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his report provides an

overview ot current trends

and opinions in public
higher education It contains
intormation and survey data thai in
many cases are not available
anywhere else It summarizes the
concerns ol key administrators in
higher education and leading
government authorities It points a
way to the future It suggests how
the changing racial and ethnic mix
of studencs will offer challenges to

public institutions

Issues Survey—1995

What Are the High Priorities?

Inits 1905 Issues Survey the
American Association of State
Colleges and Universities (AASCU)
asked its state representatives
(presidents and chancellors of
public. lour—year institutions
representing the colleges and
universitios in their states) 1o assess
the opinions held by key institutions
and individuals intluencing public
higher education on the state level
Intormation was obtained regarding
the viewpoints of governors, legisla-
tors higher education system

personnel. and member institutions

The issue that was highest an most
every Iist of concerns ol their
constituents of higher education
was accountabihty atenm which
oy be mterpreted maavanety ol
wons dependimg upon the dilfermg

porspectives of the pathies assessed

Table 1 lists issues that are high

prioritics

As shown above. governors and
legislatures considered the 1ssue ol
accountability a top priarity, along
with administrative bloat and
program duplication In essence.
state governments seem tocused on
wdys Lo assess the cost-effective-
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 graduation rates
and minority retention. but indi-
cated that accountability was

somewhat less ol g priority

Higher education administrators, by
concentrating on such issues ds
graduation rates and minority
retention. appear to be especially
concerned with demonstrating thewr

eflectiveness and value (o the

states In this way. the differing
degree to which government and
higher education perceive the issue
of accountability may be more «
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 aredas had been damaged the
most Respondents, indicated that
the cutbacks were most hurtful to
“access issues.” followed by pro-
gram issues,” and then by taculty
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 peicentages)
Governor legislators  Systems  Presidents and Chancellors
Administratn Bloat 245 32.1 113 715
Teaching Load 208 35.8 302 26 4
Accountability 585 17 434 358
Graduatien Rates 189 377 396 547
Progrom Duphcation 34 0 358 264 15
oty Retention 94 94 30.2 509
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“Executive Summary-

minority and low—income groups
The reality is that some students
may be dented opportunity This s
particularly troubling in light of
demuographic trends that indicate
continued growth among many
traditionally low—income population
groups Limited access to higher
education—caps in enrollment.,
cutbacks in state tunding—could
undermine the future of public

higher education

Many other arcas that have been
hurt by cutbacks—such as faculty
recruitment and prograim issues—
may be of less immediate concern to
institutions However. over the long—
term. these ssues could seriously
undermine the vitality of higher

education

Fiscal Status of the States

In fiscal vear 1994 (FY 94y the states
had their most stable vear «<ince
1989 as revenue collection ex-
ceeded eapectations State budecets
Increased by 49 percent Tlewever
all sectors of the state budget pie
did not receive an equal increase
Suraing Medicard and corrections
costs syphoned off tunds that naght
have gone to other aress mcluding
hisher education Total <tate
expenditures tor higher education
mereased by 4 2 percentin B0 —a
re spectable rise but <ull trouble-
~ome when shown agamst the
luacbdin 'I\«“ hechimme state St
lor higher education onan imtlation -

adpusted basis A< shown m the

chart that follows. educational
appropriations have increased in
current dollar terms from $39 1
billion to $41 1 billion In constant
dollars tadjusted based upon the
higher education price index)
~pending for 1994 was $35 4 billion
in 1990 dollars—a decline of nearly
S4 billion

Although the curent tiscal 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
l[imiting educationdl opportunities

for those who deserve them.
Enroliment

In a reversal of prior—year trends.
enrollment at AASCU institutions
declined shightly in the fall of 1993
tlatest vear available) by 11 percent
There are several reasons why
enrollment growth has stopped or
stowed it only temporartly The baby
bust” has reached its Tow and
should be follewed in the coming
decade by rising numbers ol high
school graduates hoping to attend
college An increasing percentage
will be from minority backgrounds-—
espectally Asian and thispanic
<tudents Many of these will need
Linancial assistance to attend

cotlege

The distressimg reahity 1= that some

fogistatures have « teated cnrollment

caps to restrain costs or raised
admissions standards for the same
purpose One of the defining 1ssues
in higher education enrollment
trends is cost Nearly 32 percent of
college freshman chose their
institution based on cost If the
inflation—adjusted cost of attending
public higher education institutions
continues to rise. fewer students will
be able to alford it Moreover. it is
essential that costs be restrained to
allow tair access to all students
especially the rising percentages of
Asians. Hispanics. and other
traditionatly underrepresented

aroups

In general. however. the enrollment
outlook appe s fairly optimistic
The National Center for Education
Statistics predicts that overall
college enrollments will rise 6
percent to 15 9 million students by
the year 2004 However. the validity
of this estimate will depend upoen
many things, particulatly the

avatlability of tiiancial aid
Student Charges

The average undergraduate cost of
tuition and tees at public institu-
Hons was 82590 tor [all 1994 This
represented a 61 percent tuition
and fee mcrease versus the prior
yoar This incredse came st as
<ome fypes of financial arddbwere
bemg curtatled  Indeed 18 states
the fall GE oot regi<tered double
drat mcreases i tuttion and lees

This may have limited the abilitv ot

Q 2 AASCH 1995 Report of the states 7
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same to attend postsecondar,
mstitutions Tuition and fees
charges at public institutions varied
widelyin the fall of 1994 ranging
from Washington DC with the
lowest rate of S1.0460 to Vermaont

which had the highest rate at $4.651
State-Funded Aid

N 1993-9.4 (the latest year avail-
able) the tovel of <tudent grant aid
provided by the states increased by
an average of 12 6 percent for
students attending both public and
private institutions This was o
larger increase than in previous
years but is probably not represen-
tative of the general trend in state—
funded aid State aid has most often
failed to keep pace with the rising
cost of higher education over the
fast halt-decade. and this i< likely to
continue Moreover. changesin
state=lunded ard varied widely by
state average ligures need to be put
inconteat Forexamploe five states
increased aid by more than 17
percent and six states cut aid 1t
should be noted that private
imshitutiens accounted for nearhy
one=third of the residents receiving
ad but one=hall of total funding In
cltedt the average award size to
students attending private institu-
tions s higher than to those attend-

e public ones
Accountability

Amentiened previousiv account

abihity remains one of the hey ssues

in higher education In essence. Lo
justify public expenditures it is
critical that some measures of
quality be made State legislatures
and governors seem to have two

mmphicit questions on their minds

What are we getting for our money?
&
Is it worth it?

Answenng these questions can be
ditticult A report card” system is
already in use at many institutions,
but this may not be sophisticated
enough However, specitic indicators
can be ditficult 1o agree upon Still.
some potential indicators exist.
such as (1) Number of students who
graduate and stay in state. (2]
Distribution by students” home-
towns, (3) Diversity of students and
faculty. (43 Freshman retention rate
(the percent of froshman who return
the toHowing veart In addition

Total Quality Management (TQM)
concepts are being adopted in many
arcas of public higher education
with the godl of creating an environ-
ment where all aspects ol a higher
cducational institution can eacol
and where gh-quality service to

students s consistenth mamtamed

I 1S not surprising that the Report of
the States Issue Survev—1995
showed that accountabihity was o
criticat concern to both state
authontios and public mgher
cducation mstitabons Without
measures ob sccountability—i ¢

some medans of accountmg tor

Executive Summary .

improvements in service or erosions
in quality—it s ditticult to deter-
mine the appropriate aliocation of
resources on an institutional levet,
or to lully justity funding higher
education spending with state
government Hence. the issue of
accountability seems tu be increds-
ingly important in relations between
the state governments and public

higher education
National Retention Project

AASCU and Sallie Mae jointly
administered their third retention
survey of AASCU members (public
four—year comprehensive 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 which
population groups may be in need
of extra assistance or monitoring
Retention is the percentage of
students who stay at an institution
during different phases of their
cducational career—-the percent
who return as sophomores after
their freshman year. the percent who
return as juniors atter their sopho-
more vear ete However the ulti-
Mate measure of sucvess s hew
many students actuatly graduate
The survev focused on the gradua-
tivat rate of students who began as
full-time freshman and who gradu-
ated atter say years Sy vedrs s
sutharent time to allow for the
mchusion ol students who over the

course of therr studres may hoave

ERIC
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“Executive Summary

shifted vover Lo part=time study or
taken one or more semesters off A
high degree of student maobility in
altending cotleges and universities
1= quite prevalent among AASCH

institutions (Table 2y
Technology Survey

As high technology applications
mature their use hdas become
increasinghy prevatent Networks
now link taculty staff and adnimis-
trators on almost att AASCU mem-
ber campuses that responded to the
survey The application of electronic
and other technologies—such as
communications satellites fiber
optics and video recording—is
clearly changing higher education
About half of the of AASCU survey
respondents indicated that they had
instituted & plan to develop infor-
mation technologies atthough many
indicated potential lnmciat barriers
to meeting these goals Table 3 lists
resources avdilable at AASCU

institutions
~N .
Conclusion

N afiscal sense 19940 was clearly o
positive year tor public higher
cducation Approprations increased
m e with mitation and state fiscal
conditions became stabitized
comewhat However given the
history of the last halt=decade

Jduring which inflation—adpisted

higher educational spending
steadily dropped. it seems hikely
that our recent experience is more d
temporary respite from fiscal
erosion. rather than a substantive
pohicy shift in favor of higher
education spending Urless prevail-
ing realities: change public higher
education will probablhy continue to
lose ground financially in coming
vears as Increases in educational
funding requirements outpace
<ources of income Although rising
numbers of students will be ehigible
to enter college in the next decade
adequate financial aid will need to

be available

In AASCH s 1995 [ssues Sunvey. state
governments indicated that the
issues of accountability administra-
tive bloat and teaching load were
critical Member institutions and
government witl continue to study
indicators to help measure cost—

ctiectiveness and value

The future offers many chatlenges,
but enhanced technology and many
other developments hold new
~ofutions and opportunities Inturn
these developments should hope-
fully atfow AASCU members to
better fulilt therr missions and the
high promise of opportunity and
excellence represented by public
higher education to teach tolearn

and to seive

Table 2. Graduation Rate
After Six Years®

{in percenfcges!
Oveialt 40.5
White, Non—Hispanic 42.6
Black, Non—Hisponic 28.0

American Indion/Aloskan Native  24.5
Asian/Pacific slonder 419
Hispanic 30.9
*Begon os Full—tme Freshingn i 1987,

Wide differences existed among demogrophic
groups. The lowest rate of graduation wos
registered by the Notive American populotion
and Aftican—Americons, the highest by those of
white, Nan—Hesponic backgrounds.

Table 3. Information Technology
Resources/Percent
of Institutions that Give
Access To:

Computer—based instruction 524
internet/Bitnet access 79.0
Spreadsheets 95.3
Access to on-line databoses” 54.1
Wordprocessing 97.8
Stotistical analysis 89.5

* 1t should be noted that actess 16 on=lme
dotobases voned significantly depending upon
the size of the nshitution. At 1nshitutions with
emollments below 5.000, 40.8 pewcent had
access to these services Al inshitutions wath
entollments of 5,000 10 17.000, 52 6 percent
had access. while ot forge mstitutions vath
entplimants aver 12000 /21 percent had
e
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. Introduction

his Repert of the Stales contin-

ues the transition from a

state appropriations and
mid-year recission focus to a more
comprehensive prcture 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 1t
also details the political agenda that
must be addressed Graphic presen-
tation of information hds 4lso 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 fiscal condition tor most states
is improved and revenue collections
are meeting or exceeding projec-
tions Where state fiscal conditions
dare good. appropriations to higher
cducation have generally improved
Fiscally this is the most stable vear
public higher education has expert-
cenced since the late 1980 Higher
education however. continues to tag
behind appropriations going to
Medicaid and corrections in state
budgets This trend arose i the
catly part ol this decade and s
continwng Loy cattimg and tay
reform agendas momany states

could casily cut mto state revenue

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
ol traditional-age high school
gradudtes 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 vear's
Report of the Stales explores questions
of institutional tunding tuition
pricing and student tinancial aid
program tunding that will have an
impact on the ricing numbers of

traditional—age students

A gtest deal of public concern has
been directed toward “outcomes

from higher education i the past

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 ot
this study has the potential to
establish @ national baseline for

future analysis and expectations

Information technology (ie..
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
of using that technology The survey
results chronicle growing instity-
tional maturity in the use and

management of those resources

Independent colleges and universi-
ties are also pressed financially and
they have developed a varicty of
mechanisms to dacquire direct state
support. not student gid for their
institutions and programs A study
by Univeristy of Wa -hington profes-
sor William Zumeta atdalogues the
ways that these mstitu'ions are
drawing $400 million annually
diredtly trom state treasuries Fhs
findimgs are summuarized withm this
report

Q
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So how is public higher education

doing? Finances are mostly stable
the leadership of the academy i~
focused on important long-term
issues as well as the current politi-
cal agenda The fiscal problems of
the earty part of the decade have leht
their mark on institutions of higher
edu.ation and in some ways have
harmed the institutions While
current enrollments are down a bit.
the tuture looks brighter I ways can
be found to help states manage
pressing needs for state expendi-
tures, there might even be some
additional tunds to invest in higher
education, if only to ensure fair
access for the increasing percent-
aces of high school graduates from
the Asian and Hispanic communi-

ties

fofin M Hamnang

Diredor of State and Campus Relatiois

ERIC
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... - IssuesSurvey:.

Highlights

v

Accounte” ity s reported as
the primary 1ssue of concern for
sovernors legistators and

system offices

‘Graduation rates” and ‘minority

recruttment are tied at the top
of the list of issues tor colleges
and universities “Minority
retention fotlows close behind
for campuses but barely makes
the radar screen for governors

and legislators

There is a substantial difference
of opinion as to whether
administrative bloat is an
important issue Nearly a thirc
of dll legi: lators are reported to
consider  anaimportant issue
whereds less than 8 percent of
campuses view it as o high

priorty issue

A smular dunergence ocours tor
program duplication as an
Issuce Governors and legislators
are reported as viewing it as
crtical tssue but campuses
place it much lower on the

prHonty seale

Respundents report new and
contimuing requireinents to
repront onontcomes and indrea
tors tostate covetntnents e

thes pruabili

What it means

Wihile there i1s d significant ditfer-
cnee between the ranking of “ac-
courtability as an important issue
for state ofticials compared to
campus ofticials the difterence is
hikely to be one of form rather than
substance The concern. campus
officials about teaching . - K-
12 relations  time to completion
and “graduation rates” actually
exceeds the governors and legisla-
tors reported concern for these
issues in combination with the
general category of "accountability
These specific issues comprise the
mdjor components of what account-
ability means to governors and
legislators We think this means that
campus leaders think of account-
ability as discrete operational issues
which is ditferent than the
politician's way of thinking about

accotntability as a broad issue

The same cannot be said of the
administrative bivat” and program
duplication issues Mected officials
continue to see these as tiscal
issues where savings can still be
realized through restructuring and
downsizing of espensive programs
Campus otharals who have lived
through many rounds of budget
rescisstons layotts posttion treezes
and program ¢hmmations have o
substantively dilfterent view about
whether there is administrative
bloat o procam duplicanion This
Increcnce of perspective wall
probatdy Tead to some concern and

or conthet i the near term

As noted in the enrollment section
of this Report of the Stales. increasing
numbers of Hispanic and Asian
traditional-age students are moving
toward college Serving these groups
is clearly on the prionty list tor
campus administrators as they try to
bring diversity to their campuses
and to maintain it This is in line
with higher education s mission of
providing access and opportunity to
cveryone who can benetit from a
college education As of now. this is
not an important agenda item for
elected officials 1t anything. elected
ofticials are actively questioning the
efficacy and cost-benefit ratio of
affirmative action programs in
higher education Higher education
is well-positioned tor the long term
The changing racial and ethnic
demographics of the American
citizenry ensure that In the short
term however. there is likelyv to be
friction as higher education sceks
fiscal resources to serve these
traditional—-age populations while
elected olticials seek to contdin or
diminish higher education budgets
The politics of 1ace and the politics
of tax cutting are hikely to collide on
this issuc betore the end of the

decade

Findings

In December 1994 AASCLU S Office ol
Association Rescarch distnbuted
the State Representatives Issues
Sunes o AASCH S 52 <tale 1epi
seplatives and tosystenn represer:
tatives i the two states where

AASCU has no member mstitutions

Q
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Issues Sar ey..' -

iThe state representatives constitute
the public policy committee of the
association They represent member
mstitutions i 38 states the District
of Columbia. Puerto Rico, Guam and
the 'S Virgin Islands ) Responses
were received in time to be used
from all but Guam the total "N™ was

therefore 53
General Discussion

The sdanvey of the state representad-
tivos asked questions about issues
that were salient to public higher

. education in the opinion of staft
members at AASCU The design was
intended te collect information
about the liscal situation of the
states the types of information
public colleges report Lo the state
sovernments changes in gover-
nance striacture and practices. and

the priority given to various issues

al 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
reported 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 (See Graph 1)

Respondents indicated in which
areas they had received requests for
special information Over half, 60 4
percent, had received requests for
information about graduation rates
A total of 50 6 percent had received
requests for data an faculty

workload. and 50 9 percent had

Graph 1. Percentage of respondents indicating change
in this area in past year

50%

40%

30%

20%

Percentage choosing Yes

received such requests regarding
administrative costs A few. 28 3
percent. had received requests for

ather kinds of information

The sources of infermation requests
were queried The most common
source of such requests was the
legistature, 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 of the

respondents

Respondents were asked if they
procduced a campus or system
“report card.” Almost two thirds.

62 3 percent. indjcated they did Of
those who indicated they produced
such a report, the most common
item reported (94 1 percent] was
enrollment Of the various items
listed, ol were reported by at least
50 percent of the respondents. with
the lowest percentage being student
outcomes, reported by 52 9 percent
iThe residual “Other” category was
mentioned by 8 8 percent | (See Table
4]

Respondents were asked if they had

expericnced an increase in state

10% inquiries or mandates in particular
0% arcas In the area of outcomes such
0% { ds graduation rates 43 1 percent
Governance & Reporting  Program Review Finance Other reported increased inguiries. 15 7
‘ Category of Chonge

percent reported increased man
From 1995 Issues Survey, AMSCU

dates. and 39 2 percent reported

@ 3/ AASCU 1995 Report of the States
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Issues Survey:

Table 4. Those Producing
Report Cards Reporting
Particular Information

{in percentages)
Enroliments 94.1
Expenditures, etc.. 824
Minority recruitment 710.6
Minority 1etention 10.6
Graduation rotes 88.2
Student characteristics 134
Tuition ond fees 10.6
Student outcomes 52.9
Other 8.8

neither Only | 9 percent repaorted
both had increased In the area of
procedures such as procurement
and hiring. 30 8 percent reported an
incredse in mquiries. while 7.7
percent reported new mandates The
majority, 59 6 percent reported
neither while 19 percent indicated
both had occurred Somewhat over
half 55 8 percent reported an
increase in inquiries regarding
resouree management (covering
such things as class size or faculty
workloads) and a much smaller
group. 5 & pereent indicated there
had been new mandates in this srea
About one thitd 34 6 percent,
indicated neither had happened.
while 3 & reported both had in-

creased

As the situdation since 1990 has
demaonstrated, states” fiscal heattn
has a major impact an public higher
cducation Therefore the state
representatives were asked for thei
evaluation of therr state's fiscal
status and future fiscal prospects Of
the 5 3 respondents atotal ol 17, o
221 percent found st to be poot or

below averane Almost a quarter

24 5 percent. found it to be average
Well over one third 415 percent.,
thaught it to be above average or
excellent. (One did not answer |
When asked whether their state
government’s finances were in the
same shape as last year. the major-
ity 83 percent said ves The remain-
der, 13 2 percent said no. save for

two who didn't answer

When asked about their expecta-
tions of future economic conditions
ithe period of time was a year from
nowl, almost a third. 30 2 percent. of
the respondents. indicated they
expected the situation to be much
worse or somewhat worse A plural-
ity 415 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 |

Respondents were asked if their
state emploved o funding formula.
Over half. 58 5 pereent. answered
yes Of those who indicated their
state used a funding formula,
almost one fifth. 19 4 percent . said
that it was lully unded for FY 1995
A similar percentage. nearly 23
percent. indicated that it had been
fully tunded for FY 1994 When asked
ttthe formula had generally been
fully tunded betore 1Y 1994 65

percent answered yos

Rospondents were ashed i there had

been an exphicit policy i their

states to increase state—funded
student aid to make up for tuition
increases, The majority. 79 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 categary chosen
most often was corrections. by 86 8
percent. The second most chosen
category was K-12 schools, by 83
percent Medicaid and wellare 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 diflerent
stakeholders The respondenis were
asked 1o assess the priority given to
an issue on the public four—year
campuses in their states, as well as
the priority the same 1ssues had for
their system offices. governors and

legislatures

Accountability was the ssue most
likely to be viewed by respondents
to be a high priority for their gover-
nors, chosen by 58 5 percent
Program duplication and the
school-to--work transition tied for
<econd place cach by 34 percent of
the respondents Administrative
bloat and time to completion tied
for third place as gubernatonal
Isstues by 245 percent of the

respondents (The question did not

Q
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ssues Survey -

Table 5. Three Highest Priority Issues for the Different
Stakeholders According to Respondents

ask the respondents to rank the
issues in order of concern to the

various stakeholders 1L asked them

Goverior Legislature System Campus to indicate whethoer the issues were
Accountability Accountability Accountability Graduation Rotes/ a high moderate or fow priority for
Minority Rectuitment particular stakeholders 1 (See Tables
School—to—waork Groduotion Groduation Minority and o)
teansinon,/Progrom duplication  rotes rates retention
o . . . " Respondents also were most likely
Administrative bloot / Teaching lood, Minority retention  Accountability/ ‘ i ;

Time 1o cempletion Progiam duplication retention K—172 relations toview accountability as a top

priarity for tegislatures (71 7 per-
centt The second most chosen issue

was graduation rates. with 37 7

nercent Teaching load and program

duplication were tied for the third
Table 6. Percentage of Respondents Indicating that the Issue

is a High Priority from the Perspective of a Particular Stakeholder
(belded numbers are among the top three issues in that column)

place among tegislative higher

education issues each with 35 8

percent
Governor Legislature System Campus
Administrative blaot 24.5 371 113 75 The issue most often chosen as a
high priority for system oflices was
Teaching lead 20.8 35.8 302 26.4 accountability (43 4 percent
Accountability 58.5 71.7 43.4 35.8 Graduation rates was the second
. most ikely to be chosen, with 39 0
Graduotion iares 18.9 37.7 39.6 54.7 L .
percent Minority retention was the
K—12 relations 20.8 151 226 35.8 issue that was the third most likeh
. toviewed as a high system priority,
School—to—work transition 34.0 30.2 113 13.2 R i
chosen by 37 7 percent
Tuttion too high 72.6 302 302 283
Foes 100 high 151 226 208 17.0 The respondents chose bath gradua-
tion rates and minority recruitment
Time to completion 24.5 72.6 283 283 most [requently as high priornty
Progiam dupliconon 34.0 35.8 26.4 15 issties on campuses: cach selected
by 54 7 percent Minority retention
Kmority recruitment 94 132 30.2 54.7 . )
was the second most commonly
Kmonty retention 94 9.4 37.7 50.9 chosen issue with 50 9 percent
. Accotntability and relations aith
Enollment limits 57 57 13.2 26 ]
the K=12 sector were ted tor third
Other 15 38 36 5.7 with 35 o percent
- There were noeticeable dilicrences i
the way mwhich respondents
@ 10 AASCH 1995 Report ol the States 1 y)




rankod pssues for the ditferent

stahcehelders Admmistrative bloat
was viewed as a high gubernatorial
and legisiative priority by at feast
one-tourth of the respondents but «
high <ystem otfice priority by o fittle
over [0 percent and on campuses
by only 75 percent This issue tied

for third place tor the governors

Accountability was viewed s d high
subernatorial priority by 58 5
percent of the respondents. and «
top legislative priority by 71 7
percent. Hlowever only 43 4 percent
viewed it as a high system office
priority, and just over a third, 35 8
percent. saw 1t o high priority on
campuses in their states Account-
ability was the topr ranked issue lor
all stakeholders except campuses.
where 1t was tied tor third place with

K=12 sector relations

Graduation rates were viewed s a
high gsubernatorial prionty by 18
percent of the respondents but
hish priority legistative issue by 37 7
percent tmaking it the second
highost ranked issue tor this stake-
holderr Thev were rated as o high
prionty for ssstem offices by 39 6
percent and a high prionty campus
Isste by 547 percent This isstie was
rated nimber two for legislatures
and system olhees and number one
for campuses bt did net make it to
the top three ameng subernatornat

Fasiles

Fhe sohoal to swork tran=ition was

viewed as a ligeh prionty for gover-

nors and legislatures for about one-
third of the respondents, while 113
percent saw it as «a high priority tor
system offices and 13 2 percent
ranked it a high priority on cam-
puses This rssue was tied tor
~ccond place with program duplica-

HON aMOoNg SOVETNOTS issues,

Program duplication was ranked as o
high priority governors issue by 34
percent of the respondents. and a
high priority legislative issue by 35 8
pereent of the respondents 1 was
seen as a high priority 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 was viewed as
a high priority campus issue by
stightly over half of the respondents,
54 7 percent and this issue tied with
graduation rates as the number one
high priority issue at this tevel
Flowever. it was viewed as a high
system ollice priority in slightly less
than a third ol the states 30 2
percent Itwas viewed as a high
legislative priority issue by 13 2
percent of respondents and a high
pricrity for governors by 9.4 percent

of the respondents

A siilar picture emerges for the
refated issuc of minority retention
which was the number two ranked
high priorty campus tssue selected
by 50 9 pcreent of respondents. bt
viewaed as a hieh prionty for somee-
what ovet one thind ot the legisla-

tures 37 7 percent Almority reten-

tion was the number two campus
issue, and number three at the
system office Tevel Howas viewed as
a high prionty for 9 4 percent of the
legislatures. and tor the same

percentage of the governors

Enrollment limits were viewed as @
high priority issue lor 22 6 percent of
the campuses and 13 2 pereent of
respondents saw it as a priorily at
system offices 11 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 <hows the percentage of
respondents who ranked each area
of higher education operations or
goals by the fevel of damage it had
sulfered from funding erosion
(Respondents were given the choice
of indicating an area had sulfered
the highest. second highest third
highest or some general lesser
degree of damage and could decline
to select any darea 1 The arca most
often selected as having sutfered the
highest level of damage was access
chosen by 24 5 percent of respon-
dents followed by faculty recruit -

ment. selected by 22 6 percent. and

Dunlding maintenance selected by

JO 8 pereent

Program olfermgs was the area moslt
oftcn selected as having sutfered the
~ceond highest fevel of damage

chosen by 26004 percent Toilowed by

Q
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Issues:

Survey i ”

bullding maintenance 115 1 per-
cent] and then access selected by

132 percent

The aredas maost often selected as
having sultered the third highest
leve! of damage were program
offerings and building maintenance
(22 6 percent eachy. faculty recruit-
ment selected by 20 8 percent. and
time to completion selected by 1722

percent

The arcas most often indicated by
respondents as having sutfered
some lesser level of damage were
arounds maintenance. chosen by

28 3 pereent. staff turnover. picked
by 26 4 percent. and senior adminis-
trator recruitment selected by 18 9
percent (Respondents could choose

ds many as desired 1 this cdategony |

Autonomy

Respondents to the State Represen-
tatives Issues survey were gasked
about higher education autonony
initiatives in their stetes The
majority of respondents indicated
that the issue had not been raised
with their governors (62 3 percent)
or the legislatures 156 6 percent) Of
those who indicated that the issue
had been raised. about one third
(34 8 percenty indicatéd 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 23 who indicated such an
initiative had been made. 82 6
percent reported that the request
had been for budget and resource
allacation tlexibility Exemption
[tom state purchasing or other
administrative rules was involved in
50 percent of the cases. and exemp-
tion from state salary anc compen-
sation rules was requested in 30 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 oreo, percentage of respondents
who assessed the domoge dane at o porticulor level.)

Alany respondents did not check
some categortes indicating these
arcas were unatfected The darea

nost often unchecked was other

Highest  Second  Third Not
with 90 6 percent indicating that the domage  highest  highest  Affected  Affected  Total
st of areas presented was lairh
TG presenfed s L Acess U5 132 38 151 434 100
comprchensive The next most
unchecked category was stafi Time to completion 75 75 132 170 547 100
H e - 70 NI 0
urnover with 67 9 pereent foflowed Foculty requiment 22 6 94 208 51 3 100
by senior administrator recrurtment
Al 66 percent grounds mamtendnge Senior odministiator
) . tecrutment 38 57 57 189 66.0 100
with 58 5 percent and time to
completien with 54 7 percent The Program offerings 13.2 264 22.6 15.1 226 100
o le oy 1o be s ko
arca least Iiketv 1o be unchecked Buildmg mantenance 20 8 151 276 113 3072 100
was program offerings which was
not checked by 22 6 percent of the Giounds mamtenance 1.9 94 19 283 58.5 100
b prendent Staff turmover 00 19 38 264 619 100
Other 00 38 00 57 90 6 100

o : -
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Highlights

v States had their most stable

fiscal yedar singe [URY

v State budgets increased by an

eanerage of 49 percent

v States cut taxes by 52 6 billion,
mostly because sales personal
and corporate income tax
revenue coliections exceeded

projections

v o Average 1994 state year—end
fund balances for fiscal vear
1994 were 43 percent of expen-
ditures This s within the 310 S
percent range tiscal experts
think i< the mintmum aceept -

able

v Medicaid spending is a continu-
ing expenditure headache for
states It grew by 8 7 percent
fast vear compared 1o the 40

percent state budget growth

v thgher education expenditures
WOTe up an average of 4 2

pereent

v Federal Reserve Charr Alan
Greenspan is predicting a
recession which bodes ill for
state fiscal conditions [Hal
Hovey publisher of State Budaet
and Tav News savs The condr-
Liens are now i place for the
worst combimation ot <tate

fiscat ctr-es since the TYS0s

Fiscal Status of States

What it means

State revenues are recorvering at o
petce slower than the general
improvement in the cconomy State
laX revenue systems (i ¢ the mix of
property sales income and other
taxest don tnecessarily collect irom
the growing parts of the econonny
te g, the service sector) Some
prognosticators like Hal Hovey.
think this imbalance in state tax
revenue systems when combined
with the politics of tax cutting will
result in fiscal disaster for many
stales Inall likelihood such an
imbalance means things wont get
much better tor higher education
any time soon The good news is
that state budget makers have been
farrly conservative about revenue
estimates and revenue collections
are generally meeting or exceeding
budget-making assumptions This
means that money allocated to
higher education is actually being
delivered and in most states there
won t be any mid-year budget
cutting Atid=vear budgel cuts are
particularly unlikely because most
states have at least minimal cash
1esenes That s an improvement

from last year

The uncemmitted portion of most
state budgets s not nearh large
enoeugh to meet all the spendimg
(Icnmn(_lx theher education has
boeen losing ground 1o ather spend-
g priorities sice the early 1080«
cppcats that this tre nd will con
tinue o 1992 NMoedicard ~pendimg

bocame a Lareer part ol <tate

budgets than higher education
Corrections spending already makes
up a larger pertion of the Calitornia
and Florida state budgets than
higher education Other states dare
not far behind in corrections
spending and it won't be long before
more dollars are spent for correc-
tions than higher education m o

Mmajority of states

Findings

States hdave had a shight respite tfrom
the fiscal problems of the last tew,
vears Only 10 states reduced their
enacted budgets in FY 1994 and by
a total of less than | percent of the
total budgets This isin contrast to
the 22 states in FY 1993 and the 35
states in FY [992 that had to reduce
their budgets The last time the
number ol states that underwent
Mmid-year reductions was below 20

wds in FY 1989 when it was 12

Aggregate general fund budgets lor
FY 1994 increased 49 percent over
the provious year More than one-
third of the states reported 1Y 1994
arowth below 5 percent and about
halt expect FY 1995 growth will be
below 5 percont  (See Graph 2y

State tax actions for Iy 1993 re-
sulted in a decrease of S2 6 bhillion,
an amount equal to fess than |
percent ol overall state budgets The
willingness of the states Lo allow the
st decrease I new revenues since
FY 1986 may boe related tethe fact
that rovenue collections Tor sales

petsolal mcome and corporate

Q
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Source’ NASBO Fiscal Survey of States, 11,94
Office of Association Research, AASCU

income taxes met or exceeded
projections in almost all states in #Y
1994 by about | percent overdll
tThese three taxes are the maost
important components ol states’
generdl funds 1 For FY 1994 tax
collections were above estimates in
3 states at estimated levels in

nine and below in eight 1 The total
1= 51 due to the mclusion of Puerto

Rico |

Aggregate year—end budget balances
were 43 percent of expenditures lor
1Y 1991 and 35 percent for Y 1095
Balances are expoected to improve
between Y 1993 and FY 1995 in 20
states Between FY 94 and Y 95 the
number of states meeting the 3
percent standand will declhime from

9 10 28 while the number mecting
the 5 percent standard will dechine

froan 21 Lo 08

The tator expenditure catogory for

the states s Medicard whose rate ol

82 83 84 B85 86 87 8 89 90 9N

9 9

94 95
Fiscal Year

growth, though it has slowed down
Still exceeds most other state
expenditures and state revenues
Medicard grew at a rate of 8 7
poreent between FY 1994 and FY
1995 while overall state appropria-
tions grew at a rate ol 4 9 percent
(By way of contrast higher educa-
tion grew al a rate ol 4 4 percent 1 By
Y 1990 Medicaid had surpassed
higher education as the second
fargest component of state spend-
g All major state budget catego-
ries excepl Medicaid and corrections
declined as a percentage of state
budgets between Y 1987 and 1Y
1993 Medicaid accounted for 1o
percent of state spendimg in 1Y
1987 and was at 18 pereent in FY
1993 Lorty=seven states used some
cosl containment measures for
AMedicatd m 1Y 1994

[he provieus mformation delmeate s
a situation where state budgets

contan somew hat more money than

they have had in the past few years
but have reserves no higher than
before the early 19905 budget crises
Higher education however has not
seen a sudden and complete
raversdl of the past few years tiscal
tightening Aggregate I'Y 1995
appropriations for higher education
were 542 8 billion up 4 4 percent
from FY 1994 and up 7 -1 pereent
from FY 1993 1t should be noted
however. that appropriations levels
dropped m nominal terms (not
adjusted for inflation) betweer FY
1991 and FY 1993 1t the appropria-
tions ligures dare calculated on a
full-time cquivalent student basis.
tocontrol for enrollment. they will
show a steady increase in dollers
per I'TE between BY 1980 and FY
1994 However if the elfects of
inflatton are controlled for the
Haures show that BY 1994 expendi-
tures are slightly below those for Iy
FO80 (See Graph 3

The news on appropriations tor
individual states varied  Most states
sdW an increase with only five of the
50 seeing o decrease (Alaska,
Montand. New Jersey Texas and
Washington 1 One state Nerth
Dakota was level=tunded seeing no
hange in appropriations The
sinatlest decrease was Y1 pereent in
New [ersey, and the largest was 4 92
percent in Alaska The smallest
mcrease was | percent in Nevada
and the largest was 36 95 percent in
Miserseppr 150 states saw donhile-
digit increases Alabama ldaho

Nississippr Missouns New Mexico

ERIC"
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and Rhode Iskand b See Graph 4 and
Takle 8

fiscal problems tor the Y 19960

budget sessions, or by FY 1997 a1
the latest  The conditions are now
The future for state budgets and by i place for the worst combination
extension state colleges, may not be of state tiscal crises since the carly
ax bright as the present The editor 19805, savs al Hovey ' It should be

of State Budael and Ty News toresees pointed out that states have re-

Groph 3. State appropriation per full-time equivalent
higher education student, US average, FY 80-94
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Graph 4. State Annual Budget Increases Fiscal 1979 to Fiscal 1995
(with and without inflotion adjustment)
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ported that their spending will he in
Ime tor appropriations in FY 1995

This suggests that problems it any.
will not accur betore the start of the

nest fiscal year at the earliest

The same publication cited esti-
mates that the current level of
economic growth that has fueled the
recent upturn in state tinances will
not continue. and that an economic
stondown will occur soon " The
author states that "A slowdown is
coming. the only question is when
(Federal Reserve Chairman Alan
Greenspan also shares this opin-
ion ) Hovey also points out that no
state took the proposed federal
balanced budget smendment into
account in its budgeting for Y

1995 Changes in federal spending
could have serious implications for
state budgets because the states
receive o lot of matching federal
funds for state expenditures Some
discusston s said to center around
reducing the lederal share of

Medicard expenditures

Tederal tax pohicy changes could
also have animpact on state
finances Many state tax systems are
based on the foederal systeme and
therefore changes to the fatter have
an impact on the revenues of the
former Federal tax credits would not
atfect adjusted gross income, which
i~ the basis for most state tay
calculations but some start with
federal tavable come orwith
ledoral tases oned These Tattor

states would have to make adjust-

Q
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Alohomo
Alosko
Arizong
Arkonsos
Colifornio
Colorode
Connecticut
Deloware
Florido
Georgro
Hawou
[doho
Ilinois
Indiano
lowa
Konsos
Kentucky
Louisiono
thoine
forylond
lhossachusetts
thchigon
linnesoto
Misstssippi
issoun
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Table 8. State Appropriations for Higher Education in SThousands, 1993 through 1995

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 95-94 Change 95-93 Change
823,940 5892127 51,016,104 1390 23.32
S174,118 $180,340 S171,460 -4.92 -153
5608,935 5616.728 5665.462 1.90 9.28
5407,501 5418119 5418,680 - 0.13 2.74
55,054,996 54,611,673 54,748,746 2.97 -6.06
$529,158 $534,418 5543,690 1.73 275
5433,973 5495,818 500,315 09 15.29
S122,469 $125,969 $137.432 9.10 12.22
51,461,341 51,585,927 51,695,700 6.92 15.04
. 5941,363 51,034,858 51,119,936 8.22 18.97
$367,430 $371,720 5386023 3.85 5.06
$190,593 5201,334 $226,908 12.70 19.05
S1,731,010 51,806,438 51,894,531 4.88 9.45
5896.,603 5918,132 923,508 0.59 3.00
5606.751 5625,981 5641,207 243 568
5468030 5484,724 502,355 364 133
5609,659 5630,650 5657.609 4.27 1.87
5575.641 5567,580 589,578 3.88 2.42
5172152 S172,451 $173,020 0.33 0.50
$751,949 S748.687 788,187 5.28 487
$650,187 5826.995 $902,934 918 n,/¢
51,552,305 51,559,304 51,607,578 310 356
5965,288 51,008,028 51,030,819 2126 6179
5434,246 5458,989 5628,607 3695 44.76
590,505 5610,670 5672,839 1018 13.94
5123228 S117.551 ST13,156 =374 -8 17
$353 847 $358,249 9369.565 316 4 44
$201.572 5194719 5194.439 011 -6 33
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'- Giscal Status. of States

Table 8. State Appropriations for Higher Education in SThousands, 1993 through 1995 confinved

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 95-94 Change 95-93 Change
New Hampshire $74,026 580,415 585,324 6.10 15.26
Rew Jersey SV.229,727 - 51,270,865 51,259,340 ~-0.91 2.41
New Mexico 5364,895 $393,353 5437,502 11.22 19.90
New York S2,774.114 52,950,911 53,106,507 su 11.98
North Coroling 51,541,926 51,630,179 51,723,312 511 11.76
North Dokota S151,190 $143,864 $143,864 0.00 -4 85
Ohio 51,378,612 SLAM,174 1,559,722 6.02 13.14
Oklohomo 5557.531 538,565 540,887 0.43 -2.99
Cregon $485.482 5428,099 $434,654 1.53 -10.47
Pennsylvonia 51,425,993 51,514,498 51,580,984 4.39 10.87
Rhode Islond $107,628 S12.911 $125,034 1074 16.17
South Carolino 618,408 5624,248 $634,463 1.64 2.60
South Dokoto S104,713 S111,031 $112,923 1.70 7.84
Tennessee S761,543 629,302 $864,461 4.24 13.51
Texos 52,802,348 53,188,362 3,109,347 -2.48 10.96
Utah 5350936 $366,493 5397539 8.47 13.28
Vermont 554,089 952,936 553,222 0.54 -1.60
Vugimo $934.990 $949,548 $976.899 288 4.48
Woshington 5?53,081 $962,625 $942,847 -2.06 -1.07
West Viugimio $284.606 $296,914 5303874 234 6.7]
Wiscansin $902,988 5936,156 $979,269 461 8.45
Wyoming S122.152 ' S124,694 5128,682 3.20 5.35
Toml* $39,785,768 541,134,822 542,821,039 410 7.63
Unwerghted Average Change ™ 4 42 1.42
Weghted Avernge (lenge 4 8

* Notstitly nccurcte for 7 year change, siace Massoehosetts duta uro not comparoble for thes penad
 Mussachusetts excluded for 2 yeor change frgure
Source State Higher [ducation Appropnations 1994-95, Stote Higher Education Executive Officers, Denver, March 1995
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Fiscal Status

__ States

ments to their revenue collecting
~ystems to avoid any adverse

Impacts -

The fact that state reserves are still
at a low level suggests that if the
predictions of econamic stowdown
and subsequent state tiscal difficul-
ties turn out to be correct. the states
will be ill-prepared to absorb the
blow This has serious implications
tor public. four-year colleges. which
depend on state appropriations for
approximately halt 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 (a good example
i~ Medicaid. whose growth contin-
ues to oulpace the other state
budget categories and the states
revenues). and many of these rising
expenditures. such as Medicaid. are
mandatory. leaving the states few
options tor reducing their magni-
tude Once again. higher education.
which this year did not see its
aggregale 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 in fall
1993 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 tinances " This refers
1o 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 cuibacks *
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Highlights

v Fall 1993 enrollments decreased
by 11 percent This is the first

substantial decline since 1986

v Aduclining pool of high school
graduates. legislated enroliment
caps and enrollment manage-
ment policies. higher admis-
sions standards. and budget
cuts all played a role in the

enroliment decline

v The National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics predicts that
college enrollments tor all
sectars will increase by 6
percent to about 159 mitlion
students by 2004

v As more of the cost ol higher
cducdation 1s being shifted from
the state to students in the form
of loans. students and their
families are more concerned

than ever about cost and value

v Nearly 32 pereent of college
froshmen report they chose
their college based on low
tuitton and or financial aid

offers

What it means

Enrollment numbers are driven by
demographics market definition
and access issues Inthe 1960 andd
carly 70s the post war baby boom
prmped np the hieic school sradua
tion numbers and resulted m recond

cnrollments for traditonal -agee

college students Colleges and
universities responded to declimes
from the record levels of traditional-
age students by developing new
markets to serve in the late 1970
and throughout the 1980s These
new market ‘non-traditional”
students atlowed college enroll-
ments to increase steadily despite
receding numbers of high school
age graduates Flexibility in student
linancial aid eligibility definitions
and internal reallocations of re-
sources from serving traditional-age
students to serving non-traditional-
age students also contributed to
this period of higher education

market expansion

From a demographic perspective,
the baby bust that followed the baby
boom is at its fow point and is
aboul to reverse itself inlo « growth
trend extending into the middle of
the first decade of the next century
The new market development
cenaineered by colleges and universi-
lies is well established and will
continue to generate a stable or
shightly increasing demand Tor
higher education services in the
foresecable future The mternal
shifting of re<ources that helped
make the development of o new
higher cducation market scgment
possible is not available as an
option to suprort new ingredses in
the traditional-age high <chool
araduate population Declining
public suppart of higher education
has resulted i mcareascd cost to the

student This has been exacerbatod

by a shift in student financial aid
policy away from grants and toward
[odns This has resulted in the
incredsing price sensitivity finding

highhghted above

Access issues will have a consider-
able impact on the enrallment
figures between now and 2004
Access 1o 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 cosl
of attendance (i 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 seaments of the population
contmue 1o grow at much faster
rates than the general i spulation
thereis likely to be pressure to

reassess those pohay choices

Findings

Total enrollment decieased at
public four=year institutions in fall
19973 for the first time m seven yedrs
dropping by 1 1 percent 'rom tall
1091 tofall 1992 1otal enrollment
was static Pnrollment had been
increasing by about 2 1o 25 percent
per vedr between 1986 and 19491
Respondenis to the fall 1993 surve
attributed the decrease in enroll-
ment primanly to mcreased taition
costs Hocal or tate ecconomic aned
fiscal conditions, sinaller pools of

Iugh school groduates and highet
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nrollment _

admission standards In some cases.
such as in the California and
Wisconsin public higher education
systems, which together represent
approximately 12 percent of 4ll
public tour—year enroliment
legislatively—mandated and self-
mandated enrollment caps played «
signilicant role in keeping enroll-
ments down These caps can alsa be
traced in part to fiscal constraints
imposed by either reduced state
appropriations or agpropriations
that did not keep pace with infla-
tion 1See Graph 5)

Fall 1993 public. four-year enroll-
ment totaled just under 5 8 million
students. down from nearly 59
million students in fall 1991 and fall
1992 Full-time undergraduate
enrollment still the primary factor
driving total enrollment (it consti-
tutes 60 percent of total enroll-
ment . fell by 11 percent this year
Proviously it had experienced six
years of growth and then a marginal
decrease ¢i 3 percent in fall 1992
Part=time undergraduate enrollment

for tall V93 fell by 15 percent

FFstimated total enrollment o
public. fonur -vedr mstitutions
dropped by 11 percent to 5.780 284
i tall 1993 Enrollment between tall
1991 and 1992 was stable This
reverses the pattern for the prior «is
VCars (TO86-1991) where total
cnrallment expenenced anancrease
ol approsimately J 1o 2 5 percent pee
vear | Total entollment encompeasses

undergraduate graduate fist -

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

FYE students, millions
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WCES Digest of Educaron Statshes, 1994
* 1992 preliminary doto
ARSCU Offce of Associanon Reseorch

professional and non-degree
seeking tenrolled tor credit but not
for a degreel enrollment. although
undergraduates constitute the major

portion | 1See Tables 9 and 10)

According to results published from
the annual AASCU-NASULGC Fali
Survey of Student Charges at Public,
Four=Year tnstituttons public institu-
tions increased their tuition and
tees by T4 and 10 percent in tall
[99] and fall 1992, respectively
(NASULGC is the National Associa-
tion of State Universitios and tand-
Grant Colleges 1 Infall 1993 under
araduate resident tuition and fees
increased by 7 0 percent. however
posaibly reflecting stabilizing
appropiiations as well as a realistic
concern over public price=resis-
tomce The shiftt m the burden of
ponient from state to student and
the iner simg dependerey on looans

1 promptmg students and therr

84 8 8 87 88 8 90 9 97
Academic Year

Table €. “ctal enrollment
in public, {sur—year colleges
ircleding projections
for 1993 and 1994

{in thousands)

1980 5,129
1981 5,166
1982 5176
1983 5,223
1984 5198
1985 5,210
1986 5,300
1987 5,432
1988 5,546
1989 5,694
1990 5,848
1991 5,905
199 5,903
1993 6,135
1994 (1) 5,944
1994 (m) 6.169
1994 {hi 6,394

1993 is projeeted. High, medium ond low
estmotes are provided for 1994

Source: NCES Progections of Fdducation
Statisties 10 2005, 1995
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i families to become both more cost-
Table 10. Four-Year, Public College Enroliments

by State Fall 1992 and Fall 1993 (1) conscious and more value—-con-
SCious
1992 1993
AMabome 127.893 128 741 The Fall 1993 Aunual Freshman Survel
Alaske 33016 32,191 conducted by the Higher Education
Aiizona 97 .58 95,346 . . .
Akanss 64873 61471 Research Iestitute at The University
Cabformo 517,166 492,25 of California at Los Angeles (UCLA)
(iorado 113,107 111,666 bt i o X
Connecticu 63224 60,834 found that students are more
Delaware 21137 21735 concerned than ever about tinancial
Distowct of Columbie 12,186 10,959 issues A record number of freshmen
Flonds 184.792 191,531 o
Georgio 133,837 136,285 indicated that a very important
Howon 23292 23,663 reason for attending college was
idaho 25232 25.548 . .
tHinoss 199 727 197,193 . greater potential for earnings. or
Indian 193,955 191,427 better job opportunities And for the
lowo 66,89 65,818 U
Yonses 84932 83339 second year in a row. the survey
Kentuck 109,855 108,085 reparted a record number of fresh-
Lowssing 148,901 145,628 men basing their choice of colleges
Mone 33516 32,401 o '
Marylond 117,052 116.437 on low tuition (32 percenti and/or
Messachusetts 107.415 105,665 offers of financial aid (31 6 percentl
Michigon 263,889 260,112 .. . .
Minnesolo 126819 120,230 sSimilarly. all-time high percentages
Hississippr 57 441 56,459 of freshmen stated that they are
Hissoun 113.133 109.147 relying on tederal loans to help pey
Montano 29,696 30391 ciing ¢ Qdi> L Nelp ey
Nebioska 60,706 60,249 tor college costs that they intend to
levada 31118 31'684 get a job 1o help pay expenses and
Hew Hompshue 22.950 22,825 .
Hew lersey 131,965 132.178 that they expect to work futl-time
New Mexico 5107 51,743 while attending college The Higher
New Yotk 334,474 333,193 . . _
North Cacohne 145 879 146.497 Education Act. reauthorized m 1993,
North Ockote 28,801 28.865 also emphasized the public <
Ohio 270,038 263441 concern that the cost of an educa-
Oklohoma 96.715 95,804 ‘ ‘ ¢ ‘
Oregon 45 644 45,309 tion represent a fair investment with
Pennsylvanio 208,634 204,364 respect to the future employment ol
Puerto Rico 11,278 11,622
Riiode Islond 25,289 24.434 s gradudtes
South Caroling 78.642 78857
South Daket- 28,049 78,292
Tenne’ see 115.307 115 61§ In responsc to [l](‘ r&‘(IU( L‘(i slate
Teras 362 957 362.951 appropriations of the past three to
Utan 62,738 63,707 e o ‘
Vermont 15 831 15532 four years and the ensuimng campus
Viiginio 154 645 154.874 budgcetan oroblems. institutions
Woshmgton g20%1 83.454 decreased laculty numbers, deferred
Viest Virgine: 67849 66,759 ) ’
Vit el 145 414 143 048 maintenance reduced student
Viyoimng 12057 12,612 services and cut classes and
Fobro n AASCU NASIH G faroliment Survey programs even as student enrell
Q ) AASCU 1995 Report of the States 2 21
ERIC v 26 |
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) Enrol]ment .

ments increased The resuiting
strain on institutional resources
prompted many colleges and
universities to implement enroll-
ment caps in fall 1092 thereby
stabilizing or decreasing their
enrollments Institutions had some
type ol enrothment management
plan in place prior to the fiscat
problems of recent years. however.
in many cases ihe limits established
in these plans had never been
reached and theretore no action had
been required This year. fewer
institutions reported enrollment
Caps as a reason for decreasing
enroftment. as other factors took
precedence Approximately 22 2
percent of those institutions that
reported a decrease in enrollment
from fall 1992 to fall 19973 cited
capping or system=wide redistribu-
tion of enrollments as a redason for
the decrease vs 45 7 percent in fall
[092 “Increased tuition and fees’
was the most frequently cited
reason for decredsing enrollment
this past fall 164 6 percent gave this

reason} followed by “local or state

cconomic conditions™ 157 6 percent .

and a “smaller pool of high school
graduates (53 5 percent) Enroll-
ment Management was again noted
by the sunvey respondents as an
important tool to achieve a balance

between enrellment and resources

The Fall 1993 AASCU=-NASHT GC
Survey of Student Charges al Pudilic.,
Four=Year Institutions explored the
question ol entollment management

and-ar limits asking respondents to

describe their institution™s plan
when it was established. what
student groups were targeted. and
vhen and how, if applicable. limits
were actually effected Responses
varied greatly, though some gener-
alities can be made regarding origin
lenath of existence, implementation
and target population. Enroilment
l[imits seemed te come about in
three ways de facto due to physical
space limitations. reduced class
sections (due 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 Ieglslali-\"ely—
mandated plan carrying tunding
penalties tor enrollment Huctuations
of more than d tew percentage
points Although some plans had
been in existence since the 1970s,
most did not arise till the mid to
late t980s and a tew in the carly
[990s. Many ol the plans which pre-
dated the extreme tiscal problems of
the 1990s 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 few vears Those
plans. which arose durig the 19905,
were largely a response to budget
cutbacks Plans varied from year-to-
yedr constructions, to three—to-live
yedr plans In setting goals or limits
enrollment plans primarily targeted
undergraduates especially Tirsi-

time freshmen and transfer stu-

dents. though some applied to non-
residents. students of particular
programs or departments, or
students by academic pertormance
e GPA)Y

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 tfor
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
The approaching maturation of the
baby boomlet supports these
expectations Boomlet children were
born duting the late 19765 and early
19805, and will begin graduating
from high school in 1995 The
implications of the baby boomlet
are reflected in the National Center
for Education Statistics” Projections of
Fducation Statistics to 2004, which
predicts a short-term drop in
college enrollment during the mid-
90s. followed by a steady rise
through 2004

According to "The Baby Boomlet
[ leads for College™ tAmencan Demo-
araphics. May 19944, an article by
William Dunn based primanly on

the NCES projections and titled the
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Enrollment”

surge in the number of high school
graduates produced by the baby
boomlet. combined with increasing
numbers of nan~traditional and
foreign students will push college
enrollment up 6 percent to 159
mithon by 2004 For some mstitu-
tions this increase will come as o
welcome reliet 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 Institutioas

For institutions that experienced an
uterease infall 1993 enrollment 65
percent cited student recruitment as
a primary lactor Student groups
whose recrintment contributed to
increased enroliment. as identitied
by respondents in order, were first-
time freshmen transfer students.

minority students graduate stu-

*dents. non-traditional students and

Q

foreign students Recruitment ol
graduate students was cited more
trequently than that of non-tradi-
tional students this yedr. last year
the order was reversed for these two
groups Approximately 53 3 percent
ol the institutions identilied -
proved retention ctorts as an

Hnportant factor in incredsing

enrollment this past fall followed by

IR 7 percent ating local or state
ceonomic conditions 27 percent

citing higher 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
interactive television courses/
televised learning: increased
Interest in graduate. health and
adult programs. and increased
publicity and/or popularity. (See
Graph 0)

For institutions that experienced a
decrease in fall 1993 enrollment. the
leading factors cited tor the second
vedr in a row were increased tuition
and tees (64 6 percent ], toliowed by

local or state economic conditions

{57 6 percent). and a smaller pool of
high school graduates (53 5 per-
centy In fall 1990 and fall 1991, a
smatler pool of high school gradu-
ates was the predominant reason
seiected for decreasing enrollmernits.
while increased tuition and fees,
and local or state economic condi-
tions vied for second. The percent of
respondents that identified in-
creased tuition and tees 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 selectilng 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

Larger paol of high schaol graduates

Higher college participation rates

Regional in-migratian

Systemwide redistribution of enrollments
Local or state economic conditions

Improved retention efforts

Student recruitment

Increased availability of state student aid
Increased availability of insfitutional student aid
Educational benefits of G1 Bill

New branch sites, schools, programs, courses

Other

I
[

Responses were not mutually exclusive.
From AASCY. NASULGC Frvollment survey, fall 1993
MSCU Nifice of Assouaton Resecich

24.8%
— 1
% 10%  20% 30% 40% S0%  60% 70%  80%

Percent of respondents choosing ressan
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percent citing local or state eco-
nomic conditions is dlso down
somewhat from 63 percent in fall
1992 although again the percent
selecting this as g reason for the
decrease was considerably lower in
fall 1991 and fali 1990 (48 4 and 38 9
percent. respectively) in contrast,
the percent that selected a declining
pool of high school graduates as 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
tall 1992, and settling around 53
percent in fall 1993 Over one-fourth
of the respondents reported that
higher admission standards had
contributed to the decrease in
enrollment this year. while 22 2
percent reterred to capping or
system=wide redistribution of
enrollments Twenty-three percent
of the respondents chose “other as
da reason for the decrease Interest-
mgly. 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 tlood. the
legal battle in Mississippi over
parity of funding. the closing ol
military bases in the Northeast. and
intensitied competition for student
recruitment—particularly in the case
ol those schools that tormerly drew
part of their enrollment from
Georgia. but are how facing o
Georgia tition scholarship plan
that makes it very attractive tor

students of that state to go on to

college there (Results trom this
survey do not match those of the
previously mentioned UCLA survey
These two surveys draw on different
populations (institutions vs stu-
dents) and the UCLA survey draws
on students from a ditferent group
of institutions than the AASCU/
NASUILGC survey Theretore the
results cannot be expected to
match | (See Graph 7)

In addition. for institutions that
reported o change in enrollment for
fall 1993. one-third indicated that
this was because of enrollment
management or caps (versus almost
halt in tall 1992) The majority of

these institutions further indicated

that the enrollment policy was an

institutional ane. 1 e selt=imposed
Other reasons given for stable
enrollment levels generally tell into
one of two categories a stable
population or environment. or o
balancing effect produced by gains
in some student cohorts and losses
in others On a positive note. a few
schoals 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 Enroliment

Smaller pool of high schoo! graduotes

Lower college participation rates

Local or state economic conditions

Legislative oction capping enrollments
Institutional action capping enrollments
Systemwide re/distribution of enrollments
Either copping or redistribution of enrollments
Higher admissions standards

Increased tvition and fees

Decreased availability of state student aid
Decreased ovailability of institutional student aid
Decreased availability of programs, courses
Other

8%

=
0%
Responses were not mutuolly exclusive

From MSCU/KASULGC Enollment survey, foll 1993
MSCU Office of Assocohon Research

10%

W% 0% 0% S0% 60% 70%  80%
Percent of respondents choosing response
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Highlights

v Tuttion and tees rose o 1
percent up about $150 from fall
1993 to fall 1994

v Average public sector under-
graduate tuition and fees tor
1994 $2590

v Students in western states faced
the biggest percentage in-

creases

v Stuclents in northeastern and
mid-Atlantic states face the
highest public tuition and tee

dollar amounts

v Largest tuition percentage
increases since 1989 California
Wyoming. Connecticut New

York. Massachusetts

v Room dand board charges rose

30 percent from tall 1993 to fall
104

v State appropriation increases
are still not keeping pace with
inflatton plus enrollment

growth

v Time—to=degree policy experi-
ments are bemng developed in
response 1o cost conseiousness

congerns

What it means
Inflation. as measured by the Higher
Fducation Price Indes (14 PL rose

3 2 percent during 'Y 1994 State

appropriations 1o higher education
increased by an average of 4 2
percent Tuition and fees increased
an average ot 6 | percent The level
of tuition increase likely represents
a modest attempt to recover some
of the §7 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
nol subsidized by state appropria-
tions. are running much closer to
the HEPI 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
privatesindependent colleges or
universities State officials and
university ofticials are increasingly
bemg sensitized to keep costs
atfordable The declining rate of
tuition increases combined with
experiments to trim college costs
are indications that the cries for

price relief are being heard

Comparing percentages of tuition
and fee maceases by themeelves

does not give the whole picture of

changes in the cost of higher
ceducation Although California
expertenced the greatest percentage
increase in tuition and fees from
1989 through 1994 (137 percent). its
average student charges are now
$2.646 — $56 above the nationadl
average Vermonters. on the other
hand. experienced increases of 49
percent over the same period
Vermont's average student charges
are now $4.651 — 52,041 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 slate have
increased their charges starting from
their original tuition and tees tfrom

the previous year

Findings

Introduction —College and university
tuition and fees remain on the rise
al public tour-yvear institutions:
however. the rates of increase for
undergraduate. graduate and tirst-
professional charges have again
dropped trom the previous tall <
levels From fall 1993 to fall 1994,
undergraduate resident tuition and
fees rose from $2.441 to S2 590 per
yedr. an increase of 6 1 percent
From fall 1992 to fall 1993, tuition
and fees increased by 7 6 percent
This contrasts with the double-dhgit
increases of the prior two years,
when tuition and tees tor under-
graduate residents had mcreased by

104 percent (fall 19924 and 13 0

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7

’ 30

AASCU 1995 Report of the ates 725




“Stadent Charges

percent tlall 1991) Non-resident
charges continue to incCrease at a
slightly lower rate than that ol
resident charges. as they have for
the past three years Non-resident
charges however on average are
currently at least 2-to=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 non-resident students Room
and board charges increased from
an average of $3.461 in fall 1993 to
$3.584 in fall 1994 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 1992~
04 1See Graph 8 Graph 9 and Table 11

Recent data show most state
economies maeking some recoven
from the fiscal problems of the past
tew years State higher education
budgoets were more sl_ablo in FY 1994
than 1n the previous three fiscal
vears However, public higher
education has not recovered the
funding lost in the past three yedrs
especially when the etfects of
imflation are taken mto account
State budgets continue to face
increasing demands for mandated
expenditures snch as Medicaid.
prisons and K=12 eapenditures
decreasina the likelthood of higher
education making up prior losses
The daetual mpact of this on dect-

oions to set student CQaarges 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,
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52543
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Table 11.

How would you desaribe
the fall 1994 fiscal condition
of your institution?

Fiscal Conditions on Campus in Fall 1994

Percentage of Respondents

Below Above
Poor Average Average  Average
11 19.8 55.2 19.6

Excellent

32

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

CAASCH 1995 Report of the States

31




comes clearer when one considers

the fact that on average state
appropriations shure of publ
college revenues is over twice that
of student charges, so that every ene
percentdge pomt shortlall inex
pecated state revenues would have to
be olfset by a tieo percentage pomt
incredse i student charges to cover
the dollar amounts imolved The
impact on campuses must take into
acceunt that affardability for

students and their families is |

Table 12. Fiscal Conditions on Campus Compared to Fall 1993

How does the fall 1994
fiscal condition compare

to fost year?

Much
Worse

0.7

Percentage of Respondents

Somewhat  Much
Same Better Better

54.1 248 1

Table 13. Average Fall 1994 Undergraduate

Resident Tuition and Fees by State

Q

defined by dollar amounts. both of Alabama 52,067 Montana 51,950
the increase and of the total AMoska 51,816 Nebraska $2.031
charges, not percentages of in- Arizong 51,855 Nevada 1,740
crease (See Table 12 and Table 13) Arkansas 51893 New Hompshire $3.762
California $2,614 New Jersey 93,612
The lower rates of increase in tuition Colorado 52278 New Mexico S1 604
and tees this fall may retlect gener- tonneuiwt 531458 New York 52955
ally stable or improved fiscal ' o '
) ) Deloware S3.116 North Caroling 51,506
conditions in the states and on the
) Distiict of Colymbia 51,046 North Dakota 52,061
campuses as well as reaction to and
. o Flosida $1,789 Ohio $3.238
concern tor an increasimgly cost- .
conscious public Whether the rate Georgio 1,882 Oklahoma 51578
ol increase m tution and lees will Guom 51534 Oregon 53,063
remain stable orcontinne to drop is Howail 51,266 Pennsylvanio 54,196
uncertatn ginven that state appro- dako 51,545 Puerta Rico S1.401
priations for higher education {llinois 52,725 Rhade stand $3.540
though in better shape than previ- fndicna 52,632 South Caroling $2.846
ously. are stitt not keeping pace with lowa 52,460 South Dakota $2,465
mflation Furthermore while state Kansas $2.076 Tennessee $1.877
revenues dare now comfortably above Kentucky 1976 Texas $1.560
nrojections for the most part there Lovisiana $2.184 Utah $1.94]
is no guarantece that this will aite 53257 Vermont S4 651
ntinue to be the case i the ' '
continue te bethe casen the Marylond 53,377 Virgin Islands 1,650
future . :
Massachusetts 53,716 Virginio $3.730
_ Michigan 53.473 Washington 52,489
One approach to reheving enraoll-
Minnesota 52,836 West Virgima 51,980
ment pressures m the face ol '
Hississippi $2.354 Wisconsin §2.215
testricted resotrces 1< to reduce
time to graduation Many states Missouri 52,586 Wyoming 51,908
. 32 AASCU 1995 Report of the States 7+ 27
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dnd.vor imstitutions dare beginning or
considerng strategies to accelerate
~tudent progress through the
curricutum  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

Culifornia has leaislated a
duplicate degree charge, assessed
o students enrolled for a second
d(’gll’(‘(‘ at the same or lower level
than their first degrees Effective
fall 1994 North Carolina
undergraduates will be assessed a
25 percent tuition surcharge if
they take more than 140 credits
(11O percenty to complete a
baccalaureate degree

articwlation agreements between
fiigh schoels and colleges are
becoming more common. allowing
fugh school students to carn
college credit. Oregan’s College
Figh Progeam, for example. offers
courses Lo approximately 3.400
students who pay reduced

{uilten

The Unnersity of Wisconsin System
is currently considering a tuition
surcharge for credits taken over the
necessary amount required for a
hacealaureate degree Alternatively,
seven State University of New York
campuses have received funding to
deveiop new approaches to improve
learning productivity and altimately
ofter time=shortened degrees

SUNY-Brockport 1s researdung

student preferences for accelerated
degree programs. SUNY-New Paltz
Is credating «n integrated sequence
of self-paced math courses. and
SUNY—Empire State College is
developing computerized adaptive
testing competency assessment
tools for its MBA program (AASCU
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-digi
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 i 15 8 percent|
California 15 3 percent} Washing-
ton (14 6 percent]. Montana (13 0
percent). and South Dakota (10 1
percent) In fall 1993 the largest
increases occurred in Louisiana

(21 3 percent). Alaska (19 5 percent)
District of Columbia (17 3 percenty
California (16 3 percent) and Arizona
(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 Undergradvates

Specal analys:s of MSCU. RASULGE student chages dota

~

Tuition range, dollars

E - $7000
W 20002009
|
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fall A mid-year budget cut in state
higher education appropriations for
the 1993-94 academic year indicates
the fiscal strain that Montand is
under According to the Chronicle of
Higher Education Almanac (September
[, 1994) two of the states reporting
large increases in tuttion and fees
this year have recently suftered
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 are based on U $
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 (1o
4 7 and 1 0 percent. respectively)
and have remained below the
national average this fall ' Fxcep-
tionally small increases for fall 1994
occurred in Louisiand (0 & pereent)
Guam (0 9 percent}. and Florida (1 2
percent} Higher undergraduate
charges remain concentrated in the
Naortheastern and Mid-Atlantic
states of Massachusetts, New
Hampshire Rhode Island. Vermont.
New lersey. Pennsylvania and
Virginia Conversely. undergraduate
resident charges remaimn under
S1600 at public mstitutions in the
District of Columbia. Guam. Hawaii.
[daho. North Carolina Oklahoma,
Puerto Rico and Texas - (See Graph
1O, Graph T1 Grapht 12 Table -4, Tuble
15 and Table 16}

Graph 11. Cumelative Percentage Tuition Changes
at Public, Four-Year Colleges, 1989-1994

o

Percentage change
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7140%
41605 B
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]
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Special analysis of AMSCU/NASULGC student charges data,

Graph 12. Cumulative Dollar Tuition Changes
at Public, Four-Year Colleges, 1989-1994
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Aoboma
Aloska
Arizona
Arkansos
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Deloware
District of Columbia
Florida
Ceorgia
Howaii

{daho

[ilinois
Indiana

lowa

Konsos
Kentucky
Louisiona
Moine
Marylond
Mossachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montena
Nebraska
Nevodo

New Hompshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New Yark
North Caroling
North Dakota
Ohia
Oklohoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texos

Utch
Veimont
Virgiua
Woshington
West Vigunia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

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
§1,738 52,451 41.02
51,078 s1.218 12.34
$1.362 $1,872 37.44 .
S1,279 51,893 48.01
S1114 51,646 137.52
§1,748 52,071 18.48-
§1,533 52,882 88.00 .
§2,095 $3.216 48.74-
S664 S1,046 57.53
§1,247 51,590 27.51-
51,531 51,669 9.01-.
51,084 S1.219 12.45
S1.129 51,588 40.66°
§2,126 52,725 8.7
$1.822 52,632 44.46
$1.,821 52,460 35.09
51,472 51,481 0.61
51,262 51,976 56.58
§1,832 51,877 15.01
§1,987 53,257 63.92
52,067 53,194, 5452
52,874 $5,139 78.81-
52,283 53,476 52.2¢
51,954 52,836 45.14
S1.743 52,369 35.92
$1,554 52,586 66.41
$1,394 YRR, 51.87
§1,457 51,982 36.03
§1,200 51,740 45.00-
52,569 53,762 46.44
57,262 53,612 52.92 .
$1,208 51,069 -11.51
$1,645 ' 53,088 87.72.
$1,037 $1.412 36.16
S1.464 52,061 40.78 .
52,351 §3,095 31.65
51,279 51,457 13.92
ST 52,956 12.16
52,903 54,220 45.37
52,013 $3,540 75.86
52,009 52,846 41.66
$1.781 52,465 38.41
51,361 51,452 669
5939 S1,374 46.33
$1,382 $1,456 5.35
$3,124 54,651 48.88
52,533 53730 47.26
$1,595 52,489 56.05
§1,269 $1.782 40.43
§1.782 _ $2.216 272
$1,003 $1,908 90.23
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Table 15. Average Dollar and Percentage Change in Resident Undergraduate
Tuition and Fees at Public, Four~Year Colleges, 1984~19947

Academic Year Tuition Dollar Change Percentage Change
1984 $1,228 580 6.96
1985 51,318 S99 733
1986 51,414 S96 1.28
1987 51,537 123 8.70-
1988 51,646 S109 7.09
1989 S1,780 5134 8.14
1990 51,888 5108 6.07
1991 S2119 S231 12.24-
1992 92,349 $230 10.85-.
1993 52,543 5194 8.26-
1994 $2,590 547 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

Fall 90 Falt 91 Fall 91 Fall 92 Fall 92 Fall 93 Fall 93
Dollar Percentage  Dollar Percentage Dollar Percentage
State Tuition Change Change Change Change Change Change
AMabomo $1.593 S106 6.65 Sti7 10.42 S107 5.70
Aloska 51,382 S131 9.48. 5182 12.03- 5213 12.57
Arizono S1,478 S50 3.38 S27 1.77 S264 16.98
Arkansas S1.418 S122 8.60- S121 1.86 S147 8.85
Colifornia $1,220 5228 18.69 5542 37.43 5388 19.50
Colorado $1.919 5306 15.95 {55 -0.22 542 1.89
Connecticut 52,313 5463 20 02 541 16.97: 5232 7.15
Deloware 52910 5354 1216 S201 6.16 S219 6.37.
Distnct of Columbio S664 S136 20.48 S30 375 S144 1735
Florido 51,337 S147 10.99 5219 14.76 581 476
Georgio 51,680 583 494 573 414 558 3.16
Howoii 51,290 562 481 547 3.48 S56 4.00
[daho 51,189 S67 5.63 S159 12.66 583 5.87
Minors 52,465 S102 414 5257 10.01 5205 1.26
Indicno $2,067 S176 851 5205 9.14 S173 1.07
lowo 51,880 S164 8.72 S184 9.00 S124 5.57
Kansas 1,569 S116 739 S116 6.88 $120 6.66
Kentucky 51,444 5130 900 S130 876 5209 1277
Table Fo continues on pdde 32
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State

Louisiono
HMaine
Marylond
Massachusetts
Michigon
Minnesoto
Mississippi
Missouti
Montano
Nebrosko
Nevado

New Hompshire
New lersey
New Mexico
New York
North Caroling
North Dokota
Ohio
Oklahomo
Oregon
Pennsylvanio
Rhode Islond
South Carolino
South Dokoto
Tennessee
Texos

Utah
Vermont
Virginio
Waoshington
West Virginio
Wisconsin
Wyoming

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

Tuition

$1,791
$2,263
$2,287
$2,580
$2,635
2,216
51,927
51,733
51,553
51,592
$1,275
$3,110
$2,860
51,409
51,587
S1L112
51,930
$2,622
51,340
51,906
3,401
$2.311
2,317
51,854
51,518

$986
51,524
4,092
$2,691
51,823
51,543
51,951
51,148

Fall 91

Dollar
Change

53
5279
5186

$1,130

5248
5187
5198
$220
(56)
$106
563
5154
S274
S113
$750
SH2
S122
5219
S166
$623
$397
$534
5154

589

568
5158
$199
5560
$335
S169

582

568
S145

Fall 91

Percentage
Change

0.17
12.33
8.13"
43.80%
9.41%
§.44"%
10.28
12.69"
-0.39%
6.66%
4.94%
495.
9.58%
8.02
47 26%
10.07"
6.32%
8.35%
12.39%
32.69%
11.67%
23.11%
6.65"
4 80°
4.48°.
16.02'-
13.06".
13.697
12.45%
9.21".
5.31"
349 .
12,63

Source NCES Digest of Educotion Stotshes, 1991, 1992, 1994,

Fall 92

Doller
Change

$37
5347
5293
S124
5289
$259
5241
5281
5286
5155
S191
$188
S217

591
$556

$41
(544)
5265

545
S124
5243
$305
S170
S128
S127
5212
STl
S662
5312

578
$130
S151
5137

Fall 92

Percentage

Change

206"
13.65%
11.85¢%

3.34%
10.02¢
10.78%
11.34%
14.39%
18.49%

9.13%
14.28%

5.76%

6.92°

5.98,
23.79%

3.35%
-2.14%

9.33%

2.99%

4.90%

6.40°
10.72%

6.88%

6.59%

8.01%
18.53%

6.44"
14.23".
10.317%

392"

8.00%

7.48%
10.60°,

fall 93

Dollar
Change

8351
$250
5354
$308
5309
S118
4
5241
$57
586
99
5381
S167
S118
528
S144
$120
$153
594
5i80
$275
$252
$250
s217
584
S147
$130
$222
5301
S267
S120
5148
5718

Fall 93

Percentage
Change

19.17¢.
8.65%
12.80¢-
8.03%
9.74%
4.43%
0.17%
10.79%.
3114
4.64%
0.59%
11.04%
4.98%
1.32%
0.97¢
11.38%
5.98%
4.93%
6.06%
6.78¢%
6.81°
8.00°%
9 47%
1 48%
4.90%
10.84%
1.09¢%
4.18"9
9.02%.
12.90°.
6.84%
6.82".
15.24°.
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Highlights

v State grant aid to students
increased by 12 0 percent from
199293 to [993-94 but the
INCreases were UNeven across
the states Five states averdged
mcreases greater than 17
percent while all other states

averaged 5 1 percent

v Nearly §3 billion_ in all torms ot

state aid. was awarded

v The average atd award was $9603
South Caroling had the highest
average need-based award at
§2.710 and Puerto Rico had the

lowest average awdrd at $294

v Averdage avard increases in 24
states did not keep up with

increased college costs

v Although onh one-third of
student grant recipients at-
tended independent colleges
they received nearly one=hall ot
the grant dollars awarded

What it means

State funded stucdent aid programs

substantially benelitted by increas-

ing state revenues in 1993- 94, but
the commitment of states to tunding
these programs was quite uneven

[unding adjustments in nearly hall

of the states did hot keep pace with

nsing coltege costs While this year
represents g turn -about for fundmyg

ol state student aid programs it

does not make up tor ground lost i

the last several years One of the
conclusions to be drawn from this
funding performance record is that
states don't maintain political
commitments to high tuition=high
aid strategies Over time the funding
performance of states yields « high

tuition=low aid result

Another matter of policy interest is
how state student aid dollars are
distributed The use of price~
sensitive models to determine need
for aid medans that if a college’s
tuition is high. its students will be
awarded more moneg' by these
programs This reality is reflected in
one=third ot the award recipients
receiving one=hall of the aid dollars
ILis no surprise that they all attend

high=tuition private institutions

Findings

The Nalional Association of State
Scholarship and Grant Programs
INASSGPY produces an annual
repert on state=funded scholarships
and grants for postsecondary
education When funds for the tour
basic grant categories (need-based
and non-need-based grants ftor
undergraduates and graduates
professional studentsy are com-
bined the collective increase for the
atates was 12 6 percent (The term
“states T in the NASSGD report refers
to the 50 states plus the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico 1 Six
states expect to award fewer dollars
I these categories in 1993-0.1 than
in 1992-93 Alaska. Connedticuat,

Massachusells Montana, Rhode

' State-Funded Aid

Island and South Dakota Alaska,
lowa. Montana and Rhode island
will award fewer total dollars than
lwo years ago Forty—seven stlates
will award mare dollars in 1993-94
than in 1991-92_ but only 28
anticipate increases that will cover
the rise in college costs (Four will
awndrd tewer dollars. while one will

awdrd the same amount of money -

The average increase in undergradu-
ate need-based grants between
1991-92 and 1992-93 was 4 4
percent The increases ranged from
a high ot 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 i two
states the District of Cotumbia and
Mississippi Eleven states decreased
undergraduate necd-based grants
Calilornia. Colorado. Connecticut.
Florida Idaho. Indiana lowa.
Michigan. Ohio. Rhode tsland and

Vermont - (See Talle 17}

States awarded a total of
$2.927.572.000 in all torms of aid to
postsecondary students (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 institutionsy There was
an mcrease of 138 percent in this
type of ard since 1992-973 Fleven
states eaperienced o reduction i

total aid dollars Alaska.

ERIC
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Table 17. Change in Average Undergraduate Need—Based State Grants, i989-90 to 1992-93

State 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93
AMabomo 120 44.4- -63.2 3.6
Alosko . -2.0 10.1. -11.4 6.4
Arizone 93 =105 . 55. 5.5
Arkansos -1.2 =21, 7 1.7,
Colifornia 91 9.0. 11.2 -130
(olorada 35 4.2 -4.2 -0.3
Cornecticut 53 §4 =115 -4.1.
Deloware -1 54. -83. 27 .
District of Columbia =24 - 131 -20.9- 0.0-
Florido -16.2. 18.4-. -8.2 -10.7
Geargio 0.9 3.7 28.7- 6.2
Howaii 421 -8.6 =101 T
Idcho 10.0 15. -24.7 -.r
(llinais 8.7 5.6 -1.1 9.6-
[ndiena 10 =31 1.3 =313
lowa -21. 28 . -1.0 -2.3
Kansas 203 3. -3.2 39
Kentucky 3.2 15.5 -52. 4.0
Lovisione 28.7 26.1 =27 17
Hoine ~1.8 55.2 -4.5 0.5
Morylond 1. -08 1.2 138
Mossachusetts 0.3 ’ 0.0 -34.3 219
Richigan -12.3 -58 5.0 —4.1.
Minnesoto 11.2- 6.7 3.4 23
Mississippt 18 -87 17.6 0.0
Missourt -14. 31 -1.6 6.6
Mantane 12.7 ~4.4 8.0 85.4
Nebrasko =50 2.9 -6.1 11
Nevoda 0.0 0.0 -44.1 5.2
New Hompshiie 43 -128 18 514
New Jersey 19 91 -0 97
New Mexico -9.7 19 17 138
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Table 17. Change in Average Undergraduate Need—Based State Grants, 1989-90 to 1992-93  continued

State 1989-90
New York 4.4
Noith Caroling 655
North Dokota 253
Ohio 28
Cklohomg -1.2
O:egon 19.9
Pennsyivar. 6.0
Puerte Rico 6.3
Rhode Islead 13.0
South Coroling 1.6
South Daketo -33
Tennessee 3.9
Texos 4.8
Utah -12.7
Vermont 192
Virginio -18
Washington 5.8
West Virginio 0.1
Wise sin 0.0
Wyoming 13.8
US. Avernge 6.4

1990-91 1991-92
0.4 36.6
~-4.2. =500
0.2 -6.5
-6.0 C.8.
9.6 -1
1.4 3.2
1.3 6.0-.
0.0 -413.
1.5 -209
6.0 -55.
-5.6 0.3
~6.9 19.0
0.3 6.2
-9.7 -94
-1.1 -2.0
=0.1 -33.8
15.3 6.4
1.5 17
18 1.0
0.0 -i9.6
34 —4.1

1992-93

9.6.
6.6
7.0
=51
5.5
39.

Source: Calculatons bosed on NASSGP 24, Toble 2, p 41; NASSGP 22, Table 2, p. 22, and NASSGP 21, Table 2, p. 18

Connectrcut lowa Maine. New
Hampshire Oklahoma Rhode
Iskand. South Carolina Texas Utah

and West Virginia “(See Table 18)

The average undergraduate need-
based grant for 1902-93 was S96 3
IThis s the s e hited mean tor all

states tThe average increase

amounts to 4 4 percent Thisis o
reversat of what happened between
1990-91 and 1991-92 when the
average Change was o decrease of

4 1 percent The change in the
average need-based grant between
1989-90 and 1990-Y1 was an
Increase ol 33 percent and it was

an increase of 6 4 percent between

1988--89 and 1980-00 The highest
average need-bdased grant in 1992-
O3 was §2 710 in South Carolina,
while the lowest was $294 1 Puerto

Rico - tSee Table 194

The average state spends an amount
cqual to about 5 percent of 1ts

higher education budget on grant
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“State-Fu
Table 18. SMillions 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
Alabome S11.907 $15.881 $13.191 $14.183 $16.883
Alaska S2.212 §2.575 $2.630 $2.447 $2.389
Arizona $3.400 $3.427 $3.328 $2.442 $3.504
Arkansos $4.827 $5.107 $8.031 $7.304 $8.684
Celifornio $162.003 S164.747 $221.368 $237.880 $361.497
Colorado $20.442 $24.279 $26.294 $26.344 $32.579
Connecticut $32.80¢ $36.167 $35.842 $36.105 $20.841
Deloware $1.582 $1.848 $1.669 $1.550 $6.601
District of Columbio $1.069 $0.974 $1.010 $1.068 $2.054
Florido $56.313 $69.060 $72.674 $76.339 $88.037
Georgio $22.273 $23.058 $21.913 $25.9%0 $60.595
Howaii $5.953 S0.61 $0.661 $0.724 $0.748
[doho $0.638 $0.730 50.759 $1.012 $1.015
Hlinois $204.310 $203.083 $209.489 $225.141 $232.906
Indiono $59.315 $47.454 $50.963 $56.191 $56.191
lowo $58.932 $40.169 $61.877 $64.109 $36.364
fonsos §7.550 $6.666 $6.413 $6.993 $9.164
Kentucky $13.858 $19.393 $27.519 $27.783 $29.604
Louisiono $9.729 $4.96¢ $15.214 $7.666 S11.654
Maine $2.008 $5.100 $5.044 $5.200 $5.170
Marylond $21.422 $20.914 $22.236 $26.960 $30.286
Mossachusetts $88.314 §71.967 $39.989 $59.115 , $59.580
Michigan §77.31 $74.878 $83.477 $83.549 $92.643
Minnesoto 569.589 $77.794 $79.273 $83.190 $102.960
Mississippi $1.991 S1.841 $1.246 $1.351 $2.515
Missouri S17.617 $21.495 $19.900 $21.616 $22.125
Hontano $0.417 5‘0.383 $0.395 50418 . 50.607
Nebraska $2.037 §2.196 $2.352 $2.613 $2.686
Q@ 7/ AASCU 1995 Report of the States 41

| ERIC




" State-Funded

State

Nevado

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolin
North Dakoto
Ohio
Oklghomo
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Islond
South Caroling
South Dokota
Tennessee
Texos

Utch

Vermont
Virginio
Waoshington
West Virginio
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Totals

(Soutce” NASSGP 25, Table 1, p. 42; NASSGP 24, p 40, NASSGP 21, p. 17: NASSGP 22, p. 21 NASSGP 23, p. 43.)

Table 18. SMillions Awarded in State Aid, All Levels and Types from 1989~90 to 1993-94  continued

1989-90

50.400
S1.735
$91.689
$8.259
$423.092
$52.123
$1.622
$76.683
$32.545
$10.770
$134.014
$20.198
$11.254
$19.772
50.594
$20.027
S112.047
$10.527
$11.384
526.373
$14.136
S11.877
$41.060
S0.241
$2,092.247

1990-91

50.400
S1.479
$102.080
$13.424
$439.124
$58.425
$1.492
$80.041
535.124
S11.748
5145.576
20.198
$10.615
$19.447
50.558
$18.002
$118.368
$11.486
S1an
525.514
$22.040
$12.953
544.757
50.241
$2,151.032

1991-92

50.377
51.544
$119.505
$13.841
$463.543
$65.325
$1.924
585.668
$38.828
$11.852
$159.181
$20.198
59.561
$18.224
50.570
$19.291
$135.966
$11.838
$11.302
$26.620
$24.359
$14.723
545.722
50.220
$2,335.139

1992-93

$0.401
$1.610
$129.073
$16.017
$577.495
$70.406
52.459
$94.131
540.510
$12.606
$173.376
$25.433
$9.923
$18.315
S0.677
$24.471
$131.220

$12.55

S11.281
$26.879
$24.570
$14.894
$47.944
50.225
$2,571.755

1993-94

50.402
$1.598
$144.788
$17.367
5666.833
574.839
$3.186
$110.891
$21.488
$23.995
$188.955
$25.433
56.840
$17.861
50.725
$30.414
$73.742
52.85
$11.323
$73.475
$69.584
$6.782
$51.063
50.250
$2,921.572
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State

Algboina
Alosko
Arizono
Arkonsos
Calitornio
Colorado
Connecticut
Delawore
District of Columbio
Florido
Georgio
Hawait
Idoho
lilinois
Indione
lowo
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiona
Maine
Maryland
Mossachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missoun
Montana

Nebraska

1988-89

9559
51.401
S700
S417
51,786
5709
S1,209
S9N -
51,396
51,088
5350
5672
5429
51,405
5992
51,669
SN
9594
5600
5423
5790
51,326
$1.490
595
9555
S1,237
8323
5403

1989-90

S626

51,373
5765
5412

51,948
5734

51,285
5782

51,362
5912
5353
5955
5472

51,527

51,399

51,632

51,433
5613
S1712
S411
5846

51,330

51,306

51,072
5565
51,207
5364
5383

1990-91

$904
S1,511
5685
5401
$2,123
S765
91,342
5824
S1,175
1,080
$366
5873
5479
§1.613
$1.347
$1,678
51,466
$708
5978
5638
5839
1,330
$1230
51,144
S516
$1.245
$348
$394

Table 19. Average Undergraduate Need—-Based State Grant, 1988-89 to 1992-93

1991-92

5333
51,338
5723
S516
52,361
5733
51,187
S756
5929
S9N
S471
5785
5363
51,586
51,445
51,662
51,419
S671
5952
5609
5849
5874
S1LIN
51,183
5607
51,225
5376
S3/0

1992-93

5345
51,424
5763
5525
52,054
57131
ST
5173
5929
5885
5500
51,034
5355
51,738
5992
51,623
51,475
5698
51,025
5612
5966
51,065
51,238
51,210
5607
51,306
5697
S411

IToxt Provided by ERI

El{jkzﬁiAAHCllUﬂmlhqxwtanK'Shnos
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State

Nevodo

New Hompshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Caroling
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode island
South Caroling
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

dtoh
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginio
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.S. Averoge

Table 19. Average Undergraduate Need—Based State Grant, 1988-89 to 1992-93  continved

1988-89

51,000
9552
51376
ST14
51,189
5635
5478
5748
5745
5567
51,041
5430
5934
52,245
5331
5610

198990

51,000
5576
51,485
5645
S1,241
51,051
5599
5769
5736
5680
51.103
5457
51,055
52,506
5320
5634
51,200
9555
51,066
5892
5821
5916
5747
5454
9930

1990-91

51,000
5502
S1,621
5122
51,246
51,007
5600
57123
5807
5730
51,183
5457
51,071
52,657
5302
5590
51,203
5501
5990
5891
5947
5985
5805
5454
5961

1991-92 1992-93
9558 5587
S516 5781

51,604 S1,759
5828 5942
51,702 51,866
5957 51,020
5561 5600
5129 5692
S750 5799
5753 5782
51,254 51,367
5241 5294
5847 ST10
52,510 52,10
303 5367
5702 S704
51,217 51,290
5454 5507
5970 5867
5590 S748
51,008 51,161
51,063 S1,16¢
5813 5842
9365 5380
5922 5963
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awards, with the median being 4 i
percent The total grant dollars in
just six states amount to more than
10 percent of their total higher
education operating appropriations
Hlinois. lowa. 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- Calilornia, Louisiana, Mary-
jland. 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 & 3 percent is in non—need-
based programs for undergraduates
Only 1+ 4 percent of total grant
dollars go to graduate or profes-
sionat students -

Funding lor need-based grants for
undergraduates is expected to
amount to §2 216 billion tor 1993-
94 the trst time this tigure has
exceeded S2 billion This total
represents an increase of 12 2
percent over the $1 975 billion figure
of 1992-93 * This growth rate s the
highest since 1977-78 when it was
13 percent The average annual
growth rate over the past 12 yedrs

wds 7 6 percent The authors of 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 Washingtoni
was 17 | 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 state-by-state
basis, more details emerge. Eleven
states awarded fewer dollars in
1992-93 than in 1991-92 {Alabama.
Alaska. California, Florida, lowa.
Maine. New Hampshire, Oregon,
Rhode Island, South Carolina and
3 and
1993-94, six states awarded fewer

Washington) Between 1992

dollars than in the prior year
{Alaska. Connecticut, Massachu-
setts, Montana. Rhode Island. and
South Dakota) &

On a state=by-stale basis. there was
no improvement i the states’
ability to increase these basic grants
sufficiently to exceed the rate of
inflation in college attendance
costs Twenty-five states met this
standard in 1992-93, while only 21
met it for 1993-94 A total of 47
states increased funding in these
four basic grant categories botween
1991-92 and 1993-94 Twenty -eight

ot 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. lowa. 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 in—-state 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 state-by-state
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 recipien'ts
and their payout dollars received is
due to the use of tuition—sensitive
need analysis methodologies by the
states The NASSGP survey identi-
‘ied the need analysis methodolo-
gies used for 125 programs The
Federal Methodology® is used for 89
of these programs. over two thirds,
and a moditied version of this
method is used for another 10

programs

)
‘lCn 1 AASCH 1995 Report of the Siates
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‘State-Funded Aid

Graph 13. Percentage of State Need-Based Undergraduate Eight states make more awards to
Aid Dollars Going to In-State Public Colleges, 1992-93

students at private than public
institutions lowa. Kentucky. Michi-
gan. Missouri, North Caroling. South
Carolina. South Dakota and Texas
Twelve states award more dollars to
students at private institutions than
at public ones They include the
eight mentioned above. with the
addition of Minnesota. New York.
Pennsylvania and Vermont. In these
12 states about 58 percent of the
grant dollars go to private sector

- (] <=20% . students Thirty-tive percent of the
B .20 <-40% dollars awarded by the remaining 35
(Dota from (T, DC, 1N, KS, NV, N# and UT from 1991-92) ' S arec P :
5 1004 1007 st o to privat tor stu-
Source: NASSGP, 1994, 1992 L 540, <-t0 states o to privale sectors
AASCU Office of Association Research L] S60, <<80% dents " (See Table 21)
W 0%

The distribution ol recipients of
undergraduale need-based grants

damong institutions hdas not changed

much over five years In 1988-8Y.
Table 20. Percentage of Awards and Dollars Geing ‘ years

to In-State Public College Students 59.5 percent of the recipients were
at public colleges. and in 1992-93

Awards Dollars 60 8 percent were In 1988-89. 30 2
1997-93 6480 50.90 percent of recipients were at private
1991-92 64.40 47.30 institutions. while 29 2 percent were
1990-91 62.90 45.70 . o .
1989-90 62 00 44 70 al private institutions in 1992-93

The share of grant award dollars
Sources: NASSGP 25, p. 92, KASSGP 23, p. 74: NASSGP 22, p. 55; NASSGP 21, p. 50.) changed somewhat more In 1988—
89.41 3 percent of dollars awarded

were at public colleges. while by

1992-93 this proportion had

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

changed to 48 5 percent Private

Year Amount Change college students” share of the grant

1993-94 $2.390 391 - dollars declined from 48 5 percent m

1992-93 $2,300 15.00 1988-89 10 42.2 percent in 1992-93

1991-92 52,000 -6.54 The authors of the report attribute

1990-91 $2,140 3.38 hie in var t L blic

1989-90 S2,070 508 this in part to an increase in pubdiic

198889 51,970 -— college enroltment. and to the
mncreased need amaong pubh

Source- NASSGP 25, p 16 and NASSGP 24, p. 17 fereasedeed among PUBTI
college students as public college

Q AASCU 1995 Report of the States /7 41




tuition rose at a higher rate than

yrivate college tuition
k]

The average teciprent of under-
graduate need—-based grants is
somewhat otder than in past years
with 25 percent of them age 26 or
older Twenty-one percent were this
old in 1988-89 and 16 percent in
1084--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 1988-89 and 29
percent in 1983-84

The median maximum annual grant
award for all programs was $2.390 in
1993-94. an increase of 39 percent
over the $2 300 reported for 1992~
03 (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

$10.000

Between FY 1993 and FY 1994, the
mean funding change in the four
basic grant categories (need-based
and non-need=based grants to
undergraduate and graduate
protesstonal students) was an
increase of 119 percent while the
change i undergraduate resident
tuition and fees was dan increase of
o | percent (The tuition increase
fisure is based on NASSGP sources
and will not necessarily agree with
other figures cited in the Report of the
Stales F The percentage mcrease in

ard fundmeg 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

Alabomo
Aloska
Aiizona
Akonses
Californio
(olorodo
Connecticut
Deloware
District of Columbia
Florido
Geoigia
Howoii
idaho
llinois
Indiano
lowo
Konses
Kentucky
Louisiona
Maine
Marylond
Hassochusetts
Michigan
#innesoto
Mississippi
Missouri

Montang

Tuition

5.89
4.49
3.06

9.93.

15.26

4.5%
6.79-.
5.38
1.39.
125
3.63 .
3.01
5.32.
5.05.
117

459

71.10-.

0.83
4.63
5.76
2.09
6.76
4.88

217 .

8.98
12 98

Aid
20.50
=293

0.72
18.13:
39.10
16.55 .
-0.78
18.68:

0.65 .
26.96°

140.50¢

331

0.40-

5.56

0.00-

1.26
32.90-

0.78
36.43

4.02
16.82
=170

0.76
21.54

1.41

3.8
-6 96

State Tuition Aid
Nebiaska 1.57 291
Nevodo 4.50-, 0.00

New Hompshire 4.67 4.29 .

New lersey 6.83 19.79
New Mexico 6.01 Nz
New York 4.27-. 381

North Coroling 5.83 352

North Dokoto 5.26". 0.8¢
Ohio 489 1937
Oklohoma 2.00-. 8.09-
Oregon 1.4 8.04-
Pennsylvonia 6.52 - 9.75
Puerto Rico 494 - 0.00 :
Rhode [slond 9.19  -21.34

South Corofina 5.06 0.52-.
South Dakoto 1009 . -1.64

Tennessee 5.10 17.56
Texos 8.94 . 34
Utah 5.20 0.39
Vermont 4.05 0.73
Virginio 3.2 6.34-.
Woshington 14.65 99.24
West Virginio 5.26 -0.05
Wisconsin 151 10.27
Wyoming 15.78 111
Averoge 6.12 11.88-

(Sources: NASSGP 25, p. 12, ond AMSCU
Student Chaiges Report, 1994)

40 AASCUH 1995 Report of the States
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percentage increase in tuition and
fees in 23 states. while it was less in
29 of them ' (For further informa-
tion see Table 22 ) Graph 14 shows
the average undergraduate need-
based grant as a percentage of
average public. four-year resident
college tuition and tees tor 1992-973
This provides a general ratio as to
what proportion of the tuition is
shouldered by the average grant For
[989-90. the average undergraduate
need-based award was not equal to
at least 50 percent of the average
four-year 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

Graph 14. Average Undergraduate Need-Based Grant as Percentage
of Average Public, Four-Year Resident Tuition and Fees, 1992-93

Source: NASSGP, 1993, Table 5, and AASCU/NASULGC Student Charges Repart, 1993

MSCU Office of Association Research

Percentage of Tuition
<=20% O
>20, <=40%
40, <=60% W
>60, <=80%
>80% ]

Graph 15. Distribution of states by percentage of average public four-year tuition and fees
covered hy average state undergraduate aid grant, 1989-90 and 1992-93

5 -

w e

15 e

Number of states

T4
P

Year
[]1989-90

199293

<=20% >20, <=40%

>40, <=60%

>80, <=B0%

Percentage of average four-year public college tuition covered by average grant

Sour o NASSGP, 1993 and 1991, and AMSCUNASULGC Student Charges Repart, 1993 and 1991

S Office of Associanion Research
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" IndependentCOHLges _

Highlights

v Most public and independent
colleges across the United
States experience positive
relationships with each other.
according to a study by William
Zumeta. a professor at the
Graduate School of Public
Altairs and Institute for Public
Policy and Management at the

University of Washington

v Where inter-sector friction
exists. it tends to tocus on
student aid. programmatic

competition. or tuition and fees

v/ States spent nearly $400 million
on direct institutional aid at
independent institutions in
1992-93 This does not include
state doeliars received through

student aid programs

v Very few states include indepen-
dent institutions in state report
cards or other accountability

reports

v Most chiet executives from both
the independent and public
sectors, report that a “high
tuition=high aid” pelicy is not
under serious discussionn

their states

What it means

Public universities are increasingly
in direct competition with indepen-
dent colleges and unnverstties not

only for stirdent aid dollars but tor

d Universities

direct institutional aid as well While
overall relations between the
sectors are basically good. declining
poals of state budget resources may
create much greater competitne
pressure In the near future That
direct state payments to indepen-
dent colleges exist in 25 states
indicates the growth of public
funding for independent institu-

tions

While serious discusston of high
tuition=high aid stretegies was not
much of an issue for most states
when the Zumeta study was con-
ducted. times have 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 1s woven
throughout the Repert of the States In
[993-94 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 Zumeta
The tindings add some detail to
persistent questions about state
support of the independent sector
and the way both sectors see their
participation in the educational
challenges faced by their state

postsecondary resources

Three groups of respondents were

surveyed state higher education

agency heads heads of statewide
independent higher education
assuciations. and public college or
university presidents in states Fach
survey was extensive One importar’
godl of the study was to compare
perceptions and prioritics across
sectors and respondents However,
since some questions were not
tound in each survey this goal was

not attainable for cach issue area

According to the survey tindings. 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 Zumetal described 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
contlict is around the issues of
student aid. programmatic or
geographic competition, and

tuition/fees

A sel of questions relating to the
issues of accountability reporting
and data use displayed the relatively
low level of activity between state
higher education offices and inde-
pendent association executives
State higher education executive
officers (SHEEQs) reported they
receive the data submitted by
independent institutions to the
National Center for Education
Statistics tntegrated Postsecondary

F.ducation Data System. or IPEDS,

Q

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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data) and tend to request informe-
tion on state residency of students
and active degree programs How-
ever, less than a third ot SHEEQ
respondents said they collect data
on inter=institutional transfers The
Zumeta analysis points out the
-apparent limited interest by
SHEEOs in the educational out-
comes of independent institutions
The data that is collected by
SHEEOs is used chiefly for reparting
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 SHEEOs and
independent sector representatives
said independent institutions are
not mcluded in the state report
cards or other accountability

reports

The total reported state tunding to
independent institutions in 1992-93
approached S400 million This
represents 60 programs supporting «
diverse set of tields, from education
in health fields to research and
technology development Zameta s
study reports that nine programs in
nine states involve general purpose
state aid ta independent institu-
tions Forty percent ot all these
general purpose stale programs
provide aid to both public and
independent imstitutions (See Graph
o)

Zumetd tound some striking ditfer-
ences in the i(’ientificcilinl_‘l 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
detinmtion of issues and the direc-
tion of policies in 4t 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 "o
assist students 1o 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 1o
percent of public representatives
said the goal should be "to provide

Graph 16. States with Direct Aid to Privote Institutions
(From Zymeto, 1994}
AASCU Office of Assaciation Research

Private College Aid Restrictions
No Direct Aid (]

Programmatic Aid Only B
General Purpose Aid 1

Q
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- Independent Colleges and

[y T N .

incentives for students to enroll in
independent colleges . erder to
reduce the demand for space in
public institutions " SHEEOs 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
from all three groups almost twice
as many independent sector repre-
sentatives and SHEEOs 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 ¢*d strategy 1s not
under serious  cscussion in their
states At the time of the survey,
over half of the public sector and
over three-quarters of the indepen-
dent sector representatives consid-
ered it ‘unlikely” that this policy
direction would move torward in

their states in the next few years

Q1 AASCU 1995 Report of the States
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Highlights

v Current Irigher education
accountability reporting require-
ments have been influenced by
the assessment movement and
performance indicator experi-

ments

v Guiding principles and ques-
tions for accountability systems

have already been developed

v ltis possible to set up compre-
hensive and flexible account-
ability systems based on the
experience of assessment and
accountability efforts

v Performance indicator develop-
ers focus on creating specitic
indicators not data systems.
and it is easy to become mired
in the obstacles of data compa-

rability and reliability

v Current state—mandated
accountability reporting require-
ments lack clarity as to their
purpose for overall planning.
institutional accountability,
budgeting or focused problem-

solving

What it means

The following report is an evaluaticn
of state report cards tor higher
education and an historical review
of assessment and perlormance

mdicator development eftorts it

Accountability Reporting

would be fair to say that aithough
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 major criticism is that the focus
of repaort cards has been on develop-
ing indicators rather than flexible
data systems to answer current and
future questions. Indicaters 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
tederal accountability reporting
efforts is of value. we still can't
grade higher education with an A, B
C. D or Fwith anything approaching

assurance or fairness.,

Findings
Background—Accountability systems
is an area of data development and
reporting that has seen intense
activity in the past 10 vears As the
expression implies, these are
individual pieces of data and
information darranged in ways that
danswer 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

conduct therr own reviews as

7

individual units and as parts of a
larger system What has changed.
however, is the national spotlight on
goals achievement and elforts 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 States
reviews the recent history of ac-
countability reporting. noting some
key players and resources that have
provided the impetus and some
guidance tor 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.
1994) Where these aims intersect.
the definition and use of indicators
are very much the key to the recon-
ailiation process Before addressing
that intersection. the following brief
history illustrates the influence of
these two different emphases on the

current state of the art

n2
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Accountabilty Reporting

The Influence of the

Assessment Movement

[n the 1994 Condition of Fducation the
followimg gquotation from the first
commizsioner of education Henry
Barnard «ots the rationale for
establishing a system of account-

ability.

Wy do we seck Lo know the
condition of education? tn the
answer lo this question will be
fousnd the reasons for the claborate
stalistical record which forms a
feature of all official school reports
We lake ain account of education
so that we smay kaow whether i is
sufficient in amount and good in

quality ”

While one may debatethe origin ol
the nation’s concern with numerical
indicators of the condition of
education. since the 1984 report
from the National institute of
Eclucation (NIE} stucly group on
higher education. [nvolvement in
Learning. the notion of assessing the
outcomes of higher education has
been a persistent theme in the work
of the U S Department of Educa-
tion Forover 120 years the U S
Department of Education and its
predecessor departments heve been
collecting data on the state of
education and reporting them as
factual. highly aggregated itenm of
inputs and outputs In the 1980« the
attention of policy makers edica-
tors and the public turned to

students and expanded and -

proved ways of describing the effects
ol higher education on students
were sought A series ol reports
papers and conterences [for ex-
ample. Postsecondary Assessment. Report
of u Planning Conference (19801 Perfor-
mance und Judgment 11988)] attempted
to describe what existed a~ knowl-
edge and touls to help colleges and
universities plan and implement
assessment efforts This was fol-
lowed simultaneously by surveys of
state—mandated 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
forum managed by the American
Association tor Higher Education A
newsletter and numerous publica-
tions from major education publish-
ers have advanced the field of
dassessment in Ihopry and in prac-
tice. for students, for faculty and for
administrators Recently, the
rosearch and forum activities in the
dassessment field have become more

inclusive. addressing movements of

Total Quality Management and

continuous quality improvement tor

the institution

At the state level expectations for
reporting results of education
systems were driving an expanded
etfort to develop indicators that
would both gauge the results of
investments i education from year
toyear and be mtormative to the

many stakeholders Lessons fearned

Hom the assessment movement
about locating institutional data.
coordmadting its development and
maintenance and using it to report
the story of higher education were
soon to become even maore valuable.
as states sought better indicators
and compadrable datg ACTOSS 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 state-level
efforts At the same time, the
language and methads ol Total
Quality Management applied to
higher education combined many
issues of assessment and account-
ability Finally. it was not surprising
that a cross—fertitization of ideas
and techniques occurred between
the two tields Protessionals in the
assessment movement brought their
knowledge and skills from the
campus level to the next level of
mdanagement concerns, that of
accountability to the state and its

public

The Promise of Indicators:
National Perspective

The aext stage in the development
of current daccountability systems s
marked by a focus onidicators

understandimg what they are

18 7/ AASCU 1995 Report ot the States
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developing good ones. and develop-

g reporting contexts for indicators
An initial push in this direction
came once again from the Unered
Steites Department of ducation
The core annual reports of the
National Center for Education
Statictics INCES) shifted in the
19805 from publishing a simple
compendium of statistics to two
data presentations One. The Digest of
Education Statistics was a virtually
lirnitless set of data tables trom
NCES files and the other The
Condition of Education. was a carefully
organized accounting of “debits and
credits.” a list of 30 indicators which
covered student progression,
context and resources The educa-
tion community assisted in develop-
ing these and the indicators them-
selves were comprised of available
data Over the past five years, NCES
developed additional data sources
to augment their initial set. expand-
ing. tor example. in the international
indicators domam with the coopera-
tion of the Orgdanization tor {.co-
nomic Cooperation and Develop-
ment (OFCDY The current Condition
of Uducation contams 60 indicators
organized Into access participation
and progress achievement attain-
ment and curriculum economic and
other outcomes of education size
growth and output of educational
instituttons dimate. classrooms
and diversity in educational institu
tions. and human and tinancial
resotrces ol educational sty

Lions

In 1991 a National Center for
Fducation Statistics study panel
commissioned by Congress pre-
pdared a set of recommendations
called Education Counts \n ndicator
Sustem to Monitor the Nation s Educa-
tionnal Healtit, the first comprehensive
sel of recommendations tor report-
g about all education fevels The
work of this study panel strsddled a
period in which the National Goals
Pancl Resource and Technical
Planning Groups were working on o
set of indicators 1or the - als
established by President Bush and
the nation’s governors The NCES
panel hoped to avoid the retlection
of some particular pelicy agenda in
its indicators. and its work resulted
in the identification of two
overarching godls (1 the informa-
tion from the indicators would be
understandabte to parents and
educators and (2) the indicators
could be clustered around major
issues and concepts aftecting

schools. colleges and students

The contribution ot Education Counts
in enumerating the current indicator
developments elforts is substantial
as is its description of the value of
mdicators and obstacles laced by

developers including

o Jack of agrocment on a set of

Medsures.

o validhty and reliability of indicators

curtenth avatlabne

e achieving fairness in comparisons
where student characteristics are

the basis of indicators

e the burden of reporting. and

e the corruptibility of indicators

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.
Building A Nation of Learners In the
state report section. a page covering
the (at the time) six goals was
presented for 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 eftorts were not exten-
sive enough in their sampling to
support the production of state-
lovel data Also. the recommenda-
tions of the planning groups pro-
duced acore set of indicators that

would Belp determine whether the
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poals were actually being achieved
and which could be updated at
frequent intervals and regarde:d as
“policy-actionatbile * By the most
recent report. issued in 19940t is
noted m Appendix A that the "Goals
Panel will formally arganize a task
force towork with federal. state and
local data providers 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 for 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 Educational
Goals Report 1994, p 72} Thus even
the impetus of the Goals Panel has
noi resttted in a set of indicators
from which the public and policy-
makers can compare the nation’s

progress by state

Observers of the trend toward better
accountability systems can see the
direct linkages between the dreas of
accountability and assessment and
point to the effort of NCES to
explore a national assessment
Systenm to niedsure progress towards
the goal of mereasing the proportion
of college graduates "who demon-
strate an advanced ability to think
critically communicate eltectively.
and salve problems  as an example

of this tinkage

A sample=hased system was pro

posed which would have been

similar to the Ndtional Assessment
of FEducation Progress (NAEPR) for
clementary and secondary educa-
tion Funds for implementation were
not made avdilable FHowever. much
was fearned in the exploration
There i» an indication that an efforl
should proceed to develop "indica-
tors of good practice” regarding the
measurement of higher education
oulcomes Addressing National Goal
5 the Goals Panel established a
Resource Group which created a
Technical Planning Subgroup report
in June 1991, lindicators of General
Education Quicomes of College Educalion.
urging careful progress be made
toward the creation of an indicator
system which would recognize the
diversity across institutions. stu-
dents and the purposes of higher
education A series of papers and
workshops were held by the NCES in
1992 summed up in National
Assessarent of College Student Learning
ldentification of the Skills {o be Taught.
Learied and Assessed Finally leaders
in the assesament movement were
asked to address other sources of
information about student out-
comes other than a standardized
assessnient instrument The result
was A Preliminary Study of the Feasinlity
and Undity for National Policy of nstrie-
tional Goad Practice ndicators in Under-

draduale Educdton (Ewell etal 1994

0 this document. the authors start
from the assumption that a direct
approach 1o assessing abitities of
college graduates would be tedhn-

cally daunting and witl be along

time in coming.” The.results of their
work are summarized in a chart of
potential indicators. classitied by
the categories of (11 institutional
requirements. (2) instructional good
practice. {31 student behavior. and
(4) sell-reported cognitive develop-
ment The contribution of this
document to the art and science of
developing accountability svstems is
found in its evaluation of the
relevance of each indicator to
reporting on the outcornes of
student learning in higher educa-
tion. the description of available
methods for collecting the necessary
data_and flinally an assessment of
the ease of data gathering and

potential for the use of the indicator.

Another new report by The Fduca-
tional Testing Service. Learning by
Degrees, takes stock of the state of
the nation s data on outcomes of

higher education, and details

o syntheses of individual research
studies showing the effects of
collegiate experience on verbal
and quantitative skills, oral and
written communication critical
thinking. usc of reason and
evidence to address problems, and

mteltectual flexibility

o Quantitative and analytic scores
on the Graduate Record Exams
angl scores onthe cight subject
tests Scores on the major
preprofessional exams required to
enter prolessional schools. such as

business law and medicdine

j ERIC
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e Literacy assessment of all adults is
now & regular, systematic function
Of NCES [n 1992 the first assess-
ment was completed Results are
available by the level and control
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-
ence of adults now retired. as well
as younger generations of college

participants and graduates

® Successes of graduates regarding
employment has been regularly
assessed through the Recent
College Graduate Surveys The
Nationdl Longitudinel Study and
the High School and Beyond
surveys and follow-up surveys
give us good descriptions of the
importance of education in the
lives of those who have partici-
pated in it The most recent
release of the 12-year follow—-up
report from High School and
Beyond. for example. addresses
degree attainment and work
outcomes from the ("uhuﬁ of 1080
high school sophomores “Bacca-
laureate and Beyond™ will be the
next survey effort sponsored by
NCES toinclude this component
of tracking students This effort
will supplant the Recent College
Graduate Survey and follow the
cffort already begun with the
Boeginning Postsecondary Student

Study

working on the atorementioned )

Characteristics of Indicators
and Accountability Systems

At this point in the recent history of I
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

reports emphasize that gaccountabil-

ity systems must be based on a

model of how the educational

system actuaily operates When this
occurs. the indicators which are 3
products of these systems reflect the
complexity and interdependence of
different elements ot 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-
nally=directed and externally-

directed nature ot indicators The

~1

internal ones address institutional
concerns about students, the

external ones about the clients of
education, the interaction between

the institution and the community o

or the state it senes

The following principles presented

as guiding questions for the devel- 7
opment and use of indicators are
abstracted and cited from four

reports Creating Responsible and

Responsive Accountability Systems (OFRI
108K, Fducation Cownts (OERLE 1991 8
Commuonly Colleges Core Indicator of
Effectiveness tAACC 19941 and Charliitg

ccountability Rép'd'r_ting

Higher Education Accountability (ECS
1994)

Does the indicator address
enduring issues. measuring
what is important and not
settling tor what can be mea-

sured?

Is the indicator supported by a
comprehensive information
system? Can the data be

obtained at a reasanable cost?

Is it part of a commitment to
track important data over time,
ensuring that documenting and
improving effectiveness is a

devetopmental process?

Is there a standard of compari-
son or 4 benchmark against
which progress can be mea-

sured?

Is the ongoing reliability of the
indicator regularly assessed?
Are changes made when

needed?

Is the indicator monitoring
cducational outcomes and

processes wherever they occur?

I5 the indicator credible to
cotlege personnel who are in a
position to change institutional

behavior?

Can the indicator be readily
understood by oxternal decision

makers? Is it credible to them?

ERIC
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"Accountability Reporting -

0 s the indicator presentation
such that the public can discern
strengths and weaknesses and
understand the system even if

they are not experts?

10 Does the indicator provide
information that will help the
institution to improve? Does it
encourage the institution to

value the right things?

11 Does the indicator reflect the
perspectives and concerns of

multiple constituencies?

The Promise of Indicators:
State Perspective

State governance and monitoring
organizations have been working
with many of these resources to
assemble their accountability
reporting systems In 1905 what
might be considered the tirst state
report card was released by the
Douglas Commission (Repert of the
Massadusetts Commission on [ndustral
aird Techmcal 1ducationy when the
state carefully researched the
combination of educdational and
labor factors which were barriers to
its sucees-ful competition in the
world markets One of the driving
torces behind this series of studies
was the recognition that many
children were not v school thigh
schoal completion was the terminal
dogree for most educational partici

pants) The rescarchers tound that

parents did not believe the typical
high schoaol curriculum would
prepare their children tor available
jobs created by the newly industrial-
izing society Noting that the high
«chool curriculum was out of
balance. the report recommended
that proper training could improve

the state’s cconomic output This is

the dirst time the economic competi-

tiveness ol the country emerged as
the reqal theme behind school (read
curriculumji refarm (Kliebard 19891
[nspired by the findings. researcher
l.eonard Ayers developed an Index
of Efficiency to compare the rela-
tionship of the tinished product—
the student—to the raw material
(Ayers 1909) The implications of
such work led to subject standards.,
a focus on deficiencies. and the
movement to embrace 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 concerns and
have access to the same resources.
thus it makes sense that they would
seloct similar indicators to describe
the resource . of their educational
systems and the anticipated out-
comes However. the state of the art
of indicator development has
progressed only so far At this point
developers conceve of speditic
indicators. not data systems, and it
15 casy to become mired in the
obstacles of data comparability and

reliability The reports issueid are

often limited in their Hlexibility and
use when the driving force behind
them is 4 public relations impact or
the need to report the findings of a
one-time specidal commission A
review of state histories of indicator
and reporting systems by ECS (1994)
and AASCU's own review ol 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

e Direct spending by colleges and
universities and the implications

for state tax revenues.

o Number of jobs supported by
pubtic higher education.

e Number of dollars (new) generated
by the state investment in higher

education.

o Loevel of sponsored research at the
state institutions and medical

schools,

o Sources of lunds (narrow or broadi
for the general operating budget.

and

o Funds raised by the institution
from individuals. corporations
toundations and other private

orgdanizations

A set of indicators intended to
desenbe the human tesources of the

mstitution would include

ERIC
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¢ Distribution of instructional
faculty by teaching. rescarch and

service activities

e Number of administrators com-
pared with similar institutions

and

o Pay for professors compared by

mission af 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

¢ Ongin of the students in the state

institutions.

¢ Diversity of students in terms of

the state’s population

o Percentage of undergraduatoes whe

enter as firsi—time freshmen
compared with transfters from in-
state and out=of=state institu-

tions,

e Retention rates of returning

Ireshmen, and

o Graduation rates and the profile of

entermg students

The ECS study of state accountabil-
ity systems and Richardson's
analysis point to at least 10 states
“inthe vanguard” of autcomes
assessment regarding educational
systems. Yel 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 it you
review available state report cards
as evidence 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 ol elements around
other issues. as was suggested. for
example. by Education Cowsls
Distinguishing among input. output
and outcome indicators, Richardson
offers a difterent conceptual model
addressing the problem of account-
ability reporting. offering hope of
reconciliation between the goals of

states and institutions

The Third Stage: Quality

as a Reconciling Dimension

Richardson advises that an account-
ability system is most usetul whenit
incorporates ‘requirements for
planning. institutional improves-
ment. and accountability” inits
desipn When accountability sys-
lems reflect the nature of

postsecondary education indicators

porting

will be developed which can be
sorted and resorted 1o respond to
cach of these important system
activities In much the way Education
Cowitls recommends organizing
indicators around issues.
Richardson recommends organizing
these measures of educational
institutions and systems into
categories he calls cost/benetfit.
process—based. product-based. and
user-based. The flexibility which is
the result would serve the needs of
the multipte contributors and users
of the system

[t 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 lessans
learned from institutional assess-
ment and state and tederal account-
ability efforts Once such a system is
in place. the focus of policy-makers
and data developers alike can turn
to the questions of value about
which so many are interested, ond
away from the often cited behavior
‘What is valued gets measured. and

what is measured gets valued -

Q
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Resources on Assessment
and Accountability Systems

Assessment

B Publications ot the OffiCe ol
L'ducational Research and Im-
provement. U S Department of
Fducation

o Lrom Rerorts Lo Resporse 1980

o Assessment in American Hualher
Education 1980

o Postsecondary Assessment Report of o
Planning Conference November 20
[986

o Performance and fudgment Essaus on
Principles and Practice v1 the Assessment
of College Student Learning 1988

o National Assessment of College Student
Learmng dssues and concerns A Report

o Study Design \Workshop. 1942

o National Assessment of College Student
Learnog Gelling Started 1993

o The National Assessment of College
Student Learning \dentfication of the
Skills to Be Tawaht Learned and
Assessed 1994

o A Preliminary Study of the Ueasibiliin
and Utility for National Policy of
Instructional Good Practice” Indicators

in l;'ll(i("‘g”'d(“(dl(‘ I-ducation 1994

B/ Publications of National
Organtzations

o tducation Commission ol the
States Stete nifatives i Assessnienl
did Owdeome Medsurentent Tools for
Tedchmd and | edrma o the 19901
\ay 1990

o American Assoctation tor Higher
I Jducation The Nswessment Forum

Wepn ¢ 1991 Reprats of Two Papers

Treatug Assessotent's History and
Implementation
o The Coundil on Postsecondan
Accreditation Protect on Accredli-
tation for Education EHectiveness
Assessment Tools lor Improve-
ment  Perspeclives on Assessiment aid
Accreditation and Accreditation for
Faducdtional Efectiveness. February
1993

Accountability and Indicators

B Publications of the Oftice of
Fducational Research and Im-
provement. U S Department of
Education

e Crealing Responsible and Respansive
Accountability Systems Report of the
QLRI State Accowntability Study
Group. 1988

o Education in States and Nations
Indicators Comparing U S Slales With
the QECD Counlnes in [OR8 1993

e Education Counts. An ladicator System
to Monitor the Nation s Edicatonal
Health. 1091

W Publications of National
Educational Organizations

e American Association of Commu-
nity Colleges Community Colleaes
Core Indicators of Flfectiveness 19494

o | ducation Commisston of the
States, Charting Higher I ducdlion
Accototlablity 1991

o Tho National Fducation Goels
Panel The National 1 ducation Geals
Reporl 1991 fauy juag

o Ldducational Testimg Service
| edrnotd Py Dearees Idicators of

Pevfersiance on hgher 1 diealionn 1999

Southern Regronal Fducation

Board. Repert Caids for Education

Accountability Reporting in SREB
Slates 1991
Southern Regional Education

Bodard Fducationdal Benchmarks

1902
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Highlights

v In 1991 AASCU and Sallie Mae
conducted a third survey of
AASCU members to study

institutional retention results

v OAASCU member istitutions
graduate 40 percent of a fresh-

Men class atter six vears

v ALAASCU institutions 44
percent of female students
complete college in six years
compared to 37 percent of male

students

v Onaverage. more students who
transter into a college complete
in the same time frame than
those who start and complete at

the same school

What it means

In the not too distant past one of
the indicators of a4 college s aca-
denic quality and ngor was the
percentage of the freshman class
that was washed out " Thus the
first year in college was conducted
as a gate=keeping experience to cull
out those who did not belong in
higher education Students who
sunned became part of the merit

system of the academy

Times have changed however aned
the focus for determimmg who
should be m college and who
shoutdn t has been front-loaded
onto the admissions process Noe

longerisat acceptable to policy -

makers and funders to determine
access via performance in college
Rather the burden on higher
cducation is to accurately predict
those whao belong and to admit only
those “likelv to benefit © Benefit has
come to mean only one thing in
palicy-maker s eves—completion of

the program

Colleges and universitices are
adjusting to this policy and practice
change but have not made a com-
plete transition to the new policy
emphasis Inaddition. the efforts
being made are not uniform When
the AASCU surveys bogan. a small
percentage of colleges and universi-
ties had established retention goals
from treshman to sophomore status
and a smaller group had established
completion goals There has been
considerable growth in the past
three years in trackimg ~tudent
progression The AASCUSallie Mae
National Retention stucdy will
provide foundation information
Participating colleges and universi-
ties should be able to roughly
calibrate where they think their
performance should be They should
dlso be able to begin to focus
support and administrative efforts
to predict retention success and
track the outcomes of admissions

dectistons

Program profiles submitted to
AASCU by its members indicate that
the cmphiasts on retention and
completions has not resulted m the

evcluston of students who might be

~_Retention .

considered high-risk These institu-
tions lave maintained their historic
commitment 1o access and have
continued 10 seek ways to retain all
groups of students In addition the
tracking efforts have resulted in new
public comversations about student
completion and in improved com-
munication about this topic with
higher education stakeholders and

consumers

Findings

[n 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 all stu-
dents. but especially those irom
traditionally underrepresented
populations AASCU is one of 4 few
higher education organizations
working with members to develop a
national database on current cohart
graduation rates that is representa-

tive of its sector

The tocus of the AASCUSalhie Mae
retention project is oninstitutional
charactenstics and resources. as
opposed to the focus on the stu-
dents” behavior that characterizes
most of the research in this arca
The project allows schools to take
action regarding retention and
meastie its etfects at an organiza

tional level
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“Retention -

With support from Sallie Mae (the
Student Loan Marketing Associa-
ton) AASCU administered suneys
to member institutions in 1992 and
1993 These surveys elicited nfor-
mation regarding institutional
strengths and weaknesses in
retention etforts. policies and
practices. and graduation and
retention rates The 1993 survey
asked for the actual numbers behind
the rdates so that AASCU statt could

analye the data i the aggregate

Using the data collected in the
surveys, AASCL selected 75 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
year, hosted by leaders in student
retention A national advisory panel
ol retention scholars was estab-
lished to provide expertise in
research and practice. and consult
with project participants on activi-
ties outcomes dand dissemination of
project results A session on reten-
tion is also held at the AASCU
Annual Meeting toincrease dialogue
and learmimg on the topic Table 23
<hows the results ol three succes-
sive surveys to document graduation

rates

Fach survey eflort i the National
Retention Project has sought to
enhance the understanding ol
campus conditions that support
retention of students to graduation

I 1992 and 1993 data collection

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

1985
Freshman
Cohori
Number of responding institutions 170
Range 6.51080.6
Average
Hole 15.41051.0
Female 15.6 10 82.9
Black, Non—Hispanic
Americon Indion/Aloskon Netive
Asion/Pacific Islander
Hispanic  *
White, Non—Hispanic .
All Minoriies .

1986 1987
Freshman Freshman
Cohort Cohort
188 213
9510759 3310753
40.6 40.5
36.6 358
440 437
275 28.0
251 245
43.2 419
29.9 30.9
438 42.6 -

301 T

*Surveys were conducted in 1992, 1993 and 1994. The first survey requested that institutions provide
their own graduation rate estimotes. In the two succeeding surveys, o form wos used thot was bosed on
the Notional Center for Education Stafistics pilot Student—Right—to—Know Graduation Rote Survey,

collecting octual cobiort numbers.

**Oata not available of this level of detoil

focused on godls and conditions In
1904 examples of model programs
were collected Compendia of these
programs have been prepared to
support institutions information

needs

In 1993, participating institutions
were asked whether they had
numertcal graduationretention
goals, and 46 of them {24 pereentd
indicated they did Ot those 45
percent reported they had numerical
aadls tor the treshman cohort
sraduation rate one thitd repsorted
numerical goals lor freshman=to-

< phomore retention, 20 percent

indicated they were planning or
developing goals and 9 percent
indicated they had numencal goals
{or the retention and graduation of
students from traditionally under

represented groups

Seventy-two percent of the respon-
dents indicated that state funds
were the primary source of tunding
for retention programs Sixty-seven
percent of the respondents mdi-
cated that changes in state appro-
priattons were a threat to the
contimuation of retention programs
Four key strategies were identitied

for institutionalizing retention

ERIC"
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Programs un campuses receive top
administrative support (76 percent,
fund by institutional base budget
{70 percenty. build into strategic
planning etforts (58 percent), and
track in institutional self=study (49

percent)

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 of the top three
priorities of their campus adminis-
trators was “descriptive” or “very

descriptive” of their campus A

statement that “outreach staff
provide community college transfer
students with accurate and timely
advice about course plannimng.
linancial 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 | A statement that
“the institution maintained ties to
the K- 12 community to supnort
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 ”

_.Re'_fe_ntlp-n, |

One ot the key conclusions of the
1993 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 nol integrate
key academic and sociai conditions
in a systemic approach that would
improve retention and graduation
rates as well as the catnpus culture.
Instead, an isolated rogrammatic
approach continues to te used to
change administrative. instructional
and advising practices Typically
there is no routine program evalua-

tion !

Q
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Highlights

v Nearly halt of the AASCU
institutions have adopted
mnstitution-wide godls tor
acadenic uses ot information
technologies and more institu-
tion=wide plans are under

development

v Institutional communication via
technology is the most often
identified gaal of these plans.
fallowed by student mastery and

then taculty mastery

v Networks link faculty staff and
administrators at almost all
campuses and nedrly hall
include classroom links on the

network

v Adequadte linancial resources is
the biggest barrier to achieving
the goals followed by compet-

ing academic prioritios

v Most institutions do not have
expl:at expectations for faculty
to develop intormation technol-

ogy competencies

v The vast majority of institutions
provide a variety of services to
suppuort faculty development of
information technology compee-

tencies

What it means
Phcher education < bemmime to
mature mots se ol and expecta-

tions tor mlormation technologres

The benetits to communication
within the institution are readhly
apparent and relatively casy to
implement An important aspect of
this is student communication with
[aculty Such access to taculty is
enriching learning environments
The development of formal plans
means that institutions want
tangible returns on their acquisition
investiments Not surprisingly,
mstitutions are focusing on student
and taculty mastery of the communi-
cation technologies Signiticant
resources are now being directed to
fund services that support faculty
mastery of these skills This invest-
ment in the hirman resources of the
campus will result in more compre-
hensive use of these technologies
and eventually more sophisticated
uses of the technologies to support

lcarning

Findings

American state colleges and univer-
sities as o group are just beginning
torexplore the possibilities of
technology within higher education
Within the past five yedrs. interest in
using intormation technology (T}
for teaching, research and service
has grown across all tacets of the

higher e tucation community

In response to the growing interest
and subsequent need lor mforma-
tron on the topie the American
Assoctation of State Colleges and
L ersibieos IAASCH Y condicted a
aurvey on the use and management

ol mformation technology at its

member colleges and universitics
The 1994 survey defined information
technology LTy as the application of
clectronic and other technologies.

¢ g computers. communications
satellites. fiber optics. video~
recording. et to help 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 tor the use ot IT.
and availability management and
institutional support of information
technalogy for instruction The
second part was distributed to
faculty end administrators so they
could submit profiles on technology
efforts or initiatives at their institu-

tion

Out of the 369 membiers of AASCU.,
230 mstitutions responded. 1t was
noted during the analysis of the
data that the size of an mstitution
Wws o key factor in its approach to
using and managing information
technology Therefore, respondents
were divided mto three categories
basced on enrollment size small
tunder 5.0001, medium tbetween
5.000 and 12,0001 and large 112.000
and over) Seventy—one responding
institutions latl in the small cat-
egony. 98 are in medium and ol it

into large

Slightly tess than hall (47 percenty of
all the respondents have adaopted «
plan speatying institution-wide

poals regarding the academic uses

| ERIC
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ot T Twelve percent of responding
institUtions said a plan was under
development (Size categories were
used where the differences in
percentages amounted Lo 15

percentage points or maore |

As indicated in Table 24. institu-
tiona! communication via technol-
ogy was most often identified as a
primary goat of the plan Eighty-six
percent of all the institutions stated
this was a goal in their plan (See
also Graph 17

The respondents were asked to
identity what. it any. barriers to their
plans they were facing Not surpris-
ingly. 85 percent of the institutions
reported a lack of adequadte financial
resources ds the primary barrier te
achiceving their goals Table 25
illustrates the types of impediments

institutions encounter by their size

Facuity members at most institu-
tions regardless ot size are ex-
pectod to assess their own technol-
ogy competency levels Approxi-
metely 89 percent of the responding
schools do not have an institutional
cttort to measure faculty abilitios in
technology Furthermore. about
four=titths of the respondents say
there are no explicit expectations for
taculty in developing therr own IT

competendes

Campuses do provide support for
the faculty s development of their
technology skitls however Table 20

shows the percentage of institutions

- Technology

Graph 17. Percentage of Institutions Reporfing
that Goals Address the Following Issues

100
1 &7
80 |
2 60
g
=
)
5 1
40 4
4
20 ]
1 65
o | I |
Student Mostery Foculty Mastery tnstitutional Communication Other
via Technology
Institutional goals

Source. MSCU Technalogy Report 1995
MSTY Offe of Assocaton Reseord

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

Student Mastery

Faculty Mastery

Instifution Communication via Technology

Other

68.5
63.9
87.0

6.5

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

Lack of odequote fmancial resources
inadequate faculty participation
Lack of student interest

Competing acodeime prionties

Other

Al
§5.0
168
09
573

15.0

Small Medium Large
84.6 88.9 75.0
30.8 16.7 14.3

00 1.9 00
500 593 393
115 130 214
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Lechnology

. - . at ofter such s f S
Table 26. Percentage of Institutions Reporting Conditions Supporting that offer such support and the

Faculty Development of Info Tech Competencies means by which it is offered (See
also Graph 181

Faculty orientotion to info tech provided 526
Foculty development workshaps“courses ore provided 75.2 AASCU also asked campuses to
' report on their requirements tor
Consulting is ovoilable when needs identified 139 Jtudents Over iwoo thirds of the
Foculty are responsible for own development 37.0 returned surveys indicated goals tor
student master, existed in the

Other conditions 7.0 ) ) i
. institutionai 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 27}
Graph 18. Percentage of Institutions Reporting Conditions

Supporting Faculty Development of Info Tech Competencies

80 Less than 3 percent of the surveyed
0 3 - campuses require all undergradu-
¥ ates to provide their own computer
1 and more than three-tourths believe
D
2 50 1 , e T - e
% i - 45 campus access to computers is
S 03 sufficient The median number of
w ¥ computers available for student use
" 1 at small campuses is 150, at mid-
1 14 sized 300 and 545 at large institu-
10 . . .
tions Table 28 lists the types of
0 . . L .
software available to students in
Facelty orientaficn  Foculty development Consulting Faculty Other conditions § ¢
workshop available responsible generdl access computer labs by
Assistance provided institution size

Souirce: 2ASCU Technology Report, 1995

AUSCU Offce of Associotion Reseorch Ninety percent of the responding

institutions have campus-wide

computer=based networks in place

These networks hink faculty. staff
Table 27. Percentage of Institutions Reporting that Specitic

administration and departiment
Information Technology Requirements Exist for Students ( ( i

olfices. as well as computer labs and
Admission to institution 0.9 libraries in 90 to 99 percent of the
. campuses. regardless of size
Admission fo specthic mojot 135 ami _ '
Approximately halt of all the institu-

Graduation from specific pragrams 583 tions hive classroom links Resi-

Groduction from the mstituthion 7n7 dence hallsare the least likely e be
hooked up to the network

Other 139

‘ Q A ner :
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Table 28. Percentage of Institutions with the Following Applications Available
to Students, by Size of Institution

Computer—based instruction
Internet /BITNET access
Spieadsheets

Access to online detobases
Word/text processing
Other

Statisticol analysis

Dotobase monogement

Ail

524
79.0
98.3
341
9.8
714
89.5

85.5

Small
50.7
62.0
95.8
40.8
97.2
239
803

83.1

Medium
47.4
86.6
99.0
52.6
96.9
i6.5
89.7

876

Large
623
86.9

100.0
2.1

100.0
26.2

100.0

88.5
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14 State Policy Reports Vol T1.No 8 (April. 1993). p 18

15 This section of the report draws heavily on the AASCU/NASULGC enrolfiment report: The survey and summary.
Fstimates of Fall Enrollnent at Public. Four-Year nstilutions. was an annual project jointly produced by the American Associa-
tion of State Colleges and Universities fAASCU) and the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges (NASULGC) (This project is no fonger done ) The survey was mailed in November 1993 1o 568 public. four-
year institutions of higher education in the United States and its territories approximately 93 percent. or 528 colleges
and universitios, responded These colleges and universities included 300 AASCU members, 104 NASULGC members,
36 members of both AASCU and NASULGC. and 88 non-alliliated institutions Survey data are reported by academic
lovel and attendance status for four groupings institutions by 1994 Carnegie Classification institutions by geographic
region institutions by association membership, and mstitutions by HBPCU (Historically Black Public College or

Unisersity identilication
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“Survey forms are preprinted with the previous fall data so that respondents may correct figures Note when comparing
the results of the current survey with those released in prior years' reports. that corrections made by institutions
sometimes result in acjustments to the previous year's figures Guidelines developed for the survey seck a consistency
of response by following. as closely as possible. the U'S Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Educa-
tion Data System (IPEDS) definitions for identifying and reporting appropriate enrollment cohorts To ensure consis-
tency in the estimated total enroliment and overall percent change from one year to the next, missing data for the
previous year is lilted in using the IPEDS data file. and the estimate for the current year is then based on a full data sel
from that previous year

The enrollment report was compiled by 1 leather Strand and Laura Stapleton of AASCU s Office of Assaciation Re-
sedrch

[6 American Associalion of State Colleges and Universities. National Association of Stale Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges Student Charges at Public. Four-Year lustitutions Full 1094, Washington. DC. September. 1994 This chapter is
based almost entirely on the aforementioned report which was written by Heather Strand Readers desiring further

detaits should consult the original report. available from AASCU s Publications Office

7 Student charges figures for Table i3 are laken directly from the Fall 1994 Student Charges report. Tuition figures in
subsequent tables that are cited as coming from the AASCUNASULGC survey are from the complete Student Charges
tiles of the Office of Association Research which contain ligures for schools that reported too late to be included the
written report. These figures will not match the carlier tables nor the text that accompanies the latter The later more
complete figures are used to provicde a fuller picture of the situation. but the Student Charges report material has been
retained in its original form so it will match the report from which it was drawn Where AASCUINASULGC figures for
more than one year are used. the data have been adjusted to exclude schools that were not in all the years covered
This is to insure that the figures are the results of year-to-year changes. and not variation in which schools responded
from year-to-year

18 Chervl D Blanco "Daoing Mare With Less Approaches Lo Shortening Time to Degree . SHEEO Redesign Extra Denver
State Higher Fducation Executive Officers Fall 1994

19 it should be noted that the increase caleulated far New York reflects the impeact of a recent policy in the CUNY
System implemented in 1992 According to this policy new (lirst-time) students pay higher charges per year than
students who enrolled. prior to 1992 (continuing students) The lower rate for continuing students is being phased out
as these students graduate Thus the 1992 and 1997 average charges and percent changes lor New York were based on
the lower “continumg student” rate, which more closely retflected the composition of the student body at that tini
while the 1994 average charges and percent changes tor New York are based on the higher, new student” rate since

the majonty of the continuing <students have moved on

200 A 100 percent response was nol achicved i cach state this actual state averages may dilfer from these calola-
tions Note thar with o atler hoe o timon and Tees amonnt arelatively modest chanee m the dollar amount can

wodtuce a bige percentage change
¢ N 4
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21 National Center for Education Statistics Digest of Education Statistics, 1994 Washington. D C

22 lerry S Davis. Deborah Nastelli and Kenneth E Redd. NASSGP 25t Aniwal Survey Report. 1993-04 Academic Year. Slate
Funded Scholarship/Grant Programs for Students to Attend Postsecondary Educational Institutions Harrisburg, Pennsylvania
National Association of State Scholarship and Grant Programs May. 1994 p 2

23. lerry S. Davis. Deborah Nastelli and Kenneth E Redd NASSGP 24t Annual Survey Report. 1992-93 Academic Year, State
Funded Scholarship/Grant Programs for Students to Allend Postsecondary Educational Institutions Harrisburg. Pennsylvania
National Association of State Scholarship and Grant Programs March, 1993 p. 43

24 Davis. Nastelli and Redd. 1994 op cit., p. 42

25 Davis. Nastelli and Redd. 1993, op cit p. 41

26 Davis. Nastelli and Redd 1994, op. cit.. p 2

27 Ibid .p. 4

28 1bid . p 4.

29 loid .p 5

30 Ibid . p 13

31 Ibid . p 13 _ ’

32 1bid . p 20

33 The Fedcral Mcthodology (FM), the 1992 Higher Education Act Amendments’ successor Lo the Congressional
Methodology {CMI is 100 nercent tuition sensitive. i e . it results in higher aid eligibility in direct proportion to tuition
costs In states using CM. i'M or madifications of these means tests, the substantially higher cost of attendance at
private institutions results in dramatically high levels of need in that sector. often despite the fact that private sector
students’ tamily resources are also substantially higher than those in the public sector. This. in turn, causes the
phenomenon discussed here. i e . that students in the private sector. despite their greater economic resources and
fewer numbers, receive almost half of the dotlars of state needbased aid (This explanation courtesy of Barmak

Nassirian. Office of Governmenta! Relations and Policy Analysis. American Association of State Colleges and Universi-
ties, personal communication

34 Davis Nastelrand Redd 1994 op it p 17

35 1bid . p 20
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36 1bid . p 2!
37 lbid.. p 22
38 Ihid | p 21
39 Ibid.. p 16

40. bid.. p. 12, and American Association of State Colleges and Universities. National Association of State Universi-
ties and Land-Grant Colleges Student Charges at Public. Four-Year lnstitutions, Fall 1994. Washington. DC. September. 1994,
Readers should note that the average change in the basic aid categories, like any calculation of the mean, will be
greatly effected by extreme values. For example, if one calculates the average percentage change between 1992-93 and
1993-94 but leaves out Georgia. which had an increase of 140.5 percent in this time period. the figure declines from

11 88 percent to 9 36 percent if one also excludes the state of Washington. which had an aid increase of 99.24 percent
during the same interval. the nationwide average would be 7 56 percent

41 American Association of State Colleges and Universities AASCU/Saltie Mac National Retention Project, 1993
Survey Results. page 16. Washington. DC 1994 Pamela Arrington

42 This chapter was written by Rachel Taylor of the Office of Association Rasearch and is a synopsis of "Results from
the AASCU Survey on the Use and Management of Information Technology for Instruction ™ The report concentrates on

SiX dreds

L J

Student Access and Competencices

L J

Distance EFducation

Institutional Expectations for Faculty

L J

e Institutional Goals and Plans
e Connecting the Campus

¢ Managing and Financing IT

For a copy of the complete report or the protites directory, which details the use of information technology for instruc-
tional purposes on member campuses, contact AASCU's Publications Office at 202/293-7070
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