! of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year . . .. ... ... ... ... . ... . ... 0 o 0 0 0 0

Publicfour-year . . ... ... ..... ... ... ... .. 0 0 2 00 2
Branches. . . . . ... .. i i e e 0 0 0 00 0

Allprivate. . . . .. . .. . L e e 0 0 0 00 0

Totalcolleges . . . ....... ... ... .. .. ... 0 0 2 00 2
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Tabie 2. Percentage of different popuiations within commuting distance
of a free-access coiiege in Nevada (faii 1968)

Percent
Papulation within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Central City . ... ... ... .. 0 - - —

Fringe . . .. .. s 0 — - —
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ... ............ 212 0 0 0
Counties over 20,000. . . . . . .. ... i 0 - — -
Counties under 20,000, . . . .. . . . v v it i 70 0 — 0
Totalstate . . .. . . . i e s 282 0 0 0

*Dash () = base too small for reliable estimate.

Tabie 3. Estimate of additionai colieges
required to put specified percentages of the popuiation of Nevada
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypoihetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . ... ......... 0 11 1 3

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance.. . . . . ... ..... ... .. 0 35% 61% 70%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . . ............. 0 100t 73 8

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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New Hampshire

New Hampshire is one of the most attractive states in the nation, but to some
extent that beauty has been left to the enjoyment of private colleges. The state
maintains its reputation as a relatively conservative New England center of man-
ufacture. Per capita income is about average, as is the proportion of students
graduating from secondary school. The rate of college entrance is well below the
national average, and students are almost as likely to migrate out of the state as
to attend public institutions in New Hampshire.

There are 14 private and 6 public colleges; three public colieges are junior and
three senior. In 1963 a Board of Trustees was created to act as a single governing
board for the senior institutions. The junior colieges are under the authority of
the State Board of Education. No master plan has yet been developed in New
Hampshire, though how much could be accomplished without a different public
attitude toward the support of higher education in the state seems uncertain. In
absolute dollars and in relation to wealth, New Hampshire provides the lowest
level of financial support for higher education of all states in the Union.

New Hampshire has two free-access institutions and 44 percent of the state's
population lives within commuting distance of one or the other., The state’'s
demography is such that these two plus three additional free-access colleges
could cover 85 percent of the state's population.

Such speculation is undermined by noting that the two existing free-access
institutions are very small public junior colleges that enroil only 4 percent of the
first-time college students in the state. it seems likely that the primary problem
in New Hampshire is the development of public sentiment in favor of the support
and development of the existing higher institutions and the expansion of oppor-
tunity for comprehensive education beyond high school.

Tabte 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in New Hampshire (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of collage 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Fublictwo-year . . .. .. ... .... . ... ... ... .. 0 2 .0 10 3
Publicfour-year . . ... ... .. .. .. ... ... 0 0 1 2 0 3
Branches. . . .. ... .. ... o oo o 0 O 0 00 0
Allprivate , . . . . . ... o e 0 0 0 8 6 14
Totalcolleges . . ... ... ... ... . 0 2 1 11 6 20
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*L Table 2. Percentage of ditferent populiations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in New Hampshire (faill 1968)

Population Percent within

b Type of community in thousands  commuting distance
v

Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Cenfralcity ... ...... . ... .. .. s 0 -

'g FrNge . o e 0 —

H Other metropolitan areas. . . . .. ... ... ... ....... 108 63

i Counties over 20,000, . . . .. ... 483 42

‘1 Counties under 20,000. . . . . .. v v v i 16 0

; Totalstate . ... .. ... ... . . 607 44

*Dash (~) = base too small for reliable estimate.
E
Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
_ required to put specified percentages of the popuilation of New Hampshire
within commuting distance of a free-access college
g i As of
fall 1968  Hypotheticai additional colleges
Number of free-accesscolleges . . ... ... ... ... 2 1t 1 1 1
Cumulative percent of population
B within commuting distance. . . . ... ... ... ..... 44% 62% 74% 85% 92%
' Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . ... ... ........ 134 104y 77 62 48
f t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
{
|
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New Jersey

Most admissions officers around the country are aware of New Jersey's reputa-
tion as a prominent exporter of college students. It is a difficult condition to rec-
oncile with the fact that New Jersey is one of the most densely populated and
urbanized states, and has a very high proportion of white-collar workers and a
very high per capita income. A larger proportion of students graduate from sec-
ondary school than in most states, and a slightly above-average proportion of
those graduates go on to college. At the same time, the most recently available
data (1968) again confirm that a very low proportion of those students attend
public institutions within the state, and the proportion of those who migrate out-
side the state is the highest of all coterminous states in the country.

There are 33 private and 24 public institutions of higher learning in New Jer-
sey. Half of the public colleges are two-year institutions, most of which have been
opened during the past decade. The State Board of Education did govern all
educational levels in the state, but recently the Board of Higher Education was
created to coordinate the programs of all public and private institutions. The de-
velopment of a comprehensive master plan in New Jersey has been delayed in
part by difficulties in obtaining the requisite state funding to implement proposals
based upon state studies. Per capita appropriations for higher education are very
low; in relation to wealth, New Jersey ranks with New Hampshire and Massa-
chusetts in providing the least support for higher education of all states.

The free-access colleges in New Jersey consist of 10 community col-
leges — practically all of which are fairly new. A few are large but many are quite
small, particularly considering the dense population of the state. Taken together
they enroll 1 out of 4 first-time college students in New Jersey.

Roughly 4 out of 10 students in the state live within commuting distance of a
free-access college. The ratio for blacks is 6 in 10. The geographic possibility
of locating additional free-access colleges to serve very large numbers of stu-
dents js greater in New Jersey than in practically any other state. An additional
seven such colleges could raise the proportion of the population covered to 80
percent. It seems doubtful, however, whether the New Jersey electorate has fully
accepted an egalitarian conception of comprehensive free-access higher edu-
cation. It is likely that the state’s primary problem may be the development and
support of existing institutions, but whether this route promises expanding and
relevant educational opportunity also depends very much on the institutions
themselves.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colieges at different levels
of accessibility in New Jersey (fali 1968)

Level of accessibilily

Free-access Less accessible

Total
Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colfeges
Publictwo-year . .. .. ... ... .. . ... ... 0 10 2 0 0 12
Publicfour-year . ... ......... ... .. .. ..., ¢ 0 1 4 3 8
Branches. . . . ... ... .. ... i 0 0 3 0 1 4
Allprivate . . .. . .. ... . 0o 0 c 26 7 33
Totalcolleges . .. ....... ... ... .. ... ... .. 0 10 6 30 it 57
Tabie 2. Percentage of different popuiations within commnting distance
of a free-access coilege In New Jersey (fail 1968)
Percent ) _
Population within commuting distance
Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Central City . .. .. .. ... 685 35 79 45
Fringe . .. i i i 2,943 13 25 14
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ... .... .. ... .. 1,160 36 55 38
Counties over 20,000. . . .. ... ... ... ..... 1,279 92 13 92
Counties under 20000. . . . ... ... o 0 - -
Totalstate . . . ... ...t 6,067 36 59 38

*Dash (=) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Tabie 3. Estimate of additional coileges
required to put specified percentages of the popuiation of New Jersey
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hynothetical additional coileges

Number of free-access colleges .. . ... ..... 10 2% 1 2 2 5

Cumulative percent of population
within ccramuting distance. . .. ... ... .. ... 39% 55% 62% 70% 81% 91%

Average population within commuting distance
of each coliege (in thousands) . ... ... ..... 237 334+ B07 304 304 121

+ Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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New Mexico

Like several of the other Western states, much of New Mexico's population is
clustered in a few areas. Consequently, it is as urbanized as the nation as a
whole, even though it is one of the most sparsely populated states. Per capita
income is considerably below the national average. The proportion of students
graduating from high school and the proportion of graduates going on to college
are both somewhat below the average of other states.

The 16 higher institutions of New Mexico include five two-year and six four-
year public institutions. All the public institutions are regulated by the Board of
Educational Finance. In 1984 a commission appointed by the Board developed
a limited master plan that is similar to that of the neighboring state of Colorado,
but is somewhat more conservative with respect to expanding programs and
educational opportunity. However, per capita state appropriations for higher ed-
ucation are higher in New Mexico than in most stales despite the limited re-
sources available.

Of the eight free-access institutions in New Mexico, half are senior institutions;
the state master plan anticipates providing sufficient facilities so that the senior
institutions will not have to become more selective than they are at present. Most
of these institutions are fairly small; taken together they enroll 4 out of 10 first-
time coilege students in the state.

Only about one-fifth of New Mexico’s population lives within commuting dis-
tance of a free-access higher institution. The eight existing free-access colleges
are spread about the state. but almost all are removed from population centers.
Of course, part of the reason is that some of these population centers do have
public institutions that are less accessible. For example, Albuguerque has the
University of New Mexico, but that institution is somewhat too selective and
too expensive to qualify as free-access. Nonetheless, as Table 3 indicates, four
additional free-access colleges or adjustments in the admissions standards of
some existing institutions could greatly effect the accessibility of higher educa-
tion for the residents of New Mexico.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in New Mexico (iall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

Total
Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year ... ..... ... ... ... ..... 1 3 0 1 0 5
Publicfour-year . .. ...... ... ... . ........ 1 2 1 11 6
Branches® . . . . ... ... ... ... . ... 0 1 0 00 1
Aliprivale. . . .. . . ... e e 0 0 3 10 4
Totalcolleges . . ... .. ... ... . e 2 6 4 31 16

*See footnote on page 18.

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in New Mexico (fall 1968)
Percent within commuting distance

Peopulation Mexican

Type of community in thousands While Biack American Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centro ity v o i e e 0 - = - -

Fringe ........................ 0 - - -
Other metropolitan areas. . .. ........... 262 0 - 0 0
Countiesover 20,000, . . ... ... ........ 513 37 55 26 35
Counties under 20,000. . . . ... ... ...... 175 20 - 14 18
Totalstate . ... ......... ... ....... 950 24 38 16 22

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate af additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the poputation ot New Mexico
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .. ........... 8 2t 2 4

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . .............. 22% 52% 63% 72%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . .. ............ 26 1451 50 21

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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New York

Despite the fact that New York State has some of the most sparsely populated
areas in the country, it ranks among the top states in overall population density.
Because of the unequaled concentration of people, activity, and money in New
York City, the state ranks very high in degree of urbanization, proportion of
white-collar workers, per capita income, and—one must add—number of minor-
ity and poor families,

Despite its wealth and national leadership, New York ranks close to average
with respect to the proportion of students graduating from high school. The per-
centage of those graduates going on to college also had been close to the na-
tional average, but recent data (1968) indicate a marked spurt. This increase is
evidently spurious; it is caused by the reporting of occupaticnal students to the
National Center for Educational Statistics as degree-credit students, a pro-
cedural variation from the data of other states and of 1963 New York data. (See
footnote 6 on page 206.)

There are more colleges in New York than in any other state. About 2 ¢t of
3 are private, and these institutions as a group have played an unusual role in
the history of higher education in the state. Since 1784, the Board of Regents
has had broad authority concerning the planning and organization of both public
and private higher education. Until fairly recently the state relied heavily on its
numerous private institutions to serve its neecds in higher education. Public
higher education in New York State was largely identified with the city university,
plus some vocational and teacher training institutions scattered about the state.
The Board of Regents has exerted strong central authority. The Regents exami-
nations and the large Regents scholarship programs provide two examples of its
hegemony. The Regents examinations have set academic standards in New York
State for many years; the scholarships provide the financial rationale for public
utilization of private higher education.

The New York master plan, first produced in 1960 and revised at four-year
intervals, provides for the coordination of the three main rescurces and centers
of power in higher education in the state: private institutions, the State University,
and the City University. The City University system has an unusually compre-
hensive master plan of its own. Higher education is financed at a level higher
than is typical in most states, though state appropriations in New York represent
an average effort if considered in relation to the wealth of the state.

In evaluating the accessibility of higher institutions in New York, the state
scholarship program must be taken into account because it automatically makes
state aid available to the vast majority of high school graduates (typically about
$200 for each student whose family income is at the national median or below).
Although this program obviously has some effect on the accessibility of New
York institutions, it is to some extent offset by higher tuition fees. Even if the
free-access limit of $400 annual tuition is raised to $600 in New York State be-
cause of the compre*-ensive scholarship program, this altered definition has little
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effect on the actual number of free-access institutions. The effect is small mainly
because practically all the public four-year institutions and about a quarter of the
public two-year colleges in New York are too selective to qualify as free-access
institutions.

The 34 free-access institutions in New York are almost all public two-year col-
leges. As two-year colieges they are moderately large institutions, but because
of their limited number in relation to the population in the state, they enroll only
about 1 out of 4 first-time college students.

Slightly more than one-third of the population of the state lives within com-
muting distance of a free-access college. The proportion is substantially lower
for blacks than it is for whites. The principal reason why blacks have less access
isthat the central cities— particularly New York — either lack free-access colleges
or are quite inadequately covered.

New York presents, in fact, a rather startling discrepancy between the non-
metropolitan counties and the densely populated urban areas. A number of
readily accessible two-year institutions are distributed about the state, often in
areas with limited population. As Table 3 indica:es, however, there are a number
of other locations in New York where free-accass institutions cculd serve mas-
sive numbers of people within easy commuting distance. In fact, only 15 addi-
tional free-access institutions could raise the proportion of the population cov-
ered from 36 1o 8C percent. Those areas where {ree-access higher education is
not available are far more densely populated on the average than are areas
where free-access colleges are now located.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

ot accessibilily in New York (fall 1968)
Level of accessibilily

Free-access [ess accessible Total

Type of coffege 1T 2 3 4 5 colleges
Fublictwo-year .. ... ........ ... ... ..... ¢ 32 5 4 0 41
Public four-year . . . . .. ... ... 1 0 4 10 11 26

Branches. . . .. . . ... ... . o 0 4 1 0 5
Alprvate . . . . . . . .. e 0 1 2 76 55 134
Totalcolleges . . .. ... ... ..., 1 33 15 91 66 206
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In New York (fall 1968)

Percent withun commuhing distance
Population o Puerto

Type of communily in thousands White Black Rican Tolal
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centratcity . . ................... 8.315 29 19 36 28

Fringe . . ... .. e 3.687 32 30 29 32
Other metropolitanareas. . . ............ 2,535 37 39 - 37
Counties over 20,000. . . . ............. 2,206 73 77 - 73
Counties under 20,000. . .. ...... ... ... 38 76 - - 76
Totalstate . . . ..... ... . ... .. 16,781 38 23 - 36

*Dash (—} = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of New York
within cominuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . .. ... .. .. 34 3t 2 3 7 21

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. .. ... ... .. 36% 53% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Average pcpulation within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) ............ 178 906t 630 575 239 78

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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North Carolina

As with other Southern states, the basic social topography of North Carolina is
heavily influenced by the relatively low per capita income, the very low propor-
tion of white-collar workers in the labor force, and the high proportion of blacks
in the population. The state is more heavily engaged in manufacturing than is
typical of the region, and it has for some time enjoyed a progressi: 2 reputation
in education. This reputation is reflected in heavy state support for higher educa-
tion. Still, the state is below average in the holding power of the secordary
schools, and a relatively small proportion of high scihool graduates go on to col-
lege. As a result the proportion of North Carolina college students to 18-year-
olds in the state is one of the lowest in the nation.

North Carolina is heavily supplied with colleges—47 private and 45 public. Of
26 public two-year colleges in the state, 24 have been opened in the past dec-
ade. All institutions of higher education in North Carolina are coordinated by the
Board of Higher Education established in 1955. A recently compieted master
plan called for relatively few changes in the organization of higher education, but
did resuit in the governor assuming the chairmanship of the Board of Higher Ed-
ucation.

Practically all the 29 free-access colleges in North Carolina are public two-
year institutions. These are typically small institutions and some are technical
institutes. Despite their number they enroll only one-third of all the first-time col-
lege students in the state. ‘

Two-thirds of the population in North Carolina live within commuting distance
of a free-access college. This is one of the largest proportions among all states
in the country. Furthermore, these colleges are well placed in relation to popula-
tion centers. The metropolitan areas are particularly well covered with respect
to free-access higher education. There are only a few areas where proximity to
people might be a reasonable argument for an adcitional institution. Increasing
the rate of educational attainment, developing existing institutions, and coordi-
nating all forms of postsecondary educational opportunity would now seem to
be high priorities for the state.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in North Carolina (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . . ... ... ... .. ... .. .. ... 10 15 1 0 0 26
Publicfour-year . . ... ... ... .. . ... ... 0 4 5 4 3 16
Branches. . . . ... ... ... . . . 0 0 3 00O 3
Allprivate . . . . .. .. ... 0 0 10 30 7 47
Totalcolleges . . . .. ... ... 10 19 19 34 10 92
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Table 2. Percentage of different popuiations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in North Carolina (fall 1968)

Percent
Poputation within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Central ity . . . ... ... ... 0 —% - -

Fringe . .. ... . . e 0 - - -
Other metropolitan areas. . . .. .. ... .. ... .... 1,488 90 93 91
Counties over 20,000. . . . .. ... ... i 2,708 62 57 60
Countiesunder 20,000. . . . . .. .. .. oo 365 34 51 37
Totalstate . .. ... . .. ... . . i 4,559 69 67 68

*Dash {(—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the popuiation of North Carolina
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fail 1968 Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . .. .......... 29 1t 4 7

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ... ... ... . ... 68% 72% B1% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . ............. 107 163+ 104 61

t+ Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers tc an independent set of additional colleges.
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North Dakota

Vast fields of grain cover most of North Dakota. It is one of the least urbarized
and most sparsely populated of the 50 states. Despite its relatively low per capita
income, the state appropriations insupport of higher education are considerably
above average and quite high in relation to resources. Like the other Plains
states, high school retention is very high, and the proportion of 18-year-olds
going to college is above average. The large majority of North Dakota youth who
attend college do so in public institutions within the state.

The 16 colleges of North Dakota include only four private institutions. All the
public institutions have been governed by the State Boarr of Higher Education
that was established in 1939. Only recently, however, has the development of
a master plan for the state been set in motion.

The eight free-access institutions in North Dakota include four public junior
colieges, three senior institutions, and one branch. Although most of these are
not large institutions, they enroll more than half of all first-time college students
in North Dakota.

Roughly 3 out of 10 people in North Dakota live within commuting distance
of afree-access college. These are fairly well spaced, though none is within easy
commuting distance of Fargo and Grand Forks, the two largest cities in the state.
These cities are the locations of the state’s two universities, both of which have
relatively low tuition and are only slightly too selective to be considered free-
access colleges. It seems doubtful that other potential college locations could
be easily rationalized on the basis of the present population.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in North Dakota (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year .. ........ ... .. .. ... ... 1 3 0 0O 4

Publicfour-year . . ...................... 0 3 3 00 6
Branches. . . . . ... it it e e e 0 1 1 00 2

Allprivate . . . . . . ot e e 0 0 2 20 4

Totalcolleges . . . ..... ..., 1 7 6 2 0 16
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Table 2. Percentage of ditferent popuiations within commuting distance
of a free-access coilege In North Dakota (fall 1968)

Population Percent within

Type of community in thousands  commuting distance

Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Central city

............................ 0 -*
Fringe . . .. . 0 -
Other metropolitan areas. . . . . ... .............. 67 5
Counties over 20,000. . . . . . . .. v i i 198 53
Counties under 20,000. . . .. .. .. ... . ... 366 23
Totalstate . .. .. ... ... . . .. ... 631 30

*Dash (—) = base 1o0 small for reliable estimate.

Tabie 3. Estimate of additionai colleges

required to put specified percentages of the population of North Dakota
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . .. .. ........ 8 3t 4 5

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. ... .. ... ... .. 30% 52% 62% 70%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . ... .......... 24 44t 16 10

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Ohio

In many respects Chio is typical of the heavily populated, industrialized Midwest.
Even though two-thirds of the state's area is devoted to agriculture, it is one of
the top five states with respect to proportion of the labor force in manufacturing.
The proportion of Ohio youth graduating from secondary school is typical of the
nation, but the proportion going on to college is below average.

The large number of Ohio colleges includes 70 private institutions. In the pub-
lic sector there are 12 four-year institutions plus 28 branches. The state has only
six p:'blic junior colleges. There was relatively little coordination among these
public institutions until the Board of Regents was created in 1963. A master plan
was published in 1966. Per capita state appropriations fc. higher education in
Ohio are below the national average; in relation to resources, the level of state
appropriations is one of the lowest in the nation.

The aciessibility of higher education in Chio is somewhat similar to Indiana’s,
but otherwise it is quite unusual. Ohio is a state that has long been identified with
open-door admissions at its state institutions, and, in fact, they are still nominally
open door. A nuniber of senior state institutions and numerous branches have
been developed in order to extend educational opportunity, but most of these
branches are quite small. Furthermore, the very limited financial support of pub-
lic higher education in Ohio has evidently forced tuition up and also has held
back the development of institutional resources, so that space in higher educa-
tion is not abundant. Thus almost all the public senior institutions and their
branches cnarge $500-600 tuition. Also, they typically report drawing 80 to 90
percent of their first-time students from the top half of high school graduating
classes. This admissicons restriction may be the result of either the admissions
process of the college or self-selection on the part >* students; in either event
practically none of the public four-year institutions or their branches in Ohio are
both nonselective and inexpensive. Most of the few free-access institutions in the
state are new junior colleges.

As a restlt only 12 percent of the population of Ohio live within commuting
distance of a fres-access college. The small differences by race and by type of
community shown in Table 2 are less important than the generally low propor-
tions of the populations covered. Ohio is also unusual because it has a large
number of public institutions throughout the state which, though not free-
access, are obviously 1ot inaccessible. Thus, if tuition and admissions policies
were lowered somewhat in a few senior institutions and their numerous
branches, such action could have a pronounced effect on the apparent inac-
cessibility of higher education in the state. On the whole, however, the principal
observation would seem to be that Ohio now follows a fairly conservative policy
in state financial support and development of comprehensive educational op-
portunity beyond high school.

Ohio may be one of the best examples of a state where Table 3 is an over-
simplification. Although this table indicates the number of additional free-access
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colleges that would be required to make higher education accessible to given
proportions of the population, a more basic question would concern the role of
branch campuses. With appropriate policies, programs, and financial support,
these existing campuses could greatly expand the availability of free-access
higher education in Ohio. At this writing, however, there is considerable dispute
in the state regarding the governor's proposal to create four-year institutions
from branches, which some charge are already underfunded (Cleveland Plain
Dealer, 1970). Such a move might easily work against the expansion of free-
access opportunity. At present, the limited number of high school graduates
attending college, the small number of free-access colleges, and the very low
level of state appropriations seem to go hand-in-hand.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accesslbllity In Ohio (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Totat

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . . ... ... ........ ... .. ... 1 5 g 0 0 6
Public four-year . . . ... ... ... . ... . ... ... 0 1 6 3 2 12
Branches. . . ... ... .. . ... 0 0 26 0 2 28
Allprivate . . . . .. . ... ... .. 0 & 1 47 22 70
Totalcolleges . . .. ... .. . . i 1 6 33 50 26 116

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In Ohio (fall 1968)

Percent
Population within commuting dislance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Tola!
Metropolitan areas {(over 1 million)

Centralcity . ......... ... .. . ¢.ouuu... 1,379 15 30 18

Fringe .. ... .. .. ... .. . . 1,542 15 0 13
Other metropolitanareas. . . . . .............. 4,433 15 23 16
Counties over 20,000. . . . .. ... ... ... ..... 2,232 1 3 1
Counties under 20,000, . ... ... ... ... ... .... 122 0 —* D
Totalstate . .. .......... ... ... ..., @708 12 19 12

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliabie estimate.
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Table 3. Estimate of additional colieges
required to put speclfied percentages of the population «f Ohio
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . .. . . e T 19t 7 8 10 20

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . . .. ... ... .. 12% 50% 60% 71% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands} . . .. ... ..... 166 256t 142 134 84 49

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Oklahoma

Being somewhat of a border state between the Great Plains and the South,
Oklahoma evokes images of oil, wheat, and cattle. Even though it is hardly a
typical state, it has few outstanding statistical characteristics, either positive or
negative. The high school retention rate and the proportion of high school grad-
uates going on 1o college are average or a little above average in Oklahoma. Most
of the youth attending college remain in public institutions within the state.

The 36 colleges in Oklahoma are almost evenly divided among public four-
year, public two-year, and private colteges. All the public institutions have been
coordinated since 1941 by the State Regents for Higher Education. A number
of planning studies have been undertaken in recent years, and a master plan is
in preparation. State appropriations for higher education are low but rank close
to the national average when compared with state resources.

There are 16 free-access institutions in Oklahoma, 9 of which are public junior
colleges. Most of these instit:tions are fairly small, and taken together they enroll
somewhat more than one-third of all first-time college students in the state.

About 3 Oklahoma youth in 10 live within commuting distance of a free-access
institution. The discrepancy in coverage between black and white populations
is small, but in Table 2 it is clear that there is a bias with respect to type of com-
munity. The metropolitan areas of Oklahoma, particularly Tulsa and Oklahoma
City, are not well covered by colleges that can be called free-access. As indi-
catec! in Table 3, six new colleges, properly placed, could double the population
living in proxirnity to a free-access instituticr.. Furthermore, the additional col-
leges would cover considerably larger populations than the average free-access
college in Oklahoma does now.

Table 1. Number of recognized coileges at different levels
of accessibility in Oklahoma (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessibie Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Pubtictwo-year . . ... ................... 2 7 1 00 10
Publicfour-year . . .. .. ..... .. ... . ... ... 0 6 5 0 1 12

Branches. . . . ... .. ... . .. oo 0 0 1 0 0 1
Allprivate . . . . .. ... . 0 1 4 8 0 13
Totalcolleges . .. .. ......... ... ....... 2 14 11 8 1 36
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In Oklahoma (fali 1968)

Percent
Population within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Central ity . . . ... ... ... .. 0 ~® - -

Fringe ... ... ... . ... 0 - - -
Other metropolitan areas. . . . . .. ... ......... 1,069 15 16 15
Counties over 20,000, . . . ... .............. 757 47 48 47
Counties under 20,000, . . .. .. .......... ... 506 38 17 37
Totalstate . ... ... ... 2,332 31 26 31

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colieges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Okiahoma
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothelical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . . .. . ... .. 16 3t 3 4 6 11

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . . . ... .. .... 31% 52% 60% 71% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in tilousands) . . .......... 45 166t 66 60 37 22

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Oregon

One-half of Oregon's economy is connected ir some manner with its lumber
resources, though most of the state's population is clustered in those limited
areas that are not thickly forested or mountainous. A very high proportion of
Oregon youth graduate from secondary school, and an above-average percent-
age of those graduates goes on to higher education. Consequently, the propor-
tion of the age group attending coliege in Oregon is one of the highest in the
nation. These students are somewhat more likely to attend public institutions
within the state than students typically are in other states.

The 38 colleges of Oregon include 20 public institutions, more than haif of
which are two-year colleges opened within the last 10 years. In 1964 an Edtca-
tion Coordinating Council was created to develop a statewide master plan for
all public institutions. The plan was adopted in 1966. Per capita appropriations
for higher education in Oregon are among the highest in the nation.

The 13 free-access colleges in the state are almost synonymous with the two-
year public institutions. Moul of these are fairly large for junior colleges, and
taken together they enroll about 1 out of 2 first-time college students in the state.
Those public institutions that are not readily accessible are not expensive,
though they are moderately to highly selective.

About half of Oregon’s population lives within commuting distance of a free-
access college. These institutions are well distributed in relation to the popula-
tion centers of the state. Portland appears to be about the only location in the
state where an additional free-access college would cover within its commuting
area more people than the average existing free-access college covers. As much
as 80 percent of the state's population could be covered by justifiable new
colleges or new campuses, though none would be in areas heavily populated at
the present time.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at difierent levels
of accessibility in Oregon (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of coliege 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year .. ... ... .. ....... . ...... 6 5 1 00 12
Publicfour-year ... ............. ... ...... 0 1 4 21 8
Branches. , . ... .. .. ... ... .. ... ...... 0 ¢ 0 00 0
Allprivate . . . . . . .. . e e e 0 1 0 13 4 18
Totalcolleges . . . . ... .. ... 6 7 5 15 5 38
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Oregon (fall 1968)

Percent
Poputation within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ........ ... v, 0 - = -

Fringe . . ... ... . e e e 0 - - -
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ... ....... .. ... 1,039 57 75 58
Counties over 20,000. . . . .. . . oottt 588 45 - 45
Counties under 20,000. .. . .. . i ve v e 140 0 - 0
Tofalstate . . . . v v e e e e e e 1,767 49 75 49

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Oregon
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetica! additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .......... 13 11 2 6 7 1

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . . .......... 49% 55% 61% 70% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . ........... 67 100t 55 28 25 16

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to ar independent set of additional colleges.
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Pennsylvania

The population of Pennsylvania is exceeded only by California’s and New York's.
Like the se states, it has a diversified economy, extensivi rural areas, and dense
urban centers. An important difference is the fact that the per capita income in
Pennsylvania is no higher than the national average. The state differs even more
with respect to access to higher education,

The proportion of the age group that gracuates from secondary school is
somewhat above average in Pennsylvania, but the percentage of those gradu-
ates going on to higher educztion is considerably below the average of other
states. The distribution of Pennsylvania youth irito various higher institutions is
similar to that found in other states in the Northeast. Less than halt attend public
institutions in the state.

As in Ohio, the major state universities have numerous branches, practically
all of which are very small. Like New York, the state has a tradition of strong pri-
vate higher education and has recently developed a massive scholarshio pro-
gram to assist Pennsylvania youth in utilizing the private sector. Unlike New York,
Pennsylvania has yet to move decisively in making a broad range of inexpensive
postsecondary education available to its population. However, the 15 readily
accessible junior colleges (all opened in the past decade) represent a step in this
direction. The numerous statewide studies and the compiehensive master plan
recently completed by the Council of Higher Education represent additional
staps. It is important to recogriize, however, the limitations imposed by the fact
that state appropriations for higher education in Pennsylvania are, in absolute
and relative terms, among the lowest of all states in the nation.

The 16 free-access colleges in Pennsylvania are almost synonymous with the
public two-year institutions. The state colleges and the university branches are
all relatively inexpensive, though too selective to classify as free-access institu-
tions. The free-access junior colleges have substantial enroliments, but neczuse
of their limited number they enrol! only about 1 first-time college student in 5.

Roughly one-quarter of the population of Pennsylvania lives within commuting
distance of a free-access college. These are fairly well distributed throughout the
state. No particuiar type of community seems heavily favored, though a substan-
tially larger proportion of blacks live in proximity to a free-access college than
whites. Because of the relatively light coverage of the state by free-access insti-
tutions, there are many locations where free-access institutions could be placed
in proximity to substantial numbers of students. As Table 3 indicates, at least 17
colleges could be located to serve larger numbers of students than the average
free-access institution now does. About 40 additional colleges (or reoriented
existing institutions) would be requived to put 4 out of 5 Pennsylvanians within
commuting distance of readily accessible higher education. The large number
of underdeveloped branches, the limited financial support, and the below aver-
agerate of college attendance all indicat that the state has along way to go just
to organize its present resources effectively.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Pennsylvania (fall 1968)

Level of accessibiiity

Free-access Less accessible

Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 cofleges
Publictwo-year ... ...... ... ... ... 0 15 0 1 0 16
Publicfour-year . . . ... ... . o 1 7 6 3 17
BranChes. . . . . . . v e 60 0 25 0 1 26
Alprivate . . . . ... e 0 0 1 66 29 96
Totalcoleges . .. ... vt i ittt 0 16 33 73 33 155

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Pennsyivania (fall 1968}

Percent o
Population within commuting distance
Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Central City . .. ... v it e 2,607 25 46 30
Fringe .. ... i e e 3,391 29 33 29
Other metropofitan areas. . . . . . .. . ..... .. ... 2,927 24 31 24
Countiesover 20000. . ... ... .......... ... 2,291 15 7 15
Counties under 20000. . . .. . .. . oo 104 8 —® 8
Totalstate . ... ... ¢ 11,320 24 41 25

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Pennsylvania
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . . ... ..... 16 11t 6 9 13 17

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . . ... ... ... . 25% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) .. .......... 177 260+ 192 124 85 66

1 Figures in this line are n~ cumulative. Each refers 1o an independent set of additional colleges.
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Rhode Istand

The smallest state in the Union is also the most densely populated. Rhode Island
is heavily industrialized, though the per capita income is only slightly above the
national average. In the past, high school retention was somewhat below aver-
age, as was the proportion of high school graduates going cn to college. Recent
data inriicate that the college access rate in Rhode Island is above average. As
is typicclly true in New England, a relatively small proportion of Rhode Island’s
youth attend public institutions in their home state.

Most of Rhode Island's colleges arc private, though there is one two-year and
one four-year public institution in addition to the state university. For a number
of years these public institutions have been governed by the Board of Trustees
of Stafé Colleges. An act of the legislature in 1969 established a Board of Re-
gents for Education, which has the general responsibility for formulating and
implementing a master plan for all levels of public education within the state.
At present, state appropriations in support of higher education are slightly above
average in comparison with other states.

The state’s lone junior college is also its only free-access institution. ltis large
in comparison with most junior colieges but enrolls only 1 out of 8 first-time col-
lege students in the state. Since Rhode Island Junior College is located in Provi-
dence, some 4/10 of the population of the state live within commuting distance.
There are plans to open two additional junior coileges —one in the Newport area
and one north of Providence. These two colleges will substantially improve the
accessibility of higher education, assuming they are properly supported. How-
ever, numerous clusters of people south of Providence may remain without
ready access to higher education.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Rhode Island (fall 1968)

Leve! of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year . .. ... ........ ... . .. . ... o 1 g 0 0 1

Publicfour-year . . .. .. ........ ... ... ..., o 0 2 0 0 2
Branches. . ... ... ... ... ... ... o0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Allprivate. . . . . .. .. e 0 0 0 8 8 1

Totalcolleges . . .. ..... ... .. ... ... 0 1 2 9 3 15
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Table 2. Percentage ol ditferent populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Rhode Island (fail 1968)
Percent
vﬂ!}ﬂ ) Eommu{{(lgi Et:glgn(:e

Population

Typa of community tn thousands  White Black Tofal
Metropslitan areas (over 1 million)

Cenfral ity . ... ... ... .. .. . . e 0 e -

Fringe . ... ... ... .. . . .. 0 - - -
Other metropolitan areas. . . . .. ............. 850 40 60 40
Counties over 20,000, . . . .. .. .. ... 10 70 - 70
Counties under 20,000. . . . .. . ... . ... ... V] — — -
Total state . . . ...... ... ... ... . . ... . ... 860 40 60 Lh

*Dash (~) = base too small tor reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Rhode Island
within commuting distance of a frre-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothelical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .. ... ..... 1 1t 1 1 1 2

Cumuiative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . .. ... ... ... 41% 54% 65% 75% 82% 92%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) .. .......... 353 1121 100 82 60 45

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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South Carolina

A large black population, a very low per capita income, and a small proportion
of white-collar workers give South Carolina the profile of a less advantaged
Southern state. The proportion of secondary school students who graduate is
very low; the proportion of those graduates who attend college is also very
low. As a result South Carolina has the unfortunate distinction, among all 50
states, of having the smallest proportion of 18-year-olds in college. Of those
who do go to college a relatively small proportion attend public institutions in
South Carolina.

In addition to the 24 private institutions in South Carolina, there are 7 public
senior colleges and 10 branches; all the public colleges are guite small. There
are also 11 technical education centers, all of which have been opened during
the past 10 years. In 1966 a Comniission on Higher Education was created to
plan and coordinate all higher institutions in the state. A master plan is under
develcpment.

In South Carolina free-access higher education, as defined here, is provided
almost exclusively by the technical education centers. In some other states of
the Deep South— Louisiana and Alabama in particular— there are a number of
senior public institutions and their branches that qualify as free-access colleges;
but they are not free-access in South Carolina, and the reason is somewhat
unusual. In most states the public institutions are not free-access because they
are too selective; in South Carolina it's because they are tooc expensive. Their
expense seems 1o be related to the fact that state appropriations for higher edu-
cation in South Carolina are, on a per capita basis, among the lowest in the
nation.

Somewhat over half of the population of South Carolina lives within commut-
ing distance of a free-access college—which in this instance means a technical
education center. These are distributed fairly well throughout the state, though,
as Table 3 indicates, there are a few additional locations where free-access col-
leges could serve substantial numbers of people.

It should be recognized that these data present a somewhat simplistic picture
of the accessibility of higher education in South Carolina. Accessibility in the
state could be improved by lowering tuition at the public institutions, but it would
also be necessary to support adequately their expansion and the development
of comprehensive programs. Among the basic problems facing the state are the
relatively low level of educational attainment and aspiration, and the need to co-
ordinate all forms of postsecondary educational opportunities.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibllity In South Carolina (fall 1968)

Type of caollege

Publictwo-year . .. .............
Public four-year . .. ... ... ..... ..

Branches. . .. ... ...........
Allprivate . . . . ... ... ... ... ...

Totalcolleges . . ... ...........

Level ol accessibilly

Free-access L05s accessihie

1 2
0 1N
n 1
v 0
0 0
0 12

Total
J 4 5 colleges
0 0 0 "
2 4 0 7
10 0 0 10
6 16 2 24
18 20 2 52

Table 2. Percentage ol different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college In South Carolina (fall 1968)

Type of community

Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Centralcity . ... ......... .. ...
Fringe ....... ... ... ...

Other metropolitan areas. . ... ......

Counties over 20.000. . . ... ... ...« o

Counties under 20,000, . ... ..

Totalstate . . . .. . . .o u i i e

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimafe.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

Population

Percent
willun commuting qlsfance

in thousands  White Black Total

852
1,404
126

. 2.382

48 49 49
67 59 64
16 19 17
88 83 56

required to put specified percentages oi the population of Scuth Carolina
within commuting distance of a free-access college

Number of free-access colleges

Cumuiative percent of population

within commuting distance

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands)

As of

fall 1968

Hypothetlical additional colleges

14 3 4 6

60% 70% 81% 90%

g7t 82 60 38

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independeni set of additional colleges.
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South Dakota

The typical characteristics of the Plains states are even somewhat exaggerated
in South Dakota. It is a very sparsely populated state that has actug!ly declined
slightly in population since 1960. A very small proportion of the labor force is
engaged in manufacturing or white-collar occupations. A relatively high propor-
tion of South Dakota youth graduate from high school and an average number
of those graduates go on to college. They are distributed to higher education in
much the same ratio as is typical across the country: 4 to public institutions
within the state, 1 to private institutions within the state, and 1 to colleges outside
of South Dakota.

South Dakota is one of only two states in the natiion (the other being Nevada)
that has no public two-year institutions. Of the state’s 16 higher institutions,
seven are pubiic and these are ail governed by a single Board of Regents. South
Dakota does not have a master plan, but a study is under-way to produce one
by 1970. Financial support for higher education has been below the per capita
average of the 50 states, though somewhat above average in relation to re-
sources available.

Most of the colleges in South Dakota are not free-access because they are too
selective. There are three small free-access college:s in the state — two pubiic and
one private. Together they enroll only about 1 cut of 8 first-time college students
in the state.

It also happens that about one-eighth of the population of South Dakota is
within commuting distance of one of these free-access colieges. This is very low
compared with other states, and none of the major cities have an institution that
can be classified as free-access. The sparse population and limited resources
may preclude serious consideration of many new institutions in South Dakota.
Organization and support of existing institutions may provide the more reasona-
ble route to expanding educational opportunity.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in South Dakota (fall 1968)
Level of accessibility

Free-access Less ac~essible Total

Type of college 17 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . .. ... ... ... ... .. .. .. ... o 0 0 0 0O 0
Publicfour-year . .. ...... ... ... ... . .. .. o 2 3 2 0 7
Branches. . . . ... . .. . 0 e e 0 0 0 0 0 0
Allprivate . . . ... ... . . o 0 1 0 8 0 9
Totatcolleges . ...... ... ... 0 3 3 10 0 16
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in South Dakola (fall 1968)

Population Percent within

Type of community in thousands  commuting distance
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . . ...... ... . . . ... e, Q —

Fringe . . .. e 0 -
Other metropolitan areas. . . . . ... .. ... ... ... a7 0
Countiesover 20,000. . .. . ... ... ... ... ., 154 21
Counties under 200(C. . . .. . . ..o i i e 442 1
Totalstate . ... ...... .. . ... 683 12

“Desh (—) = base too small for refiable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of South Dakota
within commuting distance of a free-access zollege

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . ... ....... .3 5% 3 4 5

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . .. ......... ... 12% 51% 61% 71% 81%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) .. ............. 27 541 23 16 14

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Tennessee

Tennessee shares many of the border-state characteristics of its neighbor Ken-
tucky. The states have a somewhat similar topography and limited financial re-
sources. They are also similar in that a below-average proporiion of students
reach high school graduation and a below-average proportion of those gradu-
ates go on to higher education. The organization of higher education is, how-
ever, rather different in Kentucky and Tennessee.

There are 38 private institutions in Tennessee and until recently all public
higher education was offered by senior institutions. The state’s five public junior
colleges have all opened in the past decade. The state has only recently impan-
eled a coordinating body. In addition to the traditional lack of coordination and
the ascendance of the state university, Tennessee also faces the challenge of
increasing state appropriations for higher education— now among the 10 lowest
in the nation on a per capita basis.

It may be that the state has subsisted on small appropriations for higher edu-
cation because of limited educational aspiration. But for whatever reason, most
of the public institutions of the state have remained readily accessible. Of the
free-access colleges in Tennesseg, five are public junior colleges, two are private
institutions, and nine are public senior colleges or their branches. Only 3 of the
17 public campuses in the state are not free-access. Nonetheless, the state's
numerous private institutions account for roughly half of all the first-time en-
rollment.

About 4/10 of the population of Tennessee live within commuting distance
of one of the free-access colleges. These are fairly well distributed throughout
the state with the obvious exception of Knoxville— home of the state university.
As Table 3 indicates it would take socme 9 or 10 institutions to raise the propor-
tion of population covered from 40 tc. 70 percent. On the average these colleges
would cover substantially more people than the typical existing free-access in-
stitutions in the state cover, all of which indicates that there are at least about
10 promising locations for new institutions.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibility in Tennessee (fall 1968)
Level of accessibility

Free-acces§ Lass accessibie Total

Type of coliege 1 2 3 4 5 colieges

Public two-year . .. ... .. ... . ... ... . .. ... 3 2 0 0 0 5

Public four-year . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... .. 1 6 3 00 10
Branches. . . ... .. ... . ... . e 0 2 ¢ 00 2

Allprivate . . . .. ... .. . e 0 2 7 27 2 38

Totalcolleges . .. ... .. ... .. ... ... 4 12 10 27 2 55
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Tennessee (fall 1968)
Percent
within commuting distance

Population

Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ...........0.0 ..., 0 - - -

Fringe . . ..o i 0 - - -
Other metropolitanareas. ., . ... ............. 1,697 40 60 45
Counties over 20,000, . . . .. ... ... .. .. .. ... 1,360 47 38 46
Counties under 20,000. . .. . ... ... 511 16 15 16
TJotalstate . .. .... ... ... . . 3,568 39 52 41

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the poputation of Tennessee
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothelical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .. ... ..... 16 2t 3 4 7 9

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ... ........ 41% 51% 61% 71% 81% 90%

Average population withir commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . ........... 91 181+ 112 90 52 36

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Texas

It is often not appreciated that Texas is now one of the most heavily populated
states and is also highly urbanized. Because of its unusual size, the state does
have vast areas of sparsely populated land. Similarly, the legendary ““wealth™ of
Texas spreads over its large population to yield a per capita income well below
the average for the nation. The state has, however, appropriated funds for higher
education at the average level of other states.

The proportion of high school graduates attending college in Texas is above
the national average, but high school retention in the state is very low. A very
small number of college students migrate out of Texas, and some 5 out of 6 re-
maining in the state enroll in public institutions.

Texas has 47 private colleges in addition to a large contingent of state institu-
tions. The 66 public colleges of Texas outnumber those of every state in the
Union except New York and California. Forty-two of these institutions are public
community colleges, over a third of which have been opened in the past decade.
In 1955 the Texas Commission on Higher Education was given the responsibility
of coordinating these institutions. In 1965 the Commission was reorganized and
was given extensive powers under the new name of Coordinating Board, Texas
College and University System. A master plan has been under development for
several years.

Half of the senior institutions and practinzliy 2!l of the junior colleges of Texas
are free-access colleges. These institutions range from very small to very large.
Collectively, they enroll almost 2 out of 3 first-time college students in the state.

Despite the very large number of free-access colleges in Texas, less than4/10
of its population live within commuting distance of one of these institutions.
Thizs situation is explained in part by the sheer size of the state, but one im-
balance is quite evident. More than a quarter of the population of Texas lives
within the two major metropolitan areas of Dallas and Houston. Although both
of these areas have free-access colleges, the reasonabie commuting perimeters
of these institutions cover a much smaller proportion of the population than is
typically true of smaller metropolitan areas throughout the state. Furthermore,
the only free-access college in the central city of Houston is a predominantly
black institution.

Consequently, the state can be imagined in three pieces: sparsely populated
counties that almost necessarily have a low degree of coverage by free-access
institutions; more popuious counties and metropolitan areas that have a fairly
high leve! of coverage compared with most staies; and the two major metro-
politan areas that are quite deficient with respect to accessible higher education.
Additional colleges in the more populous counties and in Dallas and Houston
could serve much larger populations than is typically true of the existing free-
access colleges. Table 3 indicates it would be necessary to double the present
54 free-access colleges in order to put an accessible institution within commut-
ing distance of 4 out of 5 Texas residents.

1



ERIC

@ Amarifio

WichitaFalls ¢

. - @ Lubbock Sherman Texarkana.
FortWorth R Dallas
. - o
. o Ablene - OTyer
. oMidiend o .
A ..'_. ’ .
El Paso Odessa-" o SenAngelo .. "% waco

" “Beaumont &

San Antonlo ¥

Texas
McAllen
(& 3
Population of Brownsvill
metrogolitan areas

® 50,000—250,000

4 250,000—500,000

= 500,000— 1,000,000

+ More than 1,000,000

0 25 80 100 200 300
L | ] —)

Mites

~- Commuting, area of a free-access college (see Chapter 5 for explanation)

172



ERIC

Table 1. Number of recognized colieges at different [evels

of accesslbllity in Texas (fall 1968)

Type of college

Publictwo-year .. . .....................
Publicfour-year . . . ... ..................

Branches. . . ... .. ..., ... ..
Allprivate . . . ... .. .

Totalcolleges . .. .. ...... ... ...

Lavei of accessibility

Freo-access Less accessible

Toial
1 2 3 4 5 coliejes
27 13 2 00 42
2 1" 7 3 0 23
0 ¢ 1 0 0 1
0 1 9 32 5 47
29 25 19 35 5 113

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Texas (fall 1968)

Population

Type of community

Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity ..................... 1,618
Fringe .. ... ... ... . L, 919
Other metropolitan areas. . . ... ......... 4,074
Counties over 20,000, . . . ... ... ... .... 1,513
Counties under 20,000, ... ............ 1,452
Totalstate . ...................... 9,576

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

in lhousands

Percent within commuting distance

Mexican
White Black American Total

11 32 15 15
19 8 22 18
56 64 50 56
53 54 46 53
14 22 10 14
37 43 40 38

required to put specified percentages of the population of Texas

within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968
Number of free-access colleges . . ... ... ... 54
Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . . .. ... ..... 38%
Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . . .......... 68

Hypolhelical additional colleges
6* 8 14 25 39

52% 60% 70% 80% 90%

217* 102 89 37 25

“ Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers 1o an independent set of additional colleges.
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Utah

Much of Utah is inhospitable land. The state is sparsely populated but quite
urbanized. Most of the people uf Utah live in the metropolitan area of Salt Lake
City or in the area of Ogden or Provs immediately to the north and south. Manu-
facturing is the principal element in Utah’s economy, though it actually accounts
for a relatively small proportion of the labor force. Per capita income in the state
is below the national average, but per capita state appropriations for higher edu-
cation are weil above average. Consequently, state support for higher education
in relation to resources is one of the highest in the nation. The proportion of stu-
dents completing high school is above average in Utah, while the percentage
going on to coliege is near the national mean. A very large proportion of Utah
students who attend ct.iege do so in public institutions within the state.

There are only 12 higher institutions in Utah. These include four public senior
institutions and two public junior colleges. All the public colleges are governed
by the State Board of Higher Education and a master plan is under development.

Five of Utah’s colleges are free-access. These include the two public junior
colleges, two state colleges, and one branch. With one exception these are fairly
small institutions; together thay enroll about one-third of the first-time college
students in the state.

Four of the five free-access colleges in Utah are iocated in small towns. There
are none in the metropolitan area of Sait Lake City. Consequently, only one-fifth
of the population of Utah lives within commuting distance of a free-access coi-
lege. The University of Utah is located in Salt Lake City, although it does not
gualify as a free-access institution, either on the basis of cost or particularly with
respect to selectivity. Two or three free-access institutions in the heavily popu-
lated area of the state would probably have a very substantial effect on the ac-
cessibility of higher education in Utah, Very few colleges beyond that couid be
justified on the basis of present population patterns.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibility in Utah (fall 1968)
Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year . .. ... ... .. .. ... . ... 1 1 0 00 2

Publicfour-year .. .. ... .. ............ ... 0 2 1 0 1 4
Branches. . . . . . . ... .. e 1 0 0 0D O 1

Allprivate . . . . ... ... e 0 0 0 5 0 5

Totalcolleges . . ... .. ... ... ... ... 2 3 1 51 12
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Utah (fall 1968)

Population Percent wilhin

Type of community in thousands  commuting distance
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity .. .... ... . . . . . . e 0 -

[ 2T L T 0 -
Other metropolitanareas. . . . .................. 666 16
Countiesover 20,000, . . . .. . .. e 82 40
Counties under 20000. . . . . . . ... o 146 23
Totalstate . ... . ... . i 894 20

*Dash (~) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Utah
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges .. ............ 5 2t 2 3 3

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . ... ... ........ 29% 55% 63% 74% 81%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands} . . .......... ... 36 1597 38 32 22

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers fo an independent set of additional colleges.
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Vermont

New England is sometimes associated with large numbers of people crowded
together, but Verment is one of the |east populated of all the states and is also
one of the least urbanized. Per capita income is somewhat below average,
though state support for higher education is higher than is typically true in other
Northeastern states. The rate of high school graduation is above average in
Vermont, but the proportion of those graduates going on to higher education is
substantially below the national average. The pattern of distribution to higher
education is basically similar to that of Maine and New Hampshire. Roughly
half of Verrnont's students remain in state and in public institutions, and relatively
few go to private institutions within the state.

There are 15 private institutions in Vermont but only five public colleges: four
senior and one junior. The state has no master plan to guide its institutions, nor
has it taken steps to develop plans for statewide coordination.

There are three free-access colleges in Vermont— the one public junior and
two of the public senior colleges. These are smaii institutions, and they enroll
only 1 out of 6 first-time college students in the state. About two-fifths of the pop-
ulation of Vermont live within commuting distance of one of the three free-
access colleges. They are well distributed frcm the northern to the southern part
of the state, though none serves the northwestern quadrant, which is the most
heavily populated. One additional college in that area could substantially in-
crease the proportion of Vermont's population living in proximity to readily ac-
cessible higher education. It seems likely, however, that the state’s educational
leadership will have to deal with prior questions first: state planning, coordi-
nation, and long-range objectives regarding the possibility of expanded educa-
tional opportunity beyond high school.

Table 1. Number of recognized coileges at ditierent levels
of accessibility in Vermont (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

- ! i
Free-access Less accessible 1y

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges

Publictwo-year .. .......... ... .. ... .... 0o 1 ¢ o O 1

Publicfour-year . . .. .................... 0 2 1 1 0 4
Branches. . . .. ... ... . 0 0 0 ¢ © 0

Allprivate . . . . . ... .. e 0 0 1 3 1" 15

Totalcolleges . . . ...... ... 0 3 2 4 1 20
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Vermont (fall 1968)

Popuiation Percent within

Type of community in thousands commuhing distance
Metropalitan areas {over 1 million)

Centralcity . .. ..... ... .. 0 -

Fringe ... . o e e 0 —
Other metropoltan areas. . . .. ... ... ... ... 0 —
Countiesover 20,000. . . .. . .. .. v i i 353 40
Countiesunder 20,000. . . . .. . vt vt i e 36 55
Totalstate . .. ....... ... 389 41

*Dash (=) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the population of Vermont
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of fres-access colleges . . . .. ......... 3 1+ 1 1

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . . .. ............ 41% 71% 89% 93%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) . . ............. 53 118t 70 13

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each reters to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Virginia

Providing as it does the southern terminus of the Washington-Boston mega-
lopolis, Virginia blends characteristics of the Appalachian, Southern, and tech-
nocratic society — at least to the extent the three are at all compatible. Per capita
income is stmewhat below average but not nearly so low as most Southern
states. A low proportion of Virginia youth completes secondary school, and of
these somewhat less than half go on to college. Slightly more than half of the
students who attend college do so in public institutions in Virginia.

In addition to 31 private colleges, Virginia has as many public institutions and
branches. In 1956 the State Council on Higher Education was created as an
advisory body to coordinate all public; institutions. A special study commission
submitted a report in 1965 and a master plan was published in 1968; one imme-
diate effect was the establishment of a state system of comprehe.isive commu-
nity colleges and their own coordinating body. As of fall 1968 there were 13 pub-
lic two-year colleges, and 11 public senior institutions that have a total of eight
branches. Virginia is developing a comprehensive master plan. At present the
per capita state appropriations for higher educstion are somewhat balow the na-
tional average.

The 15 free-access colleges in Virginia consist largely of public community
colleges, though three branches of senior institutions are also readily accessible.
The other senior institutions and their branches are typically both too expensive
and too selective to qualify. Practically all the free-access colleges are fairly new
and of moderate size. Taken together they enroll not quite 1 out of 4 first-time
college students in the state.

Half the population of Virginia lives within commuting distance of a free-access
higher institution. These are well distributed throughout the state, and there is
no marked bias in favor of one type of community or another except for the rea-
sonable condition that few are in sparsely populated areas. As Table 3 indicates,
an additional half dozen institutions would raise the proportion of the population
covered to 70 percent. Most of these additional institutions would serve as large
a population as the average free-access institution in the state does now.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accessibillty in Virginia (fall 1568)
Leve! of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college i 2 3 4 5 cofleges
Publictwo-year .. .. ....... ... ... . ..., 8 3 o 1 1 13
Publicfour-year . .. ..................... o 1 3 6 11
Branches. . . ... ... .. ... .. ... ... .. ... 1 2 4 0 1 8
Allprivate . . . . . .. .. . . e 0 o 1 20 10 31
Tofalcolleges .. .......... ... .. ... .. ... 9 ¢ 6 24 18 63
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college In Virginia (fzll 1968)

Type of community

Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ... .. ...
Fringe . ... ... . . .. e
Other metropolitan areas. . . . . .. .........
Counties over 20,000. . . ... .. . ... .. ...
Counties under 20,000. . . ... ... . .... ...

Totalstate . .. ... ...... ... . . ... ..

*Dash {—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

Population

Percent
within commulting distance

in thousands  White Black Total

614
1,520
1,298

532

3964

55 37 53
54 59 55
61 42 57
17 9 14
52 40 50

required to put specified percentages of the popuiation of Virginia
within commuting distance of a free-access college

Number of free-access colleges . . ...... ...

Cumuiative percent of population

within commuting distance. . . . ...........

Average population within commuting distance

of each college (in thousands) . ...........

As of
fall 1968

Hypothetical additional colleges

2t 4 6 1

80% T0% B80% 90%

205t 97 68 36

t Figures in this line are not cumuiative. Each refers to an independent set of additional ~olleges.
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Washington

Like its sister state, Oregon, Washington has much of its population concen-
trated ir limited areas. The state has a high proportion of white-collar workers,
but it is also wealthy in agriculture and manufacturing. Per capita income is high,
and state support for higher education is very high in Washington —in absolute
terms and in relation to state income.

The proportion of 18-year-olds who finish high school is above the national
average, and the proportion of those graduates going on to college is extremely
high (3 out of 4). A very high proportion of these students remain in Washington
to attend public institutions. In addition, there is a very substantial enroliment in
public vocational schools at the postsecondary level.

There are 12 private and 27 public colleges in Washington. The public sector
includes 22 junior colleges, over half of which have opened in the past decade.
The state has no master plan, and until very recently coordination has been
handled by a voluntary organization of institutional representatives. The Wash-
ington Council on Higher Education was authorized as an advisory body in 1969.
Washington is a particularly interesting state because it provides so many signs
of strong state support and aggressive development of comprehensive educa-
tionai programs beyond secondary school without having had a formal coordi-
nating apparatus. It is, in fact, the only state that presents this picture.

Free-access higher education in Washington is almost synonymous with the
public two-year colleges. These are large institutions, and they enroll 3 out of
every 4 first-time college students in the state. Half of the population of Washing-
ton lives within commuting distance of one of these colleges. They are well dis-
tributed, and the only obvious discrepancy is Seattle. Accessible higher educa-
tion is notably less available in the central city of this major metropolitan area
than throughout the rest of the state. As Table 3 indicates, just a few additional
colieges could substantially raise the proportion of the population living within
commuting distance of a free-access institution in Washington.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels
of accessibility in Washington (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year ... .................... 7 15 0 0 O 22
Publicfour-year , ... ............ ... ..... c 1 2 0 2 5
Branches. . . . .. ........ ... ... ... ... 0 o0 0 0 O 0
Allprivate . . . . . . ... ... . . [ 1] 0 9 3 12
Totalcolleges .. ......... ... . . ... .. ..., 7 16 2 9 65 39
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Table 2. Percentage of different popu!ations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Washington (fall 1968)
Fgrqent ) )
Population within commuting distance
Type of community in thousands  White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)
Centralcity . .......... ... ..., 557 31 56 32
Fringe .. ... . .. .. e 550 57 —* 57
Other metropolitanareas. . . . .. ..... ... .... 694 59 50 59
Counties over 20,000, . . .. .. . ...t v vt 900 62 —_ 62
Counties under 20,000. . . ... ...... .« . .... 151 5 - 5
Totalstate . . . ......... ... ... ... 2,852 51 53 51
*Dash (=) = base too small for re hle estimate.
Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put speclfied percentages of the population of Washington
within commuting distance of a free-access college
As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges
Number of free-access colleges . . . ...........23 2t 5 6
Cumulative percent of popuiation
within commuting distance. . . . . .. ... . ... .... 51% 61% 74% 80%
Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . . .. ........... 63 138t 656 26
1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Eacn refers to an independent set of additionat colleges.

185




ERIC

West Virginia

The fortunes of West Virginians have often turned on the stz* s of the coal indus-
try. It is well known that those fortunes have not been good in recent times. Per
capitaincome is very lcw, and West Virginia is one of the very few states that has
lost population in the last decade. The proportion of young people graduating
from high school is only slightly belc w the national average, but the proportion
of those graduates going on to higher education is very low. Most of those who
go to college attend public institutions within the state.

These public institutions constitute more than half of West Virginia’s 27 col-
leges. Most of them are four-year institutions; only a few are branches and
two-year colleges. |n relation to resources, state support for higher eduation in
West Virginia has been considerably above average, but there has been relatively
little progress on statewide coordination. The public institutions were placed
under a single woard in 1969; the state has no master plan.

Most of the public institutions in West Virginia are readily accessible. The 12
free-access institutions consist of seven senior colleges, three branches, and
two junior colleges. Most of these are relatively small, but together they enroll
almost half of the first-time coliege students in the state.

There is a free-access institution within commuting distance of somewhat
more than half of the population of the state. These colleges are well distributed
in relation to the population though, as Table 3 indicates, there are two locations
with substantial populations and no free-access colleges. As it happens, these
locations correspond exactly to the site of two state institutions— West Virginia
Institute of Technology and Fairmont State College—that are slightly too selec-
tive to be classified here as free-access colleges. Consequently, higher educa-
tion in the state is actually more accessible than is generally true in the nation.
In West Virginia statewide planning of postsecondary opportunity would seem
to have a higher priority than consideration of new colleges.

Table 1. Number of recognized colieges at different levels
of accessibility in West Virginia {fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 5 colfeges

Publictwo-year . . ... .. ... ... ... .. .. 0 1 0o 0 ¢ 1

Publicfour-year . . . ... ... ..cu'iriannen.. 0 7 2 0 1 10
Branches. . . . . . . ... v e e 0 4 ¢ 0 O 4

Allprivate . . . . . . . . .. . e e 0 0 2 8 2 12

Totalcolleges . . . . ... ..o 0 12 4 8 3 27
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in West Virginla (tall 1968)

Percent
Population within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands  White Black Tolal
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ......... ... .. ..., 0 - - -

Frnge . . . . . o e 0 - - -
Other metropolitanareas. . . ... ............ 575 69 70 69
Countiesover 20,000. . . ... ... ... ... ... .. 977 50 52 50
Counties under 20,000. . . ... ..... ........ 308 36 100 36
Totalstate ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1,860 53 50 54

®Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimale.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges
required to put specified percentages of the populatio’: of West Virginia
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypotheticat additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . . .. ...... .. .. t2 11 1 2 4

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . .. ... ... ... .. ... 54% B84% 75% 80% 90%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (in thousands) . .............. 84 2681 200 50 47

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Wisconsin

Wisconsin shares a number of general characteristics with her sister state, Minne-
sota. Manufacturing has developed to a considerable extent in recent years,
though the state remains a major agricultural resource. Like Minnesota's, its
southern half is moderately well populated, with one major metropolitan area
located in the southeastern corner. Wisconsin has also shared with Minnesota
the highest rate of high school graduation iri the country. On the other hand the
proportion of those graduates going on to college is below the national average
(but thils number doesn't take into account a substantial number of students
attending postsecondary vocational schools). Some 3 out of 4 students attend-
ing college do so in public institutions within the state.

In addition to 29 private institutions, Wisconsin has a number of public col-
leges and branches arranged in a somewhat unusual organization. The state
university system has 10 components, and the University of Wisconsin now has
four campuses. Although the 22 two-year ir: itutions include several technical
institutes, they consist mainly of very small county teachers colleges. The plan-
ning, budgeting, and programing functions of all public colleges are facilitated
by.a Coordinating Council for Higher Education, which produced a comprehen-
sive master plan in 1967. State support for higher education is high.

The 22 free-access colleges in Wisconsin consist largely of two very different
groups of institutions. Most of the county teachers colleges are readily accessi-
ble, though their very small size militates against their effectiveness as free-
access colleges. About half of the state university system (formerly the state col-
leges) can be classified as free-access; the other half has become too selective.
Most institutions in the selective group are moderately large. Taken togsther the
free-access colleges in Wisconsin enroll about 1 out of 3 first-time college stu-
dents in the state.

Almost half of the population of Wisconsin lives within commuting distance of
a free-access institution. The smaller metropolitan areas are quite well covered
and even the sparsely populated counties are fairly well covered by the numer-
ous county teachers colleges. The principal areas in need of readily accessible
higher education are in the heavily populated southeastern portion of the state,
particularly the greater Milwaukee area. Milwaukee Technical College is a large
two-year institution, but it is the only free-access college in the city. It must nec-
essarily fall short in providing either the wroximity or the comprehensive post-
secondary opportunities implied by the i otion of free-access higher education
in one of the nation’s major metropolitan areas.

Wisconsin is another state where a number of slightly too selective colleges
clouds the picture of accessibility. 1Those colleges, compounded by the numer-
ous underdeveloped small institutions, make it difficult to draw simple generali-
zations about the state. An impending revision of the state master pian may cre-
ate more order.
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Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of acceuslbility in Wisconsin (fall 1968)

Level of accessibility

Free-access Less accessible

Total
Type of college 1T 2 3 4 5 colleges
Publictwo-year . . ...................... 7 10 3 20 22
Publicfour-year . .. ..................... (LI 5§ 1 0 1
Branches. . .. . ......... ... ... ... ..., o 0 8 00 8
Allprivate . . . . .. .o o ¢ 0 3 22 4 29
Totalcolleges . . . ........... ... ... ... 7 15 19 25 4 70

Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college in Wisconsin (fall 1968)

Percent
Popuiation within commuting distance

Type of community in thousands ~ White Black Total
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Centralcity . ......... ... ........... 741 32 92 37

Fringe . .. ... ... .. . ., 538 2 —* 2
Other metropolitan areas. . . . ............... 635 74 - 74
Counties over 20,000. . . . ... .............. 1,733 57 - 57
Counties under 20,000. . ... ............... 300 42 — 42
Totalstate . .. ........................ 3,947 47 89 47

*Dash {—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colleges

required to put specified percentages of the population of Wisconsin

within commuting distance of a free-access coliege

As cf
fali 1968
Number of free-access colleges . . ......... 22
Cumulative percent of populatioh
within commuting distance. . ... .. ...... .. 47%
Average population within comruting distance
of each college (in thousands) . ... ........ 84

Hypothetical additional colleges

1t 2 3 4 8

53% 62% 72% 81% 90%

245t 178 140 85 46

1 Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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Wyoming

For several reasons Wyoming is a most unusuai state. it is a very sparsely popu-
lated state that has actually lost population in the past decade. A very small pro-
portion of the labor force is engaged in manufacturing; mining and grazing dom-
inate the Wyoming economy.

Even though the per capita income in Wyoming is slightly below the national
average, the state’s appropriations for higher education are among the highest
in the nation on a per capita basis. The proporticn ¢f young people graduating
from secondary schoal is above average, and the percentage of those graduates
going on to higher education ranks among the top four or five states. The large
majority of these students remain in Wyoming to attend public institutions.

Wyoming is one of two states in the nation that has no private institutions.
(Nevada is the othar.) The state does have seven public institutions —the state
university and six community colleges. The university's Board of Trustees is in
the unique position of governing all higher institutions in the state. There is, how-
ever, a separate coordinating commission for the junior colleges.

An even more unusual situatior, is the fact that every institution in the state is
afree-access college. Despite the very low population density in Wyoming, some
43 percent of the state's population live within commuting distance of one of
these free-access institutions. This remarkable accomplisnment is oniy slightly
diminished by the surprising fact that Cheyenne, the capital and largest city in
the state, has no higher institution. Otherwise, every location in the state that
under present conditions could defensibly support a college already has one.

Table 1. Number of recognized colleges at different levels

of accesstbillty in Wyoming (fall 1968)
Level of accessibllity

Free-access Less accessible Total

Type of college 1 2 3 4 &5 colleges

Publictwo-year .. ............ ... u.o... 2 4 a 0 0 6

Public four-year . . .. ....... ... . ... . . ... 0 1 0 0 O 1
Branches. . . . . ..., . ... . . ... .. .. ... 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0

Allprivate . . . . . . . .. o e e e 0 0 0 0 O 0

Totalcolleges . . . . ... ... .. . .. 2 5 0 0 O 7
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Table 2. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in Wyoming (faii 1968)

Population Porcent within

Type of community in thousands  commuting distance
Metropolitan areas (over 1 million)

Central ity . . . ... .. e 0 -

Fringe . . . i e e e e 0 -
Other metropolitanareas. . . . ......... ... ...0... 0 -
Counties over 20,000. . . . . ... ..t . 167 55
Counties under 20,000. . . ... . ..ttt it 172 31
Totalstate .. ... ... .. .. 329 43

*Dash (—) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Table 3. Estimate of additional colieges
required to put specified percentages of the popuiation of Wyoming
within commuting distance of a free-access college

As of
fall 1968  Hypothetical additional colleges

Number of free-access colleges . .. ....,...... 7 1t 3

Cumulative percent of population
within commuting distance. . . .. ............. 43% 60% 71%

Average population within commuting distance
of each college (inthousands) ............... 20 57+ 12

t Figures in this line are not cumulative. Each refers to an independent set of additional colleges.
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. TablesAto G

Information in these tables serves as the basis for the state profiles of Chapter
5. Notes to tables A to G are on page 206.

Table A. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance

of a free-access college!
Percent within commuting distance

Population Mexican
in miftions White Black American® Total
UnitedStates . . . . ... ... . ......... .. 179.3 42 47 47 42
Northeast: . . . . .. .. ... ............. 44.7 38 37 —* 38
Connecticut . .. .................... 25 87 90 — 87
Maine . .. ... ... ... e 1.0 0 — — 0
Massachusetts ., . . . .. ... ............. 5.1 53 25 — 52
New Hampshire . . . . ... ... ... ........ 0.6 44 - —_ 44
Newdersey. . ... .. ..... .. ... ..., 6.1 36 59 - 38
NewYork . . ... . i 16.8 38 23 36 36
Pennsylvania . . . . . ............ ... .... 11.3 24 41 - 25
Rhodelsland . . . .. ... ... ............ 0.9 40 60 - M1
Vermont. . ... e e 0.4 14 —_ — 41
South: . ............. ... .. ... . ... 55.0 50 52 — 50
Alabama . ... ..., .. ... .. 3.3 57 54 — 56
AKaNsas . . ... . e e 1.8 43 42 - 43
Delaware . . ... ... ... ... ... 0.4 35 44 — 35
Florida . ............... ... ....... 5.0 62 72 — 64
Georgia. . ... e e 39 33 24 - 30
Kentueky . . .. .. e 3.0 51 69 - 52
lovisiana . ., ....................... 33 49 47 - 48
Maryland . . .. ... . ..... ... ... .. .... 3.1 59 47 - 57
Mississippi . . . . . ... 2.2 67 63 - 65
NorthCarolina . . . ................... 4.6 69 67 — 68
Oklahoma. . .. .. ...... ... ... ...... 23 31 26 - 31
SouthCarolina. . . ................... 2.4 58 53 — 56
Tennessee . .. . ... .. ... e 3.6 39 52 - 41
TeXaS . . . . e e 9.6 37 43 40 38
Virginia . ... ... o 4.0 52 40 - 50
WestVirginia . ... ................... 1.9 53 59 - 54
Midwest: . . . .. .................... 51.6 33 39 - 33
i Minois . . .. ... 10.1 56 59 57 56
c o Indiama ... L. 4T 0 0 -~ 0
lowa. .. ... . . . e 2.8 39 52 — 39
Kansas . . . .. .. o 2.2 42 59 - 43
Michigan . . ... ... ... .. .. ... ... .. .. 7.8 41 33 - 40

*Dash (—) = base tor smali for 1eliable estimate.
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Table A continued

Population
in miflions
UnitedStates . . . . ... .. .. .. ......... 179.3
Minnesota . ............. . ... ...... 34
Missouri. .. ... ... .. .. e 4.3
Nebraska . .. ... ....... ... ... ...... 14
NorthDakota. . . ... .. ... .. ... ... ... 06
Ohio. . ... . . e 9.7
SouthDakota. . . ... ... ............. 0.7
Wisconsin. . . .. .. ... ... . . . . e 39
West: . ... ... ... ... ... . ... 28.0
Alaska. . . ... e 0.2
Arizona . . ... .. 1.3
California . . ... ........ ... ... ... 15.7
Colorado . ... ............. ... ..... 1.7
Hawaii. . . .. .. . o e e 0.6
Idaho . ... ... .. ... . e 0.7
Montana . ............ ... .¢cuuuiu... 0.7
Nevada . . .... .. ... ... ... ... .... 03
NewMexico . .. ... ... ..., 1.0
Oregon . ..., . . e e 1.8
Wah. ... ... ... i e 0.9
Washington. . .. .................... 2.9
Wyoming . .. ... .. L e 0.3

*Dash (—~) = base too small for reliable estimate.

Percent within commuting distance

White
42

30
39
16
30
12
12
47

51
31
39
60
41
48
40
31

0
24
49
19
51
43

Mexican

Biack American®* Total
47 47 42
24 — 29
60 —_ 41

0 - 16
— — 30
19 - 12
- — 12
89 — 47
48 55 51
- - 31
42 30 38
48 66 60
58 48 42
— — 48
— — 40
- - 31

0 - 0
38 16 22
75 - 49
— - 20
53 — 51
— — 43

Table B. Percentage of different populations within commuting distance
of a free-access college in each metropolitan area of 1 miilion or more!?

Population

Metropolitan area in millions
Anaheim ... ... ....... ... . .. ..., .. Q.70
Gy . o e e 0.29
Fringe .. ... .. ... . e 0.42
Atlanta . . . ... ... ... e e 1.02
City . e e 0.49
Fringe . ... ... ... . ... ... . . . ... 0.53
Baltimore . .. ............. ... . .... 1.73
Gty o o e 0.94
Fringe . ... ... ... .. ... ... .. Q.79

*Dash (—) = base too smali for reliable estimate.
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White

89
100
81
29
18
36
38
36
39

Mexican

Black  American  Total
- 89 89
- 100 100
— 81 81

9 - 25

4 - 13
28 - 34
36 - 37
38 - 37
25 - 38



Table 8 continued

i> Percent within commuting distance
¢ Popuiation Mexican
1r. Metropolitan area in miflions White Black American Total
B0BOSION L. 2.60 3 2 - 21
Oy o e e 0.70 16 0 - 15
Fringe .. ... ... . L 1.90 35 16 - 35
-; BUFAIO .« v vt e e e 1.31 33 10 - 32
Y &« v e e e 0.53 19 2 - 17
L FANGE « v v ettt e e e et 0.77 42 60 - 42
b CNICAEO. + v e e 6.22 57 63 58 58
; Gty o o e e e e 3.56 69 63 582 67
: FANGE oo ee e eeie e e ean 2.67 45 61 - 46
i Cincinmati. . . ..... oottt 1.27 5 1 - 5
i CIY o e e 0.50 0 0 - 0
FRRGE o o et et e e e 0.77 11 8 - 10
§ Cleveland. . ... ... 1.91 21 42 - 24
: Gty o o e e e e e e 0.88 24 43 - 30
; FHNGE v vt e e e et e 1.03 22 - - 19
Dallas . . . v vttt e e e e e e e e e 1.12 10 34 32 14
| Oy v e e e e 0.68 11 41 39 18
i k FrNGe . vt v it e e e 0.44 S 7 - 7
C U DBMVEL v e e e e e 0.93 34 50 42 35
ClY o e e e e 0.49 46 51 54 47
o= T 0.44 22 - 13 22
(5= 1+) I 3.76 29 24 - 29
CY o e e e e 1.67 13 22 - 14
FINGE o v ottt et e e e e 2.09 39 42 - 39
[ (010 =1 1o ] 1.42 18 23 11 18
CItY o v e e e e 0.94 10 27 5 13
Fringe . .. ..ov i 0.48 31 9 24 28
“ Kansas City. . .o v oo e v ee e e 1.09 17 82 - 21
- Oy o e e e 0.60 35 54 - 38
! Fringe ............. ... i 0.50 0o - - 0
. ! LosANngeles . ... ... ...t i 6.04 59 38 71 58
: { ClY o e e e e 2.82 45 26 51 44
: ; Fringe . ... ... 3.22 69 74 88 71
. N Y 171 0.94 43 95 — 50
! Oy o e et e e 0.29 95 20 - 94
N : FANGE « v oot e e e et e 0.64 28 &2 - 31
MIWAUKEE .« o v v oo et et e e e e 1.28 19 92 - 23
o711 2 0.74 32 93 - 37
Fringe . ..... ..., 0.54 2 - — 2
Minneapolis . .......... ... 1.48 25 26 - 25
(71172 0.80 26 27 - 26
Fringe . . ... ..., 0.69 24 - - 24
Newark . . . . v vt i i it e e e 1.69 27 71 - 33
ClY o e e 0.41 68 94 - 77
FANGE o oot e e e e 1.28 14 35 - 20
"‘\" *Dash (—) = base 100 small for reliable estimate.
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Table B continued

Population
Metropolitan area in millions
NewOrleans . . .. . ... ... v 0.91
City . . .. 0.63
Fringe .. ... ... . ... . . . 0.28
NewYork . . ... ... ... . i, 10.69
City. ...... .. 7.78
Fringe . . ... ... .. .. .. 2.91
Paterson . . ... ... ... . o 119
City. . ... . 0.28
Fringe . ... ... . .. . . 091
Philadelphia . . . .. ... ... .. o 4.34
City. ... .. 2.00
Fringe . ... .. ... . .. . . . ... . 2.34
Pittsburgh. . . . . ... ... ... oo o 2.41
City. . ... ... 0.60
Fringe . ... .. . ... .. . . .. .. 1.80
StLouis .. ... . .. 2.10
City . . ... . 0.75
Fringe . ... .. .. .. . ... . 1.35
SanBernardino . .. ................. 0.81
City .. ... o 0.22
Fringe .. ... ... . . . .. . ... . 0.59
SanDiego .. .. ... ... . 1.03
City . . ..o 0.57
Fringe .. ... ... . . .. . . . 0.46
SanFrancisco . . . . ... . o 2.65
City. . ... o 1.11
Fringe . ... ... . . . ... . 1.54
Seattle. . . . . . . . ... ... . 1.11
City . . ..o e e 0.56
Fringe . ... ... ... .. . . .. . .. e 0.55
Washington,D.C. . . . ... . ... ... . ... .. 2.08
City . . ..o 0.76
Fringe .. . .. .. . . . e 1.31
AllmMajor SM3At . . v o oo 65.81
City .. ... . 32.58
Fringe . ... ... .. . ... . . oo 33.23

*Dash (—~) = base too small for reliable estimate.
t Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
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Percent within commuting distance

White

31
43
12
30
30
29

Black

34
40

4
21
20
27

0

0

0
43
48
32
48
48
45
80
78
12
61
95
36
49
50
55
44
80
54
56
75
81
45

41
42
37

Mexican
American

50
42
68

Total

32
42
10
29
29
29

0

0

0
29
29
29
28
35
26
46
71
32
45
77
32
39
31
49
56
37
68
45
32
57
7
82
65

37
37
37
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#  Table C. Population characteristics of the states®
i Percent Population
i Population  population per square Percen! Percent
in millions  increase mile urban black
(1967) (1960-67) ({1960) (1960) (1960)
UnitedStates . . . . .. ... ... .. ... 198.0 10% 51 70% 11%
Northeast: . . ... ........ ...... 482 8 273 80 7
Cornecticut . ... .............. 2.9 15 521 78 4
Maine . . .. ... .. 1.0 0 31 51 0
: Massachusetts. . .. ........... .. 5.4 5 657 84 2
b NewHampshire . .. ... ... ... .. 0.7 13 67 58 0
CONewdJersey. ... 7.0 15 806 89 9
NewYork . ... ... ............. 18.3 9 351 85 8
Pennsylvania. . ... ............. 11.6 3 251 72 8
Rhodelsland . . . .. .. ........... 0.9 5 817 86 2
oo Vermont. Lo 0.4 7 42 39 0
DoSouth: L. 614 11 63 59 21
S Alabama .. .. e 3.5 8 g4 55 30
P OAMKENSAS L . ... 2.0 10 34 43 22
© o Delaware . ... ... 0.5 16 225 66 14
COUFIONdA .. 6.0 20 92 74 18
COGEOMGIA . L 4.5 14 68 55 29
PoKenlueky L. 3.2 5 76 45 7
Polouisiana . ... 3.7 12 72 63 32
PoMaryland L L. 3.7 18 314 73 17
| O MissiSSIDPI L .. 23 7 46 38 42
Y NothCarolina . . . v o 5.0 10 93 40 25
L OKEhOMA. . ..t 2.5 7 34 63 7
i SouthCarolina. ................ 2.6 9 79 a4 35
LTeNNesSee L ... 3.9 9 86 52 17
[ Y-S 10.9 13 36 75 12
virginia ... 4.5 14 100 56 21
- WestVirginia . . ........... ... .. 1.8 -3 77 38 5
[ Midwest: . .. ................. 55.1 7 69 69 7
Eomingis . . ... 10.9 8 180 81 10
CoIndiana L. 5.0 7 129 62 6
owa. . 2.8 0 49 53 1
- 2.3 4 27 61 4
i Michigan . . . ... .............. 8.6 10 138 73 9
. Minnesota ... ... oL 3.6 5 43 62 i
oMissouri. L L. 4.6 6 63 67 9
i Nebraska ., . .. ... ............. 1.4 1 18 54 2
. NorthDakota.................. 0.6 1 9 35 0
Ohio. . . .. .. i 10.5 7 237 73 8
SouthDakota. . ... ............. 0.7 —1 9 39 0
Wisconsin, . . ... ... ... .. ... ... 4.2 6 73 64 2
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Table C continued

black
(1960)

1%

E-N

= N =2 =2 NDNOOoOoC =N WwwW

Per capita
income
(thousands
of dallars,
1967)

$3.1

3.5
3.9
2.6
35
3.0
3.6
3.7
3.1
3.2
2.8

2.6
2.2
21
3.7
28
2.5
2.4

Percent Popuiation
Population population per square Percent Percent
in millions  increase mile urban
(1967) (1960-67) (1960) (1960)
United States . . . . . . .. ... 198.0 10% 51 70%
West ................ 33.0 17 16 78
Alaska. . . ............. 0.3 19 - 38
Arizona . .. ............ 1.6 24 16 75
California . . ............ 19.2 21 100 86
Colorado . . ............ 2.0 12 17 74
Hawaii. . .. ............ 0.7 15 99 77
Idaho . ... ............ 0.7 4 8 48
Montana . ............. 0.7 3 5 50
Nevada . . ... ................ 0.4 53 3 70
NewMexico . ........... 1.0 5 8 66
Oregon . . . ... ... . 2.0 13 18 62
Utah. .. .............. 1.0 i4 11 75
Washington. . . .......... 3.1 8 43 68
Wyoming . ............. 03 -5 3 57
*Less than 0.5.
Table D. Employment and income characteristics of the states?®
Percent of 1960
labor force in: Percent
of state
Manufac-  White-  in farms
turing collar (1960)
UnitedStates . . . ... ... ............... 27 4 49
Northeast: . . . ... .. .................. 33 44 34
Connecticut . . .......... ... ... . . ... 40 44 28
Maine . . .. ... e e e e 33 35 16
Massachusetts . . . . .. ... .. ... .., 36 44 23
New Hampshire . . ... .................. 40 36 19
Newdersey. .. ............cuvv.v..... 36 45 29
NewYork . . .. .. it e e e 29 47 44
Pennsylivania. . ... .................... 36 40 M
Rhodelsland . . .. ... .................. 39 38 20
vermont. . . . ... e e e e e 25 38 50
South: . . ........ ... ... .ol 21 38 64
Alabama . . .. ... ... e 27 34 51
ArKaNSas . . . . . e e e e e e e 20 33 49
Delaware . . . . ... .. it e e 33 43 60
Florida .. 13 43 44
Georgia . . . . o i e e e e e 26 35 53
Kentucky . . ..o oo i 21 34 67
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%\ Table D continued
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UntedStates . . . . ... .......

{ louisiana . . . ..............
B Maryland . ... ............
& Mississippi . . ... ... ...

NorthCarolina. . ............
Oklahoma. . . ..............
SouthCarolina. .. ...........
Tennessee . ... ............
TeXas . . . . v v e
Vieginia . ... oL oo
WestVirginia . . . ............

<)
£
]
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Minois . . ..........c.uu...
Indiana . .................

Kansas .. ... .......covo...
Michigan . ................
Minnesota . ...............
Missouri. ... ...,
Nebraska . . ...............

Alaska. ... ... ... ... ... ...
Arizona ... .. ... .. .
Californfa . . ...............
Colorado . . ...............
¢ Hawail. .. ... .. o oL
Idaho .. ... ..............

Washington. . . . ............
Wyoming . ............ ...

Percent of 1960
labor force in:

Manufac-
turing

27

White-
collar

41

38
46
29
31
42
30
35
41
40
36

40
42
37
37
42
40
41
40
39
35
40
34
37

46
49
43
47
46
42
37
40
41

44
42
45
45
40

Percent
of state
in farms
(1960}

49

36
55
61
51
81
47
60
85
51
39

80
85
80
94
96
4
60
75
97
93
7
92
60

30

0
55
37
58
€0
29
69
16
60
35
24
44
58

Per capita
income
(thousands
of dolfars,
1967)

$3.1

24
3.4
1.9
24
26
2.2
2.4
2.7
2.8
2.3

3.3
3.7
3.2
3.1

3.0
3.4
3.1

3.0
29
25
3.2
2.6
3.2
3.4
3.6
2.7
3.7
3.1
3.3
2.6
2.8
3.6
2.5
3.1
26
3.5
3.0
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Table E. Ratios representing educational attainment by state!s

Ratio of high school
graduates to all
18-year-olds

(71963)

United States . . . . . .. VAl
Northeast: . . .. ... .. 75
Connecticut . . .. .... 79
Maine . ........... 71
Massachusetts . . . .. .. 77
New Hampshire . . .. .. 70
New Jersey. . ... .... .75
NewYork.......... .73
Pennsylvania . . ... ... 77
Rhodelsland . . .. .. .. 67
Vermont. .. ........ .79
South: . .......... 60
Alabama ... ....... 60
Arkansas . ......... 62
Delaware . . .. ...... 72
Florida ........... .63
Georgia........... b5
Kentucky . . .. ...... .54
Louisiana . .. ....... .62
Maryland . . .. .. .. .. .68
Mississippi . ... ... .. .54
North Carolina . . .. ... 60
Oklahoma. ... ...... 70
South Carolina, ... .. .55
Tennessee . . ... .... 62
Texas . . .......... .59
Virginia . . ......... .54
West Virginia . . , ... .. 66
Midwest: . . . . .., ... 78
Minois . . .......... 74
Indiana . . ... ...... 75
lowa............. 85
Kansas ........... 85
Michigan . . ... ..... 77
Minnesota ... ...... .87
Missouri. .. ........ .76
Nebraska . . ... ..... 82
North Dakota. . . ... .. 85
Ohio............. 73

* College freshmen include only degree credit students.

202

Ratio of college
freshmen to

all 18-year-olds ®
(1963)

.36

.35
44
22
43
27
.39
34
.30
.30
.28

.28
19
.30
32
.38
.20
25
29
.35
28
22
.38
19
.26
.33
.25
25

.38
47
.33
40
46
34
39
38
44
43
32

Ratio of college
freshmen to all
high school
graduates®
(1963)

51

AT
.56
.31
56
39
53
47
39
46
35
47
32
47
45
.61
.35
A7

A6
51
52
.36
54

34
42

57
46
38

49
83
44
47
54
A5
45
50
54
51
45

Ratio of college
freshmen to ail
high school
graduates*
(7968)

57

59
67
.35
.66
45
59
A
43
67
34

52
47
.55
49
.65
A1
49
Ag
52
64
A1
.62
39
46
61
47
42

.55
.68
46
53
64
51
.52
.56
.56
62
.51
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Table E continued

Ratio of high school  Ratio of coliege
frashmen to
all 18-year-olds®

graduales to all

18-year-olds

(1963) (1963)
United States . . . . . . . N4 .36
South Dakota. . . ... .. .80 41
Wisconsin, . .. ...... 87 .36
West: . ........... .76 53
Alaska. .. ......... 42 .20
Arizona . ... ....... 67 A1
California . , .. ...... .78 .63
Colorado . . ........ 69 .38
Hawaii. . .. ........ 73 .35
Idaho . ... ........ .76 A7
Montara .. ........ 76 45
Nevada . .......... 60 42
New Mexico .. ...... 60 28
Oregon . .......... 83 45
Utah............. .79 44
Washington., . . . ... .. 77 44
Wyoming . ... ...... 76 48

* College freshmen include only degree credit students.

Ratio of college  Ratio of college
{freshmen to al! freshmen to al

high school high school
graduates* graduales®
(1963) (1968)

.51 57

.51 .56

41 48

70 .69

47 46

61 97

80 75

.55 61

48 64

62 62

59 59

70 .53

47 .50

54 64

56 57

.57 .73

63 .70

Table F. Distribution of students to college by statet (fall 1968)56

Ratio of

college freshmen

to high school
graduates

UnitedStates . ... ... .............. 57
Northeast: . . .. ................... 59
Connecticut .. .................... 67
Maine . .. ... e e e e 35
Massachusetts . . ... ... ............. 66
New Hampshire . . ... ............... 45
Newdersey. . ... .. ..t v vnan 59
NewYork. ... ........ ... . cuuee.. 71
Pennsylvania. ... .................. 43
Rhodelsland . . . . ... ............... A7
Vermont. . .. .. . . .. e .34
South: . ................. ... .. .. 52
Alabama . ............. .. .. ..., 47
Arkansas . . ... ..o i e e e e .55
+ Degree credit students only.
203

Column 1 distributed to:
Public  Private  Qut-of-state

.39 09 .09

.28 15 16
26 13 28
19 .05 1
24 28 14

21 .08 a7

20 .09 .30
.39 .18 14
.21 a2 10
.30 19 18
15 07 12

37 .08 .07
.35 .06 .06
39 .08 .08




Tabie F continued

Ratio of

college freshmen  Column 1 distributed to:

to high school

graduates Public  Private  Out-of-state
UnitedStates . . . ... ............... 57 39 .09 .03
Delaware . . . . ... ... ... ... .. 0., 49 23 .08 18
Florida .. ... . ... ... . . 0., .65 49 .06 10
Georgia. . . . . e e e M .28 086 07
Kentucky . . .. .. ... ... ... ... ..., 49 .35 .08 .06
Louisiana . . .. . ... ... .. e e 49 42 .03 .04
Maryland . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ..., 52 .32 .05 15
Mississippi . . . . . ... e e 64 52 .07 .04
NorthCarolina . . .. ... .............. A1 25 12 04
Oklahoma. . . .. ....... . ... ... .62 49 .08 05
SouthCarolina. . .. ................. 39 18 13 .08
Tennessee . . . .. .. e 46 31 .09 .06
TeXas . . .o v e e e .61 49 N8 .03
Virginia . ... .. 47 .26 .07 14
WestVirginia . . . ................... 42 31 .06 .05
Midwest: . . . ... ........ .. .. ... ... .55 .39 .08 .08
MBNOIS . . v v v v e e e e e .68 .43 A1 14
Indiana . .. ... ... e 46 .32 .08 .06
JOWa . & . o e e e e .63 .30 12 1
Kansas . .. ... .. ie i .64 49 .08 07
Michigan . . ... ..., ... . .. .51 41 06 04
Minnesota . . .. .. e e .52 .39 07 .07
Missouri. . . . .. ... e e 56 41 07 .08
Nebraska . . . . . . . i i e L6 42 .07 .07
NorthDakota. . . . .................. 62 52 .02 .09
Ohio. . . e e 51 35 .08 .08
SouthDakota. . . . . ...... .. ... .56 39 .09 .08
WISCONSIN. « . v v vt i e e 48 38 .05 0o
West: . ...... .. ... ... .69 .58 .05 .06
Alaska. . . v . e e e e e .46 17 J6 .23
Arizona . .. . .. e e e 97 88 01 .08
California . . . . .. . . o i e 75 66 .05 04
Colorado . .« v e e e e .61 50 .02 .09
Hawaii. . . .. . .. . i e e e e .64 A .06 A7
Idaho . . .. .. i e 62 .38 12 12
Montana .. ... .. ... .0t .59 44 .04 1
Nevada . . .. . ot it ittt e e 53 37 .00 .16
NewMexico . .. ........... ... ... 50 37 .02 1
Oregon . ... v i e e e 64 50 .06 .08
Utah. . . .« . oo e e e 57 45 .09 02
Washington. . . . ...... .. .. . 0 .73 .63 .05 .06
Wyoming ... .. ... o .70 .65 .00 15
204
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Table G. Some pertinent educational characteristics of the states
[ FTE* in

f State appropriations’ New freo-access free-access colleges
5 Percent two-year colleges Percent
e Per capita  of income (1958-68) Average  of all FTE
United States . . . .. ... ... $31 0.8+% 339 1,090 46%
Northeast: . . . . .. ....... 25 0.7 64 902 22
¢ Connecticut . . .. ........ 27 0.6 1 642 34
£ Maine .. .............. 27 0.9 0 0 0
: Massachusetts . . . .. ... ... 16 0.4 10 909 17
: New Hampshire . . .. ...... 15 0.4 1 155 4
; NewJersey. .. .......... 18 0.4 9 1171 28
L UNeWYOrk . . 34 0.8 16 984 23
i Pennsylvania . . .. ........ 21 0.6 15 1,021 20
i Rhodelsland............ 33 0.9 1 1357 13
. Vermont. .............. 31 1.0 1 316 17
[ South: ............... 27 09 126 833 50
Alabama .. ............ 21 0.8 13 688 65
© o Akansas .. ... ... ... 24 1.0 1 930 77
: Delaware . . . ... .. ... ... 32 0.8 1 518 17
! Florida . .............. 32 1.0 21 1,700 79
! Georgia. . ... 27 1.0 8 560 32
DooKentucky . ... 30 1.1 0 472 35
! Louisiana.............. 27 1.0 3 1,257 75
P Maryland .. e 25 06 7 745 51
3 Mississippi . . .0 000 21 09 4 625 71
© NorthCarolina........... 35 13 24 503 33
| Okahoma. . ............ 24 0.8 0 620 37
i SouthCarolina........... 20 0.8 11 508 29
Tennessee . . ... .. ... ... 22 0.8 5 829 47
PoTexas ... 31 1.0 16 1,143 63
EovVirginia ... 26 08 1 575 23
© WestVirginia . ... ... 30 11 1 557 44
! Midwest: . . . . . ... ... ... 32 1.0 78 N7 34
boOINOIS L 37 09 26 1246 48
Dondiana .. e 30 0.8 0 0 0
Podowa. e e 37 1.0 5 437 26
L Kansas . ...k 35 1.0 3 622 51
Michigan . . .. .......... 35 09 16 1,364 47
Minnesota . ............ 35 1.0 9 724 43
Missouri. .. ............ 28 0.8 8 1,067 39
Nebraska . . ... ......... 34 1.0 2 527 29
NorthDakota. . . .. ... .. .. 38 14 0 604 58
Ohio................. 22 0.6 5 1,358 1
SouthDakota. .. ... ...... 28 1.0 0 324 13
Wisconsin. . . ... ... .. 39 1.1 4 658 34

* First-time enroliment.
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Table G continued

State appropriations’ New free-access ;::e-;rc):cess colleges
Perceni two-year colleges Percent

Per capita  of income (1958-68) Average of all FTE
United States . . . .. ... ... $31 08+4+% 339 1,090 46%
West: ... ............. 43 1.2 71 1,729 71
Alaska. ... ... ......... 48 1.1 0 301 91
Arizona . . ... .. .. 39 1.3 5 2,369 67
California . . ... .. .. ..... 39 0.9 31 2,538 80
Colorado . . ... ......... 43 1.2 6 808 49
Hawaii. . .. ... ......... 57 1.5 0 806 44
Idaho . .. ............. 42 7.4 1 1,182 77
Montapa .. ............ 39 1.2 1 535 61
Nevada . . ............ 33 0.8 0 0 0
New Mexico . ... ........ 37 1.3 1 411 40
Oregon . . ............. 43 1.2 11 1,046 48
Utah. ... ............. 38 1.3 1 906 31
Washington. . . . ... .... .. 57 14 12 1,675 73
Wyoming .. .. ... L. 46 1.3 2 642 100

* First-time enroliment.

Reference notes to tabies A to G

1. See Chapter 2 for a description of the methods used in producing the estimates in Tables A and B.

2. Estimates of accessikility to free-access colleges in Tables A and B were computed for Mexican Americans in
the five Southwestern states in which the 1960 census 2numerated that group. Estimates for Puerto Ricans were
restricted to New York and Chicago, the only cities with substantial Puerto Rican porailations.

3. The first two columns of Table C and the iast column of Table D come from the Statistical Ahstract (U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1968). The other data in these two tables are for 1960 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1967).

4. Thefirst three columns of Table E contain ratios of educational attainment for 1963. These data were reported
by Rice and Mason (1964). The last column of Table E comes from two sources: data collected in the residence
and migration study of fall 1968, and estimates of 1968 high school graduates by state. | am indebted to Messrs.
F. C. Nassetta, T. H. Drews, and W. V. Grant fur providing this information prior to publication. Ratios for edu-
cational attainment of 18-year-olds is not included for 1988 because current inter-census estimates of the size
of various age groups in the 50 states do not appear stable enough to separate individual age groups and
form reliable ratios.

5. In Tabie F the ratio of college freshrnen to high school graduates for 1968 is broken down according to the
type of college attended. All these ratios are based on the unpublished data mentioned in note 4 above.

6. It seems clear that there are some distortions in the 1968 ratio of college entrants to high school graduates
shown in Tables E and F. The New York ratio is probably high by .15 because that state reporied all rondegree
credit students as degree-credit to UsOE in fall 1968, Arizona is probably high by .10 because one large institution
reported nondegree credit students as New York did. Even at that, the Arizona ratio it still extremely high
(.97 as compared to .61 five years earlier). Various inquiries did not yield any satisfactory explanation for this
unusually high access rate, but it may relate to the large immigration and the many adults in Arizona colleges.

7. State appropriations for higher education refer to the 1969-70 academic year (Chronicle of Higher Education,
1969c¢). In order to express this figure as a percentage of income, it was divided by per capita income for 1967
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1968) adjusted upward by 15 percent to account for inilation.
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6. Implications of state profiles

As institutions and culture become increasingly standardized, variety is worth
seeking. Perusal of the 50 state profiles in the foregaing chapter does not go
unrewarded. Despite a frequent sameness in the solutions that educators pro-
mote, the picture of accessibility of higher education does vary a good deal from
state to state. Indeed, it is because of this variation that the data describing the
access situation in each state serve a useful purpose. How can these variations
be characterized? What have we |learned that can be generalized beyond purely
local situations? This chapter outlines prototype models and problems that may
be useful in efforts to improve educational opportunity in systems of higher edu-
cation.

A principal difficulty in grappling with such relatively recent and complicated
ideas as ''equal opportunity for higher education'' is the fact thal we are notsure
what all the problems are and at what level they can be dealt with most effec-
tively. Glenny (1970) has documented the tremendous impact federal legislation
can have on access to higher education over the next decade. It is equally clear
that, in the last analysis, real educational opporturiity will be provided only by the
institutions and their faculties. The role of state and urban systems is still devel-
oping. Palola et al. (1970) credit state planning with helping higher education
cope with quantitative expansion, but seem in basic agreement with Mayhew
(1269b) who holds that state agencies have had little success in working on prob-
tems of cultural minorities and the educationally disadvantaged — not that there
has been much success in any quarter.

Nonetheless, the state profiles suggest a variety cf problems that seem to be
basically state or metropolitan problems. Furthermore, educationa! opportunity
has been historically a state responsibility and, in particular, matters connected
with location of public colleges have been typically state prerogatives. This tradi-
tion may stem from the federal constitution, but its present rationale is more ap-
propriately connected with political realities and the comprenension of local
affairs that development of accessible higher education implies.

[tis, in fact, the need for efficient systems of higher education operating in the
broad public interest that has generated the remarkable growth of planning and
coordinating mechanisms in the past decade. if, as Miller (1962) states, a major
function of such agencies is to coordinate the location of colieges, then the
characteristic ways in which institutions are and are not accessible to potential
students must necessarily be a matter of primary concern. The following sections
depict the most common models of state organization of accessibie higher edu-
cation, describe 13 important restraints on accessibility, and outline several
complementary ways in which state or local systems might interpret and gauge
accessibility.
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Six state models

As we have seen the free-access colleges are almost exclusively public. Still, the
nature and organization of those colleges that provide accessitle higher educa-
tion vary considerably from state to state. In some casesthe term ''model” is too
specific, implying an organization and purpose not really present. Nevertheless,
there are several fairly distinct models— whether they result from extensive plan-
ning or a situation inherited from a previous generation. The important fact is that
the nature of the colleges and the way they are governed have a critical bearing
on what kind of educational opportunity they are able (or likely) to provide for
how many people.

It seems reasonable to assume that the six models described below are differ-
entially effective because the various local circumstances and purposes difter.
In actual fact most states tend to rely largely on one model aiid when they do
use a combination, there is frequently little overall coordination. Variety may not
be a virtue in itself, but Gardner (1969) has written compellingly of society's ur-
gent need to maintain diverse institutions— be they social, political, or educa-
tional. System planners should carefully examine the strengths and weaknesses
of these and other models and relate them to specific local conditions and needs.

Comprehensive community colleges

It is widely assumed that the comprehensive community college, having botti
transfer and terminal cccupational programs, is the most promising means for
meeting the social expectation of universal opportunity for higher education.
There are some 15 states that rely on this model almost exclusively. These tend
to be the states that have been the most active during the past decade in ex-
panding educational systems, developing master plans, and strengthening
statewide coordination. The best known examples are California, Florida, and
lllinois.

Other states, such as Michigan, New York, and Washington, have developed
strong community colleges but with somewhat different governance patterns
from those of California, Florida, and lllinois. Connecticut, Massachusetts, and
New Jersey illustrate the very recent move of some Northeastern states to ex-
pand postsecondary opportunity by means of community colleges.

The community college movement has had a fervent and, al times, uncritical
following, though the early vision of this institution’s vital social role has certainly
been vindicated. The purpose and conception of this institution have increasing
validity; in fact, the analysis of changing conditions of college admissions out-
lined in Chapter 1 dramatizes the extent to which social attitudes and conditions
have caught up with the original purpose of the community college. Even sym-
pathetic observers recognize, however, that these colleges have a way to go in
solving some fundamental problems: high attrition rates, insufficient interest in
occupational programs, and difficulty in meeting the needs of disadvantaged
students.
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Right now the community college is undoubtedly the most generally useful
answer to the need for more free-access institutions, though it may have pro-
gressively limitect educational and political viability as a two-year college in urban
areas. This is cne way to say that other existing models sihould not be dis-
counted —~first because they probably represent components of long-range so-
lutions, and second because they amount to a substantial investment that will
provide much of the educational opportunity for the foreseeable future in many
states.

Senior institutions

Some eight or ten states rely mainly on senior institutions to provide accessible
higher education. These range from states like Louisiana and Tennessee, which
have free-access senior colieges located in proximity to a substantial proportion
of their population, to states like Maine and Nevada, which have no free-access
institutions at all but do have somewhat less-accessible senior colleges in the
main population centers. This group of states tends to share two common char-
acteristics. Most have not emphasized state coordination and planning, and they
have not given much attention to the goal of comprehensive postsecondary edu-
cation.

A strong case can be made for the four-year free-access college, particularly
when it is conceived as a comprehensive, community-centered institution in an
urban area containing enough population to justify it. lronically, most of the
states that have continued their emphasis on free-access senior colleges are not
urbanized. The major drawback of most senior colleges with respect to the free-
access function is, of course, the fact that their offerings are largely restricted
to traditional baccalaureate programs for traditional students.

Comprehensive community colieges and senior institutions are examples of
somewhat different approaches ‘o the whole question of access to higher edu-
cation. As indicated, the development of systems of higher education is typically
much more advanced in those states that use the first model. There is another
group of some 10 states that has maintained aspects of both models—some
free-access senior institutions pius a larger number of comprehensive commu-
nity colleges. These include Alabama, Colorado, Maryland, Texas, and Virginia.
The coordination of higher education in these states ranges from well-organized
to almost nonexistent.

Technical institutes

Eight or ten states have substantial enroliment in postsecondary technical insti-
tutions, which are of two distinct types. North Carolina and South Carolina have
a number of technical institutes that are listed in Opening Fall Enrollment by the
U.8. Office of Education and are included here as free-access colleges. Several
other states— notably Georgia, Louisiana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin— have
large numbers of students in postsecondary area vocational schools. The exact
situation is hard to assess because, for some reason, it is very difficult to obtain
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accurate information about vocational enrollment beyond that supported by the
federal government (Swanson, 1968).

Many of these institutions have developed strong and diverse programs in
technical and vocational education. Even though the absence of traditional
transfer programs is a weakness, it is also a strength because these institutions
are thereby free of some of higher education’s problems and are consequently
able to devote their energies to a single job. The technical institute model has
not received the attention it merits and this neglect is symptomatic of a major
problem: in most states there is very little evidence that this type of vocational
education has been integrated into statewide planning. Until it is, the students,
the institutions, and the states seem very unlikely to realize technical education’s
full petential in equalizing educational opportunity.

Transfer institutions

In a few states free-access higher education is provided largely by junior colleges
that stress the transfer function. Most also have occupational curriculums, but
enrollment in terminal career programs is relatively small. Georgia, Kansas, and
Minnesota are examples of states emphasizing transfer institutions. This model
is frequently, but not always, accompanied by the development of postsecond-
ary vocational schools. A principal weakness is the limited number of alterna-
tives available to the transfer-oriented junior college in helping students find
acceptable and useful alternatives to unrealistic academic aspirations.

Extension community colleges

The free-access colleges in Alaska, Hawaii, and Kentucky are examples of a
unique situation. In each of these states accessible higher education is provided
largely by a system of community colleges that operates as an extension of the
state university. It is an important departure in governance. The principal advan-
tage would appear to be the direct connection between the resources of the uni-
versity and the service commitment of the community colleges. The principal
disadvantage probably is the danger of the community colleges taking on the
coloration of the university. The systems in each of these states are guite new,
and it is too early to say whether their experiments will develop a strong new
breed of community colleges or a set of somewhat unusual branch campuses.

Branch institutions

Branches of public senior institutions have been a traditional means of providing
broad opportunity, but this grcup now includes practically no free-access insti-
tutions except in the three states just mentioned. There are several states like
Ohio, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina with extensive branch systems that
could have a substantial effect on the accessibility of higher education in those
states if the units were more accessible. An important part of the rationale of the
branch institution is improving accessibility. The fact that branches—except
those set up as community colleges— perform this function to a very limited
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extent would seem sufficient reason for educators to reexamine the objectives
of individual branch campuses. There is certainly a variety of important and
unique functions that branches do or can serve—including professional retrain-
ing in urban areas or utilization of unusual facilities for special programs. Itis less
certain that branches can retain the policies and style of the parent institution (as
most do) and extend educational ojpcrtunity to many additional students not
now continuing beyond high school.

Thirteen restraints on accessibility

As the state profiles suggested characteristic models of accessibility, they also
suggested characteristic restraints on accessibility. Incidentally, and perhaps
symbolically, there are more than twice as many restraints as models. These re-
straints represent problems in various states suggested by the relationship be-
tween demography and educational resources. Consequently, they are all asso-
ciated with the nature or location of institutions. There is no intent here to include
other obvious restraints on access that are normally associated with students
(that is, motivation, deprivation, and so forth) or to suggest that those problems
are any less critical than they are usually assumed to be.?

The 13 restraints described briefly in the following paragraphs tend to be
problems that act indirectly to deprive students of equal opportunity. Also, most
tand to transcend the interest and authority of individual institutions. A few are
quite familiar, bui many have either not been recognized or have been too fre-
quently icnored. Most are the Kinds of problems that require systemwide atten-
tion and planning. Data provided in the profiles of those states cited as examples
should be sufficient to identify the nature of the restraint. Beyond this, useful
discussion of the problems depends very much on careful consideration of local
conditions in individual states.

1. insufficient colleges

The most common and obvious reason for geographic limitation in the acces-
sibility of higher education is the simple fact that most states do not have enough
public coileges to offer proximal education to most residents. As indicated in
Chapter 4, solving the problem could require as many as 1,000 new institutions.
So, it is safe to say that almost ali the states will get along in the near future with
fewer colleges than the number equal opportunity might imply as optimal. Some
with low coverage like Indiana, Nebraska, and New Mexico have a more dif-
ficult immediate problem.

2. Selectivity

There are several states where selectivity has a critical effect on estimates of
accessibility. For example, in Maine and Nevada accessibility is rated very low

1. Folger and Nam (1967) have assembled a variety of useful census information on factors related to access.
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because major state institutions in populous areas are moderately selective. As
another illustration, moderate selectivity of branch institutions has a noticeable
effect on the overall accessibility of higher education in Pennsylvania and Wis-
consin. Because of the fact that selective public colleges are more prominent
than they are numerous, selectivity has less effect on the national estimate of
accessibility than one might guess. If, for example, all inexpensive but mod-
erately selective colleges were included as free-access institutions, the national

percentage of the population living near an accessible college would advance
only from 42 to 49 percent.

3. Tuition expense

Cost is obviously a major factor in access to higher education, but in this study
much of the cost factor is translated into the differential expense associated with
proximity. There are some states (Marylarid, Nebraska, Ohio, and South Caro-
lina, for example; where tuition restrains accessibility more than it is typically
restrained in public institutions. In most states, however, the public institutions
were largely under the 1968 tuition limit of $400 set for free-access colleges, and
the private institutions were considerably above that level. Consequently, in the
nation as a whole, estirnates of the proportion of the population living near a
free-access college would not be affected much by including institutions with
tuition $100 or so above that level. New methods for studying the effect of cost
on accessibility are described on page 216.

4

4. Shortage in the cities

It has been noted in Chapter 4 that the cities are frequently shortchanged with
respect to free-access higher education. Three-quarters of the largest urban
areas have a major deficiency in accessible higher education. More than 100
principal cities have no free-access college at all. The profiles of Chapter 5 pro-
vide numercus examples —see California, Michigan, New Yoik, and Texas.

5. Competing coileges

A subtle and very frequent restraint on accessibility of higher education in many
states is the disinclination to place a free-access college in a city where a major
public institution is already located. As is usually the case, that major institution
is relatively inaccessible, so the population does without a free-access college.
Atlanta, Knoxville, and Salt Lake City provide illustrations. A special case is the
selective state university with a nonselective general college. it is not at all clear
whether such institutions can have a comprehensive free-access role, but cur-
rent admissions pressure on urban colleges suggests that the model should and
will be studied carefully,

6. Minority balance

Asindicated in Chapter 4 there are numerous examples of individual states and
cities where blacks are less likely than whites to live near an accessible col-
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lege— or vice versa (see California, Maryland, and New York). They simply illus-
trate one more general type of potential bias in accessibility. In different metro-
politan areas or states there may be various racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic
minority groups that deserve specific attention in system planning.

7. Segregation

Like minoritv balance, there are many forms of segregation — de facto and other-
wise. The racial segregation of many colleges, particularly in the Deep South, is
perhaps the best known and most critical form. More generally, segregation can
mean any representational imbalance in the actual enrollment of institutions.
Such imbalances may result from many causes; they may be rational or irra-
tional, obnoxious orinnocuous. The main point is that social pressure for univer-
sal and equal educational opportunity does not allow such imbalances to be
simply ignored.

8. Inadequate programs

If the idea of equal opportunity for higher education has any teeth to it at all, one
must assume that a free-access college should offer enough curriculum choice
to attract a wide variety of students. For this reasoir many specialized institutions
were immediately excluded from this study. But of the colleges classified here
as free-access, there are several types whose offerings limit the extent and na-
turs of the access they provide. Examples include the county teachers colleges
of Wisconsin, the technical institutes of North Carolina, and the transfer-oriented
junior colieges of Georgia.

9. Limited coordination

There are now only three states (Delaware, Indiana, and Vermont) that have no
coordinating body for higher education; but in those states that do have such
agencies, many have been formed quite recently and, in general, they operate
with uneven effectiveness. The quality of statewide coordination can have a criti-
cal bearing on various aspects of access to higher education. It is particularly
critical in integrated educational-vocational guidance, program articulation
among institutions, and the development of mutually beneficial relationships be-
tween education and the business community.

10. Underdeveloped colleges

A very important restraint on the accessibility of higher education is the fact that
many colieges are entirely too small and poorly developed to serve their com-
muting areas effectively. There are a few such colleges in many states; in some
itapproaches a statewide problem (see lowa, New Hampshire, and New Jersey).
Speaking more generally, the impression is that inadequate development of
the existing colleges (that have smali enroliments) has often been a more seri-
ous restraint on educational opportunity than the absence of accessible in-
stitutions.
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11. Sparse population

States like Alaska and Montana pose special problems because it is not geo-
graphically possible to put a college near a large proportion of their populations.
A more general problem not usually appreciated is the fact that rural youth have
alow rate of college attendance (Cowhig and Nam, 1962), and some 10 perc 2nt
of the nation's population live in counties too sparsely populated to support a
college. Sparse population poses the very real problem of how to provide equal
opportunity when most prospective students are destined to mature in areas dis-
tant from any higher institution.

12. Transtfer problems

Another critical problem is that of maintaining continued opportunity for individ-
ual development of aspirations encouraged by free-access to the thirteenth year.
Transfer opportunity is a necessary concomitant to free-access two-year institu-
tions, but there are serious problems. Dropout rates are high (Sanders and
Palmer, 1965; Florida Research Council, 1969); space and financial aid are often
lacking for those who do persist (Willingham and Findikyan, 1969; San Fran-
cisco Chronicle, 1968). It seems imperative that state planning boards recognize
the full implications of widely available junior institutions. These institutions must
be backed up with e.dequate transfer opportunity if free-access higher education
is to be moie than a lukewarm cooling out.

13. Inadequate information

This final item may not be a restraint in the same sense as the preceding ones,
but it is a point worth noting. Since social and political forces provide much of
the impetus for what is and is not done in extending educational opportunity,
relevant information in the public domain can have an important bearing on
legislative and administrative decisions that determine the accessibility of higher
institutions. It is doubtful, for example, whether some of the Midwestern states
would have allowed creeping inaccessibility to overtake their public institutions
if the facts had been well known. It is also doubtful that a progressive state like
Connecticut would have overinvested in new community colleges in recent years
if there had been a factua! basis for giving higher priority to program develop-
ment. These observations provide a convenient introduction to the following
section on developing factual bases.

Ways to interpret and gauge accessibility

This report is, in effect, a detailed exposition of one way to interpret and gauge
the accessibility of higher education. It emphasizes a necessarily limited but
standard measure — percentage of population within commuting distance of a
free-access college— which can be applied to various regions, populations, and
so forth. This measure provides a useful frame of reference, but the data should
be of greater benefit in provoking questions than in providing definitive answers.
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The reader who wishes to insist, for example, that a free-access college shc..d
have an annual tuition no higher than $300 may well be correct, but he wili have
successfully missed the point.

It has been shown that there are wide variations in how states handle and fail
to handle the responsibility of providing educational opportunity beyond high
school. There is also a wide variety of imbalances and restraints on accessibility
that a standard measure, like the one used in this study, helps to reveal. Rather
than give undue attention to *he data reported here, interested administrators
and researchers should focus attention on the problems suggested and on ways
to collect pertinent information that will clarify the real conditions of educational
opportunity in the context of local circumstances. In other words state systems
should monitor and evaluate accessibility in a variety of ways that go beyond the
data and scope of this report. Some of the possibilities in evaluating acces-
sibility are as follows:

Local analysis of accessibility. An obviously desirable first step might be to
undertake an analysis of accessibility generally similar to the procedure of this
study but using current information and various alternate definitions of a free-
access college. Detailed local analysis can and should take into accounti future
plans and unusual circurastances not widely known. Local studies can provide
a variety of more useful and realistic estimates of accessibility than is possible
in a national study, but a primary benefit is the understanding gained through
the process of developing such methods of evaluation.

The effect of prox‘mity. Since proximity is so dependent on local circum-
stances, any analysis of accessibility is greatly improved by study of actual
commuting patterns and residence of students such as those carried out at
Chicago City Junior College (Willis, 1358 and 1964). There is also a great need
for additional work on the effect of proximity upon the rate of college attend-
ance — particularly of marginai students, minorities, and others of various socio-
economic conditions.

Enroliment. There are many reasons why an inexpensive, nonselective college
may not provide educational opportunity for the people in its immediate area.
One simple and objective measure of the extent to which it does is the institu-
tion's enroliment compared to the number of potential students within commut-
ing distance. Enrollment breakdowns of a college can be related to a variety of
appropriate baselines in the surrounding area: high school graduates, minority
populations, special occupational groups, the adult population, and so forth.

Varieties of selectivity. The actual details of the admissions process at an insti-
tution are often difficult to obtain even with legal sanction, but any study of
accessibility in a system of higher education is likely to be incomplete without
understanding admissions criteria. In addition to formal policy, it is just as impor-
tant iv know the number and nature of those students actually admitted and
those turned away. There is, for example, the selection that resulls, even in
California, from gross inadequacies of space in relation to number of applicants
(San Francisco Chronicle, 1969) and the bottom-half students who never apply
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to a nominally open-door college because the freshman flunk rate is too well
known.

Financial aid deficit. A useful method of evaluating the effect of cost on access
to college is to estimate the total financial aid deficit in a given system—that is,
total college cost minus total funds avaitable for all anticipated students or any
particular subgroup of students. By using various components and parameters
it is possible to estimate financial restraint on accessibility under a wide variety
of hypothetical conditions and aid programs. A computer-based Financial Aid
Study Tool (FAST) based on this method has been developed by the College
Board and has been used in connection with state planning in Florida and
California.

Positive attraction. The social reality of marginal college students suggests
that accessible higher education must be more than passively available. Many
thriving community institutions project a positive attraction based partly on ag-
gressive public relations and local recruiting. Another important element is the
administrative flexibility in procedures, scheduling, awarding credit, and course
requirements, which makes college attendance practical for the student with
special problems and little interest in academic trzdition.

Student migration. The extentand nature of student migration within and out-
side a state can provide valuable information concerning the relationship of
educational resources and student demand. Recent studies in Georgia {Martin,
1969), Utah (Grant, 1968), and Virginia (Clear, 1969) illustrate how access to
college is reflected by student migration in those states.

Availability of programs. Whether a coliege does offer access to educational
opportunity depends, in the last analysis, on the students’ interest in its pro-
grams. An important element in gauging the accessioility of postsecondary edu-
cation in a system is the extent to which there is sufficient variety to appeal to
the interests and talents of most prospective students. For example, one mini-
mum rule-of-thumb for a coriprehensive free-access college might be to include
one or more associate or baccalaureate programs in each of the following tnaior
areas: education, technical fields, business, health professions, and public serv-
ice. Availability of relevant curriculums brings us full swing into the question oi
what the student seeks access to. The following chapter moves a step beyond
this study in exploring briefly the implications of that question.
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7. Making access equal and relevant

This report has emphasized quantitative problems. It contains data that help to
describe the availability and accessibility of institutions to people. Of course that
is the purpose of the study, but it is also necessary to ask: Access to what?
Having colleges where they are needed is important, but equal opportunity
implies a great deal more.

As higher education moves out of the convulsive 1960s, its most critical prob-
lems deal directly with this matter of opportunity. Rebellious students cast doubt
on the value and relevance of the educational experience; minority demands for
open admissions raise perplexing questions concerning the very natuie of op-
portunity; and everyone questions, not where the money has to come from
(Washington), but when it will be available and how it must be packaged. Sim-
plistic solutions that involve merely opening a number of free-access colleges or
creating completely open admissions at all existing institutions are not likely to
prove genuinely useful over either the long or short range.

Open admission to all programs and institutions of public higher education is
not viable at present under any imaginable conditions short of general revolution.
There is the obvious fact that completely open admissions to all colleges would
erode the value of the opportunity sought and undermine public confidence in
higher education—and probably much of its value as a national resource. Of
more significanceis the fact that individuals will always differ greatly in the nature
and extent of their competence, and those differences have to be harnessed in
a sorting and striving prcsess that is vital for the effective operation of & modern
society in competition with other modern societies.

It is undoubtedly true, however, that this nation has exaggerated the competi-
tive instinct and, both willfully and inadvertently, has managed to subjugate
broad groups of people to social indignity and economic tribulation. The urgent
necessity is to exp.and educational opportunity in ways that will be truly usefut
to the individual and to society. This will require a greatly broadened basis of
opportunity including a variety of institutions and programs within institutiors,
well-known aventies for seeking opportunity, articulated means for moving to
higher levels that demand more competence and offer greater reward, and ready
means for continuing intellectual and career self-renewal. This means having
some institutions and programs that are selective in various wavs and a great
many to which access and continued enroliment is determined primarity by in-
terest and pregress toward an educational or career goal.

No matter what directions higher educatior takes over the next decade, there
is ample evidence that more of the same is not enough. A central problem is the
fact that many young people are not intellectually oriented; typically only 30 to
40 percent have a positive attitude toward various school subjects (Tillery et al.,
1966). There is good reason to believe that we have already fanned a desire and
expectation that traditional colleges cannot meet. Many minority youth attend
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college reluctantly and only out of a feeling of economic necessity (Jaffe and
Adams, 1969; Knoell, 1966). Middle- and upper-class youth have additional rea-
sons for their alienation from traditional institutions. Keniston (1965) cites such
sacial tensions as the sepsaration of work and family, the shattering of conven-
tional community, and chronic social change.

So while there is an obvious need to increase the number of accessible col-
leges and to increase the level of financial support to students and to institutions,
there is an equal or greater need to make opportunity real— to make it relevant
to the needs of individuals and the problems of society. This ultimate outcome
of education—its worth to the individual and to the nation—is just as much the
responsibility of community leaders as of educators. The following sections sug-
gest ways in which education must be relevant and means whereby institutions,
systems, and states can foster relevant opportunity.

What is educational relevi..nce?!

The relationships between higher education and the rest of contemporary soci-
ety are far too complex to permit capturing in Limple and durable terms the
relevance of higher education to society. It is particularly true since the most
fashionable and comprehensible examples may be ephemeral and unreliable
indicators of authentic long-range needs. But it does seem reasonable to assume
that relevance refers to whether or not higher education is serving its basic func-
tione on behalf of its primary constituencies. Further, it seems straightforward
encugh to imagine the primary constituencies as individuals on the one hand
and society on the other. If one then essumes that higher education is mainly
concerned with helping to establish social roles and providing modes of action
for carrying out those roles, these two functions and these two constituencies
suggest four types of relevance: personal, social, educational, and economic.

Personal relevance

Higher education has perscnal relevance to the extent that it helps individuals
find their roles in society. This means first the equal opportunity for individuals
to gain access to appropriate educational experiences. Since education beyond
high school is a voluntary move to an institution somewhat unconnected with the
secondary level, there are many possihilities for de facto imbalances in opportu-
nity associated with race, class strata, economic condition, and so forth. Such
differences are extremely important because they carry with them the assump-
tion of underlying social restraints. Those restraints are commonly assumed to
inhibit motivation and hamp-=r individual freedom.

Personal relevance also implies an effective and humane guidance and ad-
missions process through which individuals seek opportunity. it means the op-

1. This discussion of four types of relevance is based on a miuch more detailed and somewhat differently organized
earlier paper (Willingham, 1970).
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portunity for students to understand their strengths in the context of a wide
assortment of competencies and career possibilities. Of course such under-
standing must be built upon a coordinated plan of educational opportunity and
continuing guidance information. 't is hard to overstate, however, the importance
of maximizing the individual's sense of free choice, new alternatives, and control
of his destiny.

Perhaps, most important of all, personal relevance is reflected in the quality
of the educational process. As stated so well by Axelrod et al. (1969):

"“For most people, getting an education appears to be a matter of acquiring
units of information; how much one acquiresis in direct proportion to the number
of semesters spent in college. There is rarely any suggestion that a college edu-
cation might improve the individual, that it might broaden his horizons, liberate
him from dogma, from prejudice, or frominternal conflict that limits his humanity.
Seldom does any member of the general public visualize a college education
helping a student to find himself, and rarely does he think of education as con-
sisting of a total experience embracing not only courses and examinations, but
also opportunities for students to try new styles of life, to learn from each other,
or to form their beliefs thraugh involvement in controversial issues."

The question is whether the educational experience will contribute to the
growth of a mature and competent adult, able to contribute to society and sup-
port its basic values. There is urgent need to give much closer attention to the
development of the studen: —the development of his career, his competencies,
his personal interests, and his view of the world. Renewing the faculty's tradi-
tional interest in the student is commonly regarded as the key to this difficult set
of moblems. There is also the more concrete need to develop improved bases
for understanding what a student knows and doesn't know when he leaves sec-
ondary school. The concept of setting specific objectives to work toward has
much merit in meeting the here-and-now needs of disadvantaged youth and the
middle-class objections to irrelevancy. Bloom (1968) and Popham and Husek
(1969) have recently described different aspects of this new approach to curric-
ulum design and evaluation.

Social relevance

In performing the basic function of defining social roles and responsibilities,
higher education serves the broad interests of society by providing pres-
sure-release mechanisms in times of stress. The pressure-release mechanism
works in one way to marshal national resources and apply them where they are
needed. Kerr (1963) and Galbraith (1967) give considerable emphasis to the
marshaling function; Galbraith calls higher institutions the most important re-
source of the modern industrial system. There are other times of stress that call
not so much for application of resources as for adjustment of roles throughout
society. As Gardner (1968) has described the educationai system, it is the in-
dispensable instrument of the revolution in social organization.

A striking period of social adjustment occurred during the return of veterans
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to civilian life atter World War Il. The country is now faced with a far more serious
task of social reorganization involving a substantial proportion of the minority
and majority population. Perhaps the best line of evidence concerning current
problems of socia! relevance may be found in the nature of student protests.
Peterson’'s (1968) study is particularly revealing. Of 27 types of protests included
in his survey, the notable fact is that every one of the six most frequent types
involved moral issues such as the Vietnam War or racial discrimination. One in-
terpretation of the student rebeilion is that it is the acting out of needs felt deeply
by students but not sufficiently channeled by the existing educational frame-
work. The blasé inditference that angers and turns off students is by no means
the whole story, but it provides substantial challenge for improving the social
relevance of postsecondary education. There appear to be two major problems.

The first is the inadequate sense of community and social commitment that
students find on most campuses. Tt s fact that much discipline-oriented course-
work is removed from real problems causes students to agitate for action and this
agitation, in turn, convinces many obs.ervers that the university is best kept far
away from any issue of real consequence. A second major problem, not un-
related to thefirst, is the fact that expanding educationai opportunity has brought
the reality of new types of students and the difficult job of providing relevant edu-
cation for them. Most innovations have been of three types: minority culture pro-
grams, compensatory programs in conventional settings, and the New Careers
movement (Riessman and Popper, 1868) that emphasizes education coordi-
nated with work in a definite career line.

These forms of social relevance— a social commitment and the flexibility to
serve new students— have a direct bearing on educational opportunity in fairly
obvious ways. Inadeguate commitment 10 problems of society or the immediate
community reinforces an impression of institutional detachment hardly attractive
to educationally marginal youth.

Educational relevance

in the present framework educational relevance refers to teaching individuals
effective modes of action. If educational opportunity is to mean anything, it must
last through to a useful outcome. New matriculants who end up as resentful
dropouts or apathetic accumulators of dubious credits amount only to deceptive
statistics. Two principal issues are what the colieges teach and how they teachiit.

There has been a continuous debate on what the colleges should teach in
order to lead to the most useful outcomes. Hutchins (1968) constructs an elo-
quent defense of liberal education as the individual’s best preparation for a ca-
reer and protection from intellectual obsolescence. Though the argument con-
tains much validity, it runs against the current of increasing emphasis on voca-
tional education and professicnal specialization. It may be that the debate has
largely run its course for a relatively simple reason.

The pace of technological change makes it increasingly important that educa-
tion keep pace with career requirements but insures thut it can never really do
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so. Consequently there is reason to expect mare and more emphasis on retrain-
ing and continuing education, all of which means that relevant education will
have to be more rather than less sensitive to the reality of the working world. In
time this may necessitate a radically different relationship between work and ed-
ucation— one in which the social norm involves intermittent periods of each with
both being aqual parts of an integrated life course. But in the meantime there is
special need for follow-up studies of graduates in occupational programs in
order to better articulate the curriculum with the intended job (Little, 1969).

A second important aspect of educational relevance is how the faculty
teaches. In recent years ihere is wide implicit agreement among various writers
that education can be made more relevant by broadening the conception of in-
struction. First, Katz and associates (1968) suggest that instruction should be
broadened to modes other than the traditional academic-conceptual (for exam-
ple, esthetic-artistic, people-oriented, motoric expression, and the art ot socia-
bility}. Second, Mayhew (1969a) argues persuasively that most students can
profit from a variety of experiences such as independent study, understanding
of a different subculture, a sustained off-campus experience, and experience
with the use of new media. Third, it is possible to broaden the methods of instruc-
tion through a wide variety of technological innovations already developed at a
limited number of colleges (L. Johnson, 1969). Itis also suggested thatinstruction
should take place in situations other than the class and laboratory whenever
possible in order to ‘'reflect the world beyond the campuses in e¢ery feasible
way'' (Hazen Foundation, 1968). Fifth, new kinds of faculty need to be recruited
from among the skilled and dedicated people in nonacademic professions (Katz
and associates, 1968). Finally, student reseniment of the grading system (Mus-
catine, 1966) is one more reason for developing additional methods for evalu-
ating student accomplishment (see, for example, Davis, 1965).

Ecounomic relevance

Education has economic relevance to the extent that it develops modes of indi-
vidual action that are beneficial to society at large. That is, economic relevance
stems from the relation of education to work. Most observers readily agree that
the development of human resources is a vital national objective— as most agree
that education is a primary route to a better job. Most of the interesting and im-
portant questions are somehow more complex than these two truisms. For ex-
ample: What is the economic value of education? How much education is needed
at what levels? How are manpower requirements matched with educational
specifications?

Becker's (1964) provocative theory of human capital suggests that the rate of
return for individual investment in education is substantial. It must be noted,
however, that this pioneer analysis is concerned almost completely with mone-
tary gain and does not include indirect effects an the economy, social benefit,
or nonmonetary gain to the individual, each of which may be judged a more criti-
cal outcome of education.
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There are a good decl »f data availabie but few empirical grounds for agree-
ment on how much education the economy needs. Various writers have sug-
gested that additional vocationa!l training may be necessary to reduce un-
employment among youth (Arnow, 1968). Jaffe and Froomkin {1968) point out,
however, that the number of jobs dropouts can perform is increasing faster than
are the number of dropouts. These authors argue that higher unemployment
rates of blacks and youth generally mus? be atiributed to the fact that employers
give preference to better educated applicants, which implies, in turn, that the
principal effect of additional training would be to place different people at the end
of the unemployment line.

The Mediterranean Regional Project is one of the first attempts to develop
educational plans on the basis of comprehensive manpower reguirements.
Hollister's (1967) empirical evaluation of this model verities that manpower re-
yuirements have a considerable effect on the educational system, but two prob-
lems loom large. Small errors in estimating technological change have significant
effects on the occupational structure and consequently wipe out careful esti-
mates of manpower requirements. But the weakest link and most serious prob-
lem in the manpower estimating procedure is the lack of precise knowledge re-
garding educational needs associated with each occupation.

If these problems are to submit to useful solutions, it is important to develop
better means of anticipating what skills and competencies society needs. Only
through a broader view can the educational requirements of the economy be
protected from the vagaries and parochialism of professional interest. !t should
be added that fluctuations in national priorities can have a tremendous impact
on manpower requirements (Lecht, 1969). These complicated questions of eco-
nomic relevance are simply one good example of an overriding problem. A guar-
antee of equal and relevant educational opportunity implies a number of respon-
sibilities at the institutional, state, and national level. It is advisable to consider
briefly the nature of those responsibilities and some of the means for meeting
them.

Fostering relevant opportunity

The foregoing discussion of relevancy in higher education suggests a number
of specific problems. It is also evident that the idea of equal and relevant oppor-
tunity implies some very broad operating objectives. These may be described as:
insuring unbiased access to appropriate programs for all individuals; developing
a.:d maintaining an integrated and continuing guidance and admissions system
that emphasizes individual choice; maintaining a coordinated and efficient sys-
tem of postsecondary education including all levels and types of programs; uti-
lizing human resources so that the educational system effectively matches man-
power need with individual interest and competence; enhancing career and
personal development in a manner that is relevant to each student's needs—
particularly those who have experienced social disadvantage.
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These implied objectives are awesome in their complexity, their scope, and
their potential impact on people’s lives. While all these ideas exist in theory,
there are precious few practical models. It is also clear that these objectives do
not necessarily reflect the interests of the faculty and often not individual institu-
tions. They ure primarily public interests; and public interests typically must be
guarded by public action. The conclusion is a simple one. If students and society
want relevant educational opportunity, then some degree of *'central” planning
and organization naturany follows. What ‘central’ means depends on where one
sits in ihe overall scheme — student, faculy, institution, educational system, state
government, or federal government.

In any event it is not simply a question of whether there is enough good inan
objective to overcome the disadvantages. In part, the objectives just outlined are
incompatible with one another. And there are several important sources of ten-
sion that are likely to affect any planned program of educational oppurtunity.
Some are primarily political relationships: institutional interest versus system
control; meritocratic versus egalitarian selection (partially a question of distribu-
tion of privilege); and individual choice versus governed social welfare. Other
tensions have more substantive foundation. There is the long- versus the short-
range view of the utility and function of higher education —the short visv more
likely being associated with a cost-benefit justification of occupational training
and the long view with interpreting liberal educai:on as a humane institution and
a vital national resource. Closaly related would be the academic-professional
versus the social-political interpretation of the role and function of higher educa-
tion.

Furthermore, programed means of utilizing human resources and influencing
people's lives are socially dangerous because they can easily result in exploita-
tion rather than real opportunity and genuine social benefit. It is for this reason
that itis important to build in mechanisms that give the individual an upper hand
in dealing with systems so large and complicated that they are necessarily im-
personal.

It seems perfectly predictable that these tensions will continue to characterize
the governance and planning of higher education. The philosophical and social
issues will remain. The states will not be bulldozed by the federal government;
the institutions are too strong to take very many orders from many state boards;
and everyone knows the faculty is not easily controlled. But there is tremendous
social pressure and tremendous individual initiative to undertake reform and to
expand educational opportunity. What are the means for working toward these
goals?

The discussion in this and the previous chapter suggests a wide variety of
ways to foster relevant educational opportunity. The tollowing brief outline con-
tains many familiar items and some suggested by this study, though none deal
with the background problems of educational disadvantage. These 60-odd
means of fostering opportunity may be appropriate for any or each of the three
levels: institution, educational system, or state.
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Educationai programs

Minority culture programs to improve the relevance of education for sociaily
different students.

Community action projects to involve the institution in social problems that are
meaningful to stucents.

New prcgrams to foster a broadened interpretaion of student accomplishment
and evaluate their progress.

Programs to encourage the involvement of faculty in the career development
of students.

Maintenance of adequate college guidance services to meet the needs of all
students.

Experiments in student governance to share authority and teach respon-
sibility.

Formal coursework devoted to modes of learning, social coping, and how to
be a professional.

Service and cultural programs to make the institution a familiar and integral
part of community life.

Maintenance of a strong job placement service for recent and older graduates
from the institution.

Access programs

Expanded work-study programs (for example, New Careers) to integrate eco-
nomic and educational opportunity.

Broadened instructional methods that are appropriate for new and different
students and new content. :

Programs to assist unprepared students in achieving mastery of specific skills
that are vocationally or socially useful.

“Search’ programs to identify unrecognized talent.

“Reach’ programs to serve students in sparsely populated areas.

Special admissions programs for students who cannot qualify and succeed
without extra assistance.

Special aid programs for students who cannot afford college costs or the fore-
gone income that attendance entails.

Maximum administrative flexibility in order to serve students who have special
needs or odd schedules.

Institutional and system research

Flexible models of freshman placement in order to maintain continuity between
secondary and higher learning.

Attrition studies to identify ways in which students and institutions may have
failed to convert access into opportunity.

Analysis of the incidence and conditions of altered career plans —the process
and its effect on the student.
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Studies of the effzct the institution has on the values, aspirations, and com-
petencies of its students.

Analysis of the financial aid and admissions decision-making process to de-
termine what values are reflected in the institution's administrative actions.

Examination of transfer policy and student movement among institutions to
reveal possible irrational barriers.

Evaluation of programs designed to expand relevant opportunity for disad-
vantaged students to improve their effectiveness.

Resource studies to project needs for adequate facilities, funds, and faculty.

Surveys of business and industry to determine new programs needed for
emerging occupations.

Projections of manpower needs over a period of several years in order to an-
ticipate demand in existing programs.

Monitoring of economic changes and the labor market to support current
placement activities.

Studies of the accessibility of programs and institutions to students in different
demographic groups.

Studies of commuting patterns and the effect of proximity on access rates of
various minority and socioeconomic groups.

Studies of eniollment in relation to surrounding population to assist in deter-
mining the extent to which institutions serve constituencies.

Analysis of the total aid deficit for various groups of applicants under various
assumptions of income, cost, and aid sources.

Operatioral programs

Early guidance programs to develop realistic aspirations before poor achieve-
ment in school turns the student off.

Computerized educational-vocational information systems to help integrate
the vast quantities of necessary information in a form students can easily
interpret.

Cooperative admissions systems that would reduce cost and confusior: to the
student while spinning off retrieveble data of great value in planning.

Testing programs to describe the background, interests, nreparation, and
special potential of individual students.

Programs to administer financial aid efficiently and monitor its effect.

College locator-recruiter services that help colleges and students find one an-
other.

Financial need analysis to help colleges and students justify equitable need.

Prediction systems for estimating the likelihood of student success in difierent
courses, programs, and instituiions.

Information systems that help the student io estimate the probability of admis-
sion and receipt of aid.

improved information that will teil the student what higher education is really
like and how it varies from campus to campus.
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Programs of credit by examination that recognize the accomplishment rather
than the auspices under which it was achieved.

Programs of advanced placement that give talented students credit for their
preparation and continuity to their study.

Planning and coordination of educational systems

Development and revision of master plans to provide directicn, public justifica-
tion, and broad principles of access to higher education.

Development of guidelines for coordination of relevant prograins among units
of a system.

Development of current bilateral state agreements that maximize opportunity
for career training at minimum cost.

Development of detailed guidelines regarding specific policy issues, such as
transfer admissions, without imposing unjust barriers.

Introduction of comparable criteria, statistics, and definitions that encourage
fair planning across institutions.

Introduction of pianning and budgeting that support efficient operation and
justify expenditures in the broad public interest.

Development of management informaticn that supports rational planning and
budgeting.

Representation of students and faculty in planning in order to balance fiscal
and political forces with social and academic interests.

Enhancement of the accessibility of individual colleges to the fullest extent
provided by a systemn plan.

Funding and development of comprehensive programs at existing institutions
to at least a minimum level that attracts students.

Addition of free-access institutions to maximize the coverage of all populations
within the state.

Development of effective information services to inform the public, trustees,
and elected officials of imbalances in educational opportunity and the need for
programs and the means to fund them.

Surveys of students

A periodic local or state census of student interests, achievement, compe-
tencies, and aspirations to form a benchmark for planning and assessing equal
opportunity.

Studies of the educational needs of special groups of students: minorities,
rural youth, students who discontinue education, adults who come back.

Brief annual or biannual surveys of high school seniors to monitor trends in
the education-career plans of various groups and the problems they face in
seeking education or work.

Social bookkeeping on the admissions process: annual and institutional varia-
tions in applicants, rejects, no shows, enrollment, aid applicants, and aid recipi-
ents.
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Surveys of student reactions to policies, programs, and services.

Longitudinal analysis of attrition and accretion in the number of students origi-
nally interested in a given career and those wio end up there several years |ater.

Follow-up surveys to evaluate the relevance of occupational curriculums to
job conditions and demands.

Migration studies to monitor the flow of studeris from school to different col-
leges within and outside the state.

Follow-up studies of graduates to examine the relevance of the college experi-
ence.
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8. A summary of findings and conclusions

Access to higher education has been affected by several developments of major
significance during the past decade. Extensive federal funding has supported a
guantum feap in the rate of college attendance. The civil rights movement and
the student rebellion have brought intc serious question the academic values
that underlie restrictive admissions and discipline-oriented curriculums. Accel-
erating public expectation now demands that equal ocpportunity for relevant edu-
cation beyond high school is a right not a privilege. The assumption of public
responsibility in order to meet these public interests is reflected in the rapid de-
velopment of state planning and coordination. Greatly expanded research and
technology are becoming an integral part of the whole process of plziining and
monitoring access to higher education.

These developments have changed the fundamental nature of access to
higher education in three ways. They reflect a marked shift from a scholastic to
a societal view of the admissions process. Proximity has been added
to cost and selectivity as an essential consideration in determining the acces-
sibility of higher education. And most important, social change has created a
new level of commitment and accountability that requires public demonstration
that opportunity is equal and education is relevant.

What colleaes are accessible?

In order to determine the accessibility of higher education as of fall 1968, each
college in the country was rated on a five-point scale based jointly on tuition and
selectivity. For the purposes of this study, the two lowest levels were designated
““free-access’’ or simply accessible collzges. Of some 2,600 colieges, 789 or
about 3in 10 are free-access — meaning they accept most high schoo! gracuates
and charge no more than $400 in annual tuition.

Of those colleges that are not free-access, 500 are special purpose or heavily
religious; the remaining 1,300 or so institutions are inaccessible in roughly equal
measure because of cost or selectivity—hut more often both. Free-access
higher education as defined here is almost exclusively public; it constitutes 60
percent of the public and 1 percent of the private sector.

Accessible higher education is also heavily represented by two-year colleges;
they constitute three-quarters of the total free-access group. Three out of ten
public senior institutions are free-access; the same proportion holds for their
branches. Sharp regional variations in accessibility are indicated by the per-
centages of firs:time students who enter free-access colleges: Northeast 22
percent, Midwest 34 percent, S~ ith 50 percent. and West 71 percent.

People and colleges

The 789 free-access colieges were plotted on detailed maps with commuting
perimeters ranging from 2% to 25 miles in radius, depending on the population
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density of the area. Estimates of the number of whites and minorities living within
those comimuting areas provided the basic data for describing the accessibility
of higher education.

Slightly more than 2 out of 5 people live within commuting distance of a free-
access college in the United States. Potential students are least likely to live near
an accessible college in rural areas or in the largest cities. In general, the larger
the metropolitan area the smaller the proportion of people living near an accessi-
ble college. There is, in fact, a serious deficiency of accessible higher education
in 23 of the 29 largest metropolitan areas in the country. In each case less than
one-third of the central or fringe populationiives within the commuting perimeter
of a free-access college. In all, there are 102 metropolitan areas in which the
principal city has no free-access college.

The most serious urban deficiency is in the Northeast, but that region has also
been slow to develop the accessible colleges it has. The West has the most
accessible colleges and the highest rate of college attendance, but it is the only
region where the major central cities have less accessible higher education than
their fringe areas. The striking fact about the West is not so much the existence
of accessible colleges as the liberal funding, advanced development, and heavy
enroliments typical of the region.

A high proportion of the South is covered by free-access colieges, though
segregation of institutions makes some of that accessibility illusory, and limited
resources have retarded development of colleges in some states. The Midwest
was the surprising region of this study. Despite its tradition of accessible higher
education, a smaller proportion of Midwesterners live near a free-access coliege
than is true of any other region.

The analyses undertaken did not reveal gross racial imbalances, though these
estimates of the accessibility of higher education for minorities are undoubtedly
inflated, and there is evidence of racial imbalance in some cities and states. The
largest groups of people who do not have ready access to a college are whites
in the metropolitan Northeast, the rural South, and throughout the Midwest.
Blacks in the South are undoubtedly another such group, though these data are
insufficient to show it.

The various factors that determine college location only infrequently result in
new colleges being placed where they can serve the most peopls. Assum.ng no
great improvement on tiis score, the 550 new colleges recommended by the
Carnegie Commission (1968b) would have the approximate effect of raising the
proportion of the population covered from 4 in 10 to 7 in 10—that is, if the col-
leges were opened immediately.

State models of access

Various types of educational and demographic data were brought together in
order to characterize the accessibility of higher education in each state. This
analysis indicated that the states have used primarily six models of free-access
higher education:
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Comprehensive community colleges. In some 15 states free-access higher
education is almost synonymous with the comprehensive community college.
States like California, Florida, and lilinois have been very active in expanc.ing
systems, developing master plans, and strengthening statewide coordination.
This model still has weaknesses, but the results of this study definitely support
the assumption that the community college is the most generally useful ap-
proach tc expanding educational opportunity in the 1970s.

Senior institutions. Some 8 or 10 states rely mainly on senior institutions to
provide accessible higher education— usually with little emphasis on coordi-
nation. These range from states like Louisiana and Tennessee that have many
free-access senior colleges to states like Maine and Nevada that have only a few
moderately accessible colleges. There are about 1G other states like Colorado
and Virginia; although they have sorrez accessible senior colleges, they have
inoved in varying degrees toward state coordination and community college
systems.

Technical institutes. Some 10 states have substantial enroliment in either
postsecondary area vocational schools or in technical institutes. These are
highly developed in some states like South Carolina but are often inadequately
coordinated with other forms of educational opportunity. In general the very poor
integration of vocational education with other forms of postsecondary opportu-
nity is a serious national problem.

Transfer colleges. In a few states like Georgia and Kansas the free-access in-
stitutions are junior colleges that emphasize the transfer function — sometimes
but not always accompanied by a separate system of area vocational schools.

Extension community colleges. Alaska, Hawaii, and Kentucky are undertak-
ing a significant experiment in governance and coordination of resources. Their
free-access institutions are community colleges that operate as extensions of
the state university.

Branch institutions. Historically, some seven or eight states like Chio and
Pennsylvania have used branches of senior colleges to extend educational op-
portunity. In 1968 very few branches were free-access except those formally
organized as community colleges.

Restraints on access

The data of individual states indicate 13 ways in which the availability of free-
access colleges is restricted:

Most states have insufficient colleges to cover the population.

In several states selectivity of public institutions has a noticeable effect on
accessibility.

In some states cost restricis access, but most public colleges have lower tui-
tion than the $400 guideline of this study.

Many major urban areas are seriously shortchanged in accessible colleges.

Smaller cities with a prominent but relatively inaccessible senior institution fre-
quently lack a free-access college.
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There is a wide variety of potential and obvious minority imbalances, though
these particular data revealed relatively few.

Segregation is a major and general type of restraint reflected in enrollment
patterns.

Lack of coinprehensive programs is an important restraint on the student's
interest in higher education and its value to him.

In many states inadequate coordination restricts opportunity in a variety of
ways,; inadequate articulation of vocational education is a major problem.

In many states underdeveloped colleges are a more serious restraint on op-
portunity than the lack of free-access colleges.

Sparsely populated areas are a major problem; they cannot support conven-
tional colleges but have many poor students.

Inadeauate space and aid for tra. sfer students are serious restraints on the
spirit and reality of free-access higher education in even the most progressive
states.

Inadequate information concerning the conditions of educational opportunity
has acted as an implicit restraint when inequities have not been revealed.

Problems of quality

The quantitative problems of providing accessible higher education make it aiso
clear that there are serious nualitative problems in converting access to opportu-
nity. These can ba grouped under four general types of relevance: personal, so-
cial, educational, and economic.

Personal relevance implies an effective and humane guidance and admissions
process that results in truly equal opportunity regardless of race, socioeconomic
condition, or academic preparation. There is an urgent need to give: much closer
attention to the development of the student— his career, his competencies, his
interests and attitudes, plus concrete and useful educational cutcomes.

Social relevance is the capacity to marshal resources and reorganize social
roles. One critical problem is the fact that students often fail to find or the cam-
pus a sense of community and social commitment that they regard as essential
for the national welfare. A second major issue is the fact that expanding educa-
tional opportunity brings the reality of providing appropriate education to cul-
turally different minority and majority students who often have little interest in
traditional academic life.

Educational relevance includes the partially incompatible goals of teaching a
currently useful skill while emphasizing a liberal education to protect the idivid-
ual from intellectual obsolescence. It also implies flexible use of methods of in-
struction that respect individual difierences, fit different content, and recognize
the values of educational experiences beyond the purely academic ones.

Economic relevance requires a reasonable fit between educational specifica-
tions and manpower requirements. Critical unsolved problems include e gen-
eral level of education needed at present, the educational requirements of dif-
ferent occupations, and reliable means of projecting manpower needs.
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Fostering relevant opportunity

If equality of opportuniiy has any rea! meaning;, it must be relevant to individual
ard social needs. The problems of providing it are awesome in complexity and
scope. These are matters of vital public interest that frequently transcend the
primary concerns of faculty and often even individual institutions. As such, they
require extensive planning, ceordination, and evaluation by colieges, systems,
and states. There are many ways in which relevant educational opportunity may
be fostered:

Access prngrams to locate and bring in new students under conditions that
meet their needs.

Educational programs to move the institution closer to society, the faculty
closer to the student, and the student closer t¢c an understanding of himself ard
the adult world.

Institutional and system research to evaluade procedures, resources, and pro-
grams and how they are related to the desirable outcomes ot the educational
process.

Operational programs to assist the student in planning his education, the insti-
tution in operating effectively, and the educational system in efficiently man:ug-
ing its operations.

Planning and coordinaling to enharice comprehensive opportunity, utilize
human resources effectively, protect the individual and public interest, and jus-
tify the commitment of resources.

Surveys of students to support the planning function, improve programs,
monitor the quality of educational opportunity, and inform the public.

Some general impressions

Writing in 1960 on educational goals for Americans, John Gardner stated:

“In dealing with students, the first goal is equality of opportunity. By 1970 we
should have achieved a deeper understanding of this phrase than ever in the
past. We should have become keenly aware of all of the forces that limit individual
growth, and should have learned much about how to cope with these forces. We
should insist that regardless of the individual's economic level, regardless of his
color, whether he lives in a modern suburb or the backwoods or a city slum, he
should receive the best we can give in the way of opportunity and encourage-
ment to develop whatever abilities he possesses."

Certainly no one can deny that we have reached a deeper understanding of
the meaning of equality of opportunily during the past decade. But the data of
this study amply illustrate how far we have 1o go in meeting the national goal of
providing higher education within commuting distance of most of the population
(Eisenhower Commission, 1960; Carnegie Commission, 1970). Less than half
of all Americans live near an accessible college, and there is good evidence that
this condition puts them at a distinct disadvantage. It is a conservative estimate
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that each year more than 500,000 youths do not continue education beyond
high school simply because they happen not to live near an accessible college.!

We have not provided with this statistic, or with others included here, any sort
of definitive answers to the question of accessibility of higher education either
nationally or particularly in local areas. It is important to say again that the defini-
tions ustzd here can give only the most general indications of accessibility. Much
of the intent of this study is to urge closer local attention to the real conditions
of college going as outlined in the latter part of Chapter 6. Furthermore, Chapter
7 goes into some detail to say that living near an accessible college does not
guarantee access to genuine opponunity, a useful education, or an enriching
experience. The data do, howevei, provide clear indications of some serious
problems, and they also relate to matters of general educational strategy.

There are many geographic imbalances in the availability of higher education,
but the inadequate coverage of major urban areas is a general case so serious
as to require special emphasis. Considering the urban problems of physical
decay, deprived populations of poor minorities, and the constricting lack of indi-
vidual alternatives, the addition of inadequate educational opportunity in many
cities is best described as repressive.

There is no doubt thatthe country needs far more community institutions than
it has at present, but in many states the development of existing colleges is
just as urgent a problem if not imore so. There are many colleges with quite a
small enroliment, limited programs, and a narrow view of their responsibility to
the world around them. In any community that has a free-access college, a
primary guestion is whether that college has been devetoped sufficiently to actu-
ally provide relevant opportunity to a significant proportion of the local popula-
tion. Over the long range, it seems entirely likely that community service and con-
tinuing education are even greater needs in development of local institutions.

As with most complicated socia! problems, these matters depend very much
on commitment and leadership, but one cannot escape the impression that a
massive increase in funding is a critical necessity. New levels of expenditure will
surely be rationalized in legitimate educational and economic terms, but the
basic goals are social and the motivation is political. It seems not at all a simple
question of massive funding in order to meet quantitative demand and to carry
on the development of an increasingly expensive enterprise, but rather re-
sources that will be required to achieve the metamorphic transition of higher ed-
ucation into a rather different social institution.

The evolving expectation, not fully articulated, is that higher education wil!
serve new functions including the support of a radica:!v different life style, the

1. Studies by Koos (1944a), Trent and Medsker (1965), and Bashaw {1965) all indicate that the proportional rate

of college attendance is higher in those communities with an accessible junior college than in those without one.
The proportionafly higher rate can be estimated from data reported in those three studies at 2.4, 1.6, and 2.1,
respectively. Assuming the most conservative differential of 1.6 and some 65 percent of high school graduates
eventually attending college, one would estimate an additional 540,000 college entrants if all (rather than 42 per-
cent) of the current 3 million high school graduates lived near an accessible coliege.
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reestablishment of community identity, and a calculated redistribution of privi-
lege. Such mind-boggling change does not come about easily or quickly, but
such possibilities suggest the need to understand the process of change a great
deal better. Many of the problems we are dealing with here are subtle processes
of social organization and individual growth. There is no simple cost-accounta-
ble index of career development, equal opportunity, or utilization of talent. They
are process phenomena that have to be organized and evaluated through time
in a complex network of people, Lrograms, and policies. Higher education is not
expert in these matters, and therefore it is vital to develop the competence and
the values in institutions and systems that will be necessary to work toward the
social expectations developed over the past decade. Recently proposed legisla-
tion (Chronicle, 1969d) may support such development by strengthening state-
wide coordination and programs of career education.

The prospect of additional structure in an overiy organized society suggests
a good measure of sober caution and a careful scrutiny of what values may be-
come institutionalized in the process. Doermann (1968) has urged flexibility in
the mechanisms by which students distribute themselves to college. McConnell
(1962) warns that we know far too little about “fit"" to even consider assigning
students to programs or colleges. Gardner (1969) describes the essential need
to maintain a broad diversity among social institutions and how they operate.

Perhaps the root problem of access to higher education in the 1970s is how
to expand equal and relevant opportunity as rapidly as possidle without slipping
into one or both of the alternate chasms — stiffling individual choice or crippling
higher institutions. There must be quality institutions with sufficient autonomy to
develop the advanced academic disciplines or to meet local needs as the college
and its community see them. There must be mechanisms which guarantee that
students retain controi over their decisions so that utilization of talent does not
mean exploitation of the individual and more steps toward a mechanistic society.

There can be added brief notes of pragmatic pessimism. The problems of
unequal opportunity stem from a variety of social conditions. Jencks and Ries-
man (1968) have written persuasively on the tendency to exaggerate the role of
higher education and its social effects. Bowles (1969) goes further in expressing
doubt that real equality of educational opoortunity can be achieved without a
major and improbable redistribution of political power. An important implication
is the need to mobilize individual communities in support of the new meaning of
equal opportunity for higher education.

These various impressions are simitarly directed. The aspiration of expanded
educational opportunity requires much greater efiort, though it will not be quickly
realized. Grand solutions deserve the caution they receive, and when all else
fails, there is much virtue in treating symptoms.
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