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L T "a Foreword _~" o e

. o Fhlu-?0p0r1 I's ono. of four-wrilton as pnrl cf Ihe projoct cnllod Assossing tho
e Qual Ity of tho HEGIS-Data.  The projuct was. auppor1ed,by tho Nu1|onal Institutor
- of Education and was designed to study prob1oms and Issues rolated 16 the
S . qual Ity of ‘the data tol lected through the' Hlghor Education Gonekal Information:
- Survey (HEGIS) by fho Natlonal Conterfor Education.Statlstics (NCES). -Thore
, are five major surveys GQ4 lected annually, and:three mlnor surveys collected .
, periodically., The major ™urveys are entifiod Instltutional Churgcforlsflcs,
' " Financlal ‘Statks st(cs, Openiny Fal I Enroliment, Earned Dogroes,. and: Employees.
g . Tho poriodic .sutveys are. en+|l|od Facll'ltlos, Ros Idoncy and Mlgration, and .
lerarles. . , : ) ’y A ‘ _ v
Frequenfly HEGIS dhfa are needed to make comparlsonc between s1a&es,
between inst'|tutions,’ and‘befween Institutional sectors. Slnce~highor
educatlon, s so diverse, comparative analysis |s often dlfflculf. After
« revlewlng previous work done In tho aroh, thls projoct oxamlned HEGI'S data for’
thelr comparab 'l 1ty, -pollcy relevance,, accuracy, and vallidlty. To examlne
comparablllfy, four studies were conducted Through the Data QuaIITy proJecT'
(1) the developmenf of a new and Improved taxonomy for col leges and
. unlverslties; (2) a study"irivestigating.the Impact of medical.schools on the
» .., financial statistics reported by Institutlions; (3) a survey of state practices
affecflng the reporting of HEGIS datd; and (4) an assessment of longltudinal
_changes .in the reporting units of the HEG!S universe. To examine policy
. " relevance, the project studied the utilIty of-the data from.a researcher!'s
A perspective, To examine accuracy and validity, the project ‘conducted a sfudy
S that suggested NCES ceuld improve the accuracy of the data by moré extenstve
verlflcaflon checks ldenflfylng ouTIylng Insflfuflons Through cross-survey,
measures. :

\g;v

‘ - Four reporfs are-being made avallable to any Inferesfed parTy, they are
—~lls+ed ‘below by- TIT1e and auThor."' , -

_ o. "An' Improved Taxonomy -of PosTsecondary Jnsfliuflon%g by~Dav1d Jeo

o . Makowskl and’ Roﬁi M. Wulfsberg * - . T / P
L T ° "Impa o? HeaITh Programs on InsTruchonaI Expendlfures in ngher
N R Educatiol" by John D. Smith -,.ﬂ : .S .
| ° "STaTe eporflng Pracflces and The QuaIITy of HEGIS Flnance Dafa" by
. Jane N{ Ryland , A o "
C! , K e S e : Lo
t, e+« e "The U IJITy of HEGIS Flnance Dafa A Researcher's Perspecflve“ by
' . i _‘Marlly McCoy , ) - . o )
. e * ' . 4 R . w .
- Coples of The papers can be obfalned by wrlfi¢g To e
“ - Ddta Quallfy Projecf ._ ) v 'ﬁ ‘ L SN
\ ~ NCHEMS - | I -
i . P.O. Draweri? R L BRI
Boulder, Co orado_ 80302 : SRR
, ." » . co. ' . v B
\‘ ' * . ' ‘ .
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. ) 'STuTo RoporTlpg ﬁrch]cos and jho QuullTy of .HEGIS Flnuan~DnTn
B - R ST Y
_ " Slnco 1966 rhq Nn1lonal CpnTer for qucallon Sla1l t1cs (NCES) has. col lected
T ,,~In10rmn1lon on financlaf stalistics: of,hlghorhoducallon inatltutlons. as part of
‘ A o comprohonulvu survoy systom Known a5 Tho Highor: Education Gonoral Information
" .+ Syston (MEGIS). 11 Pas-long been rocognizod theat roporting proceduros, and
' ., - :practices vary,signffitantiy from Jfafe.1b state. Thls varlance advorsely '
' affoc1s the qualityYof .the data roporfod trom tho ‘standpoint of data . ° ‘
compﬂrablllry amohg states and among Instltutions. In 1973, NCES upOnsorod a
- working group whose membdrs roprosonted thioe naflonnl organlzaflond, ?ho )
Amo¢ican Instituto of (Cortifled Public Agcountants '(AICPAY, tho National "
Assoclation of" Collegé\pnd Univorsity Businoss Off lcor's (NACUBO), and tho. .
) Natlonal Con1or for’ Highor Educétion Managompnt Systoms (NCHEMS).. This'g Jﬁoup
C dovolopnd common. def initions -and data, Jfrucﬁt?os for financial reporting, and
A L 1975, NCES .adopted those doflnlflonf and ;data struetures for Its annudal |
collecflon of . data.on current funds, expendlfures, and rovenues. With fhe\\
-exception of mlnor revlslons, the deflnlflons‘and sfruc1uree adopted by NCES' In |
~.1975 have remained unchanged The reporflnchonvonflon @nd practicas In many
. sfaTes-and Insflfuflonpf howovor, aro’ TIII not- unlvorsally conslstent with tho
: " adopted Jtandards. Uhgh\ ontlonal practices are not continuod arbitrarily. °
pRY1t of legitimate dlfferences .from.state to state fn .
: . sfrafegfes for fundlng a.flnancfng postsecondary educaflon« When a state \
_. funds sReclflc programs dirgctty through institutions, +h9 Information is \
..readlly avaliable for repo {ng, but when similar programs,in another state are
fuhded from a cenfral agency ypasslng the’ ins flfuflon ‘rather than through the //
institutions, -1t 18 often difNcukt for the institutions accurately to report '~
thelr appro rlafe shares of these pndﬁrams‘ : yplcal of such cenfrally undé
‘functions jthat cause repdhting-variations are sfuden+ ald provided. girg¢ctl
sfudenfs,dognfrad OfflCGS‘bﬂd .commissions, ex+ens|on\programs; and’ fring
beneflfs~@f otirement pa rents. Flnanclng arrangemenjs that cause di,

. Include de ervlce and « plfal flnanclng arrangemenfs. L
’ Pt was. known Hhiat many, 6fhese. practFces exlsfed &nd- that they .
fng arlatlonsy the pﬁe{“\-hce amd maghlfu he variations '

/were not apparent, To adgress thesg \ulestik Ins, @ Joint™ fforf was undertaken,
utilizing the resources of adfad—hoc fask .Torce_ppnpointed, by the Postsecondary
° " EducafFon Pol icy Committee on Infor'- anp the State Posfsecondary Personnel
* . . Exchange Program ‘of -the SHEEO/NCES - Co ‘unf%aflon Network operated by the, Statg
" :. . . HIgher* Education Execuflve 0ff, %ers gder a contract from NCES, the National
Center for Higher.Education. ma#t Systems (NCHEMS)," and the Washington
: Council| for Postsecondary.Educ Eonm’ A survey: was formulafed by  NCHEMS, d
- d reviewdd and mod!fied by the: &ﬁ-hoc task]force, ‘and sent to the states by the'- !
A Washlngfon Councli. 'The task’ torce: dlscdsséd fhe survey rgsults and devéloped
S recommepdaflons that, are. ihcluded .In-a'report draf ted by the - SHEEO/NCES Network
Office. The.survey resul*s< F. gl so belng used by NCHEMS-and NIE In the FY
1979 ed I+on of Highe i ‘ Aiha ) ated to improve the
resul%s and the
6: are’ fhe basls for

The" surve¥
subsequent - reporf prepared [
“thié paper. ‘
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) Rola of:the Statos In Proylding HEGIS Data

- The rele of the states In col lecting HEGIS data from tha Instifullons -
) prior to transmlsslon to NCES can af foct tho quallty of the roported data.

Evidonco. of state Idtorest In and use of the HEGIS data can bo an Incontlive for
.. Instltutions to roport accurately. Fliguro 1 shows the extont of HEGIS

coordination by statef as of Fall 1980, all but fhroe statos (North Dakgto,
Tonnossoe, and bens) coorinate the HEGIS collectlon and réporting offort for:
at least somo group'of Inst|tutlons In, tho state. "Forty=throo of tho statos
- provido.a coordination function for all Institytiods In.tho statos, whilo tho
o othors |1mlt coordlnatian to only tho public Instltutions (Flotida), only
" stato-actrodited Institutlions (Now ‘York), or only tho state unlvorsity systom
(Hawa'l 1, Novada, and New. Hempshlro). Florida has soparato coor'dInators for tho
* . four-yoar and ‘ftwo-your Instlitutlions; Malre has ono coordingtor for tho ,
" Unlversity of Malno and another for all othor Instltutlons; and Wisconsin hos
ono coordlnator for tho unlverslty system and anothor for tho. 18 prlvato
fnstitutlions. . : ' . SN 4

» NN

at

-

B [ ) : ) . \ ‘
T Tho large number of states acting as a condult forithe HEdﬁs data mlight
suggost extonslve stoto uso of tho data. The state survby rosults, howover,'
oaled'a ruvlatively woak state role In oditing tho data colloctod from ftho *
. lns\lfu?ﬁons, and only modorate use of ‘tho data. - Of those state agenclos
respondIrng to the survey and reporting a role.as a condult for the HEGIS data,
33 percent Indlcated that no edifing whatsoover was -dofie prlor to fransmlisslon
. ©  of”the data. Of those reporting an edlting funetion, approximately half do -
‘only a cursory vlsual. check for compbeteness or reasonableness compared wlth .
* the previous year's report. The remalning states have ostabllshod morq '
., . # - ‘extenslve arlthmetic verlflcation procedures. Y ' !

v 4

~

-

oo 8 E . -

Y .)' Sixty percept of the 45 respondents to the state survey (f?'sfafés) .
indlcated some use of the HEGIS flnance data, but many of these Indlcated -that
the uses were: qylte fImited. A recent study comml'ssioged by NCES on.the uses
of HEG!S data documemds .copslderable use, both direct and Indlrect, but -
‘mentlons {nfrequently the.use of these data by states..~A few states use HEGIS

-"data-to prepare summarles of .revenues and expenditwres* for state planning and ,
, ’ budgeting functionsg” but most states flind thelr own separate data col lectlons
e ' toyleldmore detalled, and more accurate Information for Internal planning

"Use of HEGIS Data

_purposes. The most sophlsticated uses of the HEGIS data are fqr Interstate and .

, " Interinstitutional comparisons; the use of these Hata for some type of
- ' . compaglson was ‘mentloned by only 20 percent (9 states) of the respondents.to
+ ( the sfate survey. Some-of those stafes that coordinate the collectlon of HEGIS
data from Independent Ipstlitutlons mentlioned the value.of HEGIS In provliding

i the most convenlept source of flnanclal data on Independent Instltutions In the -

_state. Several respondents nogted problems In. the comparablllty of theidata as
"a major factor In Impeding the use of data, whlle others noted lack of _
tIimellness jn datapubllication as a factor. Thls general lack of signlflcant
use of the data by the states: In turn undoubtedly affects data qual lty by

‘el Imlnating or reducling Instltutional Incentives for accurate reportling., This

S effect .on data quallty Is compounded when there Is |lttle evldence of federal

L .~ " use of the data as well. ' - S - ) :

.

‘
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Roport Ing Univeraa

Tha universes & Instiutlons reportlag In HEGLS s datarminad on 1he Basts

of accrodltation by the faderal Deportmant of Cducation for allgiblllty for

' fodural sypport, rafhor than on the bouls of: grouplng |lke Institutlons for
statlstlcal comparlsons. Tho Inconslstency of thls .unlveorse from stote to
state |s most apparent In tha Incluslion of posfsocoqdafy,voca#lonnl-chhnlcal
Instltutes In some states bul not In othors. While Interinstitutlonal
compar lsons ara not affocted by this varletion In roporting, the Integrity of
compar 1sqns of the two-year soctor from state to state could bo Joopardlied.

, Approximataly halt of The respondents lo Ihasalate wurvey reporied current
oporaling oxpondures for portsocondary vocatlonal=1ochnlcal Instltutos nol jn
iho NCES=HEGIS unlverse. In 1678-79, 23 stoles roporied a rongo from $249,700
fo $156,5%1,332. Tho moan oxpandlituro was more than $22,600, with oypondlturos
In ten of 1he slates reported ol under $5 milllon. g s 7

.t

Tho numbar of «ludonts onrol od In postsocondary vocatlonal=tochnlcal .
Instilutes oudw lde the HEGIS unlvorso appoars 1o be slgnltlcant, but |1 I
dlfflcult to ovaluate tho numbers In torms of tul I-tImo_aquivalont students
(F1E). While an FTE calculatlon may vary consldorably ‘In tradl?lonal ‘
postsecondory Instltutlons from stato 1o stato ond ovon wlthin a singlo stalo,
the concopt. of .an F1E Is otton ollien to thu vocatlonal cducation, sector. ,
Rosponses to tho staie survey, whlch asked for FIE onrolImonts assoclated with
post'secondary vocational-tochnlcal Institutes not In tho HEGIS unlverso, -
roflocted dlfflculty In doriving an F1E cqunt. Somo states reported avoragoe
dally momberships,” or Indicated that all studonfs wero conslidorod full timo.

It was detormined by tho task forco fhat roviewod tho state survey rosults thaot
the onrol Iment flgures obtained from'the survey. for all states wero modningloss
and would be dlsregarded In the analysls of survey results, Novertheless,
table,1 shows the states reporting expenditures for postsecondary .
vosatlonal-technicai Institutes not In tho HEGIS universe, and the assoclated
onrollmohf figuros reported by oach state, ® - . » ‘

. 't'\_,‘ !
- Direct Student Ald

¢

° States vary significantly in strategles for %rovldlng student assistance >

In the form of scholarships, fellowships, grants, and work-study support. In
some Instances, these funds are provided In part cr In totel to Instbtutions
for adminlstration and for distribution to students. In ofher Instances, fhe
ald Is provided directly to students, who use It to attend institutions of
tholr cholce, whether public, “Independent, or even out-of-state, Since HEGIS
collects Information on.states appropriations to insitutions that would Include
student ald funds channeled through Institutional accounts—-if this Is the
strategy chosen In the state--this varietionsin state funding practice can’give
riso to a problem of compziisaeity when assessing the rovenues and expendlfdres
* of Institutions In differem »s.” To determline the scope of this probier,
the state survey asked for ‘@WeTgentification of direct state and local

government student “aid funding that Is not.adminlstered by institutlons and
thus does not appear In HEGIS. Forty-one states reported such expenditures,
ranging in 1978-679 trom $75,100 to $256,830,256. Table 2 shows those states

‘ii_ ' reporting direct student ald expenditures, with the total doliars reported for .

--1978-79, Most of the student ald was in the form of scholarhsips and grants to
. ) . . ‘ L ‘ ’ . ! I N > s
.. 4 - “ _ -
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studonts attending In-state, Independent Institutlions, with a 5llghﬂv &mal larp
but st1ll large amount golng to students attending In-state, public,
Instltutlons, Very Jittle of the direct ald was In tha form ot uo:h»atudy.

Cuontral Boards, Commlssions, and Offlcos o

An area whare varlatlons were known 1o occur In the mannar of stote
fundln? and thuy where varlations would occur, In roporting practice was "through
the existence of varlous cenfral boards, offices, and commissions, Thosa tunds
in some cases are allocated to Instltutlonal accounts and rnpnr1cd In HEGIS; In
olhar cadas thay are handled contrally and not reported ot all. Once agaln,
the stoto survoy attempled 1o addross tho quostlons of the provalence and
magnitudo of thoso practicos. 1t was found that noariy all stotes have some
conTrulIy fundod boards, commlssions or offlces, whoso funds. do not appoar, lﬁ'
HEGIS ost of those, howover, are for a postsocondary component of a =«
dopur?mnnf of educatlon, or a statewlde coordinating board. The mos3
slgnlflcant varlations occur In states whore there, ls a slnglé unlvur'lty
uwysteom with a vory InrJu contral system offlco with govarning rouponslbl| 1ty
for tho Instltutions. Whon contral offlco funds aro net ollocated 10 tho
Institutions and aro nof rupor1ed in HEGIS, a problem of coMparnblllfy will
oxist. 1'f Thoso contral offlce funds aro not allocoted to tho institutions and
aro not roported In HEGIS, comparablllty with Inastitutlons in states whoro vach
Institution has its own governing board snd whore thodd funds arg roported In .
HEGIS Is Joopardized. Forty-four states roported such expondltures Yin 1978-79,
ranging from $14,857 fo $34,458,463 with half reported-at under $2 m/lifon.

Tho statos whero dlsprqpor?lonafely large cbntral offico expendituros soem-to /
.occur aro Alaska, Hawall, Mlssourl, and=North Carollna. The dollars roported
for all. such sontraol offlco 0xp0ndl1ur9 for 1978=79 aro shown In toble 3.

In reviewing the question of roporting central office oxpenditures In
HEGIS, tho conclusion was reached that many institutions aro.not following theo
HEGIS Instructions that spec)fy allocotion of these oxpend ituros’ to the
individual campuses, bocawso of difficulty In doformlnlng the pppropriste
‘allocations. In the case of statewlido boards, the campuses responding to the
HEGIS survey general ly, do not have access to tho board-oxpendituros flguros and
would not bo In a position to determine the approprlate allocations even’' it tho
total. expondlfures woro known. . ‘ - -

The problem of central offlcg,nxpenses Is only one manlfesfaflon of state
organizational variations that cause reporting inconsistencles.  Othér
_organdzational variations, such as the aggrogation of 'al-I" extension programs -
tor a unlversity system Into a separate roporting unit, cayse simitar reporting
ipconsistencles. . A more prevalent organizational variation Irvoives fundlng
and enrol Iments for medical schools that include medicine,. dentistry,
osteopathy, and veferlnary medicine programs. |n about half the states, these
figures are commingied with the fundlng and enrol Iments for a parent
institution, while In the other half Thoy aro roporfcd as fundlng and ’
onrollmenfs for separate Inafl1uflon _ ‘ .

£ - i
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Not Included in HEGES Reporte

e oo 1. e e e o onkh e L ST T DDUTINTRE T SEIADT U MLt s e e S G il e — g D L

L1ate fVoc-Tech B TH TS QNG T8 State ond
’ 1Expund|xuras ' YEnrol iments tLocal Appropriations
¥ o | : Yfor 2=-Year Post-
) : | , Ysocondary Instltfutaes
| | Yas Raeported In HEGIS®
O SO H SRS S e A LR LI
§ ' ' 4

Wisconsin

Minnesota

Massachusotts
Colltornio

Goorgla,

Alaboma

Loulsiana

Washington -
Kansas X
Mississippl

New Mexlico

Ok | ahoma

CH1156,551, 541

v 17,226,491

-

§ 1,919,000
q A1,485,015"

Y 34,569,023

g 32,975,521

Y 26,199,913

¥ 21,964,527

Y 18,060,832

¢ 11,682,207

11,269,400

!
Y 9,283,191

- -

Y 52,299

¢ 31,005

Y(average dally
Ymomborahip)

g 278
q 35,220

4 29,669
ﬂ(hogdcounf)

¥ 13,623

9 53,307
¢ (hoadcount)
Y 9,555
% 6,800
1 19,216
q - .
| 1,298 o

Y(total semestor
1hoyrs divldod
Yby 15)

9% 40U, 025,981

§ 201,775,558

=2

¥ - 259,076,877

1 2,6406,960,630
6 279,636,470
‘ Y e

¥ ﬁh?:;ob.hnr
\ 226,946,983
1

9 355,430,563
Y 210;427.949

.Y 172,732,072

| 96,59},998

Y 171,857,511

o




GO Tl e

STy . T - - _ = Sl e 3

”“;?*?é~~7*3fa+eii:ﬁ, ﬂVoc-Tech W -ﬂFTﬁg R 41977-78 State and
I e AT ﬂExpendlfures g.-_ﬂEnroIImenfs . qLocal’ Approprla+ions

-1 N R B .. Dw. o qfor 2=Year Post- e

g l-ﬂw IR g-:‘»w Co Ysecondary Institutes %ﬁ

T.© 0 JC: R R ,‘> ﬂas Reporfed in HEGIS*/

Lo ' . r. I - Y L

Maine e 5 857, 347 B 3 151.’; B -¥42 087 135"

Zug.

e - S S TS e

- New Hambshlre - 4 951§pooi_'_ef;ﬂ 2 529 ':‘; o ﬂ'f; 32 013 447 R

.o
v : l

K

| "lQVL,;?f Alaska'f": oy '2,581;sop'ff Cwozs ,_68,j58,847 "
ff5g£ Hawpll | 3-fiﬁ”f}z,ézg;57i _ Ahvﬂv-r‘»f, | ~;1'f:f',j ; 1oo;418;é5$_ .
- .;:_|owa _;:1 i Cyo2 196”676 :_ w0 T g 25,188,579
°fQQfL :5 i';Soufh Carollna ﬂj;[1 954 867? .j: ”ﬂ arfs3ég§;if f{'UiﬂiL;é§§,249,202v -;“';;f _
L Tennessee f*ﬁ‘ﬂ?f“l 148,300 % 763 0 -y g55,476,201 1 .

L ld;%o - '_ir5'1,018,420f'¥”* oy 460' ? | _\ﬂ-..i?§1§753810'_“]T7

e ndiana 1 590,436 © .y 4, 506 C 7w 307,054,814, L
o T R TR _ﬂ(undupllcafed , v - T
Y. .. theadcount) - g -

Vermont § - -249,700 . 4 . 174 ©  §  ,20,092,558

- ‘a - ~ - - ; - — - e - ?‘:» ;.4: . A -

vocational-technical expendlfures. Because of the many ofher‘¥a¢fors lnvolved
‘. sfafe ranklngs on fhe basls of fhese approprlafions*alone are: nof~meaningful.

AS
.

g}




" Table 2
; DIRECT STUDENT AID PROVIDED BY STATES :
uToTaI Expendlfures for Scholarships, Granfs, and Work
: NoT Included In HEGIS ReporTe T

STudy"

’ ﬁ1978-79

4Student Ald
{Expenditures

ﬂ1977-78 STaTe and Local Appro-";

qpriations to all- Posfsecondary

ﬂlnsflfuflons as: reporfed In»HEGIS*

Conne Tlcuf

ﬁ.",3,982,407'
K 3,486,875

1 .
¢ & 210,427 949..

4 150,070,805"

g 172,732,012 -

- ) e /
- 1$256 ,830,256 . - - ﬂ$1,225,885,820 R
B FIbinols  © 4 80,981,682 - 4 731,875,527 ... .. . L~ )
- Callfornia = 9 74,064, ~000 1 2.646.9603636 . - -
‘Pennsylvania {73, 272,089 - 4 - 519,502,475 -
. U New Jersey, 1l 32,123,669 S 393,549,774 - .
Michigan - " 28,105,388 K 689,956,500
Ohio. ~ .. {1 23,071,055 § 541,294,255 .
Wisconsin - -~ 4 23,058,900 .. q . 469,823,931 B
Minnesota. . A 20,769,268 4 277,775,333 o
- iIndfana . . 1 19,960,000 - 9 .307,054, 814 i o
- “Massachuseffs ¢ 19,673,000 ;- 4 - 239, 676,877 | - S
“North Carolina § : 14,984,980 § 432,833,549 :
. Colorado . -4 13,663,240 q -197,064,236 | .- R
. lowa ik 13,504,220 { .245,188,579" | g
"Jexas ' - | -y .11,809,009 ¢ 1,083,626,480 |
. Georgla 4 10,809,828 ¢ 279,636,476 | '
Florida 4 9,942,250, 4 515,277,818 . R
© South Carolina § 9,422,629 q 255,249,202 B
Virginia « 7,166,172 q 309,446,484 fjfr
Mary land ¢ 6%201,573 ¢ 281,860,688 -
Washlngfon ¢ 6,197,720 ¢ 355,430,563 -
“Oregon ¢ 5,722,033 ¢* 219,618,088 ) S
" Alabama - 4 4,770,387 ¢ 282,193,542 ;
Missouri ... ° 4,137,365 1 265,738,307 . B
e ont q 4,126,764 ¢ 20,092,558 R
4 4,018,760 234,258,972

_ Mississippl. -4 "2,751,670 ‘ o
T Tennessee. Y 27606,626 q < 235,476 201, R
West Virginia 9§ = 2,469,547 -9 95,166,867 - o
" Malne 42,130,000 42,087,135
. Arkansas A 1,851,719 4 -126,010, 180
- 0k | ahoma ' | 1,606,617 ¢« 171,857,511
Louistiana v -9 1,140,905 - B 228,946,983 by :
K . Delaware - . ¢ - 378,000 ¢4 . 39,667,512 o !
. Wyoming q 320,810 4 54,155,181
New Hampshire 9§ 224,345 1 - 32,013,447 |
~ <l daho K '139,666 C ¢« 77,675,810
~ Alaska ‘ ¢ . 75,100 -1 68,758,847 '
' South Dakota ¥ . 61,000 »ﬂ' 5‘39,544,953 '

*ThlS column s provlded To glve a rough frame of reference for The sfudenf ald
-expend Itures. Because of the: many other. facfors invol ved, state ranklngs on

,:fhe basis of these. approprlaflons ‘alope-are not meaningful. - PR ;
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e “ ‘ /s \
Ly S S Cenfral Boards, CommLssIons, and Offlces ' s
y , » 7 1978-79 State Expenditures NoT Includeﬁ In HEGIS ReporTs
.. state . q1978-79. . -.ﬁ19f*;78 State and Local Appro—
. o ifj., YCentral Offlices k»ﬂprlaflonsffo all Posfsecondary S
ot “’fjnﬂExpedeTures --“ﬁlnsflfu#béns as reporTed in HEGIS* - ,.:
. NorTh Cafollna 4$34, 458 463 o .ﬂ$‘ 833,549
®o Mtssouri . % 28,366,378 © © ./ 26 738 307
o Texas - "¢ 13,266,102 - . 41,08 3”626 480
: . New York - - {1 12,248,000 4 14225,885,820
4 U Alaska - . 4 9,384,700 V68,758,847 .
- . Californie -~ ¢ 8,05,651 - . ¢/2,646,960,636 i
Florida .4 7,567,101 T *515_277 818 - - e
- Illinols - 1 7,262,615 - /4 731,875,527
% © Oregon < 7,119,931 - /4 219,618,088
-+ . Hawali =~ . ¢ 5,810,765. . / ¢ 100,418,856 T
v Virginia 4 5,689,345 /(309,446,484 -
Minnesota . . Y 4,685,668 / - € 277,775,333 ’ R
~Colorado 43,994,731 /. . 9§ 197,064,236 LR
‘Loulsiana 1 3,575,503/ . Y 228,946,983 : S
.~ “Vermont . ¢ 3,526 00711{*. Y. 20,092,558
“... - . . Connecti¢tut ¢ 3,044,037 . -4 150,070,805
{ : Ohlo © g 2,752,049 4 541,294,255
Massachusetts ¢ 2,7054000 . 9 -239,676,877
Maryland. . q :2,632,066 . ¢ 281,860,688 = . : ‘ e
. Georgla 1 2,469,417 ¢ 279,636,476 = . o L e
Washlngfon R ~1*§48 278 - - { 355,430,563 Co o
"Kentucky ™ 1+ 14531,300 - ©q  234,258,972-
v - Wisconsin 9 A 114,769 ¢ 469,823,931, - - -
- ‘Tennessee - ﬂ‘ 1,070,000 1 235,476,201 -
~Alabama * - « 1,007,000 9. 282,193,542
Indlana . ’ﬂ 979;534. . 9 307,054,814
‘Arizona ¢ 935,548 : % 250,826,810
South. Caroana 1 738,774 . ¢ 255,249,202
. lowa 1 ,712~797<L - 9 245,188,579
. .Kansas 0 694,518 - 9 210,427,949
. Mlsslsslppl Y4 689,264 - .. 172,732,072
- - Afkansag - 9 - 684,051 - -q¢ 126,010,180 R T “
~. West: V;rglnlav*ﬂii“16035680. oy ..95,166,867 - R d
" l'daho/ . 518,700 .4 77,675,810 ' e :
New exlco q - 411,400 q 96,593,998
‘South Dakota - 403,296 Y . 55,981,562 P
Wyom ing 9 . 266,363 - 1 54,155,181 : I .
ebraska ¢ .211,699 - V. 142,573,485 - ’ -
) Pennsylvania ¢ 134,575 . ¢ 519,502,475
/“Michigan 1 114,106 - ¢ . 689,956,500
/ New Hampshire § 63,532 v, 32,013,447 L L
- Delaware % - #1,300-% - L q - 39,667,512 - : AR
Maine % 25,000 .9 42,087,135
" New Jersey 1714 857;]3' SN 393,549,774 a
A Ao R ' '
//' . ¥This column Is provlded To glve a rough frame of reference “for thé- cenfral
T/ offilce expendlfures.. Because of the many other factors Involved, state’
AR “H“ragklngs on the basls of these approprlaflons alone are not meanlngful-;;e'




<

o As a sfrafegy for fundlng posTsecondary educaflon funcflons, many sTaTes
;selecT the option of provldlng central-ly funded sefvites for all public” RIS
_posTsecondary tnstitutions or even for other non—educaTlon agencles as. weII. _"”‘
', Because: the funds do. not §low. through- institutions; they are generally not.
‘fﬁreporTed in HEGIS, aIThough HEGIS instructions specf?y Inclusion of aIIocaTed
..~ shares of such funds.s . Twenty=six. states respondlng to, the state survey
7 reported expenleures ‘of this nature In amounts’ lng from. '$40,000 to
7., $66,720,084 In 1978-79. .The most prevalent Types o cenTralIy funded: servlces ;
f{‘neporfed were frirge benefits, Including retlrement’ funds and” lnsurance. These;*‘
. ... varlatlons In state practice pose prob |ems- of cpmparablllTy. Revenues,and ’
"4hexpendl+ures for ‘retlrement ‘and other: beneflfs for an lnsflfuflon jn“a- sfa+e—s

" the appropriate .costs: for these seem o be aIIocaTed on.a falh&basls To The :

'lnsflfuflons for reporTlng purposes. e

: Debt Servlce and CaplTaI Acqulslflon Flnanclng

-repaymenT of caplTaI purchases.

f . . ' . - , . " .

eCenTraI SupporT Servlces S j_ A ’1" NS j‘,sdfﬂ,fft{

1

O

that funds: cenTrally ‘would bé understated, compared to*an instltution in; a—»
state that’ -appnopriates directly to the institution for. dlsfrlbuTlon from*rfs o
budget. While several states operate central computer consor#la or neTworkS;_,ﬁ

. ) . : (\i .

«s e ~ . . .

1.4 . ) ‘\ &' ) . ' “
e

State prachces for The purchase or flnanclng of caplTaI acqulslTlons varyp -

' ~significantly. 'As’ a result, in some states these: purchases are f.inanced L
entirely separately by the state apd the doIlars do -not appear In lnsTlTuTlonaI_»;
Q'”accounls._ In oThen states, “however, . ‘such purchases or financial arrangemenTs o

for debt service are: made dlrecfly=by the- instlfutlons and the dol lars appear
within current funds revenues and expenditures reports of ‘the Institution.
This creates important problems of comparablil ity ‘when comparlng revenues and
expendlfures of Institutions In different states. Other flinancing, varlations

‘fhat result In reducing the val Idity of thiscomparison.include the expllcit

designation of all or a portion of. all TulTlon and fees revenues for repayment .
of capltal. purchases, or the: deslgna.. ‘of. auxlllary enferprlse revenues for

.

In preparlng The state survey to address problems of comparablllfy that
seemed to exlist, two approaches were possible. |t was recognized that - .
comparablllTy problems occurred whenever the HEGIS reports for: Institutions in

one staté . Included funds for a particular: function while the HEGlS reports for
. »fequlvalenf Institutions In another state did not include funds. for the same.

. function; - therefore, the survey could either (1) ask for Identification. of

“ funds for thdse furictions not Ihcluded In HEGlS, or (2) ask for. Those funchons
.Included ‘In-HEGIS. In mosk. cases, It wis decdded to address the quesTlon of

data gaps, and ask for ldenTlflcaTlon of funds not lncluded In HEGIS. 'Because

+ of the complexity of the question of debt service.and The sense” that HEGIS Is _

intended primarily to address current operating revenues and expendlfures, It
was decided to elect the other approach In collecting Information on debt

service’ arrangemenTs and to ask for~identiflcatlon of funds that are - lncluded
in HEGlS : : :

A slgn}?{canf number'ofirespondenTs (34 states) to the state survey

"reported debt service funds that appear in institutional current accounts as
- state and local appropriations, ftuition and fees revenues, or auxlllary

enterprise revenues. Funds appearlng as sTaTe approprlaflons in 1978-79 ranged

10
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5 Table 4

& ebf Servlce In Insflfuflonal Accounfs
'1978-79 Funds Included ln Hegts Reporfs.uv -

C Stdte

>'ﬂTo+aI.
fDebt

7’,ﬂServlcefT'jt

2

"¥[ ﬂIn Appro-'j,
_ﬂprlaflons -

nﬁ;l?_i .

: 5;New York *
.--Massachuseffs
;- Virginla

“Ohio v

~11llnols

-,Wlscdnéin

G New: Jersey

. Californla:
':Kenfucky
West Vlrglnla

o Indlana,l'
©Georgla-’.
-+, Washington -
.7 . Kansas’ .
South Carollna 9 ‘
1. 10,474,773 "
% --10,216,943

MlInnesota
Louislana
Pennsylvant®
lowa

. .Delaware . . Sa
" -Arkansas

==;;======}===;§

9$263,100,000

12,661,913

=

‘9,492,828
_&,794 700

% - SO
1 55;100,000
Y -.34,587,900
-f/debt service
39,261,549

1
1
|
1
1.
1
1
|
1

8,832,059 °
© 7,910,100

ffﬂs 87 4oo 000'
$-175,143, oooﬂ
99,978,542
. 65,100,000
52'364 ,»400.
(Recent-
51%825,649" "
. 42,744,040 .
*30,997,713 - §
26,483,497 -
q. 21,534,634
—4P/21 422,401
g 20,843,650
119,156,393
ﬁf,12;895;619.

1 175~143.ooo

42,744,040

1,097,226

4,412,135
g e
10,474,773
. 504,365
‘9,492,828
8,832,059
8,794,700
7,910,100

30,997,713
19,225,124 -

| 18,060,562

1. 2,398,164
B

q
2,805 223j> ﬂ 6,907 355

1
K
ﬂ
1]0
)
N
1
1.
)

av :;-4
” ) .
ﬂln Tulflon _“]-ﬂhp Auxillary
fand Fees - - . -YEntergrise
ﬁRevgnue:.v s::ﬂRevenue i
"f'ﬁ' R o
1$147,500,000 528,200,000
1. IR B A
Y oL 499;9%8,542 -
Y1 < unknown amounts s
éx/' 3,576,500 _ ¢ 14, 2oo 000 ..
ﬂcommlngled) N
n 3 12,564, 100
| ‘ oy : LT
o . ﬂunknown amounf» i
4 - 1 7,26Q,373. - -
| 21 554 634 Qunknown amoun+'0~
11 255 602 - 1..9,069,573 v
T o7 B 2,783 088 i .
1 19,156, 393 'Wynknown amounf,
-3 6,085,320

ﬂunknown amounff?f1 

ﬂ :  _f: ',f ;f'_,
ﬂunkhbwn amount = -

|
1]. .
1
| )|
| T
1 1 ' _ _
© Arlzona € .7,772,293 ¢ /. 5 573,481 ﬂ'KZ,}98,812 :
. ‘Oregon . "¢ 6,335,864 6,335,864 Ty //,J/l
* New Hampshire ¢ 4,673 300-:'ﬂ.~ 4,673,300 5 ,ﬂa." A
- South Dakota.” § 4,288,306 - § = . 99, 4ao Moooa, 188; ;826 4 IR
“Tennessee " ¢ 4,137 031.Qgﬂ-. .[ 4,137,031(¢( e
. -Nevada - . | r2;887;418-‘_%q "f;#ﬂ "2 887,418\
‘Vermont Y 2,528,260 ¢ - . 231 534 e ﬂ 2, 296 72
“Malne - - f 1,816,457 ¢ e ' . x 416’457&
. Maryland 4 1,310,000 § oy ﬂ 1,310,000 “* . 'ﬂ
: - Alabama 1  .337,580 " { 337 580 1 AF RN
Nebraska T R 1 - unknown 'ﬂamounfs a
North Carolina §- - S "9 - - unknown - famounts = - . &
Wyomling 1 q Y - unknown qamounts . :
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. from $337,580 to $174,143,000.  Tultlion. and -fees revenues dedicafed'fo}éaﬁ
. : purposes,ranged.frcm;$2314534Qto $147,500,000, and dedicated auxillary” <
.. . enterprise reverues rangedvfrom”51;31O,OOOT+o;$99;978,5423,'Severa{-sfa'és

- reported that -al though these, arrangements exlsted, the amounts .were noy' . =7
identifiablé or were wnavallable. . T L (I
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'Re¢qmmendatkohs'fdrhﬁpélysfs;and!nggarcherSJUsIng_HEGIS>Da+a-
N R il L S ey e f
...+ Awareness of reporting variations from stafe to state is/agn important .
.-~ ., conslderation fpr‘fhg gnalysf-Or"researchér usinig HEGIS gatgl * Although the
-7~ repprting variations stem prlmakf[y‘troh’nglflmaﬁe,dlffer"ces;th'!QQTe' _
- strateégies.for funding and ffianc Ing postsecondary’ éducat] n, they pose. ~ ¢ .. [
LSIQBIﬁICanT.prObIems"lh:compéﬁdbiLI+y§‘~'j,.  e L

v

. % T Yo - » . - . . . . . S T s Vi . o o ’
- . .The .researcher. or anélysf'woulﬁ;be;wlse,fqgreVVéw_Th role of the statés .°

. [h.coordipafing;_edjfing,.andquJng:HEGI§-daTq,félnCé‘+he level of activity by -
- theystate geneia[lyﬂéffec}S*fhe)qUa]!Ty}Of data: reported l;1mevih§ji+u+IOns.”"‘_
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