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_ is generally-iow in states with high tuition.

) Buréau of Labor Statisti¢s’ calculations of famiiy'

Therate of full-time csl[ege attendance among 18 to
24 year old students has declined precipitousty in
recent years, particularly among students from low-

- and middle-income families. -

)

Thg percentage of high school graduates going to
college is especially low in states with high tuition.

- T .
o

’
The percentage of Vietnam veterans going to college -

.

A University of Wisconsin study fourfd that lowering

* tuition increases the.number of;students going

ontocollege. '

- Arecent Stanford Rese‘érc% Institute study shows

that students from low income families would be -

" extremely responsive to a reduction in tuition rates..

)
-

U. S. Census data shows that families are especially-
hard hit right now because an unusually large
number have more than one dependent in college
atthe same time. . . - - .o

4

budgets indicate that very few familles have adequate
funds to meset college costs. ‘

. : ' : ’

Current student aid programs.are not adequateto -
meet the needs.of most students, even the poor. They

- are particularly ingdequate for working-class and

middle-income students, arid for older and .
part-time students. . .

\ »

Each of the above facts will be documented in this
pamphiet. Each shows why there is a growing *
concern across the pation that tuition and other
student charges are too high for many American
students and families. U




INTRODUCTION

For-over 150 years, the American people

. have accepted the principle that tuition

should be kept as low as possible at public
institutions:'state universities and colleges,
teachers’ colleges, community colleges,
and postsecondary vocational schogls. .

. - ~
The reasons are obvious. Most Americans.

- have seen low-tuition higher education as

an extension of the free public elementary
and secondary schoal system; an
extension that becomes more logical and
more necessary as the complexity of
modern society increases. This system has
resulted in an extremely well-educated
population which/has made the United
States the most ptoductive.and the most
technologically-advanced country in the
world. Universal free or low-cost education
is seen by most Americans as one of the
most fundamental safeguards of our

democratic way of flife. = .-

Through low-tuition colleges, millions of -
Americans have risen occupationally and -
financially, made a greater contribution to
our society, and also paid much higher
federal, state, and local taxes. Research

also shows far more individual and social - -

stability among the college educated:
lower rates of family mstablllty, poverty,
unemployment, and crime; and far less
dependerice on costly government
social.services.
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‘Unfortunately, even today mMygy qualified
people are excluded from the benefits of:

: o higher education; by the costs of college in
" | most cases, sometimes because of their

. sex (historically, fewer women than men- .

. wd have had the chance to go to college), or -
) - | because of rdace or religion. But the G.I.
«- . Bills after World War Il, the widespread * =
o .growth of public as well as private college
' . gcriucation, and the beginnings of a

ational student aid system have shown
» omise' that these shortcomings can
L 1 be overcome. ,

Yet today, Americans seeking a colleq®

‘| - education are in real trouple, Mafe high
: /'t schoal students are graduating each year,
- - but fewer of them arg-going on 1o any

- : - | college. Rates;e)f; ege-going and full- / ‘

o .| time attendanceare falling precipitously

o . | among dependent students from families .
: with incomes under $15,000 and even

among those with higher incomes..

. What s rﬁore, college-going varies greatly
- according'to the state and locality in
which a person lives. c

The most important single reason
declinie in higher educational opgortiity

1 since about 1968.is student chafges. Hard-"

pressed governors and state législators
have raised tuition and other charges as a

i+ way of balancing state budgets, sometimes
~.w{th the mistaken belief that “there is = *
enpugh student aid to-take tare of anyone

- |- who wants to go to college,” or that

“‘fqwer people want to go, anyway.” - .
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The overwhe(mlng majority of Americans—

working-class, lower-income and middle-
- income people, whites and noriwhites—still- .
o, want themselves and their children to

. have education and training far which they
are qualified.and in which‘they are

interested. Yet this greatma
organized in any state to

ajority is not
ork effect:vely

'for low tuition, to make possible

.

educational- opportunity for all, orto fight =~ |
. for the adequate appropriations for higher

education which are necessary in order
to make low tumon and quality educatlon

possn/J,e

~ This pamphlet bnngs together data from

S

many governmental and non-governmental .

sources to make the overwhelming case
that mfany people now are kept out of
college because of.student charges'\ .
-especially tuition; an that a' major effort is
needed to help reverse the trend toward |

higher student charges and lower.

+

enrollment rates. Anferiea’s thi

rd century

\

holds serious challenges and great

promise. It.is no time for Americans to turn
their backs on over 150 years of progress— *
toward universal opportunity for educatlon
beyond the hlgh school level.

-

-
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The rate of full-time college-going is
declining precipitously, especially
among low- and middle-income
~ families. This is true even though the
number of college age students is

- increasing eachyear, -

- . & - . .
Data'collected by the United States ° .
Census show that between<1969 and 1973
there Has been about a 20 percent drop in -
the percentage of 18 to 24 year old’
dependents from families earning less
than $15,000 going on-to any college on a
{ull-time basis. There has béen an 8 _
percent drop in the percentage of students
from families over $15,000 in the same -
perlod T .

Y

Fhese figures include riot Dnly poor and
disadvagtaged fanilies but also lower- and
middle-income families making up to
$15,000 a year. (Median family incomeis - -
about $13,000, so that more than half of
- all American families are affected.)

A careful examination of all factors Wthh
‘affect this drop in college-gcung reveals -
that cost to the student is one of the most

[ significant factors. Data showing high

‘enroliments for the 1975-76 académic
year aﬁnany colleges are probably
misleading. The 1969-1974 enroliment
data,indicate a serious, Iong-term enroll-
nIent proSJIem

The ove {I decline in full-time attendance -

. rate—13.8\percent—corresponds with the
“results of another survey conducted in
1975, A Fi ot National City Bank of New
York study found that 12.8 percent of

Americans indicated that someone.in.
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Percent of 18-24 Year Old

Fu'nm'f |

Family Dependents Enrolled

T

| S: URCE: U. 5 Bureou of . \ in College by Famlly Income
_.t feAcrf,Z::;n SZﬁEﬁ“e“s"‘i | 1973\Constant Dollars . -+ .
1974.” (U. 5., Gavernment . $& - 1969 - 1973 % Change
" [Printing Office; Washington, » Under $5,000 164 127 -226
ID./C., 19757 Current $3000~4 999 '22.5 180  .-20.0
Papulation Reports Series $5,000-7499 294 237 -194 -
P20, No st $7.500-9.999 - 36.0 289  —19.7
$10,000-14,999 453 36 3 -19.9
;,z“: i Do . $15,000 and Over 58.5 —-8.2
N I Total 420 /‘z\‘ ~138 X
: ‘ " ps . : . B 2
B
.[ . | ’i
‘l ‘ ’ - ‘ . i - ) ‘.‘
o their family had been p'r_e@ented from »

going.to college during the past five'or six -
years because of.cost. The same study .
indicated that,30-percent of the families

. experienced “‘extreme hardship” in W

‘-{ megting college-casts. Another 30 percent

: _ e T reported “moderate hardship."

| SOURCES: U, 5. Depart-™ ‘A Bureau of Labor Statistics study shows ) ,
ment of Lobor, Bureau of |- that the percentagé of high schoo) gradu-
~ Labor Statistics, “Emplay- ates going on to any college increased,

. fhent of High.Schoal * sharply from 1962 to 1968 and then .
S"‘ﬂi"“’fsbm‘é Drgzp““ declined sharply to 1962 levels againby ~ ,
BUT ek 169 1974 +1974. One of the reasons underlying the *
oohep _fluctuation.in attendance was rising

D. Kent Halstead, *
, Highe,eenéuczzf: Prices - tuition. Between 1961 and 1974 tuitions

|\ ‘and Price fndexes. -~ |--increased much fasterthan the Consumer-
-‘,' Department of Health, . - Price In%le according to a recent Depart- -
" €ducatian'and Welfore, ment ealth Educatlon and Welfare .
1! 1976. st

!
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The percentage of high school -
3 Most Americans are unaware’- that.a o ’

‘person’s chandgs af going to' any college

. convenien

coIIeges and co

graduates going’ directly on to, on)(
coliege is generolly low:in stotes N, &
w1th high tuition.

’

vary enormously depending on the.state
and locality in wthich he or she lives. , . '~
The pércentage 'of high school gradua ]
golng directly on to any college is generally
~low in states.with high tuitioh and a lack ..
“of opport ?ltles to attend geographlcally

open access institutions, High-
tuition states tend also to be states with e
limited geographic access. in the last year & -
for which nationwide data are available, for -
examp}e about.75. percent of all graduates **
in California and 70 percent of ‘all New o
York high school graduates went on to* !
college. -

s i' .
3 -
i - \

On the other hand, or about 35 percent
of high schaqdl grgduatesin Maineand
Vermont-—states with very high. tuitioris—
went on'to any college! Agam a, pnncupal
reason for these djfferences is tuition and
the g&ographic av llablllty of low-tuition
nity coll .




..‘

SOURCE: Report of

€ducotional Testing . ?.‘

7
Service, Princeton . -

University. on €ducational

1 Assistonce Programs for o
/" Veterons, U. S. House-~

Committee on Veterans

- Affalrs, September 1973
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' The percentage of Vietnam vetérons |

going to any ¢ollege is generally low

- in states wrth high tuition. «s®

‘*

Data for Vletnam veteranaattendtng any

college by state are especially revealing. - _

Generally, their attendance rates follow the

. same pattern as that for high school

graduatesn states'with low tuition and
geographic accessibility to college, such -
as California and Arizona, a very high -
percentage of Vietnam veterans have gone
to college. In high-tuition states, such-as
Vermont, and those without easy geo-

-y
.

graphic access to a low-tuition college, a - =

relatively smaller percentage of veterans -
have attended

<The Educational Testlng Servrce a hrghly '

respeg ed research group, studred this -

issue in depth, and came to the conclusuon .
that access to low-tuition colleges is the
principal reason why many-more veterans
go on to college-in some states than ing
others . -

The veterans’ e\(perlence also throws some
doubt on the value-of student aid, as -

. opposed to low tuition, as the principal

way torhelp students attend college. THg -,
basic G.I. Bill allotment of $270.a month,
supplemented by family allowances for
many veterans, is far more generous than.

- any federal or state student aid program N
‘But even this aid is not enough to encour- "

age veterans to attend college in many
high-tuition states. .

~

N

-
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o SOUR/CG: University of ,
Wiscansin System, Officé

" of Special Projects,

" April 1974, .

/

lowering tuition increases gollege
attendance. = . \ -

~ .. T o &

The University of Wisconsin system in

" | ~ 1973-74 carried’out one of the few experi-
‘study the effect of tuition changes on.

- eprdliment. The state lawered tuition.
| . sharply attwo of the two-year centers of

-{ $80 ayear) while holding tuition constant

universities. The result: a remarkable

- enroliment increase of 47 percent at one

center and 23 percent at the other! For*

every one percent reduction in the total . -

cost of attending the low-fee centers there
' percent increase in enroliment!

Further, studies of the additional students
* attending these ceriters revealed that for
the most part they would not have attended
any other college. In other words, the
centers were not “taking away” students
- from any other college, but enrolling-those
- who otherwise could not have attended .

a

17 atall -

" A Wisconsin study shows that” = '

%&z ever made inthis country to actually _ -
|

the Wisconsin system (from $429 a yearto . -

atall other two-year centers, colleges, a&i

.
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SOURCE: Dr. Doryi €. -
Cartlson, “A Flow of Funds
Madel for Assessing the
Impoct of Alternative
Student Aid Progroms,
€ducotionol Palicy

" Research Center. Stonford
Research Institute. . .

6vember 1975

) SOURCE FInanclng Posto
secondary €ducation fn
the United Stotes. The

Nationol Commission on v -

the Finoncing of Post- ™

secondory €ducation,

U. 5:Government Printlng
?q 1970.
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. A recent Stanford Research Institute

study shows that students from low-
income families would be extiemely
responsive to reduction in tuition rates.

.

The Ipstitute found that for every $100
decrease in tuition, institutional enroll-
ments wbuld increase more than one

percent among students froin families

earning more than $12,000-annually, and ,
more than seven percent among students,

~ from families earning less than $6 000

annually .

Other studié's by economists and social -
scientists have come to similar conclu- -
sions: that reduced tuition.increases

college-going, and increased tuition has

the opposite effecf’ Some of these studies -
- were summarized in the reports of the

blue-ribbon Nationg! Commission on the
Financing of.Postsecondary Education,

'|. which included presidential appolntees
.members of-Congress, and educators ‘
Students from’low- and middle-income

: famulles would of course, be hardest hlt -

-

8
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SOURCE: David Galdberq
ond Albert Andeison,
Projections of Papulation
ond Callege E€nroliment
in Michigon, 1970-2000.
University of Michigon
Population Studies Center,

1974. . °

. U. S. Census'data show thét families

are especially hard hit right now
because many of them have more
than one child of college age af the
same time. -

A receht study by two University of -
Michigan demographers, David Goldberg
and Albert Anderson, confirms what many

' American families know from painful first-

hand experience: there is now a great deal - y

of “'sibling overlap” because so many

young families in the 1950’s had three or ¢

more children spaced two or three years
-apart. _

° Asa result, a great many families now

. face the prdblem of educating three
children over an eight- or nine-year period.
At a residential public college or university,”
this could mean a tota) annual cost of
-about $4,500 a year for'several years—at 3 .
time when median family income is about

- $13,000!

. Moreover, this “overlap” phenomenon will
continue to be a severe problem until the

" early 1980's, according to Goldberg and )
Anderson. L .

.

This fact alone helps explain falling college’

' enroliment rates and increasing family

anxiety about the cost of college. Added to .
rising college tuition and other charges, .
the problem is.almost overwhelming even
for middle-income families.

-
At
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' The BLS data follows:

Bureau of Labor Statistics’
calculations of family budgets show.
that very few families have odequote
funds to meet college costs.

Bureau of Labor Statistics’ calculat|0ns v
made in<974 showed that at that time *
families on “lower budgets,"” estimated at
about $9,000 per year, and “intermediate” -
budgets,” estimated at about $14,000; had

. very little so-called “miscellaneous .
consumption’ income left over to pay for

college or other needs, after meeting their

- living expenses. As the mediah American

family income is now less'than $13,000 a,
year, it ig clear that most such families will
have great difficulty in-affording college.

BLS estimated that a four_—peréon family
with a $9,198 income in fall 1974 would -

have about $415 a year in “miscellaneous™ " |

funds left over for education and other

.expenditures such as recreation, reading

material, alcohol tobacco. etc!

~ A four-person family with’an income of
" $14,333 would ha;gjbout $662 a year -

left oyer for educaticn recreation‘ and

. other purposes

3 Because.llvmg costs have risen since 1973

at a faster rate than salaries and-wages,*

-'most families, of course, are refatively
worse off in terms of available incometo -
payfora pollege educatlon




" SOURCE: U. S, Depariment
"= 'of Labor, Bureau of Labor .
Statistics, April 9, 1975,

Lower. Intermediate |
- Budget®  Budget o
Jil Totalbudget  $9,198  $14333
Total family .- ‘7,318 10,880
~ consumption T, |
Food ™ . - 2768 ' 3548,
a . Housing 1,758 3,236«
7 Transportation 643 11‘&1
> |l Clothing * * . 759 1&5\
‘Personal é;ire S 281 7310
Medical care ~ « 738 742
- Other family 423 . 786
, ‘consumption -~ ) S
- Taxes and 1,463 2,790 "
ded_uctiqns T
Social security - 553 780
and disability ) »
Personal i income. 910~ 2,010 . |

taxes

‘ Other items

. education)

(including . -

for a Four-Person Family _
" -at Two Levels of Living,
o Urban United States, Autumn 1974
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SOURCE: Orie of many
studies indicating thot »
present student aid funds

need —and alsa very
much dffected by one’s - -

. ‘stote of residence ond the’
- type of callege ottended -

is Stonford Research
Institute: Student Aid:
Description and Options,
Reseorch Memoarandum

 €PRC 2158-27; 1975.
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“.Cuirent federal and state student aid
programs are not adequate to meet
the needs of most students,’ even the

for lower- and middle-income .
students,” and for-older and part-time
students. Foeo e

" Sofne spokesmen have iirged that student -

financial problems be resolved, not by

keeping tuition down, but by raising federal -

ahd state student aid. Unfortunately, every

‘'student aid is far grgater than the likeliheod

" that hard-pressed federal or state govern-
- ments will find the negessary funds. What,

4s more, G..|. Bill experience indicates that

* even very generous studentaid is not

enough to help veterans attend colleggs -
in high-tuition states. _ o .

“There are further problems with student "
aid, essential as it is fof many.students.

. One problemis that many lower- and .

.- middle-income families receive! very little -. -
' ~aid, sometimes none:‘Most aid programs
. properly are concentrated on thie poor. If

tuitiorY is-increased to “‘capture, federal* -
and state student aid.dollars,” as is °
happening in some statés, a few of the-

~ poor may gain more than they lose, but

most working-class, middle-income ©~
- families simply,will be hit-Witt{'hl’gher ‘
charges. ‘ .

-

Further, student aid is subjectto énhual
“political and-economic pressures. The

. formulas, the available funds, and the

agplication procedures tend to change
each year as new forces struggle for
control of studerit aid policy-in both

e R “ .

poor. They are particularly inadequate

- study of student aid finds that the need for
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-

. racy, state governments and among

. - particular institutions/

pnvate bankers. There re possibilities of
major changes in stud nt aid which may
or may not beneflt particular groups and

s in unmet need fqr

_ tederal student financial ajd. A dombinatno‘

of political end economic factors has led
to this situation /and there is every reason

- to believe that i will recur in the future.

Further, stafe tudent aid is falling or is»
threatened iry some states—in sgme cases
at the same time that tuition'is rlsmg at
publi¢ colleges. Agaln a combination-of
political and economic factors, in partlcu-
lar states is responS|bIe o

- Political leaders—~ govemors, Ieglslators,

&

members of governing boards— negd-to

' ‘be-made aware that student aid alone is

* available’ for st

not and cannot be a “substitute” for low
tuition. It is only a valuable supplement.

A few spokesmen for high tuition have

suggested that by raising tumon more
funds can be “generated” or *made
aid for the poor. ' .
Unfortunately, there’is littje reasonto -~ .
pelieve that states would: reappropriate
increased tuutlon‘reVeTe in the form of-
:student aid, or that adequatéstudentaid -
could be“generated” in this way from
moderate~|ncome students "

-

: What is more,. some “student ald"spokes-

mén are tryingto emphasize veryex- v .
pensive, long-term loans as the principal

" way to finance student aid, except for the B

el
R
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[ very poor Some of these same leaders.
|~ are working hard to raise tuition. If you "

oppose young people taking on debts of
many thousands of dollars as the price of

. acollege education, you have an additional .
reason for not relying too-much on student -

aid, esEeCIaIIy loans.

.There is a further probfem with over-

reliance on student aid. Myuch of the recent
growth in higher education has been .

among older and often part-time studénts.

For example, between 970 and 1974,

“student enrollments in the 30-34-age

group ingreased 30 percent, those in the

© 25-29 age group by 16 percent; but those
in the 18-24 group onIy by about 4 percent.

Most student aid programs inadequate to

| meet the needs of younger students, are .
. not designed to serve older adullts, includ-

ing working men and wdmen who. w:sh to
continue their education or.Jearn new

~ skills. Many state student aid prograrms -

exclude part-time students, and indeed in
many states they also areforced to pay

.much higher tuition. In'other states, . ,
colleges have chosen to exclude part-time -

students from some federal student aid -

"programs because of.a shortage of funds.
In many cases their family income levéls—

while moderate~are high-enough so that.
they do not qualify for the low-income--
sorle d aid programs now ava'llable

"Everyone in higher educatlon has ex-
- pressed a.growing interest in reaching- .. ;
- older students )Norklng men arfy§ WOmen
d -

housewives, ajjd others who wish to .
return-to school. Low tuition is an mvalu-

| .able way to help these people while .

Student aid—at least in its present forms
and at present funding levels—is not:

L]




What can you and your
organization'do to help work
for the principle of low tuition |
and the adequate appropria-
# tions for Higher education

- which make low tuition possi-’
ble? For details, contact the

~ National Coalition for Lower
Tuition in Higher Education, One | - ‘v
Dupont Circle, Suite 700, ST
Washington, D. C. 20036 ‘
Telephone: (202) 293-7070
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