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On May 22 and 23, 1980, a joint stu: . -up of representatives from
higher education institutions and »wrgami/ - ‘-5s met in Washington, D.C. to
discuss the utility of HEGLS finance da’: e institutional and higher
educarional sector comparisons. Areas of m-  jur concern discussed by the

study group included ways .of iuproving the ccmparabLllty and consistency
of HEGIS finance data and ways of highlighting problems relative to the

- use of HEGIS finance data for research purposes. The principal products
developed by the study group included:

1. caveats outlining potential problem areas in using HEGIS finance
data‘fai comparison purpéses;

A 2. rECGﬂmEﬂdEELGﬁS for improving the way in which HEGIS finance data
T are collectgd and disseminated; and ) -

3. four issue papers: describing the'experiences of higher education
institutions, state coordinating boards, and research
afgaﬁizatiﬁns in using HEGIS finance data. '

This report contains the priEEdlnga, in addition, a brief sectiom .
hlghllghtLﬁg the development of the HEGIS finance survey as weli as
references 1xsh1ng HEGIS data-.studies.

s ! . '
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. ) Idtroduction

The " joint study group on the utlllty of HEGIS finance data was formed
to address issues surrounding the increased use of HEGIS finance data in
conducting institutional and intersector comparisors. The Eollaw;ng '
section briefly summarizes thé development of the -HEGIS. flﬂanLL survey and
outlines thé .purpose of the %tudv group.

T Backgraund of’ the HEGIS FlnancL Survey

1

Deve1apment of the Suruey

In :965, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES} was
established to produce. statistics on educational institutions and to
supply data to the Congress and the public. Since 1966, NCES has
collected information on enrollmen%, student characteristics, - flﬁantlal
statisties, earned degrees, staff ghara¢t2flst1cs, and other areas of -
interest to the higher education community. In that year, NCES
implemented a ccordinated data collection system. A yearly survey packet
was developed that .contained all the forms for several area surveys, each
with its own sepdrate dve date. The schedule contained in the packet
enabled institutions to know-in advance the type of information required
for each survey. 'Financial data, for ‘example, were collected with a form
entitled "Financial Statistics of Tn5t1tut10n5 of Higher Education." This
form was uséd to gather data on current funds revenues and expenditures,
physical planL -assets, lndebtedness on physical plang, and endowmencis.

dn 1972, NCES sponscred a working group of members of the American
Institute of. Certified Public .Accourtants (AICPA); the National ’
Association of Eallege and University Business folcers (NACUB0D), and the
National Center for:Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). This

group coordinated definitions.and data structures for the AICPA's Audits

-of Colleges and Universities, NACUBO's- Administrative Service, and NCHEMS‘

Higher EducaﬁLDn Finance Manual. 1In fiscal year 1975, NCES adopted -the

A Review of Studies That ~Have Used HEGIS Flnancla1 Statlstlcs

definitions and structures produ#ed by this group for its collection of
current funds expenditures and .evenues data. Thougi these changes
facilitated the reporting process, they also made it difficult to conduct .
hlSEOflEal trend ana?yseq using HEGIS finance data.s With the exception. of
a number of minor revisions, the structures and definitions ad0pted by

NCE% in 1975 have remained un:hanged Lhrough 1980

1

L a

A quick raview of some studies that have used HEGIS finance data Wlll,
provide some examples of. what has been doné and what can be done with
HEGIS finance data. The readsr should note that the studies outlined
belcw are not intended to encompass all possible uses of HEGIS data but
mefely to pfovlde the. reader w1th some pEfSpECtlve on how HEGIS data have
been used in the past. . :

E N
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In 1972, after corresponding with institutions providing data for
HEGIS, NCES made availahle-detailed financial data in mechinesreadable
form: This permitted several states to use such data without the ‘expense
of a separate survey. Several states immediately used availahble HEGIS
data for their own analyses of institutional finmances. The State of

Nebraska in 1975, for example, used HEGIS finance data of comparable . *

‘institutions to determine the adequacy of financing for the University of

Nebraska (relative to Big Elght institutions) and community colleges
{relative to those of surrounding states). “In this instance HEGIS data
were supplemented.by additional data’ ‘from Big Eight 1ﬁ5t1tutlans,
paftlculafly with regard to enrollments by department and in
interpretations of individual institutional data. Thls anaiysis led, over
the next severzl years, to the development of a. HEGIS-based rEletlng
system in the state and to continued use of campafatlve data. -

Another instance in which HEGIS finance data were used in addressing
state policy issues occurred in New York. The New York Temporary
Commission on the Future of Postsecondary Education was concerned about
the.condition of 1ndependent colleges and universities in New YDrk as well
as the financial problems of publlc institutions in New York City. It had

‘commissioned a study (released. in '1977) of independent irstitutions, which

used five Flﬂéﬁilal indicators: enrdllment share, one-year and three-year
ratios of incofie and expenses, debt per student, and annual debt service
per student. The report-identified LnEtlEutanS wh@se flnanclal =
1ﬁd1Lat0rs were Judged to bE Dut51de an. acceptab1e fangei Tth apprﬁsch
dlstress,' and the fesulzs vere used fo dECLSLGnS on Lhe Eundlng of
independent institutions.. At the ‘same time, the New York State Education

" Department was establishing a data base called DATACORE. This data base

included. responses of New York .lnstitutions to the HEGISgsurVéy and a
auppleménc that requested additional information, paftlcularly on student
financial aid. This data base has been available since 1974 and from ‘it
New York periodically publishes financial profiles of state-aided colleges
and universities. Financial indicators, such as the ratio of tuition to
educational and general expenditures,. are available in the profiles.

The State of New Jersey has alsb used HEGIS finance data to address
state policy issues. -The New Jefsey Commission on Finaneing PﬁSESEﬂoﬁdary
Education made an extensive study cT nationwide HEGIS enrollment and .
finance data. The commission developed a set of financial idicators to

"analyze the financial condition of 1nst1tut1on5, particularly the New

Jersey colleges and universities.” In 1977, it recommended an increased
funding level- Eof both public and private institutions.

-

At the national level, tiue federal gDVEfﬁmEnt has used HEGIS data to

‘establish several general economic indicators for the educational sector.

Developed by D. Kent Halstead, these indicators include the Higher
EduﬂationfolﬁE index, Research and Development Price Index, Capltal
Equipment Index, and the Construction and Equipment Index.  They are
available by type. of institution. The construction of these indicators is

‘based- on expenditure weights calculated in part from HEGIS finance data.
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A recently published study by Mefllyn McCoy and D. Kent Halstead,
entitled Higher Education FLnenthg in_the Fif.- States: Interstate .
Comparisons, F Fiscal Yeer 1976, also used HEGL: finance data to provide
state=by-state comparisons of several financial factors. The study
highlighted recent trends. in the support of h1gher edication by 'such
sources as state and federal funds and tu1tlen, and described .the extent
to which state appropriations have kept pace with enrollment shifts and
changes in the inflation rate. While the MeCQy Halstead study was more

.eemprehenexve than any-study yet published, it suffered from 11m1taclane

inherent in the data used. One of the objectives of the HEGIS study group
was to identify these data comparability problems and to recommend ways of
lmprVLHE the utility of HEGIS E1nenee data. :

The list of references at the end oE EhLE document contains a number
of studies in which HEGIS finance data have been used . The redder is

-encouraged to consult these materials for additional 1nfermet1en on the
use of HEGIS financial etetlstlee.“

Purpose of the JDiﬁt Study Greup on ehe“Utility of HEGIS Fipeﬁee-Dete“

On May 22 and 23, -1980, a joint study group of higher education
LnetltutLenel stete, and fedefel fepreeenteLLves was convened in-’
Washington, D.C. to identify issues concerning the utility of HEGIS

" finance data for institutional and ‘higher education sector comparisons.
"Areas of principal concern in terms of the utility of HEGIS finance: data-

related to the consistency and conparability of the data collected. The -
principal ocbjectives of the study group, -therefore, were: (1) to review -

“éurrent uses of HEGIS finance data; (2) to examine problem areas related

to the utility of HEGIS finance data;j and (3) to outline recommendations ~
and meeheﬂlsws whereby the utility of HEGIS Elnenee data could be
meroved :

The Eollew1ng sections eutllne the proceedings of the study gfeup,
1ne1LdLﬁg a dlSéuSSlGn ef some poes1b1e uses of HEGIS flﬁenee dete fo

5



E

Chapter 1

Potential Users.and Uses of HEGIS Finance Data
Identified by the Study Group '

In order Eo'mare"cleaE1Y”déEiné“pfobléﬁshaésdéiégéﬂmﬁ{ch the utility

of HEGIS finance data, the study group devised a twordimensional grid to
highlight potential uses of the data. This grid’is depicted in the figure
below. 1Tt should be noted that the taxonomy shown in the figure déscribes

otential

the potential users of the'datg identified by the-study .group were:

-federal -policy "analysts,

regional associations, _

state higher education groups or systems, and .
institutions. ' .

e

o o 0

[}

Potential HEGIS data uses idéhtified_by the group included:

and not suggested users and uses of HEGIS Finance data. Among

o policy/issue analysis, )
o planning, o )

.0 budgeting,

o- ‘identifying peers, and _

o financial indicators or diagnosis..

POTENTIAL HEGIS DATA USES

Policy/Issue - Finding
| Peers

Diagrosis

POTENTIAL USERS . Analyses | Planning - Budgeting-

FEQEIEL Policy ' .
© *Analysts |
Regiggal Associg- ) -
tions o . g A .
State Higlier ' 1. o N |
Education Groups . | | | .
- or Systems - 7 O .

a

Institutions “l

Rlc) -
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T identifying pmtentlal users- and functions of HEGIS finance data,
the study group noted that HEGIS data.were often used by institutions and
.states prior to their publication by NCES and Erequently used in
combination with additional data from other sources. A more complete
analysis of potential -data-users and functions of HEGIS finance data is
outlined below.

Users oE'HEGIg}Finance Data

At the national level HEGIS finance data are used by national policy
analysts. NatioﬁéI“aggregates are made évailsble by NGES to assist
Federal
lelEy is concerned with trends in hlgher éducatlon as a whnle, including

. the growth of the enterpflse, its financial chdltlnﬂ, and overall

enrollments. Federal policy may also be concerned wth interstate
comparisons. For example, the federal government may wish to know if
federal funds to higher education are equitably distributed among the
states. At the institutional level federal policy may focus on-the effect

* various institutional. and student aid pfogfams have ‘on the financial
.~ condition of :;§§1tutlans or sectors.

””” The
Southern Reglanal Educatlon anfd (SREB),.EQ: Example, uses - HEGIS finance .
data to summarize median revenue and expenditure trends for its member
institutions. The data are made available to SREB by the states and SREE
makes these 1n5ti£ut15ﬁal statlstlcs available on a regional bas;s.

‘The third level cf HEGIS data users are the Sfates, whiah prepafe
comparative data summaries from HEGIS data. <Iowa, for exam
institutional data available yearly for both publlc and 1ndependent
lnSEltuthnS. Fof msny 1nst1tutxans in Iawa, EhlS compaflsnn prVldEE the

well bELﬂg.
Finally, institutions use HEGIS summaries for their own analytical
studie§. - Often these data are supplemented with information from other

"sources and the information is used in comparing institutional performance

with national trends. TIn this regard it shguldgﬁa noted that institutions:
often share data that are based on HEGIS definitions. An example of -
Lnstltutlgnai use Qf HEGIS Elnance data is :ontalned in a jaint NACUBD
Communlty and Jun;cr Colléges. 1978 79." This 5tudy comblnes recent
HEGIS data with information from several other 'sources to calculate
operatlng statistics on,revenues and expenditures per FTE student.
the prlnilpal -purposes, ‘of the study was to assist institutions in
préparing’ meanlngful analyses of how their performance related to 'peer

- group nnfms.' In a similar manner, the Florida Board of Regents used
‘national figures on finance compared.with enroliments in order to compare
the operation of Florida's universities w;th that »f{ other. statesi. ¢

One of

Potential Uses @EQHEGIS Finance Data
“ The second dimension hlghllghﬁed in the flgure felstes to the

potential fungtions of HEGIS finance data. The first function for which
HEGIS finance information can be uSéd ig that .of LSSQE-DflEﬂEE@\lele

1t
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analysis. HEGIS finance data, for example, can be used to examine the
impact of institutional aid on institutions. It should be noted that the
use of HEGIS finance data in issue-oriented policy analysis is highly
dependent on the quality and timeliness of the data and, as a result,
policy analysis often must couple HEGIS data with data from other sources.

A s S S

—o e e ook gecond potential use of HEGIS finarce data relates to planning.

~Institutions, college and university systems, and states often use HEGIS
data to examine revenue and expenditure patterns over time. These types
of analyses can provide valuable "information on trends that need to be

\

considered in. developing future financial ‘plans. In a similar manner,
HEGTS finance data can aid in the budgeting process by providing an _
overview of higher education expenditure and revenue patterns at-the state’
and national level.' It is important to note, however, that HEGIS finance
data are only one of many résources available for use in the. planning and
budgeting process. S - : ;

One of the most frequent uses of HEGIS-Einaneé data is in the
identification of peer institutions. HEGIS finance data can be used with
other*HEGIS data to identify groups of institutions having similar
programs, student markets, and resource patterns. More detailed
information can then be acquired from these institutions to provide the
basis for more detailed peer group analyses,

Finally, trends in HEGIS finagcial information may be used to
highlight specific strengths and weaknesses. A rough diagnosis of
financial condition ‘using HEGIS finance data may. indicate.the need to
investigate the performance of specific areas more carefully. For
example, a major expansion in the proportion of an' institution's budget -
dedicated to student services, with little noticeable -improvement in
service, may indicate the need to investigate this function- further. .
HEGIS finance data have also been uséd in the development of a number of

~ financial indicators of institutional. performance.
/
, .
i -
\
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Chapter-2. . : . S :‘?H i :

Comparabiliky PrqELEmszidéntifieﬁ .

by the—~8tudy Group

lowm

: 7 s C T .
Based on the uses of HEGIS finance data outlined .in chapter 1, the
“fudv group proceeded -to identify problems,in ysing HEGIS finance data for
tnstiturional and higher education sector comparisons. The problem areas
St T e the study group are outlined bélow. . : - -

3= L

f—

;

[dentifica' ion of Problems ReTated to the Collection
and Dissemination of HEGIS Finance Data

[ f ’ .

e of the principal objectives of thé [study group was the-
teentification of problems associated with' the collection and
"oiaemination of HEGIS finance data. This process of problem
tlentification was greatly facilitated by the composition of the study v
nivup.  Participation by representatives from institutional, “state, and !
tederal dTevels ensured that problems associated with the collection and
hvasemination of HEGLIS finance data were viewed from a variety of -
nerepectives.  In this regard the study group-considered it important to
vt ifv not only those problems related to the substance or quality of
the lara but also those problems related “to the process by which -the data |
were collected and disseminated. Outlined below are a seriés of problems

* = . L

tlentified by the study group. . . T T

'
i

HwﬁpnnﬁqiRatg T : R ’ : N

The study group” felt that a high response rate: from a consistent set; -
o1 institutions was essential for using HEGIS .data in longitudinal - = =
studics.  Representatives from NCES indicated that the composition of the
'nstitutional group used in compiling the HEGIS finance data base varied
trom vear to year. The study group indicated that.this could, result in .-
Mt~ leading historical comparisons. It-was suggested that a HEGIS user’- _ .
manual be introduced, which wculd-highlighQKEEOSE_insfi&utions;responding .
to g particular survey. . ' T S S
H - £

The studv group also suggested that HEGIS finance data could be. more
nseful in conducting trend analyses if the hiétérica%.data Eapéé.wafé-
ipdated annually to reflect institutional correctionf.” A num' .r of :
vesearchers currently go through an editing process to incorporate changes
to the HEGIS data file, and NCES may want .to draw upon their. experience in
nndaring the HEGTS tapes. The National Science Foundation.(NSF), for _
vxample, currently employs a revision process to increase the accuracy of .

s i - 5 B .

2t historical-data, - L
One of the major response rate issues identified by the study group

wii how to increase institutional involvement. One means of accomplishing

tii would be through increased feedback to institutions, using the data : 4

provided.  Institutional profile reports that contain multiyear HEGIS )

tirmanee data and that integrate them with other HEGIS data, e.g., -

corollments, would be particularly useful. The study group also noted the :.

“portance of the role of state coordinating boards in collecting HEGIS

2

r
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data. The ‘grbup suggested that, glVEﬂ the pfcxlmlty and EamlllafLLy ofof

’ caordlnatlng boards ‘'with imstitutions, these nrganlgatlans could,do much
to ensure the, canSLstency of the data collected and to, ald reporting by
provldlng lnterpfetlve assistance to data prcv1der5. =

Emplayee Beneflés

- . A

i

- The study gr@up “noted that state payments for employee beneflts do not -
always flow through institutional accounts. In some states these payments
are made divectly to the institutions; in other states they are handled by
a separate state agency. The value of these payments should be 1mputed
and reported on the-HEGIS finance form, but this is not "being done in alTl
cases. When one state does include-these payments, and another state does_

: not, the result is substantially noncomparable data. . ‘
Tuition :and Fees. B

+ . B

i

) In some states 1n5t1§ut10ns follow-the process DE u51ng;tuition:éﬁﬂ
- : fees as an offset to.state appropriations and in some cases tuition and
fees go directly into state general.revenues. .In instances where this e
_ ~occurs, the HEGIS form indicates that these fgnds should be répufted‘under
A - tuition and’ fees and not-undér state apprepriations. . If this procedure :is
not followed,. state apprpElatlEnE may be overstated by the amounE of . ___
tuition and fees that have .been fémlttéd- . )
E ’ ’ ’, w
"The study group also noted that remissions and exemptions of tuition
and fees should be fepofted under tuition and fee revenues. If thls is

not dane, Ehese revenues will be understated. ~
. S .

2

Diversity DE,ApproprigtiDn Sttuctﬁre;

The study group noted that an .institution mag;\ receive state and
Eederal funds”through a variety of appropriation structures. For example,
Jjan - institution may. TECELUE state funds to provide public health labs, to
provide ‘indigent care,, or to engage in a number of other public service
-.- activities.” In othgr Etatés these EypES of activities are carried out
through apprcpf1pt ons to Dther state agencles. 1f only total’
. .  institutional expend1tures are comparéd, this can’ lead to inappropriate
e 5 institutional and-state comparisons. A careful examlnatlcn of the
‘ components of these ‘expenditures would: do much to Explaln differences in
the public service compnnént af institutional EKPEﬁﬂltufes.

DlVEfEIEy of Drganlsatlan Stru:tufes

The) study group indicated that differences in- Ehe way data were

repafteh for medical schools, central administration, and the operation of -
extension and research institutes can' often lead to data comparability
problems. Differences in reporting practices relative to health

: professional programs can cause paftlculaf preblems in conducting inter-—

K LnSELtutlnnal and interstate’ ‘comparisons. McCoy and Halstead (1980) found

“that "in 18 states, there are distinct fufictional and enrollment data

4 associated with a’ CQmprhEﬂSlVE health institution. In 22 states, the
' health proféssional programs are part of an overall  institution, and
" health finance and errollments are not separable.'"  Even within

1nd1v1duaf}statés the- tfeatment of gcmprehen51ve health - sclence
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. institutions can vary. In California, Ear example, there ‘'is cne sepatate
A medical school (University of California, San Francisco) and one: that is
* - . part of a larger campus (Uﬂlver5Lty of California, Los Angeles). The-
dlvers;ty of organizational stfuctures”can also -cause problems in
. comparing data for individual institutions with data for ‘institutions that-
) - dre part of a unlver51ty system. Financial comparability ‘problems can
~  occur if revenue and expenditure data associated with operation of the
-system's central administration ‘are not appfnprlately allocsted to the
Lnd1v1dual 1nst1tut1ons of the system,
The study group 31 o noted that "at some campuses agrLEultufal
extension and agricutural experimentation programs are’ SEparately P
- organized and budgeted while at others: thgy are not. These ﬂLfferent
farganlzstlonal arrangements, can lead to problems in comparlng ‘costs.

| B 2 The study group also questlaned whether financial data_ shculd he
- : collected .on state higher educatlon boards, ccofdlnathg bcsrds, and
foundations.: Where services- are provided to institutions by these
'org:nlzatlons, their lﬂE1uSlOﬂ in the HEGIS universe would improve the
_ quality of interstate comparisons, ' The study group also indicated that
" . statewide governing boards typically are included in. HEGIS data while
' courdlnatlng boards, wh1%b perform many similar furictions, are excluded.
——-wwmn --In-a.recent-—survey of state funding and, financing practices by the State
Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO), a significant number of
-respondents indicated expenditures "for :entral boards, foLCES, or
commissions, WhlEh were not reported in HEGIS.

£

QniyerSE Enc:ainpassed ng the HEGIS Finance Survey

_ Apprax1mately 3,170 institutions are included in the HEGIS universe.
The institutional composition of this universe can change from year to
'year. Changes in the composition can make it difficult to conduct
longitudinal. studies u51ng HEGIS  finance data.A In-a related matter the
study group noted that-some states' provide. finance data on- the
postsecondary- camponEnt of vocational and techn1:31 instifutions while
other states do not provide these data. The study group felt that these -
variations in prarthg pfactlces ameong states can make interstate

- 'compaflscns of vacaﬁlonal and technical .institutions extfemeiy difficult.

o ’ C13551E1Eat10ﬂ Structure Used by the HEGIS Finan e Survey - =

&5

_ The study group expréssed concern that the classification structure
used by -HEGIS appropriately differentiate various ‘types of institutions.
The group felt that this was a paftlculafly lmpc:tant factor in conducting
appropriate comparisons of like institutions. Representatives of NCES
indicated that their agency was aware of the problem and that Rolf M. Lo
Wulfsberg of NCES and David J. Makowski of NCHEMS were working on- the-
development of a new classification of postsecondary institutions. This
- . ¢ classification is designed to mefDVE upon earlier taxonomies . developed by
. .. the Carnegie Commlsslon, NCES, and the Federal Interagency Committee on

Education, : o

e
Wy
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StgﬂgﬂﬁiAideupprti

The study group was Eonce?ned that the amount of student aid support
reported in HEGIS may be understated by the amount of support.going
directly to students. In this regard-it was ‘noted that HEGIS was never

'1ntended to .collect- this information because HEGIS collects financial data

only ‘on student aid expended dlféctly by’ the institution. As a result, -
interstate: compsr15nn5 of student aid based solely on HEGIS finance data-

' can underestimate student aid expendltures within a state. The study
_grnup, therefnte, noted that, in order to canduct valid interstaté: =

comparisons, the amount of student aid reported in HEGIS must be coupled

_with . data on the amount of student aid provided directly. by the state.

State data could .include student aid funds expended through outflght
5¢holafsh1p grants, fellowship stipends, and work-study support for
individuals enrolled in' formal-postsecondary coursework, either for credit
or‘noncredit, 'In a recent survey of state funding. and fiﬂégéing practices
by SHEEO, a significant number of states reported thé existénce of some
form of student aid that wasgnot reflected in institutional expenditures.
Most of these expenditures wggg’in the form of scholarships and grants, as
pposed to work-study. o o ' ' y

H

De@grA%fangémggz and Service

‘Variarice in the way debt service is included in institutional HEGIS
reports’ can seriously hamper institutional comparisons. In some states,

' the capital..cost of physical facilities is financed; through a separate N‘

tate agency. ‘In other states, debt serv1ce is pald for with current
funds'. 1In those instances where debt service is handled by the state, the

finances of the institution will be understated relative to. those _ Cohe

institutions that d1ré§t1y handle their own debt serv;ce. . -

In a recent SHEEO survey of state fund1ng and ElnanCLng practices, a "

f:Lgnlficant number of respondents reported debt service funds that appear

in institutional actounts as either state and local approprlatlons,
tuition and fee revenue, or. auxlllsry enterprlee revenue,

] o

In cfder to 1mprave the reporting of debt service, the. study group
felt that the definition of debt, SEEVngicéntalned in the HEGIS flnance
form should be clarified: . In addition, thé .group noted that the user of
HEGIS finance data should be able to identify the_ amcunt of debt service
assaclﬁtéd w1th a particular Campus. s i - : - ‘

&

Reporting Pfact ices

In5t1tut10nsl reporting pfactltes relatlve to HEGIS can vary from year -~
to year and from institution to .institutions Thaugh there has been a
cnncetted effcft by NACUBD and ather asscglat1cn5 in the last Eew years to
aberratlonﬁ can occur in the data because of past reportlng practlcesi‘
Fcf ExﬂmpIE, an 1nst1tut1on may report-certain types of federal aid one
year and not réport them the following year. These omissions canj also
occur relative to employee benefits and other revenue and- expendijture

categories., The user of HEGIS finance data should, therafofe, use care in
conducting thtoflcal trend snsly:es. . _ :
LY "\“.,
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Chargebacks

L e (M G Lnstsnces in wblch a 1arge uanEfSLty system provides
services to other campuses, the finangces for the campus providing the
service will be overstated unless some form of chargeback systewm ‘is used. -

' Slmllarly, the' finances for the campus 62231v1ng the service will be " -
understated by the amount of central services used by the campus. The
study group suggested ‘that- having individual campuses report the amount of
dentral services used would greatly improve cgmpafablllty Df “the data.

;mpugatign,ehd Es;i ati ,f Institutional Data oo =
, The Etudy group noted t' 2t data are then 1mputed or estlmated for
institutions that fail to respond to the HEGIS finance survey, and
suggested ‘that users-of HEGIS finance data would find it helpful if
details of this 1mputat10ﬁ process were' made, explicit. In particular it
» would be useful if NCES 'identified speclflc instances in which the data

: were either estimated or lmputed. It was .noted that the National Science

Foundation (NSF) currently utilizes such a proceduré and. that NCES mlght
- find it productive to review the NSF pfocedure.

. “In reviewing the ways in which financial data were used with.
wiw - - enrollment data, ‘the group expressed concern over variations.in the methad
- by which' states calculate total FTE students. It was noted, for example,

that some states calculate total FTE by dividing/ total credlt hours of
: Lnsttuctian by.15. Other states, however, add full ~time- student headcount
—wm ol to-two=thirds of part-time student headcount ‘to/arrive at .total FIE.. The
study group; therefore, suggested that Ehe use of noncomparable enrollment
data with noncomparable financial data cauld compound the problems of
using HEGIS data for interstate and: lnterlﬁhtltutlonal comparlsans.;

PR

s ® : . . Lo

Caveats to Aid Users of HEGIS Finance Data

From:the list of pfablems outllned above;_a set of caveats was
developed to aid users of HEGIS finance data in making appropriate
] 1nter1n5t1§utlonal and interstate. comparisons. In developlng these' A
caveats, the study group also used material. contained in Higher Edueatlon e
sFlnanglng in.the Flfty States, by Marilyn. McCoy and .D.-Kent~ Halstead. '
Some :caveats, e gy 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9, relate primarily to

lnstltutlnnal comparLSQns whlle others apply to bth 1nter1nstléﬁtlonal
cand 1ﬁtEf5EatE comparisons. _ _ . v

A Users of HEGIS finance data should note that state payments for
" employee benefits .do.mot always flow through institutional accounts. In
~~. " some states these payments are handled by a separate. state agency,

-ffequently the personnel agenzy. .In ‘Connecticut, West Virginia, and
Wyoming, for example, employee benefits and retirement contributions, are

“budgeted centrally for all’ state agenclési In such cases, finances for

“institutions can therefore be undérstated. It is ofterd useful in C
conducting interstate comparison of higher educat;ongflnance to augment

a HEGIS data-with flnaﬁclal data on the tctal state support’ of higher

education., _ . ‘ . . s

EMC~ :.-—; - ‘ T e
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2. Tn at least 13 5tates, tuition and Zees are feapproprlated,by the
. egislature, at least in part or.for .one 1n5tLtut10n-‘ 1f an insti '
vies 'its. tuition and fees ‘as an offset to state appfcprlat1on5;;thesé.

funds should be reported on the HEGIS form under tuition and fees and not
under state appropriations. If this procedure is not followed, state
Vappfopflatlﬂns may be overstated by the amdunt of the EultlDﬂ and fees
used to offget state appxppflatlans._”

3. ‘Users of HEGIS finance data should be aware that institutions may

“receive state and federal funds for a variety of purposes that differ from

institution tg institution. This.is true in the case of public service
 functions such as public health labs .dnd 1ﬂd1gent _patient care. In some.
states the services.are provided by state SgEnClEE while in other states
they are provided by higher education: institutions. As a result,
‘comparing total institutional expendltg;es without considering the d;vérse
and varied functions of institutibns can result in érronedus conclusions

about the financial nperatlons of 1nst1tut10ns.

4. Users oE HEGIS fiﬂaﬁﬂé data should be cafefﬁl to distinguish-
between data reported for individual institutions and data FEpotted for

_“:lnst'tut1nn5 that are part of a unlver51tyzsvstem.” Data for any ‘system's

institutions may not j;include revenuzs and e

xpenditures assoc1ated with the
opéfatlcn of the system E:] rentfal admlnlstratlon. . U .-

S5, VIn buildlng lﬁ$tltutl§ﬂ31 comparlsnn groups, users of HEGIS data
should be aware that, while in some states.there are distinct enrollment
“and financial data associated with a comprehénsive health institution,. 1n

other statés the health professlnnal pfngrams are paft of an overall

‘1nst1tut1on Elnanc1al and enrailment_data and are not sepafsble.; Due tn_iﬂ

expendLEUfes. ) . -

. -

- : i . . n

6.  Users of HECIS finance data should be aware that the mix’ of
_institutions included in the HEGIS _survey can 'vary from year :to-year and
that prior-year HEGIS data tapes:..are-not’ updated to incorporate
lnSElFuElanal correatlans of Eﬁe data file. .

o &
= ) .

7. Vary1ng otganlsatlonal arrange ents among higher education
“institutions can often’lead to data comparability problems. Medical
schccls, central adm1n15trat1on, extension and research- centers,
institutes, and. pragfams, e.g., agricultural extension, often vary in
their r- Iatlonshlp to'a main campus or system ‘of campuses. Variations in
the way in which the data are repcrted by lnstltutlons can result in
=camparab111ty problems;» L '
= . - s N = = .
R In conduct1ng 1nters§ate cnmparisonﬁ of the poscseeondary compnnent
of vocational- technical institutions researchers should note.that some °
staﬁes report these data while others do not. .In a recent SHEEO survey of
state funding and financing practices in 29 states, slightly. more than
half the respondents reported current operating expendlturés for
postse:gndafy vocational-technical lnstltutes not in ' the HEGTS universe.
Users of HEGIS -finance data for this. segment of postsecondary education.
should therefore seek addltlonal state and 1nst1tut1nnal data to sugment

HEGIS finance data. » : o e

. s
=

b
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= 9;!‘ _ Users of HEGIS finance data should bé awsre’rhst student-aia
-#=-.° - payments made-direetly. to students are-not currently “included “in- the HEGIS -

finance data base. 1In at least 24 states, some form of student aLd is
"provided and the expendlcures are not reflected in imstitutional HEGIS

fepafts.

As a result, the amount of student aid feported for institutions

in these states may be understated. Student ‘aid is becoming’ 1ncreaS1ng1y
VLE%ed as an alternative to lntr2351ng appropriations to institutionsz by
states as well as by the federal government. The amount of ‘student aid

grov1ded to LﬂStlEUthﬂE is therefore an important factor in ‘conducting

1ﬁter1nst1tut10nal and 1nter5tate cnmparlsons of hlghér Educatlon finance.

- . 10, Users cf HEGIS finance data should be aware thst, in instances -
o where*a larger campus in a ‘university system provides se tVlces to other
campuses, the finances for the" campus providing these services will be

"overstated and those of the fece1v1ng campus will be understated: unless
some type of :hatgeback system is used. :

"11. . Users of HEGIS finance data shauld be aware ‘that daga arte often

imputed or estimated for institutions that do not respond to the HEGIS

finance survey. -

In addition, methods used to calculate total FTE

enrollments—can vary from state to state dependlng -on thé lnstltutlonal

Based on the
exercise care in
comparisons.
conjunction with

Lem
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caveats above, the user of HEGIS finance data should
using such data for interinstitutional or interstate - * 5
addition, whenever, possible, HEGIS dats should be uaed in

other state and lﬁSELtuthﬂal data sources.



apter 3
_Fecammendaklans for Deal1ng with . 7 .
Data Comp:rab111ty Problems

In an effoit to improve the: utl?lty of HESIS finance data fDr
institutional and higher education sector camparlsons, the sﬁudy groun
formulated a number of fE“DmmFﬂﬂatlDﬁF' ’ :
The rezommendat;ons DutllnEd belnw are hased on the study gfcup 5,
perceptions of the problems sutroundlng the use of HEGIS finance data for
LnteanstltutLQnal and intersector comparisons. They are intended to
‘enhance. the utility of HEGIS finance, data for analytic purposes and to n
.improve ‘communicaticn between NCES and data users and providers. 1In P
fsrmulatxng these recoumendations the study group was aware :0f past
.efforts by NCES in these 'areas, but concluded that ‘the increased use of -
data for comparison purposes required greater attention to methodi by
«.- which data are collected- and disseminated. °The study group has drawn
- o 3att?nitch to activities by both higher educatlnn daSDClaEanS, such asg

. * - _WACUBO, ACE, 'and SHEEQO," and research mrganlsatlons tc 'improve- the quality
of the data collected, and agreed that the utility oi HEGIS flnance data
could be. SLgan1caﬁtly ‘improved if NCES +and the higher educst1cﬂ anmunlry
were to Jmlntly implement the fnllaw1ng racnmmendatlons.

- s - e

1. Increased _Par lclpatlan by IﬁSELEutanal Representaﬁl s:and
Iﬁétéasgd_Us;, §VNCE5 Reg nal Workshops(ﬁ

’ _;The study group suggested that hlgher Educatlan assaclatLons,
such as NACUBO, ACE, AIR, ECS, and-AACRAO, - should work with Eh21f.
memberships to improve the quallty and. tlmellnéss of the data

‘collected. These organizations should also assist 1nstLtut19n$;,’
in hlghllght;ng problems. associated with the’ CDllPEElQﬁ of HEGIS

- - finance data and in artlﬂulatlng concerns about the wsy HEGIS

finance data are used. “\ ) . ‘!_ N
-NCES, can. do much to: eaucaté\HEGIS data users ELEth thraugh
feglanaL workshops or by supplying supplemeritary documentatlah

N with the data.’ Reglanal workshops sponsored by NCES should

' " involve increased uSe of institutional personnel who are

ExPEflénced 1n developing and. lmplemEntlng HEGIS data collection

systems. This involvement could reduce the cost of the warkshapb

to.NCES and could also stimulate the exchange of lnfazmatLgn on

the collection and .use of HEGIS data. (This recommendation 15

closely linked to recommendation S which addresses Ehe fuee of

stare higher. education agEﬁClES ) :

2, 'Sugpntt af the Natlanal Centér fgr Educatlcn Statlstlcsi: l'{
“The study gfaup nated that the serv1ces performed by NCES are
. _ . . valuable toshigher education, Though ‘the: study group’ dlfféfed
s ¥ ‘ over the ways in th:h the data should be used, they were
' " supportive of the agencJ s past efforts to Eac1]1tate the data
" .collection. process.. -~The work of NCES with’ NACUED AICPA, and

ERIC
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. NCHEMS to coordinate the definitions and the data structure used -
in- the HEGLS survey was ElEEd as an example of this type of )
actiyity. The study group also noted that the increased use of T T
the data for analytical pufposes warrants an 1ncféased COmmlEmEﬂt
of resources to improve the quallty and EOﬁSlSEEﬂCy of the data

: collected. : : » : :

T

; " The study group, therefore, urges that ACE NACUBD SHEEQ and‘ gj
_ other national argaﬁlsatloné~cont1ﬁue their support of efforts by.

NCES to improve the data collégtlon process and  to- Enhance the
_quallty oL the data callected.

- . - . . e

e B 3; Pe: 0d1E Rev;ew and- Rev1510 ‘of Sutieyrl uments

E B . A technical adv;sory gruup should be formed Lo assxst NCES in ) .
revising.and updat;ng, where appropriate, the dEflnltlonS i,;’ e
.contained in HEGIS survey foims. Members of the, adv1sary .gToup
i . znd should be drawn from- 1n5t1tutlenq,‘szate higher education
' boards, and representatlves of higher- eduestlnﬂ organizations,
» . Other knawledgeable individuals could also e used, such as
" representatives of CPA firms. This group would, assist NCES in
the periodic evaluation and revision’of all HEGIS finance survey
" instrumenis. This evaluation should be conducted on a fevu1v1ng
" basis and should be tied to validation efforts.

ks b ~

4g="Prov15lan of Instltutlonalwfxofﬁles -0 B

The. quallty DE.HEGIS Elnante data_ collected could be improved

N _ SLgnlflcantly if adequate feedback in the form of institutiomal

e -~ - profiles were provided to. participating institutions. These

' profiles -could be- constructed by NCES using: data subniitted by S
institutions.  The National’ Science Foundatlen curréntly uses L
this appfcach and has found it beneficial. The group suggested _
.that institutional’ pfoflLES would enable -an institution to .,

: fespond to ‘and correct any dls:repantles in the data., The
pfoflles would also ‘provide institutions with, an’ incentive to
respond to HEGIS and would do much to improve the quality and
utlllty of the data. The study group also suggested that NCES .

: could lmprove 1n5t1tutlonal feedback by providing lnstlgutlanal

K R "profiles to both" pregafers of the HEGIS forms and potential

; ' institutional users of HEGIS data, such as the chief buslnéss

afflcer aﬁd/or director of 1nsE1tut10nal reseafch .

L

. tos, - CQ rection QE Prior Errofs 1n HEGIS Data Files .

e

|

NCES needs to develop ‘a pro:édufe for carrectlng errors in data )
tapes from prior years.: Thls-prCEdufE should include’ guldellnes
designating EPECIELE 1nstltut10nal feprESEntatlves who are. )
authorized to make changes .to the data for their institution.
. . These guidelines would help to preserve the 1ntegr1ty oE thE "
e . - data.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Use of State ngth Eduzation Agencies ﬁg’Facili;aﬁefGolle;ﬁiqg

7 Data. Act1v1tles such as these 'should be. encouraged, and NCES
—\shauld ‘draw on the experiencea . of involved individuals both at the
‘institutional and state level t6 improve HEGIS data. colleetlan o

: NCES staff . -

'edltlng NCES could bEﬂEflE by deWLng on .the experlenﬁe DE

of HEGIS Flnanﬁe Data

"In*a number’ of states, hIgher edu:at;on governth and
"coardlﬁatlng boards act as a cond
‘submissions of HEGIS data. The study group noted that in these

~t for institutional.

states the organization of State ngher Education Executive

g'_folcers (SHEEO) could do .much to improve the quality of data by
{strengthenlng EhElr ed;thg activitiés and by working with

institutions™ Lo encourage the, timely submission of HEGIS data.

" The study group- also. suggested: that the SHEEO members_and

institutions wotk together to provide  feedback to NCES on the .

,_approprlateness of HEGIS. survey instruments dnd on.the procedure
curfently used to collect .and dlssemlnate HEGIS data. SHEEO, *

through the. SHEEO/NCES network," cufrently provides input to NCES
on survey forms-and procedures.  In-dddition, SHEEO has formed an’
Ad Hoc Task-Force on Ehe QuaTity and. Cgmpafabll;ty ‘of Financial

and dlSSEmlnatlon prccedurES, : T Cos

& .

'Cantlnulty of NCES Data Procass;ng frocedures

* The study group noted that: appfoa:hes used in pfocéssinQIHEGIS -

Elnance data tended to vary from yeaf to year.. As a resul;, the

. EDSTAT" taﬁes generated by NCES were 1ncan51stent from one year. t041,:1.u
" thé” next. This sppeared to result . E:om frequent changes ln the

contractors hired to process ‘the ‘'data and ‘in programmer’

" ‘assignment ‘and turnover. The" 'Tack  of consistent data was also

attributed to a 1ack of adequate feedback from subcontfagtarg to

Ihe study group suggested that data ccnslstency wauld be lmproved
by having NCES implement a standard format for all data tapes,
across both surveys and years, and by monitoring mére- closely the
praductlon of ‘these data tapes. ' The group also suggeuted that
datg tape consistency could be improved thraugh use nf EfDSEfllE

NCHEMS, ACE, and other nganlzatlons in deve]oplng End

:_1mplem3nt;ng su:h procedures.

LI

’.Establlshment of a Fixed and Regular Schedule ‘for Re]ease of
- HEGIS Flnance Data R ) m

: X Ll s a7
Study group’ part1c1pants reaommended the establighment of a -fixed
and regular schedule for release of HEGIS finarnce“data, which -
would aid both researchers and other users of the data. Also

suggested was a preliminary data ‘tape that would be made

"available to feseafchers prior to the regulaf relesse of . HEGIS .

Tt

data. s

D
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FrDVldE HEGES Finaﬁcg Data Dsars' Manug}

The study group suggested that a users' manual should be
developed to aid data users in. urnderstanding HEGIS finance data

: collection and dlssemlnatlon procedures. -The. manual would
‘document existing data - editing procedures snd provide a

historical perspeatlve on: o - Lo L.
(a) institutions. included in the survey and how the number and
types of lnSCLEuthnS have changed from year to year; :

(b) pro:edufes for imputing and/or estimating institutionmal: datﬁ,;

(ﬂ) chaﬁges Ln Egcus of sufvey and 5ufvey forms, and

_NCHEHS in its Higher. Educatlcn Finsnce Manual (HEFM) currently

includes ceértain LﬁEormatlnn, but the group’ recommended that NCES .

should- construct .a users' manual, which would pfOVLﬂE greater -

- getaLl and be available" to all users of "HEGIS data.

R
CEEEFLQH of Langltudlnal HEGIS Finance Data

At the present time HEGIS f:nanze data Eor speclflz yearh are

.stored on individual data tapes. The study group suggested that

the creation of a tape containing several years' data would
enhance the use® of -the ‘data for time-series analyELS and would
reduce the cost-of prav1d1ng multiple-year data to users. To "

- ensure data canSLstency, this tape should be: updated to

LnCOprfEtP any corrections’in the-data. The group noted- that
the American Institute for Research in the Behaviorial Sciences,
ACE, and NCHEMS are currently engaged in develop;ng such a tape
and enccuraged NCES to work with these orgsnlzatlons in Explorlng
wiys of providing and fegularly updating this information for

. ‘data-users. The group also emphaSLgEd the importance of
~integrating this data tape with other HEGIS data tapes, ‘such as
. those on enrollments and faculty.

7The study group suggestéd that NCES 1mprove its ;ammunlcatlans .
" with providers 'and users of HEGIS data. Changes to HEGIS finance
. forms and procedures are nat being communicdated as effectively as
'a,necessary to institutional representatives. - Institutional
representatives to the study group said they have tried to

" improve institutional understanding of ‘HEGIS forms and procedures
.. through their own assng1st10ns,ijut that NCES could contribute :
.more to this pfocess., To fscyéitaﬁe this process) - .the study . -

group recémmended-that NCES staff work more closely with”’

“institutional and state 355DEI3ELDHS- It suggested, for example,ié
that NCES representatlves continue their participation at
. national and regional. meet;ngs of the Asgociation of Co

Instltutlonal Research. and increasé their involvement at regional
meetirgs of other ;nstitutlonal .groups.: The study group ‘also
recammended that NCES publlclge current uses .of HEGIS .finance

' data. . For example, the CGVEf letter distributed with the annual

HEGIS fatms ‘could hlghllght past uses of HEGIa data.

. Coed
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12; Establlshmentraf a Data Usefs Group to Exchange Informatlcn on
. . Uses. of HEGIS Finance Data T R :

‘_ - .The study group reccmmended that NCES Spnnsaf a users graup to
o - fagilitate the. exchange of information on uses of HEGIS ‘finance
: ' *data EQF research purposes. The forma;LDn of such a group would

hlghllght Eechnlcal _problems in uslﬂg HEGIS . flnance data and s
. “would do .much to improve the- quallty of HEGIS finance data: ‘being
- . ~used.- by résearchers, The group would alsa provide feedbsck to.:
R NCES EDHCEFnLng data EDmPafadlllty prgbjems,.

Y a . N
I In fev1éw1ngsﬁh? fecommendatlans sutlined above,,tha reader. shauld,-
e note that the study group concluded it would be Lnappraprl'fe to; advocate
- ;/".gafttcular uses- of HEGIS: flnancé data. . It was deemed morea- 1mportsnt to
= : i
S educate data users about’ limitations 1nher3ﬁt in"using the data for
. -comparison purposes. 'Researchers shuuld use. HEGIS Elnance data
— . responsibly and should iaform NCES 1f they encguhter new’ data -
: ;'cnmparab;llty problemsav; .. o : o o .
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%ﬁis article examines the applicability of HEGIS finance data in
b _ .
conducting state and institutional comparisons. In particular, the authors ofs

the article review a recently published study by Hafilyn McCoy and D. Kent

Halstead entitled Higher Eégéatianﬁ?iﬂangigg in the Fifty States: Interstate
1 - ¥ g = ”/ o i -

' QQ@@%;ﬁSéns, Fiscal Year ggjérand;cémmEﬁE on the reﬁaft‘siuse of HEGIS finance

data §0=dES§fibé higher education revenue and expenditure patterns in the State
of Washington.
Although HEGIS finance data provides educational researchers and planners

with a valuable pational data base, a number of problems are involved in using

HEGIS finance data. Criticisms levied by state and institutional-

representatives at HEGIS finance data involve:

as debt retirement, pension and other benefit costs, .and

administrative costs often borne by other state agencies.

]
]

ifferences in the way in which various states report cogts

by organizational unit.
3. ‘Inconsistency in reporting for professional schools,

extension centers, and research institutes. For example,

el

there is currently a lack of uniformity in the way in
which medical schools, veterinary schools, and: other

[~

professional schools are classified and reported.

n
o0
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other) among other factors.

28

4. Lack of accurate reporting in the HEGCIS structure. : Many

institutions give the highest priority for reporting in

rr

heir own program or corganization classification structure,

"and then tranmslate this information as best they can and
; . . .

with the least amount of work to HECfS, There is no

incentive or penalty to do otherwise.

. . . . e e g ) A . - i -

Despite the data comparability problems outlined above, HEGIS data are
readily accessible and, as a result, are increasingly used by educational
researchers -and plannars.

=

Studies of State Financing of Highgf,Eduéatipg'

. ' . o e : =

A number of major research studies on state support of higher education

have been conducted in recent years.. Most notable among these have been those
hy M. M. Eﬁémbéfs, L&man Glenny, D. Kent Halstead, and Marilyn McCoy.. Studies

by Chambers and Glenny concentrated on state support in terms of appropriations

tion. Glenny examined revenue

T

of state tax funds for higher educa

L

appfcpriatiﬂné trends and pstgéfns during -the pe: iod 1963-1975 while Chambers'
- studies have dealt/with appropriations of stgcé tax funds for operating

expenses :of hygher education. Chambers has also provided an annual ranking of -

state support levels. Criticisms of the Chambers studies have primarily
focused on their use of a single measure of state support (state

‘appropriations).. In addition, a number of individuals within higher education

believe that financial support to higher education needs to be examined in

terms of "a number af-azhef‘factqrs.suﬂﬁ as competing state programs, overall

state and local capacity to support publiC'pfcgfahs, differing need for
i 0 o 5 i

support, and the amount of support provided by other sources (federal, private,

[’"‘J :
(Swa
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Several individual states have also examined éﬁém&éfs‘ dé;a withi; éhe
context afvtheir own state environments. The Washington State Council for
Postsecondary Education, for égamgie, annually p;biishes a report that
highlights financial support of higher education in:the State of Washingcan;
The report contains infaémation on combined state and local sppfcpria;icﬁs for

higher education per full-time equivalent student along with data on enrollment

and demographic trends EGfEWashingtéﬂ and other states.”- . ' -

£ =

Marilyn Hécoy, in State and Lg:s]AfinangialASupﬁqrt”qﬁ Higher Eggcéggag;

I . . .
A‘F'smewgfkrféf Interstate Comparisons 1973-74, attempted to. focus on a number

of measures of state support. Among the measures listed were: suppott from

‘both state and local governments, support to both studemts and institutions,

and state and local support of sponsored research and other sponsored

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

programs. The data used in analyzing the state and local support to higher

education institutions came from the Higher Education Ceneral Information
=

Survey (HEGIS). Though this study provided a much broader pigtu:e of state and - .

|
i
i

local support of higher education, it suffered from a number of data

comparability problems caused by inconsistencies in the way the institutional

|vll

data was reported. to HEGIS. The study also lacked a comprehensive enough
classification structure of institutions in that it was limited to only three

institut tbnal types: university, four-year and two-year. In addition, the

time lag.between the data used:(]973~74) in the report and the issuance of the

#

report (Héy 1976) limited the application of the data.’



“The McCoy-Halstead Report

A receﬁtly published study by Marilyn McCoy and D. Kent_Halstéad, entitled

ghar Educ g,;gp Financing in the F;f: y State

i [

: Ig; rstate Gampaflsgns, Fiscal

-

Year 1976, provides state-by-state comparisons of a number of financial and
demographic factors. The report encompasses such information as: numbers of

students, state financial commitment to higher education, type and number of

= B *

higher education institutions, other revenue sources to institutions, and

institutional spending patterns. In addition, the -study shows recent trends in

the support of higher education by various sources (sﬁate, federal, tuition,
. ate.) and the ExfEﬂt to which state appropriations have kept pace w1th

anroliment shifts and shifts in infiation; Each'faﬁﬁaf in ‘the -study has been

indexed felative to the ﬁ,s average, For example, if:appfgpriaticns per

publie studenc in a state were $1, EDO the index value of 88 would-signify that
this state spent only 88 PEtEEHE as much as the average state.
The scope of the HcCcyiHalstead study is more camprehenslve than any. study

-~ ...-Also . the report is unable to highlight those states or institutions which
emphasize different levels of graduate education or which have greater

:pfévslance of more casély medical, engineering or other such programs. The
. authors are cognizant qf these problems and in revising the format of the.
report for FY78 are attempting to deal with as many of these limitations as

feasible using existing data. _ _ ) : .

One 11m1t§t19n from which the M:Coysﬂslsﬁégd report sufférs and whlch can
not be fEEElElEd thfough refgrmating is the qual;ty of rhe data wh1ch is used

in the stgdy; Financial data used in the analys;s is Er@m HEGIS E;nance'

féﬁéfts and, Eheugﬁ it is th be natlﬁnal data avsllable, its use Lni

_ o o e - B . . . : N _
[ZRJ!:‘> conducting tate Eﬂd Lnst;tutlanal :Dmpar;sons ;5 llmlted.& For example,; d

Ao rovanio e R
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medical schools are organized and reported as separate campuses in some states;) .

in others, they are integrated within a university. Other data comparability

problems relate to the different state practices for debt financing and

retirement system payments. In this regard, a study by John Minter (Harch

d
1979 Eggin;és Officer) found a number of variatiOﬁs b% een inszi;utianal
reports of HEGIS financial data and institutional fin apce data that was coded
P :

and verified to AICPA-NACUBO audit standards. A majsf reason cited by Minter

for these variations. was the failure of many institutions to distribute staff
benefits and College Work Study funds with salaries in appropriate functional
' " ' i

categories. In the area of instructional gxpenditurés; for example, Minter’

[

found that over half of the 125 institutions studied reported a misstatement of

5% or more between HEGIS and coded current fund data and almost & quarter of

A\

. the insiitutlons reported a misstatement of 15% or gfégte§: Though the exact

lmpact of these differences in reporting practices has yet to  be determined, ,
. \\
MeCoy and Halstead have urged users of data for a particular state to contact -
1 ) ‘\.\‘
. S
data experts within the state at the ‘appropriate institution. - \\\ ,

=

The Importance 9f;“§§}i3i35 Appropriate Institutional and State ‘Comparison

Groups r
- i
a
In addition to the data :omparab111ty pfoblems associatéd with the use of

HEGIS finance data, a similar problem is related to the selection Df
appropriate institutional comparison groups. In order to demonstrate how the

-
H o

composition of an institutional camparisan group can significantly effect the

outcome of an analysis, the authors have taken the data h1ghllghtgd in the
' - ;
McCoy-Halstead report for the two major doctor ‘! gfantlng‘institutlaﬂsilﬁ the

."‘3

B . . : . . . 5

Wgshingtﬂniand\FQﬁtfasted ititowthtee diEEEEEnt=e§mpaffscn groups’.

3 5-’ B
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utilized the same data and format as Ebcsa qsed»in the McCoy+-Halstead report.

. The McCov-Halstead. study places 106.institutions in the major doctoral category
which was defined as those iﬁSEiEut{OﬁS granting a minimum of 30 doctoral levely
degfaés in three or more doctoral level pfégraﬁ areas but which do néé confer
over 50 percent of their degrees in ; single pfqgram area.

Before proceding with the analysis, it is impgrtaﬁt to examine -the
composition of higher education in the state af-w;shiﬂgtcn! Table ! highl%ghts
the number of instituéiaﬂs in Washington, 1976 FTEfenrciimgnE, and state and
local appropriations for each institutipn. The data contained in this table
.and ig tables 3 aﬁd 4 came from HEGIS sﬁrvgys ("Financial Statistics of
Institutions of Hiéth Education for Fiscal Year Ending 1976" and “Dpening Fall

Enrollment in Higher Education 1975").

Table 1

Composition of Higher Eduza;iégmjp Washington State

. FTE State and Local
Number of Enrollment Appropriations
FY1976

Institution Type Institutions 1976

Public Tnstitutions

Major Doctoral 2 | 46,325 . s 149,895,954

fomprehensive 3 o 21;2L; . 44,923,333
General Eaﬁca?a;reate 1 ‘i, 2,457 . : E,QQE,ISD
Two Year | o 21 78,124 o © 94,431,798
Total Public .33 ' 148,117 - 295,697,235

+

Independent Inéti}pp;gﬁé! 14 20,947 o , . -0
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In examining the HEGIS finance data for Washingtod State, MéCoy and

Halstead found that the major doctoral institutions in Washington enroll 317 of

)

public students and receive state and local funding 23% aYove average. Their
analysis also indicated that this support was supplemehted extensively hy
government and private grants and contracts $o that total revenues were 30%

ahove the average for similar schools.

To examine whether the composition of the comparative group used by lcCoy

and Halstead significantly affected the outcome of their analysis, the authors

constructed three different comparison groups of major doctoral institutiens,

'Qp@éafigéﬁréfqgg

¢

~The criteria used in selecting each of these groups is outlined below and the

i

institutions included in each group are highlighted in Table 2.

Selection Criteria

1 * Institutions similar in size, scope, and reputation

Group 1 less institutions with agricultural programs and
less those which have no conmiprehensive health sciences
programs (other than veterinary medicine) ’
_ ; ( : P L Lo ~
k! Group | institutions with integrated.health sciences
' programs ‘

"
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Table 2
- ’ Institutional FDmPEFIEEEW;FQPPE
Relative to Major Doctoral Institutions Within Washington State
i

Group 2 ~ Group 3

California - Berkeley
California - San Fran Med Ctr
Califoraia = Davis.
California - Irvine
California ~ Los Angeles -
California = San Diego
Illinois = Urbana
I1linois - Medical Center - Chicago
Indiana - EIQQMLEgEQH
Purdueer Main Csmpus
U Towa -
Iowa State - U Sci & Tech
U Kentucky = Main Campus
v H1ﬁhlgan - Ann Arbor
. Michigan State. Univ
U Minnesota -~ Mpls/St. Paul
U Minnesota - Mayo Grad. Sch Med
U Missouri - Columbia
U North Carolina = Chapel Hill
"Ohiio State - Main Campus
u Oregon - Main Campus
U Oregon - Health”Science Center
Oregon State Univ’
» U Texas —--Austin
U .Texas = Hlth Sci Ctr Dallas M
U Washington '
Washington State. Univ
U Wisconsin = Madison

b B
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X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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.
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X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
. X
X
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Institutional revenue data for each of the three comparisons groups was
. . - 7 & .

assembled and a new index based on institutional téVéﬂués,ﬁé% FTE student was
conatructed for each group. The data used in this analysis came from HEGIS and
- are the ssme-sé thasé used by McCoy g;d Halstead. Table 3 shows the placement .

gf the University of Washlngton (UW) and Wash;ngton Stste UanEfSlEy (WSU)

HECnyHaistead majof.dactoral group. (thé the ggmpa:;san aglwsu with gfoupsz
. and 3 is not appropriate because of its organizational stfucture: WSU has dn
- i ! o . : : B - . .

‘agricultural pf@gfam;and_dges not have an integrated héaltﬁ‘gcienQEs.pfogram;):
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Institutional Comparisons of Revenues Per Student

for Major Doctoral Institutions in Washington State

(Institutional Revenues per FTE Student) .
_ . State and _ o
Comparison Local Appro- Tuition Government Private }
Group -~ priations and Fees  Contracts Support " Other  Total

UW and WSU
revenues per
FTE student
as reported
in McCoy- o oL ; :

Halstead $3,235 ° $ 534 $2,133 $ 319 $ 421 56,642

McCoy-Halstead -

index for UW &
' WSU relative to .-

U,S. average=100% 123% "~ 65%

(X
]
lun
e
I
[
[T
ke
-
(o]
o]
o
pa—
")
=
]

"Univ of Wash = $3,182 $ 586 - $2,725 $ 350, $.393  -$7,236

_UW index rela
tive to Group 1 : .
institutions 96% 68% - 1547 . 847 67% 104%

38§ 432 $ 965 $ 258 $ 475  §5,468 .

T
ot

Wash State aniv 53,

WSU. index rela-
tive to. Group 1 * : ‘
institutions _looz __50% __55% - 627 812 - 79z

: relati;et:@
Group 2 institu- _ . : _
tions .. 91%  68% o l407 . 79% . 637 98%

Univ Wash index
_relative to =

Group 3 institu- ! ‘ ‘ - : : ' :
tions . - 937% 647 - 1397  80% 60% 987

-
o
L}
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The ‘impact of different: !hSElEuElGﬁal cIQSqlflcatlan grcup on comparative

and. index data can be readily seen in Table 3. As ill lustrated in Table 3, the

use of any one of the three comparison groups significantly alters the ranking-

“of institutions relative to the McCoy-Halstead index. State and local

appfapriaﬁiaﬁs per FTE student for the University of Washington drops from 123%
of the U.S. average to from 91% to 96%. Tuition and fee revenues per FTE

student remain.relatively stable. This finding appears to indicate that there

-is not much variance in dispersion of tuition and fee levels given a group of

ma jor doctoral ‘institutions. Private support, which' includes private gifts and
grants from donors, drops «from 123% of the U,S, average to from 792 to B4Z.

Covernment contracts per FTE student for the University of Washington remain

above the U.S. average, but the size of the difference is reduced
substantially. This finding appe%rgrtg 5uppcftvzhé”§§ﬁteﬁtféﬁ'thééhthéSé three

PT *%E‘ épfésent a betterf:cmpafisan gfaup;than the major doctoral grouping of
' o LI
Hcfcysnalstead in that a higher level of government contracts characterizes the

smallér‘samples and that this chatacterigtic mirrors Téfé closé}y the revenue
mix at the University of Wéghington.

In.examiﬁiﬁg Table 3 and in reviewing the data contajined in the
McCoy~= Halszead report, it is impartant to note thaz the use of an FTE squént
divisor in the case of government contracts, private suppaﬁi, .and other iﬁénmé
1sxnat valid be:ause flngncxal supéart in Eh se categnfiés 1SEQ§E:fEL§;Ed to

FTE 5tuden§ valume, EiEth dlrectly or indireetly Thus, extreme caution mpst

- "<

he observed .in using this data for ‘any z@mparative or absolute measurement

pufpose; this introduces fufEhETEEOﬂpléxiﬁiés into .an alfeady.diffiéult-

ey i

EOmparat1Vé analysxs prablﬁm. : ) ] -

A : ’ ro e, L s
- It is apparEﬁt Erom the ahove anélysis that ‘the choice of a comparative

u

gfnup is crlfical to. sny study of state hlgher educatﬁan financing, and caﬂ'
“have signlfitant 1mp]ieat}cn5 in the anslysig of Eunding and expéndizure
" - Lt S . - F ] . . N

R
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patterns of complex major research institutions. This is particula¥ly

impsrtant in the casa of {nstiéutians with_health‘sciences p;agtams. These '
zyﬁes_af programs are generally characterized by”higher ﬁ;qg;égwgggpsmggdba
camp{éx variety of funding sources. In addition, health sciences programs
usually receive éubétantiél grégtgand contract support. Ihe‘pnique Eiﬁanciél

and program :haracteristiés_associatéd with health sciende éfogfams would
appear. to preclude their inclusion iﬁ the broad category of major doc oral
instizut}ans., It is appropriate, therefore, to use é more refined
c?assiFicati;n system that allows more meaniﬁgful comparisons, If national
comparative déﬁa is to be published_ccntiﬁﬁally in the fﬁtufe by instituﬁiaﬁ'
type, (e.g., Qnivgrsity. féur*yéar, EWOEyéarj a new ziassificatigﬁ of |

3

institutions is urgently needed for complex doctoral degree grénting .

institutions and possibly for other institution types which may exhibit certain

peculiar characteristics vhich inhibit comparative analysis.
As indicated in Table 3, the composition of a comparison group can

significantly alter the relationship between institutions in tecms of

" institutional revenues per FTE student. The selection of an appropriate’

comparison group can also affect institutional relationships relative to
expenditures per FTE student by program and institutional type. Table &4

highlights the ievel of institutional expendiihfes per FTE student for the

University of Washington and Washington State University as reported by
McCoy-Halstead. The index value assigned to these institutions by McCoy and
‘ ) a S e : N .
Halstead is then contrasted to index values of each of these .institutions
B ) '_ = ) = * E_ 3, f
relative to the three new institutional comparison groups.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table

4

Institutional Comparisons of Expenditures Per Student

~ for Major .Doctoral Imstitutions in Washington State

Comparison
Group

Instruction

UW- and WSU

expenditures

per student .

as reported in
McCoy=Halstead - $2,493

McCoy-Halstead

index for UW

and W5U relative

to U.S. average= :
1002 - . = ) 128%.

Research

! (Expenditures per FTE Student)

Public Service Other

Total

$1,971

114%

$6,437

130%

Univ of Wash 2,910 1,972 89 2,035 7,006
:Univ of Wash
index relative B
to Group 1 . - -
institutions 1172 1302 182 7;“,199%?iff1Q§z
Nash State Univ, 1,068 1,275 528 1,843 5,314
Wagh State Univ
index relative
.to Group ‘1 . S
institutions * 677 = - 847 _105% 85%2 80z
Univ of Wash
~ inder eglative
to Group 2 - o _
institutions  \Mlxer  123% 19 87% 1001
Univ _of Wash . .
inde; relative ,
to Group 3 - ) 7 B
institut ‘'ons  110% ) 123% S ¥ A 91% 1007
@

LI
S=



As in E%E csge of institutional revenues per stﬁdenzi.a similar ééttern‘
appears in terms of ExpEﬁﬂituréé per FTE student:~bThe MeCoy-Halstead index®
tigures fall off suhgtaﬁcia1ly when the comparison group is altered to impfove
program écﬁparahility; It should be:néted‘;haé the division by FTE students
for those e§p3ﬂdi§ufe categories bther than instruction is not .valid and, E%Eﬁ

“in the case of iﬁsttugticn, comparability suffers from variations.in ptégrah

mix by d15c1p11ne area and level and tvpe of 1ﬁstruct10n fﬁredlt, ﬁgﬂcredlt,

- Exteﬁ510ﬁ, ather) ' i
R;;Qmméﬁéé;ionsr§§r Fg;urgwCﬂmpafativeu5§udies
Information rgga:ding state and federal financial support for higher e

educaclon has'éﬁd w111 continue to be of considerablé interest-to both tHe .
federal goverﬁment and stace gavernmEnES; The publ;zat;on of srate by state o

comparisons of f;nan:lal and related data, while troablesﬂme in many respeets,

cannot be expected to abace but fathgf to incréase in the yeafs ahéad; As the

A
y

flow Df infnrmaticn 1ncfeases, it is 1mﬂefat1ve that bcth users aﬁd prOVldErs-

ER.

Gf HEGIS data make a EQﬁCEfEEd effort to lmprOVE the ut111ty of the datai

_Data for HEGIS is provided by institutions. of higher eduﬂstiangf'As
providers of the data, institutions plafes significant rgie iﬂ-dgtétminiﬁg the

quality of the data :pllectedg Iﬁstituciéns are also ffected by ﬂatlonal
comparative SEquEE which® are- nften lsed by state leglslatures in sett ing sﬁate

hlgher ‘education policy. lnst;tu;ional representatives, -therefore, must help

' - * * s s s - . N . > = . ) L '
‘to identify appropriate definitions, data collection- instruments, audit
i procedures, comparative analysis guidelines, 'and publication procedures. They

also need. to make a concerted effort to improve the aﬂcufaéy, ElmellﬁESS, and

3

Lﬁcerpfetaclan of information used for such comparisons.

3

-
b
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. The federal government and its education data collection agénéy; the 'i?§

Naﬁienél Cente%'fornEducatibﬁ Statistics (NCES), must also be tes pons;ve to. the
o ) A

'negds Qf hlgher Edueatxan lnstltutlﬁﬂs. It is important.thaﬁlin:antives be

pf0V1dEd to Encoufage the 5ubm1551o of accurate data. One of the most: -

T, . T e Lo N

-~ important incentives w@uld be for NCES to provide periodic feedback to
institutions and state coordinating agencies as to the accuracy of the data.
vThe HcCov Halstead report is éh exampié of such a feedback mechanism. This

.8

erport, hawevef, ‘suffers from the fa:t that EthE is a significant lag between

=

the time the data is CDIIEtted by NCES and the time- the report. is released.
. 7 ) : N

Another incentive whiéh c@uld'impraﬁe institutional responses to HEGIS m;ght’&é;

tions of the HEGI3

L]
el

the use af less detalléd classification elements in some sec

’-ferms.\ NCES 5hcu1d alsa review its dsta :allecclon instfumentg to insure that

meanlngful ‘data is be1ng collected and that thésé daﬁa are appraprlate for
A iﬁstitutianal Sﬁd stste comparative analysise ) -, oo

Ed cation researghers and ‘other'.users cf ‘HEGIS finance data have a

’fespcn31blllty to ensute that they use HEGIS data- 1n a meanzngfh] and

pp% pfiste manner. In this regard, they must be aware of the conparab111ty
€

. L. ! e

-, problems BSSDEIEEEd w1§h the data and of the different organizational

. \M

-

&
L

: st:ﬁcturgs prEEnE in each state. RPEESfchéfs using HEGIS data Ef@n paftlculaf S

=

scates should contact data experts within Ehé state at th?aapp opr iat

% e et . . ’
‘1nst1ﬁut1@ns in: ofder tg obtain claflficétion on spparent aberrations in the

'data. For=examp1e, slgnlflcsnt fluﬁtuatians in ExpEﬂdLEUfE or fEVEnuE pazterns

ahnuld be rnvestlgated Ehgroughly and the HEGIS data verified by concaetlng

; g | ‘ Also ,

S _—FEPFESEHC&EIVEE at the 1ﬂ§£1tutqpns and staces aEE3cted. in :cnstructlng

tcmpsrnsan graups, data users ghould insure that 1nst1tut;an5 inc luded wlthln a-

= H . : ) : 3 . : H =

.m gfcgp are LﬂdEEd comparable.

A Text provided b e ) B ERSA e E T T T g A A e w0
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- ;-Ccm?afativéégnalysesgof the kind presented in Ehéﬁﬂcéby=Ha]sEead report
.will CGﬁEiﬂuE; Furtthmcfe, these types DE anﬂlyé%s can be’ expected to be

extended and lmprVEd upon Hecauae Ehey are in démand. Given this scenario, -
"’ the higher education community must pravide specific suggestioﬁs for

T

improvements and be prepared to back them up. Some suggestions for improvement

are listed below for :onSidéfatiDn;
o a) Individual institution attention to the proper completion of- HEGIS
L ' daza collégtlan forms, particularly as to def1n1tLDns and ac:uracy.

.o . b) Bevelcpment of féconmendatxons by thher education ;esesrchets and
, otner users.of HEGIS fimance data as to the appropriate relationships
Lo among data Elements, for example, it is meroper to compare r;seafch

Expendltures on a per student basis.

-

- ) <D;v910pment by the users of HEGIS da:a of appropriate peer canparxsoﬂ
groups. Tt should be noted that the establishment of appropriate
. comparison groups is lafgely determined’ by the type of comparison
e being made. For example, a detailéd analysis of rev;ﬁue and
5 expenditure, patterns 4t campuses with 1ntegrated health ! 'science
programs would call for a thorough aﬁalySLS of program qlmllarlt;es
amang lﬂSEIEUtIDﬂS te be 1ncluded in the :ampafison graup.

: -
d) The. deve]apmen; of propér .caveats te aﬁ:ompany any: comparatlve

- - analysis' of this.kind. These:caveats would highlight data

L comparability problems and would be devglcped jointly by both users:

and providers of HEGIS finance data.. They would be desimated by NCES

to all users of HEGIS finance data. . :

ERI

BN
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Background. During the past dacade, iﬁc:eased Eﬁphasis has been given to
the develapmeng of data dEflnltan and collection processes whlch can be used

) for camparacive ?urpaées by-Ehe_pé tsecondary Educatlon cgmmuﬂity :Thesa'effarzs

%
3

'héyé ranged. from data exchanges-by'individual_deparzmencs to aggregate lev 1s of-

icamparisan such as state levels of support done by M. M. Chambers, the .Education
: ‘ _-=v Y B . i ’

Commission of The States, and others.” In most instances these studies have

- focused on a limited definition or aSpectxéf post seccndaf} educations =Far L .

a

examﬁlé M. M. Chambefs-has attempted to repart anly state appfaprlatlons for

' ﬁastsecgndarv educrt n whlie Ehe AAU/data Exchanga graup have been warklng Dn

;nt;f lnHtltutanSl exﬁhange of detailad fi l persgﬂnel, and wcrkload data at __..—
the départmencal level. Mgsc of the studies and data exchanges have relied on

éhé data goliéégién=’ffc ts oE-théipafticipanﬁsbiﬁvoled in Ehe study - Dniy=

7f gntly has mare extensive use beén made uf the ngher Educatlan General Infafmatlnn

© Survey (HEGiS) daté_cﬁlle;ted by_Ehe Nazigﬁal anter.fcr Edhcati@nal'Stacisticsi~
(Nces) - ' The most recent and comprehensive study. asiﬁg HEGLS da_ii:va is the Halstéad - -
 §;d HgCQ; étudyi"Highet Eﬂueéti@n;Finan;iﬁg in.The Eifty States.'" This Study‘

maéé fxténsive QSE-DEAEhE HEGILS éata and undeflinéa many: Qf Ehe_pfobléﬁs-inhg ent

P

:in';ha data base.

' Limiﬁ;tipgsﬁgfitﬁeyHEGIS,qgigmbgse. If the HEGIS data are:éo‘bé“used by

the postsecondary education commupity for comparative and planning purposes, a’ .
thoroigh understanding of the limitations of ‘the data i%’reiuireditc guarantee
that :gnclﬁéians and genetalizati&nsgdrawn from the data'are correct’, Although -

lche HEGIS Einancial daEa may bE ué%ful for state plannlng in some cases, in

- Wi deonaln che University of W1acansin System budget'and financial réportsrmgfé—

,acgurately rgflecc the financial statistics for the uw System and hence are used

f‘.‘ for Ei 2Lal plannin5 “The HEGIS Einancial Sufvey dcas not inglude the detail

necessafy tD ﬂ&SufE comparabiliﬁy Df :eparting ‘or disaggfegazg pfafili of




46. -

- iRstitutional uniqﬁeneég. A discussion of some of Eh%ﬁﬁtoblémﬁ of data definition |
i.t; - and comparability faced’ by the University of Wisconsin System in using HEGIS
- data:.and problems Sbserved in our analysis of national studies'on higher education
) o . # T s '
finance follows: - - ", ! R . R o P =

1. cg;ér of..responses. Siqce_resp0ﬁsé to the HEGIS financial sd:vey is

‘H’J\

1 : ==

=

VOluﬁtafy, spezial attentidn muét-be‘given to the extent of non-responses and
Ermm which institution- or segments of pcsgse:nndar - edu zaﬁion:resﬁonses were not
ptovidéd; FDr,Example, it must be getermingd whethgriqr_not data are available

from all segments of the adult and vocational education sector. ThHe structure

for providing adult and ﬁechﬁical edgcacioﬁ varies;sigﬁificantly gmong,thEi:,

r ) i . . 7 1. ) , ) . . ) . ) : ’g,
states. Our review in Wisconsin suggests that in some years the response may be

seccndary educationzl community It is not ‘clear that there is a coordinatlve

Fe

effott in each state tD assist -with the pregafation and Submission of the surveys.

= v

2. tzggrrencyi,§7d§§§; Ihe rapi ingfeasés in iﬁflation cambined with

: Ehanging fiscal suppart by state gQVErnmenEE dirtatg a néed for current tnfarmatian
: o A e o
if it is :o)useful Epf planning PuprSEEg Althaugh gansiderablé impfovement has

- _been made in the %pﬁliqation schedule for the HEGIS data, there remains a problem

of ﬁata_becomipggévai%éble=oni} after ‘it is Qu;dated; Data which is already two .

- | , o : , ' e - L s
years old loses much of its value to the University of Wisconsin System and it

L

i*isitc be asgnméé tﬁaz this iS:Equallj’gfue Ear other institutionsif i
3i  Ins;itutional or Syszemfgniqueness. Thére is éréat“divérsityfémong. |
in;titutians and systems of highe ‘education iﬁ‘tﬁg U.s. Tﬁe‘divefsity-exists '
ba;h w;thin t@e 5tructpre of Lhe 1nstitutioﬁs”énd sgéte'sjstems anéf;ithiﬁ=thei

"5Lrucﬁgre_of'stéée gﬁfetnmagg appropriations. 'In fact, there is significant
-+ diverstty among UWESygéem;ins;itutions aqdfggutiaq must bgiuséd_;g»makiﬁgﬁcgmpatisqns .

witﬁin*thg Sys;em. Any'éufyey.used for pfofiling the financial supp0ft;fr;ﬁ a *

vafiety of sources must be designed tg aczcmmodate and referen e differences.
;‘ ) é B ’ ”-i( =




W

Pre%ently the HEGLS Survey is nag deglgned and coardlnazed in such a way to

=

;——=_*;FfﬁfE“EgEﬁCY’Uif”

-direcLly to the university and henca must .be Eeported on the HEGIS survey as a -

L"a&k‘] :

= Sl

- provide the user wlth the deta;l of dlffetenges which’ exist amDng institutions,-

' andgagraSS»thé states. Univer51ty'cf_Wi5cthiﬂ System taff cgnducted a

telephane survey’of thé‘publlc B;g Ten uan&rSltlES tn determlne the Extént'gf:

--differences in the HEGIS Elnanclal surVEys as they were submltted to NCES. .

FoLlawing 15 a br;ef dlscussian uf the questians asked in the survay~and the

L -

w

reapunses from the Big Ten universities.

Do current funds 1ncLude mandatary prov1s;ans fut debt SEfVlEE

on aLadEmic facllit;es?

4
i}

In many states. the debt ervice is handled/prace ssed tl rough a separate

ﬂrtﬁe@orrna debt sezviceifg§d§ on academic facilitiés.beingf,

,,,,,

apprﬁpriated directl?ltﬁ'the ‘university. 1In some cases debt service is appraﬁfiate&g

mandatory ; ansfer. As reparted by NCES .the debt service on academic facllltles

-included in institutlonal budgets ranged from $14 7DQ QDD in one instixution to

na debt aervice repcrted by cthers for- fiscal year 1978 Diff nces iﬁ state

e

;appreaches to appropriating debt service of the magﬂitude above suggest that

o} . . N
excreme caution would be required in :Qmpafing total state appropriations amaﬁg

i

the institutiéns surveyed. : @
ﬁHDw‘are fee remis%iaﬂs Ereéted on HEGIS submissions?
\

'g, is the case.in repgrting debt Eervice, thete is W1de dlsparity in the K%

handling oE fee famissiaﬂspamang ‘the Big Tgn universities; fThe diffe erences -

.tanged from one university with no fee remissions to- instizutions whigh handle

Ehem LS ‘A reduczian in fee feceipts Ic would appear that differe ces in*

repor tin EEE remissions may have a signifizant impact on EufrEnt fund revenues

ye
fngrtad by the. highet education ccmmunity :-% : . __— \ 1 _ T

"I‘T f Ty



uestion.3. Dges your state.fund 'a.state éublic.healﬁh laboratory through = .

: X apﬁrobriaéigns?FQ the univetsityg-
x. Only tw§ of the ééven t, tes feporﬁéd that,state‘public heaiéhhlabgpaﬁafies
were Eunded Ehfcugh appfopriaglans to the univars;ty. .In one Stété,.tﬁé’épprcpfiétiéﬁ
: Ear the labDfatOEy was appraximately $7,800, DQ e " | i:i ‘;: e s
C . . C i
i 1s a caapézaﬁlve extens;an 5erv%ae inGIudéé in,tﬁgbéiganigatiépal-
'strﬁcture of the unlversity? | | i K i ’ | 2
- iﬁpoperaﬁiVe Exten5iDn isliﬁglﬁdediin only $aur of the nine phﬁlic Big Ten
public universitieés: 'This finding is not unexpécted since many of the Midwestern x

states have both a "state univéréity“éand_a "land-grant-university.'" ‘However,

@

' in Wisccnsin;ihe exzen51on funEtIDn is nrganlged as a sepat te and autonomous e
iinstituti@n_witm pfggfam respgnsibilities relating Eolall public_unive:sities in

the state., Thus, either a procedure for appropriately allocating these funds
’ R . ) . . - . . ’ 2

to all universities of ‘the system-or the -extension function must be identified

. =

in the HEGIS ddta biAse as . separate institution. .

IR ) ) : !- ) - - )
T Is a medical school ‘operation included in the organizational

structure of the ipstitution? . - -~ . 70w el

The universities fepartﬁirthét,geiical school data_were included in the ° .

HEGIS daza of [all univers: ‘es where médieal schools exist. ﬁQWEVéfg inxone

=

state the medical schocl iz'a separate arganization, hence not iﬁgluded in the -

o HEGIS data reparzed for the B“g Ten university in that stat Dne ther Big Ten

nniversiﬁy'has.ns mEdICﬂL'SEh§31; Qifferences such as thesa are commnnplace, not

4
=

‘the” xception, in: pub;ic universities Ehraughgut the aauntry.

’uastion 6..

IS thefé'a aperific indigant care state appropfiatian to: the .

- "

teaching hﬂspitals, if guch FK, t.?' _

- . It was faund Ehat irdlgemt caré apprapriatians were not nurmally sap,ra ély

identified at,univars?;iés with teaching haspiL315, Dpe state was an exception. .

0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



49 - ,A- '.E .

- . : 5, j T P . 5
Does the stie have a separate coordinating council or board

z

gave:ﬁiﬂg;highe% education?
 Only Michigan has no higher educaticn'cégrdihating body . Ali other staces,
_except Wisccnsin, have some form of- cncrdinatlng funﬂt;cny yet the fundlng for'

" this caardinatlﬁn is not*reported :hrgugh the HEGIS survey. Wisconsin is Ehe

.

,gnly étgte amnng the B;g Ten with.a System of higher educatlnn which 1n¢ludes all

'public ggllegiate Lnstitutlans Sin%g the state is nganlzed asra System,'the

'funding tor theﬂsystem gdminlstfatlcn is répcrﬁed on the*HEGIS survey. - Thus,

_the cost af the caordlnating function is included in some states while not included

in athers_

stion 8. Are vqu:éuargsQ£=an¥fﬂth§§=éiépa§i@Li-

xvéhdkif so, what are they? °~ = s

. In resﬁonsé to this question, most respondents ;éﬁ?ed that they were 1ép6rting_ 
ln accordancéeé with CUBA 1974 prin:iples. We would-ccnclude from EhlS fespcﬁse

‘ that among the lnsﬁ;tutions Eurveyed reparting of HEGIS flnanclal data is dcne

cons cieﬁtiausly wiihin'thé limitstions of the survey fomg . -

Alzhgugh the btlef Eurvey cunducted by staff of Ehe University of Wisconsln

,System wag limized to the quaszians dlscussed abgve, otHer areas of concern for

data camparability must also be reccgniged; Dne 6f these is the manner of reportiﬁ;

research Eaail*tles whizh are federally fundgd but-at ‘the same Eime serve as a
. et ) -

majot resource to graduage Edugaticn and research; In some instaﬁcés these -

Eécilitiés_areﬁincludéd éémpletély within Ehe inétitﬁtioﬁ%budget Whilé in athé;.
in an:es the facilities are: segarataly organized and not reportéd to NCES-)-*
The area in wgich greatest pfoblems of fomparability Exist is ln the
fepgrting of szudent financiai aids. btare prggraming for sEudent'f;nancialbaid
~is suEEiciencly d;verse that uniform reporﬁing becomes Extraordinarlly difficult

This is, 1n all pfobabil;ty, an area in which substantial new work must be done

before confidence in the data iSfjustiEiad, ‘The géﬁcLusién to be draWﬁifrom
the SQrvey-infgrmatioﬁ is :that in many areas thare is little or no basis for 7

423 k ’ ‘ pl“”v'wji,;;Q;:i_ ;";¥; « ; f




Edac,

7 -"" , Lo

com?ariSOﬁsiamcng’iﬁstituﬁionS; Héwever,'thé cufiulative effect of inconsistent,
' data in several of the éategbfias is to make any form of inter-instjtutional
. / e b S
ccmparisans hlghly quesﬁ;nﬂable : S ' ) . v e e
. V. /’ : ) 7"’ A 0 A
- o f _ N . N
- b U51ng HEGIS _financial data fo pl nnlng in Eh : State U@lyegi;gyisystgm

: /o v I
As stated earllef, the HEGIS flnanclal/éufvey does not conca;n sufflclant detall .

{

t@ provide the data requiféd’faf thg/internal planniﬁg_and'managemenz of .a
university system. Nor should Eheﬁ%urvey%beadesigned to serve these pufpésesi.

-

; Razhet, a national-survey is usaful to the extantéthat it can colleét data from

“and make fesults avallable ‘to .a broad segment of the. national postsecnndary L=

f 7.; . .

éduc%gianal Q@@munity; In gb me lnstances the HEGIE data mlght prov1de eful

data on a statewide baéis;‘ However, given'the-diversizy_ampng the sta tes and

the differlng needs for!managemenﬂ ‘and planning 1nfgrmatlon, the state structure

) should assume respo SibillLy for qFfin;Eicn of data unique to a partlcuiar
: /

]

tate. Within the Univer%ity of Wis;ons;n System, data systems d251gn d to ‘meet
-he i,f,rm,g, =§equiremént§fwiﬁhin the System are well developedi )

\rr

’What ‘then are the needs for HEGIS data within a state unlversity Systemﬁ—y

/’ . ] A

Thete are sevetal,ﬂs me of which can be met thrcugh the current survey, whlle oth

will fequlre sgme modificatians or restruﬁturing of .the. gurraﬂt survey instrument. .

National aurveys afe mnst ugaful for Ehose 31tua§ions requiring naﬁional data.
‘ : - ! 1 - i ] .o
Thegneed may be Eor"éithef!camparative'data on.an aggregate basis or for rather

1

-

spetific daga about partlgulaf types gf'iﬁséitu;iéﬁsﬂ_ T . T o

s T if During a UW aystem study on the ;Qopé’af highérféducation‘iﬁ Wiscgqgiﬁ;
ifnwas useful cg analyze Ehe Peréeni.éf total axpenditurés;bf_the in$t£ﬁétiéé,_z

’ééademic suﬁpéft. séudeﬂé sé%viées, Snd inszitutié&alséupgaﬁt éméng a.gr;up

;o

of instL;q;ians!nﬁsiggallyl The HEGIS daza tapes prVidE a readily ‘available

source” for this analysis. It was p§551ble to select inszitutinns of compara ﬁlg E

. ) e . - . - . . B . ) E . -
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mission and, size and compare expenditures on a percentage bas;é. For the
' burpasgs Dfithis szudy; prablé@é with the HEGIS data base discussed earlier

_were relatively unimpcfﬁant{ What was needed was relatively accurate data for
g ven program,az SpEElElE unlver51tles. Even variances in, the reporting of such
items asfcuition remissions has little effect on the percentage of expenditures '

- for each of the programs. 1In this example, the HEGIS data was a useful information

source. )

-ﬂi

The UW System has also used the data tape to do more spec1 ie analyses 1nclud1ng

comparisons of éxpéndlturés per student for a seleccgd ‘group of peer ins;itufioﬁg;

Fe]

In these analyses it is ne ESsary tu ‘merge the data frgm the financial file wlth

data from the student file. Again;5disér3ét elements frgm the financial.survey-

-

were seledted. ,E r instance, the expenditure per student for instruction was
;I ‘determined using the. reported expenditures for instruction and student SEatistécg'
V_ . _! N ] x- B e S W “‘l\": ) o . ) ,V ._. . - ) .
for full-time and part-time as reported to NCES. FTIE students ﬁere weighted by

- S;udentxleéél (ﬁndergraduéte and graﬂﬁate) to reflect possible differences in
P : c e T : A ‘
the pragrams of’ zhe pEEr ins tion Such analyses can be reliable. and useful

i

if the data feported by the instlzutiuns are valid However, there exists a

. greater gossibilizy of non-c mpafgbility of data in stud es df this'typé.ﬁhan

s

Ehe-percéntage'éf expeaditgfes study discussed above. Here variances in institutional

ceporting pracEi es such as the hénﬂlingggf tuition remissicﬁs effect the results
of the study. , .
iy : _ -

There 1is an incEEaEingfinﬁefest,.bcth on the part of institutions and state
_g@Vetnments-EOE more comparative data about pastsecondary-educatién as a total
. - — By ! . N .

]

‘effort. The Halstead and McCoy study is the most ambittous effort to pfovi&e‘ ; -

;hesé.daﬁai-'ﬂgwevgfi it-;s=§his type of study théﬁ_is pf greatest interesg
. to stééé decisicn.makefé and’E;£ W;;Ghithé‘ﬁfesent HEGIS sﬁtvéy is least
sgizablé:’”Althouéhfthe University @f’&is;pnsin-system has haé EIEEEH interest- -
in developing such analyses'gvéﬁ the past Sefaral yeafs, we hQVE found. the HﬁGIS

ERI!
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j;g%iﬁancigl;dataitc be significantly flawed as a data source.

prcged s' the diversity aﬁ;organi;aticnal structure, and the significant levél™”
@f.nan—fzépanselcdnz%ibute éa problems of non-comparability of data amomg the -

states' of significant magnitude as to invalidate studies at this level of aggregation..

— wg‘bave'fpuﬁé iﬁ certain yearsﬂrgéoéiing érféfs of app;@ﬁimazely Ehiﬁgy ﬁe:geﬁ;\
'q. ';n‘th ga;lafs“appropfiatéd'ta'all of pa§tsecondar§ edu;atian! MDre'tgceﬁt _ ﬁf
s sﬁrvéys mé?fhaveisgcceeded in zalléctingfmﬂféﬁceipléue a;é écéurgte data. Yet, \-
. ) . o : o v;,_;:_u
until such grobléms'hgbe begn'feéDLvedvconfidence will remain low in thie HEGIS ‘\'

-educatlun amung the states. Statv %ystems nf hlghar édugaLlﬂn_aﬁg vﬂ"ailsi;r - 7,.%

_~;n;eres,ed in ﬁnmparlsans ‘of the level mf state guppcrt and. in trends in the

level of,this suppart. The HEGIS daﬁa‘base :auld be the ideal gougge-fc: Suah!

~studies. What remains, islta'devise better ways of collecting financial data

and making t hem avallable in a more .timely way. . ‘ : . :

5. ENEEESSSFY.ggdifi@atioﬁs-and fefineﬁgnts. Cfuéial té the éesign of "any
& =

infcrmatlcn system is a detailed. analy51a of the purpases and de&is;cn processas

to be served by the lnfafmatlgn collected;' The HEGIS data may now be used in

=

studies of a type not intended by the-ﬁfiéinal designers of the form. To the

extent_ﬁhig is the case, a re-evaluation of intended purﬁoses of the HEGIS gufvey

~ - becomes the n;c;asary flrat step in 1mprgv1ng the data b se. Sln’e the Haistééd'

B

and McCoy study is the most EOmprhEnSlVE snaly51s of Einanclng h;gher edu:a ion

1o ! =

that hds been undertaken felying almost éxcluvaely on the HEGIS survey, a-careful

%;PVJLUIELOn of the limitatinns of the HEGIS daza base appar ént=1n this sgudy Shcéid
‘ *'ébgfuﬁderiaken. A stud} aE ‘the type undertaken by Halstead and McCo; has great
plie agiana for decis about finanﬂlng pnstsecandaty éducaticn in the- ccdntry .
. and yet it can only be acgamplisheg by azcess t§<daca'callectgd at;the national
:: level. E V | . ‘ - o
o ! ;’ ‘ \ ‘ ) S
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Some SUggestéd modi E arions and ref;nements 1mportan£ to hlghet education’

\ : y e

are ;dentlfled in the Eatbe% Mag;;;ne study publlshed in 1974 the\Haisteéd and

McCoy sggdy, analysea dahe by the State of Washlngton Cﬁmml%s;on Ear Pos ég@ndé;y

i

— \ (
Educat;an, analy;e% undertakén by the System Admln;stfatlan of thb Unive fsicy of - -
. ! 1 . . H '

A,

Wisconsin System, anq dzhers_are discussed belcw. This is not 1n§ended to- b?

[

L . Y - e , - cei s
an exhaustive szatemént but to offer examples of the types ef,m@d;figatians and
:reflnement%‘zhat would make the Survey more useful to the p@scsacandary education

community, gspec;ally to State Systems Df hlgher educatlan.

Tlmel;” S. .. Anyone using the HEGIS finanzial data, either thraugh published

S SEUdlE& or by dlreat access to the Eapes must contend w;th daEa that are not

current. The lag between submi ,”;ﬁn of the survey by the instituticns and release’

T -

of che data by NGES has been reduced somewhat in recent years. VHE&EVET;-if the,

_ddté are to be ﬂnthally useful, the_lag~time must: be further reduéed,

qug;gomplgte respgp%g. NCES should develop praaedures to ;mprove the .

., response ;ateg[ It is particularly important that meghéds for communicating with -
and getting Egépanses from segmé@zg'cf the postseedﬁdary education community
such as Eechnlcal institutes and other special;éed institutions that may-notsv

normally. be tncluded- in- the Higher Educatidn Directory.

P Revise the survey fofm.- Gareful cqnsidetatioﬁ should be given to ways in

Su : ) R N ‘ . .
which the survey form can be expandééfwithcut placing an uﬁfeasanable burden on

Ehe respandenzsﬁ Ttﬂls ESPEClally important that ﬂhe farm be rev1sed to more

states. For "example, acn51deracion should be gjven to specific elements in Ehe

- i : - : e . 3
form for repor rting such’ ;tems as debt service, indigénz care funding, statewide
governing and cgofdiﬁéﬁiﬁg boards, ‘unique service functions which may be funded:

. '

gﬁfapgh Ehe higth‘édﬁcatianibudgets such as public health 1ab0fa§criés ﬁﬁition‘

'remi%%{aﬁs‘ %taff Eringe anEEitg, healﬁh science centérsj cacperatlve extEﬂﬂLOH,

s’ " : B . 7 ¥

and 0ther Functinn% which are “handled in dlletsggwaysﬁamﬂng"the statesT—An - e

i i .
B Il £3
_ z —’é
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expansion of the form 1ncreases the cost,, yet without thlS graater dellnpaclcn-

‘ \

of the unique aspects Qf Lnstltutluns Q%g?;gher educatlon natlonally, aEEEmpES

=

'to use the data Ear;gciparatlve purposes will cogt;nue ‘to be Serlgusly flawed. ' S

) r

o, ) ) o . ) v . ’
Instituitorial classificatigns. The present method for classifying institu-

tions needs re-evaluation and the dévelgpmensraf more definitive criteria. One.
of "the most useful purposes served by the financial ané crhar HEGIS survey tape%,.\

ié Eheaabili;y to draw Samples of "Simllar 1n5t1tut10ns" for comparat;ve purposes

'ThE Unlversity Df W1SCQﬁEiﬁ Systam has Eound the HEGIS survey of emplgyees in

|

- 53:\

higher edugatlon a most valuable source of data for salé%y apalysis. However, O

\
|
\

we ‘have had to develop more definitive criteria for the Selgction nf peer 1nst1t4§rons

than.is- available in .the NCES data base. Furrher, the present HEGIS clé catigﬁ
" system used does not accurately claséify the UW=Sysrem institutions relativerté

‘each other:

¥

Arbitrary delleatiﬂﬂE Df data by NCES conEractcrs : THE University Df

P

wisccnsin System has e;perlenced difficulry with the arbitrary way in which NCES

ccﬁtrartors have méd;fied rha SurVEy forms-submittediby thg Unlversity‘Systemi.'

~ For example, at. times the total expendit res for Systeﬁ Administration and University-

;
i
|
x .

have .been made, defensible éritéria‘WEra not Emﬁlo?gdi_ y
S ' S L ' - :
Better documentation: As-a user of the data tapes,  the University of

LY . 1 -

_WiscﬁHSin System has Eound the documenraticn prpvided'tb be wholly inadequate.
~ c

Not aﬂly 15 it iﬁcomplete but Eeghniral ch nges occur| from year‘t

[w]

year which , l

.

seticusly campliiated access to the darag ‘ . )

'_Tﬂe above statedﬁsgggesribns'aré not intended tf'be~alifin;lusive but’

" rather indicative of parenriai modif%gaticns and ref

¥ . ) . =

greater data integrity from rhe;paint Gf‘view of the University of Wisconsin -ﬁ

inements which would prcvide_; B

System as a user éE the HEGIS‘daré; University 5f Wisconsin System Administratian
complétes or reviews the surveys before trsqsmissi@n to NCES, _Ihis~pro¢edure'_

G U830 s e e
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" assures uniformity of response among thé institutions of the System. . We must
work toward uniform reporting within each state and among the'states if the margins
. . : ] L , T ) - G e - . o
of error in the HEGIS financial data are to'be reduced to allow accurate, detailed

N studies of comparative financial statistics of the péstsecﬁpdary education

‘community among and within the fifty staﬁgéi o -

ERIC,
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o "The Utility of HEGIS Finance Data:
' : A/State Board Perspective'. -

| Lu:iefLapaGsky‘

i
: : Director
Finance and Facilities
Maryland State Board for Higher Education’
. . P
H
- ) #
i
- ™
1 : '
f
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Y The Maryland Stéte Board for ﬁigherﬁgdueatian (SBHE) collects éhe HEGIS
finance data from all institutions of higher quﬁaﬁian in Maryland. This is the’
only Einénﬂiél aatEVCGllé?téd énﬁually by the SBHE from the Community Colleges and -
Iﬁdﬂgcnq;nt institutians iniﬁaryland.. The . SBHE uses ghe‘ﬁEGIS f;gange daté pfimarily

; &

‘for ‘'annual compari sons am ong Maryland institutions and between Maryland Lnﬂt;tut;ong

and comparable institutions in other states and for comparisons of trends over several
vears. .
The majdr problem inherent in using the HEGIS finance data for comparative

cy on the part of institutions in their interpretation

\ILN\

purposes is the lack of cons
of the data required on each line. Much of this problem is attributable to the fact

that the definitions provided with the form are often not detailed enough to provide the
guidance necessary to the institutions; ¢oo much is left open to institutional judgement.
) . * ! - R ., i ) : . v": ] ) R

This problem i$ more agcute for institutions which do not use the NACUBO acégﬁﬂ%ingx

framework; .institutions in chis situation must crosswalk their accounting data to the.

HEG1S framework. Institutions which must crosswalk a substantial amount of information

a
o

have qreatrdiffizulty in accomplishing this. A second problem encéuntered by some

institutions is that they do not receive all of the funds they are é”pécted to report

and frequently -do not know the dollar value of these funds. In Maryland this is the

o

;t,”ti@n’amang the public institutions which do not receive ‘fuhds for amployees' fringe

a

benefits. Many 1n3tltut;@ns cpted to leave these funas @ut Df thElE report Whl e other

'instiﬁuticns‘attémpt to estimate them. These are. just two of the prcblamé‘ﬁhichAhave

cope to the SBHE's atte,t ion in using the Maryland data for intra-tcate comparisons. -

.The problems of,cénsistency become more acute whén inter-state comparisons are made.

- s’
_ Given that in Maryland the HEGIS finance informati ion gr@v’ides the only )

financial data réheived fzgm two segments of highér education iﬂtthe State and given

b bt ﬁj * -
thac the HEGIS finande form FEQVLdﬁs the Dnly flnance 1nformatlan in a ccmparab -

tormat for all higher education 1nst1tutlons in the State, the SBHE decided it was
nééesSary'tQ improver the.consistency of the data reported on this form by Maryland

x

&

ERIC T e R
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institutions. NCHEMS served as a :atal&sé for this undertaking with their HEFM project.

Maryland participated as a pilot State in the HEFM project. The SBHEsQonﬁened-ajta%k

n

orce composed of representatives from all the segments of higher education in Marylani,

=

‘together with representatives from NCES, to improve the reporting procedurés on the

%

HEGLS finange form. The goal of the task forée was te get comparable information from

“all institutions in Maryland using nationally recognized definitions as much as possible.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The result of the task force's work was a set of supplemental instructions to be used

in gompleting parts A and B of the finance form. In order to delineate the problems

which the task force resolved, I willfdiscuss the major items included in the supple-

I art A, Line 20, total current funds revenues, and Part-R, line 19,

D survent funde exponditurce and mandatory tfaﬂsfﬁﬁs, dﬁvﬁétwhﬁua
tos ba szm:i; ' i

We fgund‘that man? inétiéugicﬁs belieﬁeﬂ that rEVEﬁues-and,expendituzés had to balahcg

or at least should baiance; thus the schools would adjust_theif figﬁres to aghievé this
balance. This'bélaxlﬁiﬁg of the numbers ‘af‘fec‘:téd the {rai;dity c::f the line vifgm cié‘taii.»_

as well as the status of thé current fund degéFi
.o Those frfngg‘béngjﬁts paid by the State Déqutméﬁt of F§f59ﬁﬁgz for
#hf publig ﬁusﬁityti@ns ghould be included in the data ngérfédi
The: f%iugé_bengji& costs should bi éZZogaﬁéd to the appropriate -
capend? tupe categories in Part B whieh correspond to the personnel
in cach acti&i}y. The State revenue to pay the fringe benefits

C o should be reported in Fart A on line 3, State appropriation. q

The Sﬁﬁﬁé Board for Higher Education will pﬁﬂﬁidé the State

allocations of fringe béigjitﬁ'in the aggregatéﬁfbrié&§h>pubZié

. /
institution.

E & i
.
s &




B

"gt'the public four-year institutions and the céﬁmunity é@llége§kin Maryland,
sggiai secufgty and State fétirgmentbbénafits are iﬁcluéed in the budget of the
Départment of Pé:sonnal: In addition, the Statérs share éf all health insurance for |
the public éa&§§yeaf!instftutiamg;15 included in thé_Depaftment of Personnel's budget.
_Fri@r to thé cénVe@iﬁq of the task force, none of these fundS'were reported by fhe
institukions since they never f;@wlﬁh:ough the'institutian Eenefitsﬁ The fringe benefits
paid by_the State on béhalé éf higher educétién employees will amount to égpfaximépely

1830 hillian‘;n FY 1981 which is ten pereeht of the General Fund agpr@priationi The

Dega:tmént cfféérsannél in Maryland does not di:ectl} attribute these funds to any
"?ipstiﬁuti@n; the SBHE estimates for the institutions the fringe benefit payment based
on the total salary dollars suppoftéﬂ by State funds. The excL@;ién.gﬁ‘Ehé»ﬂcllaﬁs

- for fringe bgnéfiés %kewed cost comparisons between the égblic iﬁstituéiéné and the
.gépdep;ﬁgént institut}onsxin Marylaﬁ@, “In addiEiOﬁ, therﬁaﬁa used f@:.Maryié?Q in
all national studies prior t% FY’%??Q excluded ;heuState;é fringg benefit c@gtfibﬁti@hf
and thus unﬂereétimatedgthe total State conﬁ:ibutiﬁn to higher é@ucatiog'?y a .
' .substantial amount. %ﬁis was one of thg-mére séri@gs fep@ftiﬁg problems which we
found and qné.ghat has 5%ricus impliaatians for inter-State ;Dmparisonsi
i, The State ﬁthéges ﬁﬂd’Uﬂ%UﬁFSiti&S and thé Uﬂi@éfsity of Maryland I
should acdopt a mc&hqnfsm jﬁ?i£ZZ@éatiﬂQ thg costs of théif'g@ugrniﬂg
boards ard eentral ﬁdminiétratiﬁ@ éxpéngés to each of theirvinstitutions, ©
i op eimfasési These ﬁﬂééS_SHSHZd-Eé ineZ&dgd in-?hft B on line ;g |
. - institutional s;ppért and in Part A on line 3, étatg appfépriﬁfiegz g
In Maryland, two of the segmeﬁts havelﬁentral g@vefnihg bcardé which receive-

"mubstantial appropriations for institutional activities as well as for the overall

_adminisﬁrati@nbgf'the system.;_E@L example, all computer expenses for the State Colleges

?

17l

re included in their Board's budget and all TIAA CREF optional retirement contributions

[ERJf: };fL1fi_. V.”q . o j,.i?*EEAA *%;_ L _~7,}nu ¢
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are budgeted to the Central Administration of the. University of Maryland. Lack of
inclusion of these funds in instituti@nai\buﬂgets leads to an underestimate of annual
operating ~osts. The task force concluded that for valid institutional comparisons.

-among Mafylapd inztituciaﬂsvéll administrative costs attributable to a segment but

not included in institutional budgets should be allocated among the institutions. The

-

rationale faf this was that the governing boards ré;ievéﬂ tHe institutions @f-ce?tain
admini%trative. expenses which institutions not haviﬂgzsent?al gevérning baarés must
 §réVi§E!

4. Institutié%éfﬁﬁuiﬂg pr@grﬂﬁS'mhigh do not correspond to the HEGIS

" finaneial categories should either place these programs in the most

applicable HEGIS éatégﬁry; or 1f the pf@éﬁﬁ%uéﬁéﬁs'ﬁﬂny'éatégﬂfigs;"

it should be.prorated acrogs the categories.
'-‘ . : ) ) N -7 . x\_. =
The public foﬁrsyear institutions in Maryland have ap accdunting system which
i . : : L . . : . . B

' is substantially differerit from the HEGIS framework. The budget programs do not
correspond to Tl HEGIS expenditure categories in several areas. For example, many
institutions have a budget program' called fgesegregation which includes functions

primarily attributable to instrugtién, administration{andvstudénc services. The

sthools were instructed to prorate their Desegregation expenditures across the

relevant HEGIS expenditure categories. Prior to the Task Force's instructions,

institutions were arbitrarily choosing a category in which to, place these expenditures.

The public four-year iﬁstitutipnsadg not have a budget program titled -

academic support.. These expenditures are divided between instruction and institu-

tional support. The schools were instructed to fill in their library expenditures

. . and attribute whatever other academic suppcvt costs they could identify. EUL I /

ERIC, /. 0
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\; The public four-year institutions have a budget program entitled "Public
Safetyﬁ\wh;ch prlmarlly includes sec urity personnel. Several other institutions had . !
5 ‘ A decision’wag.made ‘to include all

budget pr gramsﬁénﬁitleé ”Campub Security
) . i -
urity and publi¢ safety in the HEGIS category Institu-

expenditures for campus secu y
icated Funds"

\‘
.

ﬁll,cate

tional Suppert, . .
The Uéivers;ty of Maryland has a budget program entitled "Dedlcated
. The Un;vers;ty agr eed to.

which pr;mafliy ié;ludes fest:icted research funds.

these funds to the é§§fépr;at expe nd;tureﬂcategarles in Part B.

lire 6, student 3§ﬁu;§§;EEh§uZd_H§t include student financial
; ’ _*\5!' _

h - Pa f’t 5 s LK
o ¢ Ae
should include

- c:rflfwdgi .
Lines ‘9 and 10, Sehalargthg apd. fgllamsths
Statg z%stz*utiaﬂs shauld

remission of tuiltion and fees té Studéﬂtg.

.j'

inelude "other rdce qraﬂtﬁ" on. Zzns 10.
BEQFQ Sh§u2d not be Lneludsd in ézthér Eﬁrt A.or B
t B in the' program’

£

-

)Zleqe Work StHdJ money Ehﬂyld be 1neZud§d in B
dé?éd ) ' . s
‘ ncluding, financial aid funds in the

L

in whic
Many institutions in Maryland had beer
these funds were included in their cerresponding buddet

h the services were

=

t B, line 6

=

", program. All institutions were instfucted to exclude these funds from Part
and include them in lines 9 and 10 a ppr g,la‘é In additioh, several of the public
including BEOG awards on both the revenue and expendi-

Student Services category since

1l institu-

fcuﬁ=ye§r institutiangihaa;been

ture side %lncaithey ;ere 1nglué§§ in their gﬁgﬁg budget in thig-_fashion. éé 7
tions were instructed to excluderthg'BEGG fundsgf;cﬁ the form. f_f ' !

/ institutions weré including C;liege;WE;k'Study money Qn\the Student

I, . T
T Some 1i

B .

others were including it among scholarships and fellowships, still

: i .-
L3
bl

Serfices line;
Q%pers were reporting it in the expenditure function in which the. services were

SR ]
\\gg“ T
“‘h \
i
1
1
a8
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B 3

rendered. An agreement was reached that all Lnstlt tions would include the expendi-

tures in the program in which the student actually worked, i.e., instrucﬁian,vliﬁféry,
ﬁ:eﬁz, ' ! \\ ) 4
- \ :

A decision was made to include remission of tuition and fees 6n line 9 of
Part B and on line 1 of Part A.
&, P et B, lLine 8, operatior and maintenance of plant, should néﬁ,inélude

ey eperations. | If yowr institution doés dktal?ed

H

Free guprort jor qurt

4

cost accounting of plant, your allocation of plant e osts to auxiliary

should be based on that data. If the data for cost accounting

'y available, the following forrula should be ﬁ5§d.jbr

allocating plant costs to. auxiliary enterprises. The plant costs

attributable to auziliary. enterprises should equal:

”'f# Sq;”fﬁ. in auril. ent.+ total sq. ft.) z total piaﬂﬁ'céét,
Part B, Ziﬂé 14, auxiliary enterprises, sh.uld inelude tha expend? tures
fsé;thg operation and maintén&héé of tH’ umz zary enterprise pZant. |
Auziliary gﬁt&?p?iéés are défined as ecsen LaZZ sel flﬂup norting

@pgrafiﬂns which exist t@ fﬁrnzsh a SePULFE vo students, faculty or
. s, 14 v

ﬁzf‘ and gﬂiﬂ& charge a jgg d’rgetZy related to the service. Thus

dermitories, cafeterias and intercollegiate gthletiés uaual ly should

be iﬂéZudédi

vMaﬁ?fllstlLLt ions in ]uded the malntenance and fuel cos sts attriputable to

auxiliary enterprises on line 8 of Part B. The institutions were instructed to

allDEaLe all relevant costs to auxiliary nterprises u51ng either their own cost

‘data or tha:abcva fé:mula.i . . ' o o Cos

‘Several questions were rais d by the task force cencerning tne apD rovriate

items to include as’vaernmeﬁt Kprépriatians and GQVérﬁment'Gantratts and Grants.

&

i b

, The Task force came to the fcllgwiﬁg Egﬁclusién;
[ERJ!: Lol ' o
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Pupt A, linca o, & and 4, government appropriations should include

yri ey of Tudivect costa.  Public institutions should include the

SIS RIS AN

PN

ttion for fringe benefits on line 3 in addition to their

dlvect Generae Pund appeopriation.  The State Universities awd Colleges

¥

ity of Maryland should include the alloecated appropria-

Ction for thetlr Beards and ecentral administrative expenses in line 3.

The Corrunituy Colleges and Independent Institutions Shouid include the

Jorrula=funded. aid which they receive from the State on line 3. All
) 3 B R ( :

institutions should include their mateh for Federal student aid funds

in' line 3 or 4 wnless the matching funds are specifically apprapriated
for that purpose.: . o o T ‘ .

irnes 5 thﬂ@ugh 10, goverwment grants and contracts, should oo

D3

Part 4,

Fiéept BEQFE and Fﬁdéraz fundu for NDSL.

=g —.

hﬂuéd b? 1nelud§d n Zlﬂ? 6 and ?fate other race

iﬂgr Work Etudz/

grants in Line 8. In additiéﬂ all qougrnmgnt ﬁpon?argd PESFGP&h and

=

o ther QGUEPHJTISVZL sponsored pT‘OqI’c‘lﬂ?%‘ shld be Ln("Zuded in the appro-

priate line: HFdLF&f?d fundg at most_institutions should be included

here or on Zzneg 11 and 12, private gifts, grants .and contracts.
Part A, line 15, sales and services of educational activities, should

not.inelude revenues for services to students; these revenues should

bhe Ltneludad in Pavt A, line 16, sales and services of auxiliary enter-

rart ‘A, lLine 18, other sources, should include the revenue from
independent operations other than federally SPOﬂEDPEd research and

Je0r1§pm§nf ﬁ?ﬂt?ru; fbﬁ Fiﬂmplé pajm§nts to the 1H5t1tutzﬂﬂ for-use

at a swnmer soceer .or fb@ﬁball camp Ehﬂuld;bé'iHEZudéd‘héﬁé~iﬁ addi tion

to the-o ther- sources of revenue cited in the instructions.

A




Part A, line 19, zndcpcndaﬂf operations, should inelude only the

revenue from magjor fedepullq fhnd?d research and dev;Z&pmént centers.

This father ;engthy d;scuss;sn of some of the p roblems encountered in Maryland

and some of the solutions we have designed is meant to illustrate the caﬁplexity of
data comparability’ prDblﬁmS. Having found all of these inconsistencies within Maryland,

we!have become quite skeptical about Qémparing_ccgt data with.other states.

B

We use the HEGIS data for three types of comparisons: cost and revenue éer'

-student, percent of, total expenditure or fEVéﬁUE attributable to a certain item and

percent zhénges in the data over a period of several years. We have used this data

" for éampa:a;ive gﬁrFGSES among the Marylénﬂ institutiansi In large part we have used

=

V-tﬁés comparisions to hlghllght institutions whian dlffer slgnlflcantly ;rom the, )
éveraée!:.ThESE ou tlyers then : equently trlgger further, moré in- depth, SBHE staff
analys;ts as welél as analysls by the respéctg;;ré Maryland Lnstltutlans. .

o ﬁ;?ﬂéth a ;ggﬁé;nwa@g&?%ﬁéf,?%EEFQ?Fi@“s we have madé Ecmgariébhé betﬁgén )

Maryland Institutions and similar institutions in other states in order to aid us in

-identifying peer institutiéng. A comgarat;ve analysis of expenditures and revenues _ 1
per FTES, which is one of the most useful lndlEéS, presents further problems because

we have found that students are not reported in a similar fashion on the HEGIS

enrollment form by institutions in other states. ' . ) - R S

A

i

pecific example of a recent use of HEGIS data concerned_thengabddy

Conservatory of Music. The‘Peabady réquééted a substantial émount‘af aid from ‘the
o - ' Ty o
State for an extended period of time. The SBHE analyzed their HEGIS finance form

as well as other HEGIS data and dompared it wi?h ﬁhe HE3IS data from other
conservato .in the :Duntry which provided to'us by N*ES.';Dur;éhélysis indicated s

that Peabody's Einangial condition by comparison w1th other conservatories was not

“caused by spending patterns sigriificantly different- from other conservatories but

A FuiTex providod by eric [ R s
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by lack of an adequate endéwment. This led the SBHE to ehdorge;PeabGdy's request,

for State aid and resulted in a legislative appropriation of $900,000 for Peabody.

instit@ti@psg These comparisons are used for a myriad of purposes not least of which

is tbrconvince Governors and Legislatures that the funding level for the ‘institutions’

in your state is inadequate. The experience we have had in Maryland using comparative
information to make this point has been relatively unsuccessul primdrily because the

people we are trying to convince are well aware of the data comparability problems

which exist.

The SBHE would like:tclbe able tg'use»ﬁhé HEGIS data from all states withg
!aihigh;degfee of confidence ﬁhat therinformatian is ﬁémgafable; We bgigeyé wé have
maéeﬁqreat sﬁ;idés:in achieving this objective fof ;he HEGISSEinance f@rm among
i ) .
Mé;y;anaviﬁsﬁitutiansl_ In order for this to be true across ail iﬁétituEiéngzinwthe
country, NCES would have to-invest éhe fesaurces té work with:éach State in évPEDCESS'ilizz

similar to that undertaken by Maryland to ensure that areas of lincertainty are resolved

"

in a consistent manner. More detailed instructions could help alleviate some of the

3 # &

problems, but many_instiéubicns have soméwhat unique accounting systems which- require

‘them to make their own judgements on where to -classify certain revenues and expendi-

=

tures, It is unlikely that any one set of instructions will eclarify all of the complex

would likely choose not to comply with certain specific instructions if compliance

time. I believe it is unrsalistic to ‘expect-

‘were to require an inordinate amount of
" that we will ever attain comparability of each item on the HEGIS finance form. There-

‘fore, I think it is incumbent upon us to decide which issues are most important and

concentrate on resolving them. : : : . t R

=

From my perspective, as a first. step we should concentrate on ensuring that
total revenues and expenditures are comparable so that comparisons in the aggregate
can be confidently made among instititions.

o . . n S R o B e e
ERIC . oo oo B
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Introduction

The financial data collected by the National Center for Fducation
Statistics (NCES) through its Higher Education ﬁenera1-InfDFmaticn Survevs
(HEGIS) repre%ent the on1y ongoing source of f1nanc1aT information about alil h1ghér
gducat1an institutions in the U.S. Given the nr1macv oF th1s source of
. FinénciaT déta, effoéts'to improve its utility can be_éxpectéd t@_have broad
- and major,bEﬁefit. As é backaragnd:to efforts for imnnavemént, this paner
examines (a) the fa;térs ‘that affecf thé utility: of Ehis_data'set; (b) the -

process associated with the collection and use of that data, (c) the roles

and FQSpGnsibjjjtigsﬁoFfvariéus narties to thatﬂnrnéeés,d?oéusiﬁq in

- particular on:thése of researchers;‘ahd finally Gd)‘ﬁossibie;stens for the.‘
future to improve fhe ugefﬁinESs of these data. wh11e this discussion is
ca- in bréad réther than specific terms, it was féTt that sucL a balquound
would provide a much needed context for the Subsenuent exam1nat1on of

specific and detailed recommendations.

Ut111ty Df HEGIS Finance Data

It is important to review what Factors affect the utility of any data
set, S1nce 1mprDvement5 in ut111ty are denendent on these cnnd1t1ans Nh11e
the authDr propboses her own set of Factor% and outlines snecific steps to
1mprove these factors, th1s list is only propased as . a Start1ng po1nt for
further input and deve1opment It shauid also be noted that while these

o Eactors have been Jdent1f1ed specifically in the EOﬁtext ofXHEﬁIS finance
data; they are in ﬁost céses_qenera1%zab1e:to other data caj1ectfon and use
efforts. The fbi1owing-Fa;£@rs are identified:as-a$fectinﬁ the Qtijity*

o of HEGIS finance data: €§E;
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o quality of the data

e relevance of the data for decisionmaking
9 t1me11ness of the deta
© cost-effectiveness of the data

Each of these dimensions is discussed below.

wualizy of the .iﬁti in Reflecting the Minaneial Realities of Higher Zducation

Institutions

The purpose. of gathering data in this arene 15 £§ Draviﬂe!emniﬁiea1
‘reflections of the status of institutional F1nances, depicting who Drev1de5
what thds, how they are uSed, and what assets are accumu1ated Yet .even at” the1r:
~ best, such- data ‘are on?y an ebstraet1on of rea11tv and thus never as qeod
as- the reality itself. This reeogn1t1en 1sr1mDDrtant to bear in mind.as

one seeks to both collect and use, data'dEBirtfhg the Finances of higher:

educat1en As‘such we must not pretend that these data despite .their ?
emp1f1ca1 concreteness, are more than they are. As etated by Fe]]eq1,,"data
2‘2011eet10n typlca11y 1nve1ves chDrDm15es between the cencent a dee1.1en- ~

maker might wish to measure (the "ideal concent") and what is n9551b1e and
practical to measure (the “6pérati§na1ized-ccncept”)gl

k=

Such‘diF%icu1tie§
 are endemic to data. eoTTect%on and ére not easi1y resoived. A speCif1e

examp1e in the context of HEGIS F1nanc1a1 data would be "1nstruct1on"

,,,,,

EXDEHd1EUFES As an "ideal" concept, it is clear thac instruction haneens

1ivan P, Fellegi, Assistant Chief Statistician Social Statistics, Statistics

‘Canada in Data, Statistics, Information--Some Issues of the Canadian Social
Statistics Scene. Statistical Reporter, April 1980, pp. 168-181.
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ina variety of setﬁinas (in the cTass#qqmi in thé dormitory, in a lecture, -
in a "lanquage" house, at a zoﬁc&rt) uéinq'a'Qariety_oF resources (faculty,
other étudents, visiting Tectufers_ facilities, eﬁuﬁnmehtgqand time)g‘ Yet
to Yegresent these "operationally" inbthis cgsé;-we pick a single medium ..
(money) and, somewhat arbitrarily a115¢ate certain portions nf resources to
this function (as opposed to doing prec'se studies of time and resource |
allocations) to reflect the extéﬂt Df activity and cos%s in this irea. fhese
allocations are made despite joint product prab]ems anong instruction, research,
-and Dthgr program areas A terms o;vfacu]ty time, space and equipment use,vetci
The resulting data are therefore an abstraction of reaiity, and judamEﬂts
are‘ngedgd about the "quality" of the data as an abstrac;ﬁén;- Sfatfzticaijy;
quality is-traditionally judqed ir terms of the §é1idft;;af the;dafa in

- approximating reality, the reii;biiitt of the data 1n repeatedly measuring that‘

1rea31ty, and the a ccuracx of the data. in tarms of how c1oseTy 1t measures
rea11ty | ' ! 7 : |
NCES per19d1ca11y conducts vanudat1gn stud1es to assess data quality.
In addition, var1ou; 1n5t1tut1ons, state BQEHC1ES ‘and other users have been
_ caﬁcerﬂed w1th assessing the qua11ty of these data . Studies such as thosg
conductedﬁby M1nter-and‘by Andrews suqqest that the éua?ity of the HEGIS
"Finéncia?ldata is improving. At_NCHEMs, we a;e attemﬁt{ng to develop a set’
of prccedure% we can use tclassess_déta quaiity’fn a;hraaé wayAas:we acauire -
new data- tapes. The procedures use a variety of common. measures (e.q., state
and local appr%priatians ﬁéf studér{ti instruction expeﬁdifuves ner studéﬁtjf
- operation and plant maintenanée per assiqnéb]é;squéfe feet, etc.) to exém%ne
the data reported by_institﬁtiong of var%custhpeszto identifyluhusLST

values. Where such values are found, we contact the institutions to determine

if such occurrences are correct or not.
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s - ni, . ’
Continuing, effarts to assess data qua11ty are needed In thGSé areas
found to be Drob1emat1c NCES Shnu]d cons1der a) further def1n1t1ana1 Lo ¢

§1ar111cat1on b, chanaes in existing survey forms (1n the cateqor1es uged) 4

and/ar\g} supp]ementary surveys if warranted Thﬁough the pub1ﬂcat10n oF
" a series. of gu1de5 by;NQﬁEMSeugder_NGES_sptu;orsh1p, 51qn1f1cant steps Tni
~ this dir%ctioﬁ have‘aitéady peéﬁ éoﬁp1eted z, An add1t1@na1 step Qf pro— RN
.vidiﬁg*Feedbact to. thosé Pepbrting dété (through 1n5t1tut1ona1 prcf11e !

reparts deve]aped using HEGIb F1nanc1a1 and uther data) shcu1d also heTp

LE EZLEL of data is ‘a re1eted dimension of data ﬂua11ty 5]1 partias

to the use of financial 1nf0rmat10n must be assured that thé data have not

been tampered w1th e1ther in co11ect10n or anaTys1s to serve no11t1ca1

purposes. Tc assure 1ntegr1ty, care must be taken that data are not chanqed

arb1trar11y (i.e.,, prucedures qovern1nq all. DPOV1dEP5 must be Fo110wed),gthat
_only recoqn1zed part1es can submit ahd chanqe data (1 e., there 15 a reau]ar\a;‘

and anointed provider of data), that the data §re widely aﬁd Generaijy shared,l\;

and that the ana?ysisfperformed;is subjectédﬂ%o'wfdespreéﬂ scrutiny. ‘Thexé_i L‘\

re5pons1b111ty For the 1nteqr1ty of data is e1ear1y broad]y d1str1buted , |

among prov1ders, co11ector5 researchers and the u1t1mate users of these ‘

data. e

o fonanee of Finanetial Iht:fz for ﬂﬁgétﬂmnmakznﬁ

- o [ !

The need for and app11cab111ty of f1nenc1a1 data can Gﬂ1y’bL judﬂed ;3
by the users of such data - Iﬁ h1qher educat1Dn thEFE have recentﬂv been a

larqe number-of gseré of. HEGIS f!ﬂEﬁC1é1-ﬁata 1nd1cat1ng Lhat sucn 1nf0rmat1on

t

EDoug]aS H. Co]11er and Richard H. A11en, H1gher Educat1on F1nance Manual 3 vo]s
(Boulder, Colo.: HNational Center for Higher Education Management Systems, 158@)
Richard h. A11en HEGIS Financial Reporting Guide: 1980 Edition. (Boulder, Colo.
NCHEMS , 1@80) Doug1as J. Collier, The Value of Uniform F1nanc1a1 Data for the ’
Institution and the State: A Case Study (BDu1der, Co1o NCHEMS 19807*
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15 n1gh1» reTevant At 1ssue ther is whether there are certa1n chanqes that

,nou1d De mﬂdp to lncrease the reﬂevancé of th1s data set to 5pez1f1c users.
aFgr NCES 4as a “QEnera1 stat1st1ca1 agency," attemnt1nq to serve a mu1t1p11c1ty
‘EoF users, th1g Lask 15 a’ part1cu1ar1y d1Ff1cu1t one. As a resu]t, they must .
AseeE ta 355ure that tha process used in se1ect1ng,data for co11ect13n and

]ﬁd1ssem1nat1on is broad1v representat1ve of h1gher educat1on

i f‘lff‘?‘&‘&‘lhi7it_j of F’znanﬁ'm7 Data

L=

Nh11e HEGiS f1nanc1a1 data are potent1a11y reiévant to a great many

dec1s1cn% in higher. educat1gn the1r access1b111ty for: these decisions is not -

-fa ways apparent 'ThETT ex1stence may be unknawn, -the process af acqu1riﬁg their

%

»mgy he taa compi ﬂcated oﬁ'expens‘,e or- cher ‘Factors - may 1nterFere w1th the1r‘ o Av-;

. =

usef NCES has COHtinuEd to e pﬁr1ment with a VEFTEtV of dissemination

-

strateg es ’ED;:AT pre11m1nary Pe1ease news1etters, spec1a1 repgrts, camnuter

tape d1:tr1butzﬂn, LtC ) to Fac111tate and encouraqe the use DF these data

- The recent jngrease Jin their use attests tg the success, NCES 18 achiev1ﬁ\ in
this dcmajni Hnaever the exper1ences of th1s resgargher in using HEGIS S éf
' Fihéncial data at a_detziled level.suggests that use of these data at this

Tevei of detai! is quite complicated. Deve1cpfng fam111arity with the1r content camprEs

hénd1ng the chumentat1n1 tﬁat is Lrov1ded w1th comnuter tanes, adjust1nq ﬁ'*“‘*“jf:
“to changes 1n farm and content of documentat1an, *dent1fy1ng WhTLh
iig;t1tut10ﬂ5 afe 1nc1uded ;ear to year,. and how they ar? c]as%1f1ed (V
!Dart of a system or separate campus )~ perceiving 11m1tat1ons in tbn date . - -' f;}
iare a11 1mportant tasks that precede actual use ‘of the dafa for ana]ggisi; | (
FGT many users, such an 1nve3tment)1nit1me and effart ~is too cost1y At _ | 7,;
1ssue then is whether NCES can accomp115h more of " theﬁé tasks centra11y as 7
x{ - a way of enccuraq1nq grgater use of these data The accumu1ated EXDE\TEHCF

oF a number of researchers who have used these dcta cou]d he ut111zpd bv_

NCES to aiu th15 DE;FESS L A - N _ ,
U : S L ey T :
i e T T




. casta of acqu1r1ng tham in 11ght of the banaf1ts of us1ng tham Thaaa _,‘ Ty

prdv1de taadback td 1nst1tut1dns 1n the Fdrm df 1nst1tutﬂona1 pnot11as wou]d

issue then is determining what ‘the proper balance is between imoroved

" 76

’I‘imaliﬂaaa of the Dala o (j ' S Tt

T1m211"955 is well FEEOQH1ZEd as one of ‘the most Amportant attributes .

;a" ~

dF data T1ma11naaa requires that thera ba a: m1n1mum amdunt of de]ay batwaan B

,-q.

' tha time data are’ ca11ected and cdmp11ed and Fira11y re1aaaed Such nrdmnts

naas, hdwever aTsa raprasanta a tradadtf betwaan ‘a du1ck resndnae that mav

produca unna11ab1a data, as . aapdsad to- ra11ab1e 11QUPES that take tdd 1dnd

td ganarata _ .. L o N

- NCES has aubstant1a11y 1mnnovad the t1ma11naaa dt HEGIS F1nanc1a1 data
Td Furthan 1mprove turnaround time, NCES shdu]d cant1nua td use tha SHEEQ

Natwork to dbta1n more prdmpt responaes From 1nst1tut1on5, shou1d tdnSTder’

Sh1tt1ng mdra “of ‘the edvtan raspdna1b111ty to the state 1ava1, and 5hdu1d

can51der a standard aamp1e dF in5t1tut1dna who ara prdmdt resndndants fdr

1

caTcu1at1ng pra]1m1nary re]aasa FTgunaf “In add1t1nn, affdrts by NCES td

prov1de direct 1ncant1vas to thase 1nat1tut1ons to part1c1pata more act1ve1y

f‘bftﬁ Effectiveness of Data “ _ ) _- L - : , ‘ L SR .

R . 7 . S . .‘ | l . .
,The“arocaas of dbtaininq data is a EDﬂtTﬁud] baTancinq act between: the

;-

data NCES in td11act1ng thaml,resaanchara in ana1yz1nq thaw, and usars 1n B

B

dbta1n1ng and app1y1ng them These caata are, a15d 1mpdntant tD cons1dar as f 1\'

part of any etfdrts to improve data qua11ty, re1avancy, actaas1b111ty, and "

time11naaaa Further elaborations in daf1n1t1dna§.changaa in pro;addraai;and :’/x -
' s ’ - | e : w ! o R &

other efforts to improve the -accuracy of data all entail further costs. - At ° | .

FRrE
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I

précisicnxgiﬁen its costf‘“Thé,cost of Foﬁ1bwin§ aTT pfo?essgrSfin person -

e

o ca1cu1ate 1nstruct1on expend1tures is obv10us1y too qreat Butawhat"is

a. reasonab1e c@st? For 1nst1tut10ns, some “of whom nEVer use these data,

any costs are. unreasonab1e A better ba1anc1nq gf costs and beneF1ts thus

® oL

.in th1s cantext to 1mprave the-"benef1t" s1de DF th1§ equat1nn

The forega1nq sect1on has 1dent1f1ed some of the faéiors that afFect

" |

. the ut111ty of data (ig data qua11ty, re]evaﬁce, access1b111ty, t1me11ness

and casf effect1veness) The next sect1Dﬁ 1Dok5 at how these data are -

caTTected and used as a/bas15 for 1dent1fy1nq strateq1es to” 1mnr0ve th1§

prccess Impraveménts 1n the Drbcess thus DrQV1de the bas1s for 1mnrovements

in. the ut111ty gf ;he data:

Process of Data/Co11ect1Qn and Use

The. pra 555 of co]]ect1ng and us1nq data 15 obv1ous1y qu1te comp]ex

Th1s authq/’has 1dent1fied at 1east Six major nhasess—data co11ect1on des1an, CoL

: reseanchers, users), each Df whose act1ons affect fhe whoTe precess

N S

appears warranted The prov1s1on DF 1n5t|tut1ana1 proF11es 1s*ane suqaest1on

ﬂghaé'sfaré 1ntérre1ated (e. 9. the ed1t1nq staqe affects ana1y515, use affects

e

3;3uc7éed1ng data co]]ect1on des1qns, etc ) and b) there are a 1arqe number QF

-

Efforts toj1mprovewthe‘nt*11ty QF HEGIS FTﬂaFCE data are.therefare'theh%

=,

' se1ves necessar11y camp1ex For example, chanq1nq a deF1n1t1on to prcv1de

greater comparab111ty and hence 1mprov;% use w111 have ‘to be anm1ned 1n|.

N part1c1pants 1n thTS pracess (1 e. ,:déta DroV1der5, data caT]ecths,:wﬂf;mh;Lh;; %i,
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. Dn -5ite clarificatian S KRR § I8
.- . . 'e Availability of si n1emntar‘y S, -
A and clarifyipg analysis™ - | - ., M - IR
S - Understanding of 1imitations ™ I TH
.Ipvn]vement of local .aroups L . -
in use o - IH
o Feedback and: Peﬁsinns fn ‘data
and- metrmds v
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' '11ght of 1t5 feag1b111ty For repnrt1ng bv 1n5t1tut1cns. Such chanqes‘theree

i ,fqre_a;_ de pendent on thF recoqn1t1on of shared resnen51b111t1es amcnq a11

\ ="

part1c1pants to th1s pr In F1gure 1 the authnr haf attemated to
v1dent1fy the re1at1ve ro1e5 Df théSE four types of par11c1¢ants 3 For axampTe,

the F1rst step in- data co11est1nn des1gnr=enunc1af1on gf need/use-sxs

: d1fferent users, and a 1esser respnns1b111ty nF data prov1dérs and reseanchers

. :1ar1F1cat1nn DF percept1gns of these rnTes among thé Dart1es tn th1s

Aa
-l N ) =
,,,,,, o - '73

is a beg1nn1ng step fbr 1mprQV1ng the Droaess, i
There are at- 1east three major 1mn11ﬁat1ons Gf th1s mode] of the data |

co1TEct1nn and use- process. The f1r3t 15 that the prosess GF 1mprav1ng

HEGIS f1nancxa1 data is an evn1ut1nnangj*and not a reva1ut1onary, tasx

._ETh, rdependent and recurn1ng nature of th15 p“OfiE: suiess that to be-'-

’ f?effect1ve, changes ‘and 1mprovements w111 necessar11y Hav ’; occur over t1me._'

.

"Drast1c changés 1n data co11ect1nn p?ocedures, Fbr =¥aﬂn;g§ cannot be

- : 3
- L

‘mread11y accnnmndatéd b¥ 1nst1tut1ana] 1nformation gj”*Fm% in? tantaneous1y I

and hence are 11ke1y to be 1gngred gr 1nadequate1v

measured and t1me phased process is thug requ1red ’\WEVEF, g1ven the des1re

and need For h1gh qua11ty 1nfgrmat1on thﬁ deferra1 o% improvement ji;'a'

-,awcuntz QF coord1nat1ve efforts to’". inv01ve many d1fferent part1c1pant;

- Cett1nq thé E?tént1un and active suppcrf nf thése d1fferent aﬂtur 1513

magar task 1n 1*€a1F The aftive effnrts DF concerned D&Tt1ES s thus essen='=.(_

itiéT{ Thé ﬂroup 3ssemb12d .n th1€ meeting ‘is at least a startlna no1nt in:

[N

& part1c1nant ro]es have been 1nd1cdt"ds it shou1d be noted‘%
grnup ‘may carry nut mu1t1p1e rn]es {a ﬂ., an 1nst1tut1on -

*%tnf xd tni A mnre A
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ft1nue ta occur on1y fhr@ugh Further use oF thege data.. As Raymond Bauer has

;bwh11e HEGIS F1manc1a1 data have Droﬁressed substan 1a1lj beyond the 1n1tia1

_aFfect the ut111ty of HEGIS FinanC1aJ dmgi Aa the nrocess and Dart1cvpant5
: 1nvo1ved'1n cc1lect1ng and u51nq that dars th15 sect1oﬁ w111 1dent1fy some
; of fhe advantages and prob1ems assoc1afed w1th u51nq the;e data=—from th1s

._researcher S perspe=f1ve In add1t10ﬂ3 speC1f1c agt1gn5 *hat have been j

= éta pravnde tai1gred data rep@rts tb 1nst1tut1an3 -and state aQEHETES on- request.,

“is whether to use. exﬁst1ng data or to c011ect one ‘s OWn: data set

80
Third; ihﬁ%ovéﬁents‘in thé‘uti1ity‘of‘HFGfS=fiﬁiﬁtiaibdaté wi11"cén=

Estated in Sgc1a1 Ind1catars '"the conc1u51on seem to be that rather than dD -

t

noth1ng 1t is preferab?e tc start out w1th bad dé i, wa?n éveryone abaut

‘the dEFects and 11m1gatlnns ﬂnd a1m at qraduai 1\qrnvement thrauqh use “'

i\’ {

,stages reF1ectéd in Bauer s statement that p-ocp,s oF 1mpro»em§gt remains

' an‘evglutlanary set’of-qa1ns to be achieved.%hvaugh cantinﬁﬁﬂﬁ“useiof HEGIS*'E». v

anahcié1 déta To Stop use of these data in hopes 6f ?ﬁigfg;jmpravementsl.§V’

e . .
3 .

i un11ke1y ta serve that goal.

! .

a

= 7 4

,ut11{_3 of HEGIS F1nanc1a1 Data~-A Researcher s PﬁF%S£Ct1Vé

Hn11e the forgqo1ng sectnans have: TDDREA at fhr qeneric factors that oA

PO —

s,

taken. in respSﬂse to specific Pr0b1fﬁﬁ will be discussed ST ?3-
This résearcher has bee\ a U%E? of HEGIS data 51nce 1974 NCHEMS has

.acquired 311 HEGIS taper from 1971 to the ﬂresent and uses - thESE data

!

Fxtens1ve1y in the research pwogram of the Center as we11 as more recent1y -

-

j;f o - . . Lt 2} =
,/'. | o |

dpon undertak1nq any PESEarch act1v1ty, the f1rst dec1s1ﬂn tc be made S
/ . .

ak,

There




- eseumpt1ehe ‘have’ ‘been made in’ Ver1ﬁ*"ep,

15 hD questien that uee of ex15t1ng date w1JT requ1re camprom1see in

A

reeeereh des1qh A genera1 stat1st1ca1 data eet such as HEGIS 15 un11ke1y

te be an exeet’f1t w1th the needs aesoe1ated With a spee1f1c research underﬁ

tek1ng Th1s 1eck of exact f1t w111 requ1re certe1n eeeumpt1one ahd/or

’ extrapo1et1ons and ‘even herhaps some supp1ementery dete c011ect1oh chever
i .

the probleme eseoe1eted w1th not us1nq ex1et1hg dete and emherk1he on one's

ewn co11ect1on eFfoht muet eTso be con51dered The - cost of eo]1ect1on, the

‘burden on: reepondente the . contﬁe1on eaused by another ahd 11ke1y rohf11et1hq

[

- date set, end the . Drobab1e 1esseh1hg of deta que11ty thet is aSSOCTEted w1th .

ad hec or. fTret t1me data e011eet1on efferte are hot to be m1h1m1zed ' Givenf
thaf’meny of the aha1yse5 of- HEGIS fihenc1e1 ‘data. at NCHEMS are’ ‘at the |

dete11ed (1 e ,'1hst1tut1ohe7) 1eve1 ‘these d1ff1eu1t1ee nece551teted;the
\. o

use eF HEGIS f1hahc1aT data gn,' ‘\'- i '3¥fi -,;; . ; .

=

-To compensate for some nf. the 11m1tat1ons in this deta eet ‘a ser1es ef

Ti etienS"**For examp1e, in the—-

M‘cCey/Ha'isteed4 etudy of f1nenC1hg, the P

]

esehtat1eh of state ehd 1otaT eepre=

. pr1et1ens 1mp11eesthat theee funds are anp11ed to educet10na1 end qenera1

aux111ar1ee ahd/er 1hdependent operat1ohe

eapend1ture purposes where 1n'fect they may a]se be ueed:for he§p1ta1s,,
_However in the a%eence OF datex=r
in a eource/use fermat, euch assumpt1ens are hecessehy '
| To assure thet the uees made of HEGTS F1hahce data were both approhr1ate
and re]event to epee1f1c dee1e1onmak1nq neede\\NCHEMS has e]ways ut111zed =f

7

*'the: op1h1on5 of experts end C0h4t1tuents in mag1ng these essesemehts Thet

| use oF tesk Fercee, f1e1d rev1ew of dete end reperts, peer rev1ew:by other

"A reeeerehehs, end eubsequent redes1gh etforts have prov1ded a rich eource OF»f_

exterhe1 1nput on the dete and” methodo1oqy used 1n our work Specific

\

Marifyh McCoy and D. Kent Halstead, Higher Education Financing in the Fifty -
States Ihterstete Cempar1sone F1ece| Yaar |97‘ rev1ew edition {Washington,




!examp1ee of changes: re5u1t1ng from such 1nnut 1nc1ude a d1fferent and more Sooe
i R X

‘deta11ed categor1zat1en oF 1nst1tut10ne, chanees in the measures used ini

B epec1f1c stud1ee, addit1ona1 ana1y51a to enhance the re1evance oF :

part1cu1arystudy, and 1n1t1atjen of euppiementary,eurveys,
. D ’ * 'Va: o - . 5
. - _ : S -y

i

—

. }Aeeéeeibility of HEGIS Fiﬂeﬂee Dete;tclﬁeeearehefe

Af prev1eue1y 1nd1cated ‘the: brbcess ot ready1nd ‘the f1nanc1a1 ‘data
‘fDP ana]yews is a Cemb1ex one desp1te substant1a1 accumu]ated exper1ence
B W1th ‘these data on the part nf th1e researcher The- dncumentat1on :
aeaoc1ated with the HEhIS tapee is often not suFF1c1ent from a user' e
-prerspective , Nh11e there have been Substant1a1 1mbrovemente in the docu—
mentat1on prov1ded by NCES w1th the1r data tapes, documentat1nn on oner

!tapes (pre 1976 data) is sketchy and d1tF1cu1t +0 interpret. Even w1ah the
L. T

1mprovements 1n decumentat1on in recent per1ode, the ddcumentat1on ‘that is
, l ‘E.§

:provaded 15 too teree (net exp]anatory enough) 1n many cases. Areas where

Iz

further decumentat1en 15 needed 1nc1ude exp1a1n1ng how the .Gniverse QF
{ ’ &

.1nst1tut1one changes year to year how the repnrt1ng un1verse is. etructured

= - B -

o (e g , what is. a branch campus, main campus, system off1ce) how the data B Fﬁi: -

\ have been ed1ted what "1mputed va1ues" mean and 1dent1fy1nq chandes 1n the

data ce]]ect1en 1netruments ae they bceur The eurrent tabee ae prOVTded

Eand 1neFf1c1ent for ana1ys1e This reeearcher weu1d enccurane NCES to _-" ;-fai
*%;;f‘_% .cont1nue the1r p1ans te deve]op a "usere manua1" to accompany the

-d15tr1but1nn of tepes . Inaadd1t1on, te the extent poeetb1a, a de1et1on df , ,

i extraneeus materna{ Frem theee tanes, and the: development: of a_censdiidafedi.

l

V'lj, ;1me ser1es of tapee wequ qreat]y tac111tate the ut111ty ot theee.tapees= f:
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‘tofbdth experiehced*ehd‘hovice ueerSt In the prdceee ot mak1nq P
- T C
‘,1mprovement5,;the excer1ence of past users cah be used . R o *

; i-';j(;’ualu‘:z,c c:f' HE‘(."IS F'tntmc‘e Dcii:ci 'f'c)P Res ear’ek
Over the STX -year period that this researcher hee ueed HFGIS deta,

“there. has’ c1eer1y been megor 1mprovement in the qua11ty of financial dete

as, Judged by many d1fferent 1nst1tct1one, states, and reeeerchers 1n h1qher
educet1on Neverthe]ees, 1mportant probiems remain A epec1F1c ]1St1nq

.df edme cf the mcre obv1cus 11m1tat1one\appeare in Fir ?,?1"9 H1gher Educet1dn

in the Fifty Stetee, FY?S Append1x A, SEEtTDn 2 and redr1nted in the _1

"meter1a1e for th1s meeting These comcarab‘11ty 1ssues ere ndt v1e1b1e to
ecmeone ena1yc1ng a computer tepe cf HEGIS f1,'hc‘ Rether, they have i=g

, » been gdent1f1ed thrcugh the pub11cet1dn and use of the HEEIS f1nance data

sy

:_4_by thoce in the F1e1d S1hce mehy dF §he 11m1tet1oni 115ted 1n that study !

were | re]ated to d1fFerences in pract1ces among the stetfs, a survey hes

i recent1y beeh deve1oped end eent tc the stetee tc determ1n the preve]ehce )

!

'-,;}fend magn1tude of theee prdb1ems The resu1te of th1s eurvey w111 be eve11eb1e

fcr 1hcorpcfet1oﬁ in ane1y515, 1nc1u51on 1n data . caut1on Sect1ons, and fdr - !-ﬁ

;purp05es dF ccnduct1ng sen51t1V1ty stud1es to determ1ne the impect dt deta_ .

B,
=

A'prcb1eme on ahd]yt1ce1 resu]te _ﬁ . '¥'7f_'. o e . _1"1
Some dF the date 11m1tet1ohs d1scovered in the procees ot ene]yzing end o %}Aj;;;
using HEGIS f1henc1e1 date are in fact errors ¥in redcrthnd that can be- J
corrected. what 57 needed is a prdceee, ma1hta1ned by NCES for correct1ng
kn;hd dete errore At the current ‘time-, no such procedure ex1sts A“ ' x_‘;c-'
’ ’;pctent1a1 mode] 1n'th1e regard 15 the prect1ce of the Nat1one1 Sc1ence h

Foundet1cn whereby en 1n5t1tutidn can contact NSF and cdrrect eny errore

Fcr pr1dr years ohce 1deht1f1ed

Ih-5Ge11 Ndrr1e, Execut1ve Cdord1hetdr, Nesh1ngtcn Ccucc11 For Posteecondery
EdU"t1Dn, 15 spearheed1ng th1e_eFfort o oo e




S~ ~procedures themee1vea (1 e:, 1nst1tut1one rebort correct]y but bec use 01""_=

,,,,,,,,,,,

'comparab]e) Fcr examb1e§ certa1n vecat1ona1atechn1ca1 1net1tut1éns are f;

=5,

~not part oF the HEGIS un1Verae and'debt aerv1ce may in one caae bg pa1d

out df current 1nat1tut1ona1 funds and in another caee hand]ed by a

separate etate agency In some caaes, a. researcher can ana1yt1 a11y compen—v

.d,eate Fer eome bf the known data prob]ems Fdr examb1e, in the case of

a

‘fd1fferences in the organ1zat1on.of med1ca1 schbb1a, it 15 boaei'Te throudh
" the HEGTS degree F11e tb 1dent1fy how euch schdo1a are ordan1z d. T ’his .
»-ﬂ : knowTedge can be- app11ed ana1yt1ca11j, 1f deemed abprbbr1atej to eebarateTy‘

. Freport data fdr thoae 1nat1tut1ona that have an 1nteqrated me 1ca1 schoo1

i Frbm thdae whd don' t , ) !}ﬂ »
. . i q ’ ’
To addreaa brob1ema assec1ated w1th ex1et1nq brocedures; NCES Shou1d -

. ’ auther1ze a. reexam1nat10n of F1nanc1a1 repdrt1ng bract1ce5 ﬂme.the berspectiye y
§
of h1qher educat1on F1nanc1a1 data users 1nvc1v1ng othera in that“process =~ -, . .

_(1net1tut1ona1 data providers,’ etate repreaentat1ves,fand r eearchere)
Because any changee that wou1d emanate from such an effort/wou1d not be .

'ach1eyedr1mmed1ate1y, contjnded effbrta to high1ight,theae data J1m1tat1qna

“and to cautidn uaera of these data nuat cdntinue,;?

S o o tDther efforte t6 improve data dua11ty couid 1nc1ude

: f ) & ~ L
. "hiiul f> J better feedback to NCES frdm the higher educat1o* commun1ty of . J-j /
: E known data prdb1eme e : T, .xﬁ
- o ‘-é Feedback frdm 1nst1tuf1ons ue1ng 1nat1tut1ona1 prof11e reports i: _!;:-%%;
RN 8 use of £ross- F11e ed1t1ng B _ a . | Lo j{
%ia“ o -.e 1veliement of’ the statea in prcv1d1n§‘1oca1 as§1stance-1n 1nter-’ ‘i*
e f: preting repbrt1ng procedu;ee - : ',-kaftéac ' cifaté;ﬁi;;

: : . 79 -
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'1 o more 1nteract1cn by. NEES staff w1th ed1t contractor fo assure o __f cr
prccedures are fo11owed propar1y and comp1ata1y dccumantad

® _1n5t1tut1ona1 1nvo1vamant-whan_ad1t quaat10ﬂ5 arise tha dataJthay hava(rapoctad -

wrnﬂlcﬂﬁf-a of ilFf‘T‘f' Fc?’lﬂ?‘lc‘? Dat:cz _f‘ar Res aaczﬁcah ) : S

’ wh11a NCES has made remarkab1a progress in tha1r release of.HEGIS

F1nance data some add1t1cna1 1mDravemant5 are prDbab]y poss1b1e ~Such

‘.1mprovements however ara probab]y more decendent on effcrta within- tha

i e ST

6
poatsecondary community than on NCEE efForts Imprgved response t1me5 by

S

1n5t1tut1cns is one needcd step. Efforta by a state Dcstsecondary aqency

to encourage and fac111tate th1s rasponsa have, proven he1afu1 1n the Daat ':j’ L 5;}

and thua ahou1d ba cont1nuad Secondly, a sh1Ft1nq oF many ad1t1nq raspon—:

i a1b111t1e5 to tha 1Dca1 1eva1 (1 e.,. state Tevel) will 11ke1y Fac111tate _-

: rgmcved from, the .scene to be in a poa1t1on to Judqe the accuracy of data

="

better t1meTinESs and improved data qua]1ty In qenera] NCFS is. too=~

»

‘ The Mary1and exampTa dascr1bed by Lapcvsky is a cood casa in po1nt, ahcw1nq

Ld

' 1eFfact1va ataca cd1t1ng tq 1mprcve ccmparabjiaty in a timely fashion.

! F@a#—f'f‘_mchucnesu caf‘ Hf'(‘f.;. Fmarzcm? Data f'cr Raﬁsaﬁeh

u

Y

It has alread; bean stated that compared to tha cost of d1r ctly cc1lect1nc
f1nanc1a1 data Frcm approximately 3000 1n§t1tut1on5 oneself, HEGIS f1nanc1a1

data are very ccatsaffect1ve fcr Vaseacch purpoaas Changes in the docu-

Qi mentat1cn a1raady deta1lad wcu1d further reduca ccsts Fram;a-mora'geﬂerai9f N

! uaer perspactive, more eFFcrta by NCES. to pub115h 5ummar1es and anaTyzc

'.l, reports wou1d make use of these data aconom1ca11y feas1h1e for more ‘users.

= - 5
co = PR

SHowavar a regu1ar achadula for- the ra1aase of FTnanc1a1 tapes wou1d qraat]y
fac111tata the 5chadu11ng of rasaarch work and henca 1t5 t1ma1y sa1aase For us i

g0

R R A A B
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v~The Further deve]apment of data serv1ces tD meet the needs of 1nd1v1dua1
users 5uch as 1nst1tut1ons ‘would 3150 Imnrové the cost eFfect1veness of

| u51nq these data sources 1 | ’F
Nh11e the prev1ous comments re1até to the ut111ty Qf HEGIS f1nance

— *rj“jdata from a- 51ng1e researcher S per5pect1ve F1qure 2 prDV1des a Tisting

far d1ffEFEﬂt part1c1pant groups Recoqn1z1ng the shared nature of thése

'_reapuns1b111twes, agreements toa prccess DF change by each of these _ o

. part1cagant groups 15%requ1red;

Steps for the Future .

In add1t1on to. the spec1f1c recammendations 1dént1fied in F1gure 2 to -

5]

1mprave the ut111ty of HEGIS f1nance data the;fa116w1ng,thrée génera1 steps’
are prOposed T ST S '§ - .
1. Deve]cp a plan For broad based part1c1pat1on 1n a review of

HEGIS f1nanc1aT ﬂata

‘It has been F1vp years s1nce the 1ast set of chanues to the HFGIS S {

& -

: fFinance Farm were ﬂwn1emented, It now seems approériate 1n 11ﬁht
o, of the current recoqn1t1un of 11m1tat1ans in that data set to
”.yé’EE'k on a revision efF@rt Such a revision shcqu focus heav11y
L. on thé-quai1ty and relevance dimen51onsmaf the HEGIS FiﬁaﬁCE data

Users of H%GIS F1nance data shoqu be heav11y represen*ed, aTonq
_w1th 1nsf1tut1an31 data prov1ders, NCES and the research communitv

2. Ident1fy the Factars that affect\the uti11ty af HEPIS F1nance data N

" and pr1cr1t1ze recommendat1ons fgr changes ,=; % , ', 5.'

) : - <. =t

L «wh11e F1ve factors were 1dent1f1ed in th15 paper there are . .

};;fafj”’ o prabab1y add4t1cna1 factors that should be cans1dered ;pec1fic

k-]
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o= T RecoLiigndafions Tor Cnangeso in HEGDS Finance gate Collection:and Lse Fruce,s
B . : - .? [ IT1I14 N -, P ~ . o .
t a : T L . - :
' ; o o B ' HeSsparenert T L B
So D lusion perigbs Urowm 8 coditional elarification e Better aeticulus ¢ Arilcula- '
B oanuneniag insti tdtienal tu the postsecondary Livit uf vesearcit’ tiwh uf researcn
- el in redesign pn;\u:;a cortunity of wuny collegt- te /usis P ces
b L <% {CES has state and ing date and hov ‘they are g dulu’cun;ldutdtlhn -
T oassociation HANC TS - but nu ool af using, esis g : - -
eaplivindy nalttufional - e = _larige o ruugsiun daty vu."cullects .
- . - . 0L ) : leLE:;»LG gvaluste - v ing new date . . oL
: .. . . ' . 5 - needdid thanges to hur— 8 it cullect own ) ;-
Y o L s L ' vey forms datu. rure use of .
: . : . [ : Ce MiYization of an ins [Itn— stan ard definia
. ) . ’ ] . : tional manal, in addition tiong, eic, - - o
: ' I tn the s il I 'a Use of nre=tests = ::
! intio nﬂnelfﬂr 1naut’ A
Il data Lalietian . ter enuncialion ©o fforts to work with . ;
ilu Far of ufls aid sta ) = . ) .
: lgining requ ¥ i
. ing questions and =~ o
facilitating response - ! : o 4 o
(ricent pxarnlng of Lh‘R ' tL
s . arg the mﬂnmlﬁ, . ! .
Aoty undargay ) o - . R o
A Y _— - s 717 - —= E——
L ® Louperation with & ;Corrunicate hrow-
’ =% in tfhe edit proce . Tecge of any Enown
# Review any institutional + . problans to Lhe s prevlens ‘to the” : -
. © orofiles or renorts seri | e idare interection v data cullectar. data collecter 2
. " . B and correct if necessaryi ! contractor on editing to ° | ’
T, b - assure policies are R Lt
R : N T - ! Falt
% . T . - - follawed | . . L .
oy e =~ s Initiation af cross-file : -
- T oo edits using fréguently :
P o used measures (5/student, | e Coo TR .
. N ) : . " D&PM per ASF, cte.) . | [ B . : ] ' &
) S e - o = le Creation of a multi=yedr. : :
. ’ IR A ‘. - R EDrfEEtlﬁH it capah111ty .. ;
- ; B 4 H b
. N :
: . . bach - m provider L .
. - . = . using new and past
S . Coa o data 'td a'd ‘editing
: - - 7 K process through teud- e . . L
e .o 7 back I -
* . ' CTe =l & Hark with- the- :Latc e b .
| | diting aF data - - i .
e e N S
V. Release . le pirticipation | " lUse a rample fﬁr Eallyz Feedback on use- » .
' . 1 i release : fulpess of early - -. °
! ’ i E Better docurie on : asp release T el
[ | L : d r 2
i - i - of pstimates, limita- . : E . -
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recommendations should be develoned in each area and then

',pricrifized in order to focus the éffgrts for change.

-~

Promote the widespread use of HEGIS financial data.

Given that improvements in the quality of data are so dependent

" _on the extent of its use’, it-is important that the higher education

| _ , Vo . L .
comynity should work together to support the use of HEGIS; to

5. ' \' K .
discourage the proliferation of dunlicative and burdensome data

collection efforts; and to continue to document Timitétigns in
exiéting data in order to Support cautious and informed use Gf

. these data, concurrent with efforts to improve these data.
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