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h is report provides an

erview (If current trends

and oHnions in public

Ingher education It contains

information and survey data

many cases ate not available

anywhere else It summarizes the

concerns ot key administrators in

higher education and leading

government authorities It points d

NAay to the Riture It suggests how

the changing racial and ethnic mix

of studen,s will offer challenges to

public institutions

Issues Survey-1995

What Are the High Priorities?

in its I QQ5 ksues Survey the

American Association of State

Colleges and Universities rAASCH

asked its state representatives

(presidents and hancellors of

public. louryear institutions
representing the c()Ile,,es and

universities in their statest to assess

the opinions held by key institutions

and individuals inlluencing public

higher education on the state level

Information \VWs obtained regarding

the view( s nt d governors, legisla-

tors higher education system

lwrsonnel. and member instituti, ins

Table I lists issues that are high

priorities

As shown above, governors and

legislatures considered the issue ol

accountabilit a top priority, along

with administrative bloat and

program duplication In essence.

state governments seem focused on

ways to assess the costeffective-

ness and general value of higher

education The highest priority

among administrators in the state

wide 'systems" was accountability as

well, but at a lower rate than at the

gubernatorial or legislative level

Presidents and chancellors were

keenly interested in gaduat ion rates

and minority retention. but indi-

cated that accountability was

somewhat less of a priority

I higher education administrators. by

concentrating on such issues as

graduation rates and minority

retention appear to be especially

concerned wit h demonst rat Mg t heir

eflectikeness and value to the

states In this way, the differing

degree to which government and

higher education perceive the issue

of accountability may be more a

matter of perspective than sub-

stance

Assessing Cutbacks

In recent years. financial support

from the state has not kept pace

with the combined impact of rising

costs and generally increased

enrollment at public colleges and

universities. The amount of state

dollars per student has gradually

fallen, stretching tight resources

even tighter, and prompting cut-

backs in many areas However. the

AASCU survey sought to discover

what areas had been damaged the

most Respondents indicated t fiat

the cutbacks were most hurtful to

"access issues." foll(iwed by pro-

gram issues." and then by faculty

recruitment The access problem

reflects the need to restrain tuition

increases and keep the door of

higher education open. especially to

Table 1. High Priority Issues by Viewpoint
(in percentages)

Governor Legislators Systems Presidents and Chancellors

Administratn, Bloat 24 5 32.1 II 3 7 5

Thc 1,0,11i' that N,V,V, highest on 111(,-,I

CAVry 11',1 (11 oncern of their Teaching Load 20 8 35.8 30 2 26 4

( onst ituents ol higher education
Accountability 58 5 71.7 43 4 35 8

%las ill ,untabilik a term 11115 h
Graduation Rotes 18 9 31 7 39 6 54 7

Hid% \ OHO \ ol

thlh:111W

peispm tikes of panties assessed

Program Duplication 34 0 35 8 26 4 1 5

Minority Retention 9 4 9 4 30 2 50 9

6 AASC ft hue, Rept rt ol the Stale,. I



Executive Summary

minority and low-income groups

The reality is that scime students

may be denied opportunity This is

part icularlc troubling in light (tf

demographic trends that indicate

continued growth among many

traditionally low-income population

groups Limited access to higher

educationcaps in enrollment.
cutbacks in state fundingcould
undermine the future of public

higher education

Many other areas that ha\ e been

hurt by cutbackssuch as !acuity

recruitment and program issues
may be of less immediate concern to

inst it utions However. over t he ktng-

term. these issues coil Id seriously

undermine the vitality of higher

education

Fiscal Status of the States

In fiscal ear 1 qq4 I FY Q41 the states

had their most stable ',ear since

198() as re\ enue collection ex-

ceeded expectations State budgets

increased tik. 4 n percent llo\e\or

all sectors of the state budget pie

did not receke an equal increase

Surging Medicaid and corrections

c( tsts svph,,ned ttll lumis tho nuoit

have gone to other areas including

higher education st-itc

expenditures tor higher education

increased lk 4 2 perwnt in 1",'

it spectable rise hut still tittuhle-

st,mv twit ,wdin...1 I he

tli I Is 11111 RP, -.1 ii ,111,p it

kir higher edm anon tn n inflation
slio\An inn Hie

chart that follows, educational

appropriations have increased in

current dollar terms from 539 I

billion to 541 I billion In constant

dollars (adjusted based upon the

higher education price index I

,pending for 19(14 was 535 4 billion

Li 1(490 dollarsa decline of nearly

54 billion

Although the eu -rent fiscal picture is

quite positive, there is at least one

disturbing trend Escalating costs in

programs such as Medicaid and

corrections. both largely uncontrol-

lable budget items could continue

to squeeze out higher education

limiting educational opportunities

for those who deserve them.

Enrollment

In a reversal of prior-year trends.

enrollment at AASCU Inst it ut icins

declined slightly in the tall of 1993

[Idlest year availahlei by I I percent

There are several reasons why

enrollment growth has stopped or

slOkked if only temporank The baby

bust has reached its low and

should be followed in the coming

decade by rising numbers ol high

school graduates hopi4 ti t attend

ei)lloge An increasing percentage

will be from minority backgrounds--

ospec ralk Asian and 1 lisptinic

student-. Many of these will !will

Imancial assistance It I attend

The dist ussirig realit% is that sonic

hacc. waled (lin diluent

caps to restrain costs or raised

admissions standards for the sdme

purpose One of the defining issues

in higher education enrollment

trends is cost Nearly 32 percent of

college freshman chose their

institution based on cost If the

irWation-adiusted cost of attending

public higher education institutions

continues to rise, fewer students will

be able to afford it Moreover, it is

essential that costs be restrained to

allow fair access to all students

especially the rising percentages of

Asians. Hispanics. and other

traditionally underrepresented

groups

In general, however. the enrollment

outlook appe irs fairly optimistic

The National Center for Education

Statistics predicts that overall

college enrollments will rise 6

percent to 15 <1 million students by

the year 2004 f however, the validity

of this estimate will depend upon

mark things, part ieulaily the

ol fuiancial aid

Student Charges

'rho avera;:e undergracluate ciNst

Int ion and fees at public institu-

tions was 52 590 tor fall 10Q4 Thn,

represented a 6 1 percent Itntion

and lee increase versus the prior

year This Illoredw c ;111-1(.' t fist d-

linanc tat aid \\ ere

hoing urtailed Indeed 18 states in

the net..1-1(led doulde-

di;:it int tease- ni tuition and Ites

This ma% haw Innited the ahilitv if

11 1r) 1eport tI Ilit'
7



some to attend post secondari_.

Institut U ins Tuition and fees

charges rit public inst it lit ions varied

idely in the fall ot IQQ4 ranging

from Washington P C with the

loviest rate of S1,046 to Vermont

whic h had the highest rate at 54.651

State-Funded Aid

In 1O9-3-g4 (the latest year avail-

/thief the level of student grant aid

pros ided by the states increased n

an average of 12 6 percent kir

students attending both public and

private institutions This was

larger increase than in previous

ears but is probably not represen-

tative of the general trend in state-

funded aid State aid has most often

tailed to keep pace with the rising

cost of higher education over the

last half-decade. and this is likely to

continue Moreoker. changes in

.,t,ite-lunded aid varied widely by

state average figures need to be pin

in ciintext ror example five states

increased aid by more than 17

percent and six states cut aid It

should be noted that private

inst ut ions. accounted for nearl

one-third of the residents receiving

aid fundinr In
effect the ,Ikerdge imard size to

students attending private inshr

t Wits is hndlOr than to those attend-

puhlii. ones

Accountability

A , intntioned phi\ lonsk RI ouni

aliihr, remains line of t lit ke\ issues

in higner education In essence, to

justify public expenditures it is

critical that some measures of

qualit be made State legislatures

and governors seem to have two

implicit questions on their minds

What are we getting for our money?

Is it worth it?

Answering t hese questions can be

difficult A report card- system is

already in use at many institutions.

but this may not be sophisticated

enough However, specific indicators

can be difficult to agree upon Still.

some potential indicators exist.

such as II) Number of students who

graduate and stay in state..I21

Distribution by students. home-

towns. ( 31 Diversit of students and

faculty. (4) Freshman retention rate

(the percent of freshman who return

the following year) In addition

Total Oualit Management (TOM'

concept, are being adopted in many

areas of public higher education

with the goal of creating an environ-

ment where all aspects of a higher

educational institution can excel
and where nigh-qualn ser\ ice to

students is c nsistentl maintanitid

It is not surprising that the Report ol

the States Issi ie 511 t-Vey-1QQ')

,110%\i'd that accountability \kik 1

ritital (NM ern to both i...tate

authont les and public higher

lni.itiri mil ithoul

me.p,utes 1 R

sonw nt

improvements in scrvice or erosions

in qualityit is difficult to deter-
mine the appropriate allocation of

resources on an institutional level.

or to fully justify funding higher

education spendin;.; c\ it h state

government Hence, the issue of

accountabilit seems I. be increas-

ingly important in relations between

the state governments and public

higher education

National Retention Project

AASCll and Sallie Mae joint l

administered their third retention

survey of AASCU members (public

four-year comprehenske colleges

and universities) The retention rate

has become a key statistic at many

institutions. both in gauging the

success of enrollment management

efforts. and in assessing ikhich

population groups n-ia be in need

of extra assistai ice or monitoring

Retention is the percentage of

students who stay at an inst itut ion

during different phases of their

educational career--t he percent

ho return as sophomores after

t heir freshman year. the percent who

return cr, junior, after their sopho-

more ear etc I lowever the ultn-

mate measure of '-;LIC,:e!-0., is ht\\

many students actually graduate

The survey focused on the gradua-

1 ion rate ol students who hegan is

lull-time freshman and who gradu-

ated alter six war., Six year-

'an( lent I11110 lo ill v h

inn liNdoll (II ',indent`, V, ho (1% cr the

k ourse of their 'Audit"-, Ind\ ha\ t'

8
AAticI I Igor) Report ol SI.Ite,



shifted er to part-time stucl

taken one or more setlletiterS off A

high degree clf student mobility in

attending colleges and unisersities

is quite pi-cc alent among ,AASCI1

instit utions iTablc 21

Technology Survey

As high technolog applications

mature their use has become

increasingly preslent Nets\ orks

now link faculty staff and adminis-

trators on alnlost all AASCU mem-

ber campuses that responded to the

survey The application of electronic

alid other tec-hnologiessuch as
communications satellites fiber

optics and video reotrdingis
clearl changing higher education

Aktut half of the of AASCU surve

respondents indicated that the had

instituted a plan to des clop infor-

mation technologies although man
indicated potential Iiiiandal barriers

to meeting these goals Table 3 1kt,

resources available at AASCH

inst it ut ions

Conclusion

In (1 I ks al -ensw I (n1 \as clearly

po-,it rue yoir P tr public higher

education Appropriations increased

in line mth inllation and st,ity fiscal

ondit ions became siabihred

soinev, hat I h O. yr. gi en the

histor\ ot the Lei halt-decade
hirirw MIR h inllation-adiusted

higher educational spending

steadily dropped. it seems likely

that our recent experience is more

temporary respite from fiscal

erosion rather than a substantive

policy shift in favor of higher

education spending Unl.ess prevail-

ing realities change public higher

education will probabl continue to
lose ground linanciall., in coming

ears as increases in educational

funding requirements outpace

source:, of income Although rising

numbers of students will be eligible

to enter college in the next decade

adequate financial aid will need to

be available

In AASCI I s I UPS Issues Survey. state

governments indicated that the

issues of accountability administra-

tive bloat and teaching load were

critical Member institutions and

government ss ill cont inue to st udy

indicators to help measure cost

ctlect ivens-,,, and value

The I inure offers many challenges.

but enhanced technology and many

other develc yment S hold new

solutions and opportunities In turn

these do elopments should hope-

lully allos .AASCI1 memk:rs tc

better tullill their mission-, and rhe

high promise of opportunity and

excellence represented by puNic

higher education to cR h to ledrn

and to sem'

Table 2. Graduation Rate
After Six Years*

(in percentoges

Oveiall

White, Non-Hispanic

Black, Non-Hispanic

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Asian/Padfic Islander

Hisponic

'Began as f ull-tune Freshman in 1967.

40.5

42.6

28.0

24.5

41.9

30.9

Wide differences existed among demographic

groups. The lowest rate of graduation was

registered by the Native American population

and AfricanAmericans, the highest by those of

white, Nonliispanic backgrounds.

Table 3. Information Technology
Resources/Percent

of Institutions that Give
Access To:

Computer-based instruction 52 4

loternet/Bitnet access 79.0

Spreadsheets 96.3

A«ess to on-line databases' 54.1

Wordprocessing 97.8

Statistical analysis 89.5

It should he noted that a«ess to online

databases varied significantly dependmg upon

the sue of the institution. At institutions with

enrollments helow 5.000, 40.8 percent hod

a«ess to these serv«es At mtituttens with

enrollments of 5,000 to 17.000, 52 6 percent

had mess. while at large institutions with

enrollments nyet I i 000 17 1 pnitehi tail

F',..

1 \ 1 itdr) 1:(1,11 ,1 1 hy L4.11y,
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his Report of the States contin-

ues the transition from a

state appropriations and

mid-year recission focus to a more

comprehensive picture of the

condition of.public higher educa-

tion New sections on student

retention state report cards for

higher education. the use of infor-

mation technology, and direct

institutional aid to independent

colleges have been added AASCU's

annual survey of member presidents

who serve as government relations

representatives in their states again

focuses on the important issues

facing public higher education It

also details the political agenda that

must be addressed Graphic presen-

tation of information has also been

improved New software and a lot of

hard work has made it easier to

quickly visualize the masses of data

we have analyzed

The lisc.al condition tor most states

is improved and revenue collections

are meeting or exceeding projec-

tions Where state liscal conditiims
are good. appropriations to higher

educ.at ion ha\ e generally improved

Fiscally this is the most stable year

puNk higher education has experi-

enced since the late I Q80s Ii igher

education however. continues to lag

behind appropriations going to

Medicaid and «Irrect ions in state

budgets This trend arose III the

eddy part of this dotade and is

tolitinuim, t lit Ii ni lilt I 1.1S

relorm agendas iii man\ `11,11l.,

oUld t.',1`,11, cut into state reentie

collections Should this occur.

higher education will again be at

considerable risk in the budget

cutting processes because it makes

up such a large part of states'

discretionary spending

Student access to the opportunities

that higher education can provide

will increasingly become the focus

of policy debates in the years to

come While there is a drop in this

year s enrollment figures. demo-

graphics alone will increase enroll-

ment demand until this time next

decade. Policy debates are already

arising across the country on how to

handle this demand The early policy

responses have been to contain

enrollments by restricting student

financial aid and to raise admissions

standards to "preserve quality"

Analysis of demographics, however

reveals that increasing percentages

of traditionalage high school
graduates are coming from minority

group populations Representatives

of those communities are already

complaining that the gates of higher

education opportunity appear to be

closing just as their children are

approaching college age This year's

Report a/ flu' State> explt,res questions

of institutional funding tuition
pricing and student financial aid

program funding that will have an

impact on the rking numbers of

traditionalage students

A rjeat deal ol publit ont I'd) 11,P,

been directed toward .kmk,Ime,..,

Irom higher education III I lie 1),P,1

several years. While no one has a

comprehensive answer to those

concerns. AASCU and Sallie Mae

have now completed a third survey

in a ground breaking student

retention and graduation rate study.

The results of that study are sum-

marized in this report Expansion of

this study has the potential to

establish a national baseline for

future analysis and expectations

Information technology ti e..

computers, networks, fiber optics

and communication satellites) is

already a part of higher education.

but all of the higher education

sectors are not equally served nor

knowledgeable. Many institutions

have acquired information technol-

ogy but integrating it into the fabric

of university life has not been easy

AASCU surveyed its members about

institutional purposes for, access to.

mastery of and obstacles in the way

ol using that technology The survey

results chronicle growing institu-

tional maturity in the use and

management of those resources

Independent colleges and universi-

ties are also pressed financially and

they have developed a varik:ty of

mechanisms to acquire direct state

support. not student aid for their

institutions and programs A study

by Univeristy of Wa Thington profes-

sor William Zumetti atalogues the
ways that these instill,' ions are
drawing 5400 million annuall
tliret lb Iron) state treasuries lip,
findings dre summarized within this

reptIrt

1 0
AASCI1 1105 Report of Ihe Stiles / 5



So how ic public higher education

doing? Finances are mostly stable

tho leadership of the academy is

focused on important longterm

issues as well as the current politi-

cal agenda The fiscal problems of

the early part of the decade have left

their mark on institutions of higher

edu, at ion and in some ways have

harmed the institutions While

current enrollments are down a bit.

the future looks brighter If \vcis can

be lound to help states manage

pressing needs for state expendi-

tures, there might even be some

additional funds to invest in higher

education, if only to ensure fair

access for the increasing percent-

ages of high school graduates from

the Asian and Hispanic communi-

ties

tofu/ M I ici01111(1110
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Highlights

Account, 'it\ is reported as

t he primary issue of concern for

governkirs legislators and

--;\ stem office,

'Graduation rates' and 'minority

recruitment are tied at the top
cif the list of issues tor Utileges

and universit ies Minority

retention follows close behind

for campuses but barely makes

the radar screen for go\ ernors

and legislators

There is a substantial difference

ol opinion as to whether

administ rat i e bloat is an

important issue Nearly a third

ol all legi, lators are reported to

cl,nsidc.r an important issue

\\ hereas less than 8 percent of

campuses vie\\ it 1`. a high

prikint \ issue

A similar ikergence oct. lir', for

program duplication as an

Issue 1;overmiN and legislators

are reported \ ie\cing it as a

critical issue but camliuses

place it much lov.er on the

prow \ scale

Rispkimlents report nev, and

k on! Ilium::

outi in iS and Milli a

toe ki --Tate y111111,111- Ind

tlie

What it means

While there is a significant differ-

ence between the ranking of

coui'abilit) as an important issue
for state officials compared to

campus officials the difference is

likely to be onc of form rather than

substance The concern campus

officials about teaching I.

I 2 relations 'time to completion

and 'graduation rates- actuall\

exceeds the governors and legisla-

tors reported concern for these

issues in combination \\ it h the

general category of "accountability

These specific issues comprise the

major components of what account-

abilit means to governors and

legislators We think this means that

campus leaders think of account-

ability as discrete operational issues

which is different than the

politician's way of thinking about

accountability as a broad issue

The same cannot be said of the

administrative bloat' and program

duplication issues lick ted
continue to see these as fiscal

issues where ,a\ings can still be

realized through restructuring and

d11nsizing (if expensive program,

Campus offik lids v ho have lived

hrt tigh man\ rt tund,-, of budget

resk issions layoff., poyl ion freeze.,

dnd prilgran ehunnat ha\ em

substantnel \ different view about

\\ het her there is administrative

bloat proi,Jam duphi ation This

\ i'went e f ielspek

lii lath lead to sonic oinked) and
t ii tIn' nedr h.tin

As noted in the enrollment section

of this Report of tire States'. increasing

numbers of Hispanic and Asian

traditionalage students are moving

toward college Serving these groups

is clearly on the priority list tor

campus adminisi rators as they try to

bring di\ ersity to their campuses

and to maintain it This is in line

with higher education s mission of

providing access and opportunity to

e\ eryone v, ho can benefit from a

college education As of now, this is

not an important agenda item for

elected officials If anything. elected

officials are actively questioning the

efficacy and cost-benefit ratio of

affirmative action programs in

higher education I ligher education

is wellpositioned for the long term
The changing racial and ethnic

demographics of the American

citizenry ensure that In the short

term hi iwever. there is likely to he

friction dS higher education seeks

fiscal resources to serve t hese

traditionalage populat ions \\ hile

elected officials seek to contain or

diminish higher education budgets

The politics of faCe and the politics

of fax cutting are likely to collide on

this issue before the end of the

decade

Findings

In December I ilthl AASCI I s

Association 1:e,,edrch dist ntlincd

the State Representati \ es Issues

!--;111"\ AA!--;(:(1-, ikpik

e, and ti s\ stein represeii

tail\ es in he b.\ state, where

AASCD ha- no member

AASCI1 I ou5 piutl ccl Ihe Lut,mti,s 7
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iThe state representat n es Const it WC

thy public policy committee of the

association They represent member

institutions in 48 states the District

of Columbia. Puerto Rico. Guam and

the II S Virgin Islands r Responses

were received in time to be used

from all but Guam the total N \Ads

therefore 53

General Discussion

The silo ey of the state representa-

tii.,:is asked questions about issues

that were salient to public higher

education in the opinion of staff

members at AASCU The design was

intended to collect information

about the fiscal situation of the

-4,11e!-, the types of information

public colleges report to the state

governments changes in gover-

nance structure and practices. cind

the priktrity given to \',11101.1,, issues

,11 the various levels of state govern-

ment

Respondents were asked it any

changes in governance had occurred

in their states in the last year

Governance and reporting changes

were reported by 43 4 percent. and

program review changes were

rel)(irted by '35 8 percent. Changes in

finances were reported by 37 7

percent. while no 'other- changes

were reported The respondents

were able to select more than one

change tStie Graph I

Respondents indicated in which

areas they had received requests for

special information Over hall. 60 4

percent. had received requests for

information about graduation rates

A total of 56 0 percent had received

requests for data on faculty

workload. and 59 9 percent had

Graph 1. Percentage of respondents indicating change

in this area in past year
50%

43%

Governante & Reporting

ran 1995 Issues Survey, AASal

Program Review Finance

Category of Change

Other

received such requests regarding

administrative costs A few. 28 3

percent. had received requests for

other kinds of information

The sources of information requests

were queried The most common

source of such requests was the

legislature, cited by 54 7 percent of

the respondents The next most

common was the system office.

mentioned by 41 5 percent. followed

by the higher education board and

the executive branch, each cited by

34.0 percent "Other- sources were

mentioned by 5 7 percent (1f' the

respondents

Respondents were asked if they

produced a campus or system

"report card. Almost two thirds

62 '3 percent. indicated they did Of

those who indicated they produced

such a report. the most cornmon

item reported (9.4 1 percent I was

enrollment Of the various items

listed, all were reported by at least

5i) percent of the respondents. with

the lowest percentage being student

outcomes. reported by 52 9 percent

(The residual 'Other' category v,irs

ment ioned by 8 8 percent r (Sec Tatilc

Resp(mdents were asked 11 they had

experiem ed an increase in state

inquiries ()I" nidnddlc-, in particular

the area of outcomes suc h

as graduation Nile,. 43 I percent

reported increased inquiries. I 5 7

percent reported inc reased man

drid 2 percent reported

AASCU I I15 RerRirt of the stares
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Table 4. Those Producing

Report Cards Reporting
Particular Information

(in percentages)

Enrollments 94.1

Expenditures, etc. 82 4

Minority recruitment 70.6

Minority retention 70.6

Graduation rates 88.2

Student characteristks 73.4

Tuition and fees 70.6

Student outcomes 52.9

Other 8.8

neither Only I 0 percent reported

th or had increased In the area of

prcreedu ITS such as procurement

and hiring. 30 8 percent reported an

increase in inquiries. while 7 7

percent reported new mandates The

majority. 50 6 percent reported

neither while I 0 percent indicated

both had occurred Somewhat over

ha 55 8 percent reported an

in(rea,-;e in inquiries regarding

resource management (covering

such t hings as class size or facult

workloadsi and a much smaller

group. 5 8 percent indicated there

had been net mandates in this 'red

About one third 34 6 percent.

indicated neither had happened.

while i 8 reported both had in-

creased

As the situation since 1000 has

demonstrated. 'strites liscal healtn

has a major impact on public higher

education Therelore the state

representat Ives 'A CR' asHd for their

evaluation of I herr state's fiscal

-Jahns and future fiscal prirv-pect-, Of

Ow 5 d hOol

:2 1 percent. found it to be poJrr

below dserar2,e Almost ic uarter

24 5 percent. found it to be average

Well over one third 41 5 percent.

thought it to be above average or

excellent. (One did not answer I

When asked whether their state

government's finances were in the

same shape as last year. the major-

ity 83 percent said yes The remain-

der, 13 2 percent said no. save for

two wh6 didn't answer

When asked about their expecta-

tions of future economic conditions

(the period of time was a year from

now). almost a third. 30 2 percent. of

the respondents. indicated they

expected the situation to be much

tkorse or somewhat worse A plural-

ity 41 5 percent. expected the

situation to remain the same

Almost a fourth. 22 7 percent.

thought economic conditions would

be somewhat better or much better.

while 3 8 percent were unsure (One

person didn t answer the question I

Respondents were asked if their

state employed ri funding formula.

Over half. 58 5 percent. answered

yes Of those who indicated their

state used a funding formula.

almost one fifth. 10 4 percent. said

that it was lully lunded for FY 1005

A similar percentage. nearly 23

percent. indicated that it had been

fully tunded for FY 1004 When asked

it t he formula had J,,,enerally been

fully funded before FY 1004 6 5

per«nt answered

R(-,1,rndcnts were asked it there had

been an explic it policy in their

states to increase state-funded

student aid to make up for tuition

increases. The majority. 70 2 per-

cent answered no

The state representatives were asked

to select those funding areas that

they thought were major competi-

tors with higher education for

appropriations The category chosen

most often was corrections. by 86 8

percent. The second most chosen

category MIS K-I 2 schools. hy 83

percent Medicaid and welfare tied

for third place. with 60.4 percent

Issue Priorities of Higher
Education Stakeholders

The survey asked a question regard-

ing the priority accorded various

higher education issues by different

stakeholders The respondenis were

asked to assess the priority given to

an issue on the public four-year

campuses in their states, as well ds

the priority the same issues had for

their system off ices. governors and

legislatures

Accountability was the issue most

likely to be viewed by respondents

to he a high priority for their gover-

nors, chosen by 58 5 percent

Program duplication and the

school-to--work transition tied krt.

second place each by (4 percent (4

the respondents Administrative

bloat and time to completion lied

for third place as guhernalonal

issues bs 24 5 percent of the

respondents (The question did not

AASCII 1005 Report of the Stales
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Table 5. Three Highest Priority Issues for the Different
Stakeholders According to Respondents

Goveraor Legislature System Campus

A«ountobility Accountability Accountability Graduation Rotes/

Minority Recruitment

School-to-work Graduation Graduation Minority

transmon/Progrom duplication rates rotes retention

Administrative bloat: Teaching load/ Minority retention Accountability/

Time to completion Program duplication retention K-12 relations

Table 6. Percentage of Respondents Indicating that the Issue
is a High Priority from the Perspective of a Particular Stakeholder

(bolded numbers ore among the top three issues in that column)

Governor Legislature System Campus

Administrative bloat 24.5 32.1 11 3 7.5

Teaching lend 20.8 35.8 30 2 26.4

Accountobility 58.5 71.7 43.4 35.8

Graduation Was 18.9 37.7 39.6 54.7

K-12 relotions 20.8 15 1 22.6 35.8

School-to-work tronsition 34.0 30.2 11.3' 13.2

Tuition too high 22.6 30.2 30.2 28.3

fees too high 15.1 22.6 20.8 17.0

Time to completion 24.5 22.6 28 3 28.3

Program duplication 34.0 35.8 26.4 7.5

Mmority recruitment 9 4 13.2 30.2 54.7

Minority retention 9 4 9.4 37.7 50.9

Enrollment limits 5 7 5 7 13.2 22 6

Other 7 5 3 8 3 8 5.7

ask the respc Indent s to rank t he

Ititilles in order ot concern to the

various stakeholder, It asked them

to indicate whether the issues were

a high moderate or loNA priority for

particular stakeholders (See Tahles 5

arid ()

Respondents also verc Ilkek

t 0 \ tew ,KCOUnlabilit as a top

priorir.s. for legislatures (71 7 per-.

cent I The second most chosen issue

was graduation rates. with .37 7

perc(mt Teaching load and program

duplication were tied for the third

place among legislative higher

education issues each with 35 8

percent

The issue most (410)) chosen A, d

high priority for system ollices was

accountability (4'3 4 percent I

Graduation rates v,as t he second

most likely to be chosen. with 3(1

percent Minorit V ref ern ion \, as t he

issue that was the third most likels

to viewed as d high s stem priorit\.

chosen by '37 7 percent

The respondents chose both gradua-

tion rates and minority recruitment

most frequently <IC high priority

issues on campuses each selected

b) 54 7 percent Minority retention

\1/4 is t he seccmd m()st commcmly

hosen issue wit h 500 pert ent

rV'C on nh ahl I it \' and ielatic '.' It 11

lie K--1 2 sector wcre tied tor thud

v, it h '39 ;) )erc eij

There r. ere noticeable clilierences ui

he \a in \ h resp( +indents

Ill A.A PAP-) Rep.srt l the Slate,



ranked issues for thy different

stAeholders Administrant e blclat
\yiS \ tcwed as a high gubernatorial

and legislative priorff by at least
one-lourt h of the respcmdents but a

high sistem office priority by.a little
ot er 10 percent and on campuses

by onl 7 5 percent This issue tied

for third place for the governors

AC(.01.111tabiht lVds \At:V.0d ci5 d high

gubernatorial prit idly by 58 5

pert ent of the respondents. and a

top legislatiie priority by 71 7

percent. I lowei er. onl 43 4 percent

viewed it as a high system office

prit it-Hy. and just over a third. 35 8

percent. saw It ,1 high priority on

campuses in their states Account-

ability was the top ranked ksue for

all stakeholders except campuses.

where it was tied for third place with

K-12 sector relations

Graduation rates were \ lot ed as

high gubernatorial priority h 18

percent t If the respcmdents but

high priorit legislahie issue by 37 7

pert ent (making it the second

highest ranked Issue lot stake-

holden "Hwy ).). CR` rated as <I high

prioriti for s\stem oitk-e,: by N

percent and <I high priority campus

issue I..)\ 54 7 pert ent This issue was

rated number two for legislatures

and s.,stem offices. and rIllmber ne

lot" amptb es but did not make it to

th:. top thiee among, gubernatorial

issues

lit"< hokd to 'Atka hon.-own i(as

\ vii is .1 Intth prioini, for ttoier

nor, and legislatures for about one-

t Inrd of the respondents. while I I 3

per( ent saii it as a high priorit for

system offices (ind I 3 2 percent

ranked it a high prionly on cam-

puses This issue was tied tor

second place tt it h program duplica-

tion among govern()rs issues.

Program duplication was ranked as a

high priority governors issue by .34

percent of the respondents. and a

high priority legislative issue by 35 8

percent of the respondents It was

seen as a high priolity issue in the

system offices by 26 4 percent of the

respondents, but on the campuses

by only 7 5 percent of respondents

Minority recruitment I.Va- viewed a!,

a high priority campus issue by

slightl over half of the respondents.

54 7 percent and this issue tied with

graduation rates as the number one

high priorit. issue at this level
ii,wever. it Was viewed Is .d high

system office priority in slightly less

than <I third of the states '30 2

pen ent It \ids viewed as ci high

legkialive priority issue bY 1.1 2
percent of rt-spondents and a high

Priot lor governors b I percent

ol the respondents

A similar picture emerges for the

related issuc of minority retention

whit h was the numbet like ranked

high priority campus issue selected

h 50 0 p( Rent if fespondents . but

iievsed is <I higlu prioriti for

hat oiet one Hurd ol thy legisla-

tures 17 7 pert cult Minoril reten.

t ion was the number two campus

issue. and number three at the

s).,stem office leiel It ii as viewed tis

a high priority for 1) 4 percent ol the

legislatures. and tor the same

per( entage (il t he goiernors

Fnrollment limits were viewed ciS a

high priority issue for 22 6 percent of

the campuses and 13 2 percent of

respondents saw it as a priority dt

system offices It was viewed as a

priority issue for 5 7 percent of the

governors, and the same percentage

of the legislatures

Areas Hurt by Funding
Erosion

Table 7 shows the percentage of

respondents who ranked each area

of higher education operations or

goals b the level of damage it had

suffered from funding erosion

(Respondents were given the choice

of indicating an area had suffered

the highest. second highest third

highest or some general lesser

degree of danlage and could decline

to ',elect any area i The area most

often selected as having suffered the

IliOle`;t level of dama4e wds access
ho,;en by 24 5 pd,rcent of respon-

dents. followed by faculty recruit-

ment. selected by 22 6 percent. and

maintenance selected h
20 8 percent

Piogram offerings was the area Finist

k tt i n side( till IS ha\ I rig suffered the

setond highest lewl of damage

hosen hy 26 4 perc ent followed hi

AASCH inns Rcpthtf if IhkStdli, I I
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building mai nt (.`11,inc e 15 1 per-

cent 1 and then ,ICcess selected h

1 3 2 percent

The areas most often selected ri-

having suffered I he third highest

level of damage were program

offerings and building maintenance

22 6 percent each). facult recruit-

ment selected by 20 8 percent. and

time to completion selected by I 3 2

percent

The areas most often indicated by

respondt nts as ha ing suffered

nne lesser !ewe! of damage were

grounds maintenance. chosen by

28 3 percent. staff turnover, picked

by 26 4 percent. and senior adminis-

t rat g recruitment selected by I 8 9

percent I Respondents could choose

tncn as desired in this categor

Many respondents did not check

some categories indicating these

areas were unaffected The area

most often unchecked W,r, other

lk e) percent indicating that the

hst ,c1 areas presented was lairk

0111)1(11er-1-aye The next most

unchecked cat egoes was staff

turnover with 67 ,) percent followed

ddrrunistrator recruitment

.11 66 per( ent grounds 111,1Iniendn:

98 9 per«.nt and time to

kompletion c ith 94 7 percent The

dred kist likek- to he ink lie. ked

was proeram ollerings Much was

not ( hec Led lc% 22 0 per«,nt of t he

Autonomy

Respondents to the State Represen-

tatives Issues Survey were asked

about higher education autonom

initiatives in their states The

majority of respondents indicated

that the issue had not been raised

with their governors (62 3 percent)

or the legislatures ( 56 6 percent ) Of

those who indicated that the issue

had been raised, about one third

134 8 percent I indicated it had

received a positive response. the

same percentage indicated it had

received a negative response and

30 4 percent reported the initiative

received no response

Of those 2 3 who indicated such an

initiative had been made. 82 6

percent reported that the request

had been for budget and resource

allocation flexibility Exemption

horn state purchasing or other

administrative rules was involved in

5Q percent of the cases, and exemp-

tion Irom state salary and compen-

sation rules was requested in 36 3

percent of the cases In 45 4 percent

of the reported cases, the request

involved an exemption from state

administrative reporting rules Of

the 22 who responded to the

question asking whether an ex-

change of increased autonomy for

static or decreased funding was part

ol the discussion only one said yes

Table 7. Respondents' Assessment of Damage Level Caused

by Funding Erosion in Various Areas
(Numbers ore, for each area, percentage of respondents

who assessed the damage done at a particular level.)

Highest
damage

Second

highest

Third

highest Affected
Not

Affected Total

A«ess 24 5 13.2 3 8 15.1 43.4 100

time to completion 7 5 7 5 13 1 17 0 54 7 100

faculty renurtment 22 6 9.4 20.8 15.1 32.1 100

Senior administrator

recruitment 3 8 5 7 5 7 18 9 66.0 100

Program offerings 13.2 26 4 22.6 15.1 22.6 100

Building maintenance 20 8 15 1 27 6 11 3 30 1 100

Grounds manitentince 1.9 9 4 1 9 28 3 58.5 100

Stoff turnover 0 0 1 9 3 8 76 4 6/ 9 100

Other 0 0 3 8 0 0 5 7 90 6 100

12 AAL;( II 10'19 Report of the !-It.ites. 1 7



Highlights

States had their mc stable

liscal year since 1(48()

State budgets increased by an

akercu,le of 4 0 percent

States cut taxes bk n

most IY becallSe !-,ale!, personal

and ctrporate income tax

re\ enue ccIllect ions exceeded

projections

... \\ era ge 1 QQ4 st ate k ea r-end

fund balances lor fiscal year

0Q4 were 4 3 percent ol expen-

ditures This 1, within the to s

percent range fiscal experts

think is the miniimim accept-

able

Medicaid spending is a continu-

ing expenditure headac he lor

state, It gie\\ bk 8 7 percent

last \ ear c c,mpared 01 the 4

percent state budget :2,r()\\ th

.1 II igher mucat ion expenditures

\\ ere till an average of 4 2

percent

ederal Reser\ c Chair Alan

Greenspan is predicting a

recef.-,sion 111(.11 bcdes ill for

state fiscal c.onditions 11,11

lokek publisher (,1 Stale 1-Wact

(HO TER Nett'. The ( 011(11-

lions are 1101.1, HI place h,r the

ombinat it n 4 state

fiscal c ii -an( the

What it means

State re\ enues are recmering at a

pace slower than the general

improvement in the economy State

tax revenue sk stems ti e the mix ol

propertk sales income and other

West don t necessarilk celled from

the growing parts of the economk

te g . the service sector) Some

prognosticators like Hal Hovey.

think this imbalance in state tax

revenue systems when combined

%kith the politics of tax cutting will

result in fiscal disaster for many

states In all likelihood such an

imbalance means things won t get

much better tor higher education

all \ I I me soon The gcmd news is

that state budget makers have been

fairly conservatke about revenue

estimates and re\ enue collections

are generallk meeting exceeding

budget-making assumptions This

means that monek allocated to

higher education is octuallk being

delivered and in most states there

kkon t be any mid-year budget

cutting Mid-year budget cuts are

part ic ularly unlikely because most

states have at least minimal cash

ieserkeS That s an improvement

from last \ ear

The uncommitted portion ot mo,,t

state budgets is not nearlk large

enough to meet all the spending

demands Higher education has

been losing ground to other spend-

rig priorities ',Inc the eailk (m... it

wais that this In 10 V ill «111

Mille hi III9) Medk did
het dine pdrt ol state

budgets than higher education

Corrections spending already makes

up a larger portion of the California

and Honda state budget:; than

higher education Other states are

not far behind in corrections

spending and it won't be long before

more dollars are spent for correc-

tions than higher education III ,1

majority 01 states

Findings

States hake had a slight respite from

the fiscal problems ol the last fey.

years Only 10 states reduced their

enacted budgets in FY 1004 . and by

a total of less than I percent of the

total budgets This is in contrast to

the 22 states in IN I(M3 and the 35

states in FY 1002 that had to reduce

their budgets The last time the

number of states that undement

imd-year reductions was belokk 20
n. (iSQ when 11 was 12

Aggregate general fund budgets lor

IV 19Q4 increased 4 c) jiercent 0\er

the pre\ ious year More than one-

t hird of the states reported FY 1(M-1

.12,1"M\ b below 5 percent and about

half expect IN I QQ5 growth will be

below 5 percent [Set' Graph 2 1

State tax actions for IN 1005 re-

sulted in decrease ot 52 6 hini(111.

an amount equal to less than I

percent I I I kerall state budgets The

\+, illingness ol the states to allow the

hrst dec lease m new ievenue, sin( y

y umh Ind \ be 01,1011 to the kut

that re\ enue (,11c1 lion-. lot sales

pet.,( rut I qllk` (Hid coriu,rdte

AASCH l(PIS Report ol the Slates I
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8%

Graph 2. Total state year-end reserves FY 79 to 95, in percentages

3%

2%

0%
Iii

79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94

Fiscal Year

Source. NASRO fiscal Survey of States, 11.94'

Office of Association Research, AASal

inccime taxes met or exceeded

protections in almost all states in FY

1904 by about 1 percent overall

iThese three taxes are the most

Imp(irtant components of states'

general lunds r 1-or FY 1004 tax

collect kens were above estimates in

;4 states at estimated lecik in
tune and belov, in eight iThe total

is 51 due to the inclusion ()I Puerto

RI«)

Aggregate! \ ear-end budget balan(

V.Orc 4 I percent 1 expenditures kir

IV 1004 and 3 5 percent leer IV 1005

lialanc es are expccted to improve

bet ,c 1001 dnd IV 1005 m 20

slates lietckeen IA 04 alld 05 I he

number 1 states meeting, the

pereent ird will decline !nem

he 2: the numbei meeting

the r; per, ont standard c., ill ilec line

hom 21 to

The inaicii ci \twilit!! \ cci

the states Medicaid \liosci late cil

95

growth. though it has slowed down

still exceeds most other state

expenditures and state revenues

Medicaid grew at a rate of 8 7

percent between FY 1 994 and FY

q05 while overall state appropria-

tions grew at a rate ot 4 0 percent

vca ol contrast higher educa-

tion grew it a rate ol 4 4 percent I 13y

FY 1000 Medk aid had surpassed

higher education as the second

largest component of state spend-

ing All maker state budget catego-

ries except Medicaid and corrections

declined as a Percentage ol stale

budgets hemeen FY 1087 and IV

1003 N1edie_did ik.counted for 10

perwnt ccl state spending in

1087 and was at 18 percent in FY

1003 I ort V-seVell states used so chile

ceentilinment measures for

Medicaid in I

the . inlorniation delineate -

a situation vItere state Istidgets

t soinei.,11,11 nic ire !ruins-) than

they have had in the past few years

but hae reserves no higher than

before the earl, 1000s budget crises

II igher education hock ever has not

seen a sudden and complete

re\ ersal of the past few ears I sc it

tightening Aggregate FY 1005

appropriations for higher education

were 942 8 billion up 4 4 percent

from FY 1004 and up 7 4 peRent

from FY 1093 It should be noted

however. that appropriations levels

dropped in nominal terms (not

adjusted for inflation) between VI

1991 and 1993 If the appropria-

tions figures are calculated on a

full-time equivalent student bask.

to control for enrollment. the will
show a steady increase in doll,iN

per 11T. betV,een PI 1080 and fl

1904 I lowever if the elle( is of

inflation are cont rolled lor the

figures show that I- V 1094 expendi-

tUres are slightly below those kir n'

108(1 (See Gratill '3 )

The Ile\1s on appropriations her

individual states varied Most states

sa\ an increase \kith only live of the

50 a der rease

Molltalla. New ler,ey disci

Washington I One state North

Dakota was lc\ el-Iunded seeing no

hange in appropriations The

-11,111est decrease \kw-, 01 perceist in

New lersey. and the largest \ as 4 02

per«,nt in Alaska The smallest

Ilicrea-,e \Nei!, I peR ent HI NC\ add

and the largest 30 per«.nt iii

!Mk-as-111a -,\\
411 in( reasc,, Alabama

N.1ississippi Missoun No% !Mexico

1 -1 t 1 1095 1: el ci et I ccl 1 9



and Rhode Island (Sec Graph 4 and

Tar* 8

The future for state budgets and by

extension state colleges. Ma) Itc,t be

as bright d- the present The editor

of Slate liudael and Ta Noics foresees

S6000

55000

S4000

S3000

S2000

51000

S0000

f kcd1 problems for the IV IQ%

budget sessions. or by Fy I cy.rii ;il

the latest The conditions are noiA

in place for the worst combination

of state fiscal crises smo e the early

11)80s. says I :al I iovey It should be

pointed out that states have re-

Graph 3. State appropriation per full-time equivalent

higher education student, US average, FY 80-94
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_
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Graph 4. State Annual Budget Increases Fiscal 1979 to Fiscal 1995

mill and without inflation adjustment)
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ported that their spending %%ill be in

line for appropriations in Pr' 1QQ5

This suggests that problems if an.

will not occur before the start of the

next fiscal year at the earliest

The ',dme publication cited esti-

mates that the current level of

economic growth that has fueled the

recent upturn in state hnances will

not continue. and that an economic

sloCkdown will occur soon -The

author states that 'A slowdown is

c.onling. the onl question is when

(Federal Reserve Chairman Alan

Greenspan also shares this opin-

ion '1 I iovey also points out that no

state took the proposed federal

balanced budget amendment into

account in its budgeting for I:V

1995 Changes in federal spending

could have serious implications for

state budgets because the states

reieiCe a lot oh matching federal

funds log state expenditures Some

disLussion H said to Loiter around

reducing the federal share cif

Medicaid expenditures

ederal lax polic changes «ould

also ha\ e dri impact on state

linan«,s Many state tax systems are

based on the federal s% stem and

therefore yhanges to the latter haCe

an impact on the revenues of the

lormer Federal lax Credits ssould not

ailed adiusted gross income. CChich

the basis for most state tax

calculations but some start with

federal taxable ino oink,

1,1>se",

hdve

20
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Table 8. State Appropriations for Higher Education in $Thousands, 1993 through 1995

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 95-94 Change 95-93 Change

Alabama 5823,940 5892,127 51,016,104 13 90 23.32

Alaska 5174,118 5180,340 5171,460 -4.92 -1.53

Arizona 5608,935 5616,728 5665,462 7.90 9.28

Arkansas 5407,501 5418,119 5418,680 0.13 2.74

California 55,054,996 54,611,673 54,748,746 2.97 -6.06

Colorado 5529,158 5534,418 5543,690 1.73 2.75

Connecticut 5433,973 5495,818 5500,315 0.91 15.29

Delaware 5122,469 S125,969 5137,432 9.10 12.22

Florida 51,461,341 51,585,927 51,695,700 6.92 16.04

Georgia S941,363 51,034,858 51,119,936 8.22 18.97

HOIN011 5367,430 5371,720 5386,023 3.85 5.06

Idaho 5190,593 5201,334 5226,908 12.70 19.05

Illinois 51,731,010 S1,806,438 51,894,531 4.88 9.45

Indiana 5896,603 5918,132 S923,508 0.59 3.00

Iowa 5606,751 5625,981 5641,207 2 43 5 68

Kansas 5468,030 5484,724 5502,355 3 64 7.33

Kentucky 5609,659 5630,650 5657,609 4.27 7.87

Louisiana 5575,641 5567,580 5589,578 3.88 2.42

Maine S172,152 5172,451 5173,020 0.33 0.50

Maryland 5751,949 5748,687 5788,187 5.28 4 87

Massachusetts 5650,187 5826,995 5902,934 9 18 n/c

Michigan S1,552,305 51,559,304 51,607,578 3.10 3 56

Minnesota 5965,288 51,008,028 51,030,819 2 26 6 79

Mississippi 5434,246 S458,989 5628,607 36 95 44.76

Missouri 5590,505 5610,610 5612,839 10 18 13.94

Montana 5123,228 5117,551 5113,156 -3 74 -8 17

Nohinsko 953,841 5358,249 5369,565 3 16 4 44

Nevado 5707,572 5194119 S194,439 0 11 -6 33

..\;\!--;(11 1g)05 Rt.pott of thy 2 1



Table 8. State Appropriations for Higher Education in $Thousands, 1993 through 1995 continued

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95

New Hampshire $74,026 $80,415 S85,324

New Jersey 51,229,727 S1,270,865 $1,259,340

New Mexico $364,895 $393,353 $437,502

New York $2,774.114 S2,950,911 53,106,507

North Carolina $1,541,926 $1,630,179 $1,723,312

North Dakota $151,190 $143,864 $143,864

Ohio $1,378,612 $1,471,174 $1,559,722

Oklahoma $557,531 $538,565 $540,887

Oregon $485,482 $428,099 $434,654

Pennsylvania $1,425,993 $1,514,498 $1,580,984

Rhode Island $107,628 $112,911 5125,034

South Carolina S618,408 $624,248 $634,463

South Dokota $104,713 $111,031 $112,923

Tennessee $761,543 $829,302 $864,461

Texas $2,802,348 $3,188,362 $3,109,347

Utah $350,936 $366,493 5397,539

Vermont $54,089 $52,936 $53,222

Virginia $934,990 $949,548 $976,899

Wnshington $953,081 $962,625 $942,842

West Virginia $284,606 $296,914 $303,874

Wisconsin 5902,988 $936,156 $979,269

Wyoming $122,152 5124,694 $128,682

Toil' $39,785,768 $41,134,822 $42,821,039

Unwerghted Average Change'

Weighted Average Change

95-94 Change 95-93 Change

6.10 15.26

-0.91 2.41

11.22 19.90

5.27 11 98

5.71 11.76

0.00 -4 85

6.02 13.14

0.43 -2.99

1.53 -10.47

4.39 10.87.

1.0 74 16.17

1.64 2.60

1.70 7.84

4.24 13.51

-2.48 10.96

8.47 13.28

0.54 -1.60

2 88 4.48

-2.06 -1.07

2 34 6.71

4 61 8.45

3.20 5.35

4 10 7.63

4 42 7.42

4 8

Int stile tly mint,* fof 2 yrot wire Maccurlstrarts dote ow not orwohle fot this pood
410 VI, hinceas Mt 2 pm i hying( ilgUle

Source State Higher [duration Appropriations 1994-95, State Higher Education f xecutive Officers, Denvei, March 1995
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Fiscal Status of States

ments to their revenue collecting

--,,stems to avoid any Averse

impacts

The fact that state reserves are still

at a low level suggests that if the

predictions of economic slowdown

and subsequent state fiscal difficul-

ties turn out to be correct, the states

will be illprepared to absorb the
blow This has serious implications

for public. fouryear colleges, which

depend on state appropriations for

approximately half of their operating

budgets While states are not

currently experiencing revenue

problems the expenditure demands

that exacerbated their difficulties

during the recession have not

completely abated ta good example

is Medicaid. whose growth contin-

ues to outpace the other state

budvt categories and the states'

revenues). and many of these rising

expenditures, such as Medicaid. are

mandatory. leaving the states few

options for reducing their magni-

tude Once again, higher education,

which this year did not see its

aggregate appropriations rise at the

same rate as overall state budgets,

may find itself receiving more than a

proportional share of the cutbacks

The possibility of state revenue

problems has an impact on the

probability of the occurrence of a

new round of higher than average

tuition increases A survey of

legislative leaders conducted En fall

1903 found that 82 percent agreed

that increases in tuition had been

substituted for lost appropriations

to public colleges '' (This may be

due to higher education's unique

status as a major state budget

category that generates approxi-

mately one quarter of its funding

from fees.) One author refers-to

higher education as a -balance

wheel of state finances This refers

to the ability of state colleges to

raise funds: through tuition and

reduce workload through limiting

enrollments. therefore taking on a

more than proportional share of

state fiscal cutbacks '

18 ANsc tt 11)(P1 Repiirt 01 tlic i slaws 23



Highlights

Ea II 1003 enrollments decreased

by I I percent This is the first

substantial decline since 1986

A dc dining pool of high school

graduates. legislated enrollment

caps and enrollment manage-

ment policies, higher admis-

sions standards, and budget

cuts all played a role in the

enrollment decline

The National Center for Educa-

tion Statistics predicts that

college enrollments tor all

sectors w ill increase by 6

percent to about 15 0 million

students by 2004

As more of the cost ol higher

education is being shifted from

the state to students in the form

of loans. students and their

larrIllk", are mcire concerned

than ecer ab011t (Thl arid

Nearly 32 percent of ccillege

freshmen report the chose

their ( ollege ba,,ed on low

tuition and or financial aid
offer-

What it means

Inrollment numlwrs are driven lr

demographics market definition

and .-1( ccs !`-slleS In the I ()60s and

early 70s the Isi)st \car baby boom

1111nIfed lib the luch sc. hi gradria

bon nurni iers and re'llhed iii reconi

enrciillments tor

college students Colleges and

universities responded to declines

frc,rn the rec,rd levels of t radit onal

age students b developing new

markets to serve in the late 1070s

and throughout the 1080s These

new market "nontraditional'

students allowed college enroll-

ments to increase steadily despite

receding numbers of high school

age graduates Flexibility in student

financial aid eligibilit definitions
and internal reallocations of re-

sources from serving t radit lonalage

students to serving nontraditicioal
age students also contributed to

this period of higher education

market expansion

From a demographic perspect

the baby bust that followed the baby

boom is at its low point and is

about to reverse itself int.() a growth

trend extending into the middle of

the lirst decade of the next century

The new market development

engineered b colleges and universi-

ties is well established and will

continue to generate a stable or

slightly increasing demand lor

higher education services in the

loreseeablelutIlre The internal

shifting of resources that helped

make the development 01 new

higher educat n in market sement

possible is not available as an

"pi ion tk) supi .. id new increases ill

the trinlitionalage Ingfi schocil

graduat0 populat De(

il higher education

resulted in rin leas«I ost to I hy

student This has been exacedtated

24

h., a shift in student financ1a1 aid

policy away from grants and toward

loans This has resulted in the

increasing price sensitivit finding

highlighted abo\ e

Access issues will have a consider-

able impact on the enrollment

figures between now and 2004

Access to higher education services

can be limited by constricting the

availability of student financial

resources and by raising admissions

requirements Access can be

increased by controlling the net cost

of attendance Ii e decreasing

tuition and fees and/or increasing

financial aid that does not have to

be repaid). Initial policy choices

have been in the direction of

limiting acc .ss. As the Hispanic and

Asian segments of the population

continue to grow at much faster

rates than the general r. ,pulat ion

there is likely to be pressure to

reassess tim.A, polio, chokes

Findings

Total enrollment decreased at

public fouryear institutions in fall
1003 for the lirst time in seven years

dropping by I I percent rrom fill
1001 to fall 1002 total enrollment

\NaS Static I nrollrnent had been

increasing by alic wt 2 to 2 5 percent

per year between 1086 and 1001

ResPonden; s to t he fall 1003 surv, ,

attributed the dec lease in enroll-

ment primarily to i it r(scl--('d

,`M, ..kitc and

Inst ol «mditions. smaller pools
high li %1 graduates and higher

II 100`c t+1 lilt. `..11.11(-- 1`)



admission standards In some cases.

,uch as in the California and

Wiscon,in public higher education

sstems, which together represent

approximately 12 percent of all

public four-ear enrollment
legislativeh-mandated and self-

mandated enrollment caps played a

signilicant role in keeping enroll-

ment, down These caps can also be

traced in part to fiscal constraints

imposed by either reduced state

appropriations or appropriations

that did not keep pace v,ith infla-

tion (See C num 51

Fall 1993 public. four-year enroll-

ment totaled just under 5 8 million

students, down from nearly 5 0

million -students in fall 1001 and fall

1002 Full-time undergraduate

enrollment still the primary factor

drk ing total enrollment (it consti-

tutes 60 percent of total enroll-

ment t. tell by 1 1 percent this year

Previously it had experienced six

year, of growth and then a marginal

dec rease (.( 3 percent in !all 1092

Part-time undergraduate enrcIlment

for fall 1003 fell by 1 5 percent

l'stimated total enrollment at

public. four -year institutions

dropped by 1 1 pelLent to 5.780 28)

in fall 100 1 [nrollinent between tall

1001 and 1002 \V,1,, stably ThP,

re\ erses the pattern toi the ()nor six

( t OA() ( ) It \A here total

enrollment experienked .in incre,p-,e

approximatek 2 to 2 5 pckent

\ edr I
r()1,1: tmollinent encomp,isse,

under(Jaduote wadi ate lust

Graph 5. Full-time equivalent enrollment at public, four-year colleges, 1977-92

FT E students, millions
5
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0

77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92*

Academic Year
NUS Thgest of Edualtirm Statistics, 1994

1992 preliminary data

MSCU Offa of Assodoon Research

prolessional and non-degree

seeking (enrolled for credit but not

for a degreel enrollment. althou0
undergraduates constitute the major

portion I (See TitIIeu n find I 01

According to re,ults published from

the annual AASCU-NASULCC FIi

Survey of SI C !limit's di Pullic

Four-Year litlifultofis public inst it u-

lions increased their tuition and

lees b 14 and 10 percent in tall

1901 and fall 1002. resitectively

NASUI.C.C. is t he National Associa-

tion of State Universities and I.and-

Grant Colleges t In Liii 1003. under

graduate resident tuition and lees

inc reased by 7 n percent. however

possibly reflecting stabilizing

appropriation,. as well (rs a realistic

ric cm over public price-resis-

lan«- The shill in the burden of
Px(Iiwnt Irom st it i ti st u( lent and

tlu. in( r (situ.; lepen i n

is pr((niptim; students and t heir

TaF,Ile ',foal enrollment
in puhlic, fouryear colleges

ificluling projections
for .:993 and 1994

(in thousands)

1980 5,129

1981 5,166

1982 5,176

1983 5,223

1984 5,198

1985 5,210

1986 5,300

1987 5,432

1988 5,546

1989 5,694

1990 5,848

1991 5,905

199z 5,903

1993' 6,135

1994 (I) 5,944

1994 Hal 6.169

1994 flu 6,394

'1993 is proried. High, medium and low

otiniale', are pianniei! for 1994

SOW' NUS Projections of Filiation

Statistics to 1005, 1995
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Table 10. Four-Year, Public College Enrollments

by State Fall 1992 and Fall 1993 (1)

1992 1993

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

127,893

33 016

97 , 55

128,741

32,191

95,346

Arkansas 64,873 64,421

California 517,166 492,251

(,iorado 113.101 111,666

Connecticut 63,224 60,834

Delaware 21.137 21,735

District of Columbia 12,186 10,959

Florida 184,792 191,531

Georgia 133,837 136,285

Hawon 23,292 23,663

idaho 25,232 25,548

Illinois 199,721 191.193

Indiana 193,955 191,421

Iowa 66,890 65,818

Kansas 84,232 83,339

Kemurki 109,855 108,085

Louisiana 148,901 145,628

Marne 33.516 32,401

Maryland 117,052 116.437

Massachusetts 107,415 105,665

Michigan 263,889 260,112

Minnesota 126,819 120,230

Mississropi 57.441 56,459

Missouri 113.133 109.147

Montana 29,696 30,391

Neblaska 60,106 60,249

Nevada 31,118 31,684

New Hampshire 22,950 22,825

New lersey 131,965 132,178

New Mexico 51,011 51,743

New York 334,476 333,193

North Carolina 145,819 146,491

North Dakota 28,801 28.865

Ohio 270.038 263,442

Oklahoma 96.715 95,804

Oregon 46,644 45,309

Pennsylvania 208,634 204,364

Puerto Rico 11,2/8 11,522

Rhode Island 25,289 24,434

South Carolina 18,642 78.851

South Mot,: 28,049 28,292

fenne. see 115,30/ 115,515

lexas 362 957 362,951

Wan 67,738 63,701

Vermont 15,831 15,532

Virginia 154 945 154.8/4

Washington 82 007 83.454

West Virquini 67,8',9 66.759

WI? t ii,o, 145.514 11.1 55

Wyoming 12 052 12,61/

I Ito AASUI 54y,11c4 Sorsey

families to become both more cost-

conscious and more \ alue-con-

sckius

The [all qtri Annual FreAnlan Su rvel

conductoi by the ft igher Education

Research listitute at The Unkersity

of California at Los Angeles (UCLAI

found that students are more

concerned than ever about financial

issues A record number of freshmen

indicated that a very important

reason for attending college was

greater potential for earnings, or

better job opportunities And for the

second year in a row, the survey

reported a record number of fresh-

men basing their choice of colleges

on low tuition (32 percent I and/or

offers of financial aid 131 percent I

Similarly. all-time high percentages

of freshmen stated that t hey are

relying on federal loans to help pa

tor college costs that they intend to

get d lob to help pay expenses and

that they expect to work full-time

while attending college The If igher

Lducat kin Act. reauthorized tn 1901

dlso emphasized the public,

concern that the cost of an educa-

tion represent a fair investment sith

re)4pect to the future employment pi

its graduates

In response to the reduced state

,JPI4)'Priat ions ol the past t Ince t),

lour years and the ensuing campus

budgetdr robknis. intitutlon!,
nurribet,-, di.lerred

Inditactlinicl rt.1.111(1.d stud,,nt

ser es and cut m lasse, and

plograms esen as student enroll

2 6
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ments increased The resulting

strain on institutional resource!,

prompted many colleges and

universities to implement enroll-

ment caps in tall 1()92. thereby

stabilizing or decreasing their

enrollments Institutions had some

tpe of enrollment management

plan in place prior to the fiscal

problems of recent years. hocever.

in many cases the limits established

in these plans had never been

reached and therefore no action had

been required This year. fewer

institutions reported enrollment

caps as a reason for decreasing

enrollment. as other factors took

precedence Approximately 22 2

percent of those institutions that

reported a decrease in enr()Ilment

from fall 1002 to fall 1993 cited

capping or system-wide redist flbu-

ticm of enrollments as a reason for

the decrease vs 45 7 percent in fall

1092 -Increased tuition and lees'

was the most frequently cited

reas(m for decreasing enrollment

this past fall 164 6 percent gave this

reas(m I followed by -local or state

economic conditions-157 6 percent I.

and a *smaller pool of high school

graduates' (53 5 percent ) Lnroll-

ment management MIS again noted

b the sur\ ey respondents aS air

important tool to a(hie\ e a tmlame

between enrollment and resources

The Vali 1003 ,ASCtl-NASt II t;C

Survey 0/ Student °tarot's at Pla/lic.

ralir-Year InNtautions explore:I the

question ol enrollment management

and'or liiriits asking respondents to

describe their institution's plan

when it was established. What

student groups were targeted. and

v. hen and how, if applLable. limits

were actually effected Responses

varied greatly, though some gener-

alities can be made regarding origin

length of existence, implementation

and target population. Enrollment

limits seemed to come about in

three ways de facto due to physical

space limitations, reduced class

sections Riue to budgetary con-

straints). or higher admissions

standards, explicitly via a self-

mandated or system-mandated plan

in order to achieve an optimal

enrollment in terms of available

resources and cost containment.

and de jure via a legislatively-

mandated plan carrying funding

penalties for enrollment fluctuations

of more than a few percentage

points Although some plans had

been in existence since the 1970s.

most did not arise till the mid to

late I 980s and a few in the early

1000s. Many of the plans which pre-

dated tile extreme fiscal problems of

the I 9Q0s set limits or goals that

were closely adhered to each year

Other plans set limits which were

never necessary to implement until

the crisis of the last lev, years Those

plans. which arose during the 1090s.

were largely a response to budget

cutba, ks Plans \ aried from year-to-

year constructions, to three-to-live

year plans In setting goals or limits

enrollment plans primarily targeted

undergiaduates especiall lust-

time freshmen and transfer stu-

dents, though some applied to non-

residents, students of particular

programs or departments. or

students b academic perkirmance

ti e GPAI

The decrease in enrollment experi-

enced this past fall will probably be

temporary. thus the question

remains as to how to support the

full instructional experience for

additional and increasingly diverse

enrollees Many institutions,

responding to survey questions

regarding the expected enrollment

of specific student populations (for

example first-time freshmen,

students age 25 and older. minority

students, transfer students) at their

campuses over the next two years.

have predicted increases at both the

undergraduate and graduate levels

T11.. approaching maturation of the

baby boomlet supports these

expectations Boomlet children were

born dui ing the late 1070s and early

I 080s. and will begin graduating

Irom high school in I 995 The

implications of the baby boomlet

are reflected in the National Center

for Education Statistics' Projections of

Education Statistics to 2004. which

predicts a short-term drop in

college enrollment during the mid-

905. followed by a steady rise

t hrough 2004

According to "The Baby Boomlet

!leads for College- (Amen«iii Demo-

orapliks. May 1994), an article by

William Dunn based primaril on

the NCES projections and titled the

AASCIl 1O5 Report tit the statei-,
2 7



surge in the number of high school

graduate:, produced by the baby

boomlet. cornbined with increasing

numbers of nontraditional and

foreign students will push college

enrollment up 6 percent to 15 9

million b 2004 For some institu-

tions this increase will come as a

welcome relief to the tough market-

ing days of the baby bust For other

institutions such as those in fast
growing states like California

Nevada Florida and Arizona. it will

produce an enormous strain

Factors Affecting the Current
(fall 1993) Level
of Enrollment at Institutions

For institutions that experienced an

Inc was(' in fall 1993 enrollment 65

percent cited student recruitment as

a primary factor Student groups

whose recruitment contributed to

increased enrollment, as identified

by respondents in order, were first

time freshmen transfer students.

minority students graduate stu-

dents, nontraditional students and

foreign students Recruitment of

graduate students was cited more

frequently than that of nontradi-

tional students this year. last year

the order was reversed tor these two

groups Approximately 53 percent

of the institutions identilied im-

proved retention efforts as an

important factor in increasing

enrollment this past fall followed by

"(8 7 percent citing local or state

et.onomic Cl,nd it u ns 27 percent

!ling lugher college part.cipation

rates, and 24 8 percent citing the

addition of new branch sites,

schools, programs or courses

Almost 20 percent of the respon-

dents chose 'other- as a reason fOr

the increase Other reasons listed

were low tuition large grants

received, new or improved facilities.

new or continued availability of

interactke television courses'

televised learning: increased

interest in graduate. health and

adult programs. and increased

publicity and/or popularity, (See

Graph Of

For institutions :hat experienced a

decrease in fall 1993 enrollment. the

leading factors cited for the second

year in a row were increased tuition

and lees 164 6 percent followed by

local or state economic conditions

Larger pool of high school graduates

Higher college participation rates

Regional in-migration

Systemwide redistribution of enrollments

Local or state economic conditions

Improved retention efforts

Student recruitment

Increased availability of state student aid

Increased availability of institutional student aid

Educational benefits of GI Bill

New branch sites, schools, programs, courses

Other

Responses were not mutually exclusive.

horn AASCL I/NASUIGC fruollment survey, fall 1993

MS(U ntfice of Association Reseculi

(57 6 percent). and a smaller pool of

high school graduates 153 5 per-

cent) In fall 1990 and fall 1991, a

smaller pool of high school gradu-

ates was the predominant reason

selected for decreasing enrollments.

while increased tuition and fees.

and local or state economic condi-

tions vied for second. The percent of

respondents that identlfied in-

creased tuition and fees as a

primary reason for decreased

enrollment in fall 1993 is down from

70 percent the previous fall Overall.

over the past four years, the percent-

age of respondents selecti'ng this as

an important factor in decreased

enrollment has been zigging and

zagging. In fall 1991. the number

that chose increased costs as a

reason was 48.4 percent. and in fall

1990 it was 41 8 percent The

Graph 6. Reasons for Increase in Fall 1993 Enrollment
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percent citing local or state eco-

nomic conditions is also down

somewhat frt)in 63 percent in fall

I Q92. although again the percent

selecting this as a reason for the

decrease was c.onsiderably lower in

fall 199 I and fall 1990 (48 4 and '38

percent. respectively) In contrast.

the percent that selected a dechning

pool of high school graduates a; a

related factor seems to have stabi-

lized somewhat It peaked in fall

1990 at 74 percent. dropping to 61 6

percent in fall 1991. 52 percent in

fall 1992, and settling around 53

percent in fall 1993 Over onefourth

of the respondents reported that

higher admission standards had

contributed to the decrease in

enrollment this year. while 22 2

percent referred to capping or

systemwide redistribution of

enrollments Twentythree percent

of the respondents chose 'other aS

a reason for the decrease Interest-

ingly. a number of institutions listed

higher graduation numbers as a

contributing factor Other reasons

were more regional in nature

depressed conditions in the Mid-

west due to the recent flood, the

legal battle in Mississippi over

parity of funding, the closing ol

military bases in the Northeast. and

intensified competition for student

recruitmentparticularly in the case

of those schools t hal formerly drew

part of t hci r enrollment from

Georgia. but are now facing cl

GooMta tuition scholarship plan

that makes it ver attr,KtRe lot

students ol that state to go on to

college there (Results from this

survey do not match those of the

previously mentioned UCLA survey

These two surveys draw on different

populations (institutions \'s stu-

dents I and the UCLA survey draws

on students from a different group

of institutions than the AASCU/

NASULGC survey Therefore the

results cannot be expected to

match t (Sce Graph 71

In addition, for in.stitut ions that

reported ne charicw in enrollment for

fall 1993. onethird indicated that

this was because of enrollment

management or caps (versus almost

half in fall 1 9Q2 1 The majority of

these institutions further indicated

Smaller pool of high school graduates

Lower college participation rates

Local or state economic conditions

Legislative action copping enrollments

Institutional action capping enrollments

Systemwide re/distribution of enrollments

Either capping or redistribution of enrollments

Higher admissions standards

Increased tuition and fees

Decreased availability of state student aid

Decreased availability of institutional student aid

Decreased availability of programs, courses

Other

that the enrollment pohcy was an

institutional one. i e ;ellimposed
Other reasons given for stable

enrollment levels generally fell into

one of two categories a stable

population or environment, or

balancing effect produced by gains

in some student cohorts and losses

in others On a positive note a few

schools pointed to improved

retention rates as a reason for

stabilized enrollment under adverse

conditions In contrast, other

institutions attributed what they

considered to be a stagnancy in

enrollment to increased tuition

costs, or to a bottoming out of the

supply of eligible students in the

education pipelines

Graph 7. Reasons for Decrease in Fall 1993 Enrollment
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Highlights

/ Tuition and tees rose 0 1

percent up about $150 from fall

1903 to fall 1994

Average public sector under-

graduate tuition and fees tor

1994 S2590

Students in western states faced

the biggest percentage in-

creases

Students in northeastern and

mid-Atlantic states face the

highest public tuition and fee

dollar amounts

/ Largest tuition percentage

increases since 1989 California

Wyoming. Connect it:tit New

York. Massachusetts

Room and board charges rose

3 0 percent trout fall 1993 to fall
166,1

State appropriation increases

are still not keeping paCC with

inflation plus enrollment

groNA t h

/ Time-to-degree policy experi-
ments are being developed in

response to ost conscion,..ney-,

concerns

What It means
Inflation. cV, IllerMlred by the Higher

I'ducation Price Index 1111 P11 rose

3 2 percent dunng IV 1004 State

appropriations to higher education

increased by an average of 4 2

percent Tuition and fees increased

an average ot 6 1 percent The level

of tuition increase Ii keI represents

a modest attempt to recover some

of the S7 7 billion loss in purchasing

power experienced by higher

education since 1990 The level of

appropriation increase reflects

improved revenue collections by the

state and in some measure an

attempt to restore previous budget

cuts

Room and board charges. which are

not subsidized by state appropria-

tions, are running much closer to

the HEP1 Schools have real deferred

maintenance problems in student

residence halls and the percentage

amount above the inflation rate will

likely go toward roof repairs and

building renovations

Public higher education costs.

subsidized by state appropriations.

are still a consumer bargain com-

pared to consumer costs to attend

private/independent colleges or

universities State officials and

university officials are increasingl

being sensitized to keep costs

affordable The declining rate of

tuition increases combined with

experiments to trim college costs

arc indications that the cries for

price relief are being heard

ornparing percentage,: of tuition

and fee increases b themselves

does n( 0 give the W. hole picture of

changes in the cost of higher

education Although California

experienced the greatest percentage

increase in tuition and fees from

1989 through 1994 1137 percent I. its

average student charge, are now

$2646 S56 above t he national

average Vermonters. on the other

hand, experienced increases of 49

percent over the same period

Vermont's average student charges

are now $4.651 S2.041 above the

national average. The dollar increase

in California was $1,532 In Vermont

it was $1.527 While students and

their families pay dollar increases

not percentages. the latter figure

provides a measure of how much

public colleges in a state have

increased their charges starting from

their original tuition and fees from

the previous year

Findings

Introduction College and university

tuition and fees remain on the rise

at public four-year institutions:

however. the rates of increase l()1"

undergraduate, graduate and first-

professional charges have again

dropped from the previous fall s

le els From fall 1093 to fall 1094,

undergraduate resident tuition and

fees rose [rem $2.441 to $2 500 per

year. an increase of 6 1 percent

From fall 1992 to fall 1993. tuition

and fees increased by 7 0 percent

Thi, contrasts with the double-digit

increases of the prior two years.

when tuition and fees for under-

graduate residents had increased b\

10 4 percent ifall 10021. and 13 0

3 0
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percent (fall 1001 Nonresident

charges continue to increase at a

slightly lower rate than that of

resident charges. as they have for

the past three years Nonresident

charges however on average are

currentl, at least 2to-3 times the

amount of resident charges. and

require a smaller increase to

generate equal or greater amounts

of revenue An increased number of

state institutions last year reported

that they were moving toward full

recovery of the cost of instruction

from nonresident students Room

and board charges increased from

an average of S3.46I in fall 1993 to

S3.584 in fall 1004 This represents a

3 6 percent rise in cost from last

year to this year down from the 4 3

percent rise in cost from fall 1092

(1 I See Graph 8 Graph 0 dud TdIrb' 1 1

Recent data show most state

econornies making some recover)

from the fiscal problems (,t the past

few ',cars State higher education

budgets were more stable in FY 1004

than in the previous three fiscal

years I lowever, public higher

education has not recovered the

funcling lost in the past three ears

especiall when the effects of

inflat ion are taken !ilk) account

State budgets continue to face

increasing demands for mandated

expenditures suc h Medicaid.

prisons and KI 2 expenditures

decreasing the likelthood of higher

education making up prior losses

The ,p trial impact ot this on deci-

skms to set student harges be-

Graph 8. Average Undergraduate Resident Tuition and Fees Increase

at Public, Four-Year Colleges and Universities, 1990-94
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Graph 9. Average Undergraduate Resident Tuition and Fees at Public,

Four-Year Colleges and Universities, 1990-94
53000

S2500

S2000 S1888

51500

S2119

52349

$2543 52590

51000

S500

SO

1990 1991 1992

fall of Year

WES Digest of Education Statistics, 1994

1994 estimate Irons MSal/NASUIGC Student Charges report, fall 1994

1993 1994

Table 11. Fiscal Conditions on Campus in Fall 1994

How would you describe

the foll 1994 fiscal condition

of your institution?

Percentage of Respondents

Below Above

Poor Average Average Average Excellent

2 2 19.8 55.2 19.6 3.2
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( only, c tearer when one considers

the lao that on average scat,.
appropriat ions ;hare of publi,

college fcsenm.,:-, is os cit ss iCe I hat

udent charges. so that every one

percentage point ;11( gt lall in ex-

pected tildle revenues wcwld have to

be of fset by d he() percentage point

increase in student charges to cover

the dollar- amounts imolved The

impact on campuses must take into

account that affordability for

students and their families is

defined by dollar amounts, both of

the increase and of the total

charges. not percentages of in-

crease (See Table I 2 and Told/. 1 '>

The lower rates of increase in tuition

and tee-, this fall may rolled gener-

ally stable or improved fiscal

(k.mdithins in the states and on the

c mpuses as Well as reaction to and

t 'tic ern for ail increasingly cost -

conscicius public Whether the rate

ol increase in tuition and lees \AIM

remain stable .mtinile to drop is

um edam gis en that state appro

priat ions tor higher education

though in better shape t han previ-

ously. are still not keeping pace with

inflat ion rurt hermore while slat e
re enues are now c.,,intortably above

protections lor the most part . there

is no guarantee that this will

(ontinue to be the tase III the

future

One approach to relies ing

!Pent pressure-. in the lac

resin( ted resources us to redut

t,,i.lituar ton \lam slates

Table 12. Fiscal Conditions on Campus Compared to Fall 1993

Percentage of Respondents

Much Somewhat Somewhat Much

Worse Worse Same Better Better

How does the fall 1994

fiscal condition compare

to last year? 0.7 19 4 54.1 24.8 1

Table 13. Average Fall 1994 Undergraduate
Resident Tuition and Fees by State

Alabama $2,067 Montana S1,950

Alaska $1,816 Nebraska $2,031

Arizona $1,855 Nevada $1,140

Arkansas $1,893 New Hampshire 9,762

California $2,614 New Jersey $3,612

Colorado $2,228 New Mexico S1,604

Connecticut $3,458 New York S2,955

Delaware S3,116 North Carolina $1,506

Distiirt of Columbia S1,046 North Dakota $2,061

Florida $1,189 Ohio $3,238

Georgia 51,882 Oklahoma 51,578

Guam $1,534 Oregon $3,063

Hawaii $1,266 Pennsylvania $4,196

Idaho $1,545 Puerto Rico $1,401

Illinois $2,125 Rhode Island $3,540

Indiana 52,632 South Carolina 52,846

lowa $2,460 South Dakota $2,465

Kansas $2,016 Tennessee 51,877

Kentucky $1,976 Texas S1,560

Louisiana $2,184 Utah $1,941

Maine 53,257 Vermont $4,651

Maryland 53,377 Virgin Islands $1,650

Massachusetts $3,116 Virginia $3,130

Mkhigan $3,413 Washington 52,489

Minnesota $2,836 West Virguna 51,980

Mississippi $2,354 Wisconsin 52,275

Missouri 52,586 Wyoming $1,908
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and'or institutions ale beginning or

considering strategies to accelerate

student prclgress through the

curriculum In a fall 1994 State

Higher Education Executive Officers

publication summarizing Cheryl D

Blanco s study on time-shortened

degrees, some of these strategies

are noted

California has legislated a

duplicate degree charge, assessed

on students enrolled for a second

degree at the same or lower level

than their first degrees Effective

fall 1994. North Carolina

undergraduates will be assessed ti

25 percent tuition surcharge if

they take more than 140 credits

t I I 0 per icn tt to complete a

1>accalanreate clegree

(U(101(1011 ligreenteilIS belwecil

MO schools and colleges an'

becoming more coin Mon. alloWin0

Mali school students to earn

college credit Oregon's College

f1 Program, for evample. offer;

«mrses to approviinatelu 3.400

studellIS Who Pay reduced

tuition

The Uni\ ersit of Wisconsin System

is currently considering a tuition

surcharge for credits taken over the

necessary amount required for a

back.alaureat e degree Alt ernat ively.

seven State University of New York

campuses have received funding to

deveiop new approdC heti to impri)ve

learning produ( tivitv and ultimately

01k1 t ime-shortened degrees

YJNY-Iiroc kport is reseaa lung

student preferences for accelerated

degree programs. SUNY-New Paltz

is creating an integrated sequence

(if self-paced math courses. and

SUNY-Empire State College is

developing computerized adaptive

testing competenq assessment

tools for its MBA program fAASCU

Memo. April 15. 1994)

Average 1994 Undergraduate
Tuition by State

Reflecting a better financial picture

for many states, in fall 1994 only five

states reported double-digo

increases in tuition and fees for

undergraduate residents. versus 13

states in fall 1993 In 1994 and 1993

the majority of states experienced

increases of between 4 and 7

percent In fall 1992. not only was

the variation in percent increases

among states greater. but 18 states

were reporting double-digit in-

creases The largest percent in-

creases for fall 1994 were experi-

enced in Wyoming 115 8 percent

California (15 3 percent! Washing-

ton 114 6 percent I. Montana (13 0

percent I. and South Dakota 110 1

percent ) In fall 1993 the largest

increases occurred in Louisiana

121 3 percent I. Alaska (19 5 percenti

District of Columbii 117 3 percent )

California (16 3 percent) and AriLona

(16 2 percent). California has had

substantial increases in tuition and

fees for the past three years. prima-

rily because of the severity of the

economic and fiscal situation in the

state The rate of increase has.

however, slowed considerably from

its peak of 29 percent in fall 1992

Montana. which experienced an

increase of 18 2 percent in fall 1902

and 9 3 percent in fall 1993. has

returned to double-digits again this

Graph 10. Fall 1994 Public, Four-Year College Tuition

and Fees for Resident Undergraduates
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fall A midyear budget cut in state

higher educat R wi appropriations for

the 1993-94 academic year indicates

the fiscal strain that Montana is

under According to the Chronicle of

11 Oiler E.ducalron Almanac (September

19941 two of the states reporting

large increases in tuition and fees

this year have recently suffered

major decreases in state appropria-

tions California's state appropria-

tions for higher education have

dropped by 25 percent between

fiscal year 1991-92 and 1993-94.

while Wyoming's state appropria-

tions have dropped by 10 percent

(These figures dre based on U S

Department of Education data.)

Puerto Rico and New York which

had rates of increase between 20-55

percent for fall 1991 and fall 1992.

dropped dramatically in fall 1993 (to

4 7 and 1 (2 percent respectively)

and have remained below the

national average this tall F'xcep-

tionally small increases for tall 1994

occurred in Louisiana 00 8 percent)

Guam (0 9 percentl. and Florida ( 1 2

percent Higher undergraduate

charges remain concentrated in the

Northeastern and MidAtlantic
states of kiiistia(hu,-;etts. New

fiampshire Rhode Island. Vermont.

New lersey. Pennsylvania and

Virginia Conversely, undergraduate

resident charges retna in under

51600 at public institutions in the

District of Columbia. Guam. I lawaii.

Idaho. North Carolina Oklahoma.

Puerto Rico and Texas (Sce Graph

10. Graph 11 Graph 12 Tahle 1.1. TaPle

15 and T«(le 16)

Graph 11. Cumulative Percentage Tuition Changes

at Public, Four-Year Colleges, 1989-1994

special analysis of AASWIASULGC student charges data.
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Graph 12. Cumulative Dollar Tuition Changes

at Public, Four-Year Colleges, 1989-1994

Special analysis of MSCU/NASULGC student charges data
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Table 14. Average Undergraduate Resident Tuition and Fees at Four-Year,
Public Colleges in 1989 and 1994, with Percentage Change, by State

1989 1994 Percentage Change

Alabama 51,738 52,451 41.02

Alaska 51,078 51,211 12.34

Arizona 51,362 51,872 31.44 .

Arkansas 51,279 51,893 48.01

California 51,114 52,646 137.52

Colorado 51,748 52,071 18.48.

Connecticut 51,533 52,882 88.00 .

Delaware 52,095 53,116 48.74.

District of Columbia 5664 51,046 57.53

Florida 51,247 51,590 27.51-

Georgia 51,531 51,669 9.01-.

Hawaii 51,084 51,219 12.45

Idaho 51,129 51,588 40.66'

Illinois 52,126 52,725 28.17

Indiana 51,822 52,632 44.46

Iowa 51,821 52,460 35.09

Kansas 51,472 51,481 0.61

Kentucky 51,262 51,976 56.58

Louisiana 51,632 51,877 15.01

Maine 51,987 53,257 63.92

Maryland 52,067 53,194. 54.52'

Massachusetts 52,874 55,139 78.81.

Michigan 52,283 53,416 52.26.

Minnesota 51,954 52,836 45.14

Mississippi 51.143 52,369 35.92

Missouri 51,554 52,586 66.41

Montana 51,394 52,117 51.87

Nebraska 51,451 51,982 36.03

Nevada 51,200 51,740 45.00.

New Hampshire $2,569 $3,762 46.44

New lersey 52,362 53,612 52.92 .

New Mexico 51,208 51,069 -11.51

New York 51,645 53,088 87.72

North Carolina 51,037 51,412 36.16

North Dakota S1,464 52,061 40.78 .

Ohio 52,351 53,095 31.65.

Oklahoma 51,279 51,457 13.92

Oregon 51,717 52,956 72.16

Pennsylvania 52,903 54,220 45.31

Rhode Island S2,013 53,540 75.86

South Carolina 52,009 52,846 41.66

South Dakota 51,781 52,465 38.41

Tennessee 51,361 51,452 6 69.

Texas 5939 51,314 46.33

Utah S1,382 51,456 5.35

Vermont 53,124 54,651 48.88

Virginia 52,533 53,730 47.26

Washington 51,595 $2,489 56.05

West Virginia 51,169 51,182 40.43

Wisconsin 51,787 52,276 27 77

Wyoming 51,003 51,908 90.23
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Academic Year

Table 15. Average Dollar and Percentage Change in Resident Undergraduate

Tuition and Fees at Public, Four-Year Colleges, 1984-19942'

Tuition Dollar Change Percentage Change

1984 51,228 $80 6.96

1985 51,318 $90 7.33

1986 51,414 $96 7.28

1987 $1,531 $123 8.70

1988 $1,646 $109 7.09

1989 51,780 5134 8.14

1990 51,888 $108 6.07

1991 52,119 $231 12.24-

1992 52,349 5230 10.85'.

1993 52,543 5194 8.26

1994 $2,590 $47 1.85..

Table 16: Average Undergraduate Resident Tuition and Fees Increases at Public,
Four-Year Colleges, Fall 1991 - Fall 1994, with 1990 Base Tuition and Fees

State

Full 90

Tuition

Fall 91

Dollar

Change

Fall 91

Percentage

Change

Fall 92

Dollar
Change

Fall 92

Percentage

Change

Fall 93

Dollar
Change

Fall 93

Percentage

Change

Alabama 51.593 5106 6.65- 5117 10.42 5107 5.70

Alaska S1,382 $131 9.48.. $182 12.03- $213 12.57

Arizona 51:478 $50 3.38 527 1.71 5264 16.98

Arkansas $1,418 $122 8.60. $121 7.86 5147 8.85

California $1,220 $228 18.69 $542 37.43 5388 19.50

Colorado $1,919 $306 15.95 651 -0.22- $42 1.89

Connecticut 52,313 $463 20 02 5471 16.97- $232 7.15

Delaware $2,910 5354 12 16 5201 6.16 5219 6.32 .

DistrKt of Columbia 5664 $136 20.48 530 3.75 5144 17 35

Florida $1,331 $141 10.99 5219 14.76 581 4,16

Georgia $1,680 $83 4.94 573 4 14 558 3.16

Hawaii $1,290 562 4 81- 547 3.48 556 4.00

Idaho S1,189 561 5.63 5159 12.66 $83 5.81

Illinois $2,465 $102 4 14 5257 10.01 5205 7.26

Indiana 52,06/ 5116 8 51 5205 9.14 5173 7.07

Iowa 51,880 5164 8.72 5184 9.00 5124 5.51

Kansas $1,569 5116 7 39 5116 6.88 5120 6.66

Kentucky 51,444 5130 9 00 5130 8 26 5209 12 17

1 ( ()raw (re, (irr 0.1(../(' 32
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Table 16: Average Undergraduate Resident Tuition and Fees Increases at Public,

Four-Year Colleges, Fall 1991 - Fall 1994, with 1990 Base Tuition and Fees continued

Fall 90 Fall 91

Dollar

Fall 91

Percentage

Fall 92

Dollar

Fall 92

Percentage

Fall 93

Dollar

Fall 93

Percentage

State Tuition Change Change Change Change Change Change

Louisiana $1,791 $3 0.17% 537 2 06:: $351 19.17%

Maine $2,263 $279 12.33',, $347 13.65', $250 8.65',

Maryland $2,287 $186 8.13% 5293 11.85% S354 12.80',

Massachusetts $2,580 $1,130 43.80% $124 3.34% $308 8.033:

Michigan $2,635 $248 9.41',. $289 10.02% $309 9.74%

Minnesota 52,216 5187 8.44', $259 10.78,. $118 4.43%

Mississippi $1,927 5198 10.28% $241 11.34'r $4 0.17%

Missouri $1,733 $220 12.69% $281 14.39% 5241 10.79'.

Montana $1,553 ($6) -0.39% $286 18.49% $57 3.11%

Nebraska $1,592 $106 6.66% $155 9.13% $86 4.64%

Nevada $1,275 $63 4.94% $191 14.28% $9 0.59%

New Hampshire $3,110 $154 4.95 : 5188 5.76% $381 11.04%

New Jersey $2,860 $274 9.58% $217 6.92% $167 4.98%

New Mexico $1,409 $113 8.02% $91 5.98'. $118 7.32%

New York $1,587 $750 47 26% $556 23.79% $28 0.97%

North Carolina $1,112 $112 10.07',. $41 3.35% $144 11.38%

North Dakota $1,930 $122 6.32% ($44) -2.14% $120 5.98%

Ohio $2,622 $219 8.35', $265 9.33% $153 4.93%

Oklahoma $1,340 $166 12.39% $45 2.99% $94 6.06%

Oregon 51,906 5623 32.696 $124 4.90% 5180 6.78%

Pennsylvania $3,401 5397 11.67, $243 6.40% $215 6.81%

Rhode Island 52,311 5534 23.11% 5305 10.72% $252 8.00%

South Carolina $2,317 $154 6.65% $170 6.88% $250 9 47't

South Dakota $1,854 $89 4 80: $128 6.59% $217 1, .48%

Tennessee $1,518 $68 4.48'. $127 8.01% $84 4.90%

Texas $986 $158 16.02% $212 18.53% $147 10.84%

Utah $1,524 $199 13.06., 5111 6.44% $130 7.09%

Vermont $4,092 $560 13.69% $662 14.23', $222 4.18%

Virginia $2,691 $335 12.45', $312 10.31, $301 9.02%

Washington 51,823 $169 9.27", $78 3 92°- $267 12.90%

West Virginia $1,543 $82 5.31 $130 8.00"o $120 6.84%

Wisconsin $1,951 $68 3.49 . 5151 7.48% $148 6.82",

Wyoming $1,148 $145 12.63' $137 10.6U% 5218 15.24',

Some NCES Digest of Education Statistics, 1991, 1992, 1994
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Highlights

State grant aid to students

increased by 12 o percent from

992--93 t() I 9Q 3-04 but the

increases were uneen across

the states FRe states a\ eraged

increases greater than 17

percent while all other states

averaged 5 I percent

Nearly 53 billion. in all forms of

state aid. was awarded

The average aid award was 596 3

South Carolina had the highest

average need-based award at

52.710 and Puerto Rico had the

lowest average award tit 5294

Average award increases in 24

-.Idly-, did not keep up with

I ncreased college costs

Although onl one-third of
student grant recipients at-

tended independent colleges

they received nearly one-hall of

the grant dollars awarded

What it means

State funded student aid programs

substantially benclitted by increas-

ing state revenues in 1993- 94. but

the commitment of states to funding

these programs was quite uneven

funding ,idiustments in nearly half

of the status did not keep pace with

rising ( )1 lege costs While this ear

represents i urn -about Ic ir Inndinc

ci state student aid plogiams it

(hies tiot make up tor ground lost in

the last several years One of the

conclusions to be drawn from this

funding performance record is that

states don't maimain political

commitments to high tuition-high

aid strategies Over time the lunding

performance of states yields high

tuition-low aid result

Another matter of policy interest is

how state student aid dollars are

(listributed The use of price-

sensitke models to determine need

for aid means that if a college's

tuition is high its students will be

awarded more money by these

programs This reality is reflected in

one-third cif the award recipients

receiving one-hall of the aid dollars

It is no surprise that they all attend

high-tuition private institutions

Findings

The National Association of State

Scholarship and Grant Programs

NASSGP1 produces an annual

report on state-I unded scholarships

and grants for postsecondary

education When funds for the four

basic grant categories ineed-based

and non-need-based grants for

undergraduates and graduates,

professional students) are com-

bined the collective increase for the

states was 12 6 percent (The term

'states in the NASSGP report refers

to the 50 states plus the District of

Columbia and Puerto Rico j Six

states expect to award fewer dollars

in these categories in I 991-9-1 than

in 1992-93 Alaska. Connne_ tn ut.

Massachusetts Mcintana. Rhocle

Island and Sollt h Dakota Alaska.

Iowa. Montana and Rhode Island

will award fewer total dollars than

two years ago Forty-seven states

will award more dollars in 1993-94

than in 1991- 92. but only 28

anticipate increases that will ce\ er

the rise in college costs (Four will

award fewer dollars. while one will

award the same amount of mone t-

The average increase in undergradu-

ate need-based grants between

1091-92 and 1992-93 was 4 4

percent The increases ranged from

a high of 85 4 percent in Montana.

to a low of 0.3 percent in Tennessee

The largest decrease was 31 3

percent in Indiana. while the

smallest decrease was 0 3 percent in

Colorado. No change was reported

during this time period in two

states the District of Columbia and

Mississippi Eleven states decreased

undergraduate need-based grants

California. Colorado. Connecticut.

Florida Idaho. Indiana Iowa.

Michigan. Ohio. Rhode Island and

Vermont (Sec Table I 71

States awarded a total of

52.927.572.000 in all forms of aid to

postsecondary st Ili lents (including

aid administered by entities other

than the agency that has the primary

responsibility for aid, such as tuition

waiver programs administered by

states and inst it tit ionsi There was

an increase of I 8 percent in thus

hpe oh md since 1992-93 Fleven

states experienced a reduction in

101,11 did doildri,

3 8 ,\SCH 1095 Repori 01 the Stales; 33



Table 17. Change in Average Undergraduate Need-Based State Grants, 1989-90 to 1992-93

State 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93

Alabama 12 0 44.4- -63.2 3.6..

Alaska , -2.0 10.1 . -11.4 6.4-

Arizona 9.3 -10.5 . 5.5 . 5.5.

Arkansas -1.2 -2.7 28.7- 1.7 .

California 9.1 9.0 . 11.2 -13.0

Colorado 3.5. 4.2. -4.2 -0.3'

Connecticut 6.3 4 4. -11.5 -4.7 .

Delaware -1.1 5.4 . -8.3 . 2.2 .

District of Columbia -2.4 -13.7- -20.9- 0.0.

Florida -16.2'. 18.4'. -8.2 -10.7

Georgia 0.9. 3.7 28.7. 6.2

Hawaii 42.1 -8.6 -10.1.. 31 7'

Idaho 10.0 1.5 . -24.2.

Illinois 8.7 . 5.6 -1.7 9.6-

Indiana 41.0' -3.7 7.3- -31.3

Iowa -2.2 . 2.8 . -1.0- -2.3

Kansas 20.3 2.3.. -3.2 3.9.

Kentucky 3.2 15.5 -5.2 . 4.0

Louisiana 28.7 26.7- -2.7 7 7

Maine -2.8 55.2 -4.5 0.5

Maryland 7.1 -0 8 1.2- 13.8.

Massachusetts 0.3 0.0 -34.3. 21.9

Michigan -12.3 -5.8 5.0 -4.1 .

Minnesota 17.2. 6.7 3.4 2.3

Mississippi 1.8 -8 7. 17.6 0.0.

Missouri -2.4 . 3.1 -1.6 6.6

Montano 12.7 -4.4 8.0 85.4

Nebraska -5 0 2.9 -6.1 11 1

Nevada 0.0 0.0 -44.2 5.2

New Hampshire 4.3 -12 8 2.8 51.4

New leisey 7 9 9 2 -I 0 9 /

New Mexico -9.7 11 9 14 7 13 8

1qt/5 Rcprirt ttl liii S1,11c.,
3J
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Table 17. Change in Average Undergraduate Need-Based State Grants, 1989-90 to 1992-93 continued

State 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92

New York 4 4 0.4 36.6

North Carolina 65.5 -4.2 . -5.0-

North Dakota 25.3 0.2 -6.5.

Ohio 2.8 -6.0 0.8..

Oklahoma -1.2 9.6- -7 1.

Oregon 19.9. 7.4 3.2

Pennsyivoi.,J 6.0. 7.3 6.0-

Puerto Rico 6.3 0.0 -47.3 .

Rhode Island 13.0 1.5 -20.9

South Corohno 11.6.. 6.0 -5.5

South Dakota --3.3 -5.6. 0.3

Tennessee 3.9 -6.9 19.0

Texas 4.8 0.3 6.2.

Utah -12.7 -9.7 -9.4

Vermont 19.2 -7.1 -2.0

Virginia -1 8 -0.1 -33.8

Washington 5.8 15.3 6.4

West Virginia 0.1 7.5 7.7

Wist ism 0.0 7.8 1.0

Wyoming 13.8 0.0 -i9.6

U S. Average 6 4 3 4 -4.1

Source: (nkulnnons based an NASSGP 24, Table 1, p 41; NASSGP 22, Table 2, p. 22; and NASSGP 21, Table 2, p. 18

Con nedicut lom,d Mdine. Net

Idinpshirc Okldhoind Rhode

kldnd. South Cdrolind Texds tildli

dnd West Virginid (See Table

The dverdge undergradllate
i.,rdro kir I (A).2___Q c,g().;

iThis the medn lor .111

st.itk". I The dter.4:.e ink redsc

lnn lunts to 4 4 percent Thi d

ret cl`,31 of whdt hdppened betskeen

19g0-171 dnd 1))91-)2. when the

erdge (.hiinge wds d decredse kit

4 I percent The change in the

dverdge need-bdsed rant between

1()8(7-90 dnd I QQ0-() I was dn

ink re,r--.(' (.4 pk-rkent dnil

dn incredse if 6 4 percent between

1992-93

9.6 .

6.6

7.0

-51

6.5

3.9..

9.0 .

22.0

-16.2

8.0-.

21.1 .

1.0

11.7

-10.6

26.8

15 2

9.9

3.6

4 1

4 4

1()Ws.-8() dud 1()8()-(41 The highest

average need-based grdnt in I

wds S2 711) in South Cdrolind.

while the lowest wd`-, S294 in Puerto

Rick) (See Table

VIC dVerdt2,C ',LAC ',PCIlds </11 uiliouiit

l'qtbil Iii dh01/1 5 perkent 01 it,

higher educdt miii budget on tIrdnt

4 0
II 1(1(15 Rivultt (il thy -;td11,-, 35



Table 18. $Millions Awarded in State Aid, All Levels and Types from 1989-90 to 1993-94

State 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94

Alabama 511.907 515.881 513.191 514.183 516.883

Alaska 52.212 52.575 52.630 52.447 52.389

Arizona 53.400 53.427 53.328 52.442 53.504

Arkansas 54.827 $5.107 58.031 57.304 58.684

California 5162.003 $164.747 5221.368 $237.880 $361.49?

Colorado 520.442 524.279 526.294 526.344 532.579

Connecticut 532.806 $36.167 535.842 536.105 $20.841

Delaware $1.582 51.848 51.669 $1.550 56.601

District of Columbia 51.069 50.974 51.010 $1.068 52.054

Florida 556.313 569.060 572.674 576.339 588.037

Georgia 522.213 523.058 521.913 525.990 560.595

Hawaii 55.953 50.611 50.661 $0.724 50.748

Idaho 50.638 S0.730 50.759 $1.012 $1.015

Illinois 5104.310 5203.083 5209.489 5225.141 5232.906

Indiana 559.315 547.454 550.963 556.191 556.191

Iowa 558.932 540.169 561.877 564.109 536.364

Kansas 57.550 56.666 56.613 56.993 59.164

Kentucky 513.858 519.393 527.519 527.783 529.604

Louisiana 59.729 54.966 515.214 57.666 511.654

Maine 52.008 $5.100 55.044 55.200 55.170

Maryland 521.422 $20.914 522.236 526.960 530.286

Massachusetts 588.314 571.967 539.989 $59.115 S59.580

Michigan 577.311 $74.878 $83.477 S83.549 S92.643

Minnesota S69.589 577.794 $19.273 $83.190 $102.960

Mississippi 51.991 51.841 51.246 51.351 $2.515

Missouri 517.617 521.495 $19900 521.616 $22.125

Montana 50.417 50.383 $0.395 50.418 S0.607

Nebraska 52.031 S2.196 52.352 51.613 51.686
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Table 18. SMillions Awarded in State Aid, All Levels and Types from 1989-90 to 1993-94 continued

State 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94

Nevada 50.400 S0.400 50.377 50.401 50.402

New Hampshire 51.735 51.479 51.544 51.610 51.598

New Jersey 591.689 5102.080 5119.505 5129.073 S144.788

New Mexico 58.259 513.424 513.841 516.017 517.367

New York 5423.092 5439.124 5463.543 5577.495 5666.833

North Carolina 552 123 558.425 565.325 570.406 574.839

North Dakota 51.622 51.492 51.924 52.459 53.186

Ohio . 576.683 S80.041 585.668 594.131 5110.891

Oklahoma 532.545 535.124 538.828 540.510 521.488

Oregon 510.770 511.748 511.852 512.606 523.995

Pennsylvonia S134.014 5145.576 5159.181 5173.376 5188.955

Puerto Rico 90.198 20.198 $20.198 $25.433 525.433

Rhode Island 511.254 S10.615 59.561 59.923 56.840

South Carolina 519.772 519.447 518.224 518.315 517.861

South Dakota 50.594 50.558 50.570 50.677 50.725

Tennessee 520.027 518.002 519.291 524.471 530.414

Texas 5112.047 S118.368 5135.966 5131.220 573.742

Utah 510.527 511.486 511.838 512.556 52.856

Vermont 511.384 511.177 511.302 511.281 511.323

Virginia 526.373 525.514 S26.620 526.879 573.475

Washington S14.136 S22.040 524.359 S24.570 569.584

West Virginia 511.877 $12.953 514.723 514.894 56.782

Wisconsin 541.060 544.751 $45.122 $47.944 551.063

Wyoming 50.241 $0.241 $0.220 $0.225 50.250

Totals 52,092.247 $2,151.032 S2,335.139 52,571.755 9,927.512

(Soutce NASSGP 25, Table 1, p. 42; NASSGP 24, p 40, NASSGP 21, p. 17: NASSGP 22, p. 21; NASS0 23, p. 43.)
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Table 19. Average Undergraduate Need-Based State Grant, 1988-89 to 1992-93

State 1988-89

Alabama 5)59

Mash 51,401

Arizona $700

Arkansas $411

California $1,786

Colorado $709

Connecticut $1,209

Delaware $191

District of Columbia $1,396

Florida $1,088

Georgia $350

Nunn $672

Idaho $429

Illinois $1,405

Indiana 5992

lowa $1,669

Kansas $1,191

Kentucky $594

Louisiana $600

Maine $423

Maryland $190

Massachusetts 51,326

Michigan $1,490

Minnesota S915

Mississippi $555

Missouri 51,237

Montano $323

Nebraska $403

38 i AASCII Rept rt r f Filate,-.

1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93

$626 $904 $333 $345

$1,373 $1,511 $1,338 $1,424

$765 $685 $723 $763

$412 $401 S516 $525

$1,948 $2,123 $2,361 52,054

$734 $765 $133 $731

$1,285 $1,342 $1,181 $1,131

$782 S824 $756 5773

51,362 51,175 $929 929

$912 $1,080 $991 5885

$353 $366 $411 $500

$955 $813 985 $1,034

$472 $419 $363 $355

$1,527 51,613 S1,586 $1,738

$1,399 $1,341 $1,445 $992

S1,632 $1,618 $1,662 51,623

51,433 51,466 51,419 51,475

S613 $108 $671 $698

$772 $918 $952 $1,025

$411 $638 $609 5612

$846 $839 S849 $966

$1,330 S1,330 $874 51,065

51,306 51,230 51,291 $1,238

$1,072 $1,144 51,183 $1,210

5565 5516 $607 $601

$1,207 $1,245 51,225 51,306

$364 $348 5376 5697

$383 5394 53/0 5411
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Table 19. Average Undergraduate Need-Based State Grant, 1988-89 to 1992-93 continued

State 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93

Nevada $1000 $1,000 $1,000 $558 $587

New Hampshire $552 5576 $502 $516 $781

New Jersey $1,376 $1,485 $1,621 $1,604 $1,759

New Mexico $714 $645 $722 $828 $942

New York $1,189 51,241 51,246 51,702 51,866

North Carolina $635 $1,051 $1,007 $951 $1,020

North Dakota $478 $599 5600 S561 $600

Ohio S748 5769 $723 $729 $692

Oklahoma $745 $736 $807 $750 5799

Oregon $567 5680 $730 $753 $782

Pennsylvania $1,041 $1,103 S1,183 $1,254 S1,367

Puerto Rico $430 $457 S457 $241 $294

Rhode Island $934 51,055 $1,071 $847 $710

South Carolina $2,245 $2,506 $2,657 $2,510 $2,710

South Dakota $331 S320 $302 $303 $367

Tennessee $610 $634 $590 $702 S704

Texas 51,145 51,200 S1,203 51,277 $1,290

Utah 5636 $555 $501 $454 $507

Vermont $894 S1,066 $990 $970 $867

Virginia $908 S892 $891 $590 $748

Washington 5776 5821 $947 $1,008 $1,161

West Virginio $915 $916 $985 $1,061 $1,166

Wisconsin $747 $747 S805 $813 $842

Wyoming $399 $454 $454 $365 $380

U.S. Average $814 $930 $961 $922 $963

4 4
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awards. with the median being 4

percent The total grant dollars in

just six states amount to more than

10 percent of their total higher

education operating appropriations

Illinois. Iowa, Minnesota. New

lersey. New York and Vermont

Higher education appropriations

rose in 39 states, but grant appro-

priations rose in 41. Eight states

increased grant expenditures but

not higher education appropria-

tions- California, Louisiana, Mary-

land. North Dakota. Oklahoma.

Oregon. South Carolina and Ver-

mont. In five states higher education

appropriations rose while grants

decreased Alaska, Connecticut.

Rhode Island, South Dakota and

West Virginia

Three quarters (75 7 percent) of the

total grant aid constitutes need

based grants for undergraduates.

Another 8 3 percent is in nonneed

based programs for undergraduates

Only i 4 percent of total grant

dollars go to graduate or profes-

sional students

Funding for needbased grants f(Ir

undergraduates is expected to

amount to $2 216 billion for 199

94, the tirst time this figure has

exceeded S2 billion This total

represents an increase of 12 2

percent over the $1 975 billion figure

of 1992-93 "l'his growth rate is the

highest since 1977-78 when it was

1 3 percent The iverage annual

growth rate (wer the past I 2 years

WW1 7 6 percent The authors 01 the

NASSGP report disaggregated the

numbers behind the 1993-94

increase and found that five states

accounted for almost two thirds of

the total increase in funding The

combined rate of increase for these

five states (California. Georgia. New

lersey. New York and Washingtonl

was 17 1 percent. while the rate for

the remaining states was 5.1 per-

cent

When the four basic categories of

aid (need-based and non-need

based grants to undergraduate and

graduate/professional students) are

considered on a statebystate
basis, more details emerge. Eleven

states awarded fewer dollars in

1992-93 than in 1991-92 (Alabama.

Alaska. California, Florida, Iowa.

Maine. New Hampshire, Oregon.

Rhode Island, South Carolina and

Washington) Between 1992 '3 and

1993-94. six states awarded fewer

dollars than in the prior year

(Alaska. Connecticut. Massachu-

setts. Montana. Rhode Island. and

South Dakota)

On a statebystate basis, there was
no improvement in the states'

ability to increase these basic grants

sufficiently to exceed the rate of

inflation in college attendance

costs Twentyfive states met thic

standard in 1992-93. while only 21

met it for 1903-94 A total of 47

states increased funding in these

four basic grant categoriec between
I 99 1_92 and I 99 3_94 Twenty _eight

of them were able to keep up with

inflation in college costs. while 19

anticipate increases that will not

keep up Five expect no growth or

actual losses (Alaska. Iowa. Mon-

tana, Rhode Island. and South

Carolina)

For 1992-93. the majority (64 8

percent) of undergraduate need-

based grant recipients attended in

state public institutions. About one

third (33.5 percent) attended in

state private institutions, and the

remaining 1.7 percent attended out-

of-state institutions. While recipi-

ents at instate private institutions
constituted about one third of the

total, they received almost half of

the grant dollars. 48.3 percent. This

is attributed to the higher costs,

which translate into greater financial

need (For a map presenting this

information on a statebystate
basis see Graph 13. Readers should

note that the data for Connecticut.

Indiana, Kansas, Nevada. New

Mexico and Utah in this graph were

from 1991-92 )

The above discrepancy between the

number of private college recipients

and their payout dollars received is

due to the use of tuitionsensitive
need analysis methodologies by the

states The NASSGP survey identi-

!ied the need analysis methodolo-

gie!, used for 125 programs The

Federal Methodology is used for 89

of these programs. over two thirds.

and a modified version of this

method is used for another 10

programs

40 / AASCI1 1995 Report of the Si,;(es
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Graph 13. Percentage of State Need-Based Undergraduate

Aid Dollars Going to In-State Public Colleges, 1992-93

_Ala

(Data from Cr, DC IN, KS, NV, NM and UT from 1991-92)

Source: NASSGP, 1994, 1992

AASCU Office of Association Reseotch

<=20%

1111 >20, <=40%

O >40, <=60%

El >60, <=80%

>80%

A

Eight states make more awards to

students at private than public

institutions Iowa. Kentucky. Michi-

gan. Missouri, North Carolina. South

Carolina. South Dakota and Texas

Twelve states award more dollars to

students at private institutions than

at public ones They include the

eight ment ioned above, with the

addition of Minnesota. New York.

Pennsylvania and Vermont. In these

1 2 states about 58 percent of the

grant dollars go to private sector

students Thirty-five percent of the

dollars awarded by the remaining 3 5

states go to private sector stu-

dents (Sec Table 211

The distribution ol recipients of

undergraduate need-based grants

among institutions has not changed

much over live years In 1988-89.
Table 20. Percentage of Awards and Dollars Going

to In-State Public College Students 59.5 percent of the recipients were

at public colleges. and in 1992-93
Dollars .60 8 percent were In 1988-89. 30 2

50.90 percent of recipients were at private
47.30 institutions. while 20 2 percent were
45.70

at private institutions in 1992-93
44.70

The share of grant award dollars
Sauces: NASSGP 25, p. 92, NASSGP 23, p. 74: NASSGP 22, p. 55; NASSGP 21, p. 50.) changed somewhat more In 1088-

Awards

1992-93 64.80

1991-92 64.40

1990-91 62.90
1989-90 62.00

Table 21. Median Maximum State Award, 1988-89 to 1993-94

Year Amount Change

1993-94 52,390 3.91

1992-93 52,300 15.00

1991-92 52,000 -6.54
1990-91 52,140 3.38

1989-90 S2,070 5.08

1988-89 51,970

89. 41 't percent of dollars awarded

were at public colleges, while by

1902-03. this proportion had

changed to 48 5 percent Private

college students share of the grant

dollars declined from 48 5 percent in

1988-89 to 4 2.2 percent m 1092-03

The authors of the report attribute

this in part to an increase in public

college enrollment, and to the

r

Some. NASSGP 25, p 16 and NASS6P 24, p. I I
Inc eawd need arm tng public

ccilloge students ,1`, public college

4 6
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tuition rose at a higher rate than

private college tuition

The a% erage recipient of under-

graduate need-based grants is

somewhat older than in past years

N,1/4 ith 25 percent of them age 26 or

older Twenty-one percent were this

old in 1988-89 and 16 percent in

1984-85 The recipients are more

likely to be independent or self-

supporting as well Forty-three

percent of the recipients were

independent in 1992-93. while 37

percent were in 198849 and 29

percent in 1983-84

The median maximum annual grant

award for all programs was $ 2.390 in

1993-94. an increase of 3 9 percent

over the 52 300 reported tor I 992-

0 3 (See Table 20) Slightly over half

51 2 percent. of the programs have a

maximum under $2.500. although

there are a few that exceed

S I 0.000

Between FY 1093 and FY I 994, the

mean funding change in the four

basic grant categories (need-based

and non-need-based grants to

undergraduate and grakinate,

protessronal students) wcr-, an

increase of 11 9 percent while the

change in undergraduate resident

tuition and fee.- \kir*, an inuease of

6 I percent (The tuition increase

f igure is based on NASSGP sources

and will not necessarily agree with

It her f igures cited in the Report of the

Slates t The percentage int rease in

aid funding was greater than the

Table 22. Percentage Increase in Four-Year, Public College Resident Tuition
and Fees and In Basic State-Funded Aid, FY 93 to FY 94, by State

State Tuition Aid State Tuition Aid

Alabama 5.89 20.50 Nebraska 7 57 2.91'

Alaska 4.49 -2.93. Nevada 4.50. 0.00

Arizona 3.06 0.72 New Hampshire 4.67 4.29 .

Arkansas 9.93 . 18.13' New Jersey 6.83. 19.79

California 15.26 39.10 New Mexico 6.01 11.12'

Colorado 4.55- 16.55 . New York 4.27.. 3.81-

Connecticut 6.79. -0,78' North Carolina 5.83. 3.52':

Delaware 5.38' 18.68.: North Dakota 5.26'. 0.86-

District of Columbia 7.39'. 0.65 . Ohio 4.89.: 19.37.,

Florida 1.25. 26.96 Oklahoma 2.00. 8.09

Georgia 3.63 . 140.50' Oregon 7.14'; 8.04'

Hawaii 3.01' 3.31'. Pennsylvania 6.52 9.75...

Idaho 5.32 . 0.40- Puerto Rico 4 94 0.00 :

Illinois 5.05 . 5.56' Rhode Island 9.19 -21.34

Indiana 7.17- 0.00- South Carolina 5.06 0.52-,

Iowa 4.59 1.26 South Dakota 10.09 -1.64

Kansas 4.64 . 32.90- Tennessee 5.10 17.56-

Kentucky 7.10' 0.78- Texas 8.94 3.24

Louisiana 0.83 36.43 Utah 5.20 0.39

Moine 4.63 4.02 Vermont 4.05 0.73

Maryland 5.76 18.82 Viiginia 3.27 6.34'.

Massachusetts 2.09 -1.70 Washington 14.65 99.24

Michigan 6.76 0.76 West Virginia 5.26 -0.05

Minnesota 4.88 21 54 Wisconsin 7.51 10.27

Mississippi 2.17 1.41 Wyoming 15.78 11.11'

Missouri 8.98 3.18. Average 6 12 11.88-

Montana 17 98 -6 96

(Sources: NASSGP 25, p. 12, and AA.S(1t

Student Charges Report, 1994)
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percentage increase in tuition and

fees in 23 states, while it was less in

20 of them ' (For further informa-

tion see 'Fable 22 Graph 14 shows

the average undergraduate need

based grant as a percentage of

average public. fouryear resident

college tuition and fees for 1092-93

This provides a general ratio as to

what proportion of the tuition is

shouldered by the average grant For

1089-90. the average undergraduate

needbased award was not equal to

at least 50 percent of the average

fouryear public college tuition and

fees in 25 states, while for 1992-93.

this was true in 33 states . (Graphi-

cal representation of this is provided

in Graph 15 1

Graph 14. Average Undergraduate Need-Based Grant as Percentage

of Average Public, Four-Year Resident Tuition and Fees, 1992-93

.1

,

-14

Source: NASSGP, 1993, Table 5, and MSCU/NASULGC Student Charges Report, 1993

AASCU Office of Association Research

Graph 15. Distribution of states by percentage of average public four-year tuition and fees

covered by ave age state undergraduate aid grant, 1989-90 and 1992-93

<=20% >20, < .40% >40, <=60% >60, <=80% >80%

Percentage of average four-year publi«ollege tuition covered by average grant

Sour NASSGP, 1993 and 1991, and MSCU/NASUIV Student (lunges Rept, 1993 and 1991

AASt: Office of Association Research

Percentage of Tuition

<=20%.

>20, <=40%

>40, <=60%

>60, <=80%

>80%

Year

El 1989-90

IIII 1992-93
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II

Highlights

I Most public and independent
colleges across the United

States experience positive
relationships with each other.

according to a study by William

Zumeta ci professor at the

Graduate School of Public

Affairs and Institute for Public

Policy and Management at the
niveN,ity of Washington

Where inter-sector friction

exists, it tends to focus on
student aid. programmatic
competition. or tuition and fees

States spent near-I; 5400 millicm

on direct institutional aid at
independent inst it ut ions in

u92-Q.3 This does not include

state dollars received through

student aid programs

Ver; few states include indepen-
dent institutions in state report
cards or other accountability

reports

/ Most chief executives from both
the independent and public
sectors. report that a 'high
tuitionhigh aid" policy is not
under serious discussion in

their states

What It means
Public universities are increasingly

clirect wmpet Ilion with indepen-

dent colleges and Wil1t.'1,di le,- not

onh, for student aid dollars but tor

direct institutional did as well While

overall relations between the
sectors are basically good. declining

pools of state budget resources rila
create much greater compet it i% c

pressure in the near future That
ciirect state payments to indepen-

dent colleges exist in 25 stdte-;

indicates the growth of public

funding for independent institu-

tions

While serious discussion of high

tuitionhigh aid strategies was not
much of an issue for most states
when the Zumeta study was con-
ducted. times hae changed There
are now "ability-to-pay" tuition
proposals in three large states.
California. New York and Wisconsin

This is not a dormant issue

Findings

The theme of state policies and
public higher education is woven

throughout the Report of the Slate In

1(493-04 a study of the impact of

these policies on independent
institutions and the perspectives of
the public sector on this additional
aspect of higher education support
was conducted by William Zumet,1

The findings add some detail to
persistent questions about state
support of the independent sector
and the wa; both sectors see their
participation in the educatii,nal

challenges faced by their state

postsecondary rescmrces

Three groups 01 respondents welt.

surveyed state higher educat ion

agency heads heads of statewide
independent higher education
associat ions. and public college or

university presidents in states Each
survey was extensive One importan.

goal of the study was to compare

perceptions and priorities across
sectors and respondents I-1(iwever,

since some questions were not
found in each survey this gcal was
not attainable for each issue area

According to the survey findings, the

overall state of relations between
public and independent sectors may
be characterized as a positive one

Very few survey respondents (con-

sidered "knowledgeable observers'.

by Zumeta I des>cribed intersector

relations -as more conflictual than
cooperative: and improved coop-
eration was a theme noted by
Zumeta in some of the responses
Still, where sectors agree they find

conflict is around the issues of

student aid. programmatic or

geographic competition. and
tuition/fees

A set of questions relating to the
issues of accountability reporting

and data use displayed the relatively
wv level of activity between state

higher education offices and inde-

pendent association executives
State higher education executive
officers ISIIF.E.Osi reported they

receive the data submitted by
independent institutions to the
National Center for Education

Slat ist it. s I Integrated Post secondar

Education Data System. or IPEDs.
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data) and tend to request informa-

tion tm state residency of students

clnd riCtive degree programs How-

ever. less than a third of SHEE0

respondents said they collect data

on inter-institutional transfers The

7.umeta analysis points out the

-apparent limited interest by

SHEF.Os in the educational out-

comes of i n depe nd en t institutions

The data that is collected by

StIFEOs is used chiefly for reporting

to the variety of publics served by

higher education The author of the

study and other assessment and

accountability experts consider this

use of data to be of somewhat lower

impact compared with application of

data to policy deliberations A

strong majority of SHEE0s and

independent sector representatives

said independent institutjons are

not included in the state report

cards or other accountability

reports

The total reported state funding to

independent institutions in IQ92-Q3

approached 5400 million This

represents 06 programs supporting a

diverse set of fields, from education

in health fields to research and

teLhnology development Zumetcl

study reports that nine programs in

nine states involve general purpose

state aid to independent institu-

tions Forty percent of all these

generdl purpose state programs

provide aid to both public dnd

independent inst it tit ions (See Grdpli

Zumet a 1(11.1nd ime striking differ-

ences in the identification of state-

level policy issues by representa-

tives from the public and indepen-

dent sectors The public representa-

tives pointed to funding and produc-

tivity. statewide coordination and

governance, and access and diver-

sity as critical issues for their state's

educational system The indepen-

dent sector representatives high-

lighted student aid, planning and

capacity. and tax policies. Asked to

describe the role they see for the

independent sector in their states.

public representatives mentioned

meeting the demand for higher

education and forming cooperative

relationships or partnerships across

sectors

Strong differences exist on the

definition of issues and the direc-

tion of policies in at least two areas

ol public concern funding state

student aid and tuition For ex-

ample. while about 85 percent of

both independent and public

representatives believe the goal of

state student aid programs is "to

assist students to attend college

who could not otherwise attend." 88

percent of independent representa-

tives and 45 percent of public

representatives thought it should

"provide students an affordable

choice among public and indepen-

dent colleges." Forty-four percent of

independent representatives and to

percent of public representatives

said the goal should be "to provide

Graph 16. States with Direct Aid to Private Institutions
(From Zumeta, 1994)

AASCU Office of Association Research

rasa

Private College Aid Restrictions

No Direct Aid Li

Programmatic Aid Only

General Purpose Aid
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I

incentives for students to enroll in

independent colleges order to

reduce the demand for space in

pubhc institutions SHEF.Os tend to

respond with greater similarity to

the independent sector except on

the latter goal and on the goal "to

reduce the price to students and

parents of college attendance

In states where responses on the

same set of questions were received

trom all three groups almost twice

as many independent sector repre-

sentatives and SHEE0s as public

representatives thought tuition

differentials were "not at all- taken

into account when the state makes

policy decisions affecting the tuition

and fee levels at public higher

education institutions Over 50

percent of responding independent

association executives and over 60

percent of responding public

executive officers said t high

tuition-high e'd strategy is not

under serious .scussion in their

states At the time of the survey.

over halt of the public sector and

over three-quarters of the indepen-

dent sector representatives consid-

ered it 'unlikely.' that this policy

direction would move forward in

their states in the next few years

4
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Highlights

Current 1-igher education

accountability reporting require-

ments have been influenced by

the assessment movement and

performance indicator experi-

ments

Guiding principles and ques-

tions for accountability systems

ha\ e already been de\ eloped

It is possible to set up compre-

hensive and flexible account-

ability systems based on the

experience of assessment and

accountability efforts

.7 Performance indicator develop-

ers focus on creating specific

indicators not data systems.

and it is easy to become mired

in the obstacles of data compa-

rability and reliability

Current statemandated

accountability reporting require-

ments lack clarity ,1S to their

purpose for overall planning.

institutional accountability.

budgeting or focused problem
solving

What it means

The following report is an eyaluaticai

of state report cards lor higher

education and an historical review

of assessment and performance

indicator development elforts It

'Accountabihty Reporting

would be fair to say that although

we know why we want to have report

cards for higher education, and that

we know what questions we want

them to answer. efforts to construct

a report card that answers the

questions posed have fallen short

The maior criticism is that the focus

of report cards has been on develop-

ing indicators rather than flexible

data systems to answer current and

future questions. Indicators have

not yet been develcped to give the

kind of shorthand answers to

complex problems hoped for by

policy-makers While progress has

been made in assessment and the

experience garnered from state and

federal accountability reporting

efforts is of value, we still can't

grade higher education with an A. B

C. P or F with anything approaching

assurance or fairness.

Findings

BackgromiAccountability systems
is an area of data development and

reporting that has seen intense

activity in the past IH years As the

expression implies, these are

individual pieces of data and

information arranged in ways that

answer questions, in this case.

about the components of an educa-

tional system Systems of education

have long been responsible for

reporting on their conditions to

state and federal authorities

Institutions as well periodically

t,nduct t heir (A\ II reviews as

individual units and as parts of a

larger system What has changed,

however, is the national spotlight on

goals achievement and efforts by

national organizations to guide the

development of accountability

systems begun in the 1980s and

continuing into the 1990s. This

activity, many observers believe, has

been met with corresponding

attention within state higher

education governance and monitor-

ing offices A description of the

current state of the art of account-

ability reporting in the states must

therefore take into consideration

work at the national, state and

institutional levels

This section of the Report of the Stoles

reviews the recent history of ac-

countability reporting. noting some

key players and resources that have

provided the impetus and some

guidance for this trend According to

educator and researcher Richard

Richardson. we have now reached a

stage when efforts are or should be

focused on reconciling the institu-

tional emphasis on assessment and

improvement and the state policy

emphasis on accountability (Educa-

tion Commission of the States.

1Q94) Where these aims intersect.

the definition and use of indicators

are very much the key to the recon-

ciliation process Before addressin

that intersection, the following brief

history illustrates the influence of

these two different emphases on the

current state of the art
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The Influence of the
Assessment Movement

In the 19Q4 Condition of Education the

following quotation from the first

commissioner of education Ilenry
Barnard sets the rat it male for

establishing a system of au-ount-

\\qui do we seek to know the

condition of education? In the

answer to this tliteSnOn Will be

tound the reasons for Hie ehiborate

statistical record crIncli limns a

feature of all official school reports

We take an account of education

so that e may knot( tcliether it is

sufficient in Onlaunt and good in

While ont2 may debatel he origin of

the nation's concern with numerical
indicators of the condition of

education. since the I Q8-1 report

from the National Institute of

Education (NIFt study group on

higher education. Involvement in

Learning. the notion of assessing the

outcomes of higher education has
been a persistent theme in the work

of the tt S Department of Educa-
tion For over 120 years the t1 S

Department of Education and its
predecessor departments have been
collecting data on the state of
education and reporting them as
factual. highly aggregated itenu. of
inputs and outputs In the I Q80, the
attention of polic makers ec Inca-

1(,rs, and the puldic hinicql it

,ifid expanded and un-

proved ways of describing the effects

f higher education on students
vcere sought A series ol reports

papers and conferences !for ex-
ample. Postsecomhtry Assessment. Report

of a Plonning Conference (19M) Perfor-

mance and I uactivent (1988)1 attempted

to describe what existed a, knowl-

edge and tools to help colleges and
universities plan and implement
assessment efforts This was fol-
lowed simultaneously by surveys of

statemandated assessment trends
and handbooks on assessment from

the national organizations repre-
senting state leaders and policy-

makers The national activity

culminated in the establishment of
an annual national assessment
1(n-um managed by the American

Association for I ligher Education A

newsletter and numerous publica-
tions from major education publish-
ers have advanced the field of
assessment in theory and in prac-
tice. for students, for faculty and for

administrators Recently. the
research and forum activities in the

assessment field have become more
inclusive, addressing movements of

Total Quality Management and

continuous quality improvement for

the instil ution

At the state level expectations for
report ing results of education

systems were driving an expanded

effort to develop indicators that
would both gauge the tesull s of
invest mews in education fk tin \ ear

ear and be inlorniallve

many stakeholders Lessons learned

!tom the assessment movement
about locating institutional data.
coordinating its development and
maintenance and using it to report

the story of higher education were

soon to become even more valuable.
as states sought better indicators

n d comparable data across types of

institutions and levels of institu-
tions The demographics of students
and their levels of participation in

higher education were becoming

important contextual information
Therefore, what was learned about

student satisfaction. employer
satisfaction and program improve-

ment through institutional assess-
ment became relevant to statelevel
efforts At the same time. the
language and methods .ol Total

Quality Management applied to
higher education combined many
issues of assessment and account-

ability Finally, it was not surprising

that a crossfertilization cif ideas
and techniques occurred between
the two fields Professionals in the
assessment movement brought their
knowledge and skills from the

campus level to the next level of

management concerns. that of
accountability to the state and its

public

The Promise of Indicators:
National Perspective

The aext stage in the (level( tpment

ot current accountability systems is

marked hy lin Midi( altin,

understanding what they are
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developing good ones, and develop-

ing reporting contexts for indicators

An initial push in this direction

came once again from the Un.Jed

States Department of Education

The core annual reports 01 he

National Center for Education

Statu-tics INCESi shifted in the

I 980s from publishing a simple

winpendium of statistics to two
data presentations One. Tho Dioost of

Education Statistics was a virtudlly

limitless set of data tables from

NCES files and the other

Conditioin of Education. was a carefully

organized accounting of 'debits and

credits.- a list ol 30 indicators which

covered student progression.

context and resources The educa-

tion communits assisted in develop-

ing these and the indicators them-

selves were comprised of as ailable

data Over the past five years. NCES

developed additional data sources

to augment their initial set, expand-

ing. tor example. in the international

indicators domain with the coopera-

tion Cf the Organization tor Eco-

nomic Cooperation and Develop-

ment tOF.CDI The current Condition

of Education contains bo indicators

organized into access participation

and progress achievement attain-

ment and curriculum economic and

other outcomes of educaticm size

growth and output ol educational

instit ut ions limate. classrooms

and diversit in educational institu

tions. and human and !manual

rest MR a edin ati,,nal

th,ns

In 1991. a National Center for

Education Statistics study panel

commissioned by Congress pre-

pared a set of recommendations

called Education Counts .\ti Indicdtor

Stistein to Monitor Me Notions Etfucd-

Wild! Health. the first comprehensive

set of recommendations for report-

ing about all education levels The

work ot this.study panel stkiddled

period in which the National Goals

Panel Resource and Technical

Planning Groups were working on ct

set of indicators tor the ,als

established by President Bush and

the nation's governors The NCES

panel hoped to avoid the reflection

of some particular policy agenda in

its indicators, and its work resulted

in the identification of two

overarching goals t I I the informa-

tion from the indicators would be

understandable to parents and

educators and (21 the indicators

could be clustered around major

issues and concepts affecting

schools. colleges and students

The contribution of Edwation Counts

in enumerating the current indicator

developments efforts is substantial

<1`.; k its description of the value of

indicat ON and obstacles laced bs

developers including

lack of agreement on (I set of

vilicIiI riiid reliahilits ()I mdic.ator...

urtyrith, availal)Jc,

11,

achieving fairness in comparisons

where student characteristics are

the basis of indicators

the burden of reporting. and

the corruptibility of nuclicatins

Six issue areas were identified in

Education Counts to consider What

matters in American education The

panel considered related questions

and areas where data and indicators

would build an inclusive picture of

the issue, as follows, learner out-

comes. acquisition of knowledge.

skills and dispositions, quality of

education institutions, readiness for

school, societal support for learning

education and economic productiv-

ity. equity. and resources, demo-

graphics and students at risk

At the same time. the National

Goals Panel released its first report.

Buildilio A Nation of Learners In the

state report section. a page covering

the tat the timet six goals was

presented lor each state and the

education data for many of the goals

was missing. because states did not

have state level systems of data

development and the national

assessment efforts were not exten-

sice enough in their sampling to

support the production of state

level data Also, the recommenda-

tions 01 the planning groups pro-

ducod -1 i OP.' set ol indicators that

would help downturn.' wht,then the

IMP
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goals were actually being achieved

and which could be updated at

frequent intervals and regarde..I as

policy-actionable By the most

recent report. issued in 1994. it is

noted m Appendix A that the Goals

Panel will formally organize a task

force to work with federal. state and

local data pro\ iders and users to

develop strategies to fill the most

critical data gaps Of the 16 core

indicators. it is noted that compa-

rable data exist for nine and "not all

states have data fccr all of these

indicators The 16 core indicators

are part of a more comprehensive

set for each goal which are reported

in separate volumes of national and

state data (The National Educationcil

Goals Report 1994. p 721 Thus even

the impetus of the Goals Panel has

tit 0 resulted in a Set oi indicators

from which the public and policy-

makers can compare the nation's

progress by state

Observers of the trend toward better

acc(ount ability systems Call See t

direc t linkages between the areas of

accountability and assessment and

point to the effort of NCEs to

CNA( Ire a national assessment

system to IlleaSU re progress towards

the goal of increasing the proportion

of college graduc,tes "who demon-

st rate on adanced abilit to think

( «onnumicate eltectivek.

and solve problems tis ui example

of this linkage

A `,(IntHe-hil,ed
posed whic h would have been

similar to the National Assessment

of Education Progress (NAEPI for

elementary and secondary educa-

tion Funds for implementation were

not made available However. much

WaS learned in the exploration

There i, an indication that an effort

should proceed to develop "indica-

tors of good practice regarding the

measurement of higher education

outcomes Addressing National Goal

5. the Goals Panel established a

Resource Group which created a

Technical Planning Subgroup report

in lune 1991. Indicators of. General

Educatim Onkornes of Colley(' Educatiour .

urging careful progress be made

toward the creat km of an indicator

system which would recognize the

diversity across institutions. stu-

dents and the purposes ol higher

education A series of papers and

workshops were held by the NCES in

1992 summed up in Notional

/VSesSulleull icf C011eye Student Learning

identification of Skilk to be Taught.

Learned and Assessed F indlly. leaders

in the asses,ment movement were

asked to address other sources of

information about student out-

comes other than a standardized

assessment inst rument The result

\Ads A Preluninani Study ol Itte

dad Main! tor National POlicll ln>truc-

tional Good Pim/ fice 1 Inc.icator in Under-

graduate Edukation (1.:1/4ell et al 1994)

Iii (his clo( ument. the ant lu cr5 start

from the assumption that a direct

approac h to assessinu,. ies cci

cc_lIege graduates would be 'techni-

cally daunting and will be a long

time in cc cming. The.results of their

work are summarized in a chart of

potential indicators. classified by

the categories of (II institutional

requirements. (21 instructional good

practice. I 3) student behavior. and

141 sell-reported cognitive develop-

ment The contributkm of this

document to the art and science of

developing accountability systems is

found in its evaluation of the

relevance of each indicator to

reporting on the outcomes of

student learning in higher educa-

tion. the description of available

methods for collecting the necessary

data.. and finally an assessment of

the ease of data gathering and

potential for the use of the indicator.

Another new report by The Educa-

tional Testing Service. Learning by

Degrees. takes stock of the state cif

the nation s data on outcomes of

higher education, and details

Syntheses of individual research

studies showing the effects of

collegiote experience on verbal

,ind quantitative skills, oral cinch

written communication critical

thinking. use ol reason and

ecidence to address problems, and

intellectual flexibility

Ouant native and analytic scores

on the Graduate Record Exams

an0 sotres n the eight subjec

tests Scores on the major

preprofessional required to

enter professional se hoots. such as

lousiness 1,1w and medicine
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Literacy ass;essment of all adults is

now a regular. systematic function

of NCES In I q92 the first assess-

ment was completed Results are

rvailable by the level and mitrol

of institutions in which adults

participated, which provides a

direct tie to the outcomes of the

collegiate experience and can

determine differences by age

ranges, which inform us about the

difference in the collegiate experi-

once of adults now retired, as well

as younger generations of college

participants cind graduates

Successes of graduates regarding

employment has been regularly

assessed through the Recent

College Graduate Surveys The

National Longitudinal Study and

the I ligh School and Beyond

Surveys and followup surveys

give us good descriptions (1 t he

importance of education in the

lk es of those who have partici-

pated in it The most recent

release of the I 2year followup

report from I ligh School and

Beyond. for example. addresses

degree attainment and work

outcomes from the cohort of 1980

high school sophomores -Bacca-

laureate and Beyond- will be the

next survey effort sponsored by

NCES to include this component

of tracking students Thi,, ellort

will supplant the Recent College

Graduate Survey aml follow the

effort already beknin wit h the

'Beginning Postsecondary Student

Study

Characteristics of Indicators
and Accountability Systems

At this point in the recent history of

indicator and accountability system

development, there have been some

important lessons learned which

should guide states as they proceed.

with their own efforts First. experts

.working on the aforementioned

reports emphasize that accountabil-

ity systems must be based on

model of how the educational

system actually operates When this

occurs, the indicators which are

products of these systems reflect the

complexity and interdependence of

different elements of the system and

can be interpreted singly and in

tandem with others

A second rule that applies is that an

accountability system should take

into consideration both the inter-

nallydirected and externally
direct ed nature ol indicators The

internal ones address institutional

concerns about students, the

external ones about the clients of

education, the interaction between

the institution and the community

or the state it ser\ Os

The f()Ilowing prMciples presented

as guiding questions for the (level-

(Npment and use of indicators are

abstracted and cited from four

reports Creating ResponsiNe and

Responsive AC ounicibility Systems (01:RI

I Q881. Edu«ition Counts IOERI WI 1

Community Colleges Core Inai«itois of

Elle( tivene, I I tnt I

H Olier Education Accountabilitu t ECS

9Q41

I Does the indicator address

enduring issues, measuring

what is irnportant and not

settling for what can be mea-

sured?

Is the indicator supported by a

comprehensive information

system? Can the data be

obtained at a reasonable cost?

3. Is it part of a commitment to

track important data over time,

ensuring that documenting and

improving effectiveness is a

developmental process'?

4. Is there a standard of compari-

son or a benchmark against

which progress can be mea-

sured?

5 Is the ongoing reliability of the

indicator regularly assessed?

Are changes made when

needed?

Is the indicator monitoring

educational outcomes and

processes wherever they occur?

7 Is the indicator credible to

college personnel who are in a

position to change institutional

behavior?

8 can the indicator he readily

understood h external deCt,,lon

n1,1ker,,? Is it credible to tliem?
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..:Ncc.outitAiliiy Root-Ong

() Is the indicator presentation

such that the public can discern

strengths and weaknesses and

understand the system even if

they are not experts?

I() Does the indicator provide

information that will help the

institution to improve'? Does it

encourage the institution to

value the right things?

I I Does the indicator reflect the

perspectives and concerns of

multiple constituencies?

The Promise of Indicators:
State Perspective

State governance and monitoring

organiz.at ions have been working

with many of these resources to

assemble their accountability

reporting systems In !QM what

might be considered the first state

report card Via:, released by the

Douglas Commission (Report ol the

Niassthtrusetts Commission on Industrial

(1)1,1'11%1w:a I Alwationt when the

slate carefully researched the

combination of educational and

labor factorS which were harriers to

its succesdul competition in the

world markets One of the driving

forces behind this series of studies

\VW-, the recognition that many

children were not 111 school (high

sc hool completRin was t he terminal

degree for most educational imrtic

pantsi The researchers found that

parents did not believe the typical

high school curriculum would

prepare their children for available

jobs created by the newly industrial-

izing society Noting that the high

school curriculum was out of

balance, the report recommended

that proper training could improve

the state's economic output This is

the ,irst time the economic competi-

tiveness ol the country emerged as

the real theme behind school (read

curriculum) reform (Kliebard 19891

Inspired by the findings. researcher

Leonard Ayers developed an Index

of Efficiency to compare the rela-

tionship of the finished product
t he studentto the raw material
(Ayers 1909) The implications of

such work led to subject standards.

a focus on deficiencies, and the

movement to enlbrace Compulsory

attendance

Once seen in a historical perspec-

tive the current state of account-

ability systems is surprising and

understandable at the same time

States share a set of ccmcerns and

have aCCOY, 10 the same resources.

thus it makes sense that they would

select similar indicators to describe

the resource , of their educational

systems and the anticipated out

comes However, the state ol the art

of indicator decelopment has

progressed only so far At this point

developers conceive ol specific

indicators. not data systems. and a

is easy 1( I become mired in the

)1.istaCies ot data t tunipar,11)11111, and

reliability The reports issued are

often limited in their flexibility and

use when the driving force behind

them is ri public relations impact or

the need to report the findings of el

one-time special commission A

review if state histories of indicator

and reporting systems by ECS ( 19941

and AASCLIs own review of state

report cards show similar indicators

used as reference points For

example. a set of indicators in the

domain of institutional financial

impact on the state might include

Direct spending by colleges and

universities and the implications

for state tax revenues.

Number of jobs supported by

public higher education.

Number of dollars (newt generated

by the state investment in higher

education.

1.evel of sponsored research at the

state institutions and medical

schools.

SoUrces of lunds (narrow or broad)

for the general operating budget.

funds raised by the institution

f rom individuals, corporations

foundations and other private

organizations

A set c)t indicators intended to

descrtbe the human resources ol the

institution would include

52 . AASCH 106 Report ol the states 5 7



Distribution of instructional

faculty by teaching. research and

service activities

Number of administrators ,:orn-

pared with similar institutions

and

Pay for professors compared by

mission of institution.

A set of indicators intended to

describe the student resources for

the institution and for the state

might include

Number of students who graduate

and stay in the state.

Overall level of education of the

state residents, related to the

institutions from which they

graduated

Origin of the students in the state

institutions.

Diversity of students in terms of

the state's population

Percentage of undergraduates who

enter as first-time freshmen

compared with transfers from in-

state and out-ot-state

Retentnm rates of returning

Ireshmen. and

Graduation rates awl the profile of

entering students

The ECS study of state accountabil-

ity systems and Richardson's

analysis point to at least 10 states

-in the vanguard- of outcomes

assessment regarding educational

systems. Yet even among these

states, Richardson finds a lack of

clarity as to their purpose, that is.

for overall planning. institutional

accountability. budgeting, or

focused problem-solving If you

review available state report cards

cs e% idence of the indicators and

the use ol the accountability

systems in specific states. you come

to a similar finding. Report cards are

developed to answer specific

questions and do not allow for the

recombination of elements around

other issues, as was suggested, for

example. by Education Counts

Distinguishing among input, output

and outcome indicators. Richardson

offers a different conceptual model

addressing the problem of account-

abilit reporting. offering hope of

reconciliation between the goals of

states and inst it ut ions

The Third Stage: Quality
as a Reconciling Dimension

Richardson advises that all account-

ability system is most useful when it

in«)rporates 'requirements lor

planning. institutional improve-

ment, and accountability in its

de`,11;11 When accountability sys-

tems refler t the nature of

p(v-I-A.(onddr cdu(dIrc,n

0

will be developed which can be

sorted and resorted to respond to

each of these important system

activities In much the way Education

Cowils recommends organizing

indicators around issues.

Richardson recommends organizing

these measures of educational

institutions and systems into

categories he calls cost/benefit.

process-based, product-based, and

user-based. The fle)dbility which is

the result would serve the needs of

the multiple contributors and users

of the system

It is not unusual, over the history of

a movement, for a number of

individuals to come to the same

conclusions, expressed differently

That the guiding questions and

principles for accountability systems

have been clearly stated is good

news. It is possible to set up com-

prehensive and flexible accountabil-

ity systems. using the lessons

learned from institutional assess-

ment and state and federal account-

ability efforts Once such a system is

in place. the focus ol policy-makers

and data developers alike can turn

to the questions of value about

which so many are interested, and

away from the often cited behavior

'What is valued gets measured. and

what is measured gets valued

AASCI g05 Repnr1 oft he States /
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Accountability Reportino

Resources on Assessment
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Assessment

Publications ot the OffiCe ol
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provement U S Department ot
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i()03
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Publications of t he Of tice of

Educational Research and Im-

provement. U S Department of

Education

Creating Responsiltle and ReSpoIsitY
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OLRI Slate Accountaltility Study

Group. 1088

Education In Slates and Nations

Indicators Comparing Ii S States WW1

the (DECD Counlries in I Q88 I QQ-3

Education Counts. An Indicator System

to Monitor the Nation s Educational

1 teal!. 1001
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Educational Organizations
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nit, Colleges Community Colleaes

Core Indhators of live/less 1004
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Board Eth atonal Benchmarks I 00")
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Highlights

V In 1994 AASCII and Sallie Mac

conducted ri third stlrve\ of

AASCll menthers to study

institutional retent ion results

AASCIl member institutions

graduate 40 percent of d fresh-

man class after six years

At AASCU institutions 44

percent of femdle students

complete college in six years

compared to 37 percent of male

students

On average. More students who

transfer into a college complete

in the same time frame than

those ,+.ho start and complete at

the sd me schoc ii

What it means

In the not too distant past one ol

the indicators of a college s dCd-

dell1R. quality and rigor Ari', the

percentage of the freshman class

that as ,1.-I,,hed tint Thus the

first year in college was conducted

as d 1Z,itt"keeph.42, experienc e to :Lill

out those who (lid not belon in

higher education Students %ho

suR ked became part of the merit

system of t he academy

Times have changed hovmer and

the loc. us for determining who

should be HI college and who

shouldn I has been front -

onto the admissions proc ess

longer is it ,st eptable to poll(

mdkers and funders to determine

access (id performance in college

Rather the burden In higher

education is to accurately predict

those v ho belong and to admit only

those likely to benefit Benefit has

come to mean only one thing in

policy-maker s eyescompletion ol
the program

Colleges and tulitersitie'-: dre

adilltiti142, to this pohcy and practice

change but have not made a com-

plete transition to the new polic
emphasis In addition . the efforts

being made are not uniform When

t he AASCU surveys began. a small

percentage of colleges and universi-

ties had established retention goals

from freshman to sophomore status

and a smaller group had established

completion goals There has been

considerable grciwth in t he past

three years in tracking student

progression The AASCU:Sdllie Mae

National Retention st ud will

pro\ ide foundation information

Participating colleges and universi-

t R's should be able to rt tughly

calibrate where the think their

perk Irmance should be They should

also he able to begin to locus

support and administ rat lye efforts

to predict retention success and

track the outcomes of ddims--,ions

clecIslotts

Program profiles submitted to

AASCII hN its members indk ate that

the emphasis on relent ion and

(tin pl has not resulted m the

lusion I students \'llo might be

considered high-risk These institu-

tions have maintained their historic

commitment to access and have

continued to seek ways to retain all

groups of students In addition the

tracking efforts have resulted in new

public comersat ions about student

completion and in improved com-

munication about this topic with

higher education stakeholders and

consumers

Findings

In 1991. the American Association of

State Colleges and Universities.

concerned about the academic

success of underrepresented groups

in higher education initiated a

research project on retention Its

goal is to help state colleges and

universities improve their retention

and graduation rates for dll stu-

dents. but especially those trout

traditionally underrepresented

populations AASCI.1 is one of a lew

higher education organizations

working with MOMberc to develop a

national database on current cohort

graduation rates that is representa-

tive ol its sector

The locus of the AASCtbsallie Mao

retention project is on institutional

harac ter ist les and resources. as

opposed to the locus on t he stu-

dents. behavior that characterizes

most ol the research in this area

The project dllows schools to take

action regarding retent ion and

measure its effects at in orp,ani/a
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With suppr Irt from Sallie Mae (the

Student Lcuan Marketing Associa-

tion) AASCU administered sur\ eys

to member institutions in 1002 and

1003 These surveys elicited infor-

mation regarding inst itutional

strengths and weaknesses in

retention efforts. policies and

practices, and graduation and

retention rates The 1903 survey

asked for the actual numbcrs behind

the rates so that AASCU stall could

analLe the data in the aggregate

Using the data collected in the

surveys. AASCU selected 7 5 institu-

tions to participate in a program to

disseminate good retention prac-

tices and to improve institutional

practices in this area Regional

retention conferences are held each

yeai hosted by leaders in student

retention A national advisory panel

01 retention scholars wati estab-

lished to provide expertise in

research and practice. and consult

with project participants on activi-

ties outcomes and dissemination ol

project results A sessic in on reten-

tion is ak,o held at the AASCU

Annual Meeting to increase dialogue

and learning on the topic Table 2 3

shows the rt."-",l1lls 01 three succes-

sive surveys to document graduation

rates

Fach surve\ ellort in the Nat ional

Retention Project has sought to

enhance the understanding cul

campus conditions that support

retention of students to graduation

In 1002 ,ind 1003 data «diet tion

Table 23. Six-Year Graduation Rates at participating AASCU institutions'

1985
Freshman

Cohort

31986

Freshman

Cohort

1987
Freshman

Cohort

Number of responding institutions 170 188 213

Range 6.5 to 80.6 9.5 to 75.9 3.3 to 75.3

Average 40.6 40.5

Male 15.4 to 51.0 36.6 35.8

Female 15.6 to 82.9 44.0 43.7

Black, Non-Hispanic 27.5 28.0

American Indian/Alaskan Native 25.1 24.5

Asian/Pacific Islander 43.2 41.9

Hispanic 29.9 30.9

White, Non-Hispanic 43.8 42.6

All Minorities 30 1

'Surveys were conducted in 1992, 1993 and 1994. The first survey requested that institutions povide

their own graduation rate estimates. In the two succeeding surveys, a form was used that was based on

the National Center for Education Statistics pilot Student-Right-to-Know Graduation Rote Survey,

collecting actual cohort numbers.

"Data not available at this level of detail

focused on goals and conditions In

1004 examples of model programs

were collected Compendia of these

programs have been prepared to

support institutions information

needs

In 1003. part icipat ing instit ut ions

were asked whether they had

numerical gradual ion 'relent ion

goals. and 46 of them (24 percent I

indicated they did Of those 4 5

percent reported they hacl nurneric al

gtrals for the freshman cohort

rJaduat ion rate one third reported

numeric al goals for treshman-to-

s, phomi 1.te retention. 26 pen ent

indicated they were planning or

developing goals and percent

indicated they had numerical goals

for the retention and graduation of

students from traditionally under

represented groups

Seventy-two percent ol the respon-

dents indicated that state funds

were the primary source of funding

for retention progrartns Sixty-seven

percent of the resprundents indi-

cated that changes in state appro-

priations were a threat lir the

(lint lunation of retention programs

1 Our kCy stiategies were ident itied

for institutionalizing retention
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programs on campuses receive top

administrative support (76 percent t.

fund by institutional base budget

170 percent). build into strategic

planning efforts (58 percent). and

track in institutional selfstudy (40

percent I

Retention programs with the best

chance of success were those that

addressed the culture and environ-

ment of the campus and the role

they play in student retention and

graduation The survey of partici-

pants addressed this by asking

about campus climate and adminis-

trative arrangements regarding

retention and graduation. Respon-

dents at 75 4 percent of the cam-

puses indicated that the statement

"retaining and graduating more

students- was one ol the top three

priorities of their campus adminis-

trators was "descript ive" or "very

descriptive" of their campus A

statement that "outreach staff

provide community college transfer

students with accurate and timely

advice about course planning.

financial aid and transfer require-

ments" was rated the same by 67 8

percent of the respondents (How-

ever only '38 percent found a

statement that -administrators meet

regularly with their community

college counterparts to assess the

preparation of transfer students" to

be descriptive or very descriptive of

their campuses 1 A statement that

-the institution maintained ties to

the K- 12 community to support

adequate preparation of students"

was found to be descriptive or very

descriptive of 54.6 percent of

responding campuses Less than

half. 47 percent. responded the

same regarding a statement that

the institution has an office that

coordinates the assessment of

student achievement, faculty

development and program improve-

ment

One of the key conclusions of the

1Q(.)'3 study was "Research on

student retention suggests adminis-

trative commitment, strategic

planning and assessment, early,

direct and frequent feedback to

students; commitment to student

success, and a focus on teaching

improvement are effective campus

strategies to improve retention and

graduation rates at state colleges

and universities However, most

AASCU respondents do nof integrate

key academic and social conditions

in a systemic approach that would

improve retention and graduation

rates as well as the campus culture.

Instead, an isolated programmatic

approach continues to be used to

change administrative, instructional

and advising practices Typically

there is no routine program evalua-

tion

6 2
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Highlights

I/ Nearly half of the AASCU

institutions ha\ y adopted

institution-wide goals for

academic uses ot information

technologies and more inst it LI-

t ion-wide plans are under

development

Inst it ut t mal communicat ion via

technctlogy is the most often

identified goal of these plans.

followed by student mastery and

then faculty mastery

Networks link faculty staff and

administrators at almost all

campuses and nearly half

include classroom links on the

network

Adequate Imancial resources is

the biggest barrier to achieving

the goals followed by compet-

ing academic prictrit les

/ Most inst it ui tns do not have

expl:cit expectations for facuh

to develop information technol-

ogy cc impetencies

The vast maiority of institutions

prt tvid, a \ <Mel y of Servfte-,

support faculty development of

information

tent le',

techmilc)gy cornpe-

What it means
11101er (lint ,ititql i. Ilet11111111,', tt

mature in its use of and expct

lions for intormation le( lint dowt.,-,

The benefits to communication

within the institution are readily

,ipparent and relatively easN itt

inlplement An important aspect ot

this is student communication k ith

faculty Such accet,t, to faculty is

enriching learning environments

The de\ elopment of formal plans

means that institutions want

tangible ret urns on their acquisition

investments Not surprisingly.

institutions are focusing on student

and faculty mastery of the communi-

cation technologies Significant

resources are now being directed to

fund services that support faculty

mastery of these skills This invest-

ment in the human resources of the

campus will result in more compre-

hensive use of these technologies

and eventually more sophisticated

uses ol the technolclgies to support

learning

Findings
American state colleges and univer-

sities as I group are lust beginning

hi explore the possibilities ol

technology within higher education

Within the past live years. interest in

using information technology (IT,

(or teaching. research and service

has grown across all facets of the

higher e'Iucat ion community

In respcmse lit the growing interest

and subsequent need lor mlorma-

ion on the topic the American

Association of State Colleges and

inuceisities IAASCW conclu, led .1

surve\ on he use Mid indn,wcuniTit

tI inlormition tec at its

member colleges and universities

The 1004 survey delined information

ret hnolog irn as the application (3f

eled.(0111C and other technologies.

c g computers. conlmunicat ions

satellites. fiber optics. video-

recording. etc to hell) produce.

store, retrieve and distribute analog

or digital representations of infor-

mation Part one of the question-

naire asked the respondents to

provide information on any goals

and expectations for the use of IT,

and availability management and

institutional support of information

technology for instruction The

second part was distributed to

faculty and administrators so they

could submit profiles On technology

efforts or initiatives at their institu-

tion

Out of the '30 niemhers of AASCU.

2..tO institutions responded. It was

noted during the analysis ol the

data that the size of an institution

was a key factor in its approach to

using and managing information

technoktgy Therefore. respondents

were divided into three categories

based on enrollment size small

under 5.000I. medium (between

9.000 and I 2.0001 and large t 12.000

and overt Sevent -one responding

institutions fall in the small cat-

egoi). 08 are in medium and 01 lit

into large

Slightly less than half (47 percent tel

all the respondents have nit 'pied

plan spec !tying institution-witty

goals regardw, the academic uses

')8 ,Ast I005 Report ol t lir States 8 3



of IT Twelve percent of responding

institimons said a plan was under

development (Size categories were

used where the differences in

percentages amounted to I 5

percentage points or more

As indicated in Table 24. institu-

tional communication via technol-

ogy was most often identified as a

primary goal of the plan Eighty-six

percent of all the institutions stated

this was a goal in their plan (See

also Graph I 7

The respondents were asked to

identity what, if any. barriers to t heir

plans they were facing Not surpris-

ingly. 85 percent of the institutions

reported a lack of adequate hnancial

resources ci`, the primary barrier to

achiev ing their goals Table 2 5

illust rates the types of impediment s

institutions enc.ount or by their size

Facuit y members at most institu-

tions regardless of siLe are ex-

ped ed to ,IS:-.etiS their ovvn technol-

og competency levels Approxi-

mately 89 percent of the respLInding

schools do not have an institutional

effort to measure faculty abilities in

technology Furthermore, about

tour-I ilths of the respondents say

there are no explicit expectations for

faculty ri developing their own IT

comitetem.ies

Campuses do pro\ ide support lor

t he faL tilt v s des el()pment ml tIn

tedmology skills howcs or Table 2()

shovo, the periontage ()I Hist itut ions

100

80

& 60

"" 40
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0

Graph 17. Percentage of Institutions Reporting

that Goals Address the Following Issues

Student Mastery

Some. 44S(U leehno!ogy ReOorr 1995

44Sal Ow of Assocoon Reword)

Faculty Mastery Institutional Communication

via Technology

Institutional goals

Other

Table 24. Percentage of Institutions Reporting
that Goals Address the Following Issues

Student Mastery 68.5

Faculty Mastery 63.9

Institution Communication via Tethoology 87.0

Other 6.5

Table 25. Percentage of Institutions Reporting Barriers that
they are Encountering in Attempting to Meet the Goals, by Size

All Small Medium Large

Lack of adequate financial resources 85.0 84.6 88.9 75.0

Inadequate faculty participation 16.8 30.8 16.7 14.3

Lack of student interest 0.9 0.0 1.9 0.0

Competing academic finalities 52 3 50 0 59 3 39 3

Other 15.0 11 5 13 0 21 4

6 4
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Table 26. Percentage of Institutions Reporting Conditions Supporting
Faculty Development of Info Tech Competencies

Faculty orientation to info tech provided 52.6

Faculty development workshops/courses ore provided 75.2

Consulting is available when needs identified 73 9

Faculty are responsible for own development 37.0

Other conditions 7.0

80

70

60

50

a> 40

30

20

10

Graph 18. Percentage of Institutions Reporting Conditions
Supporting Faculty Development of Info Tech Competencies

Faculty orientatic n Faculty development

workshop

Souirce: ItriSCU Technology Report, 1995

445C11 Office of Association Research

Consulting

avoiloble

Assistance provided

Faculty

responsible

Other conditions

Table 27. Percentage of Institutions Reporting that Specific
Information Technology Requirements Exist for Students

Admission to institution 0.9

Admission to specific major 13.5

Graduation from specific programs 58 3

Graduation ham the 'notation 71 7

Other 13 9

ASCtl I oct5 Repirt of the States

that otter such support and the

means by which it is offered (See

lso Graph 18 1

AASCU also asked campuses to

report on their requirements for

students Over two thirds of the

returned surveys indicated goals for

student master, existed in the

instrtutional IT plan The most

common area :or these expectations

to be in place is in a specific pro-

gram as a requirement for gradua-

tion (Table 271

Less than 3 percent of the surveyed

campuses require aH undergradu-

ates to provide their own computer

and more than threefourths believe

campus access to computers is

sufficient The median number of

computers available for student use

at small campuses is I 50. at mid

sized 300 and 54 5 at large institu-

tions Table 28 lists the types of

software available to students in

general access computer labs by

institution size

Ninety percent of the responding

institutions have campuswide

computerbased netNorks in place

These networks link faculty. staff

administration and depart rnent

offices. as well as computer labs and

I i bra ri es in 90 to 99 percent of the

vompuses, regardless of size

Approximately halt of all t he inst u-

t ions have classworn links Resi-

dence halls .11-0 the IC'd'A ilkek 0, H.'

11POked Up P) the nemork



Table 28. Percentage of Institutions with the Following Applications Available
to Students, by Size of Institution

All Small Medium Large

Computer-based instruction 52.4 50.7 47.4 62.3

Internet/BITNET access 79.0 62.0 86.6 86.9

Spreadsheets 98.3 95.8 99.0 100.0

Access to online databases 54.1 40.8 52.6 72.1

Word/text processing 97.8 97.2 96.9 100.0

Other 21.4 23.9 16.5 26.2

Statistical analysis 89.5 80.3 89.7 100.0

Database management 86.5 83.1 87 6 88.5
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