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Using HEGIS Data ‘in Institutional.Comparisons.

S

!"'

Fiscal problems and the threat of declining enrollments developing in the late

-

19708 and continuing’i to the 1980Cs have produced many problems for postsecondary
education. Calls for accountability on the part of institutions have developed.

Colleges-and universities are being questioned about their effectiveness--that is,

whether institutions are doing what is\right and doing it'well--as well as about

their'efficiency, ‘which probes into how economically institutions are able to

function (Brinkman.and Krakower 1983). - . : -

v

During this period of financial stress and declining enrollment, colleges and

v

universities.’ are forced to - -argue for continuing financial- appport and are using

comparative data so quantitative analyses can make these argumengg as strong as

possible. There are many sources of data that can be used for comparative analyses

in higher education, including the Higher Education General Information Surveys

»

(HEGIS) collected by the National Center for Education Statietics (NCES), the

“National Science Foundation Surveys'(NSF),_individual state information;systems, and

organizations such as the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB), Americany

«

Association of Universities, and S0 on.
yd - . .

Among the multitude of sources of comparative data HEGIS is particularly well

/‘
known and most Widely used-. Through HEGIS a wide variety of data have been

collected .annually since 1966 from almost every institution in the United'States;

‘both public and private. ° Information coilected includes data on enrollment;
' : o

" degrees, finances,'employees, libraries, and physical facilitics (Andiaw iQBO).

BN

lHEGIE.} data. are frequentiy used to make comparisons between institutions, T
, : . , @ 4
between institutional sectors, and between states. Since highar education is so
diverse) comparative analysis is often difficult. Several logistical problems

v

. 4 .. - X .
:
. g :
.
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compound this issue. The purpose’of-this paper'ﬁs to discuss and denonstrate‘some

** , of the problems associuted with using HEGIS data ‘for comparative analyses.

Generally speaking, institutions report'"accurate“ data to NCES, but because\of
differences among institutional and state practices, the data may not be comparable.

. Different interpretations of desinitions provided by HEGIS also make the

comparabilJty of date q&estlonable even though efforts are belng made to standardize

definitions. For* examplc, in 1975 NCES adopted common definitions and data

4:stgbctures developed by ‘che National .Association of College and University Business
Officers (NACUBO), the American Institute of Certlfied Public Accountants (AICPA),.

»and the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) f0r°

-

Y
financial reporting. however, Mlnter and Conger (1979) found that among 700
1ndependent institutions only 10 percent actually followed the NACUBO/AICPA

guldelines, although an addltional 50 percent more claimed to be following tnem. -

¢

In a recent study of institutions and coordinatlng boards in eight states,

o

Lapovsky (1983) con~luded that probl(mé w1th the comparability of HEGIS data could

.
)r o [

- be clasgified into three\categories. _ T

.

e Universe Fefinition . ' i .
o TFunding differences . . | . L
v ? ’ - o i ' :
o e Reporting problems. .

. .. - -
° : . ¢

- Each of these problems is discuss?d below(

.Universe Definition

AN

In the HEGIS universe, there are vast differences among the institutions and

states .on which functions are 1ncluded and which are excluded for reporting

purpgses. For example, some medical schools are assigned théir own FICE codes and

- - ’ +




- repori separately to HEGIS; for others, the data for the medical school are

integrated®tinto the iﬂstitutional repobts. Similar problems arise with reporting

for agricultural experiment stations, cooperative exterision service, research

laboratoriﬁg,:qonfinuing education, vocationgl—technical institutes, and ceritral

gdministrations.'.It is nften difficuli to determiﬁe when these entities are
. ‘ - . N ’.'\ ” .

included‘in“hEGIS and when they are not. The differences can make comparative

analyses appear understated or overstated depgnding on whether or not these entities

are included. ‘ -~

/)fundin Differences
/o .
N4 \

\

N .

Seveéal‘exahpleé of funding differences exist. Examples are given fo'

1

illpstrT%e the variations. :
&

) “ ’
first example of funding difference occurssbecause of differences in the

. ok N
The.

. entities that distribute funds: one state may fund specific programs directly ¥
through the institutions, but similar prograﬁ%‘in another state are funded from a

central agency bypassing the ingtitutions. Consequently an institution.may not

~
e

report accurately the funds for the progrém or‘it may be overlooked completely.
- . - ‘ h ’ [ M (3 i “. ' 3 ‘ ‘ »
“ Centrally-funded functions that cause reporting variations afe student aid provided
) ) o // i - . - )
directly to students, ceﬂtral'offices, extensign programs,?and fringe benefits o TN
retirement payments. Finéncing arrungemeﬁf@Q%hat cauge difficulty inqludé debt

[

L4

service and capital finanding (Rylana 1982).

Another major differencé in fuuding concerns the activities included in an
'institutign'é,budget_versus anothép‘sepér%te'organization. Fbr examplg, at the
v University of Illinois, Urba;aﬁphaﬁpaign, all intercollegiafé—ath}etic revenheg»&nd
expenditgﬁes are ‘handled by the Uﬁivefgity of Il;inois Athle@ic Asgpgiati;h which is '

-

a separate entity and therefore is not part of the HEGIS universe (Lapovsky 1983).

’ . . °
. .




'Reporting'Prol” : " ‘ O

”
,

“A third example involves rqporting'extension education. ﬁapovsky (1983) found’

that some institutions repont'revehues and expenditures for extension on the HEGIS-

» Y

finance form, bu& do not'include their associated enrollments on the enrollment

survey ‘or-vige versa. Consequently, comparative ratios involving dollars per

[
\

full-time equivaient (FTE) student could be under- or overstated depending on the

‘situation.

EY

- Y

- Lapovsky conclude . that reportﬁn? problems were (1) 'the result of insufficient:

instructions on the HEGIS form, (2) insufficient information on the part of the
' Yo

institution, and %) insufficient incentives to complete the form. . j; .
, o ' . (
The instruct. «<-on the hLGIS forms provide wide latitude for interpretationrby
.‘ - E ¢ . ' '
“the 'nstitutions. For instaucc. in the definitions of %ull-time equivalent IR

1 ~— .
envo’lment of part—time students, institutions r given three very different

options“for(determining full-ime equivalency. To ‘the extent that institutions use

_différent definitions, wide variatcions can be found in the'enrolIMent figures -~

, resident. Simllarly, on the finance survey, if an institution has a budget program

Y

reported to'HEGIS,’dS{n,e Fin is commonly'used~in ratios,.lack of oomparability is a
e ) N " . ] .
major problems:, 5 ' ’ ' . B : .
. . . ‘- . . v- N « . "',.. .

- ) . T vy

7 t

. . 4 - . .‘ ..
Individual interprei-tigha also occur in other surveys. For the resident and .

-

migration survey, dlff“TaneS occur amorg sta.es in the- definition of a state ‘

-

structure different'from the HEGIS program structure, determining where an
instcitution's progrum fits into the HEGIS program must be determined by the person

completing the form. : _ R

P

=
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Since reporting procedures and practiccs in muny states vary from HEGI", often

‘ Y

A
an institution may be required to compute two or more calculations in order to
satlsfy all reporting requirements. Consequently, due to financial and time

constraints, only one set. of reports will be made and bhe data will be Mforced" to

i

LB
fit all 'surveys. If- this is the case, it is generally to the oeneflt of the ‘ ’
o s
institution to use the accepted statewlide definitions.

Usés "of HEGIS Data

’ A - e

Up to this point; the discussion has concentrated primarily on the problems

»associated with usingAHEGIS‘data for comparative purposesl lEven:thuugh'probleﬁs

‘exist wlth these data, the data are Hsed nonetheless. Consequently, what sort of"
4 . . .

data are belng used and how?, To address'this concern,'lnferencee about typical uses

and.users of\comparative data will he drawn from/informatlon attained from NCHEHNS

. A ] o
Information Service. ~This service was established in 1980 to make comparative data

‘- readily available to the‘higher education community. Since 1980 NCHEMS Information
. . s - ' .
Service has generated approximately 2500 reports on-comparative data. Interest in

ffnancial data predominates, folloWwed by faculty-salaries, enrollments, and degrees

‘awarded.
v '{\

The most freguently requested flnancial reports have dealt with revenues and :

expenditures pervsthdent, percent of revenues by source, and nercentﬁbf e&penditures
- . B X [ _ >

¢

by function. Given the interest in financial data, the primary uses’ of comparisons
are probably oudget analysis and financial planning in which comparative data are

used to argue for a change in funding or allocation levels. Other possible_uses‘

include structural‘issnes, propOrtion of effort by instructional level or outcg%es,

13

and resource-utilization patterns, to name a few. /j[/ .

4
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IQuentionnaire

i

R Ja

~ Since the HEGIS purveys are used extensively for compurative analyses inm higher

-
-

education, and .slnce there isn considerable controversy on_the comparability of the

dnta, a survey was developed to determine the differences in the definitions and .

.cas.ulations among institutions .in reporting HEGIS data. Results of the survey and

the impact which the differences have on‘data‘interpretation are discussed below.
' . ’/'|

/

o
s’

A survey was conducted to determine specifically how ceftain sections ot the

i -

" HEGIS reports wefe completed-by institutional respondents: Two reborts, the "Fell

Enrollment and Compli nece Report" (ED NCES Form 2300-2 34) and the "Financial
Statistics Survey" (ED NCES Form 2300 4) were used since these two surveys are most

often used together to provide indicators of flnan01al health. Sampllng was done in

two phases: the first involved a randem “sampling fromlthe Southern Association of

Institutional Research mailing lis and the eecond phase involve& a sampling from

the'Association of Ihstitutional Rese rch'membership. After a follow-up letter or
telebhone call, 78 responses (represe ting 66 percentélf'fhe mailing) were reccived.

Requndents represented 13 two—yean c leges, 9 four—year colleges, and 56 )

_universities in 31 states and the Distpict of Columbia. Table " below destribes the

sample in tefms of classification and

oufcej:}\support.y '

-
L Table 1 ; )
- C - INSTITUTIONAL RESPONDENTS ' .- ‘
Classification ‘ al
‘Source of Support . 2-year 4~year " University Total
: : . e v i
Publlc v 13 - . 0. 47 60
Private 0 9 . 9 a8
Total e 13 9 56 78

-

Respondents were asked to define and giQe the rationale for "normal full-time

\ 1




logd™ at their institution au used In the HEGIS report ac well an Lo indicolse which

mothod.(uméng agovoral uuggontqd’on Lthe HEGIS form) wan umed i CumplgLing L.he
report. Severnl categoriesn of ntudents were listed and respondenty were nnked o
indicate whether or not‘thuy wore Included in tﬂu onrollment flguren reported to
NCES. .
. , . »
Conécrﬁing the "Financidl Statiotics" survey, several guestions were askad to,

determiné into .'which functional catlegories some specific expendstures were roported

and how "book value" of the physicul plant was determined.

/\\ Tl .
AN
Results . '

The most common "normal full-time load" was % credft hours for undergraduates

and 12 credit hours for gréduate'students. One institution reported using at least
six different methods of calculating FTE for various reports during the year.
Another reported four different formulas. It shguld be noted that the normal

full-time load for undérgraduatés varied from 11 hours to 16.5 hours with over half

-

_of the institutions reporting 15 hours, and over 30 percent reporting 12 hours. At

thexgraduate level, 12 credit hours was the most frequent response, followed by 9

‘ecredit hours.

Several interesting reasons were given for using the 15.and 12 hour criteria:

) »

tradition, state policy; governing board regulation, average student load, "and
minimum load "1-time status. I[lost freqﬁent, hSwever, was the number of hours

required for gr. ..ation (120-128 at 4-year colleges and universities. and 50 hours at

2-year schools) divided by the number of semes*ers (8 or 4, respectively). State
policy was the reason mentioned second most often. ¢

L ‘ :



Mthough the tnntructionn on the HEGLES Fall inecoliment Heg fpe Vb aliy
otate Lo exelude nudftoen, high nohool student: takitng collage courien,
(‘:()rx-am;'mmh»m-v enrolliment,, and otudents enrolled comcurrvently nt anolher collepge,
soveral fonbitubionn chone Lo inelude tham.  Hhile only 91 percent ol the
roespondents included auditors, HY percont Included hipgh nehool atudents taking

cournen at tho Institution. Summarized In tnble 2 uro the fnutitutional renponnon

to that nerien of quontionn.

Toble O

INCLUSION OF STUDENTS ON HEGLS RNROLLNENT RUEPORIS

Yoo
Type of Student . _E &
Auditor &4 ol
High School 40 H9
Non-Credit 4 Y
Correspondente 3 10
Concurrent Enrollment 33 42

Some states have instituted a professional improvement progrum for teachers by
providing a salary increment for those taklng additional graduate courses,
workshops, and so on. - Programs such as this or other professional programs (for

example, business, engineering) often enroll students takihg courses and do not

4 require those students to be formally admitted to a graduate program. Respondents
were asked to indicate how these students were classified. The éeneral'reoponse was

"uncla551f1ed post—baccaluareate" (27 of the 61 institutions with graduate

programs), lowever 21 percent (13/61) classified such students as xegulur graduate

¢ students. .

. -

Another aspect of this study involved case studies of two groups of
1nst1tutions (a major research group and a community college group) with data

‘ oﬁ%ained from NCHEMS Information Service. Full time equivalent (FTE) eXpenditures

'

It
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Table Y svpaanra sen Loedal Pohie alloinl aod eneral (o eapenditures: per P nhadegt

for 5 wndvers it les (one of the o wee s it Ierent 1t W ews Disdedd from e

annlynin) .

tabile Y

TUPAL bl EXPRUDPTURES AT HiNG UHEVERSETHL

Traver o1t}

Total
etitution L sl twdents ETAREE
A
A $o08 707 A0 51,005 R IR
It 201,501,350 20,650 Dyl 4h
C 194,501,764 19,690 9,955
1 112,880,541 JA,459 ‘1,074
i, 155,745,600 TN R
t '.'H"v,r{'d ,Hil(b A0, yf Uyt 15
{4 Vid a8, ron Ju, i Hy,
I 140,919,010 1o, as Oy 0
1 232,559,504 31,000 S,05

For tho most part the inntitutions, with the pousible exception of D, E, and F,
uppear to have comparable E&G expenditures per FrE.  Institution D computed: T
students uusing oix difforent definitions--each of which wan reported by some

institution in the survey as being used on the HEGI6 lali Enrollment report. The

H
* '

various formul#s used for computing FI[Es are shown in Appendix A and resulted in the
following six different fall Fl'ka for institution D of 23,915; 24,097; 24,439;
22,679; 25,038; and 30,363--a différence of as much as 29.1 percent. This in turn
changed tﬁe total E&G expenditures per Fi'E froﬁ a low of $5,694 to a high of $7,352.
The corresponding rank among the group shifted only slightly altncugh the dollars

varied significantly.

. - ) .
Another even more interesting comparison is between institutions F and I (table

4). Both universities are in the same state and under a fairly strict state

~

appropriation formula. - The Aikferences appeér sighificant, with the land.grant

. -

SN . S 9123 ’ S ‘ __—




institution showing 35:8,percent higher total E&G expenditures_per FTﬁvthan the

state university. Eurther analysisﬂby function reveals even greater differences.

Table 4

_ COMPARISON or E&G EXPENDITURES PER FTE BY FUNCTION
: AT TWO INSTITUTIONS IN THE SAME STATE

1980-81
! . inst.
‘ . Publlc Acsdemic  Student  inst. Op. 4 Maint, Studont Mondatory Totel -
Jnstitution Instruct. Basarrch . Serxica Suaport  Services Supmor? Phya. Plent Ald  Icansters EAEG
~ nstivution F $2,423 $1,652 - $213 3539 $209 3202 $998 $204 $2%  $6,693
~ (State Ualversity) - : .
Institution | - - $2,931 - $2,301  §1,388 3151 © 8163 M1 ,22 $785 $20% $40 $9,088°
(Lend Grant) . .

Ll .

Some of the differences in Research and Public Service could be explained by
~the expenditures of the agricultural experiment station ard the cooperative

. extension service at the land-grant ‘institution, if in fact these expenditures are
included in the HEGIS report. But, what about the differences in Academic Support

\

and Institutional Support? The large difference in mandatory transfers is due to

—
the unique funding characteristics of one of the insti\utions.

S

" A second illustration of differences in the distribution of expenditures by
function is demonstrated in table 5 by two institutions in ad301ning states,uith

very similar total E&G expenditures per FTE (only about 1 percent difference)

able 5 )

OMPARISON OF E8G EXPENDITURES PER FTE BY FUNCTION
AT TWO INSTITUTIONS IN ADJOINING STATES

1980-81
- : : inat,
: ©_ pablic Acsdemic Studew - Inst. 0p. & Malut, Student Mendetory fora)

dnstitution = - instruct. Reseprch Sscyica  Support  Seryi . Suppert Phys, Plant Ald Iransters EAG .
Institution A $3,9% - 82,755  $%66  §297 gsn mss sen "» 86 W63 |
Institution B /§3,290  $2,086 $2,074  §05 3161 8407 sas1 574 80 3,748

A y . ! ,

\
., 10 13 ¢ A 13
- “
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The difference in instructional expenditures is over 20 percent and in research
expenditures over 32 percent. The largest differences are in the public service

(266%) and academic support (171%) categories.

A third illustration is based on ten community colleges with similar
enrollments (7,500 to 10,000 FTE) and E&G expenditures ($16 million to $25 miliion).

E&G'expenditﬁres per FIE student are shown in table 6.

Table 6

) E&G EXPENDITURES AT 10 COMMUNITY COLLEGES
) 19eo—e1w
g -  Total E&G . ' ’ o
Institution . . Expenditures FTE E&G/FTE -\

A -$24,620,559 8,598 $2,864
B . 22,853,126 9,938 . 2,300
o 24,695,216 9,116 2,709
D 20,290,091" 7,541 2,691
E 22,365,737 8,224 2,720 _ - - -

it F 23,144,412 8,255 2,804
G . 16,682 ,62= 8,091 : 2,062 s
H 17,645,117 74920 2,228
I 18,514,934 8,200 2,253
J 15,621,892 7,571 2,063 -

‘ Ve .

Institution D normally éompufE;’FTEs four ways:

1. Full-time (FT) headcount + (Part—time (PT) Student Credit Hours (SCH)/Avg.
FT Load) . o ) N
2. FT headcount + (PT Headcount/3)
'3, Total SCH/15

4. FT peadcount + (PT Credit Hours/15)\

\

The FTES'at institution D ranged from 7,318 to 8,189, depepdihg upon which of
these four methods was used. As a result, total E&G expenditures per FIE were

-

$2,478, $2,605, $2,691,.and $2,773 using the respéctive-computations, and changed

; - o - iﬁ114'
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3 . . . \

]
the rank of institution D among ‘the other nine communlty colleges from flfth place

<

as reported to HEGIS to second place. The dlfference between the low and high was

$295 per FTE or 11.9 percent.

~

Some of the differences in the distributions by function can prcoably be

¢
G

explained by the:manner in which'instltgtions report expenditures on the HEGIS

\

Financial Statistics Report. The definitions for the'specific'functions follow the

— - . ot

NACUBO "Guidelines" and allow for considerable differences in interpretation. Nine
spe01f1c areas of expenditures were singled out for analysls' non-credlt cont1nu1ng '

education courses, off—campus and/or extenslon courses, correspondence and/or
‘\
telévision courses, course and curriculum development, sabbatlcal leave pay,

developmental- educatioen, computlng, telephone charges, and postage charges. -

Computing, for example, could be viewed as institutional support on one campus,

¢ .
academic support on a second, and could be prorated among various functions on yet a

third. ’
The expenditures associated with a special event for such activities as

2

physlcal education classes, ‘athletic events, commencement, "and non-lnstltutlonal

events can also be classified into various functlons and were exam1ned~ Work done

.

by maintenance - personnel might be reported in Operatlon and Malntenance of the
Physical Plant, or some other category._ Also of interest was the budgetlng of“

salar1es and allocatlon of space of 1nd1V1duals when they perform several functlons

(athletlc coaches 1n this example)

Table 7 shows 1nst1tutlonal responses concerning the manner in which certaln

expendltﬁres were reported on the HEGIS form. More 1nstitutlons report non—credlt

3

course expense.as instruction than as publlc service. The expenditures of the
- ) . N . LS
. 1 ' Y . . N . [V o .
computer center were associated either with the function of the user department, or

By 4
[
4

. were charged to academic or'institntfonal support. Nearly one;qdarter of the




Y, . -

Jschools absorbedntelephoné and postage cha. =8 as an institutional expense while the
majority distributed the -expense by function.
Table*7

CLASSIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES OF SEL™"TED ACTIVITIES

¢ . o ~ Pub.  Acad. Stud. Inst. Aux;aszistr.'

. . Instr. Sve. Supp.  Supp. Supp. OP&M Ent. By Func. 'N/A
Activity # % # & # & £ %2 £ & ¢t & ¢t & £ % £t 2
Non-Cred. 40 51727 35 | | 1 _ -3 4 2 3.5 6
Extensibn 57 73 6 8 1 1 : o K 1‘% 3 .4 10 13
Corresp. 40°51 2 3 L 11 4 L3140
Curr. Dev. 43 55 ) .3 4 | 4 5 2 3
‘ééb.uLeave 5368, 9 122 2 3 . 8 10 6 8
Dev. Ed. f 47 éo‘ 11 7 9 14 18 2 3 2 35 6
Comp. Ctr. 13 17 22 1 1.2 .27 2 3 24 3 <.

'_Télephone 14 18 v 5 15 19 4 5 o4 53
Postage ©~ 13 17 4 5 62Tz 3 43 55

Pertaihing to the use of the coliseum or assembly center, 63 percent of the

instituiiong_with such a facility reported recording costs associated with teaching .~
: - »‘ ! .

physical education as an’operation"énd maintenancé expense, while only 22 percent

~

cldééified such expenses as ipstructiqn. See table 8.

° N . \

Intercollqgiaté gthlétié events were generaliy regarded as an operation and
o : : : o ¥ - '
‘maintenance expense‘or were charged to the auxiliary enterprise account, but
commencement was generally reported as an operation and maintenance -charge, as were

expenses associatéd with civyic meetings and similar non-institutional events, ‘

b




, Table 8 =~ =
5 CLASSIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES IN SPECIAL EVENTS CENTERS* -
. | : Inst. Aux. )
. Instr. Pub c+Stu-Sve. Supp. OP&l Ent. Total .
Activity # % # o K % £ % & FB £ E& # ’
" P.E. €lass 14 27 S 2 4 32 63 3) 6w 51
Athletic. ) - : | -
_Event 8 15 1 2 25 45 21 38 55
4 .. ) ’ ’ 4 N ’ . - ‘ ] A -
4 Commencement ' .. 5 8 16 25 31 48 37 5 65
Civic Meeting i .2 8 15 3 6 5 -& 28 52 9 .17 54

* Number and percent;repqsse té_only_those.ingtitutioné with such a' facility.

(51.3%) with éthletic-pﬁbgremﬁ classified

- - Forty-‘of the 784repqrt;ng'échoo
N o

~

Y

athletic expenditures in an aukiliary nterprise account-"Also,hmostisalaries'of 7

.

. . . 2 \ - :A. e o - - - .. R A.
' coaches were -cross-charged when those irNividuals performed various other functions
. . Yo K . X ) . *

~

. but only niné schools allocated their offileg space to more than one function.

<

‘Tﬁe final sectién of the questioﬁnairé‘deéit with %he pasis used to determine
\the “ﬁbok Value" of the plant. Book vaiue of the phys;cal plant as defined by HEGIS
is ", .‘: the dollar Qalue amount of "value as shown on.thetinsyitutions'-;;countiné
'r;cofds." The ;ost‘kfequgqtly indicated _method of véluing %hélﬁlant was using the
léniginai,cost plus major renovatiohé, which was_bhqsen by 79 péugeﬁt of the

» . respondents. : - o o .

“y




Conclusions ‘ , Lot

Problems of comparability with HEGIS data were confirmed as a result of this
study. Th;ee major types of‘differences were .fourd that éan affect the
. interpretation of the data:

<&
1. -Ratios of dcllars per FTE dlffer 51gn1f1cantly dependlng on the. deflnltlon

&

used for FIE. ._ ' . ) -

¢

‘2. Categorizing expenditures by funttion diffefsjamong institutions..

’

3. Rankings‘among_peer institutions differ depending on the definitions and
, ; A _
calsulations used when completing the HEGIS surveys.

¥

_ e . ’ - g ) ) \
Although using HEGIS data for cgmparative,analyses may have some. probhlens,

consideration must be given to'the-faet that HEGIS is the oniy available,

[ 4

‘universally collected information squrce on- higher education institutions. In fact. -

the same problems would most likely exist regardlees of the aata source. ,There are

numerous other problems assocmated with not usirg HEGIS and with the collectlon of

oane!s. own data: cost, burden on reepondents, confusion caused by dupllcatlon and ‘

-

the p0551b111ty of a confllcting data set, anﬁ the lack of quallty assoclated with a -

flrst-tlme data collectlon (McCoy 1982) Consequently, HEGIS is the best complete

data set that can be used for comparlsoné’in higher educatlon.

\ X ' ' v

P £
<

The challenge facing those uslng HEGIS data is uﬂﬂerst. Ting how to best use.

the data' the reportlng dlfferences are for “the most part prlmarlly from legltlmate :

differehées in state strategies for funding and financing pﬁstsecondapy education. .
. Awareness of the }eporting variations from idétitutidn to institution is an ‘

[ e

important cohsideratieh\fégtanyene ysing HEGIS data.

oy
[
T A



-
-~ A

fWhen‘making comparisons between institutions, sectors, or states, it is
important to =2 ect carefully the peer groups- consideration should.be given to
characteristics such.as size,‘type, location, trudition, and‘so on. Once a peer
group is selectud, information should be obtained‘from the ‘institutions on their‘

data—recording and accounting practices. With this knowledge, appropriate

. " . " - N o . )

‘adjustments can be made where there are discrepancies among the institutions in the
in

< peer grouy. .
. . A4

.

Hop uily, the continved and Widespread use of hﬁGIS data in comparisons among

<

institutions, S°ctors, and states may. prompt those indivxduals responsible for

compietion of the fo: 18 to complete the forms~accurate1y. In addition, NCES needs
1y
encouragement to change the instructions on the HEGIS survey forms" to avoid: the

ambiguity in completing the forms "that currently exists., Recommendaticns also need
' .

to be made to improve NACUBO/AICPA guidelines. These actions Wlll he1p in making
HEGIS a better tool for comparative data eaalyses:) -

t
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o ' o
P

Six Cefinitions of Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment

ra

1. Full-time = Undergréduates with more than 11.hours carried; plus graduate and
- o . .. . i

T

. professional students with more than 8 hours carried.

5

- .o v .
. - _ o . L.
Tl

FTEIPart—time = Part-time credit hours divided by 15 and 9, respectively. :

. 2. Full~time = Undergraduates with more than 14 hours carried; plus graduate én@ _*

o

professional students with more than 8 hours carried. . ..
PIE of Part-time = Credit hours civided by 15 and 9, .respectively.

Q-

3. Fulletiﬁé = Undergraduates with 11 houfsidarriéﬁ; plus graduate and professioﬁal

< [ -

studants with 8 hours carried.

FTE.of Part-time = Credit_hours divided by 12 and 9, respectively.

./'S.

4. FTE = Total undergradhate credit hours divided by 15; plus total graduate and.

professionsl. credit hours-divided by 9:

5. FTE = Total undergraduate credit hours divided by 12; plus total graduate and

professiorial credit hours divided by 9.

6. Full—time:(more than 11 hours carriéd undergraduéfe, more than. 8 hourSjca:ried o

graduate and professional) plus one-third of part-time. <

e . 1

o
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