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DaTE October 26, 2004

TO Representative Luthi

FROM Don Richards, Senior Research Analyst
SUBJECT Participation Rates in Higher Education
Question:

1) Provide a copy of a report widely cited in Wyoming newspapers in June or July of 2004 that
discussed the notion that proportionally fewer Wyoming residents were attending (or had attended)
higher education institutions when compared to other states.

Answer:

1.A) First, the Casper Star Tribune published an article entitled, "Fewer Wyo Grads go to College”
by Mead Gruver on September 14, 2004. (See Attachment A.) (As an associated press article, other
newspapers potentially carried the same or similar story.) This article was based upon a report
released by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education. (The national report and
Wyoming's "report card” are included as Attachments B and C. Other states specific data can be
downloaded by LSO upon request.)

In short, this study provides data on both higher education participation and completion. Specifically, the
proportion of Wyoming 18 to 24-year-olds enrolled in higher education is 31 percent in 2004, down from
42 percent a decade ago. Nonetheless, completion/continuation rates at both community colleges and
universities in Wyoming have increased from a decade ago.

1.B) Although the information contained in the above article appears to be consistent with the
intent of the request, the article was not published during the anticipated time period. Two
potential education-related articles could be identified that were published in June or July 2004.

University of Wyoming President Philip Dubois authored the first article, "Upping the Attendance Worth
the Effort," which was published July 10, 2004. This "commentary" appears to have been largely based
upon a U.S. Census Bureau release from June 29, 2004. Among other things, the article states, "...20.7
percent of Wyoming residents had earned a bachelor's degree from a college or university, one of the
lowest rates in the nation." (See Attachment D for the original article and Attachment E for the associated
detail data table from the U.S. Census Bureau.)

The second article, "College Support Strengthens Communities, Nation," written by Carl C. Dalstrom
from a national organization, USA Funds, and published by the Casper Star Tribune on July 10, 2004
discusses financial aid and higher education. The article draws from a special report, "Investing in
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America's Future: Why Student Aid Pays Off for Society and Individuals." The publishing
organizations for the supporting study were The Institute for Higher Education Policy and Scholarship
America. This article primarily addresses the costs {and benefits) of pursuing higher education.
(Attachment I is a copy of the newspaper article; Attachment G provides a copy of the supporting study.)

iIf you have any other questions related to this topic or feel that perhaps other articles with stightly
different emphasis should be researched further, do not hesitate to contact me at 777-7881. [An e-mail of
this transmittal with electronic attachments has been previously sent.]
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ATTACHMENT A

Fewer Wyo grads go to coliege

By MEAD GRUVER
Associated Press writer

CHEYENNE -- Wyoming's recent high school graduates are more prepared for college than their
counterparts 10 years ago but a smaller percentage are enrolling, according to a report released
Tuesday by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.

Wyoming earned a C-plus for 1ts percentage of K-12 students taking upper-level math and science
courses and scoring at or above proficient in math, science, reading and writing,

The state did better in that category than a decade ago: While the percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds
with a high school or equivalency degree fell from 92 to 88 percent, the number of high-schoolers

taking upper-level math increased from 41 to 51 percent and the number enrolled in upper-level
science grew from 19 to 25 percent.

Eighth-graders scoring at or above proficient on a national assessment increased from 21 to 32

percent in math, 29 to 34 percent in reading, 34 to 36 percent in science and 23 to 28 percent in
writing.

But the center decided that the state could improve in those areas, scoring six states just as well and
24 better for college preparation. "Despite notable improvement over the past decade, Wyoming has

struggled to prepare students to succeed in college,” said the report, "Measuring Up, 2004: The
National Report Card on Higher Education.”

Wyoming got a B for its percentage of people enrolling in college. The grade was higher than 30
states and six scored the same.

But the proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college in Wyoming was down 11 points, from
42 to 31 percent. The number of 25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in any postsecondary
education fell from 5.4 percent to 4.3 percent.

Of the five categories graded, Wyoming did best in the percentage of students who completed college

and community college, earning a B-plus. Ten states scored better and two scored the same in that
areaq.

"I was at least pleased that they recognized the efforts we made in retention and graduation rates,"
University of Wyoming President Phil Dubois said Tuesday.

"They noted that we had made very rapid increases in freshmen retention and also six-year graduation
rates. That's all true. The bad news is we started at a very low point and have a ways to go."

According to the report, the number of freshmen returning for their sophomore year increased from 70
to 78 percent, while the number of first-year community college students coming back for a second
year grew from 50 to 55 percent. The number of full-time students completing a bachelor's degree
within six years increased from 45 to 54 percent.

Wyoming did worst in affordability, scoring an F and posting a decline in that area. But 35 other



states scored just as poorly.

The center said the percent of income needed to send a Wyoming student to a Wyoming college,

averaged for all income, increased from 16 to 21 percent for community college and 16 to 24 percent
for the university.

Forty percent of the grade, meanwhile, was based on the state's investment in need-based financial aid
as compared to federal financial aid and how much percentage-wise the poorest students pay for the
lowest-priced schools.

The state’s contribution to financial aid is currently 1 percent of the federal aid available, down from 2
percent a decade ago. The poorest students, meanwhile, pay 12 percent of their income for the least
expensive higher education in Wyoming, up from 8 percent a decade ago.

Dubois questioned the affordability grade, saying it does not show the whole picture of a student's

ability to afford college in Wyoming. "It doesn't mean that students can't find aid in terms of federal
aid or loans or university aid," he said.

Compared to other states, Wyoming scored worst in how much the state benefits from its college-
educated residents gauged by how much they earn and give to charity and how often they vote. It tied
West Virginia in getting a D, and no state scored lower,

The report said Wyoming residents with bachelor's degrees earn just 4 percent more than everyone
else, down from 6 percent in 1994. Those with some higher education but not a bachelor's degree
earned just 1 percent more, though that is up from the 1 percent less they earned 10 years ago.
Voting participation fell from 59 percent to 58 percent.

On the Net:

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education: hitp://www highereducation.ory
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In Memoriam

Measuring Up 2004
is dedicated to

Clark Kerr
19112003

Howard “Pete” Rawlings
1937-2003

Founding Directors
The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education
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THE HATIONAL CFXTER FOR
PUBLIC PGLICY AND
HIGHER EDUCATICN

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education is an independent, nonprofit,
nonpartisan organization. It is not affiliated with any government agency, political party, or college or
university. The Nationa! Center conducts policy research and fosters public awareness of pressing public
policy issues affecting education and training beyond high school. The pumpose of the National Center’s
studies and reposts, including Measuring Up 2004, is to simulate public policies that will improve the
effectiveness and accessibility of higher education.

The National Center was established in 1998 with founding grants from The Atlantic Philanthropies
and The Pew Charitable Trusts that supported the initiation of its programs, including the state-by-state
report card. These grants enabled the National Center to launch the report card project, to design its
methodology, and to test its feasibility through a ten-state prototype. The Ford Foundation has also pro-
vided core support to the National Center. Refinement of the report card methodology, extension of it 1o
all 50 states, and the publication and dissemination of Measwring Up 2000, 2002, and 2004 have been
mace possible by a major grant from the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation that was matched by
The Atlantic Philanthropies, the Carnegie Corporation of New York, The John D. and Catherine T
MacArthur Foundation, The Pew Charitable Trusts, and the William R. Kenan, Jr. Chagitable Trust. A
grant from The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation supported an external, independent review of the report
card data and methodology.

The Meastring Up national report cards on higher education were made possible by these grants. The
statements and views expressed in these reports, however, do not necessarily reflect those of the funders,
ant are the responsibility of the National Center for Public Pelicy and Higher Education.
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The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education is grateful to many individuals and organizations
for their advice and assistance in the development of Measuring (p 2004. The responsibility for creating,
deveioping, and producing the report card, however, rests entirely with the National Center

The National Center was advised on the third seport card on state performance in higher education by an
independent review committee called “Mevsuring Up 2064 and Beyond” Working Group {see sidebar).

The first veport card, Measuring Up 2000, benefited from the advice of a ;’\If\tifmal Advisory Panel.
Members of the criginal panel as well as other advisors were convened in fall 2003 to review the suggestinns
received by the National Center during its process of soliciting advice Lbout improving Measuring L,
Participants included: Robert Atwell, Florida; David W, Breneman, University of Virginia; Anthony Carnevale,
National Center on Education and the Economy; Ronald R. Cowell, Education Policy and Leadership Center,
Gordon K, Davies, National Collaborative for Postsecondary Education Policy; Alfredo G. de los Santos Jr,
Arizona State University, Virginta Edwards, fcation Week; Emerson J. ElHott, Virginia; Peter T Ewell,
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS): Milton Goldberg, Education
Commission of the States; Elaine H. Hairston, Ohio; Janet Hansen, RAND; Sue Hodges-Moore, Kentucky
Council on Postsecondary Education; Dennis P Jozes, NCHEMS; Mario Martinez, University of Nevada;
Margaret A. Miller, University of Virginia; Michael T. Neitles, Educational Testing Service; Alan Wagner, State
University of New York at Albany; and Richard D, Wagner, Wingis.

In addition, the National Center convened special panels this spring to solicit advice on particular issues
related to Measziring Up, specifically: adult literacy, teacher quality, and challenges 1o natienal data collection
related to improving state performance, Participants included all members of the “Measuring U and
Beyond” Working Group, as well as: Larry Isaak, Midwestern Higher Fducation Compact; Paul . Lingenfelter,
Staie Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEOY; David A Longanecker, Western Interstate Comumnission for
Higher Education; Mario Martinez, University of Nevada; Christopher Mazzeo, National Governors Association;
Thomas G, Mortenson, Postsecondary Education Opportunity; Stephen Reder, Portland State University; Alene
B. Russell, Virginia; Ron Skinner, Education: Week; Joan L Wills, Center for Workforce Development; and
William Zumets, University of Washington.

A number of organizations hosted meetings for the National Genter with their members in order to solicit
suggestions and feedback for improving Measzring Up. We are indebied to the State Higher Education
Executive Officers, the National Conference of State Legislators, the National Association of State Budget
Officers, and the Education Commission of the States for their willingness 10 host meetings and convene their
members 1o provide suggestions to improve Megsuring Lp.

The National Center would like to thank a special panel convened to conduet final reviews of state reports
for Measuring Up 2004, including Dennis F Jones, NCHEMS; Richard D. Wagner, Illineis; and Jane Wellman,
Institute for Higher Education Pokicy

Tn addition, the National Center thanks the state higher education exacutive officers and cornmissions in
each state who reviewed the data used for grading in Measzoring [ 2004,

Special analysis of financial aid data was completed by the Nationa! Center for Higher Bducation
Management Systeris. The National Center is grateful especially to Dennis B Jones, president; Peter T Ewell,
vice presicent; Patrick Kelly, senfor associate; John Clagk, data anadyst; and Paula R. Schild, research associate.
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The National Center s grateful © Margaret A Miller for her leadership as director of the National Forum on
College-Level Learning. We offer special thanks to Peter T, Ewell, senior consullant to the National Forum ob
College-Level Learning, for data collection and analysis of leaming in five states.

During the past year, several individuals have provided advice and feedback 1o the National Genter and we ame
grateful for their contributions, including fulte Davis Bell, National Conference of State Legislatures; Gordon K.
Davies and Terese Rainwater, Education Commission of the States; Paul E. Lingenfelter, SHEEO; Scott Pattison,
National Association of State Budget Officers; and Frank Bowen, senior consultant to the National Center,

The National Center is indebted to the following individuals for assistance with data and methodology: Rolf
Blank and Doreen Langesen, Council of Chief State School Officers; Julie Noble, ACT, Inc.; Frank B. Morgan and
Thomas D. Snyder, National Center for Education Statistics; Barry Goldstein, U.S. Depastment of Education; Philip
Handwerk, Educational Testing Service; Yupin Bae, Pinkerton Computer Consultants, Inc; Thanos Patelis and
Carrie Ditks, College Board; David W. Wright, Wichita State University; Thomas G. Mortenson, Postsecondary
Education Opportunity; Richard M. Ingersoll, University of Pennsylvaniz; Stephen Reder, Portland State University;
John Clark, NCHEMS; Slephanie Boraas and Howard V Hasehe, Bureau of Laber Statistics: Kelly Hoider, U5, Census
Bureas; and fames N Willis, Internal Revenue Servie.

Thad Nodine, Nodine Consulting, was managing editor for Measuring Up 2004 Mae Kaven, The Last Detuil,
and Abigai! Stryker provided procfreading and other editovial services.

Dennis Caldwell, Creative Only, developed the design for the report. Vivien Chow of Chow & Chow Design, Chris
Hoffman of Seminar Graphics, and Kathleen Coles of IWLCOM provided production services. Printing and letter-
shop services were provided by Bob Usedom, Cenveo Anderson Lithograph; Greg Cook, Far Western Graphics; Leslie
Nguyen and Kelty Nguyen-Jardin, Unique Solutions; and Cindy Enos, Golden Graphics. Maria Del Roio and Greg
Gatham of Web First and Michael Shannon of NETView Communications provided Web site development and
support,

Witttam Tyson of Morrison & Tyson Commumnications advised and assisted the National Genter on the
communications of Measiring [ 2004,

At the National Center, Vice President Joni Finney was responsible for leadership and direction of Measuring Up
2004. Mikyung Ryu was lead analyst and project manager for the report card. William Doyle, Jennifer A. Delaney,
and Stacey Zis also provided analytical leadesship,

Tn addition, Mikyung Ryu wrote state reports and summarized ational findings. William Doyle provided
analytical leadership for the affordability measures, Jennifer A. Delaney wrote state reports and sumimarized
findings, and Stacey Zis wrote state reports and developed Web text. Javier Servano assisted in data analysis and
review. Williamn Trombley provided advice and feedback to staff o the project

Heather Jack developed the National Center’s communications plan, and Daphne Borromeo coordinated and
implemented the plan.

Jill De Maria led the production, Web developiment, quality-checking, and editorial processes. Shawn Whiteman
assisted in production and coordinated the dissemination of the report. Noreen Savelle and Sue Murphy assisted in
proofreading, dissemination, and the selease event. Gail Moore, Holly Earlywine, Meghan Swyt, and Thomas Gudeli
contributed their expertise in proofreading and quality-checking of data.
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By James B. Hunt Jr. and Garrey Carruthers

James B. Hunt Jr.

Chairman, The Natienal
Center for Public Policy
and Higher Bducation

Former Governor of
North Carolina

Garrey Carruthers
Vice Chairman, The
National Center for
Public Policy and
Higher Education
Former Governor
of New Mexico

Measuring Up 2004 is the third biennial report card en the performance of higher education in the nation and the
states. As in its predecessors, each of the 50 states is graded and compared to other states along critical dimensions of college
opportunity and effectiveness, from high school preparation through the bachelor's degree, Tn addition, this 2004
edition adds a new dimension, a ten-year retrospective, thal assesses changes in performance since the easly 19905,

This series of Measzerizg Up repost cards does not, we emphasize, assess the quality or prestige of particutar colleges or
universities. Rather, it gauges the educational health of the population of each stale in terms of five categories of coltege
opporfunity and achievement;

W Preparation: How well are young people in high school being prepared to enrol} and succeed in college-level work?
B Pariicipation: Do young people and working-age adults have access to education and training bevond high school?
W Completion: Do studdents persist ir: and complete certificate and degree programs?

W Affordabitity: How difficult is it to pay for college in each state when family income, the cost of attending college, and
stdent financial assistance are taken inlo account?

B Benefits. Bow do workforce-trained and college-educated residents contribute to the economic and civic well-being
of each state?

Dug to a lack of cornparable information across states, we are still unable to grade a sixth category, leorwing, which is
the most important outcome of higher education, However, we do report on the pioneering work of five states in addressing
the need for state-leve] information about learning,

The most positive and encouraging finding of this report is in the new fen-vear retrospective: Over the past decade, there
has been a substantial increase in the propostion of high school smdents taking covses that prepare them for college.
Although the country has far to go in public school Improvernent, many high sehools have strengthened the preparation
of their graduates for college. This important accomplishment is the direct result of reform efforts of state and public
school leaders. '

The rest of the story told by Heaspring [p 2004 is less encouraging and will, we suspect, come as a shock to many
Americars. The improved preparation of high school graduates for college has not brought about commensurate gaing
in college participation or in completion rates of asseciate or baccalatreate degrees, Also, paving for college has become
incrensingly difficult for most American students and families; the cost of college, even with financial aid, represents 4
larger share of the income of most American families than it did ten vears ago. In shorl, the nation’s progress toward
celiege opportunity and effectiveness has stalled,

We find it ironic and discouraging that this national platems occurs at a time when the knowledge-hased lobal economy
is stinmulating other nations to challenge the United States’ previously unquatified world leadership in higher education.
According o the most recent Infemational stucies, several nations have cveriaker the United Stazes in important measures
of college participation and attainiment, The momentum for their improvement desives from the understanding that nations
with the best-educated populstions will have major advantages in the intensified global economic competition. Conversely,
the twenty-first century econonny relentlessly punishes undereducated nations, states, communities, and individuals,

Meastring Up 2004 15 2 “wake-up call” for our country. We are all justifiably proud of our colleges and universities,
but the inescapable fact is that Ameriea Is underperforming in higher education. Following the path of the past decade will
take us 1o the wrong destinations; diminished opperiunities for many Americans and greater economic vulneraifity for the
country and the states.

"The state report cards that accompany Measuring Up 2004 offer many examples of positive change. But the fundamen-
ial finding is that the nation has stalled in the development of human talent through college opportunity. The substantial
gains in the preparation of young Americans for college demonstrate that sustained leadership and commitment can raise
the educational performance of schools. ‘The message of this report card is that the country and the states must commit 1o
parallel efforts and 10 a comparable sense of priority and urgency i higher education.
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A MESSAGE

From Governor Mark R. Warner

Lains pleased to join Governors fim Hunt and Garrey Carruthers and the National Center for Public Policy and Higher
Education in the release of Measuring {jp 2004,

Like most Americans, | take enormous satisfaction in the sccomplishments of our colleges and universities. [ am
particularty proud of higher education in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Yer, as Mewsuring Lp 2004 makes clear, the
achievements of the past do not justify complacency. The states and the nation face a challenging agenda if we are to meet
the needs of our democracy for an educated citizenty, of individuals for educational and economic opportunity, and of both
for competitiveness in the global economy. Ther is much (o be done.

In Virginia, we are moving to address these challenges. Specifically, the Commonwealth and its higher education insti-
mtions are focusing on:

W [ncreasing college access and competion to meet the needs of our growing pepulation and to develop the talents of all
Virginians who can benefit from education and training beyond high school. This investment in enhanced performance
will more than pay for itself in an improved state economy and revenue growth,

W Connecting schools and colleges i ways that move bevond rhetotic to the realizy of a K16 approach. Over the next
vear, one of the most promising initiatives in Virginia will be the redesign of high schoot programs with particulas
emphasis on eliminating the wasted time that characterizes the senior year Any senior who s ready for college should
be able to earn a semester of fully transferable college credit through Advanced Placement, dual enrollment, or virtuzl
enzollment. This initiative will raise the quality and rigor of high school; will help with affordability by saving students
arl their families a half-year of tition; and will enable s 10 serve more students through efficient use of our higher
education capacity.

W Encouraging the many students seeking technical training through industry-recognized certification programs 4t com-
munity colleges. As an incentive, the Conumonwealth witl pay for certification programs that are completed within six
months after high school graduation,

B Placing special emphasis on our “first-generation” families, particularly on those adults who have not completed high
school. We will encourage more parents to return 4s adult learners o complete high schoot, This expanded and aggres-

sive effort, which will leverage the popularity of auto racing by partnering with Virginia’s motor sports industry, will
include a program to streamiine and encourage high school completion through the GED,

B [inally linking public financial support of higher education to performance in meeting critical public needs The

Commonwealth and ils citizens share the pressing need for inclusive, effective education bevond high school.

I cite these Virginia initiatives as examples of approaches that address the agenda of Measuring Ujp 2004, Rvery state
should, of course, design palicies and initiatives that fit its particular issues and circumstances. However, [ am convinced
that no state can afford (o ignore the imperative for increasing the accessibility, effectiveness, and affordability of higher
education. T welcome the 2004 edition of this national report card on higher education, particularly its ten-vear look a1
state and national performance and its graded comparisons of state performance. Measzring Up 2004 is a powertul tool
for governors, legislators, business leaders, and colleges and universities committed to improverment.

Mark R. Warner

Goverror, Commonweatth
of Virginia

Chairmar, Nationat
Governors Association
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A TEN-YEAR PERSPECTIVE:

HIGHER EDUCATION STALLED DESPITE HIGH SCHOOL IMPROVEMENTS

By Patrick M. Callan

In Mewssuering Ly 2004, we evaluate and grade the 50 states based on their higher education
pedormance’” The grades derive from comparing all states to the best-performing onies - that
s, to high vet quantifiable, demonstrable, and achievable standards. We have designed ali cate-
gories, indicators, and grades in Maasuring U 2004 w stinuilate state, nasional, and educa-
tional policy leaders to meet & fundamental goal: assurance that coming generations of
Americans will have—at the very least-—the benefits that we and earlier generations have
enjoyed.

As did the two prior report cards, Measwring Up 2004 tracks changes and identifies educa-
tional strengths and weaknesses. [t also introduces two new features. The first, 1 retrospective,
takes stock of changes in the performance of higher education over the past decade. The sec-
ond, a set of 50 individual state report cards, offers a detailed picture of higher education in
e4ch state. These state report cards include key findings and grades, and assess strengths, weak-
nesses, and key policy issues based on each state’s performance on Measuring Up indicators,
All national and state information is available on-line at wwwhighereducation.org,

Measuring Up 2004 offers many examples of states that have improved performance over the past decade. But there
are also some disturbing declines. For the nation as a whole, our findings are not enconraging. They constitute, as
Governors Hunt and Carruthers state, a “wake-up call” for the country:

W Compared with a decade ago, more high school stadents are enrolling in courses that prepare them for collese, includ-
ing 5th grade algebra and upper-level math and science. More students are taking and performing wall on Advanced
Placement exams. And more are taught by qualified teachers. Although 2 larger number of high school siudens are
better prepared for education or training beyond high school, these gains have not transtated into higher rates of enroli-
ment in higher education. There have been real but modest gains in rates of associate and baccalaureate degree com-
pletion, but participation in college and completion of degrees remain among the weakest aspects of performance. In
addition, far oo many students still do not graduate from high school on time oz at all, Withaut 4 high school diploma,
most of these young people will face sadly diminished prospects of getting additional training or of ever finding employ-
ment that will support a middie-class standard of living. Communities and the nation lose as well, for having 2 poo! of
educated workers is the greatest asset in today’s knowledge-based global economy

M Pervasively dismal grades in affordability show that for most American families college is less affordable now than it was
a decade ago. The rising cost of attending college has outpaced the growth in family income. Although financial aid
has increased, it has not kept pace with the cost of altendance, Every state should reexamine college tition and finan-
cial aid policies, and each should formally knk Foture tition increasss to gains ir: family income. In the meantime, the
conclusion from Measuering U 2004 is clear: The vast majority of states have failed to keep college affordable for most

families.

* Ine the Hecuering Up sevies, " higher education,” “ecucativn and training beyond high school,” and “postsecondary edueation” aze used interchangeably 10 encome-
pass academic and occuipationat education and training after bigh school oifered by two- and fourveas, public and private, nonprofit and forprofit institutions
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W The nation’s gaps in college participation hetween affluent and poor studens have widened. The college-going
gaps between whites, African Americans, and Latinos persisl,

As 1 report caxd, Measuring Up 20045 assessments of the present and recent past are interesting, its lessons for
the future, however, are critical. The educational gains—principally in the preparation of high school graduates
for college—reflect the energy and leadership that have been devoted to public school reform. The areas of gain
are those that have been the highest poticy priorities of governars and legislators, business leaders, and educatoss.
Comparable gains in college participation,, completion rates, and affordability will require comparable leadership.
The areas where we have stalled, made only slight gains, or lost ground will ot be self-correcting, For example,
rigorous high school preparation can narrow; but will not necessarily close, gaps in college participation and com-
pletion; nor will 4 surge in the economy automatically improve college affordability. Policy deift and not-so-benign
reglect have all 100 often characterized crucial higher education issues over the past ten vears,

The time has come for addressing accumulated deficiencies. A highly educated population is essential if
Americans are (o be secure, healthy, and gainfulty employed. The lesson of Measuring Up 2004 is that higher
education urgently requires a deliberate and renewed infusion of energy, commitment, and creativity,
Policy leadership by governors and legislators is essential. The educational and economic aspirations of
individuals, the states, and the nation can be realized in the twenty-first century only through concerted

and informed action.
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"The acadermic preparation of high school students has improved considerably over the past decade.

& b states have
improved on some
of the indicators

44 states have
improved on more
than half of the
indicators

No state has
declined on every
indicator

improvements

9th to 12th graders taking a1 least one upper-level Number of scores in top 20% nationally on college

math course entrance exams per 1400 high schoo! graduates
Nebraska: 39% 10 61% Massachusetts: 138 to 231
New York: 34% 10 55% Tennessee; 127 to 193
Texas: 8% to 59%
West Virginia: 34% 1o 39%

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on Advanced
Placemertt tests per 1,000 11th and 12th graders
9th 1o 12th graders taking at least one upper-level

Marvland: 1110 247
SCIence course North Carolina: 6810187
Nebraska: 23% 10 38%
Wst Virginia: 24% 10 4% 7th to 12tk graders taught by teachers with 4 major in
their subect
8th grade students taking algebra Towa 8% 1o R0%
California; 14% to 39% Kansas: 44% 10 70%
Iedzhoy 14% to 27%
est Virginia: 2% to 25% .
W gini 12% to 25% Declines

9th graders graduating from high school within four years
&th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on national

‘ 1 Florida: 65% to 55%
math exams New York: 07% 10 54%

{Hinos: 15% 16 29%

M%S%Ch uiselts: £3% 1o 38% 18- o 24-vearolds with a high school credential

New York: 20% to 32% ’ -

North Carolina: 129% to 32% Ohio: 90% o 87%

Oregon: 0% to 86%

Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient”
an national math exams 9th 1o 12th graders taking ol least one upper-level
science course

Indiana: 8% 10 16% ,
North Carelina: 6% to 14% Florida 32% 10 26%
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FRRTIGIFATION _
Compared with a decade ago, smaller proportions of young and working-age adults are enrolling in education and
training beyond high school.

& states have
improved on more

23 states have
improved on some

19 states have
declined on every

= thanhalfof the of the indicators indicator
-
indicators
improvements
18- to 24-yearclds enrolled in college
Kentucky: 24% 0 32%
Tennessee: 2% 0 37%
Declines
The likelihood of 9th graders enrolling in college anv-
where within four years 18- 10 2d-vear-olds enrolled in coliege
Hiinois: 499 10 42% Minpesota: 43% 1 36%
New York: 45% 10 34% Wisconsin: 9% 10 1%
Oregon: 40% to 34% Wyoming 42% 10 31%
Vermont: 46% 10 34%

AFFORDABLITY

The nation’s colleges and universities have become less affordable for students and families compared with 4 decade ago,

2 states have 31 states have 17 states have
improved on more improved on some dectined on every
than half of the of the indicators &wy%%%%\\é indicator
indicators -
finprovements Dreclines
Percent of family income needed to pay net college costs at Percent of famity income needed to pay net college costs at
cormunity cotleges™ oublic fourvear colleges and universities”
Louisiana; 22% 10 18% New Hampshire; 23% w0 32%
Missouri: 2% to 19% New Jersey: 24% 10 34%
Oregory 25% to 34%
State investment in need-based financial aid s compared
10 the federal investment Stae investment i need-hased financial aid as compared
E.ﬁdjaﬁﬂ: [f%f%\ {0 85% to [he fedeﬂﬂ IVestment
Massachusetts; 38% 10 62% Winois: 89% to 78%
New Jersey: 104% 10 87%

* Net entlege costs equal fuition, mom, and board mirus financiel aid. The lower the Sigires the better the performance on this ndicator

1



Modest gains have been mage in the percentage of students completing certificates and degrees over the past decade, Most

of the improvement in this area has been due to un inerease in the number of certificates awarded,

37 states have
improved on more
than half of the
indicators

Improvespents

Certificates, degrees, and diplomas awarded per 100 under-

araduate students enrolled

Artzona: 016

Georgia; 161020

Louisiana: 121017

South Dakota: 151019
BENEFITS

9 states have
improved on some
of the indicators

Declines

4 states have
declined on every
indicator

First-year commaunity college students returning their

second vear
Kansas:
Nebraska:
New Mexico:
South Carolina:

04% to 51%
68?:) {0 52%
4% to 52%
1% 10 49%

Over the past decade, most states have increased their “educational capital™ as measured by the percentage of adult resi-
dents with 2 hachelor's degree, As a result, many states have seen an Increase in the econonsic benefits that accrue from

having a highly educated population.

2 41 states have
iraproved on more
than half of the

indicators

Improvements

Adelts with a bachelor’s degree or higher
Alabama: 15% 10 23%
Arizona; 23% to 30%
Kentucky: 17% to 24%
Marvland: 2% 10 35%

LEARNING

8 states have
improved on some
of the indicators

1 state has
declined on every
indicator

ncrease in total personal income a8 & result of the per-
centage of the population: holding a bacheior's degree

Arizona:
Marviand:

8% 1o 12%
8% 1o 1‘ %

"This year 45 states continue to receive an “Incomplete” in learning, However, five
states {Hlinois, Kentucky, Nevada, Okiahoma, and South Carolina) receive a “Plug”
for developing learning measures through their participation in a pilot study o com-
pare learning results across states. For more information, see “Grading Learning;
Extending the Concept,” page 13.
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GRADING LEARNING: EXTENDING THE CONCEPT

Tn the 2000 and 2002 editions of Measurig Up, all 50
states received an “Tneomplete” in leaming because there
are no comparable data that would allow for meaningful
state-bv-state comparisons in this category. Meqsuring
L}p 2004, for the first time, gives 2 “Plus” in learning to
five states— linois, Kentucky, Nevada, Oklahoma, and
South Carolina. These states have developed comparable
learning measures through their participation in a
national demonstration project conducted by the National
Forum on College-Level Leaming and funded by The Pew
Charitable Trusts.!

The five-state demonstration project represents a new
stage i steady progress toward creating @ national learning
benchmark. Essays in Mewsuring Up 2000 described the
kinds of data that might be assembled or collected to create
such a benchmark. Measuring Up 2002 proposed a
framework for grading learning and illustrated the
approach by applying a linvited set of data to the state of
Kentucky. Meastering Lp 2004 takes this illustration to the
next step by including a full set of measures for the five
Jrarticipating states.

Creating a Category for Learning

Based on the results of the demonstration project, the
tearning category is being constructed as the other five
performance categories in Measzring Up have been,
with indicators that are grouped in several overall themes,
each of which is weighted (see parentheses) and reflects

a particudar dimension of state performance:

1. Abilities of the College-Educated Population (25%;.
This cluster of indicators examines the proportion of
college-educated residents who achieve high levels of
literacy. [t directly addresses the question, “What are the
abilities of the college-educated population?” originally
posed in Measuring L 2000
For the 2004 demonstration, the data used are the same
as those included in the benefits category and are based
on the 1992 National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS)
for residents aged 25 to 04, updated through the 2000
census. The NALS assessment poses real-world tasks or
problems that require respendents to read and interpret

| A report o the results and fessons of the flve-state demonsiration project wilk be
refensed in November

’i‘he_ \Eauonal i’orum on {iollege-ehevel Learning, established in 2002, i

y the first ath mpt to measure v»ha.t o Eeoe efiucaned peopie know anti can d{} ina

Hat gyt 1c§ents 7l readv take when they
mlstered tests of: Uenerai fei_ﬁecm&i skjfls The restlis

PROJECT ADVISORY COMMITIEE
*DAID W, BRENEAAN
~{inivisstt of Virginti
| EMERSON | FEEIOTT
National Council-for Accreditation of
Teacher Tdvcation
}UMT ?F‘JNEY
- - Katignal Center for Public Policy and
.. -~ Higher Education
ON GOTDBERG
 Bdiseation Commission of the States
VIRGINIA B, SMITH
Vassar College Gjmerimj

texts {prose), 10 obtain or act o information contained
in sabular or graphic displays (decurnent), and to under-
stand nunbers or graphs and perform calculations
(quantitative).

. Institutional Contributions to Educational Capital (25%).

The indicators in this area reflect the contributions to a
state’s stock of “educational capital” by examining the
propartion of the state’s college graduates (from two-
and four-year institutions) ready for advanced practice
in the form of professional licensure or graduate study.
It addresses Measiring Ly 2000% policy question, “To
what extent do colleges and universities educate students
to be capable of contributing to the workforce?”

13
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GRADING LEARNING: EXTENDING THE CONCEPT

Conlinued

For the 2004 demonstration,
the measures are based on the
nurnber of college graduates
within each state who have
demonstrated their readiness for
advanced practice by (1} laking
and passing a pational examina-
tlon required toenter a licensed
profession such as nursing and
physical therapy, () taking 2
nationally recognized graduate
admissions exam such as the
(iracuate Record Examination
(GRE) or the Medical College
Admissions Test (MCAT) and
earning a nationally competitive score, or (¢) taking and
passing a teacher licensure exam in the state in which
they graduated. Each of these measures is presented a5 4
proportion of total bachelor's and associate’s degrees
gramted in the state during the time period.

3. Performance of College Graduates {50%).
This cluster of indicators focuses on the quality of the
state’s higher education: “product” by addressing the all-
important question, “How effectively can graduates of
two- and fouryear colleges and universities communi-
cate and solve problems?”

For the 2004 demonstration, the measures consist of two
sets of assessments, the Collegiate Learning Assessrnent
(C1A) for fousyear institutions and the ACT Work Keys
assessment for two-year colleges. The CLA is an innova-
tive exam that goes beyond multiple-choice testing by
posing real-world fasks that a student is asked to under-
stand and solve. For examnple, students could be asked to
draw scientific conclusions from a body of evidence in

2 Measnzes included under the fisst two clusters are avatlable rattonally and can polentia
sprecial data<ollection effors similir te those wndertaker by the five demorstragion proi

biology or examine historical conclusions based on orig-
inal documents. They might be asked to prepare a per-
suasive essay, and analyze and then refute 2 written
argurnent with logic and evidence. The ACT Work Kevs
examines what students can do with what they know
Items on reading comprehension and locating informa-
tion, for instance, might require students to extract infor-
mation from documenis and instructions; questions i
applied mathematics might test their abilities in using
mathematical concepts such as probability or estimation
in real-world settings. The Work Keys writing assessment
requires students to prepare an eriginal essay in a
business setting.?
1oy order to evaluate state performance, the values for each
indicator within: these three themes are compared to a
common standard, For the other five performance cate-
gories in Measuringg Lp, this standard is set by the begt-
performing states, Because the demonstration project
invalved only five states, the standard chosen for this illug-
tration is the national average on each measure 3

Reading a State Profile

The resulting group of measures creates a “learning profile”
for each state. The learning profile for Kentucky, the same
state used to display preliminary learning results in
Measuring Up 2002, provides an appropriate exanyple
(se= chart}, The horizontal bars to the left of the vertical
line indicate how many percentage points below the
national average Kentucky falls; bars to the right indicate
how many percentage points above this benchmark the
state performs. Deviations of 4 few percentage points from
the average on a given indicator suggest that the stale’s
performandce is not markedly different from: that of other
states, while larger deviations (about ten points or mere}
indicate that the state is above or below most others on
this measure.

Be caloubatod Jor all 505 slages, Measures inchuded in the thind will require
Lades in 2004,

4§

3 'the testing measties included in Performance of College Gradimtes are vew and lack apprapriate national benchmarks; the average of the five parfivinating staes was

used instend.



Measuring Up 2004

Several conclusions can be drawn from Kentucky's Kentucky Learning Measures
learming profile: Percent Above or Below National Benchmark

M On fiteracy measures, Kentucky residents perform well

What are the |
below the national average, reflecting low levels of edu- abilities of the : . .
. ) o . ] i 1. LHeracy Levels of the
cational attainment. Improving its stock of “education- col ege-.edicated 1 Siate’s Residents
al capital” remains & major challenge for the state, population? Prose
M Kentcky's substantial recent investment in its commu- T°|:”hag extznt do Document
ity college sy ' aving off i higher colleges an Quantitative
nity college systern appears to be paying off in higher universities educate N
than average performances on direct assessments, pai- students to be 2 2. Graduates Reagéy for
ticularly in writing, capable of ¥ Advanced Practice
N o . contributing to the Licensures
W The state’s higher education system also appears to pre- workforce? é Competitive
pare higher than average proportions of graduates ready | - Admissions
ticensed professi (lik ing and phvsical How effectively Teacher P .
{0 enter Hcense pr? essions {like nursing and physica can college and E eacher Preparation
therapy) and teaching, universify graduates 3. Performance of College
" . i [ Graduates
W However, the competitiveness and performance of communicate and y i
o, o ) solve problems? From Four-Year Institutions
Kentucky's four-vear colleges and universities remain Prablem-Solving
challenges for the state. This is reflected in graduates’ Writing
riormange on tests of general problem-solving an .
pe - _Ce 0 B P 0 em-Solving and From Two-Year Institutions:
writing skills, as well as the proportions of fourvear Reading
college graduates iam.ng.exammzm(.)r.ls required for Quantiative Skills
araduate S‘tl.%d}' and 'eatmmg competitive scores { ocating Information
(“Competitive Admissions™). Wrifing
Sirilar learning profiles have been constracted for the E :
ey o -100 -50 0 50 100
other four states in the demonstration project {see table

next page). The table displays how many percentage poins
above or below the national average each state falls on
each measure® While these results can only begin to tell
the “learning story” for these states, they—1ike the grades
in Measuring Up-—are sufficient to siart 2 policy conver-
sation. For example, behind Hiinois’ strong performance in
learning outcomes, there are netable shortfalls for minority
stirdents that the state should address. And Ckiahoma
appears to face a particular challenge in written com-
municatior skills at all levels. For additional information
about learning results for each state, please visit
wiww.highereducation.ozg,

4 The learning results shown i this table are provided to make broad comparisons across states. But because refatively small numbers of stoderts were tested an the
exams ungder Performnce of Collepe Graduates, and because the extent to whick: this test-taker poplilation 18 sepresentative of all two- and fouryear graduates in the
statt: is untknown, sesults should be treated with caution. Readers should look primarily at the overall perffersz of sesults in a given state profite without making o
muich: of the individual vadues for ench messtire,

i5
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GRADING LEARNING: EXTENDING THE CONCEPT
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Learning Measures: Percent Above or Below National Average

I

RY NV OK t 80

Licensures

Prose 8 25 ] -3 25
Document 15 —20 1) -5 -25
Quantitative 8 -i6

Competitive Admissions [d6]*

48 =52 ~58 =50

Tescher Preparation 3

28 89 7 6

Problem Solving fi6]*

18 [Missinglt 3

n

Writing 2]t

-13 [Missing]! -15

Reading 6 15 -13 -7 13
Quantitative Skifls 3 9 -22 -1 4

Locating Information 5 7 -26 4 10
Writing 4% 104 -47 ~17 =52

* "The GRE scores used as part of e caloulation of Competitive Adsissions for 1Hinois were based an the national average hecause of missing dats for key institutions. Al

ather test score data are specific to Hllinois.

¥ These scores st be qualified because of the limited numsher of instittions participating,

+ These data were unavafizble due to Isufficient numbers of test takers and logistical problents whh test administzation.

‘What Have We Learned About Measuring
Learning?

Results from the five-state demenstration project suggest
that it is feasible to extend this approach to other states
and eventually to create 4 nationwide benchimark for
learning, While the project has encountered difficalties
in the logistics of administering tests, institutional com-
mitment and preparation, and student motivation o

participate, these are typical of a first efforl of this kind.
With increased preparation and resources, these challenges
cant be overcome. The National Forum on College-Level
Learning has prepared detailed estimates of costs and
logistics, so that other states can undertake similar

efforts to benchmark collegiate learning in the future.
Measaring U 2006 will report results for additional
states in this category.
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT MEASURING UP 2004

Who is being graded in this report card, and why?  Why is a staie-by-state report card needed for
Measuring [ 2004 grades states, not students or particu- higher education?

lar colleges or universities, on their performance in higher Meastering Up provides the general public and policy-
education. The states are responsible for preparing students  makers with objective information they need to assess

for higher education through sound K—12 systerns, and and improve higher education. After the publication of
they provide most of the public financial support— $69 Measiering Uip 2000 four vears ago, states for the first
billion currenily-— for colleges and universities. Through itme could assess and compare petrformance in higher
their oversight of public colleges and universities, state education within 2 national context. The report cards have
leaders can affect the kinds and numbers of education pro- been developed as a tool for improvement in poticy and
grams available in the state, They determine the Hmits of performance.

financial suppert and often influence tuition and fees for Why is the format of this report card different

public colleges and universities. They detesmine how
much state-based financial aid to make available 1o stu-
dents and their families, which affects students attending
private as well as public cotleges and universities. In addi-
tion, state economic development policies infiuence the
incorme advantage that residents receive from having seme
college experience or a college degree.

from previous ones?
Medsuring Up 2004 mzkes greater wse of the Internet
(wwwhighereducation.org) to irnprove access 10 materials
and information:
B This national report highlights nationwide trends
as well as state-by-state grades.
W ¥ifty state report cards feature individual and
comprehensive information about each state.

Wﬁ%@ﬁ*g HEW i Ms‘gsyggg@ g;?

Performanca mfﬂrma‘zzm i @feamrmg Dp_Z&(ﬁ? is avallab!e foir the:first Ume i3 mdmciua} and: cemg;rehensm state
report cards, available j i ' ' ;
provide state pol zcym
nationvwide. This year '

i, easuRes the pro-
e benefits category,

AsE tem_pmarg_ pla_;e hq e for :
based or the 2000 Censis. Thse
used to-caloulafe grides. T
- hecomé available; 7
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT MEASURING UP 2004

Conlinned

18

£ _;gsparzsxzf? m__z_i_
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What is graded in the report card?

The report card grades states in six performance categories:
acadernic preparation, participation, affordability, comple-
tion, benefits, and learning,

Preparation: How adequately are students in each state
being prepared for education and training beyond

high school?

Participation: Do state residents have sufficient oppor-
tunities to enroll in education and training bevond

high school?

Affordability: How affordable is higher education for
stadents and their families?

Completion: Do students make progress toward and
complete their certificates and degrees in a timely manner?
Benefits: What benefits does the state receive a5 a result
of having 2 highly educated population?

Learning: What is known about student leaming a3 2
result of education and training bevond high school?

How are states graded?

States receive grades in each performance category. Each
performance category is made up of several indicators,

or quantitative measures—a total of 35 in the first tive
categories, Grades are caleulated based on each state’s per-
formance on these indicators, relative to other states {see
“How We Grade States,” page 20).

For the sixth category, learning, most staes receive an
“Incomplete” ecause there are no conimon benchimarks
for student leaming that would allow for state-hy-stawe
comparisons. This vear, Measiring L 2004 pives

a “Plus” 1o five states that are actively seeking to measure
and assess learning through their participation in a pilet
project. For more information about measaring leaming,
see “Grading Learning: Extending the Concept,” page 13,

What information is provided but not graded?
Each of the 50 state report cards presents important infor-
mation dat is not graded, either because the information,
though impartant, is not based on performance outeones,
or because the dala are not available for all the states. Yor
example, the state report cards highlight important gaps

in college opportunities for various income and ethnic
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groups. They identify substantial improvements and set-
backs in each state’s performance over the past decade.
Thev describe the strengths and weaknesses of higher edu-
cation in each state, And they identify policy questions that
state leaders shonld address.

What sources of information are used to
determine the grades?

All data used to grade states in Measuring Lp 2004 were
collected from national, relishle sources, including the
U8, Census and the 1.5, Department of Education. All
data are the most current available for state-by-state
comparisens (in most cases from 2002 or 2003), are in
the public domair, and were collected ir: ways that allow
for effective comparisons among the states. The Rohmicad
Grridde (available at wwwhighereducation.org) has infor-
mation about sources used in Heasuring Up 2004,

Does the report card grade on a curve?

No. Grades are calonlated by cornparing each state w the
best-performing states for each indicator,

What grading scale is used?

As shown in “How We Grade,” the grades are based on the
farniliar 100-point scale: An “A” represents 4 score of 90
or above, and an “F” represents a score below 60,

Does the report card nse data unique to a
particular state?

Measuring Up 2004 only uses data that are comparable
A0r0ess states, A 4 result, some states may find that their
own internal data present a fuller picture of the stawe’s
srengths and weaknesses in higher education. The
National Center encourages states o add their own data
to the veport card’s categories to create a more detailed
picture of state performance,

What happens if data are missing for a state?
When information is not available on a particular indica-
tor, we assume, for the purposes of grading, that 4 state is
doing no beller or worse on that particular indicator than
it is o the other indicators in that performance category,
However, the report card uses the most recent data avail-

able. In the event that a state has data that were available
i time for the 2002 but not for the 2004 edition of
Measuring Up, the data from Measzering Up 2002 are
used again in this edition, since they are the most recent
data available for state-by-state comparisons.

To what extent do the grades reflect the wealth or
the race and ethnicity of the state’s population?
A independent analysis of Measering Up data showed
that factors lke wealth and economic vitality had sbout a
5% influence on grades, and that race and ethnicity had
ahout a 10% influence. (See 4 Review of Tests Performed
on the Data in Measuring Up 2000, by Peter
Ewell, available at wwwhighereducation.org,)
How does the report card account for the
migration of people across state lines?
Migration affects two of the performance cate-
gories: participation and benefits, One of the indi-
cators in the participation category accounts for
the migration of young people, but the indicator
in the benefits category does not, due 1o limita-
tions ir: the national coltection of the data. To
provide a context for the yrades in participation,
please see the net migration of students reported
in the “Additional Information” section of the .
state report cards. In the benefits category, states
receive credit for having an educated population
since stales seap the econemic and societal
rewards whether or not residents received their
aducation in that state. With the exception of the
benefits category, alt other gradad performance
categories recognize states for developing rather
than importing talent.

How frequently are the report cards
published?

Every two veurs. Previous repord cards were pub-
lished in 2000 and 2002. The next repart card
witl e released in 2006,

* How can | find out more
ahout the report card or
about my staies

performance?

“Visit. the \atmﬁal {Aemers Web SER. at

'_i Compm sy state with the best
performirg states in each
performance category,

» -{einpare states on their grades
"~ and indicator results i each
performance calegory.

: C{mpaf@ stafes o 0thet key
- factois (Such 23 dermg aphic
ndicators and higher edi
. appmpﬁzi%infzs‘)‘-'

S Edemlf} gaps in state performance

" forethnic and income groups.

Link directly to the sources that

: g@ﬁi_epe_é the daia,

»- Obtair teghnicak information and
sourees for indigators, weighis,

and caleutations.

“Find aut muore.about the ¢ National
- Center for Publie Policy and
Htg,her Ldﬁca’émn
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State grades (A, B, C, I, or F) in the five performance

categories are based on each state’s performance relative

to other states.

Step 1. Identify the indicators

Indicators, or measures, are selected for each perform-

ance category: preparation, participation, affordability,

completion, and henefits, All indicators used in

Measuring Up:

B e important in assessing performance in the
calegory,

M are collected regularly by reliable, public sources that
foliow accepled practices for data collection,

W are comparable across the 50 stales, and

W measure performance results.

Step 2. Weight indicators

Fach indicator is assigned 2 weight based on its impor-
tance to the performance category. For each category, the
sumn of all weights is 100%.

Step 3. Identify top states for each indicator
State results, or raw scores. on each indicator are con-
veried o an Mindex” seale of 0 to 100, using the perfornr-
ance of the top five states 45 the heachmark. This estab-
fishes @ high, but achievable standard of performance,
Beginning with Measwring Up 2004, the performnce of
the top five states 1 decade ago sets the benchmark for the
current performance in the affordability category. All
other categories continue o use the top five states in the
cuprent year

Step 4. Identify best state for each category
State scores for each category are calculated from the
state’s results on the indicators and the indicators’
weighis, n each category, the sur of all the index scores
on the indicators is converted to a scale of 0 to 100, based
on the perfornzance of the top state in the category,

Step 5. Assign grades

Grades ave assigned hased on the category index scores,
using a grading scale common in many high school and
college classes,

HOW WE MEASURE IMPROVEMENT

OVER THE PAST DECADE

“A National Overview: Tmprovements over the Past
Decade” (see page 10) presents each state’s progress in
relation to its own performance a decade ago.

1. Compare each state’s results® on the indi-
cators in Measuring Up 2004 with its results
from a decade ago.

Each state’s results in this report card are compared with
its own results fror a decade ago on 4ll indicators for
which there are data.

2. Determine whether the state’s carreut
performance on each comparadble indicator
has improved or declined compared with a
decade ago.

What do the arrows mean?

‘The stixte has
improved on more
than half of the
indicators in the
category,

3. In each performance category, identify

whether the state has made improvements

or not.

With the weiglts of indicators taken into account’ the

state recetves one of the following arcows in each per-

formance category:

W [ arrous The state has improved on more than half
of the indicators in the category.

W Sidde arrowr The state has improved on some, It no
more than half, of the indicators in the category

M Doienr arrow; The state has declined on every indica-
tor in the category.

For more information about indicators and caleulations,

see the Yechnical Guide at wewhigheredocation.org,

The stase has
improved on some,
bt no more than
half, of the indicaiors
in the category.

The state has
declined on
every indicalor
in the catepory,

* “The results. or vaw scores. are the numerical values tiat each state recebves o each indieator. (To see how resulis are converted o urades, see

o We Grade States. ™)

7 Ench indicator is assigned the same weight as in grading (see “How We Grade States”). The only exceptions are in tose performance caleyories
in which indicators have beers added or sefined, or ta which updated state foformation: is nol available: & thoss cases, the weighls are adjusted

propartionately.



Stats Grages
B
s

O Golorado, Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Utah Alaska, Hllinois,
towa, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana. Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin £ Arkansas, California, Delawars,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Ohic, Oklahoma, Oregon. Rhode Island,
South Caroling, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, West Virginia, Wyeming ) Alabama, Arizona, Mississippi,
Nevada l.ouisiana, New Mexico. Massachusetts is the top-performing stale in preparation.

State Grates

California, Connecticut, filinois, Kansas, Maryiand, Massachuseits, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Jerssy,
Arizona, Colorado, Hawaii, lowa, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan,
Alabama, Alaska,
Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, idaho, Indiana, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina,

New Mexico, North Daketa, Rhode Island
Missouri, Cregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Chig, Cklahoma, South Caroling, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Yermont, Washington, West Virginia i Georgia,

Louisiana, Mississippl. Massachusetls is the top-performing state in participation.

PREPARATION
 High: Seliool Gomgletion
Hiah Schoot Credential
K12 Gourse Taking
Matfy Course Taking

Science Gourse Taking
Mgebra in 8th Grade

K12 Smdent Achievement
Math Proficiency

Reading Proficiency

Seience Proficiency

Writing Proficiency

Math Proficiency among Low-inet
Collepe Entrance Fxans
Advanced Placement Bxams
Yeacher Quality

Students taught by qualified tes

 PARTICIPATION

“Young Adults
- " Chimeg for College
" Young Adult Enrbliment
Warl_{ing;z\ge Adults
Working-Age Adult Enrolfment
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State Grades

I caiifornia 1 Minnesota, Utan 2 Colorado, Hawai, Idaho, Nlingis, Indiana, Kentucky, New Jersey,
Morth Carcling, Texas, Virginia, Wisconsin {F: Alanama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware,
‘Floriga, Georgia, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexice, New York, North Dakcta, Ohig,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermonmi,
Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming, California is the top-performing staie in aifordability.

State Grades

L Delaware, Florida, lowa, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Bhode island, Vermont,
Washington, Wisconsin i Alahama, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, llinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maine,
Maryiand, Minnesota, Mississippt, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, North Caroling, North Dakots,
Dhio, South Caralina, South Dakota, Utah, Virginia, Wyoming 2 Arizona, Arkansas, California, Hawaii,
ldaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, Monfana, Oklahoma, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia
5 New Mexico Alaska, Nevada. Vermont is the tep-performing state in completion.
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Stale Grades

BENEFHS
£ caliternia, Colorade, Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minngsota, New i i .

. o A : . . . Educational Achicvement
Hampshire, New Jersey, Virginia, Washington s Alaska, Arizong, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Blinois, Kansas, s with Bacielor’s Degree
Kentucky, Maine, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, Ghic, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, ur Higher h
Vermont Alahama, ldaho, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Ecoaumic.ﬁ'eneﬁ.
Garoling, Morth Dakota, Okdahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Wisconsin & Arkansas, ﬁncfe:mémmi i
Wast Virginia, Wyoming. Maryland is the top-performing state in benefits. i

Siate Grades

B incomptete
e

What do we know about learning as a result of education and training beyond kigh schoot?
Measuring Up 2004 gives a “Plus” in learning to five states (llinois, Kentucky, Nevada, Oklahoma, and South
Carolina) that have developed learning measures through their participation in a national demonstration project
conducted by the National Forum on College-Level Learning and funded by The Pew Charitable Trusts. For more
detail, see “Grading Learning: Extending the Concept,” page 13.

“Aduit Skl Levets for 2004 are estima

LEARNING

Civic Benefils
Population Yoling
Charftable Contributions
Volunteering
Adule Sk Levels”
{uisniitagye Litsrany
Brose Liferacy
 Pricusrient Literagy

nd are not usad o calcutate grades
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This state report card is derived from Meastering Up 2 004, the
wational report card for higher education. Its purpose 5 16 provide
the public and policpmakers with information 1o assess and
improve postsecondary education in each state. Measuring [
2004 is the third in a series of biennial report cards.

Measuring Up 2004 evaluates states on their performance in
higher education because it is the states that are prinartly respon-
Gihle For educationa access and quality in the United States. In this
report card, “higher education” refers to all educagion and training
beyond high school, including 2l public and private, two- and
four-vear, forprofit and nonprofit institations.

The report car grades states in six overall performance calegories:

® Preparation: How adequately are students in gach stake
beine prepared for education and trainin bevond high school?
g prey g Dey g

88 Participation: Do state residents have sufficient opportii-
nities 10 enroll in education and training beyond high school?

& 4ffordability: How affordable is higher education for
spudents and their families?

B Compiletion: Do students make progress toward and
complete their certificates and degrees in 2 timely manner?

B Benefits: What henefits does the stale veceive as result
of having 2 highly educated population?

8 Jearning: What is known about student learning 25 2
result of edueation and training beyond high school?

Fach state receives a grade in each performance calegory, and the
grades are based on the state’s performance on several indicatos,
or quantitative measures, in each category. Most states receive an
“Incomplete” in learning because there are no comumon bench-
marks that allow for state-by-state comparisons in fearning, Five
states, however, receive 4 “Plus” in leaming to highlight their
work in developing measures to evaluaie the stale’s educational
capital - that is, the reservoir of high-level knowledge and skills

that the state’s population has attained. For more information
about this, see page 12 of this state report card,

(1 four of the performance categories -—preparation, participation.
completion, and benefits—grades are calculaied by comparing
each state’s current performance to that of the best-performing
states. This provides a basis for assessing and compuring each
state’s performance in the national context and encourages each
state o “measure up” 1o the highest performing states.

s the affordability category, however, the nation 45 2 whaole is
“measuring down.” That is, even in the best-performing states,
higher education has become fess rather than imore affordable
when the costs of attending college are considered in relation 1o
family income. As # resuls, grades in the affordability category

are caleulated by comparing each stale’s current resuiis to the
performance of the fop states ¢ decade ago, This enables policy-
makess to examine their state’s results in relation to other staies,
while alse encouraging improved performance over time. A alance
at the tabie of state grades on page 15 reveals that the affordability
category is the only one in which no state receives au A,

Measuring Ly 2004 wlso compares each state’s current results with
its own performance a decade ago. Although: this historical infor-
mation is not graded, it is offesed to aliow staies to examine their
improverments and declines in pesformance. In pathering informa-
tion: for this period, information from 1992-—or the closest vear
avaitable ——is compared with the most recentiy available data. All
nformation was collected from national, refiable sourees, including
the U.S. Census Bureau and the U3, Department of Education.
(For more information about grading, data collection, and sources,
please see the technical report al www highereducation.org,)

This state report card begins by summarizing the state’s perform-
ance today compared with ten years ago, and by presenting key
policy questions that these results suggest for the state, Next, the
state’s performance in each category is described in greater detail,
followed by additional contextual information.

A Snapshot of iImprovement Over the Past Decade

High school graduates are, in general, better prepared for college
today than their peers were 4 decade ago. However, most staies,
ardl the nation as 2 whole, have made little progress in translating
these gains into improvements at the college level,

Preparation: 44 states improved on more than half of the
indicators; § improved on some of the indicators.

Participation: 8 states improved on more than fralf of the
indicators: 23 improved on some of the indicators: 19 declined
on every indicator

Affordability: 2 states improved on more than half of the
indicators; 31 fmproved on some of the indicators; 17 declined
on every indicator.

Measuring Up 2004

Completion: 37 states jmproved on more than half of the
indicators; 9 improved on soime of the indicators; 4 declined
on every indicator,

Benefits: 41 staes improved on more thar, half of the indicaors;
& improved on some of the indicators; 1 declined on everv indicator

Learning; 45 states recelve ag “Incorplete”; 5 staies ([Hinois,
Kentucky, Nevada, Oklahoma, and Seuth Carolina) receive a
“Plus.”

For more information about improvement, please see Measuring
Up 2004: The National Report Card on Higher Edcation &
wiww highereducation.org,



Wyoming has improved over the past decade in preparing students
for college. However, the state has not seen commensurate gains in
enrolling young adulis or working-age adults in college-leve! edu-
cation or training. Wyoming has lost ground in providing students
with an affordable higher education, which may undermine its
efforts o send clear messiages o them ahout the importance of
being prepared acadernically for college,

Strengths
Preparation

& Compared with other states, a large percentage of Wyoming high
school students enoll in upper-level math,

8 The state’s 8th graders perform well on national exams in math,
science, and reading, Performance on the reading exams has
improved over the past decade, in contrast to 2 national decline

on this measire,

2 (wer 70% of secondary school students are taught by qualified
twachers, This percentage has increased substantially over the past
decade, keeping pace with national improvements on this meastire,

Participation

& Compared with other states, a large proportion of working-age
adults enroll in higher education. However, Wyoming has had a
substantial decline on this measure over the decade—larger than
the nationwide decline,

Completion

® Large proportions of freshimen return for their second vear at the
stare’s two- and fourvear colleges and university, Over the past
decade, Wyorning has beens among the Lop states in improvement
on these measures.

& A large proportion of students at fourvear institutions receive
& bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling. Wyoming’s
improvement on this measure is among the best in the nation.

Weaknesses
Preparation

2 Refative to other states, a small proportion of Wyoming high
scheol students enroll in upper-level science.

8 The performance of 8th graders on national writing exams is
falrly low

& Small proportions of 111k and 12th graders take and score well
on Advanced Placement and college entrance exams.

Participation

& Compared with other states, the likelihood of Gth graders
entolling in college within four years i only fair. 4 small propor-
ton of students graduate from high school, and of those who do,
few enrol! in college,

Measuring Up 2004



Affordahility

& Net college costs for low- and middle-income students to attend
the state’s two- or four-year colieges and university represent about
a third of their annual family income. These families earn on
average $20,867 annually. {Net college costs equal miition, room,
and board minus fimancial aid.)

Benefits

& Compared with top states, a small proportion of Wyoming's
residlents have a bachelor’s degree,

Measuring Up 2004

Policy Questions

8 Can Wyoming increase the number of students who finish high
school within four vears?

B Given Wyoming's improving performance in preparing students
for higher education, can the state develop policies 1o increase
participation in college?

# Can Wyorning develop a financiat aid policy focused on
linanciat need for college-qualified students?

@ Can the state improve its finance policies (for exarnple, by
finking appropriations, tition, and nancial aid) 1o make higher
education mare affordsble?
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finfiravement
(per Decade

Despite notable improvement over the past decade, Wyoming has struggled
to prepare students to succeed in college. This year Wyoming receives a (+
in preparation because other states performed better

Graded Information

8 Cornpared with other states, 2 large
proportion (51%) of high school students
in Wyoming are enrolled in upper-level
rath, but a small proportion {25%) are
enolled in upper-level science.

& A small proportion (23%) of 8th
gradders take algebra,

& Bighth graders perform well on
national assessments in math, science,
and reading; however, their perfornance
in writing is fairly low.

& Cornpared with their peers in other
states, low-income 3th graders perform
fadrly well on national assessments in
math.

& Extremnely small proportions of 11th
and 12th graders score well on Advanced
Placement tests, and fairly small propor-
tions score well on college entrance
EXams.

 Seventy-two percent of secondary
school students are taught by qualified
feachers, which compares well with top
stales.

Change in Graded Measures

B Over the past decagle, the proportion of
high schoel students enrolled in upper-
fevel science has increased substantially,
although Wyoming's current perform-
ance on this measure is poor compared
with other states.

WYGNING © Top
States
A Decade
2004
Ago 0 2004
High Scheol Completion (209
18- 10 24-year-nlds with a high schoo! credential 92% %4%
K-12 Course Taking (35%)
9th 10 12th graders taking at least ane upper-level
math course a1% 58%
9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level o
SCIEnce Course W %
8th grade students iaking algebra 24% 35%
12th graders taking al least ong upper-level o
math ourse n/a 66%
K12 Student Achievement (35%)
8th graders scoring & or above "proficient” on
the national assessmant exan:
inmath 21% 36%
i reading 28% 39%
____________________ In sCience 34% 42%
in writing 23% 41%
Low-incoms 8th graders scoring at or above
“proficient” on the national assessment exam 1% 23%
inmath
Nurber of seores in the top 20% nationally on
SAT/ACT cotlege entrance exam per 1,000 high 146 227
sohoc! graduates
Number of scores that ase 3 or higher on an
Advanced Placement subiget test per 1,000 high 26 218
school juniors and seniors
Teacher Buality (10%)
7l f0 12ih graders taught by teachers with b
a major in thefr subject 5% o 2% 81%

*Eighty percent of 18- to 24-year-olds have a regular high schoo! diploma: 8% have a GED.

Nete: indicators in Hatics are new for 2004,

A

Measuring Up 2004



# During the same period, the percentage
of 8th graders performing well on national
assessments in math has increased.

8 Over the past few vears, the percentage

of 8th gracers performing well on national

assessments in reading has increased by
17%. in contrast to 2 national decline of
3% on this measure.

2 The percentage of secondarv school
students taught hy qualified teachers has
increased substantially over the past
decade.

Other Key Facts

About 15% of children under age 18 tve
in poverty, compared with a national rate
of 17%.

The prepaatior

K-12 pttucational system.

Measuring Up 2004

categafy rieasures iy

,:eEi a statas K~12 schools prepare st udents fer sefuaai;
- The opportunifies that residents h_ave 0 eﬁrel 0 and benezzi rom htgizer ed&zatmﬂ deﬁe i

6

and Jraining beyond high school.

% awly &t the performance of their siate’s
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Finprovemnent
Quer Deeade

Wyoming, over the past decade, bas seen a drop-off in the number of
students enrolling in higher education. Despite that decline, Wyoming

earns a B in participation ihis year.

Graded Information

21 Compared with other states, the
chance of Wyoming high school sudents

enrolling in coliege by age 19 is only fair,

because few students eraduate from high
schaol and enroll i college,

# The percentage of working-age adults
{ages 25 to 49) who are enrolled part-
time in education or training beyend
high school is fairly large.

€hange in Graded Measures
8 The percentage of working-age adults
who are enrolled part-time in college-
level education or training has declined
by 20% over the past decade, exceeding
the nationwide decline of 11%

The participation catag@ry &dd G
gersrall y indicates that state T

Top
States
A Decade
Ago 2004 2004
__j{gjmg Adulls {(60%;)
Chance for coliege by age 19 39% -38% 52%
18~ t0 24-year-0lds ensolled in college 42% - 3% 40%
WBrkmg-Age Adults {40%)
25- 10 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in any type E ;
of postsenondary education 5.4% 4:3% - 5.4%

Other Key Facts

8 The stale’s population is projected to
grow by 22% from 2000 to 2015, far exceed-
ing the national rate of 13%. During
approximately the same period, the number
of high school gradaaes is projected
decline by 25%.

& About 9% of the adult population has
less than a high school diploma or its
equivalent, compared with 14% of adults
nationwide.

& In Wyoming, 144 more studens are
leaving the state than are entering to attend
college. About 34% of Wyorning high school
graduates who go 10 college atrend college
ot of state.

' 'ss fhe agpoﬁumﬁies for state ¥eszdems fo entoll.in higher education. A strong grade in parficipation

ents have high mdwtdval expectatm _-f&r educations and that the state provides enough spaces and
types of educationial programs for its resments . - A

Measuring Up 2004



2004 Faprovement

Grade e Decade

Over the past decade, Wyoming has seen a striking decline in ils provision
of affordable bigher education opportunities. This year Wyoming is one of
many states to receive an F in affordability.

Gratled Information

B Compazed with top-performing states,
families in Wyoming devote a fairly large
shaze of family income, even after finan-
cizl aid, to attend public two- and four-
year colleges and universities, which
enroll 94% of coliege students in the
state.

8 The state’s investment in need-based
financial aid is very low when compared
with top-performing states, and
Viiyorning does not offer low-priced
college opportunities.

& Undergraduate students borrowed on
average $2,898 in 2003, one of the lowest
averages in the nation.

€hange in Grated Measures

2 Over the past decade, the share of
income needed 1o pay for college expens-
es after financial aid has increased from
16% to 21% at community colleges and
from 16% to 24% at public fourvear
institutions.

Other Key Facts

# In Wyoming, 62% of students are
enrolled in community colleges and
32% in public fourvear colleges and
universities.

Top States
A Decale
A Deca[fe 2004 A
Ago g0
Family Ability to Pay (50%)
Percent of income {average of all income groups}
needad 1o pay for college expensas minus
financial aid:
@t communiy galleges 16% 15%
al public 4-year collegas/universities 16% 16%
at privale 4-year collegesfuniversities nfa 32%
Strategies for Affordability (40%) B
State invesimen! in need-based financial aid as
compared 1o the federal investment ___2% T 89%
At lowest-priced cotleges, the share of income . - S .
that the poorest families need to pay for uition 8% 12% cn 7%
’Bellanae on Loans (1%}
Average loan amcwt that undergraduale students S
bosrow each year $2,642 - §2.898 $2,619

Note: in the alfordability category, the lower the Higures the betier the performancs for all indicatoers excapt o

“State investment in nesd-based financial ald”

The af‘ordabi ﬂy Categl)Ey measures wheihef s%udems aﬁé gar%’uE fos can affmd fo. pay faz htgher edasatmn QMBIE income levels, financial
aid, ardthe typﬁs of ce!!eges and umverﬁ es iB the s?a

Measuring Up 2004




Community Public 4-year Private 4-year
colleges colleges/universitiesicolieges/universities
| Average Percent | Percent Percent
family Het of income Net of income Net of income
income | goliege [NERdEd 0| popppe  MEededio| ggpp, [ Meededto
cost* pay net cost” pay net cost* pay net
cotlege college coliege
- - cost £0s! cost
income groups used to calculate 2004 tamily
ahility o pay ,
?_Q”{g _g_i__tf}_e_pa@u?at‘;on_yyiﬁh the iowest income $13,000 $6,3b8 49% $6,932 53% n/a nfa |
20% of the population with lower-middle income $28,734 | $6,779 © 4% $7,438 26% n/a wa
20% of the population with middle income $44.000 $7.,020 16% $7.856 18% n/a n/a
20% of the population with upper-middis income $62,620 $7.,106 11% $§,054 13% nfa nfa
20% of the population with the highest income $96,819 $7.088 7% $8,129 8% n/a n/a
40% of the pepuiation with the lowest income §20,867 $6,569 31% $7,185 34% n/a n/a
“Nei college cost equals tuition, room, and board, minys financial aid,
Those who are striving 1o reach or stay @ 1f the same student were to attend 2

in the middle class——the 40% of the

public four-year college in the state, their

population with the lowest incomes—- net cost to attend college would represent

eam on average $20,867 each vear,

@ It a student from such a familywere to - Tuition, room, and board:

attend a2 communitv college in the state,
their net cost 10 attend college would

represent about 31% of their income Net college cost:
annually Percent of income:
uition, room, and hoard: $7,159 Note

Financia! aid received: —5 550

Met college cost: $6,569

Percent of income: 31%

Financial aid received:

about 34% of their income annually:

88,036

~$1,451

§7,185

34%

The numbers shown for fuition, room,
and hoard minus financial zid may not
exactly equal net college cost due o
rounding,

Measuring Up 2004



2 tniprovement
Grade Geer Bocade

Over the past decade, Wyoming has seen a notable improvement in the
number of students who earn their certificates or degrees in a timely
manner. Wyoming receives a B+ in completion this year

Graded Information

8 Compared with other states, a large
percentage (55%) of first-vear communi-
ty college students refurn for their second
vedr,

m At fourvear colieges and universities,
the percentage of freshimen who return
for their sophomore vear is very large

{78%).

% A large percentage of fisst-time,
fuil-time college students complete &
bachelor’s degree within six vears of
enzering college,

# In addition, a very large proportion
of students earn certificates and degrees
relative to the number enrolled.

Change in Graded Measures
# Over the past decade, the percentage
of first-year community college students
returning for their second vear has
increased, placing Wyoming among the
top fen states in improvement on this
medsure.

Measuring Up 2004

pMG C Top
States
A Decade
Ago 2004 2004
persistence (@0%)
st year community college studerts returning . ., "
their second year 50% 55% 63%
Freshren at 4-yaar colleges/universities " a0 .
seturning their sophomore year 0% - T8% 84%
Completion (80%)
First-time, full-time sludents completing a Lo
bachelor's degree within & years of colfege 45% s ile 64%
gmirance L
Certificates, degrees, and diplomas awarded
t alf colteges and universities par 100 17 18 21
undergraduate students :
B During the same period, Wyoming has Other Key Facts

been among the fastest improving states
in the percentage of freshimen at fouryear

colleges and universities returning for their

sophomore year

B Over the past few vears, Wyoming has
beer arong the fastest inproving states
in the percentage of first-time, full-time
college students completing a bachelor’s
degree within six vears of enrolling in
coliege.

10

& During the past decade, the gap has
naszowed between whites and Hispanics
in the proportion of students completing
certificates and degrees relative to the
number entoled. The propartion of
Hispanic students receiving certificates
and degrees has increased from 9 to 22
per 160 envolled.

e cemp!e? on caiegory acféresses whetheg SEiEEfSﬂfS carztmethmugh Hair edasaﬂonal g;@gfar{*s aﬂd sarn. eértiticates or-degrees In




2tz fmprovement

frrade Grer Decade

Despite improvement over the past decade, Wyoming still does not reap

many of the benefits of baving a bighly educated population. This year

Wyoming receives a ) in benefits.

Graded Information

5 Compared with other states, a small
proportion of residents have a bachelor’s
degree, and this substantially weakens
the state economy.

2 However, residents contribute substan-
tially to the civic good, as measured by
charitable giving and voting.

Change in Graded Measures

& Over the past decade, the economic
benefits that Wyoming erjoys 45 a resuit
of the percentage of the population

with 2 bacheior’s degree have decreased
substantiatly {by 32%), in contrast lo 4
nationwide increase of 18%.

Other Key Facts

52 If all ethnic groups had the same
educational attainment and earnings as
whites, total personal income in the state
would be dhout $76 miltion higher, and
the state would realize an sstimated $27
rpiltion in additional tax revenues,

8 In 2002, Wyoming scoted 46 on

the New Economy Index, compared

1o 4 natiorwide score of 60, The New
Economy Index, developed by the
Pragressive Policy Instituze, measures the
extent o which states are participating in
knowledge-based industries,

WYeHNG Top
States
A Decade
Ago 2004 2004
| Educational Achievement (37.5%)
Population aged 25 10 65 with a bachelors .
degzee or higher 22% 36%
Econsmic Benefits {31.25%)
Increase in tetal personal income as a result o
of the percentage of the population helding 8% A% 12%
a bachelor's degree
increase i lotal personal income as a result of
the percentage of the population with some o o o
college (including an associate’s degres), but not ~1% 1% 3%
2 bachelor's degree
Civic Benelits {31.258%)
Residents voling in national elections 59% 98% - 60%
(3 those who iemize on federal income taxes, ' o
the percentage declaring charitable gifts 8% 1%% 92 / "
increase In voluntagring raie as a result of o
college education n/a % 22%
Adult Skill Levels (8%)*
Adults demonstrating high-level litaracy skilis:
_quantiative 27% % 33%
prose 26% 30% 3%
document 22% 25% 28%

*Adzitt Skilf Leveis for 2004 are estima'ed and are not used io calculale grades.

Note: Indicators in italics are new for 2004,

# Policymakers and state residents do not
have access to important information
about high-level literacy skills because the
state has declined to participate in the
national literacy survey,

The berefts calegary easures e eoonomic and societal benefis hat the stae recéives as e result of having well educated residerts.

11
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2004
Grade

Like most siales, Wyoming received an ncomplete in learning because there are no con-
parable data that would allow for meaningful state-by-state comparisons in fearning. The
Incomplete in this category bighlights a gap in our abilily to measure each state’s educa-
tional capital —the reservoir of bigh-level knowledge and skills that benefit each state.

Measuring Lp 2004 gives 1 “Plus” in
learning to five states (Tllinois, Rentucky,
Nevada, Oklahoma, and South Carcling)
that have developed learning measures
through their participation in a national
demonstration project conducted by

the National Forum on College-Level
Learning and funded by the Pew
Chavitable Trusts ®

Based on the results of the project, the
fearning category is being constructed
like the other performance categories

in Measuring Up, with indicators that
are grouped in several themes, each of
which is weighted {see parentheses) and
reflects a particular dimension of state
performance:

1. Abilities of the College-Educated
Population (25%). This cluster of
indicators examines the propertion of
college-educated residents who achieve
high tevels of literacy. For the 2004
demonstration, the data used are the
same as those included in the benefits
category and are based on the 1992
National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) for
citizens aged 25 to 64, updated through
the 2000 census. The NALS assessment
poses real-world tasks or problems that
require respondents to read and interpret
texts (prose), to obtain or act on infor-
mation contained in tabular or graphic
dispiays (docurnent), and to understand
mumbers or graphs and perform caleula-
tions (guantitative},

2. Institutional Contributions
Educational Capitad {25%). The indica-
tors in this area reflect the contributions
fo a state’s stock of “educational capital”
by examining the proportion of the state's
college graduates (from two- and four-

Measuring Up 2004

Hote Measuses included under tha firs two clusiers ae
avaitabie nationally and can be calculaied for all 50 iales.
Reasares included o the thied will reguire spasial data-
celieciion efforts simiar to those underiakes by the e
demonstiatinn project siates I 2004,

vear institutions) ready for advanged
practice. For the 2004 demenstration, the
measures are based on available records for
college graduates within each stae who
have demonstrated their readiness for
advanced practice by (a) passing a national
exarmination required to enter a licensed
profession such as nursing or physical
therapy, (b) eaming 4 competitive score

on a nationally recognized graduate
admissions examinaiion such as the
Graduate Record Examination (GRE)

or the Medical College Admissions Test
{MCAT, or {¢) passing = teacher licensure
examination in the state in which they
graduated, These measures are presented
as a propertion of tetal bachelor's and
associate’s degrees granted in the stawe
during the time period.

12

Learnin Wyomin ;
Literacy Lgeveis of the ! : L Vlifh.at T; elie j?ﬁziej s
State’s Resirts (25%) T o
Prase ?
Document ?
Quantitative ? To what extent do colleges
Graduates Ready for 2 and universities educate
Advanced Practice (25%}) r siudep%s lto be cagable of
Licenstires 2 contriuting to the workforce?
,,,,,,,,,, Gomgetilive admissions | ;
Teacher preparation 2 How welt can graduates of i
twa- and four-year collenes
Ef:;;:;::?;ﬁjuﬂege 37 Lfniversw‘tie\{s aerto;’mg
complex problem-solving
From lour-year instifutions tasks? :
Problem-sohving Lt '
mewr;gfw pr— ? 3: EETL*@‘f(frﬁmgani' College (}rzidaiz‘iiez
Fending 5 {50%). These indicators examine how well
T i e 7 the gradustes of the state’s to- and four
Locating information o year colleges and universities can perform
“Wriing ) complex tasks related to academic and real-

world problem-solving situations. For the
200 desnonstration, the measures consist
of two sets of assessments, the Collegiate
Leamning Assessment (CLA) for fourvear
students and the ACT Work Keys assessment
for two-vear students. The CLA is an innova-
tive examinasion that poses real-world tasks
that a student is asked to understand and
sobve. For example, students could be asked
to draw scientific conclusions, examine
historical evidence, or develop 3 persuasive
essay. The ACT Work Keys examines what
students can do with what they know
Students might be asked fo extract informa-
tion from documents and instructions, or
use mathematical concepts such as proba-
bility or estimation in real-world seftings.
The Work Keys writing assessment requires
students te prepare an extended essay.

* A repart on the resuits and lessons of the Tive-staie
demonstration project will be released in November.



Staie Gontext Wyoming  |State Rank
Population (2008 501.242 50
Gross state product (2001, i millions) $20,418 48
Leatling Intficators Wyoming us.
Projected % change i population, 2000-2015 223% 12.9%
____P__rg_jeg_@gag % change in nuraber of all high schagt graduates, 2002-2017 -23.4% 80%
Projected hudget surplus/shortfall by 2010 -18% -3.4%
Average ncome of poorast 20% of population {2002) $13.000 §12.072
Children in noverty (2001} 14.0% 180%
Per;en}t of adult poputation with lsss than 2 high schoot dipioma or 91 140%
eguivalent (003)

hew economy index (2002)" 487 80.3

Wysming -
Facts and Figures Number/Amount | Percent
institutions of Postsecondary Education {2002-03)
Public 4-vear
Piiic 2-yaar 7
Private 4-year o
Private 2-year 1

S__t_zs_dants Enrofled by Institution Type {2001)

Public 4-year 8807 32%

Public 2-year 17179 52%

Prvaledyear 9 %

Private 2-year 1550 0%
Students Enrplied by Level {2001)

_Undergraduate 275636 80%
Gadte 304 R
Professional 435 1%

Enrollment Status of Students (2001)

Full-time 17 560 56%

Part-time 13535 44%
Net Migration of Students (2000}

Positive numbers for ngt migratios mean that more

students are antering thar leaving the sfale to attend

callege. Negative nambers reveal the reverse. -144
Average Tuition {2002-03)

Public 4-year insiilidions $3.090

Pubfic 2-year institutions N §1813

Private 4-year instiiiaons nfa
Stafe and Locat Appropriations for Higher Education

Per $1,000 of persenal income, FY 2004 317

P capia, FY 2604 5393
% change, FY 1984-2004 58%

* This index. created by the Pregressive Policy institute, measures the extent 1o which a stdle is participating in
knowledge-hased industries. A higher score means increased participation.

Mote: Percentages raight not add to 100 due to rounding.

Share of State Appronriations

0% 0% A% 60%
Ethnic Distribution (%)
Asian/Pacific Islandsr
[ State Population (2000}
Native American/Alaskan Native a £7] Studerds Enolled in

Higher Education (2000)

Hispanic E

Afican-American

White

%4 8 8

Attainment of College Degrees in
United States and Top Country,
25- to 34-year-olds (20001

Unied States |
Wyomming £

Within Wyoming:
AsianPadifc slander

Nalive American/&iaskan Native
Hispanic

Alrican-American

Wiite

100

v TR

Bachelor's Degree or Higher

SRR

Norway
United States
Wyoming B A

Within Wyoming:
Asiar/Pacific islander

Native Americaniiiaskan Native
Hispanic

African-Ametican

White

169

i & T R
Note: These two charls compare perfarmance inthe U.S. 1o the

perforrrance of the top country, which receives a score of 100,
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» Who is beiny graded in this report card, amore stable bais for states (o assess their performance in

. = and why? affordability, which is the most volatile of the graded categories.
=

§ 0= Measurimg Up 2004 grades states, not individual In the learning category, Measuring Up 2004 reports
colleges or universities, on their performance in higher information about five states (].i‘]inois, Kentucky, Nevada,
education. The states are responsible for preparing students Oklahoma, and South Carolina) that participated in a pilot
for higher education through sound K—12 systems, and they project on measuring leaming. This report card gives these
provide most of the public financial suppors - $69 billion states a “Plus” for their efforts in assessing and measuring
currently—for colleges and universities, Through their over-  leaming; howeves, all other states continue fo receive an
sight of public colleges and universities, state leaders affect “Incornplete” in this category, as there is no information

the kind and number of programs available in the state. They ~ available to make state-by-state comparisons.
determine the fimits of financial support and often influence

tuition and fees for public colleges and universities. They All data used to grade states in Measuring L 2004 were
determine how much state-based financial aid to make avail- Cf)“eﬁed from national, reliable sources, including the 1.5,
able to students and their families, which affects students Census and the [1.5. Department of Education. Al data are
attending private as well as public colleges and universities. the most current available for state-by-state comparisons, e

in the public domain, and were collected in ways that allow
s for effective comparisons amony the states. The 7echrical
= How are states graded? Gutdde (available at wwwhighereducation.org) has informa-
u tion about sources used in Measuring [ 2004.
= The report card grades states in six performance
categorfes: academic preparation, participation, affordability,
completion, benefits, and learning, Each category is made up
of several indicators, or quantitative measures—a total of
35 in the first five categories. Grades are calculated based on

= What information is provided but not
. = Yradedd

®
= The state report cards highlight important gaps in

each state’s performance on these indicators, relative to other college opportunities for various income and ethnic groups,
states. Meastring Up 2004 draws its data from the most and they identify improvements and setbacks in each state’s
recent public information available. Most of the data in performance over the past decade. In addition, the seres

Measuring Up 2004 15 from 2002 and 2003, of indicators measuring adult literacy skills {in the benefits

category) is not being used to caleulate grades in Measuring
In the affordability category, Measuring Up 2004 reflects the Up 2004 becanse the data have not been updated in 12 vears.

major changes in tuition and financial aid that occurred in As & temporary placeholder for these indicators, the National
2003, In addition, each state’s performance is now calculated Center commissioned 2 study {o estimate aduit skill levels

in relation to the performance of top states a decade ago— based on the 2000 Census. These estimates are provided in
rather than in relation to top states’ current performance, as the charts found in the state report cards, but they are not

is the case with other graded categories. This change creates used to caleulate any grades.

What do the arrows mean?

The state has
improved on more
thar half of the
indicators in the
category.

The state has
improved on somg,
but no more than
haif, of the indicators
in tha category.

The sizle has
daclingd on evary
indticaior in the
category.
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To view Measuripng Up 2004 and its resources visit
www highereducation.org
Select the Measuring L icon

National Picture

& Snapshot: Performance overview on national maps

® Improvement: The nation’s performance over the past decade
B Download the national report in PDY format

State Reporis

& State Report Cards: A comprehensive picture of higher
education in each state

# Download each state’s report card in PDF format

Compare States

B Graded Performance: Compare state results by performance
category

B State Facts: Compare non-graded state information

# Index Scores (sort/compare/map): Sort states by their

rank within each category and creale & natioral map based on
individual indicator scores

Commentary

B Foreword, by James B. Hunt Jr, Chairman, and Garrey
Carruthers, Vice Chairman of the National Center’s Board of
Directors

2 A Message from Governor Mark R. Warner, Governor of
Virginia and Chairman of the National Governors Asseciation

# A Ten-Year Perspective: Higher Education Stalled Despite
High Schoel Improvement, by Patrick M. Callan, President of
the National Center

8 Grading Learning: Extending the Concept
# Special reports fortheoming

News Room

& National Press Release

£ State Press Releases

2 Press Contact Information

About Measuring Up

& (Questions and Answers about Measiring Up 2004
88 What is Mewsuring Up?

B How We Grade States

& How We Measure Tmproverment

B Measuving Up 2004 Database

8 Technival Guide

8 Measaering U 2004 and Beyond” Working Group
& Acknowledgements

# About the National Center

¥ Site Map

The Nationa! Center for Public Policy and Higher Education

As an independent, noaprofit, nonpartisan organization, the Nationa! Center for Public Policy and Higher Education promotes nublic
policies that enhance Americans’ opportunities o pursue and achieve high-quality education and training beyend high school. Formed
in 1998, the National Center is not affiliated with any institution of higher education, with any political party, or with any government
agency. It conducts independent research and analyses of pressing policy issues facing the states and the nation regarding opportunity and
achievement in higher education — including two- and four-year, public and private, for-profit and nonprofit institutions. The National
Center communicates performance results and key findings to the public, to civic, business, and higher education leaders, and 1o state
and federal leaders who are poised to Inyprove public policies regarding higher education.

Ferr further information about the National Center and its publications, visit wew highereducation org.

152 North Third Street, Suite 705, San jose, California 95112
Telephone: 408-271-2699 » FC 408-271-2697

www.higheredneation.org

National Genter Repors 804-4. Material may he duplicated with full attribution.
© 2004 by The National Center for Public Palicy and Higher Education,



ATTACHMENT D

Upping attendance worth the effort

PHILIP 1. DUBOIS

In late June, the U.S. Census Bureau released a national study showing that only 20.7 percent of
Wyoming residents had earned a bachelor's degree from a college or university, one of the lowest
rates in the nation. That number doesn't surprise us, but it causes us concern, as it should everyone
who cares about his or her family or the long-term future of Wyoming. Now that the problem has

achieved some public attention, perhaps the leadership of this state can work to reverse this troubling
trend.

The consequences for Wyoming of low college graduation rates are significant. From an individual
perspective, someone with a bachelor’s degree will earn on average twice as much over his or her
lifetime than will a high school graduate. From a societal perspective, fewer than 3 percent of state
prison inmates nationwide are college graduates. From an economic development perspective,
Wyoming's ability to diversify its economy and attract or grow technologically-oriented companies
depends upon the presence of a highly-educated workforce.

In 2003, 85 percent of jobs nationwide were classified as skilled and required post-secondary
education. In Wyoming, only 52 percent of high school graduates enroll in a community college,
college, or university following graduation, a modest number compared with states like North Dakota,
where nearly 70 percent of high school graduates go directly on to higher education. In January, we
briefed our Board of Trustees in public session about Wyoming's low rate of college attendance,
about the reasons for and consequences from that low rate, and about some possible remedies.

One well-known reason for Wyoming's low rate of college attendance is the structure of Wyoming's
economy. The state's largest employment sector is tourism and hospitality, but the wages paid are
typically low. The sector providing the highest income is mining, but it ranks as one of the lowest in
numbers of jobs. Neither the tourism industry nor the mining industry provides our citizens with both
high employment numbers and high pay.

In truth, many Wyoming high school graduates are not as well prepared for college as they could be.
This is not a matter of the quality of our teaching or high school requirements but is often a direct
result of curricular choices made by students and parents. For instance, in top-achieving states, 57
percent of 9th through 12th graders take upper-level math; in Wyoming, that percentage is 40. In
science the numbers are even more alarming, as 21 percent of Wyoming students take upper level
science courses compared with 39 percent in top states. Even high school graduates who meet UW's
admissions requirement should be taking a more rigorous curriculum, a strong predictor of success in
higher education. Such a curriculum includes foreign language, four years of science and
mathematics, and, if available, advanced placement or honors courses.

We also know that family income is a strong predictor of whether a student will go directly from high
school to college. Ninety-five percent of high-performing students from affluent families go directly
from high school to college, while only 75 percent of high-performing students from low-income
families do. A driving factor in their decision may be the perception that college is just too expensive.
To mitigate financial aid barriers, many states augment federal aid (Pell Grants) with extensive need-
based aid programs. Top-performing states contribute more than 100 percent of the federal grant aid
total to low-income students. In contrast, Wyoming funds no need-based educational grants, ranking
last in the country m this statistic.



There is ample evidence to suggest that state policies can dramatically affect the college participation
rates of high school graduates. For instance, Indiana is one state that has reversed its on-to-college
rate, ranking 40th in the nation in college-bound participation in 1988, but 17th in 2001,

What can Wyoming do? We can consider a rigorous core curriculum for grades 7-12; introduce
student and parent accountability for curricular choices; more closely align state graduation standards
with college expectations; and address the financial needs of low-income students. Increasing
information to students and parents that will help debunk the many myths about higher education is
also critical. More than half the states have college-bound Web portals serving this purpose.

A recent national study shows that 88 percent of eighth graders expect to participate in some form of
postsecondary education. Yet only 40 percent of a typical incoming ninth grade class in Wyoming

will move directly on to college after high school. Is closing this gap a challenge? Yes. But it's worth,
as they say, the old college try.

Philip L. Dubois is the President of the University of Wyoming.



ATTACHMENT E

Table 13. Educational Attainment of the Population 25 Years and Over, By State, including Confidence intervals

of Estimates: 2003
{Numbers in thousands)

High school
graduate or Bachelor's
Total 25 years higher degree or higher

State and over Percent 1.6"(S.E.) /1 Percent 1.6*(S.E.) /1
Alabama 2,948 79.9 1.3 227 1.3
Alaska 383 90.6 1.0 24.0 1.5
Arizona 3,441 83.8 1.3 26.0 16
Arkansas 1,743 80.9 1.3 17.4 1.3
California 21,990 81.1 0.6 29.8 0.7
Colorado 2,894 88.7 0.9 36.0 1.3
Conneclicut 2,232 875 0.9 335 1.3
Delaware 531 88.7 1.1 28.1 1.6
Pistrict of Columbia 404 86.0 1.2 46.4 1.8
Florida 11,266 84.7 0.7 25.8 0.8
Georgia 5,468 85.1 1.2 25.0 1.4
Hawaii 796 88.5 1.1 27.0 1.6
ldaho 795 88.2 1.4 225 1.5
illinois 8,031 85.9 0.7 28.1 0.9
Indiana 3,972 86.4 0.9 22.2 1.1
lowa 1,891 89.7 0.9 24.6 1.3
Kansas 1,693 88.6 09 31.0 1.3
Kentucky 2,673 82.8 1.2 21.3 1.3
Louisiana 2,763 79.8 1.4 223 1.5
Maine 882 86.6 c.e 23.7 1.2¢
Maryland 3,545 87.6 1.0 37.2 1.5
Massachusetts 4,415 87.1 0.9 376 1.3
Michigan 6,330 87.6 0.8 23.3 1.0
Minnesota 3,323 91.6 0.8 32.7 1.3
Mississippi 1,742 81.2 14 19.3 14
Missouri 3,637 88.3 1.0 26.6 1.3
Montana 800 90.1 1.0 24.9 1.5
Nebraska 1,077 90.8 0.9 26.8 1.4
Nevada 1,356 85.6 1.1 21.2 1.3
New Hampshire 865 g92.1 0.8 34.0 1.4
New Jersey 5,740 86.2 .8 334 1.1
New Mexico 1,154 81.7 1.5 23.7 1.6
New York 12,636 84.2 0.6 29.6 0.8
North Carolina 5,409 81.4 1.1 23.8 1.2
North Dakota 420 89.7 0.9 25.2 1.3
Ohio 7,304 87.2 0.7 25.0 1.0
Qkiahoma 2,214 85.7 1.1 243 1.3
Oregon 2,315 86.9 1.0 26.4 1.3
Pennsylvania 8,277 86.0 0.7 24.8 ¢.9
Rhode Island 713 81.0 1.1 27.6 1.2
South Carolina 2,591 80.8 1.3 22.3 1.4
South Dakota 465 88.7 1.0 23.9 1.3

Page 1




Table 13. Educational Attainment of the Population 25 Years and Over, By State, Including Confidence Intervals

of Estimates: 2003

{(Numbers in thousands)

High school
graduate or Bachelor's
Total 25 years higher degree or higher
State and over Percent 1.6%(S.E) /1 Percent 1.6%S.E) /M1
Tennessee 3,700 81.0 1.3 23.5 1.5
Texas 13,231 77.2 0.8 247 0.8
Litah 1,272 89.4 1.1 28.4 16
Vermont 423 88.9 1.0 3.3 1.5
Virginia 4,623 87.8 1.0 34.2 1.5
Washington 3,884 89.1 1.1 28.8 1.5
West Virginia 1,222 78.7 1.2 15.3 1.0
Wisconsin 3,585 88.6 0.9 24.1 1.2
Wyoming 321 0.9 0.9 20.7 1.3

/1 1.645 times the standard error added to or subtracted from the estimate provides the 90 percent confidence interval.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

internet Release date: June 29, 2004
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ATTACHMENT F

College support strengthens communities, nation

By Carl C. Dalstrom

Investment in higher education provides significant dividends for graduates who reap the many social
and financial rewards that a degree offers. But a new report shows that financial support for

postsecondary education also pays off in ways that reach far beyond individual achievement to affect
all of society.

Entire communities and the nation as a whole benefit from greater higher-education access - thanks to
higher tax revenues, less unemployment, greater productivity, reduced reliance on public assistance,

increased consumption, greater civic participation, less crime, and better quality of health, civic life
and social cohesion.

The new report, "Investing in America's Future: Why Student Aid Pays Off for Society and
Individuals," shows, for example, that the unemployment rate for those with bachelor's degrees was
2.9 percent in January 2004, compared with 4.9 percent for those with high-school diplomas and 8.8
percent for those with less than a high-school diploma. In the 2000 national elections, 77 percent of
Americans with bachelor's degrees voted, compared with 54 percent of high-school graduates and 38
percent of those with less than a high-school diploma.

Despite higher education's compelling public benefits, access to college is at risk for many families.
Thirty years of relative declines in grant aid based on students' financial need and decreasing state
funding for colleges and universities have dramatically shifted the burden of rising college costs to
students and their families. Low-income families, in particular, are bearing the brunt of this shift.

Need-based-grant aid now represents 22 percent of federal student aid, down dramatically from 61
percent three decades ago. The purchasing power of the Pell Grant, the largest federal grant for higher
education, has declined significantly. As a result, the gap in college-going rates between low-income
and high-income students has remained virtually unchanged during the past 20 years. Without an
increase in financial support, this gap likely will widen.

Stemming the higher-education-access crisis will the require efforts of both the public and private

sectors. By taking the following three steps, you can play a role in making higher education a reality
forall qualified students:

* Urge your representatives to Congress to support increases in funding for Federal Pell Grants.
Bolstering funding for these grants would reduce the burden on low-mcome students.

* Ask your state officials to refocus state student-aid dollars on need-based grants. This action would
reverse a trend of awarding aid based on academic merit alone, a practice that has reduced funding for
low-income and minority students.

* Suggest that your organization become an active partner in the college-financing equation,
particularly through scholarship aid. Scholarships help students meet college costs that remain after
federal, state and institutional financial aid is applied. Your organization also can promote higher-
education access by providing tuition-reimbursement support for employees.

The broad impact that postsecondary education has on graduates and the communities in which they



live should make investment in higher education a priority. The financial and social future of our
nation demands a renewed commitment to making college affordable for all.

Carl C. Dalstrom is president and CEO of Indianapolis-based USA Funds, the nation's leading
guaranior of federal education loans. USA Funds is the designated guarantor of federal education
loans in Wyoming. USA Funds sponsored the report "Investing in America’s Future” in observance of
National Scholarship Month. The report is available for downloading from USA Funds' Web site,
(www.usafunds.org).
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The Institute for Higher Education Policy is a non-profit, non-partisan research organization whose
mission is to foster access and success in postsecondary education through public policy research and
other activities that inform and influence the policymaking process. These activities include policy
reports and studies, seminars and meetings, and capacity building activities such as strategic planning.
The primary andiences of the Institute are those who make or inform decisions about higher education:
government policvmakers, senior institutional leaders, researchers, funders, the media, and private
sector leaders.

The Instirute for Higher Education Policy
1320 19th Streer, N'W, Suite 400, Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202-861-8223 » FAX; 202-861-9307 o Internet: www.ihep.org

Scholarship America® is the nation’s largest privare sector scholarship and educational suppore
organization. Its mission is to expand access to educational opportunities by involving and assisting
communities, corporations, foundations, organizations, and individuals to support students and to
encourage educational achievement. Scholarship America programs include Dollars for Schotars®,
Scholarship Mapagement Services™ and ScholarShop®. Dollars for Scholars is a national network

of more than 1,200 grassroots scholarship foundations that raise funds and provide financial and
academic support to local students. Scholarship Management Services administers over 1000 primarily
corporate-sponsored scholarship programs. ScholarShop is a curriculum and multi-media resource
center that motivates and prepares young people to achieve their full potential as students and as
productive members of society.

Scholarship America
One Scholarship Way, St. Peter, MN 56082
Phone: 800-337-4180 » FAX: 507-931-9168 = Internet: www.scholarshipamerica.org

USA FPunds® is the nation’s leading education-loan guarantor. A non-profit corporation, USA Funds
enhances postsecondary-education preparedness, access and success by providing and supporting
financial and other valued services. USA Funds links colleges, universities, proprietary schools, private
lenders, students and parents to promote financial access to higher learning. During the past 43

years, the USA Funds guarantee has supported a total of nearly $99 billion in financial aid for higher
education. USA Funds has served more than 12.3 million students and parents, as well as thousands of
educational and financial institutions.

USA Funds
P.O. Box 6028 Indianapolis, IN 46206-6028
Phone: 317-806-1200 » FAX: 317-806-1203 * Interne: www.usafunds.org
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Foreword

ecent national attention on higher education finance has focused overwhelmingly
on rising tuitions and state and federal efforts to address the burgeoning “cost
crisis.” While rising prices are a serious and important concern for students
and families, what has been missing from this discussion is an understanding of why
the money spent on college by families, governments, and the private sector matters.
In particular, the investment in student grants, scholarships, and other aid is a critical
part of the equation to equalize educational opportunity and make college possible
for a growing number of academically qualified but financially challenged Americans.
Equally as important, the failure to invest could have serious negative consequences for
the nation, far beyond the simple loss of educational opportunity for individuals.

This report reviews and synthesizes a vast array of studies and analyses conducted in
recent years to paint a more complete portrait of the benefits that result from investment
in student-based support. It has been commissioned to celebrate the launch of Nartional
Scholarship Month, May 2004, an annual event since 1998 that is designed to highlight
the importance of access to college and to improve understanding of the need to invest
in student financial support. We hope this report will serve as a valuable and timely
resource to policymakers, the media, higher education leaders, and the general public
about why the investment in student aid indeed pays off for both society and individuals.

Special thanks to Melissa Clinedinst, Senior Research Analyst at the Institute for
Higher Education Policy, for her hard work and dedication in drafting the report, We
also wish to thank the many other staff members from our respective organizations
who have contributed to the report’s success, particularly Alisa Cunningham, Director
of Research, and Loretta Hardge, Director of Communications and Marketing at

the Institute for Higher Education Policy, as well as Barbara Arnold, Vice President,
Public Affairs and Communications, and Perrie Garland, Publications Manager at
Scholarship America®.

Finally, we express our deep appreciation to Carl Dalstrom, President, Henry
Fernandez, Executive Director of Scholarships, Qutreach, and Philanthropy, and the
entire team at USA Funds for their generous support in making this project possible.
We acknowledge the assistance and support of USA Funds and other organizations
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Executive Summary

college education makes a big difference in our lives as Americans. This is true
Af{)r individuals, but is especially true in terms of our shared economic, social, and

cultural well-being as a nation. Student aid, particularly grants, is a critical part
of the investment in higher education that leads to these public and private benefits.

While many policymakers and education leaders cite the fact that a bachelor’s degree has
become worth more than $1 million in lifetime earnings, the other economic and social
benefits of college are even more important, though often unrecognized. These include:

< increased tax revenues,
O decreased reliance on public assistance programs,
O lower unemployment rates, and

O increased voting, volunteering, and other civic activities.

For example, the unemployment rate for those with bachelor’s degrees was 2.9%

in January of 2004, compared to 4.9% for those with a high school diploma and
8.8% for those with less than a high school diploma. Similarly, in the 2000 national
elections, 77% of Americans with a bachelor’s degree voted, compared to 54% of high
school graduates and 38% of those with less than a high school diploma.

Because a college education benefits both individuals and society, the cost of providing
college access to all citizens is shared by students and families, taxpayers, colleges

and universities, and the private sector. Unfortunately, over the last three decades

the amount and type of support provided by these partners has shifted considerably,

resulting in diminished access for fow-income students. Examples of this shifting
support include:

© By the mid-1990s, the maximum federa! Pell Grant paid for only about 34% of the
average cost of attendance (tuition, fees, room, and board) at a public four-year
college, compared to 84% in the mid-1970s.

© Between 1980 and 2000, the proportion of income required for a low-income

family to pay for one year at a public four-year college increased from 13% to
25%; high income families pay less than 5%.

O Student loans comprised nearly 70% of federal student assistance in 2002-03, and
non-need-based aid comprised more than 40% of all financial aid - both sharp
increases compared to just a decade ago.

The results of this shift can be seen most clearly in the fact that the gaps in college-
going rates between low and high-income students, and between minorities and
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whites, have remained virtually unchanged in the last 20 years, despite increases in
college enrollment overall. In fact, today only 48% of low-income students go to
college, compared to 77% of high income students. Rising student loan debt — now
approximately $18,000 for undergraduates — also is a serious concern. Debt can
influence whether students go to college, where they go, and what they do upon
graduating. Given projected dramatic increases in the number and proportion of high
school graduates who are minority and first-generarion students, the failure to invest

now in college access for all students will result in sharply diminished returns for
individuals and society.

To make college possible for current and future generations, the federal government
and states must recommit to providing need-based grant aid in amounts that will

allow low-income students to attend and complete college. This goal can be reached,
in part, by:

o doubling the maximum Pell Grant award and fully funding the program,
O refocusing state student aid dollars on need-based grants, and

O acknowledging the private sector as a full partner in the college financing equation,
particularly through scholarship aid.

The economic growth and social stability of the nation will depend upon our ability to
capitalize on these opportunities and invest in America’s future.
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Introduction

he opportunity to increase one’s economic status and personal independence,
to pursue any career, is the foundation of the American dream. Education,
ingenuity, and perseverance have always been important components of
reaching this dream. Today, a college degree is an increasingly critical milestone on
the road to perseonal success. The individual gains of education are more obvious,
but society also benefits from the skills and knowledge of college graduates. In other
words, individuals benefit both from attaining a college degree and from living in
a community composed primarily of college graduates. The reality of these dual
benefits is the reason why taxpayer dollars are spent to help capable but economically
disadvantaged students attain college degrees. However, the size of the public
contribution has changed over time in response to shifting attitades about the relative
importance of individual and societal benefits. Maintaining the right balance between

individuals” and society’s contribution to the cost of college will be critical to ensuring
that neither of those benefits are diminished.
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Benefits to Individuals and Society

or today’s high school students, a college education represents more than an

opportunity for continued learning, a vehicle for personal growth, and an

advantage in the labor market. A bachelor’s degree has become the passkey to
the middle class and beyond. As a result, the number of high school graduates who
pursue postsecondary education continues to increase even as growth in tuition
outpaces growth in family income. Nothing illustrates the perceived economic
advantages conferred by a postsecondary credential more powerfully than students’
willingness to borrow — more than half of all bachelor’s degree recipients graduate
with student loan debt averaging between about $15,000 and $17,000 {ACE, 2003a).
Yet, no one can argue that the personal economic benefits of a college education
are illusory. As shown in Figure 1, median annual salaries are strongly relared to
educational credentials (Census, 2002). A bachelor’s degree has become worth more
than $1,000,000 in total lifetime earnings {(College Board, 2003a).

Society also reaps many benefits from an educated citizenry, including increased tax
revenues, decreased reliance on public assistance programs (NCES, 1998}, lower
unemployment rates {BLS, 2004}, and increased civic participation (NCES, 2003)
(Figure 2a, 2b, and 2c). Although the public and private benefits of higher education

Figure 1: Median annual earnings of year-round, full-time workers
690,000 age 25 and over, by educational attainment, 2001
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SOURCE: CENSUS, 2002

INVESTING IN AMERICA'S FUTURE




are often discussed separately, they are interrelated in important ways. For example,
increased tax revenues are a direct result of the larger salaries of many college
graduates. Decreased unemployment rates result from the greater number and variety
of jobs available to college graduates (Barton, 2002). And, decreased reliance on public
assistance programs results from both of these private benefits,

Figure 2a: Percentage of US population aged 25-34 who received
income from Aid to Families with Dependant Children or other public
4 assistance programs, by years of education completed, 1996
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Figure 2b: Unemployment rate of US population 25 years

and older by educational attainment, January 2004
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Many attempts have been made to accurately document and quantify the personai
and private benefits of higher education. An array of the most commonly accepted
public and private benefits arc cataloged in Figure 3 according to their economic or
social value (IHEP, 1998). As the proportion of jobs that require a bachelor’s degree
increases, the relative value of higher education will shift toward the public domain.
According to the U.S. Department of Labot, job growth between 2000 and 2010 will
overwhelmingly be in fields requiring a college education (BLS, 2001).

The variety of benefits to both individuals and society, as well as the interdependence
of these benefits, makes clear why the investment of taxpayer dollars in higher
education matters. The return on this investment is maximized when the expenditure
of taxpayer dollars is focused on low-income students. Despite the future economic
advantages conferred by a college degree, the financially neediest students simply
cannot attend college without government intervention. The failure to invest in college
access for all students not only results in diminished personal economic opportunities
for low-income students but also weakens the fabric of society and risks costing the
nation more in the long-term.

Figure 2c: Registration and voting rates for US citizens ages 18

and older, by educational attainment, November 2000
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Figure 3. The array of higher education benefits
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Public Investment in Access

shared among students and families, taxpayers, colleges and universities, and

the private sector. Among society’s Snancial investments are: 1) direct student
financial aid, provided largely by the federal government and states; 2) financial support
to colleges and universities in the form of state and local government appropriations;
3) funds raised by colleges and universities; and 4) private sector scholarships. This
cost-sharing system supports the societal goal of access for low-income students and
enhances both the personal and societal benefits of higher education.

Because higher education confers both personal and societal benefits, the cost is

However, the relative amount and type of support provided by these partners has
shifted considerably over the last three decades, resulting in diminished college access
for low-income students. In particular, two changes ~ declining support for grant aid in
the federal student financial aid system and decreased state and local appropriations to
colleges and universities — have shifted more of the cost of higher education to students
and families. This dramatic shift in the cost-sharing system has disproportionately
affected the ability of low-income students to finance their college education.

Role of the Federal Government

The federal government plays a large role in college access, providing two-thirds of the
$105.1 billion of direct student financial aid disbursed in 2002-03. During the 1970s,
the vast majority of federal student financial aid was distributed in the form of grants

to low-income students and families. Grant aid that is based on financial need has

been shown to have the most powerful effect on college access (Heller, 1996). As both
the price of college and the number of people attending increased, the cost of need-
based grant aid grew substantially during a time of economic recession and competing
priorities. As a result, the federal commitment to need-based grant aid has decreased
substantially since the early 1980s. By 2002-03, loans comprised nearly 70 percent

of federal student financial aid. Aid that is not based on financial need — unsubsidized
student loans, loans to parents, and tax credits — comprised more than 40 percent of the
total. This decreased commitment to grant aid has substantially reduced the proportion
of the total cost of college attendance that is covered by the average Pell Grant, which is
the primary vehicle for supporting low-income students (College Board, 2003b) (Figure
4). During the mid-1990s, the purchasing power of the maximum Pell Grant reached a
low of 34 percent, down from 84 percent in the mid-1970s (ACSFA, 2002).

During times of budgetary strain, loans are particularly attractive to policymakers
who want to convey a commitment to higher education at a fraction of the cost of
grant programs. Guaranteed student loans are a less expensive investment because
the federal government generally only covers the costs of subsidized interest,
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Figure 4: Average Pell Grant as share of Tuition, Fees,

455%, - Room, and Board, 1976-77 to 2001-02
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administrative requirements, and loan defaults (Price, 2004). In 2001-02, the federal
government appropriated $11.9 billion in order to provide a like amount of grant aid
to students. In the same year, only $3.9 billion was necessary to support the $26 hillion
in foan aid administered through the Federal Family Education Loan Program (Price,
2004). Student loans are an important part of the college access equation and should
not be underestimated. But unfortunately, the limited investment in grant aid overall
and the increasing focus on non-need-based aid have hindered progress toward the
goal of equity in access to a college education. Between 1981 and 1996, the nation
experienced dramatic growth in the percentage of high school graduates who enrolled
in college ar all income levels and among almost all racial/fethnic groups. However,
gaps in college-going rates between minorities and whites and between high and low-
income students have remained virtually unchanged. In fact, the most recent statistics
on college-going rates show either negative or flat growth between 1996 and 2001 for
all groups (NCES, 2003) (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Percentage of high school graduates ages 16 to 24 enrolled in college
the October following graduation, by race and income

Total Low income  Middle income  High income White Black Hispanic
1972 49.2% 26.1% 45.2% 63.8% 49.7% 44.6% 45.0%
1981 53.8% 33.6% 49.2% 67.6% 54.9% 42.7% 52.1%
1996 65.0% 48.6% 62.7% 78.0% 67.4% 56.0% 50.8%
2001 61.7% 43.8% 56.5% 79.8% 64.2% 54.6% 51.7%

SOURCE: NCES, 2003
Until new data become available, it remains unclear whether 2001 represents a

temporary stagnation in college-going among high school graduates or forecasts the
beginning of a reversal in the growth of previous years. However, some basic facts
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Figure 6: Average annual unmet need facing high school
graduates by family income and type of college, 1999
{Full-time dependent students)
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about the disproportionate and increasing burden faced by low-income students and
families in financing college paint a grim picture. The percentage of family income
required to pay for one year at a public four-year college doubled for low-income
families - from 13 to 235 percent - between 1980 and 2000. During the same time
period, the proportion of income necessary for high-income families to cover this
expense remained steady at less than 5 percent (NCPPHE, 2002). In addition, low-
income families face substantially higher levels of unmet need ~ the balance remaining
after the expected family contribution and all available financial aid have been applied
— in comparison to middle and high-income families (Figure 6). In order to cover this
balance, students have turned to even further borrowing and/or increased their work
hours, both of which add to the burden of paying for college (ACSFA, 2002). Experts
estimate that in the first decade of the twenty-first century as many as two million
college-qualified high school graduates from low and moderate income families will
not attend college because of financial barriers {ACSFA, 2002).

Role of State Governments

The proportion of total revenues provided to public institutions through state and local
appropriations decreased dramatically during the 1980s and never rebounded. During
academic year 1980-81, appropriations from state and local governments comprised
nearly half of total revenue for public institutions. By 1999-2000, however, only about
one-third of public institutional revenues were provided by state and local governments
(NCES, 2002). Because the revenue sources of public institutions are limited — tuition
and fees, government appropriations, private gifts, endowment income, and income
from sales and services — decreased state and local appropriations often result in

some level of increase in tuition and fees (College Board, 2003a) (Figure 7). In fact,
decreasing revenues from state appropriations seems to be the most important factor
related to tuition increases at public four-year institutions (NCES, 2001).
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Figure 7: Annual percentage change in instructional appropriations and total
tuition at public four-year institutions in current dollars, 1980-81 to 2001-02
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Rising Tuition

students and their parents. Beginning in the early to mid-eighties — when most

current high school students were born — tuition and fee charges and total cost
of attendance (tuition, fees, room, and board} have increased faster than inflation
almost every year, with the most dramatic increases occurring at four-year institutions
(Figure 8a and Figure 8b). For example, 2003-04 college students paid an average of
$4,694 in tuition and fees for one year at a public four-year institution. In 1993-94,
one year would have cost students $3,188 after adjusting for the ten-year inflation

rate. In 1983-84, students would have paid less than half the price at $§2,074 (College
Board, 2003a).

Tuition increases have become the norm for today’s aspiring and current college

However, most students do not pay the published tuition and fee charges. Around 50
percent of college students receive grant aid that reduces their net price — the difference
between published tuition and fees and what students actually pay out of pocket
(College Board, 2003b). And, despite steady increases in tuition, very few students pay
the exorbitant $20,000 to $30,000 per year tuition and fee charges thart are often cited
in newspaper articles. In fact, of the 3,600 American colleges and universities, only 200
had published tuition and fee charges of $20,000 or more in 2002-03 (ACE, 2003).
And, nearly two-thirds of full-time undergraduates at four-year institutions attended
colleges and universities that had published tuition and fee charges of less than $7,000
in 2003-04 (College Board, 2003a).

Figure 8a: Average tuition and fee charges,
in constant (2003) dollars, 1976-77 to 2003-04
{enroliment weighted)

$25,000
m— Drivale Four-Year
$20,0004 e Prabiie Four-Year
----- Public Two-Year
$15,000
510,000
35,000 4
G ¥ 7 T El 1 ¥ 1 ¥ ¥ T 1 ¥ T i T T El T T T 3 T T T T T T 1

76-77 78-79 80-81 82-83 84-85 86-87 88-B9 00-91 92-83 94-95 96-97 98-99 0001 (203
SOURCE: Cotiege Board, 20032

INVESTING IN AMERICA’S FUTURE



Fibure 8b. Average tuition, fees, room, and board charges at
four-year institutions, in constant (2003} dollars, 1976-77 to 2003-04
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Consequences of Declining
Public Investment

tudents and families continue to find ways to finance higher education despite

financial hardships because of the potentially large personal economic gains.

However, not all college graduates benefit equally. Although college graduates
do earn more on average than high school graduates, median salary figures obscure
important differences in earnings. In fact, average salaries vary considerably by
gender, race, economic background, and type of degree even among individuals with
equivalent educational credentials. For example, women and minorities earn less on
average than their counterparts. More importantly, as the leve! of education — and
presumed financial investment - increases, these differential benefits become more
pronounced (College Board, 2003a) {Figure 9a and Figure 9b). In other words, while
getting a college education adds to one’s personal financial status, it also exacerbates
the differences among some groups. This reinforces the need to understand the
broader public benefits that result from investing in higher education.

The Role of Debt

The relative personal economic benefits of higher education also are influenced by the
increasing prevalence of student borrowing, particularly among low-income students,
Students who borrow to cover the cost of attendance pay a 33 percent premium on
the portion that is paid for with student loans (assuming a ten-year payback period
at 7 percent interest} (Price, 2004). As of 2000, average cumulative educational debt

Figure 9a: Median annual earnings of year-round, full-time workers,
age 25 and over, by gender and educational attainment, 2001
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Figure 9b: Median annual earnings of year-round, full-time workers,
age 25 and over, by race and educationat attainment, 2001
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for undergraduates was approximately $18,000 (GAQ, 2003), which translates into
a $6,000 borrowing premium. In other words, a student who borrowed $18,000 to
finance the price of college will actually pay $24,000 over time (Price, 2004).

In the 10 years from 1989-90 to 1999-2000, the percentage of students at all income
levels who borrowed for college increased as did the amount borrowed. However, the
amount borrowed varied little among income groups (NCPPHE, 2002}. In addition,
wormen, racial minorities, and students from low-income families all were more likely
to borrow than their counterparts. Given the lower average salaries earned by these
groups of graduates, it is not surprising that they are more likely to struggle with an
excessive student loan debt after graduation (Price, 2004).

In addition, many borrowers begin post-college life at a disadvantage to their non-
borrower counterparts in other ways that affect quality of life. A 1998 survey of
student borrowers found that for those who finished their degree programs, 40
percent delayed purchasing a home, 31 percent delayed purchasing a car, and 22
percent delayed having children due to student loan debt {Baum and Saunders, 1998).
In a more recent survey, 39 percent of low-income borrowers reported that loan
repayments caused more hardship than anticipated (Baum and O’Mailey, 2003).

Despite these difficulties, most people agree that a college degree is ultimately worth
the individual investment in one’s economic future, given the potential for increased
earnings over the long-term. However, excessive student loan debt threatens to disrupt
the delicate balance between private and public benefits. If policymakers and education
leaders continue to emphasize the personal economic returns of higher education, how
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can society reasonably expect recent college graduates to forgo economic prosperity to
fill shortages in critical but low-wage careers, such as teaching and social work? Under
our current financial aid structure, this decision would be economically unsound for the
vast majority of low-income and minority graduates. For instance, the nation continues
to suffer from a shortage of elementary and secondary teachers, particularly minority
teachers {Alliance, 2000). Yet how can the teaching profession successfully recruit and
retain new teachers when employing them in this low-paying profession is tantamount
to resigning many of them to yvears of excessive educational debt burden, as well as
delaying home ownership and families? The continued policy focus on the individual
benefits of higher education risks diminished returns both for individuals and society.

Loans certainly have an important place in the college financing system, given rising
tuitions and the personal economic benefits that a cotlege degree confers. The personal
economic benefits justify the expectation that students and families will contribute

to the cost of higher education, and student loans prove to be a good investment for
most individuals. However, the growing reality is that borrowing serves as the main
mechanism for increasing access. This poses the danger of creating yet another aspect
of educational inequality ~ between those who have to borrow and those who can
pay up front. Not surprisingly, college students who have to borrow in order to gain
access to a four-year institution are more likely to have the same racial and economic
background as high school graduates who still lag behind in college-going rates. In
order to ensure that both low-income students and society as a whole can continue
to reap the benefits of higher education, a greater proportion of financial aid must be
awarded on the basis of need and in the form of grants.

The Role of Demographic Changes

The window of opportunity to regain an appropriate balance between individual and
societal responsibility for financing higher education is already closing. The nation is
about to experience a surge in the number of high school graduates that will peak at
nearly 3 miliion in 2008 (WICHE, 2003). If the promise of No Child Left Behind is
fulfilied, an increasing percentage of these new high school graduates will be coliege
qualified. In addition, most of this growth in college-qualified high school graduates
will occur among groups who are most in need of grant aid —~ minority, low-income,
and first-generation students. For example, the number of Hispanic high school
graduates will increase by nearly 80 percent, while the number of whites will decline
{(WICHE, 2003) (Figure 10). In addition, these “minority” populations will compose
more than 50 percent of the total U.S. population within the lifetime of today’s high
school students (Census, 2002b). As this demographic shift progresses, the economic

success and social progress of today’s minority populations will become inextricably
bound to that of the nation.

While the current financial aid system clearly has improved access for students overall,
it has proven less effective in reducing the racial and income gaps in access to higher
education due to the inadequate investment in need-based aid. As the need for more
college educated workers continues to increase, the economic growth and social
progress of the nation will become increasingly dependent upon providing educational
opportunity to all Americans who are witling and able to learn.
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What Can Be Done?

olicy changes at the federal and state levels can ensure postsecondary access

for the coming wave of college-ready high school graduates. The future state of

college access rests primarily on a recommitment to need-based grant aid. The
shift to an emphasis on loan aid and non-need-based aid has addressed the needs of
affordability and choice for middle and high income students, but it has not addressed
the most important and original goal of student financial aid - improving access for
low-income students. Given projected demographic changes that could result in a
foss of as many as two million college-qualified high school students by the end of
the decade, the nation simply cannot afford to under-invest in college access for low-
income students. Some specific recommendations to invest in America’s future are:

O The federal government should double the maximum Pell Grant and
fully fund the program. Doubling the maximum Pell grant would restore the
program’s lost purchasing power and pay for an average of 75 percent of the
price of attendance at public four-year colleges, thereby significantly reducing the
financial obstacles that low-income students face. Although increases in grant
aid are more expensive than equivalent increases in loan aid, grant aid is a more
efficient use of taxpayer dollars because it has a far more powerful effect on
students’ ability to attend college.

C State governments must refocus student aid dollars on need-based grants.
The recent state-level trend of awarding student aid based on academic merit alone
reduces funds for low-income, minority, and first-generation students. Given the
societal benefits of higher education, state governments also must ensure that higher
education’s share of general revenues does not continue to decline. At the same time,
state policymakers must reevaluate their tuition poelicies for public colleges and
universities. Policies must be set and resources allocated so that tuition increases can
be reasonably consistent with general indicators of economic capacity in the state,
such as per capita personal income. State leaders also should link funding for state
financial aid programs directly with tuition or fee decisions to make sure that needy
students are not shortchanged in times of rising student charges.

O The private sector must be recognized as an important partner in the
national goal of improving access to higher education. The private sector needs
to be acknowledged as a full partner in the college financing equation and should
play a major role in our national dialogue about investing in America’s future.

The financial resources of the private sector have had an increasingly powerful
influence on coliege access as many students face unmet need even after federal,
state, and institutional financial aid is applied. Scholarship aid can bridge this gap,
decrease the amount students must borrow or work, and increase the likelihood
of degree attainment. Many private sector corporations already are making
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valuable contributions. Given the potential lack of qualified workers if the promise
of college access remains unfilled, more corporations should consider providing

tuition reimbursement plans for their employees and dependents as a minimum
investment for the future.

In the coming decade, the nation will reach a critical crossroads in its commitment to
educational equity. The past 30 years have proven the importance of need-based grant
aid in ensuring access for low-income students. Though the landscape of financing
options has changed considerably, grant aid will continue to be essential. The coming
wave of high school graduates presents an invaluable opportunity to make significant
strides in decreasing the gaps in college-going rates among racial and income groups.
All of the partners in the college financing process — the federal government, states,
institutions, and the private sector ~ must commit to this investment. The economic

growth and social stability of the nation will depend upon our ability to capitalize on
this opportunity.

INVESTING IN AMERICA'S FUTURE



References

ACE. See: American Council on Education.
ACSFA. See: Advisory Commirttee on Student Financial Assistance.

Alliance. See: Alliance for Equity in Higher Education

Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance (ACSFA}. 2002, Empty Promises:

The Myth of College Access in America. Washington, DC: ACSFA, June.

Alliance for Equity in Higher Education. 2000. Educating the Emerging Majority: The
Role of Minority-Serving Colleges & Universities in Confronting America’s Teacher
Crisis. Washington, DC: The Institute for Higher Education Policy, September.

American Counciton Education (ACE). 2003a. From website (http://www.collegeispossible.

org/index.php?module=ContentExpress&func=display&ceid=178& meid=14).

. 2003b. From website (http://www.coliegeispossible.org/index.php?mo
dule=ContentExpress& func=displav&ceid=188& meid=14}.

BLS. See: U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Barton, Paul E. 2002. The Closing of the Educational Frontier? Princeton, NJ:
Educational Testing Service, September.

Baum, S., and M. O'Malley. 2003. College on Credit: How Borrowers Perceive Their
Education Debt. Braintree, MA: Nellie Mae

Baum, S., and D. Saunders. 1998. Life after Debt: Results of the National Student
Loan Survey. Braintree, MA: Neilie Mae.

Census. See: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

College Board. 2003a. Trends in College Pricing 2003. Washington, DC: College Board.
. 2003b. Trends in Student Aid 2003. Washington, DC: College Board.

GAO. See: U.S. Government Accounting Office.

Heller, D. E. 1996. “Tuition , Financial Aid, and Access to Public Higher Education.”
Unpublished diss. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, Graduate School of Education.

INVESTING IN AMERICA’S FUTURE

21



2

IHEP. See: Institute for Higher Education Policy.

Institute for Higher Fducation Policy (IHEP). 1998. Reaping the Benefits: Defining the
Public and Private Value of Going to College. Washington, DC: THEP, March.

NCES. See: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics.
NCPPHE. See: National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education (NCPPHE), 2002. Losing
Ground: A National Status Report on the Affordability of American Higher
Education. San Jose, CA: NCPPHE.

Price, Derek V. 2004. Borrowing Ineguality: Race, Class, and Student Loans. Boulder,
CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 2002a. “(PINC-03) Educational Attainment — People 25
Years Old and Oves, by Total Money Earnings in 2001, Work Experience in 2001,
Age, Race, Hispanic Origin, and Sex.” From census website {heep://ferret.bls.census.
gov/macro/032002/perinc/new03_006.htm).

. 2002b. “{NP-T4) Projections of the Total Resident Population by 5-
Year Age Groups, Race, and Hispanic Origin with Special Age Categories: Middie
Series, 1999 to 2100.” Population Projections Branch, Population Division. From
website {hetp//www.census.gov/population/www/projections/natsum—T3.htm!}.

U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics (NCES}.
1998. The Condition of Education 1998. NCES 98-013. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, October.

. 2001, Study of College Casts and Prices, 1988-89 to 1997-98,
Volume 1. NCES 2002-157. By Alisa E Cunningham, Jane V. Wellman, Melissa E.
Clinedinst, and Jamie P. Merisotis. Project Officer: C. Dennis Carroll. Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, December.

. 2002. Digest of Education Statistics 2002. 2003-060. Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, June.

. 2003. The Condition of Education 2003. 2003-067. Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, June.

U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). 2004, From website (http://
dara.bls.gov/iserviet/SurveyQutputServlet?jrunsessionid=1080102784989191140).

. 2001. “QOccupational Employment Projections to 2010.” Monthly
Labor Review. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, November.

INVESTING IN AMERICA’S FUTURE



U.S. Government Accounting Office (GAQ). 2003. Student Financial Aid: Monitoring
Aid Greater Than Federally Defined Need Could Help Address Student Loan
Indebtedness. GAO-03-508. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

WICHE. See: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE}. 2003. Knocking at the

College Door: Projections of High School Graduates by State, Income, and Race/
Ethnicity, 1988 to 2018. Boulder, CO: WICHE, December.

INVESTING IN AMERICA'S FUTURE

23



