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ABSTRACT

An attempt was made to determine who uses data from
the Higher Education General Informaticn Survey (HEGIS) and for vhat
rurposes. The study objective was to learn if HEGIS is a necessary

_and useful data base for determining the condition of higher
education and developing policy. The quality of thw HEGIS data
perceived in terms of accuracy, timeliness, and chéracteristics of
computer tapéﬂ and related documentation was determined, as was the
need for universe data and annual surveys. Two literature reviews,
more than 70 interviews of uscers and contributers to HEGIS, and
surveys cf two different populations of users-were undertaken.
Findings include the follcwing: (1) HEGIS data have provided a
foundation for the majority of reports and books that have affected
public policy on higher educations: (2) enrollment and financial data
are used much more extensively than other survey data for analyzing
the condition of higher education, policy analysis, and for making
decisions at state and local levels; (3) accuracy has improved: (4)
timeliness of data is seen as a major groblem:; (5) the uses of HEGIS
data have increased significantly in recent years; (6) HEGIS data
have not been used as extensively as they might in reporting omn the
condition of women and minorities in higher education; and (7) more
data are vwanted on student characteristics and financial aid.
Recommendations, an extensive bibliography, a sample questionnaire,
end a list of interview questions are included. (SW)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
WHO USES HEGIS DATA FOR WHAT PURPOSES

Introduction

- The purpose of this study, conducted for the National Center for
Education Statistics, was to determine who uses HEGIS data and for what
purposes. More specifically, it was designed to lTearn if HEGIS is a
necessary and useful data base for determining the Condition of Higher
Education and developing policy for this enterprise in relationship to
national interests. Answers were sought to the following questions:
Who uses HEGIS data and for what purposes? How is the quality of HEGIS
data perceived in terms of accuracy, timeliness, and characteristics of
computer tapes and related documentation? To what extent are universe
data and annual surveys required? Yhat-could be done to improve the
usefulness of HEGIS data for analyzing and reporting on the Condition
of Higher Education? These questions are more fully developed in the
body of the work, particularly in Chapters I and V.

METHODOLOGY

In attempting tc answer these questions, several different research
methodologies were employed: 1) two distinctly different types of litera-
ture review; 2) more than seventy interviews of many different types of
users and contributers to HEGIS; and 3) two different sample surveys of two
different populations of users to which the project team had access.

Literature Review

First, a review of the literature of higher education and publica-
tions concerned with some aspect of the impact of higher education on
American society was conducted. In this review, two quite different
approaches were employed: i) a conventional review was conducted to
determine trends in uses of the data, and 2) a statistical sample of the
appropriate literature was drawn to determine the level of use.

Interviews

The review of the literature provided a written and statistical
“~nort on “he uses of HEGIS in publi~-~tinns. In addition, it enabled the

2ct team 1) to identify some of far users of data or pote-
.4Jor users--key scholars, resear wuizations, education asse
tions, government agencies, and - ions, and 2) to develor -
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questions to be used in interviews. Thus ther1iterature provided a list
of users and questions. To this 1ist were added names suggested by the
members of the Technical Advizory Panel. '

Each interview required from one to two hour . While the inter-
viewers used an interview guide, the interviews were only marginally
structured. The interviewer attempted to learn not oniy how the inter-
viewee had used HEGIS data but also what impressions or opinions he had
about its quality and its use in the higher education enterprise. Most
of the interviewees were quite articulate with strong but thoughtful
opinions about HEGIS data and its applications.

Surveys

The reviews of the literature, -uggestions of the Technical Ad-
visory Panel, preliminary interviews, suggestions of NCES staff, and Tog
of purchasers of HEGIS computei tapes and EDSTAT services provided the
basis for identifying two different, popuiations tc be sampled. A
statistical sample of states and institutions within those states was
taken, and a second sample was drawn from the iog of purchasers of HEGIS
data. These two samples were used by an independent researcher to augment
her own sample of users of higher education infermation. She supplied the
project team with the results of her study,

FINDINGS

Despite the different methodologies and different populations that .
were sampled, there was major aggrement on most issues concerning the
uses of HEGIS data for analyzing and reporting on the Condition of Higher
Education at all Tevels. The findings, which are fully summarized in~
Chapter V, support the following conclusions and recommendations:

CONCLUSIONS

Most of the hypotheses developed during the review of literature
and initial interviews, and subsequently tested through further inter-
views, surveys, and with audiences of users, were supported. The fol-
lTowing includes a statement of these hypotheses and the degree to which
the findings supported them.

1. HEGIS data have provided a foundation or base for the majority
of reports and books that have affected public policy on higher education.
Almost evaryone that was interviewed agreed with this hypothesis while
admitting to the principal investigator that i' is difficult to show a
direct cause and effect relationshin. < not . _;re extensively in the
body of the report, many factor: contribute to the & lor
ment of public policy, not Teas® . i the lTobbying . repr.
tives of higher education. Duvi.y ... pre 35 of setting policy an.
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making law, lobbyists and analysts both at the executive and legislative
levels have to consider the interests of many constituencies and con-
flicting priorities. However, it appears from a review of higher educa-
tion as well as from other literature that ideas behind much policy and
law generally precede the full development of policy and its conversion
into law by several years. In higher education, for example, the Carnegie
Commission for the Study of Higher Education has produced extensive
studies on higher education, many of which utilized statistics from the
Higher Education General Information Survey system and other sources,
such as the Census, to describe the condition of higher education and to
provide a foundation for policy recommendations. It seemed to this
author and to many interviewees that a considerable amount of higher
education Taw and policies in the seventies, appeared to be derivatives
of much of what was recommended by such foundations as Carnegie and the
research sponsored by various federal and state agencies. Other evidence
that HEGIS data provide a base for law is found in the extensive quota-
tion of HEGIS data during Congressional Hearings on Higher Education (see
the review of literature for examples) and reports by interviewees. Most
educational associations develop voluminous reports on the conditicn or
projected condition of higher education for their own constituenci:s, as .
well as appropriate staff of Congressional committees and executive
agencies. In addition, the staff of associations and of Congress work
closely together by telephone and memoranda with association staff
supplying data or analyscs. The data come from the associations' own re-
search, the Bureaus of Census and Labor Statistics, and from HEGIS.

(For an example of how associations work with Congress, see Roark, Oct.
6, 1980, p. 3.)

2. Enrollment and financial data are used much more extensively

than other survey data for analyzing the Condition ©of Higher Education,

clicy analysis, and for making decisions at state and local levels. This
1s probably true, {True is used here and elsewhere in the report in a
relative sense.) However, Degrees and Other Awards Conferred data are
used extensiveiy in conjunction with enroliment data for manpower planning
and evaluating affirmative action programs and persistence of students.
Faculty and employee salary data is reported extensively as is tuition

and fees because of the impact on personal and institutional decisions.
These data are used to some degree in policy development.

3. Accuracy has improved. Generally the accuracy of all surveys
is deemed acceptable. The lone exception to this is in aspects of the
financial survey. The finzncial survey file is probably used more than
other files in making complex analyses of the condition of higher educa-
tion. Moreover, there are many difficulties in reporting and ihterpreting
financial data because of differences among institutions in government
and accounting practices. Thus, reports of dissatisfaction with the
relative accuracy of the HEGIS file were not unexpected. The major
problems with the financial file are summarized in Chapter II. The -




findings were drawn from Hyatt and Dickmeyer, An Analysis of the Utility
of HEGIS Financial Data, May 22-23, 1980. It seems that many of the
problems with the file would probably be corrected by more extensive
documentation about the accounting practices and governance of certain
institutions.

What was unexpected was the relatively high esteem that surveyees
and interviewees had for the accuracy of most of the files. A recent
study by NCES confirms the opinion of surveyees and interviewees about
the relative accuracy of enrollment and degree data. The NCES study
(Westat, 1979) reported that there was less than one percent difference
between survey and audit data on enrollment and degree data. However,
certain caveats are in order about the accuracy of the files. Some
researchers ar2 concerned about the levels of aggregation in the files
on Enroliment and Degirees Awarded. Another respected researcher be-
lieves that the financial file is more accurate than perceived, relative
to the other files, and that the cencern abwut the file is a function
of its extensive study and use, as she believes expectations concerning
accuracy increase with the use of data. It is also worth noting that
one interviewee familiar with how library data have been collected or
estimated in the past questioned the accuracy of this file. Library
and facilities datahave not been reported nor collected for some time
and, therefore, not used extensively, at least for complex analysis,
in the last few years.

4., Timeliness of HEGIS data is seen as a major problem. This was
found to be a major probiem with HEGIS. The delay of nearly a year or
more, justified or not, between collection and distribution of data in
machine processable form and hard copy publications is seriously affecting
the use of HEGIS. Though there has been recent improvement in releasing
tapes of certain files faster, there is still considerable dissatisfaction
with the timing of releases. This dissatisfaction is reflected in find-
1155 from surveys and in the comments of researchers who work bath for
educational associations and institutions, charged with reporting to
their constituencies and/or supplying data for making administrative and
budgat decisions. Students of higher education also voice the same
complaint. The Tack of timely data, as well as difficulties in accessing da-
ta in machine processable form (if the data aren't used regularly), probably
leads institutions and-associations to do more collecting of data through
their own surveys (formally or informally) that would be unnecessary if
HEGIS data were released more quickly.

However, the expectations of some institutional researchers for
delivery of data to support budget proposals, etc. can probably not be
met. The primary purpose of HEGI" .5 anu is to report on the condition
of nigher education at the national level, though such reporting neces-
sarily requires analyses of various 2c¢*s5 of the enterprise. But, the
data are also used for secondary pu:.oses (for example, making comparisons
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armong institutions by institutions and state agencies). These uses have
occurred because the system provides for consistency in reporting on such
mattars as finances, degrees and enrollment for a uriverse of institu-
tions. Generally, comparative data are wanted by state agencies and
institutions for budget analyses. Since the budget cycle is almost con-
tinuous at the institutionil level and budget development for the next
year generally begins before actual data on the current year are col-
lected by HEGIS, institutions find that they are required to use pro-
jections and revise them as actua: data is coilected. These revisions
quite often are occurring as their reports to HEGIS go forward to inter-
vening agencies, sucl as state beoards, for edits and eventual forward-
ing to NCES for further edits. Thus, by the time NCES has tke data for
edit, institutions may have completed their budgeting process for the ,
next year. The cycle and the process thc "efore appear to preclude NCES'
aver delivering reports in time to support budget requests by institu-
tions. Thus. what is going on will probably continue, and, in a sense,
provides a use of HEGIS in a very informal way--the trading back and
forth of data among institutions that they have collected for their own
management or for HEGIS long before such data do, or could possibly,
appear in HEGIS reports.

This is not to excuse HEGIS from the requirement to report results
of its surveys earlier. Currently, certain HEGIS data are reported in
hard copy form as much as two years after the data were collected. Tapes
and publications tenc to be released as much as a year or longer after
the data were collected. This is unacceptable. There was geneyal
consensus among interviewees that the cata should be pubiished both in
machine precessable and hard copy from six months and a year (even if this
meant leaving out late reporting institutions, thereby sacrificing com-
pleteness and accuracy) after collertion,

5. The uses of HEGIS data have increased significantly in recent
<. particularly in_the sophis stication with which they are used.

o. HEGIS data have not been used as extensively as they might be
in reporting on the condition of women and minorities in higher educa-

tion because oVEThead or stai't-up costs in using HEGIS data for analysis.
is re]at1ve1y high. Experienced users tend to d15agree that start-up
costs are high; but then they have already paid those costs. There has
been -a spurt of studies on ethnic groups and women in higher education
in the last year, quite a bit of it being published and disseminated
since the review of the literature was published. Thus the conclusion
may not be tenable in the future. :

7. HEGIS is a system that would have to be invented if it were not
alrcady in place because of the increasing need for data_in policy mak1ng
and p]ann1ngﬁ Everyone agreed with this notion.




8. More data are wanted on student characteristics and financial
aid. Mithout question more information is wanted on the latter, There
appears to be more disapproval than approval for HEGIS' collecting data
on student characteristics, institutional quality and outputs. However,
there is more and more demand for such data from p@]icy makers and con-
sumers. Data are being gathered and data bases are in place or being
developed. Some interviewees suggested that NCES should act as a broker
in gathering data from other Department of Education program offices,
funding the collection and maintenance of data bases, and disseminating
data.

9. The collection of HEGIS data has had an impact _on the discipline
and ﬁqphjstJ:at1pn of data collection systems at institiution and state
Tevels. This seems to be a reasonable conclusion. It was generally
agreed tiat this discipline has facilitated the exchange of information

amcng institutions.

10. The collection of HEGIS data does not impose a heavy burden
on institutions since most of the data would be collected by 1n§t1tut1gns
and/or states for management purposes anyway. “This conclusion seems
reasonable although opponents of government regulation and data collec-
tion may argue with it. The interviewees did not see a heavy burden
for cngo1ng systems. There is a distinct burden cost when changes are
- made in taxonomies, questionnaires (both of wh1¢h can cause reprogrammring)
and/or changes in schedules.

11. Institutions are concerned about the uses of HEGIS for hnmpar1-
son _purposes. ihis conclusion certainly holds for comparison of unit
costs, resource allocation, and funding. Generaily institutions do not
believe the data can be used for institution-to-institution compariscns
because of timeliness, or lack thareof; lack nf{ appropriate detail;
dif” znces i1 urganizatic.. anc ..counting practices; and inappropriate
comparisons of unlike insticutions.

of higher education because of differences among institutions and the

uses to which the data are put. Moreover, most compilers at the institu-
tions felt thet the burden of c¢nllection wou]d be increased rather than
lessened if a ~ample of institutions was taken because of the increased
problems in pla.ining for and managing the coilection.

12. There was general agreement that data are required from all

Other conclusions irdicated by the findings are the following:

1. HEGIS data can be used for making comparisons _among sectors
of higher education. In fact, many would argue that 1t 1s accurate
enough, when handied appropriately, for making state-to-state and inter-
institutional comparisons.
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2. HEGIS is not being used as fully as it might be for policy

analysis, planning and evaluation by either business or university

scholars. As noted earlier, there is only a small coterie of scholars
and students in universities that is using HEGIS for the above purposes.
While there are strong indications that data are being used somewhat by
businesses for planning recruitment and evaluating or negotiating
affirmative action programs, these uses seem fairly unsophisticated.
There is little information in the general literatureon higher education
about the contents of HEGIS and how to use it,

RECOMMENDATIONS

Several recommendations follow naturally from the above conclusions
and are divided into two sections. The first group of reccmmendations,
Rot necessarily in order of priority, are those which should be
addressed immediately by the National Center for Educztion Statistics.
Tne second group, again not in order of importance, are those which NCES
should investigate after the first group. The recommendations are
organized in terms of objectives and each objective includes recommenda-
tions or suggestions for achieving the objective.

First Priority Recommendations

T 1 tinaliness of dissemination. As noted in the conclusions

A nciedeeu In findings from the Titerature as well as from surveys and

... ciews, the major compiaint with HEGIS is the timeliness and form
in which the dataare reported after collection. For example, a survey
of the literature indicated that frequency of use generally paraliels
the collection and reporting of data. Moreovir, and somewhat contrary
to earlier expectations, the p.olication and distribution of the data in
herd copy as well as on computer tapes is necessary since many researchers
and governmental staff need to refer to published material for quick
information. At the same time, machine processable data are required for
complex analyses and full reporting on the condition of higher education
by sectors.

Therefore, it is recommended that NCES do what is necessary to ob-
tain the timely support of other government agencies, in particular the
Government Printing Office, to expedite the publication of reports in
hard copy while improving the timeliness of access of machine processable
data by tapes or EDSTAT terminals by speeding up editing, data processing,
and reproduction cycles. It is recognized that improving timeliness to
meet a target release of six months to no Tater than a year after data
collection may require publication of data prior to the receipt of re-
ports from certain insti.utions or states. Their absence and the reasons
for such absences should be noted in the reports. At the same time, it
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it probably would be useful to continue to input or estimate data for the
missing institutions, so noting,

Insuring Comp1eteness and Continuity of the Data Base. While a major
priority must be given to early reporting of HEGIS data, even if this means
publishing orior to receipt of reports from all 1nst1tut1an5, provision
should be wade for including data from the tardy institutions as they are
received, both in hard copy publications as well as the machine processable
data T1les Thus provision should be made to issue addenda in a timely
fashion and revise the master data files. These addenda should be pub-
lished anu the files should be revised in a timely and probably incre-
mental manner.

Dissemination of Data. NCES should give increased attention to
improving the dissemination of HEG!S data. As noted in the review of the
Titerature, there is little inforwation in the general literature of
higher education about "how to use" and the availability of HEGIS data.
Users of the data generally learn about HEGIS' availability from NCES
pubTications or from prior users. Several meihods of improving dissemina-
tion should be considered by NCES:

1. Presidents of institutions and those in the institutions who
are charged with the collection and compiling of HZGIS surveys
- for their institutions Ehau’ld be provided special reports that
show how an institution compares with its peers or its region.

2. Not only presidents of institutions, but those who act¢a11y
complete the surveys, should receive Complimentary copies of
the HEGIS reports or, at the minimum, abstracts of such re-
ports.

It would be helpful if known students of higher education
received either abstracts or copies of HEGIS reports.

Lad

4. The feasibility of NCES to license or otherwise support cer-
tain private or non-profit agencies in distributing HEGIS data
files and/or providing special reports from HEGIS data files
should be investigated. Certain contractors and non-profit
institutions are currently acting as retailers of HEGIS data
by performing special edits and/or reports for one or more
institutions. However, the availability of these services
does not appear to be widely known. NCES is now supporting
several efforts, sometimes in conjunction with other agencies,
such as the National Science Foundation, to upgrade the quality
of HEGIS files, particularly in historical files on finance and
enrcliment. These efforts should be catalogued and the avail-
ability of these files should be widely disseminated so other
users could obtain access to the upgraded files, either through
NCES or the agencies at a reasonable cost.

x i0




5. The current practice of NCES in releasing the results of HEGIS
surveys in bulletins and press releases should be extended.

Increasing Contract Support to Encourage Small Users of the Data.
The findings suggest that the major 1mped?méhts to the uses of HEGIS data
are lack of timely release, lack of knowledge about the availability of
the data except among a small coterie of users, and "start-up" costs for
new users of HEGIS computer tape files. Several recommendations have
been made above for improving th» timeliness of reports and the dissemina-
tion of reports.

However, there is still the problem of encouraging the use of the
data for research and reporting on the condition of higher education. The
quality of the data in terms.of timely reports by institutions, accuracy,
and completeness (as well as complaints about its current quality) can be
expected to increase with use of the data. Thus the richness, accuracy
and completeness of the resource for analyzing the condition of higher
education to support useful and insightful policy and law would grow
through use. For example, the value of the data has already been enhanced
by NCES and foundation-supported studies that have highlighted the plight
of certain sectors of higher education in terms of eiirollment projections
and financial resources. Other researchers have been encouraged to use the
data tc describe the status of disadvantaged or new clientele in higher
education; for example, blacks, hispanics, and women. However, such con-
tracts and grants generally have not provided support to a large body of
researchers.

Therefore, it is recommended that more support be provided to students
of higher educ3t1on for using HEGIS data to examine conditions generally
outside the primary interest of educatior asscciations. One model worth
examining is the small grants program of the Wational Science Foundation,
which supports research using NSF date files to study higher education
programs in science.

At the same time, NCES should attempt to obtain additional staff
support for more in-house analysis of HEGIS data and using such data in
conjunction with other files. It should continue to support such effects
as research to improve the utility of finance data.

Collecting Financial Aid Data. Reports of previous studies for im-
preving HEGIS data as well as the findings of this study indicate that
NCES should give high priority to collecting and/or disseminating more
data for evaluating the impact of financial aid programs and for develop-
ing policy in this area.

There are complex problems in defining what data are necessary and
how data should be collected regarding the impact of financial aid
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programs on the resources of institutions, and equality of opportunity
and choice for students. Much of the data may already be available in
other offices of the Department of Education and in the 0ffice of Civil
Rights.

Prior to implementing a new collection effort, NCES should cetermine
what data are available in these offices and what is necessary to include
in HEGIS ‘where it could be easily accessed for analyses. However, it is
Tikely that all of the necessary data are not yet being collected, by
either government or private agencies. It may be necessary to collect
data from students who do not receive financial aid as well as from those
who do. In such a case, it probably would be useful to take statistical
samples «f the student body. This will represent a new practice for HEGIS
and the institutions who compile HEGIS data since they now ccmpile data
throuch the institution from the universe of such populations as students,
faculty, dollars, and space. ‘

Continuation of Universe and Annual Surveys. one of tke problems of
this study was to determine whether universe data should be collected and
how often surveys should be made. A1l but three (facilities, libraries,
and total employees) are made yearly. Both users and compilers of data
for the surveys agreed that universe data are required, because of the
diversity of institutions, and that regular surveys are necessary.
Management of the data collection process is facilitated (and thus the
burden is eased) when compilers can plan for the data collection on a
regular basis. It appears that data that are collected annually are re-
quired on & yearly basis and that the collection and publication of
library and facility data should be done with more regularity and per-
haps more often.

Therefore, it is recommended that 1) universe data cuntinue to be
collected; 2) that the data now collected annually continue to be collected

yearly; and 3) that the collection and dissemination of facility and
library data be scheduled regulariy.

Collection of Facility Data. It has been several years since
facility data have been collected by HEGIS from the institutions. During
this period, there have been many predictions that higher education has
excess capacity in both facilities and faculty for projected enrollments.
Given these predictions, it may be that investment in facilities has de-
clined while facilities have aged, equipment has been made obsolete by
newer technology, and needs have changed because of enroliment shifts by
region, school, discipline, and other factors. But whether the above is
true.-is not known since there has not been a recent survey of facilities.

Therefore, it is recommended that NCES conduct a facility survey in
1981 as planned. At the same time, NCES should hegin a study to deter-
mine whether and how the current survey instrument should be revised for



follow-on surveys to determine more fully the effects of deferred main-
tenance, technological obsolescence, and shifting needs on facilities. -
Unfortunately, most institutions of higher education, unlike private
businesses, do not provide or account for depreciation and technological
obsolescence. Thus, the design of an appropriate survey instrument will
require considerable thought 1f the instrument is to collect data that
will adequately describe the condition-of higher education facilities in

relationship to needs.

Second Priority Recommendation

Increasing the scope of the surveys. The literature, interviews,
and conference reports on the utility of HEGIS data, suggest that HEGIS
should collect additional information for reporting on the condition of
higher education. It has already been recommended that NCES provide
leadership in compiling and disseminating data collected by the Department of
Education program office and the Office of Civil Rights that is already
being collected, particularly on the source and distribution of financial
ald fund. Other additions or extensions of the surveys that should be
considered are the following:

1. Faculty Salary Data, ln addition, there appears to be a need
for more detailed information on faculty salaries, at least at the insti-
tutional level. Several institutional planners reported that faculty
salary data by discipline are used for making resource allocation and
persornel decisions. However, members of the Technical Advisory Panel
questioned whether the data were needed for reporting on conditions at
the national level. There was also some fear that the collection of such
data would be difficult and might further delay the reporting of salary
data.

However, institutions do make faculty decisions by discipline and it
can be projected that a good analysis of the status of women and minori-
ties in higher education would require faculty salary data by discipline.
[t is probably that data by discipline is required only at fairly high
levels of aggregation--for example, hard sciences, social sciences, and
such professional schools as.business administration, education, medicine,
law, and engineering.

Since there are difference of opinion on how badly the data are
needed, and at what levels they should be collected, it is recommended that
NCES conduct a special study of the need for these data and the impact
that such a collection would have on improving the timely release of data
that are now being collected.

. 2. Employee Data. The data currently being collected on employees -
in higher education, for other than full-time faculty arerelatively limited.
For example, current surveys do not provide very much useful information
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on part-time faculty, graduate research and téach1ng assistants, research
associates, and post-doctoral candidates involved in teaching and research.
There are indications that the former mix of full-time faculty to other
types of personnel for teaching and research is shifting. Increased
amounts of data on personnel could provide information on whether there
are significant shifts in the mix of personnel and higher employment
opportunities for manpower planning. Therefore, it is recommended that
NCES consider the feasibility of collecting additional data on employees.

3. Output and Qua11ty The review of the literature and interviews
indicated that there is a growing demand for more information about the
outputs and quality of higher education, and student characteristics.
Certain associations and scholars, reguiar]y or (more often) irregularly,
collect data on output, quality, and student characteristics. Perhaps most
notable among these reports are Dr. Astin's yearly study of freshmen,
entering class CIRP* (Astin, 1977), the NCES National Longitudinal Survey
of the 1972 high school graduation class, and various profit and non-
profit directories of higher education institutions. The latter often
provide some data on student characteristics--in particular, admission
requirements in terms of grades and test scores.

Although there are increasing concerns for measuring and reporting
the quality and outputs of higher education and/or for particular institu-
tions, there is wide divergence on what outputs and quality are and how
they can be measured. Despite these prob]ems of measurement there is in-
creasing anxiety about perceived declines in quality, the potential effects
of competition for students on quality, and the lack of consumer informa-
tion to aid students and their parents in Se1ect1ng institutions. There
also seems to be growing dissatisfaction with using student credit hours
or other enrollment measures as the major measure for allocating resources.

Therefore, it is recommended that NCES support studies to determine
whether the demand for the above data would justify the burden on insti-
tutions and/or government agencies that collection of such data would
impose. Support should also be provided for research and development on
measures of qua11ty and output. It is also recommended that NCES should
determine what is currently being done and reported by scholars and
associations and how it might best support these efforts and act as a
broker in disseminating the data widely for research and reporting on

the condition of higher education.

_Recommendations of the Technical Advisory Panel

In its review of the preliminary draft of the final report, the
Technical Advisory Panel noted that the report provided documentation

*Cooperative Institutional Research Program.
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~ that supported their perceptions that HEGIS was a necessary and increasingly

more used data base for reporting and analyzing the condition of higher
education. It strongly supported recommendations for improving timely
reporting and the means that were suggested for encouraging the uses of
HEGIS data.

It recommended that the report be widely disseminated and that NCES
and the higher education community support efforts to get the recommerda-
tions implemented at the earliest possible date.,

It was also recommended that NCES commission a study to determine

(1) the relative investment in collecting statistics on education, (2) the

efficiency or effectiveness of current collection and dissemination
efforts, and (3) what might be done to improve effectiveness.
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~ This is the final report on a Stuly to Determine the Uses of the
Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) for the purpose of
answering the following questions:

1. What is the extent to which HEGIS data areor could be used by
members of the higher education community--federal, agencies and
Congress, state agencies and legislatures, professional associa-
tions, scholars, institutions, disciplines, manpower planners,

economists, associations of business, industry and labor, and
popular media? What is the nature of the use? How are they used?
Who do you know that uses HEGIS data? How do they use it? How
often do you discuss the use of HEGIS data?

2. Do institutions compare their status with that of others by using
HEGIS data? Do they use enrollment projections and/or degrees con-
ferred in making decisions concerning programs? Do state legisla-
tures or governing boards use HEGIS data for other comparative

3. To what extent areuniverse data required? Are data on a single in-
stitution sometimes used for comparative purposes? To what extent
i3 such use important? HKow should the data be agaregated? Does
the HEGIS taxonomy of institutions need further refinement?

4. Would changes in the format of the data result in greater utiliza-
tion? What changes are suggested? For example, would it be useful
if certain ratios were developed and reported by HEGIS? How should
the data be published and distributed? To what extent are tapes
being used? Are there difficulties with the format of the tapes
that could be corrected?

5. How serious are th2 concerns about the accuracy and timeliness of
the data? Would the data be more useful if made available 7
in publications or on tape three months earlier; six months earlier?
Naturally such estimates will be crude and biased; however, they
will provide a necessary basis for NCES to investigate costs in
relationship to benefits resulting from acquisition and publication.

Data for answering these questions were gathered using three dif-
ferent methodologies. First, the literature was examined in consider-
able detail to determine who uses HEGIS data and for what purposes.

This review utilized two different types of data gathering and reporting:
1) Key works on higher education were examined to determine irends and
uses. of HEGIS in reporting on the Condition of Higher Education and/or
for developing policy for Higher Education; 2) A statistical sample of.
that literature, both within and outside the field of higher education
(but 1ikely to report on higher education) was reviewed for its uses of
HEGIS data. The results of these reviews are reported in Chapter II.
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Second, approximately 75 users, potential users, and/or experts
in the field of higher education were interviewed. The procedures fol-
lowed in conducting these interviews and the findings from the inter-
views are reported in Chapter III. :

Third, two Tists of known or potential users were developed. One
1ist of users came frﬂm a review of the Titerature, an ana1y51s Qf re-
suggest1ons ﬂf experts in the f1e1d nf h1ghEP education, 1nc1ud1ng LhE
staff of NCES. The second list of potential users was drawn at random
from a 1ist of the 50 states and institutions within the selected states,
using a design described later in this chapter. These samples were
used to augment samples used by Ms. Rudry Cain in her data collection
effort to obtain information from these users or potential users of
HEGIS data. The findings from these surveys are reported in Chapter IV.

This report is the final product of the analysis of data from
the several sources, using many different instruments and research
techniques.

Organization of the Report

This report consists of five chapters and several appendices. The
first chapter includes a summary of the history related to the develop-
ment and use of HEGIS data and an extensive overview of the methodology
that was followed in conducting this study. The second chapter deals
with the review of literature from a traditional and statistical ap-
proach. The third chapter relates to the findings of the interviews
with selected scheclars who use HEGIS data. Chapter IV covers the find-
ings and statistical analyses of the surveys. The fifth chapter in-
cludes the conclusions and recommendations drawn from the findings. The
bibliography is a tightly selected 1isting of publications of particular
value. Not included is an annotated Bibliography, which was published
eavlier. The appendices include such supporting documentation as
listings of panel members, interviewees, the interview quide, general
questionnaire, special questionnaire, sample of institutions, and fre-
quency results of the general questionnaire.

HIGHER EDUCATION HISTORICAL BACKGROUMD OVER THE

PAST THIRTY YFARS RELATING TO HEGIS

Overview

The importance of collecting data on enrollment in higher educa-
tion on a regular basis was recognized early, and the implementation of

o0
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processes for collecting such statistics routinely was begun in 1950.
However, the collection of other data on a routine basis was not
initiated until 1966 after passage of the Higher Education Act of 1965.
At that time it was clear that higher education was a growth industry,
already involving 59C,100 faculty and serving 5,526,325 students. By
1979, faculty had increased to 985,000 znd students to 11,669,429 .*%

Higher Education in the Mid- and Late-1960s

The character and problems of higher education have changed since
1965. In 1965, society's and the individual institution's problem was
a matter of undercapacity--findi~g the faculty and space to serve an
ever-increasing number of students and their aspirations for higher
education. During that time state and federal funding for research and
instruction was relatively plentiful. There was a strong belief that
both society and the individual benefited from investment in higher
education. Conpared to today's rates, inflation was low; energy was
plentiful. Society was optimistic about the future pf the country,
the benefits of basic and applied research, and the need and place for
highly educated manpower. There was not quite as much awareness of
using "manpower" and- "he" in reports, although single-sex colleges -
and/or departments in universities were gradually becoming less popular,
and female enrollment was beginning to approximate that of male enroll-
ment. The higher education market (a term that was an anathema in the
enterprise until the late 1970s) was still composed of the traditional-
age student (someone fairly bright, 18 to 24 years of age, and generally
white). Few in higher education had much time to give significant
thought to the basic unfairness in the funding of male and female
faculty salaries. Despite long delayed recognition that blacks and
other minorities must be brought into the mainstream of American 1ife,
affirmative action programs were minimal. The battleground against
racism was still primarily in the sireets, restrooms, buses, and K-12
schools. The battle against sexism and discrimination against the
handicapped had not yet been.joined.

The emphasis in 1965 was on finding money for buildings to house
students and faculty, on recruiting and upgrading faculty to teach stu-
dents, and to do research. Experimentation with new types of programs
and schools occurred in 1965 and the years immediately following. Com-
munity colleges expanded in size and number, and many two-year schools
found their mission changed significantly. Junior colleges added
vocational-technical programs, and vocational-technical schools added

*1979 figures obtained From'NCES_ "Faculty" includes full- and
part-time instructional and junior instructional staff.
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transfer programs Both junior colleges and vocational-technical
schools became comprehensive cemmunity colleges. It is said that by
19A9,0ne new community college was being opened each week.

The role of many existing senior institutions also was being
changed by the pressures of public demand for higher educational oppor-
tunity. Normal schools or teacher colleges found their missions up-
graded to comprehensive colleges or universities and more and more state
universities found an opportunity to become research-oriented. Graduate
programs in all disciplines proliferated.

This growth, change in mission, and urge to experiment with new
forms of instruction, governance, organization, and the design of
facilities occurred in an environment in which students and faculty
were becoming 1ncrea51ng]y aware of what they perceived as their rights
in governance, but in which management per se was not a notable practice.
For example, the Society for College and University Planning in the
late sixties was dominated by architects and facility planners. Its
agenda in convention was dominated by planning of facilities, not on
marketing (with all that entails in terms of product, pricing, goal
setting, and organization) or on academic and financial planning--that
is, where are and where should the dollars and other resources be going
and for what purposes?

_ Only the larger colleges and universities had designated offices

of institutional research, and the emphasis of these offices was on the
collection of data on student and faculty characteristics. Little, if
any, attention was given to the implications of what such data might
mean in regard to goal setting; the allocation of resources; long-range
planning for faculty renewal, retirement policies and tenure; and what
might be the impact of declining birthrates for higher education in the
1970s and 1980s.

These were the conditions that existed when the Higher Education
General Information Survey (HEGIS) began to collect data about faculty,
finances, facilities, libraries, etc. from more than 2,200 institutions.
This was a major undertaking since many, perhaps the majority, of the
institutions had minimal systems for keeping track either of students
or finances. The state of the art in the systematic management of
higher education was not well! advanced. Financial systems were aimed
primarily at maintaining fiduciary accountability and satisfying gener-
ally unsophisticated legislative requests for data to support budget
proposals. For example, it was not until 1967 that George Weathersby
proposed a systematic way of planning for faculty and other resources
using simulation techniques. This computer-driven model was the proto-
type for the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE)
Resource Requirements Prediction Model, later promoted and evaluated by
the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS).



This model and others like it (for example, CAMPUS and SEARCH) focused
attention both on needs and methods for collecting historical data on
costs, enrollments, and facilities while generating criticism for the
expense, complexity, and over-emphasis on systems at the expense of the
nuances of the "functions of higher education" (Balderston, 1974).*

These criticisms have led to the development of less complex ver-
sions of the RRPM (Huff, 1974) and later models that emphasize evaluation
and justification for allocating resources within budget constraints
(for example, Lewis, 1976). However, almost all of the models are or-
ganized around the general concepts of the HEGIS data base and the
NCHEMS program classification schema and cost-finding principles.

HEGIS;eEariyfqritiques

However, simulation models, cost-finding principles, and critical
analyses of costs by state agencies for govern1ng and coordinating higher
education and legislative anaiysts were not in place in the late 1960s
when HEGIS was initiated. At that time few higher education institu-
tions generally used computers for compiling and analyzing data on stu-
dents and finances. As late as 1972, many major institutions of higher
education often used groups of students to classify raw data on enroll-
ment to fit HEGIS definitions. In the early years of HEGIS, there was
good reason for suspicion about the reliability of the data, particu-
larly since the definitions of data (at least in respect to financial
reporting) were not highly stable. In the early symposia on HEGIS,
sponsored by NCES, critiques of HEGIS generally focused on reliability,
computer-tape formats and documentation, and late release of tapes and
publications after the data were collected.

In Tater symposia, concern about reliability and accuracy has been
displaced slightly by increased emphasis on the Tate publication of
survey results (quite often two years after data collection) and also
on the late-dissemination of machine data by computer tape or EDSTAT.
(Presently, this process requires six months or longer for pre11m1nany
results.) By 1978, NCES was'being pushed (Parker et al., 1978) t _
collect more data on such groups as minorities, women and the hand1—
capped. Yet, timeliness of release was seen as first priority, "even
at some cost to quality or completeness" (p. 7).

*Frederick E. Balderston, In5t1tut1cnaT data systems, in Managing
Today's University (San Francisco: Jossey Bass, inc., 1974) Cited by
Carl K. Adams, Russell L. Harbum and Roger G. Schroeder in a study of
cost analysis in higher educatian, Volume 1: The literature of cost
and cost analysis in higher education (Washington, D.C.: American
Council on Higher Education). This . work is an encyclopedia of the
deveiopment of higher education costing.
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Higher Education in the 1970s_Impact on Uses of HEGIS

Improved perceptions about the usability of HEGIS data occurred
in 1972. That year Seymour Harris developed A Statistical Report of
H_gber Education. This massive Carnegie report described higher educa-
tion in terms of enrollments, finances, faculty salaries, studen’: aid,
tuition, research funding, physical p1ant etc. The report drew
heavily from 1968 HEGIS data as well as from studies by the Bureau of
Census, American Council of Education, the Office of Education, and the
National Science Foundation. The document disclosed that HEGIS and
data from other sources couid provide a statistical description of
higher education. At the same time, it was becoming increasingly ap-
parent that the problems of higher education had chanqed from what they
were in 1965 or even as late as 1970. United States' society was no
Tonger as optimistic about the government's ability to control events
or about its own ability to control the government. The Vietnam war
and student riots at major universities created new concerns for educa-
tors. Major sections of cities were being ripped and burned. The de-
cline in the birth rate and the declining Tmpact of the baby boom of
the 1940s and 1950s could no longer be ignored in an evaluation of
higher education's prospects. It was becoming increasingly clear that
the institutions of education were no longer faced with the prob]em of
building capacity to meet the 1ncrpas1ng demand of students Yor higher
education. There was increasing pessimism, perhaps misplaced, about the
value of higher education either to the individual or society. One
could read, if one wanted to, that the impetus for questioning govern-
ment actions, societal values, and riots had come from the higher edu-
cation community. Berkeley came before Watts. The leaders of the Selma
march and the students who traveled to M1531551pp1 to disrupt the status
quo were from colleges and universities. Moreover, higher education no
longer appeared to guarantee a good position in sec1ety Caroline Bird
(1975), among others, questioned whether an individual's benefit from
higher education was worth the investment. One could infer, as many
did, from Jenck and Reisman (1968), that higher education did not make
a difference in what one ultimately earned or the position one gained
in society.

HEGIS SURVEYS

HEGIS includes a series of periodic surveys of colleges and univer-
sities. Some surveys, such as enrollment, dugrees conferred, institu-
tional characteristics, and the financial statistics forms are sent
every year to all institutions receivinag federal funds. Other surveys,
such as the employee facilities, and the library, are sent at various
intervals. Today, the HEGIS package includes ten forins--those forms
mentioned above as well as the residence/migration forms, and the adult/
continuing education survey (see Table 1.1).
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Description of Surveys

Data on student enrollment had been collected for nearly 20 years
before the initiation of HEGIS. Today, the survey includes information
concerning enrollments by class level, sex, attendance status, and
enrollments of first-time students. Every year these data are published
in Opening Fall Enrollment.

The Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education
survey acquires data on curreént-funds revenues and expenditures, physi-
cal plant assets, indebtedness on physical plant, and endowment, In
1975 the survey began gathering data on transfers from current funds and
on changes in fund balances during the fiscal years. The data are often
used to detect emerging trends in higher education finance in order to

develop plans for future financial management.

The Institutional! Characteristics of Colleges and Universities
survey obtains information on such characteristics as type and control
of inscitutions, level of offering, type of program, accreditation,
basic student charges, and names of principal officers.

Tha Degrees and Other Fyrmal Awards Conferred, also an annual sur-
vey, gathers data on earned degrees and awards in institutions of higher
education in sub-baccalaureate, baccalaureate, master's and doctoral

programs .

.. cmployees in Higher Education survey has two sections: salaries
and fringe benefits are obtained annually; manpower information is ac-
quired biennially. This survey obtains data on the numbers of profes-
sional employees by occupational activity and proyram function, numbers
of non-professional employees, salaries of administirators and instruc-
tional faculty, and fringe benefits of faculty members. The annual
survey to obtain data on faculty is used by the American Association
of University Professors as the basic source of data for its annual
report on faculty salaries, a widely read report.

The College and University Physical Facilities survey obtairs
data on the number of square feet of physical-plant space available for
each institution in terms of rooms, function of rooms, and Organiza-
tional unit to which rooms are arranged. These data are often uszd by
the Public Health Service and Housing and Urban Development in housing
planning.

The Residence and Migration of College Students survey of enroll-
ment by state of residence was conducted as early as 1958 but was rot
incorporated into the HEGIS package until 1968.

The College and Un1vers1ty Libraries survey is conducted periodi-
cally and gathers information on 1ibrary holdings, staff, expenditures,
physical facilities, days open per wezek, and membership in library

36
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cocperatives, consortia, and networks. The survey was originally con-
ducted by the Association of College and Research Libraries but from
1958 to 1974 was conducted by the Office of Education.

The Adult and Continuing Education in Institutions of Highav
Education survey seeks data on noncredit and credit.courses taken by
adults part-time and is used in planning educational nrograms.

After the results of these surveys are edited, they are pubtished
in such documents as those listed in Table 1.2; compiled on computer
tapes (see Table 1.3), which may be purchased or accessed through
EDSTAT; and such other publications as the Digest of Education Statistics,
news releases, flyers, and the annual report on the Cand1h1on of Higher
Education.

EVALUATION OF HEGIS

From 1966 to the present, NCES has conducted HEGIS conferences to
seek out recormendations and evaluations of the HEGIS data. Components
of the higher education community such as the institutions themselves,
professional organizations, various educational associations, and
governmental departments have participated in these conferences in
order to assist fn the development of HEGIS surveys. The issues raised
in these conferences concerning collection, analysis, and dissemination
of HEGIS data are discussed in Chapter II.

The Educational Amendments of 1974 transferred NCES from the
Office of Education into the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Edu-
cation. The legislation requires that NCES submit to the Congress an
annual statistical report for the two preceding and three succeeding
fiscal years. Since 1974, NCES has moved beyond the collection of basic
education data into a broader realm of examining the conditions of

education.

Today the HEGIS system, as a whole, is intended to provide a
national data bank on enrollment, institutional and other charac-
teristics of higher education institutions for use by scholars, policy
analysts in and outside government, and the media in reporting or
analyzing the condition of higher education. It is the intent of this
study to determine the extent of use of HEGIS bv these potential users.

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the study of the uses of HEGIS data was to deter-
mine the extent and nature of the utilization of HEGIS data. A_pre-
liminary review of literature provided a baseline for the development
of instruments and the selection of samples of the population to be
queried about the uses of HEGIS.
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Table 1.2

List of Selected NCES Publications Reporting Results of HEGIS Surveys

Survey of Characteristies of Studants in Noncollegiate Postsecordary Schools.

Seiectad Statisties an the Salary, Tenure, and fringe benefits of Full-Time Instructional Faculty for
the 1978-73 Academic Year

Financial Statistics of C='lege and Universities

Digest of Education Statistics

Condition of Education, 1979 Edition, Statistical Regort
Education in the United States: Statistical Highlights through 1977-78

Earnad Degraees Conferred _
Traditionally BYzck Institutions of Higher Education: Their Identification and Selected Characteristics
Dagree Awards to Women: An Update

The Impact of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 on American Colleges and Uaiversities,
Freliminary Summary Repert

Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education

Fall Enreliment in Higher Education

Migration of College Studants

Women in Vocaticnal Education

Noncredit Activities fn Institutions of Higiier Educatien

Enrollments and Programs in Noncollegiate Posisacondary Schools

Learning a Skil1 Through Correspondence

[ssues in Pastsecondary Educatfon: Financial Viability of Insuitutions

Education Directory, Colleges and Universities 7

Directory of Postsecondary Schools with Occupational Programs

Programs and Schools--A Supplement to the Directory of Postsecondary Schools with Occupational Programs:
Institutions of Higher Eﬁugatian: Index by State and Congressional District

Education Ofrectory, Public School Jystems

College and Universities Offering Accredited Programs by Accreditation Field, Including Selected
Characteristics

Inventory of Physical Facilities in Institutfons cf Higher Education

Students Enrolled for Advancud Degrees, Summary Data

Upper Ofvision Enroilment by Degree Fleld, Summary Data

Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities, [nstitutional Data

1976 Survey of 1974-75 College Graduates

Adult Basic and Secondary Program Statistics, Students and Staff Data and Selected Summaries
Participation in Adult Education

Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher Education, State Data

Federal Poliey Issues and Data Needs in Postsecondary Education

Associate Degrees and Other Formal Awards Below tie Baccalaureate, Summary Data

Barriers to Women's Participation in Postsecondary Education: A Review of Research and Commentary
Trend Analysis of Associate Dugrees

Adult Basic and Secondary Education, Pragram Statistics

O

e : |

. Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 1.3, HEGIS Computer Tapes

!

Survey Types Survey Years

Abbreviation* Short Title of Survey Year Designator Year

OFE Opening Fall Enrollment v I 1966-67 and on
ERD | Degrees Conferred 11 1967-68 and on
DIR Institutional Characteristics IT1 1968-69
Flqp Emplioyees ; IV 1969-70
RM Residence/Migration v 1970-71
FIN Financial 5tatus VI 1971-72
LIB Libraries VII 1972-73
FAC Facilities VIII 1973-74
Ad. D Upper Division and Post IX 1974-75
Baccalaureate Enrollment -
(Enroliment by Field) X 1975-76
XI 1976-77
XII 1977-78
X111 1978-79
)

*For example, the designator for Opening Fall Enrolliment, 1978-79 would be OFE XIII; for Libraries
LIE XI.
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One cf the primary purposes of ths HEGIS user study was to identify
the degree to which HEGIS is used and by whom More specifically, the
study was designed to answer the questions set forth eariier.

As already stated, the study entailed reviewing the literature,

surveying two classes of users or potential users, and interviewing
many users of HEGIS and experts in the ield of higher education.

Literature Review

The review of the literature, the first phase of the study, was
to provide: (1) an estimate of the uses of HEGIS data for various
purposes in the literature, (2) guidelines for developing interview
guides and survey instruments for determining uses that do not appear
in conventional bodies of literature,and (3) answers to the research
questions set forth earlier. ‘

Who uses HEGIS in the literature and for what purpose are impor-
tant questions for two reasons: (1) literature provides for a general
dissemination of informacion on the state of higher education, and
(2) suggests ways to researchers in how various sets of data can be
used in analysis of higher education agencies and institutions.

Two approaches were taken in reviewing the 1iterature: (1) a
conventional search and review of Titerature to discern--through reading
and analysis--uses, users, and purposes; and (2), a statistical survey
of the literature, using selected descriptors to permit classification
of the literature in terms of trends and uses.

The conventional search and review inciuded what appeared to be
the most important works in figher education that were likely to use
HEGIS data. The statistical survey of the literature involved a com-
puter assisted search of the ERIC and other data files using selected
descriptors to identify HEGIS relatad data and a systematic search of
card catalogs, published annotations, bibliographies, genaral texts on
ecucation, selected conference abstracts and foundation reports, popu-
1ar media sources, and scholarly papers. These approaches are described
more fully in Chapter II wherc the findings from the literature appear.

Interview and Survey Instruments--
Development and Design

The review of literature and conferences with users and suppliers
of HEGIS data suggested that users might be classified as follows:
(1) Federal Government. This includes federal agencies such as the
0ffice of Education, NCES, the Office of Civil Rights, the Bureau of

LA




Labor Statistics, the Census Bureau, and Congress; (2) Quasi-
governmental organizations such as RAND, the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems, and the Brookings Institute; (3) Accredi-
tation Agencies and Regional Boards; (4) Educational Associations;
(5) Professional Organizations; (6) Foundations; (7) State Governments.

This includes departments or education, budget offices, higher educa=
tion government boards of counciis, and legislative analysts; (8) Higher
Education Institutions. The offices in these institutions would in-
clude planning and institutional research, budget, affirmative action,
admissions, library, and physical plant p1ann1ng, etc. Generally

these offices prepare reports for trustees, state agencies, and the
legislature; (9) Scholars: (10) Commercial or Business Houses; and

(11) the EQpUTErAMéaja,

While a review of the Titerature uncovered many of the uses by,

. the above, it did not discover uses that are not generally disseminated;
i.e., internal reports and evaluations. Because of the differences in
users, it was necessary to design an interview guide, and to obtain in-
formatior from state agencies and higher education institutions, and also
from a small population of known purchasers of HEGIS data, name1y schools,
business houses, educational associations, etc.

The major guideline for designing these surveys was the research
questions set forth earlier. However, the insights provided by the review
of literature on uses and types of use, a pilot study of a state agency
and legislative system, discussions with scholars and institutional re-
search, provided impertant inputs for determining the concerns of the
post-secondary community and interpreting the results of surveys. After
the quest1onna1res were determined tomeet the following criteria: adequacy
for answering the research questions, ease uf completion by the respcndent
and construct validity, they were subm1tted=-w1th a preliminary review of
the literature--te a Technical Advisory Panel on the project, consisting of
representatives from almost all those sectors of society that use HEGIS data.
(See Appendix A for a list of panel members.) In a day-long meeting, this-
group critiqued the preliminary review of the literature, added research = -
questions, suggested additional users of HEGIS, and otherwise provided in-
put for revisionof'the instruments which were again tested.

As these tests were being completed, it came to the attention of the
project that instruments very similar to the proposed project instruments
were being used by an independent researcher, Ms. Audrey Cain. Ms. Cain
agreed to permit the pro;ect to use her data and to -augment her samp11ng
design with the project's sample. (See Appendices B and C for examples of
her questionnaires.) In the interests of economy and timeliness, the data
gathered by Ms. Cain has been used 'in this study with the perm1551cn of
Ms. Cain and the NCES project office.
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Interviews

. The technique that was followied in the interviews is discussed in
Chapter I1I, Findings from the Interviews. Appendix D contains 2 sample
of the interview guide. As Appendix E shows, a large and diverse number
of users of HEGIS data and of experts in the field of higher education
were interviewed, representing institutional planners, financial officers,
registrars, facility planners, librarians, scholars, educational associa-
tions, and legislative staff and, researchers.

Survey Samp}jné Plan

In the design of the sampling plan to determine the use of HEGIS
data by state agencies and institutions of higher educatiun, several
considerations were made both in regard to variables across which the
" sample should be representative and in regard to the nature of the
sample. Considerations concernirg the nature of the sample focused
upon four areas: scope, accuracy, utility, and use of frame construc-
tion. A simple random sample design was not deemed appropriate sinie
this procest would provide a scatter of subjects in every state; would
present some difficulties in frame construction; and would make it more
difficult to conduct survey follow-ups. A two-stage sample design was
deemed the most appropriate since this design allowed: (1) for a
selection of a first-stage sample of states in which the state depart-
ments can be surveyed; (2) for an easy method of frame selection using
the HEGIS publication and ordering institutions by type (private, pub-
lic, four-year, two-yzar) to obtain representative coverage of each
type (see Table 1.4); (3) in-state follow-up of responses by telephone
or in person, thus providing more control on sample return.

The two-stage cluster sample (see Table 1.5) was designed to be
self-weighting, to select institutions randomly, and to provide a
confidence bound of
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State

New York
California
Pennsylvania
I4n3is
Texas

Ohio

North Carolina
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Florida
Tennessee
Georgia
Virginia
Indiana
Minnesota
New Jersey
Towa
Wisconsin
Seuth Carolina
Alabama
Maryland
Kansas
Washington
Connecticut
Mississippi
0k1ahoma
Oregon
Kentucky
Colorado
Arkansas
Louisiana
Nebraska
West Virginia
Maine

New Hampshire
Arizona
Vermont

New Mexico
South Oakota

District of Columbia

Alaska

North Dakota
Utah

Rhode Island
Montana
Hawaii
Delaware
1daho
Hyéming
Nevada

TOTAL

Table 1.4
Number of Public Private
Stratum Institutions Region 4 Year 2 Year 4 Year 2 Year

286 1 s 40 42 165 39
262 5 3 106 116 9
178 1 23 38 107 10
154 4 13 50 82 g
147 3 37 57 48 5
133 4 14 a8 67 7
126 3 16 57 34 19
119 1 15 18 63 23
96 4 15 30 43 8
a4 2 13 15 51 §
77 3 9 28 35 5
76 3 1 13 8 14
72 3 17 17 27 1
71 3 15 24 29 3
66 4 13 1 36 6
65 4 10 20 1 4
63 1 4 7 27 5
62 4 3 19 4 6
62 4 13 17 29 3
61 3 12 21 20 8
58 3 16 20 14 8
54 2 13 19 20 2
52 4 8 21 19 ]
49 5 6 27 16 0
47 ] 6 16 21 4
46 3 ] 18 12 7
43 2 14 15 i{i] 4
43 5 8 13 21 1
42 2 8 1 21 12
41 5 13 14 13 1
kT 3 10 9 10 5
32 3 14 6 11 1
ki . 4 7 10 13 1
28 2 12 5 8 3
77 1 7 3 14 3
24 1 3 7 n 3
23 5 3 14 5 1
2 1 4 2 14 1
19 5 6 10 3 0
18 4 7 a g 2
16 2 1 0 15 0
16 5 K 9 4 f
16 4 6 5 4 1
14 5 4 5 3 2
13 1 2 1 9 1
13. 5 6 3 4 0
12 5 3 ] 3 0
10 2 2 a H 2
9 5 4 2 2 1

8 5 1 7 0 0

6 5 2 3 1 0

3125 542 923 1391 . 260"~
X e



_ TABLE 1.5
- Characteristics of the Sar'n;j"le by State Cluster Size Stratum

| | No. of - _ Insti-  Insti-
: Stratum No. of Insti- % of - State State tution tution
Stratum Interval States tutions Stratum Fraction Sample Fraction Sample

i

,0512 28
- o853 38

[N
‘Lﬂ
i
(o]

C 200 and over 1754 1.0000
738 .2362 .6000

2115 .3750

2 120 to 200
.1365 34

(0] ]
o
(=3}
—

3 66 to 120

4 45 to 66 11 619 .1981 .2727 .1877 32

WowW W W

5 under 45 25 558 .1786 ,1200 .4267 28




CHAPTER 11
FINDINGS FROM THE REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
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Introduction

~ The review of the literature was conducted using two very different
methodologies. First, it was reviewed and reported conventionally. That
is, the reviewers selected a body of major works in the field of higher
education that had used or were deemed likely to have used HEGIS and then
attempted to identify trends and developments in the use of the HEGIS.
This review is reported in the first major section of this chapter. Second,
a statistical sample of the literature from 1970 to 1980 was taken and an
attempt was made to identify what portion of the literature about higher
education used HEGIS data for what purposes and in what ways. These
statistical analyses of the uses of HEGIS are reported in the second
section of this chapter. The third section of the chapter summarizes the
,results of these two distinct methodologies.

FINDINGS FROM CONVENTIONAL REVIEW

HEGIS data tend to be used for two major purposes: 1) Describing the
Condition of Higher Education; 2) Development of Policy Recommendations.

Reports on the Condition of Higher Education can serve many purposes:

They inform institutions and sectors of higher education on how they
are doing in relationship to others in enrollments, financing, management
of financial resources and/or acquisition of resources, faculty salaries,
facilities, librariés, etc. They inform members of higher education and
the management of higher education on faculty and staff salaries, thereby
providing insight on the competitive status of their salaries. The re-
ports, whether produced by the National Center for Education Statistics or
a researcher or association, inform the public about relative tuition rates
and highlight differences in prices among sectors of higher education.

These reports serve as a base for generating ideas concerning what is
needed to improve the Condition of Higher Education in management, in
marketing, and in planning. They are often the catalyst for initiating
planning and policy analysis. Policy analysis, planning, and reports that
show the relationship of higher education to other sectors of the economy
and to national policy generally use data from most of the HEGIS surveys, 7
but also draw heavily on such data bases as the Bureau of Labor Statistics'
projections of manpower needs, demcqgraphic data from the Census Bureau,
surveys of student characteristics including sources of financial aid, and
specialized surveys of individuals needs, opinions, and behaviors. The
more sophisticated the policy analysis, the more difficult it is to
ascribe policy to any one source of data. [t is probably a useless exer-
cise. In manpower planning, for example, data from both the demand and
supply side must be used. Equally importint are assumptions about national
goals and the condition of the world. These assumptions quite often are
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more cr1t1ca1 than cither the methodology used in projecting manpower needs-
or absolute accuracy in the data base.

A11 of the above have made the review of the literature and the re-
porting of findings from the literature challenging. The statistical
study forced an analysis by type of data rather than by use or type of
user. In the more conventional approach to the literature review--what
was said by whem--it has been possible to discuss the uses of different
types of data in relationship to use and type of users, but the overlap
"in uses has confounded neat categorization.

Uses_for Developing Policy Recommendations

The thrust of much recent policy analysis in higher education has
revolved arourd such subjects as equality of opportunity, equal access to
higher education, affirmative action programs for both minorities and women,
maintaining the diversity of higher education, and the amount of higher
education needed given the apparent lack of apprcpr1ate employment for
the highly educated.

These questions are addressed in many ways. In some cases statistics
are used little oy not at all as scholars and politicians attempt to define
what is needed or desirable from ph11050ph1ca] or political viewpoints,

In other cases (perhaps the most notable is the human capital argument),
the des1rab111ty of higher education is argued with economic and demo-.
graphic data, i.e., rates of growth in productivity, quality of life, or
gross national income.

Cartter €1976) in the academic labor market developed a somewhat
"dismal" picture of the market for Ph.D.s using NCES projections and HEGIS
data on degrees awarded, enro]]ment and facu1ty 1ncrements wh1le not

_.are delicate organ1zat1@ns of 1nte11€cfua1 a:t1v1ty and s&ha]ar5h1n, and
blunt instruments are inappropriate for bringing about desired change. if
public universities would ward off undifferentiated cutbacks, . . . they
must take the initiative themselves. . ., . The primary aim of responsible
public policy and educational administration .must be to retain the health
and vigor of American scholarship" (p. 250).

Another book referring to manpower planning presents a similarly
" bleak picture of the professional job market’ related to academic degrees
(Freeman, 1976). In The Over-Educated Americans, no solution is offered
but a predictive forecasting model is presented. Much of the supporting
data for the model has been taken from the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Digest of Eﬂucat1oﬁé1 Statistics, National
Science Foundation, and the Office of Education. Though HEGIS and NCES

data are not %pecif1ca11y listed, much of the information concerning
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enro11mént; degrees awarded, and institutional characteristics cited in
the Digest of Educational Statistics and the Office of Education were

gathered ar1g1na11y by HEGIS.

~In Mare than Survival (1975), The Federal Role in Postsecondary
Education: Unfinished Business--1975-1978 (1975), and Low or No Tuition
{1975). the Carnegie Council used HEGIS data, projections from HEGIS by
NCES, and other data to develep policy recommendat1nns Such data as thie
following were used: projections of enrcliment and demand for faculty,
historical data on enrollments, and comparison of various projected enroll-
ments, distribution of enro11ment5 by type of institutions, current fund
expenditures, etc.

‘These data provided a base for moving from a set of philosophical,
political, and economic concepts (explicit or implicit) to the following
recommendations:

(1) That institutional leaders prepare analyses of their
institutions to determine, as accurate’iy as possible, the
present situation and the factors shaping the future course,
These analyses should be used to inform their colleagues and
constituents, and should be part of a larger effort designed
to create attitudes receptive to and conditions conducive to
change.

(2) Each institution, if it has not already done so, Should

develop an overall strategy 7or flexibility in the use of ,
" funds, assignment of faculty, and utilization of space, and

effective processes to make the necessary decisions. -

(3) Public policy should make possibie universal access to
higher education by the year 2000 for all those who wish to
attend, beginning with full funding of ex15t1ng student
access programs by 1980.

(4) Each state should develop an explicit overall policy
toward its private sectcr under the new conditions of higher

cducat1an

(5) The United States should develop a new, long-run policy
toward research capacity in its universities.

Perhaps the 51ng1e most important policy study in the seventies (if
one ignores the cumulative effect of the many Carnegie supported studies)
was the Congressionally mandated study by the National Commission on the
Financing of Pgstssecnndany Education. As a necessary framework for
5tudy1ng financial issues, the Commission set forth what it perceived as
major objectives for post-secondary education: student access, choice,
and opportun1ty, institutional diversity, excellence, and incdzpendence;
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accountability; and financial support. Using HEGIS and other data to find
that these objectives were not being met, policy recommendations were then
developed for financing higher education so that the objectives could be
met. As a result of the studies of the Commission, reports of the Carnegie
Commission, and analyses of Educational Associations ard Fnundations (other
than Carnegie), the means of funding higher education has progressively
been shifted from the state and student to the faderal government. An
important by-product of the Commission's studies was increased sophistica-
tion in the programming and manipulation of HEGIS data and the identifica-
tion and cataloging of important sources of data outside of HEGIS.

Reportirig on the Condition of Higher Education

Quite often policy begins with the development or statement of a be-
lie7 or philosophy about what should be occurring. Such ph11ﬂsoph|caT
arguments often lead to determining what conditions are. HEGIS has served
this end and was initiated primarily for reporting on the cond1t1on of
higher education. The review of the literature sugges*~ that it “as b
successful in doing this. Tardy, certainly, but it has <one well in the
areas of enrollment, degrees awarded, and institutional characteristicsg

Institutional Characteristics

The latter provides important information on the characteristics of
institutions and is used extensively as a mailing list for scholars, pub-
lishers, salesmen and others studying or soliciting higher education insti-
tutions. It is the "Bible" for identifying accredited institutions. How-
ever, it provides a minimum of information on the reiative quality of
institutions or on price. A prospective consumer of education must go to
other directories or the works of higher education scholars to get such
information. Such directories as Lovejoy's College Guide (1974) and the
directories of ACE and AACJC appear to be easier to use and are more
current.

Financial Analysis of the Condition of Higher Education

What is true of the directory may be somewhat less true of the fi-
nancial surveys and resulting reports of financial data by institutions.
In the early seventies, HEGIS reports on the financing of higher education
generally suffered three problems. First, some institutions did mot know
or were unwilling to report their financ1a1 status. Second, in the early
years there was considerable variance among institutions in how they
collected and classified financial data; and translation from one form of
classification to another, including HEGIS, was difficult. This problem
is being corrected as a result of studies, repurts and handbooks by such
organizations as The National Center for Hicher Education Management

ot
Fuiy
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Systems (NCHEMS) and the National Association of College and University
Business Officers (NACUBO). The efforts of these organizations have been
bolstered vy the impact of HEGIS requirements and the insistence of State
Boards and legislative analysis far better management type information.
The third problem is that NCES, in reporting survey results and/or dis-
cussing the condition of higher education, did little work in the early
years in developing financial indicators or otherwise using the data to
report meaningfully on the condition of higher education. This condition
is now being corrected as NCES provides support and leadership in the
development of such indicators, building on the early work of such scholars
as Cheit (1971), Jenny (1972, 1974, 1975a and b), Jellema (1972), and
others, and the Tater work of Andrew/Friedman (1976), Augenblick et al.
(1978), Bowen (1974), Minter (1974), Hughes (1973), Frances (1979),
Dickmeyer (1979), and many others. -

The direction for such development was set by the Carnegie Commission
in the early seventies, when it directed its attention to the changing role
and prospects of higher education. Clark Kerr in a forward to Cheit's
study (1971) of the New Depression in Higher Education observed that by
the "end of the 1960's, signs of financial stress began to be apparent
. . . by 1970 increasing numbers of institutions were facing financial ,
difficulties as the flow of funds from various sources ceased to rise at the
rapid rate" that had been experienced earlier" (p. vii). He observed that there
was a "clear connection between the extraordinary growth of the first seven
years of the decade and the financial strinQEﬂcg that began to t.erge at the
end of the decade" (p. vii). Enrollments had .~ushroomed; quality and variety
of programs had increased. Cheit looked at 41 institutions, using a sample
that included several types of public and private institutions as they C
were classified by Carnegie (1973, 1978) and in the Education Directory,
Colleges and Universities. The selection and classification permitted the
Carnegie Commission to weigh each group of institutions, by type and con-
trol, according to its representation among all institutions in the United
States. Thus, it was able to estimate the total number of institutions (19
percent with 24 percent of the students) that were in financial difiiculty.
The structure of the Higher Education General Informati.n Survey provided
a base for generalizing to the hig.er education population from a 1imited
study of a small sample of instiiutions. However, it is notable that the
Commission, in drawing its inferences on the financial health of the popu-
lation from Cheit's analysis of 41 institutions, had to be satisfied with
1967-68 data, approximately two years old at the time Cheit dirécted the
study of 41 institutions. -

Jellema (1973), approximately & year later, collected from colleges
much of the data he could nave obtained from HEGIS. However, the data -
would have been twe or three years older than that obtained by his survey
and he was probably concerned about its reliability, given the state of
the art at institutions in completing surveys and interpreting HEGIS
financial definitions.

o0&
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From 1974 to the -present time the use of HEGIS and HEGIS-Tike data
appears to have proliferated in relationship to the increasing accessibility
of HEGIS tapes in improved formats and to the growing concern about the
financial hkealth of higher education, particularly that of private higher
education. A few titles and dates suggest the progressive growth in the
sophisticated use of HEGIS-like data for analyzing the financial health
of higher education:

1974--Carlson, Farmer, and Weathersby, "A Framework for Analyzing
Postsecondary Education Financing Policies."”

1975--Jenny, "Higher Education Finance: Health and Distress";
Berenyi, "Capit.?! Financing by Colleges and Universities"; Bowen and Minter,
Private Higher Education: First Annual Report on Financial and Educational
Trends 1n the Private Sector of American Higher Education; Roberts,
TCatalogue of Selected Machine-Readabie Data Base fur Postsecondary Educa-
tion"; Truitt, "Classifying Measures of Institutiona! Financial Strength."

1976--Van Alstyne and Coldren, The Financial Measures Project:
Development and Application of Measures of Financial Conditions of Colleges
and Universities; Andrew and Friedman, A Study of the Causes for the
Demise of Certain Small Private Liberal Arts Coileges in_the United States;
Lupton, Augenblick, and Heyison, "The Financial State of Higher Education”;
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems, "Indicators of
Institutional Financial Health" (Collier).

1977--Farmer, "Financial Health of Independent Colleges and Universi-
ties in New York"; St. John, Tingley, and Gallos, "Descriptive Analysis of
Institutional Change Using HEGiS, CFAE, OCR, and Title III Data Bases";
Jackson, "Description of Merged Data Bases" (Harvard).

1978-79--Wing, "Monitoring the Financial Status of Independent Insti-
tutions in New York State"; Minter and Bowen, Independent Higher Education:
Third Annual Report of Financial and Educational Trends; American Ccuncil
on Education, "ACE/NCES Experimental Project on Financial Health Indicators";
Collier and Patrick, A Multivariate Approach to the Analysis of Institu-
tional Financial Conditions; ACE, Financial Measures Project: New Develop-
ments in Measuring Financial Conditions of Colleges and Universities;
McCoy and Halstead, Higher Education Financing in the Fi fty States, Inter-
state Comparison, Fiscal Year 1976. S S

A11 of the above have not used HEGIS data for financial analysis.
The most notable studies of the econcmic health of higher education that
do not use HEGIS are probably the Minter and Bowen annual studies of pri-
vate higher education that began in 1975 and the study of ".urrent Trends
in American Higher Education" (Minter, Change, February 1979, p.‘12-25).
Bowen and Minter survey a national sample of financial officers of colieges
and universities, asking for much of the same information that is reported

JI:I‘
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hi lIEGES:  llowuver; Lhe data they receive from their surveys may be much ~
more current than could be extracted from HEGIS. They may be more reli-
able, inasmuch as the final data are obtained by telephone interviews,
which would permit the researcher to check on comparability of data re-
sulting from differences among institutions in accounting practices and
interpretations of HEGIS definitions.

: The trend toward increased use of HEGIS data for analyzing the fi-

nancial health of higher education by sector or as a whole should: receive
impetus from the current National Center for Education Statistics Experi-
mental Project on Financial Health Indicators Using HEGIS Data (1979).
The outputs of this study have been a set of merged data tapes of five
HEGIS surveys fur analysts, a process for allowing chief executives to
comnare their own inustitution's financial condition with other institu-
tions, and the calculation of 61 ratios or indicators of financial health.
(For a more detailed description of the development of financial health
indicators and reports on the financial health of higher education, using
both HEGIS and special survey data, see Brubaker, November 1979.) NCES
has also supported a Joint Study Group on the Utility of HEGIS Finance
Data in Conducting Institutional and Higher Education Sector Comparison.
In a meeting of May 22-23, 1980, members of the group identified the
following problems with the HEGIS finance file. '

Varying Response Rates. Representatives from NCES indicated that

the composition of the institutional group used in compiling the HEGIS
finance data base varied from year to year.

!

Employee Benefits. State payments for empioyee benefits do not
always flow through institutional accounts.

‘Tuition and Fees. In some states institutions follow the process
of using tuition and fees as an offset to state appropriations and in some
cases tuition and fees go directly into state general revenues.

Diversity of Appropriation Structures. An. institution may veceive
state and federal funds through a variety of appropriation structures.

Diversity of Organization Structures. Differences in the way data
are reported for medical schonis, central administration, and the opera-
tion of extension and research institutes can often lead to data com-
parability problems.

Universe Encompassed by the HEGIS Finance Survey. Approximacely
3,170 institutions are included in the HEGIS universe. The institutiona’
composition of this universe can change from year to year.

Classification Structure Used by the HEGIS Finance Survey. There is
concern that the classification structure used by HEGIS appropriately
differentiates various types of institutions.
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Student Aid Support. The amount of student aid support reported 1in
HEGIS may be understated by the amount of support going directly to stu-
dents.

7 Debt Arrangement and Service. Variance in the way’debt.sergice_is ]
included in institutional HEGIS reports can seriously hamper institutional
comparisons.

7 Reporting Practices. Institutional reporting practices relative to
HEGIS can vary from year to year and from institution to institution.
Though there has been a concerted effort by NACUBO and other associations
in the last few years to encourage institutions to report HEGIS data in a
consistent manner, aberrations can occur in the data because of past re-
porting practices.

_ Chargebacks. In those instances in which a large university system
provides services to other campuses, the finances for the campus providing
the service will be overstated unless some form of chargeback system is
used.

. Imputation and Estimation of Institutional Data. Data are often
imputed or estimated for institutions that fail to respond to the HEGIS
finance survey.

This group recommericed that NCES annotate financial reports with
appropriate caveats concerring the above problems. (See the referenced
report for a fuller discussion.) It also recommended or noted the
following:

--That higher education associations, such as NACUBO, ACE, AIR,
ECS, and AACRAD, should werk with their memberships to improve
the quality and timeliness of the data collected.

--That the services performed by NCES are valuable to higher educa-
tion. Though the study group differed over the ways in which the
data should be used, they were supportive of the agency's past
efforts to facilitate the data collection process.

--[That] a technical advisory group should be formed to assist NCES
in revising and updating, where appropriate, the definitions con-
tained in HEGIS survey forms. Members of the advisory group should
-be drawn from institutions, state higher education boards, and
representatives of higher education organizations.

--[That] the quality of HEGIS finance data collected could be improved
significantly if adequate feedback in the form of institutional
profiles were provided to participating institutions.
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--[That] NCES needs to develop a procedure for correcting errors in
data tapes from prior years.

--[That] State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) could do
much to improve the quality of data by strengthening their editing
activities and by working with institutions to encourage the timely
submission of HEGIS data. The study group also suggested that the
SHEEO members and institutions work together to provide feedsack
to NCES on the appropriateness of HEGIS survey instruments and on
the procedure currently used to coliect and disseminate HEGIS data.

--That data consistency would be improved by having NCES implement a
standard format for all data tapes, across both surveys and years,
and by monitoring more closely the production of these data tapes.
The group also suggested that data tape consistency could be im-
proved through use of crossfile editing.

--That a fixed and regular schedule for release of HEGIS finance data
[be established], which would aid both researchers and other users
of the data. Also suggested was a preliminary data tape that
would be made available to researchers prior to the regular re-
lease of HEGIS data.

--That NCES should construct a users' manual.

'-=-That the creation of a tape containing several years' data would
‘enhance the use of the data for time-series analysis and would
reduce the cost of providing multiple-year data to users. To en-
sure data cons1stency, this tape should be updated to incorporate
any corrections in the data. The group noted that the American
Institute for Research in the Behavioral Sciences, ACE, and NCHEMS
are currently engaged in developing such a tape and encouraged
NCES to work with these crganizations in exploring ways of pro-
viding and regularly updating this information for data users.

The group h1so emphas ized the importance of integrating this data
tape with other HEGIS data tapes, such as those on enrollment and
Taculty.

--That NCES improve its communications with providers and users of
HEGIS data. It suggested, for example, that NCES representatives
continue their participation at national and regional meetings of
the Association of Tnstitutional Research and increase their
involvement at regional meetings of other institutional groups.
The study group also recommended that NCES publicize current uses
of HEGIS finance data.

--That NCES sponsor a users group to faciiitate the exchange of
information on uses of HEGIS finance data for research purposes.

56
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Less Sophisticated Uses of HEGIS in Describing

the Condition of Higher Education

While the use of HEGIS data (or HEGIS-like data) for financial
analysis of the condition of higher education represents the most
sophisticated use of enrollment, financial and faculty salary data, such
uses did not show up in a research of articles and books to any great
extent. The majority of reports on the financial health of education
are found in governmental, foundational, and educational association re-
ports or in memoranda to institutions. From time to time, and particularly
in tne Tast few years, the results and conclusions in these reports appear
in journals such as Change and the Journal of Higher Education or as news
stories in news magazines and papers. As noted, major uses of HEGIS for
these purposes have been under serious development only in the last few
years and generally have been conducted by a smail coterie of scholars
and educational researchers. The state of the art in financial analysis
of the health of institutions, as well as major sectors of the industry,
is useful and progressing, but embryonic.

The National Center for Education Statistics, now a major supporter
of sophisticated financial analysis, reports the condition of postsecondary
education in its 1980 statistical report in the more conventional forms
of enrollment, student characte~istics (age and sex), faculty charac-
teristics and sail.ry, student charges and current fund expenditures (total
and by student) and ignores attempts at more sophisticated analyses of
financial health. The example of NCES is generally followed by a majority
of scholars. According to both the conventional review of major bocks and
articles using HEGIS data and the more objective statistical analysis of
Jjournals and unpubliished articles, the most general use of HEGIS data is
to describe the size of higher education or sectors thereof. For example,
Corson (1975), in The Governance of Colieges and Universities, underlines
the importance of 7mpr@v1ng higher education management by g1v1ng such
statistics as those in Figure 2.1. This type of use of HEGIS is common
in most studies of higher education, including books, news letters, popu-
lar media, reports, and dissertations concerning finance, administration,
or the goals of higher education. The most notable exception to this rule
may be Mood's The Future of Higher Education (1973) and the Carnegie
Commission of Higher Education report on Governance of H?gher Education
(1973), which did nct use HEGIS data.

Another common use of HEGIS data is for describing a particular
sector of higher education or its relationship to the total enterprise.
For example, Pace in the Demise of Diversity (1974) looked at the decline
of diversity and distinctiveness in higher education using a data base
constructed from questionnaires that were completed by alumni and upper
classmen drawn from 74 institutions. He did not use HEGIS data to define
diversity or distinctiveness inasmuch as the measures he selected were not

50



FIGURE 2.1

Typical Use of

HEGIS Data (From Corson, 1975)

1951-52 1961-62 1971-72 1973-74

Degrees--credit enrollment
Graduate enrollment

Public institutions cf
higher education

Enroliment
Private institutions of
higher education

Enrollment

2,116
234

638
719,440

1,221

1,396,560

743
2,352,000
1,357
1,540,000

8,188

971 est.

1,152

6,060,000
1,474
2,128,000

1,200
6,389,000

1,520
2,131,000

Data for 1951-52 and 1961-62 from the National Center for Educational Statistics,

[sic] Digest of Educational Statistics, 1970, Washington: U.5. O0ffice of Education,
1972, p. 27. Figures for 1973-74 from Projections of Educatinn, Statistiecs to 1983-84,
a manuscript to be published by the National Center for Educational Statistics in

Aprit 1975, Tables 3, 6, and 13.
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QDTa1ned Or reporiec Gy ncula, nOWEVer, M5 deston required 4 classirice-
tion of institutions general 1iberal arts and comprehensive), 2 descrip-
tion of the institutions in terms of enroliment, and such other charac-
teristic data as tupe of control, The study also required the nanes,
addresses, and officers of many institutions. This infomation could have
been obtained from the Education Divectory, Colleges and Universities or
such directories as those noted earlier, These specialized directories
qenerally contain directory data supplenented by data obtained through
the publisher's own Surveys.

In another Took at ¢ particular sector of higher education, Keeton
in Modes and Navericks (1977) made extensive use of HEGIS data both as &
of the data base for dists nquishing among types of institutions, For
examle, he used enrollnent growth in private higher education as 2 per-
cent of total enrolnent for teo different years (Digest of Educationa)
Statistics); type of control (Camegie Comrission of Higher Educat}'on,
T970]; Tevels of offerings by type of control (Education Divectory); and
level of degrees avarded (Eamed Degrees Eonferneaﬁi' IS, 955-7%).

Purhaps one of the best examples of how HEGIS data are used & &
prologue for an analysis of Higher Education condition or conditions, needs,
or future predictions is the Benson and Hodgkinson essay in Inplenentin
the Learning Society (1974), The preface notes that "The econonic magni-
fude of higher education reveals ite priority in our society, In 197071
total expenditures in higher education were $23.5 billion . . . equaling
2.4 percent of our national product and representing a per capita cost of

§113." The problen concerning the tardiness of HEGIS data is evident,

Ina 1970 study of The Open Door Colleges, the Carnegie Comnission
nade extensive use of enrol Tnent of students in two-year nstitutions,
fabulating enrollnents by type of control of fnstitution and region. The
source note suggests the state of the art in the collection and utiliza-

tion of HEGIS data in the early part of the seventies.

Since it i sometines difficult to determine whether
an institution is, in fact, a two-year institution or
to identify 1t by type, the estimates are Subject to a
margin of ervor.

The nunber and reasons for such caveats apoear to have declined over
the years as the interpretation of HEGLS definitions has narvoed both in
NCES and anong institutions completing the KEGIS forns,

On the Condition of Wonen and

Minori ties in Higher Education

HEGIS has been used less {n reporting on the condition of wonen and
minorities than the reviewers anticinated when they beaan their review of

%

+ atertal published between 1970 and early 1970, They expected & firly
feavy use of the data because of public policy to inprove equity for these
9roups and the many groups promoting Such equity. There are articles,
reports, and books on the condition of wonen and minorities ac members of
nigher educational comunity--as adninistrators, faculty and students.
Hovever, few use HEGIS data except in the most elenentary fom for exann-
ing the condition of these groups, For example, most of the data in
heademic Wonen on the Yove (Rossi, 1973) cane from the author's oun sur-
veys, statistrcs from the National Acadeny of Sciences, and the Anerican
Counci of Education. The Tatter ey have obtained original data fron
HEGLS, but only & Tinited anount of HEGIS or possible HEGLS data vere
used:  approxinately five pages out of more than 500,

HEGIS was also not deemed useful by Van Alstyne et al. in Tooking at
Afirnative Tnaction (1977). She and her co-triters tumed to a survey of
adninistrative conpensation conducted by the Collee and University Per-
some] Association (CUPA). '

A more interesting look at affirmtive action for vonen from the view-
point of HEGIS data yas Loeb's veport when she used data from the Anerican
Assocition of University Professor’s (ANP) amnual survey of faculty
Salaries as a prelude to exanining whether the condition of women in
higher education faculty wes improving, Infomation was used from the
Assuciation's oun 197475 and 1975-76 surveys. Today the AP is using
HEGIS data to rejort on faculty salarfes. The authors also drew on data
used by Cartter and Ruhter who, in turn, may have drawn data from HEGIS,

There is evience that the condition of women and mingrities in
higher education was beginning to receiv “ove-attention than in the early
oart of the decads, at least in terns of sophisticated analyses of
statistical data on Salaries, enrollnent, and cegrees and other awards
conferred, For example, in 1960, NCES published the Condition of Educs-
tion for Kispanic Anericans, ) )

- Olfus (1979), author of The iTema of Access reported ypon
Hispanic Anericans and drew heavily upon NCES and OCR data. (OTivas
describes major problem areas with HEGIS data. One,

+ . BCES data from the same period are cited differ-
ently by NCES reports, The Condition of Education-1977
From NCES reports fall 1974 and fall 1975 total enroll-

3,871,000, respectively. While The Condition of Edu-

cation-1978 reports enrollnent for Ehe some two years

5 3,406,000 and 3,970,000, respectively. (p. 8)
Two, data from agency o agency differs because of di fferences in the
Gefinition of the universe. For examle, 0CR, NCES and ARCIC define o
tio-vear college Tn one way while ACT and the Census Bureau e another
definition, Thus the resulting data differ,
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Black Higher Education

The use or non-use of HEGIS data concerning the condition of Blacks
in Higher Education is represented by two extremes. In Access of Black
Americans_to Higher Education, How Open is the Door?, the National Ad-
visory Committee on Black Hicher Education and Black Colleges and Uni-
versities (1579) used HEGIS, Census Bureau Data, and a series of special
surveys by scholars and associations to report on black student enyoll-
ment in higher education.

At the other extreme, the Bureau of Census in a study of the
Social and Economic Status of the Black Population from 1970 to 1978
(U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 1979) reporting on schooling completed but
ignored the disciplines in which blacks were enrolled, degrees awarded,
and the role of blacks in higher education administration and faculty.

These data can be obtained from HEGIS.

The Uses of HEGIS by the Popular Media

The most extensive regular user of HEGIS data is the Chronicle of
Higher Education which reports weekly on important events in higher educa-
tion to administrators and faculty of higher education. The Chronicle
draws on a large range of sources for its Fact Sheets and special articles
besides HEGIS concerning the condition or projected c@ndition of higher
education, including the following: 1) Bureau of the Census; 2) Depart-
ment of Labor; 3) Association of Research Libraries; 4) Bureau of Indian
Affairs; 5) National Association of independent Colleges and Universities;
6) Council of Graduate Schools; 7) American Association of State Colleges
and Un1ver57t1es,78) National Association of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges; 9) Center for the Study of Community Colleges; 10) Natjonal
Research Council; 11) Office of Institutional Studies, University of
Southern California; and 12) National Institute for Education.

Seldom are data attributed directly to HEGIS by the Chronicle or
other media, but much of the information (particularly that coming from
NCES or one of the educational associations) on enrollments, faculty
salaries, and degrees awarded was probably derived from HEGIS. Stories
on the financial condition of higher education and/or the difference in
private and public sector tuition could have been and are likely to have
been derived from HEGIS. A typical story using data that may have been
derived from HEGIS is Middleton Lorenzo's article in the October 15,

1979 issue of the Chronicle reporting "Minority Students Found Lagging in
Two-Year Degree." The author reports that minority students, despite .
relatively high enrollment in two year programs, have a disproportionately
low share of the degrees, awarded by two-year co1TEges On January 7,
1980, the Chronicle lcoked ahead to the eighties using NCES prcg;ct1ons of
enr011ment and historical graphs that compared actual and projected
énro11ments and the National Institute of Education's Higher Education

61
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Price Index for 1970 through 1987. An example of Chronicle use of data
that could have been drawn from HEGIS reports on Libraries, if a recent
survey had been completed, appeared in the February 11, 1980 issue. The
data for this story came from the Association of Research Libraries, which
obtained the information from its own surveys. A sampling of Chronicle
articles indicates’ that the Chronicle uses Hegis or HEGIS-1like data at
least twice monthly in reporting to its clientele.

The New York Times in reporting on the condition of higher education
appears to use Education Association reports, Bureau of Census studies,
and its own surveys as much as it uses reports of the National Center of
Education Staftistics or HEGIS. For example, it attributed a November 19,
1978 story on enrollment in women's colleges to the Women's College
Coalition. While the data might have been extracted from HEGIS, they
probably came from a special survey, since such a survey would have pro-
vided timely data, requiring less manipulation than HEGIS.

On July 27, 1978, the Times reported on the condition of the private
sector of higher education using information obtained by Bowen and Minter
from a survey of 135 institutions for the National Association of Indepen-
dent Colleges and Universities. The story reported that enrollment had
increased for the years 1975-76 and 1976-77 and that fuculty size had kept
pace with the increase. HEGIS includes the key data elements that pro-
vided the basis for the article; however, the Association and authors of
the report did their own survey, apparently because 1) HEGIS data would
not have been as timely, and 2) HEGIS financial surveys might not have
beer as accurate and comparable.

However, use or attribution to HEGIS or NCES in the popular media
would appear to be a function of how the data are prepared and released.
On June 4, 1978, the Times printed a story based on a NCES press release,
on the status of women in higher education. This story was followed on
June 11, with a NCES news release on the enrollment rates of Blacks.
Stories in the Times for all of the seventies included reports on the
overall condition of higher education as reflected in enrollment figures;
special reports comparing the private sector with the public sector in
terms of enrollment, revenues and tuition; and reports on the progress of
women and minorities in obtaining equitable treatment in higher education.

Other important media for informing the public on the condition of
higher education are news magazines, such as Time, Newsweek, and U.S.
News and World Report. A1l of these publications report annually on
enroliment trends and degrees awarded. However, U.S. News and World
Report, perhaps because of its format or its clientele, appears to give
most attention to rising tuition and other costs of private higher educa-
tion and to enroliment declines in the private sector of higher education.
Most of the stories in these news magazines appear to be derived from
1) HEGIS data, after these data are converted into news stories by NCES or
Educational Associations; 2) Bureau of Census news releases, based on
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their data; or 3) news stories prepared by quasi-governmental educational
service organizations from data obtained frem the organization's own
surveys. Many of these surveys duplicate HEGIS to some degree. An
example of a typical news story on higher education is the U.S. News and
World Report of February 25, 1975, that students should find it 'Easier
to Get Into College." Tuition and room and board for private and public
higher education inctitutions for 1964-65 were compared with that of
1974-75. Enrollment was projected to increase by less than 3 percent in
the next year and to level off or decline by 1980. Admission officers
were said to have predicted that there would be plenty of room for stu-
dents except in the better known state universities and elite private
colleges.

A more recent example of how the condition of education is reported
in the popular media is the U.S. News and World Report story on "U.S.
Colleges: Life and Death Struggle.™ The story reports on the number of
private schools that closed between 1970 and 1976 as well us the increase
in adults attending college. The National Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities deveioped the story using a combination of data
sources, including HEGIS.

Uses of HEGIS by’ Government

HEGIS has been extensively used by Congressional committees. For
example, data were used extensively in the 1975 House Hearings before the
Subcommittee on Post-Secondary Education of the Committee on Education and
Labor, and the 1975 Senate Hearing before the Subcommittee on Education
of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. These hearings were con-
cerned with: siudent financial aid viewed from all aspects, i.e., race,
income, veterans' benefits, loans, and grants; financing institutions of
higher education; student enrollment in higher education; and money
sources for higher education. At least 15 to 20 percent of the testimony
was based on HEGIS or HEGIS-Tike data. Examples of HEGIS data taken from
committee testimony include that of Michael 0'Keefe, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Education Department of HEW. Mr.
0'Keefe used the following charts taken from NCES data: Figure 2.2 shows
the sources of funding for post-secondary education: in further testi-
mony, as Figure 2.3 shows, he discussed the increased revenues to post-
secondary education. ’

On the other hand, Mr. English, in speaking on the representation of
minorities in Ph.D. progirams used data from the American Council of Educa-
tion. These data appear to have been derived from HEGIS. (See Figure
2.4.) :

€
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FIGURE 2.2 Financial Postsecondary Education:

Where Does the Money Come From?

Private Institutions

State &
Local
$.4
bill.

Tuition and Fee§ Other:
from Students .

Gifts, Endowment,
$5.2 billion Sales, Services,
o o ete.
NP |
$5.8 billiz;
Federal
$2.8 bill.
{Excludes stu-
dent aid)

TOTAL = $14,181,494,000

NCES, Financial Statistics of Institutions of Higher
Education, 1976~-77. Table 123. - '
From testimony by Michael 0'Keefe, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Education
Department of HEW.
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FIGURE 2.3 Revenues to Postsecondary Education
1965-1977

Public Institutions

--Total revenues to public, institutions increased threefold between
1965 and 1977, an average annual increase of about 25 percent,
--On a per pupil basis, revenues increased by 101 percent in this
period, an annual rate of about 8.4 percent.
Bitlions of
Dollars
, 7 B 1977 Total:
(CumuIative 30 4 ) $29.4 billion
Amounts) 28 |
26 ¢+
24 3
22 ¢
20 ¢+
18 -
16 ¢
14 ¢

Other

;/ij State and Local

Support

1965 Total: 8 ¢
$7.4 billion _
Tuition and Fees

Year

1965 6 7 8 9701 2 3 4 5 6 7

i

SQURCE: NCES, Financial Statistics of Higher Education, FY 1976 State
Data. Data after 1975 from NCES, University and College
Surveys and Studies Branch. Chart 4.
From testimony by Michael 0'Keefe, Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Planning and Evaluation, Education Department of HEW.
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Findings

An znalysis of the uses made of HEGIS data, based on the literature
sample conducted {or this report, is summarized here in both tabular and
graphic form. (See Figures 2.5 through 2.15.) In this analysis, per-
centages of references are repcrteﬂ by year of publicaticn and then de-
picted graphically in order to simplify visual insnection for trend
identification. The specific information contained in *hese granhs, e.g.,
the percentage of reference uncovered by the Titerature seavch using HEGIS
data to report "degrees conferred" in 1977 (19.9 percent), will not he
discussed in detail, since examination of the graphs provide. *his infor-
mation at sight. However, soine discussion of the trends that appear to
be preseni in the data, as well as some probable reasons for them, is
appropriate at this time.

Examination of the data presented in Figures 2.5 throuch 2 15, show:
a pronounced trend in the uses of HEGIS data. In almost all "use categories.”
with the exception of "libraries" and "faciiities," the percentagss of
references citing HE.:1S data beginning in 1970 tends 1o ciimb until 1975,
with a mincr drop in 1972. End‘ng this upwacd tcénd ic a pronounced drep

HEGIS data in 977 Th15 is followed gy a sharp dec; ne in the number
of citations in the years 1978 and 1979. The phenomenon of "peaks and
valleys” in the yearly percentages of use of HEGIS data may be profitably
addressed by consideration of several variables. These are presented in
no particular order: a) the awareness of consumers of the existence of
HEGIS data and their acceptance of it; b) the tag time between the col-
lection of HEGIS data and its ava11ab111tg to possible consumers in either
computerized or written form; c) major publications spawned by HEGIS data
which subsequently become & source of citations for other writers; and

d) the lag time between which a particular work citing HEGIS data is
produced and the time it is captured by various reference sources. These
phenomena &nd their impact on the number of references to HEGIS data
reported in any particular year merit detailed consideration.

- £ =

Ccnsumer Awareness/Acceptance of HEGIS Data

When HEGIS was estab]ished in the late 60's, it faced the problems
that all systems confront in their infancy: the system had to be effi-
ciently organized, data collection forms had to be devised, and possible
consumers had to be notiried of the availability of its product Early
data collection forms were cumbersome and :zonfusing to those who were
asked to complete them, and possible consumers.were apparently aware of
or unconvinced about the usability of HEGIS data. Therefore, despite the
fact that HEGIS information was collected on "Institutiona’l Characteristics’
as early as 1966-67, only 5.1 percent of the references identified in this
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study appearing in 1970 made use of HEGIS data to report on these concerns.
However, during the next several years, HEGIS data became more visible in
the references reviewed. Apparently, access to and acceptability of HEGIS
information increased.

Time Lag Between HEGIS Data Collection/Availability

_ Since HEGIS involves surveys, checking at the source, edits and re-
edits, there is considerable time lag between the time the data are col-
Tected and the time they become available to consumers. As a result, data
collected during the 1967-68 year were not generally available to consumers
until the 1970-71 year. When this time lag is considered, in conjunction
with the problems associated with the beginnings of HEGIS, it may help to
explain the relatively small percentage of HEGIS citations found.in refer-
ences appearing during the early years of the seventies decade. Buttressing
this hypothesis is the increase in the number of references citing HEGIS
data during the ensuing years. One might guess that as the information
became more accessible and acceptable to consumers, more nse was made of
it. : '

Major Publications Using HEGIS Data

, Many users of HEGIS data may not, for a variety of reasons, use
primary source materials. In other words, a particular writer may find
it more convenient to cite a secondary source of information rather than
to acquire am original HEGIS tape or publication.” For this reason, major
publications which make use of original HEGIS data may have profound in-
fluence on the number of HEGIS citations that appear in succeeding years.
An example of this "ripple effect" may be found in the relationship be-
tween the publications of the Caxnegie Foundation in 1970-72, and the
increase in the number of citations of HEGIS data in the literature in
the following years. Similarly, the work of Andrew (1975) and Luptin,
Augenblich, and Heyisons (1976) (who built on earlier works by Jenny: and
others) may have influenced the number of references to HEGIS data found
in the years following their publications. Almost surely that led to
more uses of HEGIS computer tapes in analyzing financial health of
higher education and more reporting of findings from these studies, done
by contract houses and scholars, both old and new (those preparing
dissertations). :

The bottom Tine on this discussion is that there may be what the
economist would call a "multiplier effect" in the use of HEGIS data when
a major publication using HEGIS appears. Several events occur: (1) the
use and methodology of use is demonstrated to others, thereby encouraging
further use; (2) new areas of research are often suggested; (3) the first
and then subsequent works are cited; (4) the studies are published in
popular media; and (5) others use the data, drawing from secondary, rather
than original sources.

69
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. The Lag Between Production/Referencing of Sources

Just as there is a time lag between the time HEGIS data are collected ,
and the time they are made available to consumers, there is a time lag
between the time when a particular piece of work is produced and the tine
1t is entered into a systematic reference system. For example, a paper
delivered in June, 1977, was not available through ERIC until May, 1978,
Again, this delay is the fault of no one, but rather a reflection of the
complexity of data gathering and indexing. Materials of whatever kind
cannot yet be referenced instantaneously.

This time lag probably explains much of the decline in the number of
HEGIS citations discovered in the 1978 and 1979 years., It may be that
much of the work done during this relatively recent time period has not
yet been referenced in any of the systems that were investigated. How-
ever, some of the "tail-off" could be due to other factors. For example,
NCES in 1977 recuc=. the number of HEGIS publications that were auto-
matically distributsd because of budget and policy. This limited the
amount of infornation about the availability of new HEGIS data as well as
containing easy access. There has also been a shift in focus in the
analysis and reporting in higher education from simple descriptive
statistics to more complex anaiysis of financial health. This type of
analysis requires more "expertise and resources" in data processing than
is generally available to the individual scholar. Also, in very recent
months, there has been a shift from describing the health of higher educa-
tion (now recognized as a matter for concern) to measuring outputs rather
than inputs and developing (1) procedures for measurina outputs and
(2) policy to improve the health of higher education. New policy pro-
posals at this time tend to be in the area of management, marketing, or
in the conceptual stage.

HEGIS, as presently organized, does not gather extensive amounts of
output data that is appropriate to the evaluation of quality as measured
by such factors as students' perceptions and achievements.

AR
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FIGURE 2.5 Percentage of Publications Using HEGIS Data to Report Institutional
Characteristics
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FIGURE 2.6 Percentage of Publications Using HEGIS Data to Report Degrees Conferred
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FIGURE 2.7 Percentage of Publications Using HEGIS Data to Report Fall Enrollment
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FIGURE 2.8 Perr ntage of Publications Using HEGIS Data to Report Residence and
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FIGURE 2.9 Percentage of Publications Using HEGIS Data to Report Faculty Employee
Information
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Percentage of Publications Using HEGIS Data to Report Staff Employee

Information
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literature indicates growing use of such data as finance, enrollment, degrees
awarded, and faculty salary since 1977 in terms of sophisticated analys1s of
conditions of health of various sectors and impact of affirmative actien.

The use of the data for the latter purpose is just beginning.

7
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FIGUR: 2.12 Percentage of Publizations Using HEGIS Data to Report on Libraries
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are probably due to the following factors:

(1) Delays in indexing publications,

(2) tardiness in publishing hard copies, thereby inhibiting general use, and
(3) age of facilities and library surveys. The conventidnal review of the
literature indicates growing use of such data as finance, enrollment, degrees
awarded, and faculty salary since 1977 in terms of sophisticated analysis of
conditions of health of various sectors and impact of affirmative action.

The use of the data for the latter purpose is just beginning,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE 2.13 Percentage of Publications Using HEGIS Data to Report on Facilities
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(?) tardiness in publishing hard copies, thereby inhibiting general use, and

(3) age of facilities and 1ibrary surveys.

The conventional review of the

literature indicates growing use of such data as finance, enrpliment, degrees
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awarded, and faculty salary since 1977 in terms of sophisticated analysis of
conditions of health of various sectors and fmpact of affirmative action.
The use of the data for the latter purpose is just becinning.
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Using HEGIS Data to Report on Adult/
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} subsequent to approximately 1977
(1) Delays in indexing publications,

(2} tardiness in publishing hard copies, thereby inhibiting general use, and
(3) age of facilities and Tibrary surveys. The conventional review af the
literature indicates growing use of such data as finance, enroliment, degrees
awarded, and faculty salary since 1977 in terms of sophisticated analysis of
conditions of health of various sectors and impact of affirmative action.

The use of the data for the latter purpose is just beginning.
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FIGURE 2.15
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are probably due to the following factors:

(1) Delays in indexing publications,

(2) tardiness in publishin? hard copies, thereby inhibiting general use, and
; '

(3) age of facilities and library surveys.

The conventional review cof the

literature indicates growing use of such data as finance, enrollment, degrees
awarded, and faculty salary since 1977 interms of sophisticated analysis of
-onditions of health of various sectors and impact of affinmmative action.

e use of the data for the latter purpose is just beginning.
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SUMMARY OF USE AND USERS OF HEGIS DATA

During the course of this stucv, several types of consumers of HEGIS
data were identified. These "USERS" of the data were grouped into six
categories for purposes of analysis: Quasi-government Agencies, Federal

- Agencies, State Agencies, Institutions, Scholars and the General Public.
This section summarizes the extent of use of HEGIS data by each of these
consumer groups. Each type of HEGIS survey is discussed separately.

WHY HEGIS DATA ARE USED

Obviously, people and groups make use of HEGIS data for a variety
of reasons, According to this review, the principal use of HEGIS data
is for use in describing higher education. More thar half of the con-
sumer groups used the data for description. -

. However, another large percentage of the consumer groups (22 per-
cent) were found to be using HEGIS data for policy/planning activities,
(See Table 2.1.)




b8

Table 2.1. Purposes for Which HEGIS Data are Used by Groups Utiiizing
HEGIS Data*

(Numbers in parentheses are percentages of total.)

\ -
 Purpose | &

of —_ & Row
User Use & = Total

S, NN S S S A B S

Description

Quasi-
Governmental 11 44 2 3 60
Agencies (1.3) (5.0) (0.2) (0.3) (6.9)

Federal Govern- 7 16 2 , 7 ] 32
ment Agency (0.8) (1.8) (0.2) (0.8) (3.7)

State Govern- 14 22 0 Pl , 37
ment Agency (1.6) (2.5) (0) r(0.1) (4.2)

Institutions 108 225

General Public/ | 38  [106 1 38 193
Other (4.4) | (12.1) | (1.3) (4.4) (22.1)

Scholars 436 5 9 |14

ZoTumn 192 449 46 186

Totals (22.0)  (51.4) (5.3) - (21.2)
Total = 873

*Most common purpose for using HEGIS data is for déscf%éfian;
22% of citations involve using HEGIS data for policy/pianning.

Y
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INSTITUTIONAL GHARACTERISTICS SURVEY

Apparently, this is the most widely used of all HEGIS surveys. When
the literature was reviewed for frequency of citations, 43.2 percent of
the material reviewed indicated some use of data contained in the Insti-
Substantial percentages of citations

tutional Characteristics Survey.

from all sources made use of these data. (See Table 2.2.)

Table 2.2. Summary of Reported Use of HEGIS Data by Various Uzers to
Report/Analyze Institutional Characteristics

(Numbers in parentheses cell entries as a percentage ¢f

total.)

User No - "~ Yes

Agencies

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

Institutions

General Public

Schelars

Total

Quasi-government

28

(3.2)

25
(2.9)

13
(1.5)
262 -

(30.0)
87

(10.0)

@]
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DEGhZES CCHFERRED

Over fifteen percent (15.6%) of the citations sampled made reference
to data contairied in the Degrees Conferred HEGIS survey. All consumer
sources appeared to have made use of the data. (See Table 2.3.)

Table 2.3. Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various Users to Report/
Analyze Degrees Conferred

(Numbers in parenﬁheses cell entries as a percentage of
total.)

User 7&3 ) 7 iég

Quasi-government o 47 7 13
Agencies (5.4) (1.5)

Federai Agencies 26 . 6

State Agencies 24 13

i Institutions 385 52
General Public 153 40

Scholars | 102 12

Total 737 i36




- OPENING FALL ENROLLMENT

61

About one-quarter of the citations identified in the Titerature

sample involved Opening Fall Enrollment HEGIS survey data.

Use of ihe

data by institutions accounts for almost half (96 out of 208) of the

citations involving these data.

(See Table 2.4.)

Table 2.4. Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various Users to Report/
Analyze Opening Fall Enrollment

(Numbers in parentheses cell entries as a percentage of

total.)

Quasi-government
Agencies

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

Institutions

General Public

Scholars

Total

(2.2)
208

(23.8)

N = 873

s




RESIDENCE AND MIGRATION

About one-eighth of the citations encounterza in the sample of the
literature review make reference to HEGIS data dealing with Residence and
Migration. Half of these citations (50 out of 110) come from sources
attributed to institutions. (These data are summarized in Table 2.5.)

Table 2.5. Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various Users to Report/
Analyze Residence and Migration

(Numbers in parentheses cell entries as a percentage of

total.)

User No Yes

Quasi=gaﬁernmeﬁt 7 46 a 14
Agencies (5.3) (1.6)
Federal Agencies 27 5

State Agencies 26 mn

Institutions 387 50

————
B
~
w
s
-
L,
ol
Mg

General Public 173 20
Scholars 104 10
Total 763. 110

(87.4) (12.6)
N = 873
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FACULTY EMPLOYEE DATA

Almost a quarter of all citations (22.6 percent) using HEGIS data
involves Faculty Employee data, WNote that institutional use of these
data accounts for more than ..alf (104 out of 197) of all of the aitations
discovered. (See Table 2.6.)

Table 2.6. Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various Users to Report/
Analyze Faculty Employer: Data

(Numbers in parentheses cell er ies as a percentage of
total.) :

. - - - T ) T
‘ User No Yes !

Quasisgoverﬁheat 40 20
i Agencies , (4.6) (2.3)
Federal Agencies 30 : 2
State Agencies 28 9
Institutions 333 104
General Public 147 E 46

Scholars 98§, 16

Total 676 197
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NON-FACULTY EMPLOYEE DATA

This is the least used of ali HEGIS surveys, according to the
sample of citations used in this study. In fact, it seems that its use
is restricted to quasi-governmental agencies and institutions. These
two consumer groups account for 30 of the 48 citations identified during
the literature search. (See Table 2.7.) '

Table 2.7. Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various isers to Report/
Analyze Non-Faculty Employee Data

(Numbers in parentheses cell entries as a percentage of
total.)

User | No Yes

7QuasfsgoVernment B 46 7 14
Agencies (5.3) (1.6)
Federal Agencies 31 1
State Agencies 30 ?7
Institutions 421 16
General Public 187 6
Schclars ’ 110 4

Total 825 48
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Exactly one-quarter of the citation referrec to data in the HEGIS

Finance survey.

of concern to a great many constituencies.

number of citations from all grouns of consumers.

Table 2.8.
Analyze Finance

total.)

The financial condition of higher education is a matter

There are a substantial
(See Table 2.8.)

Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various Users to Report/

(Numbers in parentheses cell entries as a percentage of

User No Yes

Quasi-governme:t
Agencies

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

Institutisons

General Public -

Scholars

Total

I
]
K

¢

T,
s
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LIBRARIES
The HEGIS Library survey is apparently infrequently used by potential
customers. Only 6.3 percent of all HEGIS citations examined were concerned
“ with libraries. Institutions themselves were the chief users of data
about libraries, anc no report by a federal agency referved to this HEGIS
survey data. (See Table 2.9.)

Table 2.9. Summary of Use of HERIS Zata by Various Users to Report/
Analyze Libraries

(Numbers in parentheses cell entries as a percentage of

total.)

User : | No B o Yes
Quasi-acvernment 49 , 11 L
| Agencies (5.6} (1.3)

Federal Agencies 32 ‘ 0
(3.7) (0)
State Agencies 3C 7
’ ) (0.8)
Institutions a2 , 25
(47.2) (2.9)
General Public i85 8
(21.2) (0.9)
S-holars 10 4
(12.6) (0.5)
Tatal 818 55
(93.7) (6.3)
N = 873

93




FACILITIES

""" The most rommon users of this data are

the general public. (See Table 2.10.)

Table 2.10.
Analyze Facilities

institutions, followed by

Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various Users to Report/

(Numbers in parentheses cell entries as a percentage of

total.)

fuasi-government
Agencies
Federal Agencies
State Agencies
Institutions
General Public

Scholars

Total

Qo
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ADUL; & CONTINUING EDUCATION

According to the review of the literature about 50 percent adult
and continuing education data users are related to institutional analyses.
(See Table 2.11.)

Table 2.11. Summary of Use of HEGIS Data by Various Users to Report,
Analyze Adult & Continuing Education

(Numbers in parenthesas cell-entries as a percentage of
total.)

User to

Quasi-government 48 12
Agencies (5.5) (1.4)
Federal Agencies 27 )
State Agencies i 8
Institutions 387 50
General Public 162 31

Scholars P01 13

Total 754 119




A9

SUMMARIES OF FINDINGS

The material in this section was gathered by different processes and
by different investigutors. One investigator reviewed the literature in a
contentional fashion. He drew on his experience to look at major areas of
the literature that would use HEGIS and then made blind searches for addi-
tional literature. The review was purposely subjective, attempting to get
at how HEGIS was used, by whom, and for what purposes. No effort was made
in this review to prec15e1y count how much HEGIS was used for what purposes
in what years. The reviewer .attempted to get an impression of how the
data were used and to discern pattermns and movements in its use and for
what specific purpozes.

~ The investigator attempted to describe the uses of HEGIS statistically
gefined users, sources and uses with some precision. This permitted nim to
count the sources and types of usage rather precisely. The technique en-
sured comprehensive coverage and accuracy. Lt provided data and analyses
that can be easiiy replicated. The weakness in this approach is that the
shape of the forest may have beei. lost in the counting of the trees. The
statistical analyses, while much more thorough than the conventional ap-
proach in describing the extent of the uses and trends in the use of various
types of data, is weak in indicating the importance or value of HEGIS use.
While it is potentially possible to count data in such a way as to measure
the value of the use, it is difficult. As one moves into the area of value
judgments and classification of use by  -pose, there is increasing
opportunity for misinterpretation during coding and for ignoring the

overall context of material in which the data is usec.

However, an attempt was made in the statistical analysis to count the
purposes for which HEGIS was used. As might have been expected, coders had
as much trouble in precisely classifying HEGIS by use as the subjective
reviewer encountered. A3 a result, there was not significant statistical
discrimination among purposes. Almost 211 publications were classified as
using HEGIS data in descriptive ways concerning the conditicns of higher
education. As demonstrated in this chanter, the reviewer, using conven-
tional methodology, discovered considerable overlaps in the use of HEGIS
for policy development, describing the condition c¢f higher education, and
evaluation.

The two very diffarent processes, conducted independently, generally
supported each other. The reviewers who used conventional methodology
sensed an upward trend in the use of HEGIS data and a shift from one set
of HEGIS_to another set over th: years. The same trend was discovered
through statistical analysis. Both processes discovered a heavier use of
HEGIS than the investigators had hypothesized.

The investigators agreed that HEGIS or HEGIS-like data is used
extensively in the literaturez that reports on the condition of higher
education purposes and policy. Such use, according to the review, has

e
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progressively increased. There are cycles in the uses of HEGIS that ap-
pear to correspond roughly with intensity of concern about various problems
in higher education and/or the focus of intense studies on nigher educa-
tion. There also appears to be some correspondence between these cycles
and the acquisition and/or dissemination of HEGIS data.

The conventional review of HEGIS data supports critics' views tnat
HEGIS is published (in hard copy and on computer tapes) much too slowly,
and that there is concern about its accuracy or reliability. Many scholars
5till use their own surveys to acquire what could be obtained from HEGIS;
presumably because they can get more recent and more reliable data at a
smail cost in sampling error. Some of this bias may be the result of
experiznces with HEGIS in the late sixties and early seventies when insti-
tutions did not have the systems now in use for gathering ind compiling
HEGIS data according to HEGIS:'definitions. Systems in the early days
allowed for considerable variability in the intsrpretation of HEGIS
definitions sinze much of the coding and classification was "cross-
walked" manually by staff that turned over frequently.

Much of these early ccnditions have been alleviated with 1) the
popularizing and implementation of better accounting systems, which
approximate in classification schema HEGIS definitions, 2) the increasing -
use of HEGIS, and 2) the increasing control or audit of HEGIS by state
agencies. A1l of these should improve the reliability and consistency
of HEGIS reporting.

The review indicates that HEGIS has provided a necessary data-base
for the development of policy for higher education and for reporting its
condition. It is a system that,  if it did not exist, would have to be
invented. 1¢ appears that such systems are now being invented by educa-
tional associations and scholars for acquiring more information on the
quality and outputs of higher education. At mozt symposia for the evalua-
ticn 6f HEGIS, increasingly urgent recommendations have been made to
extend the surveys to collect more data on quality and cutput. The in-
creasing growth in the use of such data in the Titerature indicates that
NCES might well outweigh the benefits and costs of broadening HEGIS te
acauire more quality and output data.

The review also discovered progressive sophistication in the uses
of HEGIS for analyzing the financial condition of higher education. Much
0% this progress r.2s been supported in recent years by NCES. There has
not been parallel development in the use of HEGIS data for analyzing the
results of affirmative action programs. The state of the art in this area
generally approximates what was true for financial analysis ir the late
sixties and early seventies. It is, therefore, recommended that NCES
consider the trade-offs involved in supporting better use of HEGIS in
evaluating the effects of affirmative action policies on enrollments and
achievement of women and minorities in higher education.

e
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FINDINGS FROM PERSONAL INTERVIEWS
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Overview

Over 75 people were interviewed concerning the uses of HEGIS data.
Some of the interviewees were selected from the authors of publications
that reported on the condition of higher education or that appeared to
have affected the development of policy and Taw concerning higher educa-
tion. Other interviewees included financial officers, institutional re-
searchers, and academic plannerz at both the state and institutional
level. These interviewees represented libraries, educational associa-
tions, institutions of higher education, state agencies or state depart-
ments of higher education, and a state legislature. (See Appendix E for
a list of interviewees and Appendix D for the Interview Guide.)

The interviews were scheduled ahead of time and Tasted from one to
two hours. In many cases, the interviewee provided reports and references
that had used HEGIS data. No attempt was made to structure the interviews
in a formal way, and accordingly the questions that were asked differed
from one interview to the next. A tape recorder was not used because the
interviewer felt that it might inhibit the flow of information; however,
extensive notes were made. Since the interviewees were extremely frank and

were ensured of confidentiality, no attempt is made in this report (with

one exception) to attribute findings and/or examples to any interviewee.

The review of literature, as well as the interviewer's experience
with HEGIS, had provided the interviewer with o set of hypotheses in
respect to how interviewees might answer quest ons concerning the accuracy
and timeliness of data, its adequacy and use in relationship to policy
analysis and reporting on the condition of higher education, the rela-
tive value of universe and sample data, and the extent to which data from
various surveys were used. The findings from the literature are reported
in detail elsewhere in this report. However, the major hypotheses that
were tested in the initial interviews were the following:

1. That the uses of HEGIS data have increased significantly in
recent years, particularly in the sophistication with which

2. That accuracy had improved.

3. That enrollment and financial data were used much more exten-
sively than other survey data though faculty salary dataare
reported regularly and has considerable interest to facuity
and decision makers at the institutional Tevel.

4, That HEGIS data have provided a foundation or base for the
majority of the reports and books that have affected public
policy on higher education.
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5. That HEGIS data have not been used as extensively as they might
be in reporting on the condition of women and minorities in
higher education and in evaluating the impact of affirmative
action policies, because overhead or start-up costs in using
HEGIS data for anaiysis is relatively high.

6. That HEGIS is a system that would have to be invented if it were
not already in place.because of the increasing need for data for
policy making and planning.

7. That more data on student characteristics and financial aid
are wanted. _

8. That the collection of HEGIS data has had an impact on the
discipline and sophistication of data collection systems at
the institution and state levels.

9. That the collection of HEGIS data does not impose a high
burden on institutions since most of the data would be col-
lected by institutions and/or states for management purposes
anyway,

10. That institutions are concerned about the uses of HEGIS for
comparison purposes.

During the interviews, which occurred over a pariod of three months,
additional hypotheses were developed and tested. In addition to testing
the above hypotheses, answers to most of the questions set forth in the
Interview Guide were obtained. In reporting on these interviews the fol-
lowing organization has been followed. First, comments on the uses and
problems of specific HEGIS Surveys are summarized under the titles of the
surveys with one exception. Since the comments on the Facility and |
Library Surveys were similar, they have been summarized together. Fol-
Towing the discussion of the findings on the individual surveys, an over-
view of the interview findings is provided for two reasons: one, the
data are often used together and thus the uses of the data for policy
analysis and decision making need to be discussed in a holistic mode.
Second, there are certain common problems with compilation and use.

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

This directory is used to some degree by everyone involved to any
significant extent in research on, or marketing to, higher education as a
directory since it provides the names of key administrators and addresses.
It is a handy reference on higher education institutions because of the
detailed information it provides about schools, precgrams, size, and other
jnstitutional characteristics. However, many scholars also use such
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directories as Peterson's, the American Council of Education's, and Love-
joy's. In general; most users felt that the directory was adequate and
reasonably accurate. There were not too many complaints about its timeli-
ness. Some of the interviewees thought that the directory's usefulness
could be improved by providing more information on student/faculty ratios,
saurces of revenue, current expend1tures, and size of programs. How-
ever, there was no consensus on increasing the scope of the book. In
general, most interviewees did not believe the scope should be increased
to the extent that it would compcte with commercial directories which
genera]?y provide more information on student characteristics and admis-
sion requirements. One interviewee suggested that the directory is under-
used by high school counselors. This may be. However, most counselors
generally have one or more of the commercial directories in their book-
cases and a volume of literature from many colleges and universities. The
directory or mailing lists produced from HEGIS tapes are used by commercial
publishers, banks, and other businesses with services to sell to institu-
tions.

FALL ENROLLMENT AND COMPLIANCE SURVEYS

BY FIELD, SEX, AND ETHNIC GROUP

' Data from these surveys are probably used more than the other HEGIS
data files in raporting on and analyzying the condition of higher educa-
tion.

Since funding in both the private and public sector follows number
of students to a-considerable degree, enrollment data is the first measure
of how an institution, a sector of higher education, or the total industry
is faring. The data when used in conjunction with resident/migration
data, degrees conferred, and census data can provide information on the
impact of affirmative action programs and to a very limited degree,
financial aid programs on enroliment trends in respect to equality of
educational opportunity for disadvantaged and advantaged sectors of the
population.

It is this researcher's impressions both from the interviews and
from the review of the literature that these data are not being as fully
‘exploited for this type of evaluation as they might be.

More generally, the data are used to report on trends or the status
of various sectors of higher education and to analyze trends by sector.
" At the institutional level, enrollment by field or course has a major
impact on programmatic decisions in both the short and long run in terms
of resource allocation, setting admission and recruitment policies, and
wiitoying performance in relati to institutional objectiv: in-
cluding institutions' action. - it, attrition, market <" e
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At the state level, the data often provide one of the bases for
programmatic decisions and for resource allocations by institutions and,
in some cases, among sectors of higher education (public and private).

When used for programmatic and resource & location decisions at the
institution and state level, it is not generally identified as HEGIS data
when it flows to the legislative and executive leveis. This lack of
attribution is reasonable since data on enroliments and degrees would or
should be collected (and are generally compiled in more detail than HEGIS
requires) for institutional and state Teve! decision making. However, it
appears that institutional, state and regional data on enrollments for
decision making are generally collected and classified according to
HEGIS definitions.

At the institution, state, regional. and national levels, the data
are used in conjunction with manp: -er demand projections from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics and demographic data fron the Bureau of the Census.
The Bureau of Labor Statistics uses both enrollment and degrees conferred
data to estimate the supply sid2 of manpower pianning. National and
state agencies such as the National Occupational Information Coordinating
Committee (NOICC) and its counterparts, State Occupational Information
Coordinating Gommittees (SOICCS) are using HEGIS data extensively for
analyses of manpower requirements.

At the national level, data are used extensively both in reporting
on the condition of higher education and as a framework for proposing
‘policy. These uses are discussed more fully later in t' e overview of the
findings from the interviews. In reporting on the conaition of higher
education the data generally first appear in NCES news releases, later
in the Chronicle of Higher Education, and almost simultaneously in major
national newspapers and news magazines; subsequently, it is used in
journals; later it appears in books. Quite often the data, after anaiysis
by educational associations, are reported in news releases and journa's.
In many cases, the data are then attributed to the researcher or associa-
tion which did the analysis. The Educational Associations quite often
"scoop" NCES or the Department of Education in the release of anaiyses
based on HEGIS reports inasmuch as some of the associations have highly
qualified analytical staffs who work with press releases of HEGIS or
HEGIS-1ike data from institutions, state agencies, or with HEGIS computer
tapes. In the overview, the importance of analysis and interviewee's
perspectives on survey design and analysis are discussed.

The interviews supported the findings of the Validation Study just
completed by NCES that the data are accur:’ 'y reported and that there
are no major problems in its r-n' Fion il ever, some institutior” hav
difficulty in classifying st ..ct to ethnir membev N ¢

160
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there are variations in distributing non-respondents by ethnic group.
Generally, non-respondents are distributed according to the distribution
of respondents. However, at least one school conscientiously takes a
sampling of non-respondents and has found that non-respondent ethnic
membership varies significantly from that of respondents. At least one
researcher in the field of compliance with affirmative action also feels
that there is not sufficient breakdown by race. However, the problem of
identifying membership by group increases significantly as membership is
more and more tightly defined.

~ There are some problems at institutions with the definitions of
full- and part-time students and the computation of full-time equivalent
students. Variations in reporting students or conversion problems for
the school (if they count students according to NC:S definitions) occur
for two reaszons: 1) the diversity of schools ir respect to quarters and
semesters, and 2) differences among schools in classifying students as
full-time. Many schools consider a student as full-time if he/she is
taking nine hours; others use twelve or fifteen hours. For most schools'
accounting purposes, a full-time student is one who pays full-time tuition
and fees, whether or not the student is taking 9, 12, 15, or "8 hours.
Some inaccuracies also occur in the counting of virst-time frashmen.
Students may or may not report to a school that they have been enrolled
in a previous institution.

RESIDENT AND MIGRATION DATA

The results of this survey are reported extensively in the literature
but did not appear to be used much by the interviewees. Educational
planners at the state level are highly sensitive to the relationship of
these data in terms of projecting funds for financial aid and assessing
the attractiveness of the state schools in relationship to out-of-state
schools.

Problems

The interviews turned up little concern with the data in terms of

~ compilation and use. There are problems in determining whether a student

is a resident or a migrant. This problem is partially a function of
interpreting definitions, but more often how a student classifies himself.*
For example, one student, who was a migrant from New York, wanted to be
treated as a migrant from New York (and thus entitled to financial aid
from that state? and also as a resident of the state where he was going

to school (so he could obtain financial aid from that state).

7 *Generally, the masculine terminology has been used as a generic
for person.
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DEGREES AND OTHER AWARDS CONFERRED

Data from these surveys are used regularly in reporting on the condi-
tion of higher education and in the development of public policy, particu-
larly in the area of manpower planning. Generally data for the latter
purpose are used in conjunction with Bureau of Labor Statistics data on
demands of the society for manpower in various industries and occupa-
tions, data from the HEGIS survey on enrollments, and Bureau of Census
demographic data. At the national level the major user of HEGIS Degree
and Enrollment data for manpower planning is probably the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. However, the National Occupational Information Coordinating
Committee at both the national and state levels (through related state
commi ttees) has begun to use the data extensively for developing recom-
mendations on manpower and post-secondary program requ1rements to meet
those needs. While the art of manpower p1ann1ng is in its infancy
(despite some years of experience). the increasing sophistication of data
bases and practitioners appeared to some of the interviewees to be pro-
v1d1ng for improved forecasting of both supply and demand. As inter-
viewees observed, the accuracy of progect1ons (or even reports of demand
and supply) progressively declines from a reasondble degree of validity
where degrees and certificates are closely lined to an occupational field
{for example, diesel mechanics or psych1atry\ to such degrees as history
which may provide the base for working in several fields or simply be
preparatory education for vocational or professional training.

Data on degrees, diplomas, and certificates are also being used with
increasing frequency to investigate the status of women and minorities
in industry and higher education (along with faculty and staff salary data)..
through trend and comparative analysis. The data are also used in con-
junction with enroliment to develop rough approximates of attrition for
evaluating the success of institutions and the enterprise in retaining
students by group memberships. Industry is using degrees conferred data
as well as enrollment data to: (1) identify sources of man or woman power
by type of occupation, sex, and ethnic membership; (2) make deci-
sions concerning where to recruit and locate plants; and (3) evaluate
employment status in relationship to affirmative action goals and avail-
ability of appropriate man/woman power. These data and enrollment data
are also used by states and regions in recruiting businesses to locate
in their areas.

Problems

There do not appear to b wajor problums with the data in respect to
accuracy and compilation. Some FESF&FChEPS on students and affirmative
action believe the data are col ¢ Jnd aggregated at too high a level

as far as group membership is cungerwed others would like more informa-
tion on age.
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. Problems are encountered i using the data with enroliment for
estimating attrition by sex and ethnic group; start-up costs for com-
puter programming are high and there is the problem of defining
attrition--drop-out vs. stop-out vs. program attrition vs. school
attrition.

, Variance in organization and tuition policies among schools may also
be intiroducing some error concerning the rumber of degrees awarded. For
example, in some cases a student may obtair a degree in two fields
simultaneously; depending on a particular school's policies, or program
policies witiin a school; both or only one degree may be reported. It

is obviously difficult to adjust such data. Another problem mor: or

less outside the control of-institutional data gathering pertains to
students who simultaneously or sequentially obtain more than one degree
in the same, related, or different fields of study, particularly if

they are obtained from different schools. In manpower planning and in
assessing the availability of personnel to meet affirmative action goals,
which degree should be counted? If both are counted, the availability

of personnel in a given field is overstated; if only one degree is
counted (and if it is net the operational degree as far as the indi-
vidual's occupatioral qoals are concerned) the availability of personnel
in one field may be overcounted while the availability of personnel for
another field may be undercounted. These types of problems can be
solved through suppiementary statistical sampling of individuals and
analysis. The error is probably not significant in relationship to other
difficulties associated with manpower planning.

FACULTY AND_STAFF

Vaculty and staff salary data are obviously interesting to faculty

and staff as a report on the condition of their profession and them-
~1vas individually. The data are also required by administrators as

strive to compete in the mayl ' place ur faculty and staff and/or
.0 maintain an equitable relationship between their institution's pay
rates and others'. The interviews indicated that HEGIS data are not used
directly by most institutional planners for these purposes for several
reasons. HEGIS surveys obtain average salary by rank. This is not
sufficient, since there are large variances among disciplines in competi-
tive salary scales. Moreover, the diversity of education in terms of
funding, location, mission, and quality also creates large differences
in competitive salaries among institutions. In general, most every
institution (and the faculty of an institution and discipline) is not
interested in overall averages but are concerned about the salary in those
disciplines or insiilutions that they judge to be peer dieciplines and
.nstitutions. Competitive salaries are also affected by such variables
as the cost of 1iving and opportunities outside of higher education in a
region.

e,
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~ Several state and institutional planners both in the private and in the
public sector have developed a Tisting of peer institutions and disci-
plines and either informally or through formal groups trade data on
salaries among each other. At the institutional level, these data may
come off the HEGIS form for the institution.

Many planners and analysts find the process of obtaining faculty
salary data by peer institution and discipline time consuming. They would
use HEGIS data gladly for doing salary analysis if the following condi-
tions were met: (1) they could obtain on order the salaries of what
they deem as peer institutions and disciplines; and (2) they could be provid-
ed with such data in time for budget planning. '

Prob iems

The data gathered by the surveys on total employees and faculty did
not appear to be presenting any major problems to interviewees in respect
to accuracy and timeliness. Faculty salary dataare published by AAUP
approximately ten months after it is collected through the HEGIS stem.
AAUP extensively edits the data and checks out discrepancies with insti-
tutions prior to publishing its report, =7

It should be noted that the data gathered by HEGIS and reported by
HEGIS and AAUPare generally a report of academic-year faculty salary
and do nct necessarily reflect total faculty earnings includina income
earned at the institution for the teaching of summer courses a:.id for
doing grant and contract work. Moreover, in at least one case, it ap-
peared that reports on faculty salary for faculty on 12-month contracts
were not a function of workload but of the faculty simply wishing to
have their nine-month salary distributed ovor a 12-month period. The
ove proulams do not «ppea. ww be of general concern.

A problem that was raised by one interviewee was the matter of
differences in the definitions of rank. There are a few cases whore an
associate professor in one institution is comparable in respect to maiary
and tenure to the assistant professor at the majority of institutions.
Those are isolated cases, but might affect comparisons at the institu-
tional lev~l if one school were to compare the salaries of its associate
professors (o3 typically defined) with another school's associate pro-
fessors who, in terms of experience and tenure, were comparable to
assistant professor ranks at the first school. The cases are so few
that it should not affect reporting by sector nor for the total popula-
tion. It could affect comparisons among peers, but other factors
complicate such comparisons moie than this particular one.
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS

Data gathered by the Financial Statistics Survey are probably among
the most used (after enrollment) for analyzina the condition of higher
education by sector and by institutions. The uses of these data and the
progressive development in both their extent and sophistication of use
are described in the review of the literature. Data are used in conjunc-
tion with enrolliment data to provide indicators of financial health and
quality. Other financial ratios have been developed in order to get
indications of financial status both by sector and by institution. A few
private firms are engaged in using HEGIS data, with or without auditing
it and adjusting it for differences in reporting procedures, to advise
institutions on their status. Scholars are using indicators derived
from this and other HEGIS surveys to report on the financial status or
health of higher education as a whole or by sector. Trend and comparative
analyses are generally done. Yet the data from this survey are con-
sidered the most suspect of all the data cathered by HEGIS.

Problems

The financial data are distrusted in part because of the uses to
which they are put and in part because of differences among states and
institutions in organization, accounting practices, and/or ir .d-

tions of HEGIS financial terms. However, there was general a, :ment that
the accuracy of the data had improved significantly since 1974 wnen a new
Sy 5 in tiated for two reasons: (1) it is difficult, if not im-
no.Liwie, to do trend analyses for the seventies because of the great
iifferences between the pre-1974 and post-1974 form, and (2) data on
financial aid funding was lost in the changeover. However, the financial
aid data (this researcher suspects) was probably very 1ncomp1efe Since

it is almost impossible for an institution to account for aid given
directly to a student. UViile most interviewees recognize the need for
(and/ov the inevitability of) revisions to survey quest1ﬂn5 and format,
they view the process as costly for those schools who utilize data pro-

. cessing extensively, and confounding for trend anaTys1s The cost problem
probably cannot be avoided, although 1mprcved programming technology and
management should eventuaT1y reduce what is now perceived as high costs

of programming for changes in surveys. The second problem could be
minimized by better annotation and cross-walk programs for making appro-
priate adjustments as survey forms change. NCES appears to be aware of
both probTems and appears to be taking steps to minimize the effects of
changes in survey forms and/or fermats.

At the national level, most interviewees agreed that HEGIS finance
data were accurate enough to make judgments about the financial condition
of higher education as a whole and perhaps by sector. There is consider=
able d15agreement avout whether the data are accurate enough to make
comparisons among states and institutions. Some highly respected scholars,
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who have used HEGIS for comparisons among institutions (while recognizing
problems) feel that i1 is sufficiently accurate for such a purpose.
Others, and this includes researchers who consult with higher education
institutions for the purpose of making comparisons, feel it is too
inaccurate (see Minter, 1979). Some institutional planners also believe
the data either are not accurate enough or in sufficient detail for such
comparisons with th~ public sector. States thatappear to be doing well
(from HEGIS or reports based on HEGIS) in supporting higher education
often point out that HEGIS data may be overstating cr understating the
amount of state support because of differences in orgianization, funding,
and accounting practices among states or because of differences in quality
of ir:titutions or programs. The problems with financial reports appear
to derive from basic differences in organization, funding, anc accounting
practices, rather than inaccurate reporting at the institutional level or
inadequate compilation at the NCES level These prohlems are being docu-
mented by the Joint Study Group on the Utility of HEGIS Finance Data.

The findings from the interviews support the conclusions that are being
drawn from this group's extensive study (see various issue papers pub-
Tished by the Joirt Study Group in 1979 and 1980).

LIBRARIES AND FACILITIES

Results of a mail survey and statistical analysis of the literature
indicate that data from the two HEGIS surveys, Library ind Facilities,
are used almost as extensively as that from any of the other surveys.
However. the conventional review of the literature and interviews with
two 1ibrarians and two facility planners indicate that these data are
used very little at the institutional and state level for planning and
budget analysis. The two librarians who were interviewcd did not ccn-
sider the HEGIS data useful and/or appropriate. They did not consider
it useful because of the type of datoe collected, the way it was esti-
mated, and also because of the problem of selecting out data for peer
institutions. Librarians want to compare their library to what they
believe ure peer libraries rather than a universe (or even a sub-
universe) of libraries. At least, according to the two interviewees,
“iLrarians use the statistical data provided by library associations and
their own formal or informal methods of surveying peer libraries for
budget justification and internal evaluation.

The two facility planners who were interviewed about the HEGIS
facility survey form were aware of the survey and that cne had not beepn
taken since 1974. They cave no impression, however, that they had not
used HEGIS data for the 1974-75 survey to any great dejree but indicated
that they used either NCHEMS/WICHE and/or state guidelines for evaluating
and developing recommendations for space. Institutional researchers and
scholars who were interviewed had less knowledge and/or involvement in
the completion of these surveys than of the others. Yet many of the
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interviewees evirzssed concern that discussions of excess capacity in
higher education have obscured (at least among the public and legis’a-
tures) deferred maintensnce and depreciation, increasing energy costs,
progremmatic and technologicel obsolescence, and current policy in re-
spect to the handicapped in regard to 2quipment, facilities, and libraries.

ADGLT AND CONTINUING EDUCATION

Little data were obtained from the interviewees on this HEGIS survey
which is conducted irregularly and uses a sample of institutions. There
was general awareness that adult and continuing education is having ap
1ncréas1ng ro1e to play 1n hiqher educat1on S1nce aﬂu1t and COﬂtTnu1ng

h1gher educaL1on, any stat15t1c; in th1s area are eageriy pursued

OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEWS

ON_THE USES OF HEG(S DATA

The pattern and time sequence that were followed in conducting the
interviews permitted the continual testing of hypotheses formulated during
the review of literature and the development and subsequent testing of
additicnal hypoiheses. The principal investigator also had three oppor-
tunities to present his preliminary findings from the interviews and
literature to diverse audiences of institutional researchers, HEGIS co-
ordinators at the state level, and researchers using HEGIS data for
financial analysis of the condition of higher education. Vhile this
overview of the findings from the interviews is drawn primarily from the
interviews, it has been influenced by nther information gleaned from the
comments of these several audiences. £ssentially, the interviews con-
firmed the original hypotheses set forth in the beainning of this chapter.
This overview highlights off#y the most critical aspects of HEGIS as
determined from the interviews.

infli uence on Public Policy

The interviewer, contrary to his expectations, found no o2 to dis-
agree with perhape the most important hypothesis drawn from the Ilitera-
ture, i.e., that HEGIS is a necessary and much used statistical foundation
for repart1ng on the condition of higher education and the development of

public policy at the national level. Midway through the interviews, the
1nvest1qator began to ask, "How is HEGIS used in the development of
policy?" and formulated a schema or pattern which he tested progressively
through the interview cycle, particularly with those that he felt were
influencing and were know1edgeab1e about how public policy was deve]aped

10y
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There appears to be a general pattern in policy development that Teads in
diverse ways to the writing and passing of law and/or changes in institu-
tional behavior with or without ihe encouragement of law. As Norman
Cousins has eloquently argued, "ideas have lives of cheir own."

While much Taw and policy appears on its face to be a function of
crisis and/or opportunism, there is evidence that these crises either are
projected or anticipated (and there is a slight difference) by leaders
in a particular fieid and/or by scholars and researchers working eithev
independently or for foundations, special interest groups or associations
(if there is a difference) some years ahead of the crisis or at least for
the r-solution or attempted resolution of a crisis. It should also be
noted that policy development does not necessarily have to be implemented
by the writing of a law. In higher education, there has been considerable
law written to support higher education in the furthering of naticnal
interests. At the same time, states and institutions have al:. acted on
their own to implement policy either through state lTaw or changes in
institutional behavior. From reviewing the highe:r education literature,
it appeared to this investigator that law or changes in institutional
behavior (with or without the encouragement of law) occurred some years
after attention was drawn to an impending crisis in higher education by
scholars working independently or for foundations and educational
associations. A leader in the field of reporting on the status of higher
education and providing policy recommendations has been the Carnegie
Commission on the Study of Higher Education. This is not to gairsay the
contribution of other foundations, including Ford and Kellogg(to name
just two) and special commissions supported by foundations, federal, state,
or institutions. However, the work of these (with notable exceptions)
have been more oriented to solving problems or to supporting innovation
or special needs than to policy development. In some cases, the work of
scholars has preceded a crisis or perceived crisis by many years. A
prime example of this is the early warnings of Cartter in 1965 that higher
education was producing too many Ph.D.s for the potential job market in
higher education. His warnings were nut taken seriously for several
years.

By the early seventies, however, it was possible to see (or no
longer possible to ignore) the decline in birthrates and thus the eventual
decrease in the traditional market for higher education. From this
statistic, there developed a major body of 1iterature on the over-
capacity or projected overcapacity of higher education and what the de-
cline in market, the variance in tuition rates, and the dissatisfaction
with job opportunities portended for higher education and the private
sector, in particular. The more imaainative scholars proposed new policy.

By the mid and late seventies there had been considerable change in
resource allocation, funding patterns, and institutional behavior. This
. is not to suggest that all of the law dealing with higher education or
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all of the change ia institutional policy or behavior that occurred in
the seventies has been strictly from a need to support higher education
as an enterprise in itself. For significant change to occur either in
the reallocation of resources or funding through law at the federal or
state level or in institutional behavior, there appears to have to be a
confluence of forces--for example, high unemployment rates in a certain
age sector, 1ncreas1ng demand for resources from another area, a national
security crisis, and/or dissatisfaction with a general or spec1f1c condi -
tion. Thus it is generally impossible to show a specific cause-and-
effect relationship between public policy and some set of statistics
and/or some scholarly work. However, there is enough coincidence be-
tween the studies using HEGIS data--as used in reports of educational
associations, the many conferences that go on among experts in the fields
~of higher education, labor and economics, news releases, the testimony of
witnesses at Congressional hearings, and scholarly works--to suggest
that the data, sometimes in very raw form and sometimes rigorously and
finely analyzed, provide the base for shifts of emphasis in public policy
as reflected in new ways of funding institutions, writing affirmative
action rules and regulations, pursuing the enforcement of such Taw, and/or
institutional behavior. Certainly the forecast of decline in enrollment
from the traditional market for higher education caused federal agencies,
educational associations, and institutions to reconsider the purposes of
higher education, broadening financial aid programs to support part-time
students, and chang1ng curricula and marketing approaches.

Quality of HEGIS Data

There is no overall statement that can be made about the quality of
HEGIS data for this varies in terms of accuracy and timeliness among
surveys. Judgments about its quality aie also affected by the use to
which HEGIS data are put. Almost everyone who uses the data agrees
that the data are published either in machine readable form or in hard copy
publications much too siowly after collection. Hard copy reports are
generally published one to two years (sometimes more) after the years for
which the data were collected. These published documents are used prob-
ably much more often than computer tapes or EDSTAT by most scholars,
outside of those working for educational associations and government
agencies. Moreover, even these scholars appreciate a desk reference for
answers to quick questions from a fellow scholar or a government official.
There is also general dissatisfaction with the dissemination dates for
computer tapes. These are released 6 to 12 months after the collection
deadline. There are, of course, explanations for the delay in disseminating
HEGIS data. There is the prob1em of the late, incomplete, or inaccurate
retiurns which require NCES to follow up; there is the time involved in
processing and editing returns. Then there is an extended clearance
and scheduling cycle, particularly for hard copies.
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Most interviewees viewed these explanations sympathetically, but
were still concerned about timeliness, noting that it is becoming in-
creasingly important to monitor changes. Generally, interviewees would
have some degree of completeness and accuracy sacrifieed for a more
rapid dissemination of statistics on the status of higher education.
Incidentally, the problem of timeliness has a serious effect in use of
the data at the institutional level.

Accuracy of HEGIS Data

Most interviewees agreed that HEGIS data from all surveys were
accurate and complete enough to make judgments about the condition of
higher education at the national level and probably among the public
and private sectors of higher education. Also, it generally was agreed

that all surveys, with the exception of the financial survey, were

1. Some researchers in the area of affirmative action impacts believe

that data on ethnic membership are aggregated at too high a level.

2. Given the increasing number of part-time students, there is
probably insufficient information on part-time enrollments and
there are some computation problems.

3. Faculty salary data are inadequate for making decisions at the
institutional level about faculty salaries since these data are
not collected by discipline. Also, there probablyare discrepancies
in the compiling and computation of Faculty salaries, particularly
when medical schoo! salaries are reported. More data on part-time
faculty are required. Faculty salaries for nine-month faculty prob-
ably are understated since no data are collected on summer stipends.

a, interviesees renorted that they did not use facility and library
date at tie institutional level for making decisions because they
had other sources. At the national level, there is concern about
the status of facilities and libraries; however, this interviewer
sensed that the current facility and library surveys do not .
support analyses on the condition of facilities and libraries,
in part because they are out of date and in part because they
do not ask the right questions. These findings from the inter-
views are supported by the conventional review of the literature,
but are contradicted by a survey of institutions and a statisti-
cal analysis of the literature which demonstrated that reference to
HEGIS data in these areas was approximately at the same level as

for other surveys.
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7 Financial survey. As shown in the review of literature, the use of
data from the Financial Survey has increased significantly in the last
few years. In using financial data, researchers generally compute such
operating ratios as current revenue:current expenditures or costs per
student. The first ratio comes from data in the financial survey; the
second uses data both from the financial and enrollment surveys. Thus
the data from this file form the base for some of the more sophisticated
analyses on the condition of higher education. Yet many scholars dis-
trust the financial file for more than estimates of financial conditions

- at the national level and perhaps for such sectors as private and public

education. It appeared to this interviewer after several interviews,
participation in conferences on the Utility of the Financial Survey,

and a review of the literature,that part of the suspicions concerning

the accuracy of this file stems from pre-1974 experience. Recent users
of current financial data (with a few notable exceptions) tend to be-
lieve that the file can be used to make comparisons among states and
perhaps among institutions. Strongly opposed to this view is John

Minter who documents his concerns in a series of articles in the Business
Officer (1979) and in a letter to the interviewer. Yet the use of the

file, despite Minter's arguments, continues and this work is done by

consultants to institutions as well as.by researchers in educational
associations and investigators working for the government.

~The Politics of Comparisons with

Qther Institutions

Interviewees engaged in providing information to support requests
for state appropriations or for funding from private sources are con-
cerned that HEGIS may be used for invidious comparisons because of mis-
interpretation of the HEGIS data. As one interviewee noted, those states
who are behind the curve in faculty salaries, state appropriations for
students, or other such measures, like to be compared to national
averages or to those states and institutions that are doing better than
they. States and institutions who appear to be doing better than -others,
because of good fortune or differences in institutions, quality of
programs, purpose, or accounting methods, do not favor such comparisons
and, as noted, there is still considerable diversity among institutions
and states in many factors. Thus, there is extreme sensitivity about
the accuracy of HEGIS data. It is important that the 1imits of the data
be fully understood by even the most unsophisticated interpreter of
higher educational statistics. This is an impossible dream. However,
almost ail interviewees believed that the National Center of Education
Statistics could help analysts and state and institutioral planners by
more fully annotating the data. The proceedings of the Joint Study Group
on the Utility of HEGIS Finance Data suggest that progress is being made
in identifying critical differences in organization and accounting
methods among states and institutions, thereby providing information
for appropriate annotations and caveats.
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More HEGIS Needed?

‘There was general agreement that HEGIS does not provide sufficient
data in certain areas that are critical for analyzing the condition of
higher education and for developing policy in respect to higher educa-
tion; namely, the outputs of higher education, the impa.t of financial
aid programs, and faculty and student characteristics. For many years,
panels and advisory committees convened by the National Center of Educa-
tion Statistics have recommended that data in three of these areas (vut-
puts, students, and financial aid) be sought and published.

Outputs. There are, of course, severe difficulties in defining the
outputs of higher education, much less in measuring them. However, the
literature, as well as the results of the interviews, suggests that
there is increasing concern about measuring outputs, in terms of value
added in respect to measures as achievement, aptitude, student percep-
tions of quality, faculty or administrator's perceptions of quality,
persistence of students, etc. These measurements are now being conducted
to a Timited degree by institutions themselves and by scholars. The
question is: Should NCES provide leadership in this area by instituting
a study to define measurements of. output and design a survey for ob-
taining such data? Should NCES support surveys by independent agencies
and scholars, thereby ensuring that the data would become part of the
public domain of information about higher education? Despite the concerns
expressed in the literature about outputs, many are reluctant for NCES
to collect and disseminate such data because of the difficulties in
defining and measuring output.

Student characteristics. The art of determining student and faculty
characteristics and reporting them in relationship to institutions and
sectors of higher education is somewhat better than the art of assessing
outputs. Many commercial directories of higher education institutions
provide some data on student characteristics. Individual scholars and
institutions from time to time collect data on the characteristics of
students. The Bureau of Census obtains some data on student characteris--
tics, unfortunately not linked to schools. The Cooperative Institutional
Research Program is conducted regularly among cooperating institutions
to pretest entering freshmen on possible outcomes and to record personal
characteristics. Unfortunately, these surveys and others of less magni-
tude are limited in scope because of funding problems. Moreover, data
from the studies are not as accessible as they might be if NCES either
collected the data itself or funded and then disseminated the data col-
lected during the studies. Several interviewees were concerned about the
resultant overhead costs if NCES did the surveys themselves. Interviewees
tended to agree that it would be useful if NCES provided more funding
for such studies and acted as a broker in disseminating the raw data.
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Financial aid. Almost everyone is unhappy about the amount of data
- or lack of data on the effects of financial aid programs on the health

of various sectors of higher education, student decisions concerning
selection of colleges, the ratio of financial aid revenue derived by
institutions from financial aid programs, directly or indirectly, etc.
Much of the desired data can be obtained only by surveying individual
students. Studies to this end, but of limited scope, have been conducted.
Other information about the impact of financial aid exists in the program
offices of the Department of Education. The difficulty is that much of
the existing information either is not accessible or is too limited.
Almost all interviewees agreed that the NCES should give high priority

to developing a data base that would permit better assessment of financial
aid programs by funding students, conducting its own surveys, and acting
as a clearing house for information drawn from the Department of Educa-
tion offices.

Burden on Institutions and Other

Matters Related to Collection

A recurrent complaint with all forms of federal intervention into
the business of the states and institutions through the collection of the
data is the cost of such collection and the perceived and actual threat
to institutional and state autonomy. Information is power and almost
any collection schema tends to encourage the creation of central staff
because of the requirements for moving power, control, and costs up one
or several levels from where the work, whether it be teaching or the
installation of a gadget, occurs. However, there is some level of costs
‘that is acceptable and necessary for the benefits deriving from having. a
body of information for planning, coordination, and decision making by
the individual consumer, the institution, the state, and the federal
government. Yet there will always be argument and resistance "o almost
any form of intervention and this is probably healthy. It provides one
means for weighing costs vs. benefits in data collection.

One of the questions that this study sought to answer was an esti-
mate of how much of a burden did present data collection by HEGIS im-
pose. This question can only be answered qualitatively, since costs for
HEGIS data cannot be isolated fully from the costs that would be incurred
by an institution or state in cellecting its own data for decision making.
It was clear from the interviews, from the review of the literature, and
from scanning minutes of board meetings, administrative conferences, and
legislative hearings that either HEGIS or data very similar to HEGIS are
used for making decisions about the allocation of resources among institu-
tions and disciplines, salaries and positions, facilities, libraries, etc.
Institutions regularly build formal or informal information sharing commit-
tees or consortia to trade information on salaries, facilities, costs, and
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other matters. Individual institutions or groups of institutions use
consultants to analyze their financial status in relationship to the
financial status of the sector to which they belong using HEGIS or similar
data. Regional boards serve the interests of institutions, businesses
and state agencies by collecting and analyzing data gathered either
through HEGIS or very similar data. Among planners, a common complaint
with HEGIS was its lack of detail on salary by discipline, its tardiness
in relatiohship to the state or institution's planning and budget cycle,
and its difficulty in accessing. Therefore, it appears clear that HEGIS
data or HEGIS-like data would be collected by institutions and states if
there were no HEGIS. Therefore, the question of burden appears to be a
function of two variables: the costs of reporting in HEGIS format ac-
cording to HEGIS definitions and the costs of maintaining separate in-
formation sharing schema because of problems associated with the timeli-
ness of HEGIS releases and accessibility in terms of making peer compari-
sons. While there are some major differences, particularly in the
financial area, in counting* practices among institutions as a function
of institutional purpose and policy, it appears that there is general
agreement at both institutional and central levels that common definitions
and counting practices are beneficial. Moreover, it appears that insti-
tutions and states are regularly using HEGIS definitions and terms in
counting enrollments, facilities, dollars, and such other matters. HEGIS
has provided the impetus for developing a common set of terms and practices
for data sharing among institutions and among states, whether or not
HEGIS data are used. There was also evidence that HEGIS data are quite
commonly used in this data sharing process among institutions and by
institutions with the public long before they are formally published or -
disseminated by NCES. Several instances were discovered where institu-
tion and state planners answered queries from the public, from other
institutions, and internally, by referring to HEGIS reports on their
institutions. Many states and institutions publish "fact books" that are
clearly derived from that institution's or state's reports to HEGIS.

Quite often, these fact books are simply more timely than the NCES re-
leased HEGIS reports because the institutions or states have processed
and published data from their reports to NCES at the same time that they
were--or prior to--forwarding it to NCES. o

Universe vs. Sample Data

While most interviewees recognized the merit of campling versus the
collection of data from the universe in terms of timeliness, depth, and
accuracy, all agreed that it was necessary that universe data be collected.

*The term "counting" rather than "accounting”" has been used
generally in this paper since the latter term is generally associated
with fiiunce and certain (but not all of the surveys) do not "account”
for some statistics with the precision that is sought in the finance
area.
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There is still much diversity among institutions and states in terms of
purposes, governance, funding, location, enrollment practices, etc. Al-
most any type of economic stratified random sampling that can be envisioned
would result in extremely small samples in the many different categories
of states and institutions. There appear to be one-of-a-kind institu-
tions and there are certainly one- or two-of-a-kind of institutions in
many states. Therefore, the hypotheses that certain surveys could be
better done through sampling was rejected. However, several interviewees
suggested that it might be sufficient to obtain universe data on certain
surveys every four or five years, rather than every year and to use
samples during the intervening years. Several of the HEGIS surveys, of
course, are made only every two to four years; however, the results of
these surveys have not been updated by sampling during the intervening
years,

~ Another proposal was for HEGIS to supplement the universe surveys by
drawing samples for intensive analysis of their counting and reporting
processes. This approach would enable NCES to more fully document the
error in HEGIS reports, resulting from practices and procedures, pur-
poses, policies, governance, and funding practices. It would probably
encourage more conscientious counting and reporting by institutions.

It is also clear that certain data that are wanted about ovutputs,
student and faculty characteristics, and the impacts of financial aid
programs probably can not be obtained economically or effectively solely
through surveys of institutions. Either NCES or the institutions as an
agent of NCES (in the non-pejorative sense of the term) will have to
take a sample of students and faculty in all likelihood for these sur-
veys when and if they are introduced. Incidentally, but at the very
practical level, thos. responsible for the compilation of HEGIS reports

generally are oppgsed both to the sampling and to the collection of dataon
other than a yearly basis.

Some of the practical burdens in completing HEGIS reports are changes
in taxoromies and survey questions and formats. More and more institu-
tions and states are programming their data processing systems to assist
in completing the HEGIS reports. Thus, changes force reprogramming and
extensive changes can create costly reprogramming. Moreover, there is
a continuous learning curve, involving personnel from many areas:
admissions, finance, facility p]ann1ng, and others, in when and how to
c¢omplete HEGIS reports. The turnover in personnel and, thus, the cost
of this learning curve does not appear to be as great as it was in the
early seventies; however, irregular scheduling of HEGIS reporting or
extended periods between scheduled reporting would increase the 1earn1ng
curve, probably significantly. Therefore, those engaged either in com-
piling-and/or coordinating tne compilation of HEGIS data would prefer it
be done regularly so they could handle the production of reports
systematically, and maintain necessary systems and procedures.



Accessibility of HEGIS Data: How Can

the Uses of HEGIS be Improved?

While interviewees who work regularly with HEGIS data are no longer
encountering major problems in interpreting and programming HEGIS computer
tapes, there is still considerable unfamiliarity with what can be done
with HEGIS computer tapes in terms of analysis. While the costs of the
tapes (approximately $100) seem excessive to one expert in data processing,
there are probably more scholars and planners in the field of higher
education that shy away from the use of HEGIS because of the overhead
costs that occur whenever data is processed on an irregular or one-time
basis. There are the costs of learning what tapes are available and
when and how they can be ordered. There are the costs invoived in
lTearning what tapes contain in the way of statistics. There are the costs
of writing some form of input and output program. To the regular user
of HEGIS, these costs may appear to be insignificant; to the busy
planner, the graduate student, or the scholar, who has not handled the
HESIS files, they may be overwheliming. Thus, many planners and some
scholarc were amazed to learn that eight or nine peer institutions could
be easiiy separated out of the overwhelming mass of data that they
envision from lifting the directory on colieges and universities. More-
over, their amazement is justified. Reporting for a selected group of
institutions can be done easily only if one has a prepared program and
the computer power required to handle the HEGIS files, which are massive
because of the substantial mass of data available and their format.

Several profit and non-profit firms are now involved in solving the
problem of accessibility by analyzing HEGIS data for institutions. The
availability of such services does not appear to be generally known.
Several interviewees believed that it wouid be useful for NCES éither to
provide such services or (more often) act as a broker of such services.
Progress is being made in institutional and state use of HEGIS through
their own data management and analysis or through the purchase of such
service. Huwever, only a few scholars and even fewer graduate students
are regularly using HEGIS for studying higher education. Therafore, there
needs tn be much more extensive work done in disseminating information
about dita processing services and bringing the prices for such services
down so that scholars, graduate students, and small institutions can
afford them for use in studying and evaluating the effects of higher
education policy and institutional behavior on selected small popula-
tions of institutions, sexes, and ethnic groups.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS FROM SURVEY OF INSTITUTIONS, HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS,
STATE AGENCIES AND KNOWN USERS
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Introduction

This chapter reports the results of surveys of two distinct popula-
tions. One of these populations consisted primarily of higher education
institutions and state agencies involved with coordination or control of
higher education in their state. The design that was used to select a )
sample of these institutions is described in Chapter I. Th= second sample
consisted primarily of known users, drawn from a group of purchasers of
HEGIS. computer tapes or Educational Data Statistics (EDSTAT) services.*
Because of the distinctness in the questionnaires and populations that
were sampled, the results of the two surveys are reported separately in
this chapter. Generally the findings from the surveys are compared with
what was learned from interviews and the review of the literature.

FINDINGS FROM SURVEY OF INSTITUTIONS AND HIGHER EDUCATION STATE AGENCIES

As described in Chapter I, results of a general survey of higher
education institutions and state agencies were analyzed to report how and
for what purposes institutions and agencies were using data from HEGIS.
Since this survey was conducted by an independent researcher who has
permitted the project to use her data, the findings from this report
come from a secondary data source. However, the researchgr augmented her
sample.using the sample and the design developed by the project. Her
questionnaire covered those questions for which tha project required in-
virmation. A copy of her questionnaire and the responses to each question
are given in Appendices B and €. The sample design is described in Chapter I.

The following is a summary of what institutions and agencies re-
ported about HEGIS. Before the analysis reported here was completed, a
test for consistency in responses was made. Several questions were
repeated in different formats on different pages in the survey. As a
result, it was possible to compare information provided by respondents'
replies to several pairs of questions, Questionnaires on which conflict-
ing replies were given to similar questions were to have been excluded
from the analysis. This was not necessary, nowever, since answers were
consistent. :

Frequency of Use -

In Figuye 4.1, the percentage of respondents whe used HEGIS data
one or more times is shown by type of data used. According to this
sample, enrollment data are used most frequently (65%) by the higher

*Their selection is described in a latter section of this chapter.
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FIGURE 4.1 Percentage of General Survey Respondents Reporting Use of Various Types of HEGIS
- Information (N = 109)

Type of HEGIS Information

Institutional Characteristics _ — , . - 47,7

A

B. Degrees Conferred et s » 45,9

C. Degrees Canferred e L P - 58.7
b

Fall Enrollment : ' I— e 65 ]

E. Student Residence & Migration S— W 48,6

Fp Total Employees Salaries, etc. D I ) I

Fg F/T Instructional Salaries, etc. e 53,2

G. College/University Libraries : e - - 51.4

H. Financial Statistics of Institutions , m SLL———.

I. Facilities — N 431

J. Adult/Continuing Education e 382

K. Enrollment by Field Y 3
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education community of institutions and ctate agencies. This finding is
similar to that determined from review of the literature and from the
interviews which are reported in Chapters Il and III respectively. As
noted in these chapters, enrollment data generally provide the base for
most funding to both private and pub11c higher education, whether it
comes from tuition or from a combination of state appropriations and
tuitioni. Thus enrnliment trends are a sensitive indicator of how an
institution or sector of higher education is faring. Moreover, the data
from this survey=-when used alone, or with data from other HEGIS
surveys, Bureau of Labor Stat1st1c; on manpower demand, and demographic
data from the Census Bureau--can provide indicators concerning higher
education's service to various segments of the population and the condi-
tion of higher education. The data are useful for forecasting, planning
and evaluation.

The next most used data were Degrees and Other Formal Awards Con-
ferred wh1ch 58 7 percent of the respondents uti?i;ed These data are

condition of h1ghér education and its service to thé greater cnmmun1ty
In certain states; funds are distributed to support private higher edu-
cation institutions on the bases of degrees awarded by institutions.

It is essential data for manpower planning and.,when used with enrollment
data, can provide an indicator of attrition.

The third most used data were Financial Statistics and Institu-
tions. Like enrollment and degrees awarded data, this survey provides
a means for mon1t0r1ng the relative health of institutions and provides
indication of size of institutions. The language of the third data base,
money, is a well known one. This can be a problem if money is used as
the sole measure of distinctness among institutions or sectors of higher
education--a concern of many institutional and state planners who fear
that the public or legislators will compare expenditures among institu-
tions or states without taking into account differences among these
entities. (See Chapter III for a further discussion.) The fear of
invidious comparisons grows when data from this surveyarebased with
data from other surveys to product unit cost information,

Least used HEGIS data, according to survey respondents, were those
dezliing with Adult and Continuing Education, which only 35.2 percent
reported using; and the now discontinued Enrollment by Field/Post-
baccalaureate and Upper Division data, which was reported used by 24.8
percent of respondents. The Adult and Continuing Education survey is an
ad hoc survey, which may explain in part why data were not used more.
This mattar is discussea more fully later. Otner types of HEGIS data
were repoi'ted to have been used by 43.1 percent.to 54.1 percent of the
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survey re spondents The geametr1c mean of these percentages was 49
percent, The Tevel of use by respondents for each type of data is
shown in Table 4.1.

As shown in Table 4.1, a large percentage of the respondents reported
that they never use the data. The survey questicnnaire probably provided
a snapshot of use by institutions and agencies rather than a description
.of use over time. Thus, the three most infrequent surveys--facilities,
enroliment by field (discontinued), adult and continuing education--are
reportad as being used less than any other data. It is also likely that
institutions and state agencies have less use for these data and for
institutional characteristic data than for the other sets of information.

" "Also, theresponses prokably do not include such uses of data as reporting
in fact books by institutions and state agencies or the answering of
brief queries by teiephone either from news media or other institutions
that were identified during on-campus interviews. It is likely that the
answers to the written questions generally reflect use of data for
planning and/or evaluation ‘and perhaps in reporting to executives or
legislatures. However, direct use of HEGIS data for the latter, according
to interviews, is minimal at the state and institutional level (but not
federal level) because states and institutions tend to use their own data,
which generally provide much more detail, when suppcrt1ng budget requests
or making decisions about allocation of resources.

According to the review of literature, data on adult and continuing
education enrollments are being used increasingly for considering the
condition. or projecting the condition of higher education. However, the
number of users of these data are relatively small; thus the level of
usage for this data, as well as for such data sets as libraries and ,
facilities, will be relatively small when reported for the total popula-
tion of users. This caveat applies to much of the statistical analysis
on uses of data. ’ '

Frequency of use, as determined from quesfioning users and counting
pub]1cat1ons, provides but one measure of the importance of data, probably
a poor measure. A much more important measure is how data are used and
for what purposes. Thus, the statistics in this chapter must be read and

considered in relationship to what was learned from the conventional
review of literature and from interviewees about the purposes for which
various data segments are used. For example, the frequency of use of
Adult/Continuing Education data is relatively small according to all of
the surveys (of literature, interviews, and written questions) used in

INote that the geometric mean, not the arithmetic mean, was used
in this calculation. (Cf. Paulumbo, D. J. Statistics in Po]1t1ca1 and

Behavioral Science, Columbia University Press, “New York, 1977).

13
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Tabie 4.1

Use of Various Surveys

How often have you used data from the following HEGIS surveys?

five times
five times

o
_ =
(=] +
=
= <} _ 3]
i o o =
] 5 £¢ £
Rt (=} = =
=
— [} ™ =

ST Percent oo

A. Institutional characteristicc (2300.1) 48 12 18 22
B. Degrees and other formal awards conferred ) B
by discipline, sex and level (2300.2.1) 31 19 24 26

Ci"Degrees and other formal awards conferred by o B
discipline, race, sex and level (2300.2.1) 34 20 30 16
Fall enrollment by discipline, race, sex , o
and level of student (2300.2.3) ; 28 14 23 35

=

SR E.” Residence and migration of students -~ , ,
S -+ (2300.2.8) | 47 21 19 13

F. EﬁpToyees: salaries, tenure and fringe
benefits , o S 7
Total Employees (2300.3) (Incl. faculty) - 44 18 21 17
Full-time Instructional Faculty (2300.3) 40 13 25 22
G. College and university Tibraries (2300.5) 44 26 21 9

K. Financial statistics of institutions , ) )
(2300.4) 41 14 24 21

Facilities (2300.7) 5 18 19 9

[ o]
w

Adult/Continuing Education (2300.8) 60 20 14 6

-~ [~

| Enroliment by field/Post-baccalaureate and
Upper Division (Discontinued in 1977)

(2300.2.9) 11 8

~J
[
Lln

~ Geometric Mean . 49 16 20 15

%
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this study. Yet the impact of adult and continuing education (current
and projected) is becoming a matter of ever increasing concern to the
higher education community. At this time, data in this area are being
used primarily for forecasting poss1b111t1es and considering policy. At
the institutional level it may be used for market planning and may even
have (in certain cases) some effect on budgeting. However, this data
set has neither the general appeal of enroliment statistics nor the
effect of such statistics on decisions affecting budgets.

Types of Uses

Perhaps a more compelling issue than whether or not people use HEGIS
data is why they use this information. I[n other words, it would be use-
ful to know the reasons that HEGIS clients need to have the data that
HEGIS provides. Data when not usedaresimply data; data when used
become tools to reduce uncertainty. Therefore. ore of the foci of this
study was the identification of the reasons people have for accessing HEGIS-
genprated data Anaty51s of the genera1 survey PEVEéTEd that respondents

Most frequently, respondents said that they used the data for
"Independent (Department) Research." The data are used less frequently
for comparative purposes in examining enrollment, faculty salaries,
space and libraries (see Table 4.2). This finding generai]y corresponds
to what was learned from the interviews and from the review of literature.
According to these surveys, the data are used for analyzing the condition
of higher education, for reporting tc the public on an institution or
sector, or for deve1op1ng policy. The first and third purposes are
closely related to what is generally done in departmental research. Ac-
cording to interviewees, HEGIS data are not used very often to justify
budgets or to make comparisons among institutions for the following
reasons: (1) the collection and reporting of HEGIS data are generally
out of sequence with budget planning cycles (in the short run? thereby
creating a timing problem; (2) there is a lack of detail (for example,
faculty salary by discipline is more commonly wanted than average faculty
salary for an institution); and (3) institutions and states make peer
comparisons more often than comparisons against an average for a sector
or whole of higher education. Thus some firms usefully serve institu-
tions by accessing HEGIS or HEGIS-Tike data files to prDv1de peer com-
parisons. Severa] interviewees indicated an interest in such services.

Purposes in Using HEGIS Data

While HEGIS data are not generally used in the budgeting process,
they a-e used for planning and for informing the public. Foriy-nine
percent of the resp0ndents reported using information about faculty
salaries for 1n.nrm1ng policy makers; eight percent used data for

e,
40
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Table 4.2

Typas of Uses

How often have you used or analyzed HEGIS data for the
following reasons?

Once

Two to
five times
More than
five times

p— &l o3 =

A. Independent (Department Research) 53 6 24 17
B. Sponsored Research 69 7 13 11
C. To justify budgets
(1) Internally - 61 16 14 9
(2) With state ageiicies
(a) by comparing institutional enroil- ) )
ment with others 68 13 13 6
(b) by comparing faculty salaries
with others 70 14 13 3

(c) by comparing office, class and B
laboratory space with others 77 15 7 1

(d) by comparing libraries with 7 5
others 80 13 5 2

=

For analyzing an .institution's share of
" the student pool in comparison with- ™

similar institutions 61 17 17 5
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Table 4.3

Purposes - Policy Making

How cften have you used or analyzed HEGIS data by

typr: of survey for the following purposes?

A. For showing legislators, executive agencies
or other policy makers (including staff)
how the following items compare with other
institutions:

(1) faculty salaries
(2) percent of faculty tenured
(3) residence and migration of students
(4) degrees and other formal awards
conferred by:
discipline
race
sex
level
(5) fail enrollment by:
discipline
race
sex
(6) classified employed salaries
(7) 1ibrary quality
(8) financial status

B. To analyze the mix of students by discipline
in your institution with the mix of students
by discipline in similar institutions

five times

Two to

five times

51
62
64

55

61

65
57

52
59
56
69
62
60

67

21
19
20

20
20
17

20

19
18
19
16
25
17

19
14
11

18
14
12
15

22
16

16 -

12
12
17

14

w0
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comparing percent of tenured faculty at other institutions with the per-
cent tenured at their own. HEGIS data were also used for comparative
purposes in reports to policy makers in the areas of residence and
migration of students (36%); degrees and other formal awards conferred
(between 35% and 45%) by discipline, race, sex and level of award); and
by fall enrollment (between 42% and 48%) by discipline, race and sex.
(See Table 4.3.)

Based upon thzse findings, it would appear that HEGIS data are
used by institutions tn influence the policy making process. The data
are used in department (independent) research (47 “percent) and in
sponsored research (31 percent). (See Table 4.2.) It is probable that
such departmental research is a~complished both at the administrative
1eve%ﬁ of planning and institutioral research and at the instructional
level. :

Still another use of HEGIS data seems to be for planning at the
state, institutional and program levels. Use of this information seems
to increase as the focus of use becomes smaller. For example, 41 percent
of general survey respondents reported using HEGIS data for "Planning" at
the state level, while 60 percent reported using the data for this pur-
pose at the institutional level. However, less than half (46%) of the
respondents said they used the data for programmatic planning. (See
Table 4.4.)

Yet another use of HEGIS data surfaces wnen institutions report on
the evaluations of their affirmative action programs with respect to
regional or national norms. In these areas, general survey respondents
said that they used the data for regional comparisons (33%) and national
comparisons (28%) in making reports. The frequency of use for these
purposes is shown in percentages in Table 4.4.

Comparisons by Users by Use

By comparing responses to certain pairs of-questions, additional
insight into the utilization of HEGIS data was gained. The foliowing
section discusses the results of the cross tabulations of selected re-
sponses to pairs of survey items. However a caveat in this section is
in order. The analyses are useful for showing how institutions and re-
searchers use data; however they tend to give the impression that the
data are more used than indicated earlier. This occurs because compari-
sons are beinc made between identified users and uses whereas the earlier
analyses were reporting the extent of use as & percent of the total
sample. '

Degrees conferred by discipline, race, sex and level with use of
HEGIS data to evaluate affirmative action programs. Nearly 19 percent of
the survey respondents who reported using HEGIS data dealing with degrees

et
o
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Table 4.4

Purposes - Management
How often have you used HEGIS data (your own or
others) for the following management purposes?
$ =
E mE
= £ e
o+ B
. =
(] [} [} Q
= o o = L =
Q o = e =
= o 4 =4
— N ™ o
-=-=--- Percent -----—-
A. Planning
(1) at the Federal level 69 9 11 1
(2) at the State level ! 59 9 20 12
(3) at the ‘Institutional level 40 14 25 21
(4) at the Program level 54 11 21 14
B. To evaluate progress on affirmative action
programs through comparisons
(1) with regional norms 67 19 9 5
(2) with national norms 72 15 ' 5
C. To compute financial indicators
(1) for analyzing faculty and staffing pat- N 7 7 .
terns using comparative statistics - 68 1 16 5
(2) for comparing revenues to expenditures 64 18 g§ 10
(3) for comparing costs per student 58 16 18 8
D. To evaluate staffing patterns for
personnel actions 76 15 6 3
E. For facilities planning of:
(1) classrooms 72 15
(2) housing 82 10 2
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awarded to sub-groups of the population also reported that they did so
in order to monitor the effect of their affirmative action programs,

with respect to regional norms. Similarly, almost one quarter of the

respondents reported that they used HEGIS data to evaluate affirmative
actions programs with regard to national norms.

Based on these results, it would appear that numerous institut-
tions rely on HEGIS data to compare the impact of their affirmative
action programs to that of other programs in their regions and threuah-
out the country.

Financial status of institutions. About 18 percent of the re-
spondents who reported using HEGIS data regarding the financial
status of institutions indicated that they used financial indicators,
and 44 percent of the users of these data reported that they used the
information for comparing cosis per student among reporting institu-
tions.

Apparently, colleges and universities find it important to compare
themselves to one another. HEGIS data dealing with "Degrees Conferred"
by discipline, race, sex and level were used by 50 percent of the re-
spondents who used this information to.analyze "the mix of students" (in
their own institutions) in comparison “to-other institutions. Fifty-two
percent of the respondents made this same comparisan using the HEGIS
"Fall Enroliment” data.

Such comparisons are frequently made to inform outside policy makers
about the status of an institution. Thirty percent of all respondents
using HEGIS "Financial Statistics" information reported that they used
it "For showing legislators, executive agencies or other poiicy makers
(including staff) how (they) compare with other institutions." Twenty-
three percent reporting said they used the HEGIS "Library" data for this
same purpose, and 5 percent of the respondents using HEGIS "Employee
Salary" data did so to inform policy makers about the status of their
institutions in comparison to others.

Use of Merged Data Bases

Apparently, relatively few of the users merge data for any purpose.
According to the sampie contacted by mail survey, 72 percent r=ported
that they had never merged data and only 21 percent said that they had
merged data more than once. In other words, most users of HEGIS data
seem to be interested in a one-dimensional representation of what the
datz reveal, which would indicate that their purposes in using the data
are descriptive rather than analytic. However, it must be kept in mind
that the number of users who report never having merged HEGIS data in-
cludes those who may never have used HEGIS data at all. Those who do
merge data appear to merge many different data bases (see Appendix F).

123
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The most common mergers are of enrollment and cegrees awarded data
which would provide indicators of attrition or persistence. The second
most frequent merger is enrollment and/or degrees awarded with the
financial data set, which would supply unit costs. Curiously, the
library data set has been merged with degrees awarded, full-time instruc-
tional faculty, and resident and migration data sets. The returns on
mergers indicate that only a few attempts are being made to merye data,
but that experimentation to identify indicators using several types of
mergers is underway.

Respondents' Ratings of the Quality of HEGIS Data

When they were asked to rate HEGIS data in terms of its quality,
respondents criticized timeliness and comparability most. This finding
corresponds to criticisms of HEGIS at NCES sponsored conferences and what
was learned from the interviews. The problems of timeliness and compar-
ability of data to local norms or peer institutions are discussed at
Tength in Chapter III and in Chapter V.

The returns do contradict the popular impression that HEGIS is
perceived as being inconsistent or inaccurate (see Table 4.5). Eighty-
five percent or more of the respondents rated it acceptable or better
in the categories of accuracy and 89 percent for consistency over time.
These findings are supported by the interviews. Thus the impression
that one obtains from "gripe" sessions on HEGIS of "terrible" problems
is probably wrong. VYet there is considerable complaining about HEGIS.
This may be primarily a function ef frustration resulting from the timeli-
ness problem and difficulties in making peer and regional comparisens.

Several other questions on the general survey were asked in order
to obtain additional insight on what respondents perceived to be the
major weaknesses and strengths of HEGIS. The strengths, according to
respondents, are the national universe of the data, the consistency of
the data, and the completeness of the data or perhaps the compieteness of
the universe. As might be expected, timeliness is seen as the major
weakness of HEGIS. ?See Table 4.5 for a tabulation of responses to these
and other questions concerning quality.)

The questionnaire also attempted to get at the question of quality
by asking what other data bases were used and why. This sample and the
special user sample generally use the same data bases in lieu of HEGIS
for many of the same reasons. Association or regional data bases are
used in lieu of HEGIS because they are more timely, more accessible, or
more closely related to what is wanted. Answers to the above questions
are tabulated in Appendix C. Since responses to these and other open
ended questions were similar to those that were received from the survey
of special uses, comments on these questions are discussed more fully in
the next section.

bt
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Tabie 4.5
Ratings of HEGIS Quality

For your purposes how would you rate HEGIS data
on the following characteristics? (Please circle
the appropriate number of the response for each
of the following items.)

Poor

—

Acceptable

2.

Good

[27]

Very good

———--< Percent

A. Timeliness 47 35 15 3
B. Accuracy 15 35 6 14
C. Sufficiency of detail 17 34 33 16
D. Comparability of categories with 7

Tocal groupings 4 33 23 3
E. Consistency o7 categories over B

time 11 36 40 13
F. Identifiability of similar , B ,

institutions ' 36 33 24 7
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Universe Versus Sampie Surveys

- As is often the case, data users prefer complete universe counts to
safple surveys despite the prolific literature supporting the accuracy of
inference. The respondents to the general survey indicated a preference
for total universe counts except in those areas where information held
only limited interest for them; e.g., "Facilities" and "Aduit and Con-
tinuing Education" (Table 4.6). The reasons for wanting universe data
are more fully explicated in Chapter III, but they primarily involved
(1) problems resulting from sampling if one wants to make regional, state
or peer institution comparisons, and (2) management of reporting.

Frequency of HEGIS Data Collection

General survey respondents preferred HEGIS data on a frequent basis,
especially such sensitive data as "Fall Enrollment" or "Degrees Con-
ferred" (see Table 4.7). This finding confirms the notion that the more
important data are to consumers, the more they want the latest available.
More than 60 percent of respondents wanted annual, rather than bi-annual
or quarti-annual data collection of HEGIS data, in such areas as '"Degrees
Conferred," "Fall Enroliment," "Full Time Instructional Staff Salaries"
and "Financial Statistics" for institutions.

According to the interviews, management of the data cellection cycle
is also simplified if surveys are made annually. Scholars not involved
in collecting, but in using the data, saw advantages in collecting un?-
verse data less often if the data were updated by sampling in intervening
years. However, this would probably create problems in managing data
coliection. ' ‘

FINDINGS FROM SURVEY OF KNOWN USERS

From January, 1978 through July, 1979, 498 HEGIS tapes, preliminary
and final, were purchased by departments of federal and state governments,
quasi-governmental associations, educational institutions and associa-
tions, business/commercial concerns and private scholars.

Contrary to the findiigs reported earlier on the popularity of
various data sets at the state and institutional level, the most popular
data set according to purchases was the Institutional Characteristics
survey, commonly referred to as the Directory (see Table 4.8). This
tape includes information on each institution's telephone number, address,
congressional district, FICE jdentification code, fall enrollment figures,
undergraduate tuitioh and fees, sex distribution of the student body,
calendar system, control on affiliation, highest level of offering, type
of program, accreditation, names and titles of principal officers, and
their areas of functional responsibility.
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Table 4.6

Universe Versus Sample Surveys

For your purpose which of the fpllowing require a
universe survey rather than a samply survey?

| Statistical

Sample
Universe

ercent ---

1
2

a. Institutional characteristics (2300.1) 43 57

Degrees conferred by discipline, race, sex, ) B
and level (2300.2.1) 44 56

[ e

c. Degrees conferred by discipline, sex, and )
level ~f student (2300.2.3) 43 57

d. Fall enroliment by discipline, race, sex, ) 3
and level of student (2300.2.3) 37 63

e. Residence and migration of students
(2300.2.8) 69 31
f. Employees: salaries, tenure and fringe
, benefits o
Total Employees (2300.3) 56 an
(including faculty) ]
Full-time Instructional Faculty 48 52

(2300.3)
g. College and university libraries (2300.5) 73 27
h. Financial statistics for institutions (2300.4) 45 55
i. Facilities (2300.7) | | 69 3

j. Adult/Continuing Education (2300.8) oo 23
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Table 4.7

Freguency of Data Collection

Fékyiéir purpose which of the fDTiég%ng suriejs
should be conducted anpually, every other year,
or every four years?

Annually
Other Year
Four Years

Every
Every

& L]
(o8] [ap}

1.

——=-Percent----

a. Institutional characteristics (2300.71) 47 26 27

b. Degrees conferred by discipline, race, sex and 7
Tevel (2300.2.1) 62 30 8

c. Degrees conferred by discipline, sex, and level B )
(2306.2.1) 69 25 6

d. Fall enroliment by discipline, race, seX, and B 7
level of student (2300.2.3) 87 11 2

e. Residence and miagration of students (2300.2.8) 25 43 32

f. Employees: Salaries, tenure and fringe benefits 7 7
Total Employees (2300.3) (including faculty) 57 34 9
Full-Time Instructional Faculty (2300.3) 52

g. College and university libraries (2300.5) 20 51 29

h. Financial statistics for institutions (2300.4} 62 3] 7

i. Facilities (2300.7) M 32 57

j. Adult/Continuing Education (2300.8) 3% 50 14

by
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The differences in popularity for data sets as measured by general
survey responses and purchases are an indication of the differences be-
tween the population sampled by a special survey and the respondents whose
answers were analyzed earlier. The respondents to the special users
survey generally have national interests which lead them to use the
directory as a reference whereas state and institutional planners have
less interest in a reference book. They generally know their peer.
states and institutions.

The second most popular tape was Opening Fall Enrollment/Compliance,
followed clusely by Degrees Conferred. The enrol Iment data are grouped
in four major categories: summary tables, enrollment by level of insti-
tution, enrollment by state, and enrollment by institution. Earned Degrees

inc?udes actual degrees conferred, with counts of sub-baccalaureate
awards by field and sex.

The tapes ranking fourth and fifth in popularity were Financial
Statistics and Employees in Higher Education respectively. lysical plant
assets, by type of asset and balance on transaction; indebtedness on
physical plant, by balance on transaction; and endowment, by value on
income, are the major questions addressed in the Financial survey.

Employees comprises two instruments: an annual request for sumwary
data on salaries and fringe benefits of instructional faculty and selected
administrators, and a biennial request for counts of employees in these
and nonprofessicnal categories.

The remaining purchases of survey tapes are of less frequency. The
Upper-Division and Post- Baccalaureate Enrollnent survey (referred to as
the Advanced Degrees tape by the Data Systems Division, NCES, and also
known as Enrollment by Field) was discontinued following the 1976-77
survey. The information gathered in this survey was, for the most part,
retained through the Degrees Conferred. ‘.

The Libraries survey provides information on holdings, staff,
expend1tures and services. The Physical Facilities survey has been
completed six times, and Residence/Migration on three occasions. These
two surveys are purchased infrequently by HEGIS users.

From the 1ist of 168 purchases (see Appendix F) of the computer
tapes listed in Table 4.8 and some of the more w1de]y cited authors of
pubiications, a sample of 30 users was drawn to receive a specially de-
signed questionnaire. This sample was selected according to the fol-
lowing criteria: membership in one of several groups and types of data
purchased or used.

The survey that was mailed to the samnple sought to obta1n in-
sights on five major issues:



Table 4.8

HEGIS Tape Purchaseé, January, 1978 Through August, 1979
(N = 498)*

Tape Name Frequency Percentage

Institutional Characteristics 163 32.7
(Directory)
Form Number 2300.1

Opening Fall Envo’iment/Compliance 88 17.7
Form Number 2300.2.3

Earned Degrees 85 17.1
Form Number 23J0.21

~d

Financial Statistics 63 i2.
Form Number 2305.4

Employees in Higher Education 46 11.2
Form Number 2300.3 - ;

Upper-Division and Post-Baccalaureate 20 4.0
Enrollment
Form Number 2300.2.9

Libraries 13 2.6
Form Number 2300.5

Residence/Migration 6 1.2
Form Nuinber 2300.28 :

Physical Facilities 4 _0.8
Form Number 2300.7 100.0

*Source: Data Systems Branch, NCES, J. Dorfran, August, 1979.




*  Purpose for which HEGIS data were used.
* Primary and secondary users of the data
*  Views and criticisms of HEGIS data in relationship to use.
*  Recommendations for additional surveys.

* Technical problems and approaches in using the HEGIS files.

Purposes for Using HEGIS Data

Data from this survey of known purchasers of HEGIS data support
findings from interviews, the review of the literature, and the general
survey that HEGIS data are used most extensivelv for analyzing the condi-
tion of higher education using enrollment projections. (See Table 4.9
for rank order of uses of HEGIS data by purpose.) The second highest
use of HEGIS data according to these users is to analyze and report on
the status of private higher education. This question was not asked in
the general questionnaire. The findings from the interviews and litera-
ture generally support this ranking since financial analysis, which ranks
second in terms of "importance of use" in the literature was generally an
outcome of concern about private ligher education.

Findings from this survey and from the literature indicate a dif-
ference in the ordering of manpower planning and analyzing the financial
condition of higher educaticn. Financial analysis permeates recent
higher education literature for two reasons: (1) it provides a means,
other than enrollment, for reporting on the condition of private higher
education and, for that matter, all of higher education, and (2) concern
about the status of higher education has fostered considerable résearch
in identifying and working with ®inancial indicators. Therefore, the
findings of the Titerature suggest that finance data from HEGIS are used
very extensively. The findings from this survey indicate that HEGIS is
used more for manpower planning than for analyzing the condition of
higher education through financial analyses. The difference between
these findings can probably be attributed to different biases in the
methodologies followed in doing the user survey study and the review
of the 1it rature.

The review of the literature was biased by the population of litera-
ture reviewed--generally, but not always, formally published books,
articles, ana reports. The user survey population was biased towards

foid,
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Table 4.9

. . L o _ . I I
-Rank Order List of Purposes for Using HEGIS Data

~d L= L%y

Enroliment projections

Status of Higher Education by private sector

. Manpower planning

Investigating financial conditions of higher education
Status of Higher Education by public sector

Facilities planning '

Market planning and analysis

Library planaing

Status of Highér Education, in adult and continuing education

.~ Status of Higher Education, in vocational/technical education

Other

- - — _
Number one (1) is the most widely used purpose.




those who would use HEGIS dat& for decision making, for reference, and
for internal reporting, either verbaily or by memoranda rather than for
publishing.

The difference in results is alsc probably a function of the size
of the population which works in the area of manpower planning. There
are probably fewer writers and thus less publications in this area than
in the general field of higher education where writers are required to
use enrollment and finance data .hen reporting on the condition of
higher education.

The interviews tend to support the findings from this survey that
a major use of HEGIS by corporations and government agencies is in the
area of manpower planning. The review of literature and interviews
generaliy support findings from this survey with two erceptions. The
conventional review of the Titerature and the interviews discovered little
use of HEGIS data for facility and library planning; however, a statistical
sampling study of the literature did uncover uses of data from the
facility and library surveys. K

Uses by Types of Organizations

7 Table 4.10 is a rank ordering by purpose within groups of users.
The rank order by purpose for associations indicates that HEGIS is used
for all of the purposes that were listed--financial conditions, manpower
planning, enrollment projections, market planning, library planning,
facility planning, and reporting on the status of all sectors of higher
education. The results are about what would be expected, since the
associations, representing all sectors of higher education, are interested
in all facets of the total sector as well as particular sectors. The
emphasis given to enrollment projection, status of private higher educa-
tion, and adult and continuing education is in general conformance to
current areas of cencern in higher education.

= Reports to the state boards represent what one would think would be
their primary interests--first, enrollment, status of private and

higher education, and facilities planning; second, financial conditions

and manpower planning. :

Reports tu private enterprise reflect the purposes that one would
expect, except that manpower planning does not appear. Some of the
interviewees reported evidence that private enterprises used degrees
and other awards conferred as well as enroilments for evaluating their
compliance with affirmative action goals. The interviewees are probably
accurate in their reports since the survey probably did not reach per-
sonnel or affirmative action offices. Moreover, it appeared from the
interviews that these offices generally get the information by telephone
query of NCES surveyors or from published material.

/3 5



Table 4.70

Uses of HEGIS Data Rank Ordered Within Grouns by Purpose (1 = most used)'

- T " Rank Order of Frequency i i
(uasi- 7
Governmental ) Insti- Federal
~and State tution/ Govern-
Purposes Association Boards, Scholars ment
(1) Investigating financial 2 2 3 1
conditions of higher
education |
(2) Manpower planning 2 2 1 2
(3) Enroliment projections 1 1 2 2
(4) Market planning analysis 3 --- 1 -
(5) Library planning 4 3 3 -—-
(6) Facilities planning . 4 1 cun -
(7) Statls of higher education 7 ) 7
(a) by private sector 1 1 3 2
(b) by public sector 2 1 3 2
(c) in adult and continuing
~_ education 3 3 --- -
(d) in vocational/ ,
technical education 4 3 - -
(8) Other 3 - 2 2
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Criticisms and Suggestions

A matter of continual controversy in information gathering and re-
porting is the conflict among the objectives of completeness, accuracy
and timeliness. In a perfect world, there wouid be all three; but in
the real world the three objectives cannct be met simultanecusly since
completeness and accuracy are in inverse ratio to timeliness. The re-
sults of the survey (see Table 4.11) reflect the status of this contro-
versy. Users are divided almost equally on the questions >f timeliness
vs completeness and accuracy. However, timeliness seems to have an edae
over completeness since 82 percent of the users questioned would sacrifice
completeness by publishing data without the responses of states and
institutions who do not meet the survey schedule. e

A very important finding from this survey is the large percentage
of users who indicated that NCES should use merged data to report on the
condition of higher education. This recommendation raises some questions:
Is the art of finarncial indicators stable enough to report on the condi-
tion of higher education? Does this recommendation imply that NCES
should do more analysis than it is currently doing? This last question
was also raised during the interviews.

The interviewer tested the hypothesis that NCES should do more
analysis of HEGIS data and argued that this would contribute to improved
quality control, greater familiarity with problems in the HEGIS files,
and leadership in using HEGIS data for analysis.

When the argument that NCES should develop greater analytical
capability was first presented, most interviewees were reluctant to agree.
They cited the following reasons: (1) that data collection and analysis
should be kept separate since analysis can lead to setting the questions
(to be avoided since the first bias in any study is what "one decides
to study"), (2) that a government agency which does analysis is subject
to political pressure (i.e., to analyze the data so that politically

expedient answers are produced), (3) that it was an idle argument since
NCES, or at least that section associated with the surveys, was under-
funded and understaffed as it was, and (4) that analysis was outside

the charter of the data collection arm.

However, the interviewees tended to reconsider the question after
giving a quick response and to argue that the NCES should be doing more.
analysis. One interviewee noted that the federal government produced
economic indices that were generally consistent despite political and
economic cycles. Almost all agreed that quality of data followed
analysis; i.e., the more analysis one does, the more conscious one be-
comes of discrepancies in the data, the more sensitive one becomes to
research questions, and the more concerned one becomes with accessibility.

!
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Table 4.11
Resporse to Questions Concerning Criticisms and Suggestions for

Improving the Collection of HEGIS Data

o " Didn't
. Agree know  Disagree

(1) Completeness should be sacrificed in ' of 109 -
the interests of timely delivery. - 45% 10% : 45%
(2) To improve timely delivery: '
a. Missing data should be imputed or 50% 7% 43%
estimated by the National Center
for Education Statistics during IR
the edit of input from colleges. :
b. Colleges and/or states which do 82% 6% - 12%
not report on schedule should be
identified in the edited tapes
and publications as having failed
to supply necessary data.

(3) The National Center for Education | B2% 19% 19%
Statistics should begia to use merged
data to report the conditions of
higher education in terms of finan-
cial indicators.

(4) The National Center for Education 55% 30% 15%
Statistics should investigate the
feasibility of chartering profit or
non-profit institutions to distri-
bute HEGIS data on computer tapes.

|(5) Student data should be collected by

HEGIS on the following:

--means and standard deviations of 26% 9% h5%
scores on admission tests.

--means and standard deviations on 38% 15% 47%
government-financed financial aid
awards.

--means and standard deviations on 30% 15% 55%
private or institutional firancial
awards to students. _

--% of student body receiving 55% 13% 32%
financial awards.

Taz
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The literature and interviews suggest that the accessibility of
HEGIS files is not well known beyond a small coterie of HEGIS compilers,
state planners, and highly specialized researchers. Several inter-
viewees indicated that they would use HEGIS data if someone supplied
them with statistics on the peer institutions.

Student Characteristics

From question 5 in Table 4.11 it is obvious much more data are
wanted from HEGIS on financial aid programs but that there is a re-
luctance to have HEGIS enter the field of collecting data on admission
scores. Interviewees involved in policy analysis overwhelmingly agreed
that HEGIS should be extendad to collect data on financial aid; but, like
the respondents to this survey, they were also concerned about HEGIS'
collecting data on such student and school characteristics as admission
scores.

Technical Evaluation of HEGIS

7 Table 4.12 summarizes the responses to technical questions concerning
the use of HEGIS computer tapes. Only a few questions require commentary.

As would be expected, most users (93%) had > make some modifica-
tion to the HEGIS computer tapes prior to ucing them. None of those who
made modifications had to convert the tap Jr change in density, to re-
copy a bypass label, or otherwise modify ine tape characteristics.
Generally, the changes were necessary for reformat or to eliminate cer-
tain variables. '

Seventy-seven percent of the users found that the documentation was
adequate for using the tapes. According to interviews with current and
former users of HEGIS data at the programming level, the current docu-
mentation is adequate, but the documentation provided in the early
seventies was very poor. It should be noted that reports on the adequacy
of the documentation are probably reliable but biasedsince most inter-
viewees and respondents to this survey were generally experienced pro-
grammers and HEGIS users.

The interviewer sensed from the .tc-viewees (all but one of whom
had extensive experience with HEGIS) that there might be a considerable
learning curve in working with the files if one did not have large file
experience. This learning curve is probably no greater than what would
be encountered with any strange large file. However, even experienced
HEGIS programmers indicated that it was sometimes necessary to consult
with the NCES programming staff. They also indicated that difficulties
were sometimes encountered in getting adv'ce. As might be expected, these
difficulties were a function of distance from Washington, D.C., and of experi-
ence in working with NCES.

frl,
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Table 4.12

Questions and Responses Concerning HEGIS Data Tapes

Percent Qf 7 
Responses
1. If you had to modify the data file, would you have préferred
to have the work done according to your specifications by NCES? 43 57
2. 1If yes to above quLstion would you have been wi]]ing to pay . -
an extra amount to have the work done? b9 41
3. Do you feel that the documentation provided with the data file
was adequate for you to fully access and utilize the data? 77 23
4. Did you have to perfcrm‘any of the following modifications to Percent of
the data file before you could use it? Réshohseé
1. Re format, retaining all variables and cases, e.g., rellock,
rearrange variables, aggregate cases, 29
2. Convert to different tape characteristics, e.g., change
density, recopy to bypass label,. 0
3. Subset, eliminating certain variables and/or cases 7
4. No modifications required, used tape as recefved. 7
5. 1T and 2 _ 7
6. 1 and 3 - 21
7. 2 and 3 0
8. 1and 2 and 3 29
5. How did you find out about the HEGIS TAPE FILES? :
1. Previous user of HEGIS data 36
2. NCES announcement, bulletin or publication 39
3. Notice in non-NCES publication 4
4. Mentioned at a meeting 7
-5, Other - 14
6. Which software packages, 1f ar;, were used to analyze the HEGIS
files?
i. SPSS 40
2. SAS 27
3. BMD , 5
A. BMD ("P" series) ’ 9
5. IMSL ’ 5
6. Other (ma30r1ty being perscnaT or custom pragrams) 14
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Responses to the question on how users found out about-the HEGIS
computer tape files indicate that most users learned about the files
from other users or from NCES bulletins. Given the bias of the
sample--users--the resuits are what one would predict. Therafore, this
finding by itself does not necessarily indicate that information about
NCES is not generally available in publications that would be read by
those interested in the condition of higher education or by those
interested in comparing their institutions with a sector or all of
higher education, However, findings from the review of the literature
and the interviews suggest that this may be the case. While the review
uncovered a significant use of HEGIS, practically nothing was found in
the way of articles or bocks in the general literature on higher
education describing either the content of HEGIS tape files or their
availability. Actually, the best general descriptions of HEGIS data
bases, outside of the specialized literature on data bases (which is
not wideiy disseminated) were in two papers presented at conferences of
institutional researchers. But again, these were not the type of
papers that would be published in the general literature. *

It could also be inferred from the interviews that HEGIS is known
only by a very special group of researchers in the field of higher
education. While the interviews, like this survey, were biased by the
need tc obtain insights on the uses of HEGIS from known users, this
sample was less biased than the survey sample since it included doctoral
students as well as experienced scholars in the fieid; qualitative or
intuitive scholars as well as those more oriented to statistical
analyses; and compilers of HEGIS data as well as planners at the vice-
presidential level.

A11 of the interviewees knew of HEGIS; most knew the content of
the files and about the tapes; however, a few did not know the contents
of the files, their accessibility, or the relative ease--once start-up
costs are absorbed--in addressing the files to produce institutional
specific reports to answer specific research questions. Generally, the
members of the latter group were either beginning researchers in the
field of higher education (i.e., doctoral students) or reasonabiy high
level administrators in planning or finance. Thus it can be inferred
that information on what is available in HEGIS files and how to get the

information for research and planning is not widely disseminated in
Titeraturc regularly read eithér by doctoral students or reasonably high
level administrators.

As would be expected, the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS) and the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) were most
commonly used with HEGIS. '
The survey instrument also contained four open-ended questions.

The responses to these open-ended questions, summarized below, generally
corresponded to what was obtained frum interviews (see Chapter I11).

Iqy



Other Data Bases

The sample was asked to cite regional and national bases used other
than HEGIS. The following were most commonly named: CUPA--salaries of
adninistrators; the University of Oklahoma report--salaries by discipline;
ACRL --salaries for librarians; AAMC--data on medical schools; the various
surveys of ACE; TIAA-CREF--fringe benefits; AAUP--faculty salaries
(these data come from HEGIS); AAU data exchange——facu]ty salaries;

CIC--(a Big Ten school consart1a) -faculty salaries, tuition and fees,
enrollment data; NSF--data on research Funding; and California Community
College Management Information System-—al1 sorts of data. The respondents
to the general survey--institutions and state agencies--generally named
the above, but also cited such reaional organizations as the Southern
Regional Educational Board.

Reasons for Using Data Bases Other than HEGIS

The answers to this question curresponded very closely to answers
received to the same type of quest1an in interviews and to the general
survey. Other data bases are used in place of HEGIS because of timeli-
ness, requirements for additional detail (see interview findings on need
for faculty salary data at the discipline level), and need for data from
region or peer institutions.

Major Strengths

When asked to name the major strengths of HEGIS, the respandents'
answered much as interviewees and respondents to the general survey. The
major strangth is that it provides a national data base on higher educa-
tion. ' The respondents reported that HEGIS was becoming increasingly
credible as a valid source of data about education. HEGIS also was
praised for its consistency and completeness. The staff of NCES was
complimented also, for its efforts to be responsive while coping with
built-in obstacles.

Major Weaknesses

Again the reports of the findings from the interviews and general
survey were supported by the answers to a query on the major weaknesses
of the HEGIS data. These weaknesses are timeliness, lack of fipancial
aid data, limited analysis, and lack of information about the various
publications and services of NCES in relationship to HEGIS. A few
respondents from institutions complained about the time required to com-
plete the HEGIS surveys. There were a limited number of complaints about
quality control at the state level but not at the institutional or NCES
level.

%
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General Comments |

The respondents were also provided the opportunity to make general
comments about HEGIS. A few compilers from nontraditional institutions
and community colleges reported that the definitions used in HEGIS did
not fit their types of schools. They did not identify any specific
problems; however, it is likely that what they consider to be special
problems are the ones discovered during the interviews=-counting of
part time students and faculty; counting of students and degrees and
other awards conferred by einnic membership; the many problems related
to the reporting of financial data.

I
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CHAPTER V
WHO USES HEGIS DATA FOR WHAT PURPOSES
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Introduction

The purpose of this study, conducted for the Nat1mna1 Center for
Education statistics was to determine who uses HEGIS data and for what
purposes. More specifically, it was designed to learn if HEGIS is a
necessary and .useful data base for determining the Condition of Higher
Education and for developing policy for this enterprise in relationship
to national interests. Answers were sought to the following research .
questions:

1. What is the extent to which HEGIS data are or could be used by
members of the higher education community--federal agencies and,

" Congress, state agencies and legislatures, professional associa-
tions, scholars, institutions, disciplines, manpower planners,
economists, associations of business, industry and labor, and
popular media? What is the nature of the use? How ara they used?
Who do you krow that uses HEGIS data? How do they use it? How
often do you discuss the use of HEGIS data?

2. Do institutions compare their status with that of others by
using HEGIS data? Do they use enrollment projections and/or
degrees conferred in making decisions concerning programs? Do
state legislatures or governing boards use HEGIS data for other

comparative purposes?

3. To-what axtent are universe data required? Are data on ¢ single
institution sometimes used for compa:~tive purposes? To what
extent is such use important? How should the data be aggregated?
Does the HEGIS taxonomy of institutions need further refinement?

4. Vould changes in the format of the data result in greater utiliza-
tion? What changes are suggested? For exampie, would it be usefu1
if certain ratios were developed and reported by HEGIS? How
should the data be published and distributed? To what extent are
tapes ‘being used? Are there difficulties with the format of the
tapes that could be corrected?

5. How serious are the concens about the accuracy and timeliness of
the data? Would the data be more useful if made available in
publications or on tape three months earlier; six months earlier?
Naturally such estimates will be crude and biased; however, thev
will provide a necessary basis for MCES to investTQate costs in
relationship to benef1ts resulting from acquisitien and publication.

METHODOLOGY

In attempting to answer these questions, several different research
methodologies were employed: (1) two distinctly different types of
literature review; (2) over seventy interviews of many different types
of users and contributors to HEGIS; and (3) two different sample surveys
of different populations of users to which the project tear -:d access.
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Literature Review

First, a review of the Titerature of higher education and publica-
tions concerned with some aspect of the impact of higher education on
American society was conducted. In this review, two quite different
approaches were employed. The principal investigator, aidgd by co-
investigators, reviewed the major publications in the field, including
books, articles, newspapers and reports. In this review, the readers
attempted to determine wi.at was being reported about higher education
and the uses that were made of HEGIS data in describing and projecting
possible policy for higher education at all levels--federal, state,
sector, and institution. :

While .his process was going on, research associates drew a sta-
tistical sample of the 1iterature as referenced in ERIC, card catalogs
and other -indices of the literature. These publications were screened
for references to HEGIS data or HEGIS-1ike data on enrollments, finances,
degrees, and all of the other data collected by HEGIS. The researchers
sought to determine who had used the data and for what purposes. After
identifying the sources of the data, e.g., NCES, SREB, -educational as-
sociations, the Office of Education, and the Office of Health, Education
and Welfare, they attempted to determine the extent to which the data
it be reporting on higher education or some sector thereof, suggesting
a line of policy, simply setting the stage for an argument or a lecture,’
performing evaluation, or exciting attention to a particular problem,

The researchers noted outstanding o unique examples of the appli-
cations of HEGIS data and annotated those publications that appeared to
use HEGIS data extensively or that appeared to contribute significantiy
to the literature on higher education, even if HEGIS data were used only
s1ightly or not at all. The examples and annotations provided another
source of information for the principal investicator in his intuitive
efforts to discover the uses of HEGIS data in the literature. The sta-
tistical sample, and the coding of the literature ir terms: of use, provided
a quantitative measure of what types of data were used in publications
over a ten-year period.

¥

Interviews

The review of the literature provided a written and statistical
report on the uses of HEGIS in publications. In addition, it enabled
the project team 1) to identify some of the major users of data or
potential major users--kay scholars, research organizations, educational
associations, government agencies, and foundatinns, and 2) to develop
types of questions to be used in interviews. Thus the literalure pro-
vided 2 1ist of users and questions. To this list were added names'
suagested by the members of the Technical / ~-sory Panel, Frem this
115t of users, twenty-five individuals wer. -«lected for interviews,
not including the interviews of NCES surveyors.

149



129

he Initial seleetion of interviewees was made onf the basis of the
following criteria: reputation in the field of reporting on or develop-
ing policy 1n the field of higher education, known use of HEGIS data,
experience in compiling data, and planning responsibility. Thus, the
list inciuded scholars, federal and state officials, representatives of
educational associations, institutional researchers, planners. finan-
cial officers, admission officers, affirmative action representatives,
and librarians. The selection was constrained to a Timited dearee by
accessibility, time, and cost of travel.

Each interview required from one to iwo hours. While the inter-
viewers used an interview guide, generally the interviews were structured
only marginally. The interviewer sought information concerning the
interviewee's use of HEGIS data and the interviewee's impressions or
opinions of the quality and use of HEGIS in the higher education enter-
prise. Most of the interviewees were quite articulate with strong but
thoughtful opinions about HEGIS data.and their application. They
usually offered other sources as possible interviewees and suggested
publications that should be reviewed. The talks encompassed ‘the field
of higher education--everything from admission policies to the effects
of higher education on national interests. From the first fifteen
interviews, a group of hypotheses were developed about the impact of
HEGIS data on the reporting and analysis of higher education and about
dissemination and competitive snurces of data. In later interviews,
these hypotheses and others (developed in subsequent interviews) were
tested. '

The review of the literature, suggestions of the Technical Advisory
Panel, preliminary interviews, suggestions of NCES staff, and log of pur-
chases of HEGIS computer tapes and EDSTAT services provided the basis for
identifying two different populations to be sampled. A statistical sample
of states and institutions within those states was taken. This sample
was sent a general questionnaire, which included some self-checking
que§t10ns,7to determine what uses states and institutions had for the
various data sets of HEGIS and what difficulties they encountered in using
the data. This survey covered all of the research questions set forth
earlier. A second sample was drawn from the log of purchasers of HEGIS
Qata.. These two samples were used by an independent researcher in con-
junction with questionnzires she administered to append her own sample
analysis of HEGIS uses and users.

FINDINGS
Despite the different methodologies and different populations that

were sampled, there was major agreement on most issues concerning the
uses of HEGIS data for analyses and reports on the condition of higher
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education at all Tevels. In reporting the findings from the review of
the Titerature, interviews, and surveys, an attempt will be made to

stay in the format provided by the research questions set forth above.
However, liberties will be taken as recessary to explicate certain themes
or to show relationships among questions or amona the responses of one
population with another.

What is the extent to which HEGIS data are or could be used by

members of the higher:gdg;at1on,zqmmunlzxﬁ

w.ghile there is some variation-in the amount of use that various
data sets receive, a statistical review of the literature suggested

that all of the data sets are used in from 16 to 20 percent in litera-
ture reporting on or referring to higher education. However, there is

a wide variation across years on the amount of data that is used. En-
rollment, degrees and other awards conferred, resident and migration,
faculty, employee and finance data appear to be used more consistently
from year to year though there are cycles in the use of these data. Use
of library, facility, adult and continuing education, and vocational

technical data have more abrupt cycles.

This suggests that use of data may follow or be influenced by the
data collection cycle. The latter four sets of data are collected ir-
reqularly, whereas the former are collected yearly with the exception
of staff data. ;

The statistical report generally confirms what was found from the
conventional review of the literature: the use of finance data has
arown significantly in the last few years. However, the use of all of
the data sets has tended to orow progressively--probably a result of
improved impressions and knowledqe about HEGIS, the continued growth

of higher education, and concern about the prospects for hiagher educa-
tion.

Data from the surveys supported the results from the literature
about the uses of HEGIS data. However, 49 percent of the state agencies
and institutions of higher education that responded to a questionnaire
about their use of HEGIS indicated that they used one or more data sets.
Sixty-five percent used the enrollment data. There is a logical expla-

‘nation of the difference found in percentage of use as indicated in the

Jiterature and that found in the questionnaire. Almost all of the
questionnaire respondents are in positions where they are required to
use some type of data on those measurements of educational status col-
Tected by HEGIS for planning, analysis, communicating to various publics
or decision making. On the other hand, much of the literature dealina
with h1gher education is not involved w1th the types of reports or analy-
ses requiring a data base; e.g., texts or articles on learning theory,
sociology of oraanizations, and curriculum design. Yet a supplementary
examination, a random sample of literature that would be predicted to
use HEGIS, showed that HEGIS is used regularly in Congressional hearings
on higher education, The Chronicle of Higher Education, The Journal of

Higher Education, and Change -
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On the average, the Chronicle used HEGLS data tuice per fsse
(iith a range from 1 o 4); the hearings used the data extensively; the
MmﬂﬁMMwﬁmhm&ﬁtmﬂewm%mwmrﬁwmm
amyﬂmﬂmﬂ fange magazing used HEGIS s1ightly mre than
once per fssue (ith a range fron ) to 3.) On the other hand, Change
m@%HﬂM]MWM$mwmwmmﬁwwmammWwom
2. W6F is used extensively, hawever, Tn Science (an average of 3 tines

mH%%Mﬁam@ﬂm]WS)mmu%HWmmtwdmm/
of the issues sampled.

The reviess of the Titerature indicate that when data such &

that colTected by HEGIS are used, they probably cone from HEGIS though they

nay be attributed to such Sources a a quasi-government agency, an
educational association, or a feders] or state office other than HCES,
MMMWMHUMMmmmﬁMNHMMWHMWM
EEWWWM%Hmmemmmmmawﬁmmm
M&memwmmmﬂmmmmwMﬁmHmmm%
mﬁM@mcmmHMﬂwMﬁwn@mmmSMWmaﬁa
MMMﬁMwmwmmmmﬂmmmmmmﬁmmﬁ
Tibraries), either because different or more detailed information i
wanted than what HEGIS provides, or because of the Tateness of HEGLS
ollection and reporting,

There ampear 10 be many problens with the dissenination of HEGIS
M1HMMMMMGWMMMMWMWWMW
tinely feedback, ) While almst everyone in higher education seens 1
\now about HEGIS, only & snell coterfe of researchers appears 1o be
ami1far with what can be done in accessing tapes to produce data on
wmmmmwmwmmmmmmmmm
accessing, Moreover, the data are used by only a small nuber of re-
searchers in universities for analyzing the Condition of Higher Educa-
tmwMMmprWmemeWm%mw
rescarch that uses HEGIS data for policy analysis is being done by
mMWamwﬁmqmqmwmﬂwmmmummm
w emsmmmnm@wﬂmwwmmwﬁmm
MHmemmmﬁsamwmewMWWt
credit WCES or HEGIS wihen analyses of the Condition of Hisher Education
are made ustng & corbination of date sources because such analyses are
usually done by someone ofher than JCES,  The source of the data {for
examle, Bureay of Labor, Census and MCES) may o may not appesr in &
footnote; the author or organization (federal or private) which per-
formed the analysis gets the headline or First paragraph credit,
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Aaditional Data Hanted

There was disagresment anong survey respondents and intervieuess
concerning the extent to which NCES should analyze HEGIS data and col-
Toct some measures of output, quality of institution, and student charac-
teristics. However, nost agreed that HEGIS should collact more data on
me]dmmm@ﬂﬂhhmnmﬂmmmhﬁﬁmg
since financial aid programs are beconing an ever-increasing source
MWM@NmeMMMmmﬂmmﬂwmmmMnmwmt
policy tool for mproving equality of access and opportunity for stu-
dents and potential students.

Generally, intervienees and Survey respondents tilted against NCES
collecting student characteristics, quality of institution, and output
data. However, some nterviewees suggested that NCES should act a5 4
broker in collecting and disseminating data from progran offices in the
Depirtrent of Higher Education and that it shouid support data collection
by ovgenizations outside the Departnent,

ost of the hypotheses developed during the review of 1iterature
and initial intervievs, and subsequently tested through further inter-
views, surveys, and with audiences of users, were supported, The follow
ing includes 2 statement of these hypotheses and the degree o which the
findings supported then.

Hypothesis 1, HEGIS data have provided a foundation or base for
the mjority of reports and books that have affected
piblfc policy on higher education,

Amst everyone who was intervieed agreed with this hypothesis
mmHmﬁmmmemm@1mmﬁmmnnummwn
to show a direct cause and effect relationship, As noted more exten-
stvely in the body of the report, many factors and interests contribute
mm@mmmwmmwmmmﬂmmwmmnmmwm
of representatives of higher edvcation. During the process of setting
oaliey and making Taw, Tobbyists and analysts at both the executive and
Tegislative Tevels have to consider the interests of many constituencies
and conflicting priorities, However, it appears from & review of higher
education as well as from other litereture that ideas behind much pelicy
and Taw qenerally precede the full developnent of policy and its conver-
sion info Taw by several years, In higher education, for examle, the
Carnegie Comrission for the Study of Higher Education has produced ex-
tensive studies on hicher education, many of which utilized statistics
from the Higher Etucation General Information Survey system and other
satirces, such as the Consis, to describe the condition of higher educa-
tioh and provide a foundation for policy recomendations, It seened to
this author and to many Tntervievees that a considerable amount of
higher education Taws and policies in the seventies appeared to be

13
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derivatives DF much of what was recommended by such foundations as
Other eV1dence that 'HEGIS dete prev1de a base for Taw is found in the
extensive quntation of HEGIS data durina Congressional Hearings on
Higher Education (see the review of literature for examples) and reports
by interviewees. Most educational associations develop voluminous re-
ports on the condition or projected condition of higher education for
their own constituencies as well as appropriate staff of Congressional
committees and executive agencies. In addition, the staff of associa-
tions and of Conaress work closely together by teiephene and memoranda,
with association staff supplying data or analyses. The data come from
the association's own research, the Bureaus of Census and Labor Statis-
tics, and from HEGIS. (For an example of how associations work with
Conaress, see Roark, Oct. 6, 1980, p. 3.)

Hypothesis 2. Enrollment and financial data are used much more

extensively than other survey data for analyzing
the condition of higher education, policy analy-
sis, and for making dee1e1one at state and local

lTevels.

This is probably true. (True is used here and elsewhere in the
report in a relative sense.) However, Degrees and Other Awards Con-
ferrad data are used extensively in conjunction with enrollment data
for. manpower planning and evaluating affirmative action programs and
persistence of students. Faculty and employee salary data are reported
extensively, asare tuition and fees, because of the impact on personal
and institutional decisions. Theee data are used tc some degree in
policy aevelopment.

Hypothesis 3. Accuracy has improved.

Generally the accuracy of all surveys is deemed acceptable. The
lone exception to this is in aspects of the fiiwencial survey. The
financial survey file is probably used more thah oth-r files in making
complex analyses of the condition of higher education. Moreover,
there are many difficulties in reporting and 1nterpret1ng financial
data because of differences ameng institutions in government and ac-
counting practices. Thus, reports of dissatisfaction with the rela-
tive accuracy of the HEGIS file were not unexpected. The major prob-
lems with the financial file are summarized in Chapter I1I. The find-
ings were drawn from Hyatt and Dickmeyer, An Analysis of the Utility
of HEGIS Financial Data, May 22-23, 1980. It seems that many of the
prebTems w1fh the f11e wou]d probeb1y be cerrected by more exten51ve
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What was unexpected was the irelatively high esteem that surveyees and
interviewees had for the accuracy of mist of the files. A recent study by
NCES confirms the opinion of surveyees and interviewees about the relative
accuracy of enrollment and degree data. The NCES study (Westat, 1979) re-
ported that there was less than one percent difference between survey and
audit data on enrollment and degree data. However, certain caveats are in
order about the accuracy of the files. Some researchers are concerned
sbout the levels of aggregation in the files on Enrollment and Degrees
Awarded. Another respected researcher believes that the financial file is
more accurate than perceived relative to the other files; and that the con-
cern about the file is a function of its extensive study and use, for she
believes expectations concerning accuracy increase with the use of data.

It is also worth noting that one interviewee, familiar with how library

data have been collected or estimated in the past, questioned the accuracy of
this file. Library and facilities data have not been reported or collected
for some time and, therefore, not used extensively, at least for complex
analysis, in the last few years.

Hypothesis 4. Timeliness of HEGIS data is seen as a major problem.

This was found to be a major problem with HEGIS. The delay of nearly
a year or more, justified or not, between collection and distribution of data
in machine processable form and hard copy publications is seriously affecting
the use of HEGIS. Though there has been recent improvement in releasing
tapes of certain files faster, there is still considerable dissatisfaction
with the timing of releases. This dissatisfaction is reflected in findings
from surveys and in the comments of researchers who work for hoth educa-
tional associations and institutions charged with reporting to their
constituencies and/or supplying data for making administrative and budget
decisions. Students of higher education also voice the same complaint.
The lack of timely data, as well as difficulties in accessing the data in
machine prucessable form (if data are not used reqularly), probably leads
institutions and associations to do more collecting of data through their
own surveys (formally or informally) that would be unnecessary if HEGIS
data were released more quickly.

However, the expectations of some institutional researchers for
delivery of data to support budget proposals, etc. can probably not be
me%. The primary purpose of HEGIS was, and is, to report on the condition
of higher education at the national level, thouah such reporting neces-
sarily requires analyses of various sectors of the enterprise. But the
data are also used for secondary purposes (for example, making compari-
sons among institutions by institutions and state agencies). These uses
have occurred because the system provides for consistency in reporting
on such matters as finances, degrees, and enrollment for a universe of
institutions. Generally, comparative data are wanted by state agencies
and institutions for budoet analyses. Since the budget cycle is almost
continuous at the institutional level and budget development for the next
year generally begins before actual data on the current year are collected



by HEGIS, institutions find that they are required to use projections and
revise them as actual data are coilected. These revisions quite often

are occurring as their reports to HEGIS go forward to intervening agencies
such as state boards, for edits and 'eventual forwarding to NCES for fur-
ther edits. Thus, by the time NCES has the data for edit, institutions
may have completed their budgeting process for the next year. The cycle
and the process therefore appears to preclude NCES' ever delivering reports
in time to support budget requests by institutions. Thus, what is going
on will probably continue, and, in a sense, provides a use of HEGIS in a
very informal way--the trading back and forth of da*a among institutions
that they have collected for their own management or for HEGIS long before
such data appear, or could possibly appear, in HEGIS reports.

This is not to excuse HEGIS from the requirement to report results
of its surveys earlier. Currently, certain HEGIS data are reported in
hard copy form as much as two years after the data were collected. Tapes
and publications tend to be released as much as a year or longer after
the data were collected. This is unacceptable. There was general consen-
sus among interviewees that the data should be published in both machine
processable and hard copy from between six months and a year (even if
this meant leaving out late reporting institutions, thereby sacrificing
completeness and accuraqy) after collection.

Hypothesis 5. The uses of HEGIS data have 1ncreased 51qn1f1cant1y

w1tﬁ,wh1;h they ﬁre:g§§§

Hypothesis 6. F[GIS data have not been used as extensively as they
m1ght be in reporting or fhﬂf;p@ﬂTt]Dﬂ of women and
minorities in higher ed .:

:cion because overhead or
start-up costs in using HEGCIS data for analysis is
rel atlveiy _high.

Exper1enced users tend to disagree that start-up costs are high;
but then they have already paid those costs. There has been a spurt of
studies on ethnic groups and women in higher educat jon in the Tast year,
quite a bit of it being published and disseminated since the review of
the literature was pubT1shed Thus the conclusion may not be tenable in
the future.

Hypothesis 7. HEGIS is a system that would have to be invented if it

were not already in place because of the increasing need
for data in policy making and plannina.

Everyone agreed with this hypothesis. i

Hvpothesis 8. More data are wanted on student characteristics
and financial aid.

Without question more information is wanted on the latter, There
appears to be more disapproval than approval for HEGIS collecting data
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on student characteristics, institutional quality and outputs. However,
there is more and more demand for such data from policy makers and con-
sumers. Data are being gathered and data bases are in place or being
developed. Some interviewees suggested that NCES should act as a broker
in gathering data from other Department of Education proaram offices,
funding the collection and maintenance of data bases, and disseminating
data.

Hypothesis 9. The collection of HEGIS data has had an impact
on the discipline and sophistication of data
collection systems at institution and state

1eve1s

This seems to be a reasonable conclusion. It was generally aqreed
that this discipline has facilitated the exchange of information among
institutions.

Hypothesis 10. The collection of HEGIS data does not impaée a

heavy burden on institutions since most of the

data would be collected by institutions and/or
states for management purposes anyway.

This conclusion seems reasonable although opponenis of government
regulation and data collection may arque with it. The interviewees did
not see a heavy burden for ongoing systems. There is a Zdistinct burden
cost when changes are made in taxonomies, questionnaires (both of which
can cause reprogramming) and/or changes in schedules.

Hypothesis 11. Institutions are concerned about the uses of
HEGIS for comparison purposes.

This conclusion certainly holds for comparison of unit costs, re-
source allocation, and funding. Generally institutions do not believe
the data can be used for institution-to-institution comparisons because
of timeliness, or lack thereof; lack of appropriate detail; differences
in organization and accounting practices; and inappropriate comparisons
of unlike institutions.

Hypothesis 12. There was general agreement that data are re-
quirea from all of higher education because of
differences among institutions and the uses to

which the data are put.

Moreover, most compilers at the institutions felt that the burden
of collection would be increased rather than lessened if a sample of insti-
tutions was taken because of the increased problems in planning for and
managing the collection.
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Other conclusions indicated by the findings are the foliowing:

1. HEGIS data can be used for making comparisons among sectors of
higher education. In fact, many would arque that it is accurate enouah,
when handied appropriately, for making state-to-state and inter-
institutional comparisons.

2. HEGIS is not beina used as fully as it might be for policy
analysis, planning and evaluation either bv businesses or university
scholars. As noted eariier, there is only a small coterie of scholars
and students in universities that is using HEGIS for the abcve purposes.
While thei:e are strong indications that data are being used somewhat by
businesses for planning recruitment and evaluating or negotiating affir-
mative action programs, these uses seem fairly unsophisticated. There

is 1ittle information in the general literature on higher education about
the contents of HEGIS and how to use it.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Several recommendations follow naturally from the above conclusions
and are divided into two sections. The first group of recommendations, not
necessarily in the order of priority, are those which should be addressed
immediately by the National Center for Education Statistics. The second
group, again not in order of importance, are those which NCES should
investigate after the first group. The recommendations are organized in
terms of objectives and each objective includes recommendations or
succestions for achieving the objectives.

First Priority Recommendations

Improving timeliness of dissemination. As noted in the conclusions
and indicated in findings from the literature as well as from surveys and
interviews, the major complaint with HEGIS is the timeliness and form in
which the dataare reported after collection. For example, a survey of
the literature indicated that frequency of use generally parallels the
collection and reporting of data. Moreover, and somewhat contrary to
earlier expectations, the publication and distribution ~f the data in
hard copy, as well. as on computer tapes, is necessary since many re-
searchers and gove nmental staff need to refer to published material for
quick information. At the same time, machine processable data is required
for complex analyses and full reporting on the condition of higher educa-
tion by sectors.

Therefore, it is recommended that NCES do what is necessary to ob-
tain the timely support of other government agencies, in particular the
Government Printing Office, to expedite the publication of reports in
hard copy while improving the timeliness of access of machine processable
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data by tapes or EDSTAT terminals by speeding up editinag, data preszess-
ing, a1d reproduction cycles. It is recognized that improving timeliness
to meet a target release of six months to no later than a year after
data collection may require publication of data prior to the receipt of
reports from certain institutions or states. Their absence and the rea-
sons for such absences should be noted in the reports. At the same time,
it would probably be useful to continue to input or estimate data for

the missing institutions, so noting.

Insuring completeness and continuity of the data base. While a major
priority must be given to early reporting of HEGIS data, even if this means
publishing prior to receipt of reports from all institutions, provision
should be made for including data from the tardy institutions as they are
received both in hard copy publications as well as the machine processable
data files. Thus provision should be made to issue addenda in a timely
fashion and revise the master data files. These addenda should be pub-
lished and the files should be revised in a timely and probably incremental
manner.

Dissemination of data. NCES should give increased attention to im-
proving the dissemination of HEGIS data. As noted in the review of the
literature, there is little information in the general literature of higher

! education about "how to use" and the availability of HEGIS data. Users

of the data generally find out about its ava11ab111ty from NCES publica-
tions or from prior users. Several methods of improving dissemination
should be considered by NCES:

1. Presidents of institutions and those in the institutions who
are chargéd w1*h the EoT]ect1Dn and Cemp11at1on of HEGIS survéys

show how an institution compares with 1t5 ppers or its reg1on

2. Not only presidents of institutions, but those who actua11y com-
plete the surveys, should receive complimentary copies of the
HEGIS reports or, at the minimum, abstracts of such reports.

3. It should be helpful if known students of higher education
received either abstiacts or copies of HEGIS reports.

4. The feasibility of NCES to license or otherwise support certain
private or non-profit agencies in distributing HEGIS data files
and/or providing special reports from HEGIS data files should be
investigated. Certain contractors &nd non-profit institutions
are currently acting as retailers of HEGIS data by performing

zpecial edits and/or reports for one or more institutions. How-
ever, the availability of these services does not appear to be
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widely known. NCES is now supporting several efforts, sometimes
in conjunction with other agencies such as the National Science
Foundation, to upgrade the quality of HEGIS files, particularly
in historical files on finance and enrollment. These efforts
should be catalogued and the availabiiity of these files should
be widely disseminated so that other users could obtain access
:0 the upgraded files, either through NCES or the agencies, at

a reasonable cost.

The current practice of NCES in releasing the results of HEGIS

surveys in bulletins and press releases should be extended.

on

Increasing contract support to encotrage small users of the data.
The findings suggest that the major impediments to the uses of HEGIS data
are lack of timely release, lack of knowiedge about the availability of
the data except among a small coterie of users,,and "start-up" costs for a
new user of HEGIS computer tape files. Several recommendations have been
made above for improving the timeliness of reports and the dissemination
of reports.

However, there is still the problem of encouraging the use of the
data for research and reporting on the condition of higher education. The
quality of the data in terms of timely reports by institutions, accuracy,
and completeness (as well as complaints about its current quality) can be
expected to increase with use of the data. Thus the richness, accuracy
and completeness of the resource for analyzing the condition of higher
education to support useful and insightful policy and law would drow
through use. For example, the value of the data has already been enhanced
hy NCES and foundation-supported studies that have niahlighted the plight
of certain sectors of higher education in terms of enruiliment projections
and financial resources. Other researchers have been encouraged to use the
data to describe the status of disadvantaged or new clientele in higher
education; for example, blacks, hispanics, and women. However, such con-
tracts and grants have not generally provided support to a large body of
researchers.

Therefore, it is recommended that more support be provided to students
of I aher education for using HEGIS data to examine conditions generally
outside the primary interest of education associations. One model worth
examining is the small grants program of the National Science Foundation,
which supports research using NSF data files to study higher education pro-
grams in science.

At the same time, NCES should attempt to obtain additional staff
support for more in-house analysis of HEGIS data and usina such data in
conjunction with other files. It should continue to support effects as
research to improve the utility of finance data.

Collecting financial aid data. Reports of previous studies for im-
proving HEGIS data as well as the findings of this study indicate that NCES
should give high priority to collecting and/or disseminatina more data for
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evaluating the impact of financial aid programs anc for developing policy
in this area.

There are complex problems in defining what data are necessary and
how data should be collected regardina the impact of financial aid programs
on the resources of insiitutions, and on equality of opportunity and cnoice
for students. Much of the data may already be available in other offices
of the Department of Education and in the Office of Civil Rights.

Prior to implementing a new collection effort, MCES should determine
what data are available in these offices and what is necessary to include
in HEGIS where it could be easily accessed for analyses. However, it is
Tikely that all of the necessary data are not yet being collected by either
government or private agencies. It may be necessary to collect data from
students who do not receive financial aid as well as from those who do.

In such a case, it would probably be useful to take statisticnl samples

of the student body. This will represent a new practice for HEGIS and the
institutions who compile HEGIS data since they now compile data through

the institution from the universe of such populations as students, faculty,
dollars and space.

CDnt1nuat1on of universe and apnual surveys. One of the problems of
this study was to determine whether universe data should be collected and
how often surveys should be made. A1l but three (facilities, libraries,
and total employees) are made yearly. Both users and compilers of data for
the surveys agreed that universe data was required because of the diver-
sity of institutions, and that regular surveys were necessary. Management
of the data collection process is facilitated (and thus the burden is
eased) when compilers can plan for the date collection on a reaular basis.
It appears that data that is.collected annuclly is required on a yearly
basis and that the collection and publicatioa of Tibrary and facility
data should be done with more reqularity and perhaps more often.

Therefore, it is recommended that: 1) universe data continue to
be collected; 2) that the data now collected annually continue to be col-
lected yearly; and 3) that the collection and dissemination of facility
and library data he scheduled reaularly.

Collection of facility data. It has been several years since fa-
cility data have been coliected by HEGIS from the institutions. During
this period there have been many predictions that hicher education has
evress capacity both in facilities and faculty for projected enrollments.
Given these predictions, it may be that investment in facilities has de-
clined while facilities have aged, equipment has been made obsolete by
newer technoloay, and needs have changed because of enrollment shifts by
reaion, school, discipline, and other factors. But whether the above is
true is not known since there has not been a recent survey of facilities.

Therefore, it is recommended that NCES conduct a facility survey in
1981 as planned. At the same time, NCES should beain a study to determine
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whether and how the current survey instrument should be revised for
follow-on surveys to determine more fully the effects of deferred main-
tenance, technological obsolescence, ind shifting needs on facilities.
Unfortunately, most institutions of higher education, unlike private busi-
nesses, do not provide or account for depreciation and technoloqgical ob-
solescence. Thus, the desian of an appropriate survey instrument will
require considerable thought if the instrument is o collect data that
will adequately describe the condition of higher rducation facilities in
relationship to needs.

Second Priority Recormendations

Increasing the scope nf the surveys. The literature, interviews,
and conference reports on the utility of HEGIS data, sucoest that HEGIS
should collect additional information frr reporting ¢n the condition of
higher education. It has already been recommended that NCES provide
leadership in compiling and disseminatino data collected by Department of
Education program offices and the Office of Civil Rights that is already
beina collected, particularly on the source and distribution of financial
aid funds. Other additions oi extensions of the surveys that should be
considered are the following:

1. Faculty Salary Data. Ii addition, there appears to be a need

for more detailed information on faculty salaries, at least at the insti-
tutional level. Several institutional planners reported that faculty
salary data by discipline are used for making resource allocation and per-
sonnel decisions. However, members of the Technical Advisory Panel ques-
tioned whether the data were needed for reporting on conditions at the
national level. There was also some fear that the collection of such

data would be difficult and might further delay the reporting of salary
data.

However, institutions do make faculty decisions by discipline and it
can be projected that a good analysis of the status of women and minori-
ties in higher education would require faculty salary data by discipline.
It is probable that data by discipline is required only at fairly high
levels of aggregation--for example, hard sciences, social sciences, and
such profussional schools as business administration, education, medicine.
law, and engineering.

Since there are differences of opinion on how badly the data are
reeded and at what levels they should be collected, it is recomnmended that
NCES condi-+ ~ ~pecial study of the need for these data and the impact
that ¢ _.ion .ouid have on improvina the timely release of data
that is now ..., collected.

2. Employee Data. The data currently beina collected on employees

in higher education, for other than full-time faculty, are relatively
limited. For example, current surveys do not provide very much useful




information on part-time faculty, graduate research and teaching assis-
tants, research associates, and post-doctoral candidates involved in
teaching and research. There are irdications that the former mix of
full-time faculty to other types of pe. sonnel for teaching and research
is shifting. As increased amounts of data on personnel could provide

information on whetner there are sianificant shifts in the mix of personnel
and hicher emplayment opportunities for manpower planning. Therefore,

it is recommended that NCES consider the feasibility of collectina addi-
tional data or employees.

3. Qutput and Quality. The review of the literature and interviews
indicated that there is a growing demand for more iniarmation about the
outnuts and quality of hicher edication, and student characteristics.
Certain associations and scholars, regularly or (more often) irregularly,
collect data on output, quality, and student characteristics. Perhaps
most notable among these reports are Dr. Astin's yearly study of freshmen
entering class (CIRP)*, the NCES National Longitudinal Survey of the

‘1972 high school graduation class, and various profit and non-profit

directories of higher education institutions. The latter often provide
some data on student characteristice--in particuiar, admission require-
ments in terms of grades and test scores.

Although there are increasing concerns for measuring and reporting
the quality and outputs of higher education and/or for particular insti-
tutions, there is wide diveraence on what outputs and guality are and how
they can be measured. Dospite these problems ¢’ measurement there is in-
creasing anxiety about a perceived decline in quality, the potential ef-
fects of competition for students on quality, and the lack of consumer
information to aid students and their parents ir selecting institutions.
There also seems to be arowina dissatisfaction with useof student credit
hours or other enrollment measures as the major measure for allocatina
resources. :

Therefore, it is recommended that NCES support studies to determine
whether the demand for the above data would justify the burden on institu-
tions and/or government agencies that collection of such data would impose.
Support should also be provided for research and development on measures
of quality and output. It is also recommended that NCES should determine
what is currently being done and reported by scholars and associations,
and how it might best support these efforts and act as a broker in dis-
seminating the data widely for research and reporting on the condition of
higher education.

Recommendations of the Technical Advisory Panel

[n its review of the nreliminary draft of the final report, the
Technical Advisory Panel noted that the report provided documentation
that supported their perceptions that HEGIS was a necessary and in-
creasinaly used data base for reportina and analyzing the condition

*Cooperative Institutional Research Program.
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of higher education. It strongly supported recommendations for improving
timely reportine and the means that were suagested for encouraging the
uses of HEGIS data.

It is recommended that the report be widcly disseminated and tharw
NCES and the higher education community support efforts to aet the recom-
mendations implemented at the earliest possible data.

- It was also recommended that NCES commissior a study to determine:
(1) the relative investment in collecting statistics on education, (2) the
efficiency or effectiveness of current collection and o -semination ef-
forts, and (3) what might be done to improve effectiveness.
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QUESTIOMNATRe
FOR KNOW PURCAASERS OF HIGHER: EDUCATION GENERAL INFORIATION SURVEY (HEGIS) DATA

Aopraphiate quosbions woke dodected from his quuﬁonﬁ&e/inzmé
vaen guide o the dnddvidiad, ox onguuization thet wut bedg sunveged,

Aﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ@ﬁ@W%ﬂM@ﬁ;'

Fon thom

(1) Invastigating financial condition
of higher edication .............

Yame ¢
g Fugoed Pobistiniguey

(2) Nanposer PIAOAIAG +ovvvvvviirnsissonnnnn, L

(3) Enrolment projections vvovocvrvnvenrans

(4] arket planning o anelysis covvviiis

() Library BIBMNG vvovvovvovcnrvirsnsons

(6] Facilities plaming voovvvvcriverinnnnn

(1) Status of Higher Edication

by private SeChOr o ivveriiniiiiinnin

by DUATHC SBCtOr vvvviniiin i e

in adult and continuing education ......

in vocational/ technical education 0.

(8) Other (Prease deSCride) vvovvvonvivrinas

uo




. ——

B. k@mlaﬁkﬁmaMsm%ﬁmmhaeﬁamﬁeﬁrmmmmgﬁgmuﬁﬁmamu%ofﬁmgmmiTME
sungestions have included the following: Please indicate by the following obiectives your feelings on the
scale to the rioht,

- Sthongly o Strangly
Aot Aaree  Don't hnow Disagree  Disaghee

(1) Completeness should be sacrificed in the
interests of timely delivery.

(2) To improve timely delivery,

a. MNissing data should be imputed or
estimated by the National Center
for Education Statistics durina

- the edit of input from colleges. e e

b. Colleges and/or states which
do not report on schedule should
be identified in the edited
tapes and publications as having
failed to supply the necessary
data, - L

(3) The National Center for Education
statistics should beain to use
merged data to report the condi-
tions of higher education in terms
of financial indicators. o R

NniA

BN

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

v—d



(4) The National Center for Education
Statistics should investigate the
feasibility of chartering profit or
non=profit institutions to distri-
bute HEGIS data on computer tapes,

(5) Student data should be collected by
HEGIS on the following:
© means and standard deviations of
scores on admission tests, B L )
@ means and standard deviations on
dovernment-financed financial aid
awards. ’ L _ -
o means and standard deviations on
private or institutional financial
awards to students.
0 % of student body receiving finan-
cial awards,
& Other (Please describe) - 7 )
* S

Strongly

_hgree

| Sthongly
_Agnee  on'f know  Disagree  Disasnee

S 7255— A—
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



C. If you had to modify the data file, would you have preferred to have the work
done according to your spec1f1cat1cn5 by NCES? Ves No

D. If yes to above question, would you have been willing to pay an extra amount
to have the work done? Yes Ne

E. Do you feel that the documentation provided with the data file was adequate
for you to fully access and utilize the data? Ves No

F. Did you have to perform any of the followino modifications to.the data file
before you could use it?

[:] 1. Reformat, retaininag all variables and cases, e.g., reblock, rearrange
var1abies, aggreqate cases.

Convert to different tape characteristics, e.a., change density, recopy
to bypass label.

™

Sub-set, eliminatina certain variables and/or cases.

DD[]

No modifications required, used tape as received.

S

G. HDh did you find out about the HEGIS tape files?

1. Previous user of HEGIS data.

2. MNCES announcement, bulletin or publicatior.
3. Notice in non-NCES publication.

4. Mentioned at a meeting,

DDUUU

5. Other (specify) __

hich software packages, if any, were used to analyze the HEGIS files?

-y
=

1. SPSS
2. SAS

3. BMD .

BMD ("P" series)

5. IMSL

6. Other (specify) o — . -

Uooodoo

7. HNone




APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SURVEY OF RANDOM
SELECTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION
INSTITUTIGHS AND AGENCIES

(Responses to Questions are Shown)

Tndependent Survey Conducted by
Ms. Audrey Cain
Data Used for Study

with Her Permission

,;rj‘
—_
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO DETERMINE
USES OF HIGHER EDUCATION
GENERAL INFORMATION SURVEY (HEGIS)

Organization Name ____ R I _ R -

Address e _ . - .

Respondent's Name __ N ] .

Position -

1. How often have you used the following HEGIS information?
appropriate number of the response for each of the rollowing items.)

(Please circle the

1 - never 3 = two to five times
2 - once 4 - more than five times
4 ed
E aE
= K=
O+ 42
| +2
Ly [«F] @ Lo
= L] Q= L =
a) = = o =
= o =4 =4
— N o <
—----- Percent ------
A. Ipstitutional characteristics (2300.1) . . . . . . 48 12 18 22
B. Degrees and other formal awards conferred by E 7 )
discipline, sex and level (2300.2.1) . ... . . 3l 19 24 26
C. Degrees and other formal awards conferred by ) ) )
discipline, race, sex and level (2300.2.1) . . . . 34 20 30 16
D. Fall enrollment by discipline, race, sex ) B 7
and level of student (2300.2.3) . ... . .. . .28 14 23 35
E. Residence and migration of students (2300.2.8) . . 47 21 19 13
F. Employees: salaries, tenuie and fringe benefits 7 ”
Total Employees (2300.3) . . . . . . « .+« « . . 44 18 21 17
(Including Faculty)
Full-Time Instructional Faculty (2300.3) .40 13 25 22
| w26 21 9
H. Financial statistics of institutions (2300.4) . 4 14 24 21 !
1. Facilities (230u.7) . . . . . . « . o+ ... .54 18 19 9
- |
J. Adult/Continuing Education (2300.8) . . . . . . .60 20 14 6
K. Enrollment by field/Post-baccalaureate and Uﬁpar ) 7
7 Division (Discontinued in 1977) (2300.2.9) .72 9. 11 8
259



C-4

[N

o

L)

How ofter were data bases merged with each other? (Please circle
the appropriate number below.)

1 - never 3 - two to five times
2 - once 4 - more than five times

Ifrgoﬁ have ﬁérgéé dété;7p1eaée sﬁgw the ééﬁa baségryqﬁfhaﬁe ]
merged together by Tisting the appropriate Tetter designators on
the same line. For example, [A,B.I (1)]

DATA BfS5ES - SURVEY TITLES 7 o
Degrees and other formal awards con- MERGED BASES
ferred by discipline, sex and level
(2300.2.1)

Degrees and other formal awards con-
ferred by discipline, race, sex
and level (2300.2.1)

Fall enrollment by discipline, race,
sex, and lTevel of student (2300.2.3)

=
I
|
|-

Residence and migration of students
(2300.2.8)

Employees: salaries, teinure and
fringe benefits
Total Employees (2300.3)
(including Faculty)
Full-Time Instructional Faculty
(2300.3)
College and university libraries
(2300.5)
Financial statistics of instituticns

(2300.4)
Facilities (2300.7)

Adult/Continuing Education (2300.8)

Other data bases. Please give descriptive title, Agency:
(" -

@y o I

(3) _ S

w ____




2. (a) How often were data bases merged N " e é‘
with each other? E BE
Level . < a8y ¥+
(b) If you have merged data, please show of | % & o5 8
the data bases you have merged together . Use £ s fe  2&
by listing the appropriate letter . o - .
designators on the same line. SR A -
Percent | 72 , 7 | 12 9
====a-=======frequency of merger------- =emman
Degrees and other formal awards conferred )
by discipline, sex and level (2300.2.1) . . .| 2 | 3 | L 1 t1 12 |1 1
Degrees and other formal awards conferred by
discipline, race, sex, and level (2300.2. 1) .0 4 1 6 11 13 N
Fall enrollment by discipline, race, sex, ¢ :
and level of student (2300.2.3) ... ... .| 1 3 1 3
Residence and m1gratmn of studants ) )
(2300.2.8) . . .. ..o e e 1 1 I i
Empiayees; salaries, tenure and fringe
~ benefits o o
Total Employees (incl. faculty) (2300.3) .| , A I 3
Full-time Instructional Faculty ]
(2300.3) . ... ... e e L 2 —
College and University libraries ) ,
(2300.5)  , . .. . e e e e e e e e S VAN R N N S
Financial Statistics of institutions A
(2300.4) . . . .. . e e e e e e _ -
— — e [ S — —_—
Note 1: 13% of respondents merged Rl | E > 2 9
other data with HEGIS, Lg 3 2 = g |3 a2
i am | o = o I - &
Note 2: Format of questionnaire has R 2a &2 2 ) =
been modified to permit el B 22T | = a £ g
tabulation. TSl e 2%es | B =l i
28l e |.§842 |& |° g
Sl % 1¢a8FT % |y |~ |3
Ze | & Téad & g |5 |5 |«
w2 | B SETH B - 2 81
[~ — @b =u e = 3 & =
g g 'g “i 4= O — = ) o 2
~3 | ® eq e _ |2 O B
ST 4@ |4 wag Eem | — 5 | e
: 2| €a (3 =A Yo |aT |2F][5 |8
i | 8> |5 B =< a2 |02 |S
) == o = _ oo | —_ =
- = Kol =} — =] :lN - §§ = =
— v g = e [—=@ 5 u =]
L] Qo 5 oM |w=0d| m R =]

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




L=b

3. How often have you used or analyzed HEGIS data for the following purposes?
(Please circle the appropriate number of the response for each of the
following items.)

1 - never 3 - two to five times
2 - once 4 - more than five tines "
n b=
a +=
E ,
E "
w “
} —_
, o B
= =3
7] @ i )
> o [=] L
@ = = =}
= o = =
—----- Percent ------
A. Independent (Department Research) . .. ... .. 53 6 24 17
B. Sponsored Research . . . . « « « s « o n + o oo 69 7 13 1N
c. To justify budgets
(1) Internally . . . v v v v v v v v oo oo Bl 16 14 9
(2) With state agencies
(a) by comparing institutional enroll- . ,
ment w1th others O 1 13 13 6
(b) by compar1ng faculty salaries o
withothers . . . . .« .+ v 10 14 13 3
(c) by comparing office, c1ass and )
1aboratory space with others . . . . . . 77 15 7 1
(d) by comparing libraries with 7 7
Others . + « « « o + o« o s « o s« + . 80 13 5 2
D. For analyzing an institution's share of
the student pool in comparison with . 7
similar institutions . . . . « « « ¢« o o .. 6] 17 17 5
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-7

five times

4, How often have you used or ana]yzed HEGIS data fer the Fe]Iuw1ng purposes?
(Please circle the appropriate number of the response for each of the
following items.)

1 - never 3 - two co five times
2 - once 4 - more than five times
$ =
E o
E =&
, g+ P
5= - + )
s g o2 ¢
@ = - o
N
) S Y TTY e —
A. For showing legislators, executive agencies or other
policy makers ?1ne1ud1ng staff) how the following
items compare with other institutions:
(1) faculty salaries . . . . ... . ... ... Bl 21 19 9
(2) percent of faculty tenured . . ... .... 62 19 14 5
(3) residence and migration of students . . ... 64 20 1 5
(4) degrees and other formal awards
conferred by:
discipline .+ « v v i v e v i e .. ... 55 20 18 7
FACE & v 4 4 st a s s e e e e e e e a e .. B 20 14 5
-3 O - 17 12 6
Tevel . . . v v v v v v v s v i e e . 57 20 15 8
(5) fall enrollment by:
discipline . .. .. .. ... ... .... 52 19 22 7
FACE v 4 v e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 59 18 16 7
SEX 4 v v s e e s e e e e e e e e e e e . b6 19 16 9
(6) classified employed salaries . ... . ... 69 16 12 3
(7) library quality . . . . . . . « « « « . . . b2 25 12 1
(8) financial status . . . .. . ... ... .. 60 17 17 6
B. To analyze the mix of students by discipline in
your institution with the mix of students by o
discipline in similar institutions . 67 15 14 4




c-8

Si

How often have you used HEGIS data (your own or others) for the
following purposes? (Please circle the appropriate number of the

response for each of the following items.)

- never
- once

- two to five times
more than five times

5L —
[ ]

A. Planning
(1 at the Federal 1eve] e e e e e e e e e
(2) at the State level . . . . .. ... ...
(3) at the Institutional level , . . ..
(4) at the Program Level . . . .. ... ...
B. Tu avaluate progress on affirmative action
programs through comparisons,
(1) with regional norms . . . . . . . . . . . .
(2) with natioral norms . . . . . . . « . . . .

C. To compute financial indicators.

(1) for analyzing faculty and staffing pat-
terns using comparative statistics

(2) for comparing revenues to expenditures
(3) for comparing cosks per student . . . . . .

D. To evaTuate staffing patterns for persnnne1
actfons . . . . . .o oo 0o d e n e e e

E. For facilities planning of:
(1) classrooms . . « v « « « & & « « s o« &
(2) housing . . . v v ¢ ¢« v v v v h e e e

i . L]
a = @
E ®E
or B+

L =
Q3 4] 4 o a
3 £ 82 57
= C 4% =4
-% o m
----- Percents—a—i
69 9 M M
59 9 20 12
40 14 25 21
5. 11 21 14
67 19 9 5
72 15 8 5
62 11 16 5
64 18 8 10
58 16 18 8
76 15 6 3
72 15 8 5
82 10 2 6




6. What reglonal or natfonal data bases other than HEGIS have you used
for the purposes listed in Questions 3 and 4 above?
[
&
2.5 4.5 4.t 2.5 60 26
-- percent --
Reason for using such data in preference to HEGIS data.
16 6 14 19 45
-~ percent --

EL.J
e




C-10

. How often are the resﬁiﬁ%fbf studies éndiéépérts ué%ng HEGIS data released
in the following ways? (Please circle the aporopriate number of the re-
sponse for each of the following items.)

1 - never . 3 - two to five times
2 - once "4 - more than five times
3 c o
= o &
R = i
. 3% PR
Q [+F] a L af,
== Q o= e =
W = el =
= o 4  F Y4
S Percent ------
A. Internal reports . . . . « « v « v v « v « s« + . 35 16 25 24
B. Reports to State Agencies . . . ... ... ... 48 16 22 14
C. Reports to Federal Agencies . .. .. ...... 50 15 19 16
D. Publications in journals and books . . . .. .. 62 19 7 12
E. Reports to news media . . . . . ... ...... 63 9 13 15
F. Reports to Alumni, trustees . . .. ... . ... 59 8 24 9
G. Other - 17% -

No other - 83%

. For your purposes how would you rate HEGIS data on the following characteris-
tics? (Please circle the appropriate number of the response for each of the

following items.)

1 - poor ) 3 - good
2 - acceptable 4 - very good
- o
o )
[1=] =)
+ =}
s § 3 ¢
[~ O o Q
= =t [ds] =
—_ o~ ™ <
oo Percent —-----
A. Timeliness = . . . . v ¢« v v v v v e e e .. 47 35 15 3
B. ACCUFACY + « « v ¢ « o v ¢ v s v s v o s e v 153 36 14
C. Sufficiency of detail . .. . ... .. .. ... 17 34 33 16
D. Comparab1]1ty of categories with 7 7 )
local groupings . . . v ¢« v o e e e e 4] 33 23 3
E. Consistency of categories over time . . . .. .. 11 36 40 13
F. Ident1f1ab111ty of s1m11ar 1n5t1tut1ans e e e s 735 337 24 77m

R8¢



c-1

9. MHow often do you obtain HEGIS data in the following forms? (Please
circle the appropriate number of the response for each of the fol-
lowing items, )

1 - never
2 - once 7
3 - two to five times
4 - more than five times
©n v
€ e a
E BE
o+ B
. ] - ,
@ [+1] v L
= o O = L =
] = == Q=
= =} =% =4
= [ 1] (5] = o
—e---= Percent ------
A. Copies of questionnaire responses from - ,
other institutions . . . . .. . ... .. 67 14 12 7
B. Computer Tapes from NCES™ . . . . .. ... 85 6 4 5
C. Special tabulations from NCES , . . . . . . 72 13 .10 5
D. Printed reports from'NCES . . . . . .. .. 31 19 31 19
E. Printed reports from other governmental B
agEnciES- ' ¥ [ 5 s - L] 5 L ] LY ] ] L LI | = 58 1D ‘13 19
F. Secondary Sources . . . . . . . 73 8 5 14

*Nattonal Center for EDUCATION STATISTICS
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10.

than a samp1e gurvey?

Statistical

| Sample

—_—— Percent ——

a. Institutional characteristics (2300.1) . . .. .. 43
‘b. Degrees conferred by discipline, race,

sex and level (2300.2.1) . . . . . . ... ... . 64
c. Degrees conferred by discipline, sex

and level of student (2300.2.3) .. ... . ... 43
d. Fall enroliment by discipline, race,

sex and level of student (23090.2.3) ... ... . 37
e. Restdence and migration of students

(2300.2.8) . . . v v i e e e e e e 69
f. Employees: salaries, tenure and fringe

benefits
Total Employees (2300.3)
(Including Faculty) . . ... . ... ... . 56
Full-Time Instructiona] Faculty
(2300.3) . . & . & i i e e e e e e e .. 88

g. College and university 1ibraries (2300.5) 73
h. Financtal statistics for institutions :

r23064)lii!lilg!!i!-!liiii -45
1. Facilities (23C0.7) . . . . ...+ .+ ¢ ¢ ... . 69
J. Adult/Continuing Education (2300.8) 77

57

56

57

63

31

268




11. For your purpose which of the following surveys should be conducted
annually, every other year, or every four years?
= A
1=} |
al] [g=]
== i1]
==
;
a e
. = =
> 8 @
= 7
= [+] @
= = =
=L L Lud
S I
----Percent----
a. Institutional characteristics (2300.1) . .. ... 47 26 27
b. Degrees conferred by discipline, race, sex and 62- 30 8
Tevel (2300.2.7) « v v v v o v v v o v o e o~ :
c. Degrees conferred by discipline, sex, and level - y .
(230021);n.;........‘......g69 ZS b
d. Fall enrollment by discipline, race, sex, and | o 1 2
level of student (2300.2.3)
e.. Residence.and migration of students , . . . . . .
f. Emp1cyees:. Salaries, tenure and fringe
benefits
Total Employees (2300.3), . . . .. .. ..... 5 9
(including Faculty) = -
Full-Time Instructionai Faculty ., ., . ., . .. . ¢ e
(2300.3) ' ' 62 31 7
g. College and university libraries (2300.5)- - - - - 20 51 29
h. Financial statistics for institutions (2300.4) - . 62 31 7
i. Facilities (2300.7) + « « + « + v v v v o v oo ] 32 57
j. Adult/Continuing Education (2300.8) » « » « = +» « « 36 50 14
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What do you consider to be the three major strengths of HEGIS?

(Onen-ended question, results discussed in the Findings, Ch

12.

What do you consider to be the three major weakne
(Open-ended question, results discussed in th

13.




14.

Please send samp]es Qf reparts PFESEDtEtTDﬂ“ or memos that use

HEGIS or HEGIS-1ike data.

15,

Other comments on the uses of HEGIS and recommendations for
improving collection and use would be appreciated.

(Open-ended question, results discussed in the Findings, Chapter IV.)
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INTERVIEW GUILC

This guide is intended to be used with many different types of users:

members of Congressional Staff, scholars and researchers, personnel of-
ficers, members of federal and state agencies, adm1n15trators in higher
educational institutions, and members of the media. It is most important
that you probe to determine:

(1)

What difficulties the interviewee has in either compiling or using
HEGIS data. Is it lack of familiarity on his part with the data or
w1th such read11y avai1abTe sourres Df the data as the D1gest DF

many "NCES reparts? Dr is it the result of tardiness of the data in
published or tape form?

The interviewee's familiarity with the availability of the HEGIS
tapes. What difficulties he has encountered in using such tapes.

Problems the interviewee perceives concerning accuracy. S3ource of
such perceptions?

The interviewee's uses of secondary sources for HEGIS data. If
used, why?

How the interviewee thinks HEGIS COULD BE IMPROVED BOTH IN COLLEC-
TION AND IN DISSEMINATION.

What potential users or uses he* can identify. Why?

His specific suggestions for changes in collection or dissemination
that would facilitate the use of HEGIS: for example, additional
analysis, changes in formats, meraing data, etc.

His specific suggestions for scheduling collection and dissemina-
tion of data, methods of collection, checking (editing), and
coordination,

* N
Generic.
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LIST OF INTERVIEWEES
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John Augenblick

Marie Baez

;ootis 0. Baker

Richard Beczley

- Dick Berry

Howard Bowen

‘Norman Brandt

David Brennan

Bob Brown

Rozzelle Bruno

Marine Buma

Robert Calvert

Pamela Christoffel

E-3

Education Commission of the States
Education Finance Center
Denver, CO 80?03

Assistant to the President of Chicano
Affairs

Stanford University

Stanford, CA 94305

Systems Design and Analysis Branch
National Center for Education Statistics

Washington, DC

Survey Director
National Center for Education Stat1st1c5
Washington, DC

National Science Foundation
Washington, DC

Avery Professor 7
Claremont Graduate School
Claremont, CA 91711

Survey Director
National Center for Education Statistics
Wasningtor, DC

Brookings Institute
Washington, DC

Division of Survey Techniques
Bureau of Labor Statistics
Washington, DC

Census Bureau
Washington, DC

Associate Contreller, Accounting Office
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305

Survey Director
National Center for Education Statistics

Washington, DC

Researcher, Adult lLearning
College Board

Washington, DC



Douglas Collier
Susan Cote
J

Ken Creighton

Tlich Cruza

James Culliston
Nathan Dickmeyer

Jonathan Dorfman

Nadine Edeles

Leo Eiden

Virginia Fadil

Paula Faulkner

Don Finley

E-4

National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems
Boulder, CO 80302

Associate Director of Libraries
Massachusetts Instituta of Technology
Cambridge, MA

Controller
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305

Massachusetts State Board of Education
Boston, MA

Vice President, Planning 7
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, MA

Economic and Finance Unit
American Council on Education
Washington, DC 20036

Statistician

Data Systems Branch

National Center for Education Statistics
Washington, DC

Education Program Specialist
Statistical Information Office
National Center for Education °
Washington, DC

L

‘tatistics

Education Program Specialist

Statistical Information Branch

National Certer for Education Statistics
Washinaton, DC

Research Director

National Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities

Washington, DC

Researcher, Planning
University of California
Los Angeles, CA 50024

Legislative Anaiyst
Richmond, VA

2V
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Bruce Fleming Black Concerns Staff Director
Department of Education
Washington, DC

John Folger Policy Project Coordinator
Education Commission of the States
Denver, CO 80295

Patsy Foster Programmer
' Survey Research Center
University of California
Berkeley, CA

Carol Frances Chief Economist and Director
Economic and Finance Unit
American Council of Education
Washington, DC 20036

William C. Gescheider Bureau of Higher and Continuing
Education

Department of Education
Washinaton, DC

Fontelle Gilbert Research Director
American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges
Washington, DC 20036

Kevin Gilmartin Project Director
: Americar . ‘“titute for Research
Palo ATt. CA 94302

Larry Gladieux Director
College Board
Washington, DC

. Lyman Glenny Professor of Higher tuucatior
University of California
Berkeley, CA 94720

Robert Houghton Associate Registréw
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305

Helena Howell Community College Unit
Department of Education
Washington, DC

James A. Hyatt Associate Director
Financial Management Center
National Association of College and
University Business Offices
Washington, DC 20036
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Gregg Jackson

Pauline Knapper

Laurence Kojaku

Martin Kramer

Eric Kurtz

Freddie Lieberman

Margaret Loeb

Jay Lucker

Sally Mahorey

Lewis Mayhew

Jin McClain

Mar*1yn McCoy

Dow Mclaughlin

E-6

Professor of Higher Education
College of Education

Harvard University

Cambridge, MA 02138

Economic and Finance Unit
American Council on Education
Washington, DC 20036

Director of Institutional Studies
SUNY--Buffalo
Buffalo, NY

Senior Research Associate
Carnegie Council on Higher Educatien
Berkeley, CA

Director of Institutional Research

Harvard University
Cambridge, MA

Title 3 Program 7
Department of Education
Washington, DC

Institutional Researcher
Massachusetts Institute of Techhology
Cambridge, MA

Director of Library o
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, MA

Ascociate Provost and Registrar
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305

Professor of Higher Education
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305

Compliance Analyst 7
State Council of Higher Education
Rickmond, VA

National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems
Boulder, CC 80302

Project Director ,
American Institute for Research
Palo Alts, CA
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Paul Mertins

Jim Mingle

John Minter
Fred Moon

Jim Moore

Jim Morgan

J. Michael Mullen

Michael A. Olivas
Jeff Paton

Andrew Pepin

Kent R. Peter:on

Michael Pilot

Art Podoisky

E-7

HEGIS Branch Chief o
National Center for Education Statistics
Washington, DC

Southern Regional Educational Board
Atlanta, GA

President _

John Minter Associates

Boulder, CO 806206

Treasurer
Pomona College
Claremont, CA 91711

Acting Director, Program Review:
Bureau of Student Financial Aid
U, §. Office of Education
Washington, DC

Director of Management Informaticn
Systems

State University System of Florida

Tallahassee, FL 32304

Data Coordinator
Commonweaith of Virginia
Council of Higher Education
Richmond, VA 23219

Director of Research
LULAC
Washington, DC

Graduate Student
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305

Survey Director
Naticnal Center for Education Statistics
Washington, DC

Associate Vice President

Director ¢f Managemen®: and Financial
Planning

Stanford University

Stanford, CA 94305

Editor, Occupation Outlook

Bureau of Labor Statistics
Washington, DC

National Center for Education Statistics
Washington, DC

<79



Martha Robinson

Janet Bule

Jane Ryland
Bob Schultz
Jane Skettle
Caroline Smith
Stan Smith
Verne Stadtman

Jessy Ulin

John Var Zandt

Valerie Yeronin

Betty Ward

Program Analyst
State Council of Higher Education
Richmond, VA

Research Associate

Center for Study of Higher Education
'niversity of California

Rerkeley, CA 94720

Director
SHEEQ/NCES Communication Network
Couider, CO 80302

Financial wnalyst
State Council of Higher Educaticn
Richmond, VA

Director of Institutional Research
Boston University
Boston, MA

Survey Director
National Center for Educaticn Statistics
Washington. DC

Survey Director
National Center for Ecucation Statistics
Washington, DC

Editor, Carnegie Reports
Carnegie Council of Migher Education
Washington, DC

Office of Reso.rues and Operations of
the Hational Advisory Counrcil °n
Extensicn and Continuing Euwucawiun

Department of Lducetion

Washington, DC

National Occupational Information
Coordinating Committee
Washington, DC

Staff Assistant

Office of Management and Budgets
Stanford University

Stanfoirrd, CA .4305

Black Concerns Staff

Department of Education
Washington, OC



Walter Webb

Richard Wilson

Dr. Paul Wing

Charies Woodman

Bob Yuill

E-9

Director

National Qccupational Information
Coordinating Committee

Washington, DC

Vice President, Government Relations

American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges

Washington, DC 20036

Coordinator, State Education Department

Office of Post-Secondary Research
Information

New York State Uriversity

Albany, NY 12230

Director of Space Planning

Boston University

Boston, MA

Data Systems Branch 7 :
National Center fo Education Statistics
Washington, DC



APPENDIX F

LIST OF TAPE PURCHASERS
JANUARY 1978 TO AUGUST 1979

LEGEND OF SURVEY ABBREVIATIONS USED IMN FOLLOWING LISTINGS:
surveys Survey Years
OFE  Opening 211 [nrollment I 1966-67
ERD  Degyrees Conferrad IT 1967-6C
DIR Institutional Characteristics I11 1968-69
EMP  Employees IV 1969-70
RM ResidenCé/MigratiDﬂ v 1970-71
FIN Financial Status VI 1971-72
LIB  Libraries VII 1972-73
FAC  Facilities YT1l 1073-74
Ad. D - Upper-Division and Post IX 1974-75

Baccalaursate Enroliment

(Enrollment by Field) ' X 1975-76
XI 1976-77
X11 1977-73
XIT{ 1978-~7¢
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SUMMARY OF
REQUESTS FOR HEGIS DATA RECEIVED
8Y NCES FOR 20-MOMTH PERIOD
JANUARY 1972 TO AUGUST 1979

~ Type of Data

and

onfe:rred
Institutional
Characteristics
Residence/
Migration

Total

-~
.,

L
| Post-Baccalaureate

- Enrollment {(Enroll-|

Opening Fall
Enroliment
| ment by field)

. Financial
{ Upper Div'n.

I Status

| Degrees
| Facilities

Type of Requestor

=t = e S

8 120

£
—
e
ol
Lo ]
™
-
e
s

Federal Government 24

N~ Libraries
I

—_
L
sl
ol
LIy

State Government 10

Quasi- : i )
Governmental 5 4 13 3 1 3 1 7 30

Educational
Associations 12 7 6

i

Professional
Associations 1 7 2 i

Foundations 2 2 & ; .8
Institutions 16 12 51 14 2 1¢ 2 1 9 123

Private
Sciolars - : i 9 ]

Buriness/ ]
Commercial 20 8 64 5 1 1 1 106

TOTAL ¢9 88 157 52 6 63, 13 4 20

oot
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT (N = 13)

Furchaser Date Tgpéﬁpesgrigtian

Air Force-=-ROTC 2=-8-78 ERD XI
1-25-79 ERD Xi

ERD  XII
OFE XI

Bureau of Labor Statistics 1-5-78 ERD  VIII

ERD I¥

ERD X

ERD X1

3-29-79 EMP Rl

Census Bureau ' 8-9-78 ! DIR XII

Congressional Budget Office 5-24-78 DIR . XI

Department of Heaith Education and 6-22-75 OFE IX
welfare/0ffice of Education/Uffice 7

of Evaluation and Dissemination 7-19-79 FIN VII

FIN IX

OFE VI

5-31-79 OFE XII

4-17-7¢ FIN  VIII

LFE  VIII

5-23-78 DIR £

DIR X1

DIR XII

10-31-78 FIN X1
FIN XTI

Department of Labor 0-22-78 DIR XII

Equai Employment Cpportunity 3-3-78 ERD X1
Commission OFE X1

7-11-78 ERD X1




Purchaser
HEW--Administration on Aging
National Clearinghouse on Aging

Navy Recruiting--Arlington, Va.

Office of Civil Rights

=

Cn

DIR

LIB

(=R =E=L=R =L T

VII
VITI
(X

X1
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Purchaser Date Tape Description
Office of Civil Rights (Continued) 7-9-79 EMP VI

EMP VII
EMP  VIII
EMP iX
EMP X
EMP X1
EMP XI1

OFE I
OFE 11
OFE IT1
OFE IV
OFE v
OFE VI
OFE VII
OFE  VIII

OFE IX
OFE X
OFE XI

OFE  XII
OFE  XIII

ERD v
ERD v
ERD VI

ERD VII
ERD  VIII

ERD IX
ERD X
ERD XI
ERD XII
ERD  XIII
U.S. Department of Agriculture 4-10-79 ERD VI

ERD  VII
ERD  VIII

ERD - IX
ERD X
ERD XI

ERD  XII.

U.S. Department of Commerce 3-12-79 DIR  XIII

o
ez
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Purchaser Date Tape

U.S. Department of Justice 4-17-79- ER

EN

5-8-79 ER
- - ER
ER

en
[ S 4Y

ER
ER
ER
ER
ER
ER
ER




Descritpion

RD XII
FE XI
FE XII
IN XII
MP XI
MF XII
RD I
RD 11
RD TII
RD IV
RD v
RD VI
RD VII
RD  VIII
RD IX
D X

RD XI




i
L]
o

TTATE GOVERNMENT (N = 12)

Purchaser Date Tape Description

I111inois Board of Higher Edu;ition 5-29-79 EMP XI1
ERD XTI
OFE XII
FIN A11
DIR  XilI

Fs

-

6-19-79 EMP X
Kentucky Couricil on Higher Education 5-30-78 DIR XI1
’ 7-31-78 EMP X1I

Minnesota Higher Education 3-15-7¢9 ERD  VIII
Coordinating Council ERD IX
l ERD X

ERD XI

ERD XI1

Minnesota State University Board 3-2-78 DIR XIT

Missouri Department of 3-14-73 ERD. X
Higher Education EMP X
- FIN X

OFE ¥

7-21-78 ERD  IX
EMP IX
FIN  IX
OFE  IX
Ad.D X
OFE  XI

kew England Board of 9-1-78 OFE  XII
Higher Education FIN X11
ERD X1l

¢ e g EMP XiI

New York City Board 1-16-78 OFE Al
of Education ERD X1

North Carolina Department 10-25-78 DIR Xil
of Pubiic Instruction

an
2
!"E‘w
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Purchaser Date Tape Description
State of Alaska 8-10-78 DIR XII
South Carolina State Board for 8-2-78 DIK XII
Technical and Comprehensive Education
Texas Coordinating Board for 10-12-78 OFE X1
Colleges and Universities ERD XII
2-22-79 ERD X1
Virginia State Council for 1-31-78 OFE XI
Higher Education
4-5-78 ERD XI1
OFE X
OFE XI

EMP XI
EMP  XII

FIN  XI
LIB  XI
DIR  XI

DIR  XII
6-21-79 LB XII
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OUASI-GOVERNMENTAL (N = 7}

Purchaser : Date Tape Description
Educational Management Services 5-31-79 ERD XII.
Educational Testing Service 3-27-78 DIR X11
Higher Education Research Institute 10-3-78 OFE  XII

11-27-78 DIR  VIII
DIR IX
DIR X
DIR XI
DIR XIT.

ERD X1
ERD XI1

EMP XI
EMP XII
FIN XI
FIN XII

Institute for International ©4-11-79 DIR XIII
Education ' :

Institute for Study of 2-14-78 OFE VII
Educational Policy OFE IX
. OFE XI

International Education 1-20-78 DIR X1
Advisory Services ;
National Center for Higher 3-22-79 DIR
Education Management Systems

-3
><
[
et
—t

3-13-78 Ad.D X1
10-5-78 OFE XI1
10-23-78 : FIN X1I
11-8-78 ERD XII
11-20-78 EMP XI1I
2-23-79 DIR VII
DIR  VIII
DIR IX
RM VII
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EDUCATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS (N = 9)

Purchaser Date Tape Description

American Council on Education 1-30-78 ERD XI-
FIN XI
OFE XI

10-31-78 FIN XI1
OFE XII
EMP X
OFE X
11-20-78 ERD XI1
EMP XII

2-26-79 DIR  XIII
3-14-79 OFE XI
5-10-79 EMP . XI

Association of American 2-14-78 DIR XI
Federal Colleges

College Board 4-23-79 DIR  XIII

6-14-79 OFE  VIII
- OFE IX

OFE X

OFE XI

OFE XII

OFE  XIII

RM X

College Placement Council - 7-28-78 ERD XII

National Association of ' 5-5-78 DIR  XII
- Coliege Auxiliary Services

National Endowment for . 3-15-79 DIR  XIII
the Humanities

National Institute of Independent 11-16-78 FIN X11
Colleges and Universities




Purchaser

Southern Regional
Education Board

University Consortium for
Political and Social Research

o

g
o0

Date

2-13-78
3-13-78
12-1-78
2-27-79
6-20-78




PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS (N = 2)
Purchaser Date Tape Description

American Association 3-20-78 EMP XII
of University Professors

6-21-78 LIB  XIII

2-1-79 EMP  XIII

National Education Association 2-1-78 EMP XI

FIN XI

3-24-78 EMp XII

7-25-78 EMP XII

10-5-78 EMP XI1I

3-28-79 EMP  XIII

FIN XI1I

4-26-79 DIR XIII
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FOUNDATIONS (N = 4)
Purchaser Date Tape Description
Center for Competency 6-12-78 DIR XII
Based Education ) )
9-23-78 OFE XII
Council for Exchange 2-28-78 DIR  XII
of Scholars
Southern Education Fund 6-1-79 OFE XI
ERD XI
ERD XII
Truman Scholar Foundation 5-3-78 DIR XI1I
5-1-5-79 DIR XIII
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INSTITUTIONS (M = ¢

i
]
Lo~}

Nt

Purchaser Date Tape Description -

Arizona State University 5-30-78 ... ERD XI
10-20-78 DIR  XII
Brazosport College 7-18-78 DIR XII
Central University of lowa 7-24-78 DIR XI1
Claremont Graduate School 3-28-78 DIR X11
6-11-79 DIR  XIII
Columbia University 2-26-79 DIR  XIII
Creighton University 8-11-78 DIR
Dartmouth College 11-21-78 FIN X1
3-7-78 DIR  XIII
Douglas College 3-24-78 FIN XI
Eastern Kentucky University 1.-2-79 DIR XI1I
Fairleigh-Dickenson University 8-10-78 DIR XI1

Florida State University 1-15-79 ERD X1
ERD  XII

... secnnological University 2-22-178 DIR XII
Georgia State University 1-9-79 DIR X11I
Harvard University 6-19-78 DIR XII
Indiana University of 6-19-79 EMP X1
Pennsylvania 7 7

6-5-79 DIR  XIILI
Jokns Horkins University 10-16~-78 RM X

Kansas State University- 1-22-78 - DIR XI1




Purchaser : Date Tepe Description
Miami-Dade Community Ccllege 8-15-78 DIR XII
Oakland University 4-13-79 Ad.D XI
Dak Ridge Associated University 12-15-78 DIR XII

 Ohio State University 4-21-78 RM X
7-13-78 DIR XI1

Pennsylvania State University 4-26-79 OFE 29!
OFE VIII

OFE IX

OFE X

OFE X1

OFE XI1I

DIR VII

DIR VIII

DIR IX

DIR X

DIR XI

DIR A1

ERD X
ERD X1
ERD XI1
FIN VIII
FIN IX
FIN X
FIN X1

EMP IX
EMP X
EMP XI
EMP XI1I
Ad.D  VII
Ad.D VIII
Ad.D IX
Ad.D X
Ad.D XI

&
e
(!




Purchaser
St. Cloud State University
St. Johns University

Stanford University

State University of New York--
Stoney Brcok

State University of Potsdam
Texas A & M

University of Alabama

University of Arizona

University of Arkansas

University of Bridgeport

University of California--Irvine

University of I1linois

o

6-8-79
7-6-79
10-27-78
7-2-79
7-31-79
4-3-78

11-24-78
2-26-7¢
5-18-79

3-1-78

3-30-78
3-14-79
1-31-78

11-22-.3
7-6-79

—

ape Description

DIR
FIN

QFE
OFE

X11
XI
XII1

VI1

XI1
X111
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Purchaser Date Tape Description
University of Kentucky 4-17-79 EMP  XIII
University of Louisville 1-25-79 LIB  XII

' FIN  XII
EMP  XII

ERD XII
OFE XIT

Ad.D XI

University of Maine 1-12-79 FIN XI1
EMP XII

University of Minnesota 5-22-78 OFE v
FIN VI

University of Missouri 5-19-78 DIR Y11
University of North Carolina 1-5-78 DIR XI
3-30-78 OFE XI

9-1-78 DIR XI1

10-12-78 ERD XI

11-22-78 OFE XI1

FIN X11

5-30-79 LIB XI1

7-27-79 EMP XI1

University of Puget Sound 7-16-78 DIR XI1
University cf Pochester 1-17-78 OFE XI
FIN X1

DIR X1

EMP XI

University of South Dakota 7-6-79 DIR XIIJ
University of Texas 4-27-78 FAC VI
7-29-78 ERD  VIII

m
e
o)
(W)
L
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Purchaser Date Tape Description
University of Vermont 5-5-78 DIR XI

OFE X1
FIN XI

EMP XI
University of Wisconsin--Madison 10-12-78 EMP XII
DIR XII
6-5-79 DIR  XIII
West Texas State University 6-12-78 DIR XIT -
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PRIVATE SCHOLARS (N = 5)

Purchaser Date Tape Descrintion

Abduerahman Nazi 3-2-78

R ]

=

R
D XI
.D XI

I
M I

Alfred Bisnet 3-13-79 DIR XIII
Nicholas Yarnold 12-6-78 EMP VII

Philip Dellaway 2-14-78 FIN VII
FIN XI

Stan Galicki 4-17-78 FIN I
FIN IT
FIN I11
FIN IV
FIN v
FIN VI
FIN VII
FIN VIII
FIN IX
FIN X
FIN XI

Cio
=
L
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BUSINESS/COMMERCIAL (N = 68)

Purchaser | Date Tape Description
AFSA Data Corporation 2-8-78 DIR VI
Access Corporation = 7-16-79 DIR  XIII

Addison-Wesley Publishing 5-8-78 DIR XII
- OFE XII

Addresses Unlimited T 2-12-79 DIR  XII
American Educational Services Inc. 6-29-78 DIR  XII

American Financial - 12-7-78 DIR  XIII
Services Association

Art-Carved Class Rings Inc. 7-28-78 OFE X1
- Atlantic-Richfield 7-13-78 ERD XI1
B.T.I. Computor 9-26-78 DIR XII

Bell Laboratories 5-3-78 ERD XII
OFE X1

Bell Communications 1-18-78 > OFE XI
William C. Brown Publishing 8-1-78 DIR XI11
Citibank, Elmhurst, NY 11-1-78 DIR  XII

OFE
EMP XI
EMP XI1

" Richard Clarke Associates 3-13-78 OFE  XI
- ERD  XI

Comparative Guide to 10-27-78 ERD XI1I
American Colleges

Dearborn Aqua Services 5-22-79 DIR  XIII
Chemical Corporation ..

‘Education Communication Inc. 10-30-78 DIR XII
7-23-79 DIR XIII

301




Purchaser Date Tape Description
Education Subscription Service Inc. 4-24-78 DIR XII
4-27-79 DIR  XIII
Education and Economics 5-16-79 DIR  XIII
Educational Publications Center 1-10-78 DIR XIL
3-16-79 DIR  XIII
Epsilon Data Management Inc. . 6-30-78 DIR XI1
7-9-79 DIR  XIII
Fidelity Union Life 1-26-79 . ERD XI1I
Insurance Co.
“Filmsound Productions 2-5-79 DIR  XIII
Fisher Scientific 2-6-78 DIR XI
Gale Research Co. 3-15-78 DIR XII*
8-4-78 DIR XI1
7-18-79 DIR  XIII
General Motors Corporation 2-14-78 ERD XI
OFE XI
Grants Management 12-156-78 DIR  XII
Advisory Service

IBM Corporation 3-8-79 ERD X1
3-4-79 DIR  XIII

Information and Communication Inc. 1-10-78 OFE XII*
| | 3-14-78 DIR  XII
4-9-79 DIR XIIl
Information Associates Inc. i1-14-78 DIR XI1
Institute for Services 1-13-78 OFE XI

to Education, Inc.

Co
Qo
i‘ 1]




Purchaser Date Tape Description

Inter-Varsity Christian 3-20-78 OFE X1
Fellowship

7-9-79 OFE  XIII
International Communication Agency 1-24-79 PIR  XII
Ireland Education Corporation 7.2-79 DIR XIII
Itran Corporation 5-31-78 ERD X

Kappa Systems Inc. 8-10-78 DIR XII
OFE XII

Ma1éo1m'Knapp Inc. 7-20-78 DIR  XIII

Lykes Pasco Packing Co. 3-9-79 DIR  XIII

Market Data Retrieval Inc. ' 1-27-78 DIR X1

| 6-11-79 DIR  XIII

Market Statistics 8-28-78 ©  OFE  XII

8-30-78 CDIR X1

Marsh & McLennan Inc. 9-6-78 DIR X1

C. V. Masby Co. 8-4-78 OFE XI1

McManis Associates 2-16-78 DIR XI1I

Medivest Research Institute 5-4-78 OFE XI

John Minter Associates 3-7-79 DIR  XIII

. 9-13-78 EMP IX

4-14-78 DIR XI1

8-2-78 OFE X

Morgan-Grampion 8-1-79 DIR  Xill
Publishing Co. ; : :

Motorola, Inc. 6-12-79 _ DIR  XIII
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North American Publishing Co. 6-20-79 DIR  XIII
Northern Natural Gas 3-16-78 OFE XI
0.C.L.C., Inc. 7-11-79 LIB  XII
’dpérations Research Corporation 7-13-78 DIR XII
Eeat,zManwick and Mitchell | 6-19-78 DIR XII

8-28-78 FIN XII

Pinkerton 7-10-78 EMP XI
EMP XI1

Prentice-Hall | 4-11-78 OFE  XII
Price Waterhouse 4-3-78 DIR XII*
The Research Fund 11-7-78 DIR XII
Glen Schulmann Associates 2-6-78 DIR  XII
Solar Energy Research Institute 9-25-78 DIR XII
5-17-79 DIR  XIII
Systems Research Inc. - 5-15-79 DIR XIII
Teachers Insurance and 7-15-79 ~ DIR XI1
Anxiety Association
6-29-79 DIR  XIII
Toinonseal Communications Inc. 9-5-78 DIR XI1I
Union Carhide 8-18-78 DIR XIT.
1-25-79 FAC IX
University Promotion Systems 5-3-78 DIR XII
Angelo R. Venezian Inc. 1-20-78 DIR X1I
3-7-79 DIR  XIII

Whaien Computor Service 3-27-78 DIR XII
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L

jﬁhn.§i1ey and Sons 2-9-78 DIR XI
6-19-78 DIR  XII
11-24-78 OFE  XiI
5-30-79 DIR  XIII
Fred Woolf Co. 12-7-78 DIR  XIII
Mvin B. Zeller Inc. 12-4-78 DIR  XII
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