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BOARD OF REGENTS, STATE OF IOWA 
STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHOP SCHEDULE 
Monday, February 2, 2009 
Courtyard by Marriott – Ankeny, Iowa 
 
 
 
8:00 – 8:15 AM Continental Breakfast 
 
8:15 – 8:30 Welcome by and brief purpose of Strategic Planning Workshop by President David Miles 

and introduction of Regents 
 
8:30 – 8:40  Comments by Governor (invited) 
 
8:40 – 9:00  Introduction of participants 
 
9:00 – 9:05  Introduction of Facilitator – Dennis Jones – by President Miles 
 
9:05 – 10:00 Recap of key environmental data by Mr. Jones 
 
10:00 – 10:15  Short break 
 
10:15 – 11:00 Large group discussion led by Mr. Jones 

What are the expectations of stakeholders regarding their workforce and the 
Regent Enterprise? 
What’s working? 
What’s not working? 

 
11:00 – 11:45  Large group discussion of all strategic issues led by Mr. Jones 
    Closing the educational attainment gap 
    Financing higher education/affordability 
    Demographic challenges and opportunities 
    Role of the Regent Enterprise in economic development 
 
11:45 – 12:00 PM Wrap up by President Miles 
 
12:00 – 12:45  Lunch 
 
12:45 – 1:00  Convene in separate room for afternoon session 
 
1:00 – 2:30 Mr. Jones reviews key goals/priorities of other BOR/governing board strategic plans 
 
2:30 – 2:45  Short break 
 
2:45 – 4:15  Continued group discussion on key priorities and strategies 
    Make list of key priorities 
    Rank order key priorities 
    Arrive at consensus of key priorities for Board strategic plan 
 
4:15 – 4:30 Wrap-up by Mr. Jones and discussion of next steps by President Miles and Executive 

Director Bob Donley 
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Mission  
What we do today 

Serving the people of Iowa, the Board of Regents 

• Governs and coordinates the activities of Iowa’s three public universities and two special 
schools; 

• Advocates for and exercises responsible stewardship of resources; 

• Engages capable presidents and superintendents to ensure that the institutions apply 
knowledge to benefit Iowans; 

• Communicates the positive impact and value of the Regent institutions to the state, its 
citizens and society. 

 

The Board expects the Regent institutions, in accordance with their respective missions, to 

• Provide a high-quality accessible education to all students in concert with Iowa’s other 
educational entities; 

• Engage in high-quality research, scholarship, and creative activities to enhance the quality 
of life for Iowans and society in general;  

• Provide needed public services; 

• Support economic development in partnership with public and private sectors. 
 
 
Vision  
The aspirations we pursue 

The Board of Regents, State of Iowa, expects its public education enterprise to become the best 
in the United States. 
 
The Board of Regents will become the nation’s higher education leader by developing the best 
educated state in the nation, by creating new knowledge that demonstrably improves the quality 
of life for Iowans, and by employing the resources of the Regent institutions to serve the needs 
of Iowa, its citizens, and the world. 
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Values
The ideals we uphold 

The Board of Regents, State of Iowa, is committed to: 

• intellectual development and creativity; 

• academic freedom 

• academic quality and access 

• civility 

• honesty, integrity, and fairness 

• ethical behavior 

• collaboration 

• continuous improvement 

• diversity among faculty, staff, and students 

• open, effective communication 

• public accountability, stewardship and service 
 
 
Culture Statement  
How we do things 

The Board of Regents, State of Iowa, and its institutions nurture cultures, consistent with their 
values, that are characterized by the following: 

• A passion for learning that enables individuals to achieve their full potential and enhances 
quality of life 

• Academic freedom that stimulates creativity, inquiry, and the advancement of knowledge 

• Leadership in demonstrating the highest levels of integrity, honesty, ethics, and civil 
discourse in all activities 

• Collaboration and coordination across the Regent enterprise and with other institutions 
and organizations, both public and private, to meet the needs of Iowans 

• A commitment to Iowans, our students, and our employees to seek continuous 
improvement in applying knowledge, using resources, and responding to needs and 
opportunities 

• Respectful interaction among members of diverse backgrounds, cultures, and beliefs in 
nurturing environments that promote critical thinking, free inquiry, open communication, 
and broad participation 

• Effective communications that inform citizens of the roles, value and impact of the Board 
and its institutions 

• Governance that demonstrates effective, accountable service to the public through 
strategic planning, hiring of and delegation to presidents and superintendents, responsible 
oversight, and effective stewardship of resources 



Board of Regents, State of Iowa 
2004-09 Strategic Plan 

 3

 
Priorities, Objectives, Strategies, and Indicators 

 
The Board of Regents, State of Iowa, and its institutions serve Iowa, its citizens, and the world by 
being a recognized leader in these four priorities: 

1.0. Ensure high-quality educational opportunities for students. 

2.0. Discover new knowledge through research, scholarship, and creative activities. 

3.0. Provide needed service and promote economic growth. 

4.0. Demonstrate public accountability and effective stewardship of resources. 
 
The Board of Regents has identified four sets of objectives that set its course for accomplishing the 
four priorities.  The Board has also defined strategies for meeting these objectives.  The success of 
the plan will be measured by progress in performance indicators or completion of appropriate action 
steps for each strategy. 
 
Strategies, indicators, and action steps that fulfill more than one priority or objective appear more 
than once in the strategic plan. 
 
 

1.0.  Educational Opportunities  

     The Board expects the Regent institutions, in accordance with their respective missions, to: 

1.1. Offer high-quality programs through ongoing program improvement for undergraduate, 
graduate, professional, and non-degree students and special school students. 

1.1.1. Utilize continuing quality improvement processes for all academic programs. 

1.1.1.1. Review of all academic programs at least once every seven years, including 
assessment of student outcomes  

1.1.1.2. Average undergraduate class size and faculty-to-student ratio  

1.1.1.3. Percent of undergraduate student credit hours taught by tenured/tenure-
track/clinical faculty and lecturers 

 

1.1.2. Continue to improve efforts to recruit, enroll, and retain a qualified and diverse student 
population.   

1.1.2.1. Qualifications of new freshmen (e.g., ACT score, high school rank)  

1.1.2.2. Profile of undergraduate, graduate, and professional student populations by race, 
ethnicity, gender, disability, and socioeconomic status 

1.1.2.3. Total financial aid awarded to resident and nonresident undergraduate and 
graduate/professional students; number and percentage of resident and 
nonresident undergraduate and graduate/professional students receiving financial 
aid   (1.2.2.1.)  
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1.1.2.4. Retention rates of students by race, ethnicity, gender, disability, and 
socioeconomic status 

1.1.2.5. Development and implementation of an instrument to assess campus climate 
related to achieving the educational benefits from having a diverse campus 
community  (1.1.3.4.) 

 

1.1.3. Expand educational experiences for Iowa’s future workforce and foster cultural 
understanding by recruiting and retaining a highly qualified and diverse faculty, staff, and 
administration.  

1.1.3.1. Profile of faculty, staff, and administrators by race, ethnicity, gender, and 
disability, and ratio of tenured to non-tenured faculty by college or school  

1.1.3.2. Retention and tenure rates of faculty by race, ethnicity, gender, and disability 

1.1.3.3. Faculty and staff salaries as compared to peer institutions 

1.1.3.4. Development and implementation of an instrument to assess campus climate 
related to achieving the educational benefits from having a diverse campus 
community  (1.1.2.5.) 

1.1.3.5. 
 

Percent of special school teachers and staff participating in professional 
development in collaboration with higher education programs  (2.1.1.3.)  

1.1.4. Provide special school students with skills for lifelong learning and community participation. 

1.1.4.1. Percent of Individual Education Program goals met and progress made, including 
diploma attainment, as appropriate  

1.1.4.2. Amount and type of services provided by special school personnel to off-campus 
students who are blind, visually impaired, deaf, and/or hard of hearing  

1.1.4.3.  Development and implementation of an assessment instrument that tracks special 
school students’ participation in extracurricular and community life activities   

 

1.2. Facilitate student access and transitions to the Regent universities. 

1.2.1. 
 

Monitor and enhance opportunities for qualified Iowans to access postsecondary 
education.   

1.2.1.1. 
 

Percentage of eligible Iowa high school seniors and community college students 
who apply for admission to the Regent universities and enroll 

1.2.1.2. 
 

Headcount enrollment in credit and non-credit courses offered through distance 
education and off-campus instruction in Iowa  (1.3.2.1.)  

1.2.1.3. Number of courses and programs offered via distance learning  (1.3.2.2.)   
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1.2.2. Continue efforts to maintain and enhance affordability of the Regent universities.  

1.2.2.1. Total financial aid awarded to resident and nonresident undergraduate and 
graduate/professional students; number and percentage of resident and 
nonresident undergraduate and graduate/professional students receiving financial 
aid   (1.1.2.3.)  

1.2.2.2. Number of students demonstrating financial need who receive tuition set-aside aid 

1.2.2.3. Tuition and fees as a percentage of Iowa’s per capita income, compared to 
surrounding states, peer institution states, and the national average 

1.2.2.4. 
 

Comparative analyses of tuition and fees of Board-established peer groups of the 
Regent universities  

 

1.2.3. 
 

Collaborate with other education sectors to inform potential students about the preparatory 
work required to enroll in the Regent universities.  

1.2.3.1. Profile of core/non-core courses taken by Iowa high school students who take the 
ACT  

1.2.3.2. Significant collaborative efforts of the Regent institutions with K-12 and 
community colleges 

 

1.2.4. 
 

Ease Iowans’ access to opportunities of the Regent institutions through enhanced 
customer service and communication, and clear and simplified admission processes.   

1.2.4.1. Assessment of undergraduate application processes to ensure seamless 
transitions to the Regent universities from other education sectors 

1.2.4.2. 
 

Creation of an online “gateway” among the Regent institutions, Iowa community 
colleges, and the Iowa Department of Education, and number of hits on the site 

 

1.3. Provide educational experiences that enhance the knowledge, abilities, opportunities, 
and personal incomes of individual Iowans through educational attainment. 

1.3.1. Determine levels of student program completion and promote degree attainment. 

1.3.1.1. Undergraduate student four-year and six-year enterprise graduation rates  

1.3.1.2. Undergraduate student length of time to degree  

1.3.1.3. Undergraduate post-graduation status  

1.3.1.4. Annual survey of reasons students withdraw from the Regent universities prior to 
graduation 
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1.3.2. Maintain and create opportunities for distance learning. 

1.3.2.1. Headcount enrollment in credit and non-credit courses offered through distance 
education and off-campus instruction in Iowa  (1.2.1.2.) 

1.3.2.2. Number of courses and programs offered via distance learning  (1.2.1.3.) 

 

2.0.  Research and Scholarship  

     The Board expects the Regent institutions, in accordance with their respective missions, to: 

2.1. Support and increase research, scholarship, and creative activities at the Regent 
institutions to serve the needs of Iowa and its citizens. 

2.1.1. 
 

Continue efforts to increase the quantity and quality of research, scholarship, and 
creative activities.   

2.1.1.1. Development of specific measures of scholarly productivity  

2.1.1.2. Library system ranking  

2.1.1.3. Percent of special school teachers and staff participating in professional 
development in collaboration with higher education programs  (1.1.3.5.)  

 

2.2. Create and pursue opportunities to widely disseminate knowledge to other sectors to 
enhance applications, including those that stimulate economic growth in Iowa. 

2.2.1. 
 

Stimulate commercial application of knowledge and creation of jobs in Iowa through business 
and technology incubation, relationships with external partners, and services for businesses, 
entrepreneurs, and communities statewide. 

2.2.1.1. Periodic reports by the Regent institutions on efforts to encourage, support, and/or 
fund faculty and staff entrepreneurship and outreach to Iowa businesses 

 
 

3.0.   Service and Economic Growth 

     The Board expects the Regent institutions, in accordance with their respective missions, to: 

3.1. Attract investment to Iowa and grow a variety of business opportunities in the state by 
building on research strengths and increasing technology transfer to commercial and 
nonprofit entities.   

3.1.1. Increase collaborations that enhance the Regent enterprise’s economic impact.  

3.1.1.1. Major economic development collaborative projects with other state agencies, 
other public education institutions, and community/government entities  
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3.1.1.2. Major economic development collaborative projects with Iowa businesses and 
entrepreneurs  

3.1.1.3. Economic development appropriations 

3.1.1.4. Number of intellectual property disclosures; number of patent applications filed; 
number of patents issued; number of license and option agreements executed on 
institutional intellectual property; number of licenses yielding income and amount 
of income; number of clients served by the Small Business Development Centers; 
amount of total sponsored funding for Regent universities; employment in Iowa for 
incubator tenants, incubator graduates, and research park tenants; number of 
new start-up companies, annually, utilizing technology developed by a Regent 
university  

 

3.2. Improve the quality of life in Iowa through educational outreach programs, exceptional 
and accessible health care, cultural and recreational opportunities, and other valued 
public services in response to the needs of Iowans. 

3.2.1. 
 

Provide, support, and evaluate outreach services and opportunities that benefit Iowans.  

3.2.1.1. 
 

Numbers of individuals, organizations, counties, and communities served 
annually by educational outreach programs of the Regent institutions, reflecting 
statewide geographic impact  

3.2.1.2. 
 

Regent institutions’ major outreach programs in promoting education, health, 
agriculture, economic development, community vitality, and other areas   

3.2.1.3. 
 

Number of patients served annually by University of Iowa Hospitals and Clinics, 
national measures of the quality of care, and increased patient satisfaction with 
the clinical experiences, reflecting statewide geographic impact 

3.2.1.4.  
 

Number of institution-wide cultural, fine arts, athletic, and other events offered 
annually, and number of attendees in each category  

 
 

4.0.   Public Accountability  

     Serving the people of Iowa, the Board of Regents and its institutions will: 

4.1. Utilize management and oversight systems that regularly measure achievements in 
Board and institution strategic priorities, while pursuing continuous quality 
improvement in programs and services. 

4.1.1. 
 

Pursue opportunities to realize greater efficiency in operations, consistent with best practices 
in the delivery of education and other services.  

4.1.1.1. Periodic evaluation of Board operating processes, including internal reallocations  
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4.1.2. Monitor types and implications of governance reports. 

4.1.2.1. 
 

Periodic evaluation of all governance reports, including possible revisions and 
deletions, to ensure their continued value to the Board  

 

4.1.3. Periodically review the Board’s strategic plan and the Regent institutions’ strategic plans and 
assess progress.   

4.1.3.1. Periodic review of the Board’s and institutions’ strategic plans  

 

4.2. Maximize benefits to Iowans and other citizens by determining and fulfilling appropriate 
resource needs for education, research and scholarship, service activities, and 
economic development efforts. 

4.2.1. Advocate for adequate support and optimize funding for Regent institutions from all sources 
for high-quality educational opportunities accessible to Iowans, research and scholarship, 
service activities, and economic development efforts. 

4.2.1.1. Submission of regular Board-approved appropriations requests to state elected 
officials 

4.2.1.2. Trend data on Regent enterprise share of state appropriations   

4.2.1.3. Analyses of increased/decreased state higher education appropriations 
compared to surrounding states, peer institution states, and the national average 

4.2.1.4. Trend data on external grants and gifts, including federal appropriations 

4.2.1.5. Trend data on state and federal financial aid resources for undergraduate 
students 

4.2.1.6. Trend data on state support for capital projects that support teaching, research, 
scholarship, and service activities  

4.3. Expand opportunities for individuals by strengthening Iowa’s educational system 
through collaboration with other education sectors.   

4.3.1. 
 

Serve as active partners in developing and implementing statewide education improvement 
initiatives.  

4.3.1.1. Demonstrated leadership and participation in statewide education improvement 
initiatives and organizations  

 

4.4. Ensure compliance with Board policies and legal mandates through responsible 
oversight of operations. 

4.4.1. Monitor policies to ensure compliance with legal mandates and other regulations. 
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4.4.1.1. Review of audit recommendations and implementation of corrective actions as 
necessary 

 

4.5. Serve as an active and enthusiastic advocate and communicator for the Regent 
institutions, their students, and the citizens they serve by maintaining positive 
relationships with elected officials, other education sectors, the media and the public at 
large. 

4.5.1. 
 

Communicate the opportunities, value, impact on the quality of life in Iowa, and accountability 
of the Regent enterprise to targeted constituents through cost-effective methods.   

4.5.1.1. Implementation, evaluation, and enhancement of Board’s communications plan, 
including regular online newsletter, web site, news releases, submission of 
editorials, media responses, and outreach activities with targeted constituents  

4.5.1.2. 
 

Utilization of research and public dialogue to evaluate and enhance awareness 
and understanding of the Regent enterprise   

 

4.5.2. Develop a program of continued interaction and outreach with elected officials.   

4.5.2.1. Number of legislative contacts completed other than those made during the 
legislative session  
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MEASURING UP 2008

The Measuring Up 2008 national and state report cards on higher education

were made possible by grants from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

and Lumina Foundation for Education. 

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education promotes

public policies that enhance Americans’ opportunities to pursue and achieve

high-quality education and training beyond high school.  Established in 1998

by a consortium of national foundations, the National Center is an

independent, nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that is not affiliated with any

institution of higher education or government agency. It conducts research 

and analyses of policy issues facing the states and the nation with a particular

focus on opportunity and achievement in higher education — including 

two- and four-year, public and private, for-profit and nonprofit institutions.  

The National Center communicates findings and recommendations, including

information on state and national performance of American higher education,

to the public, to civic, business, and higher education leaders, and to state

and federal policymakers.

The National Center is solely responsible for Measuring Up 2008.

For further information about the National Center and its publications, 

visit www.highereducation.org.

152 North Third Street, Suite 705, San Jose, California 95112

Telephone: 408-271-2699, FAX: 408-271-2697

www.highereducation.org
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MEASURING UP 2008

As in the earlier editions, Measuring Up 2008 fo-
cuses exclusively on results, outcomes, and im-
provement. State performance is evaluated,
compared, and graded in six key areas: 

� Preparation for college: How well are high
school students prepared to enroll in higher
education and succeed in college-level courses?

� Participation: Do young people and working-
age adults have access to opportunities for ed-
ucation and training beyond high school?

� Affordability: How difficult is it to pay for col-
lege when family income, the cost of attend-
ing college, and student financial aid are
taken into account?

� Completion: Do students persist in and complete
certificate and degree programs in college?

� Benefits: How do college-educated and
trained residents contribute to the economic
and civic well-being of each state?

� Learning: How do college-educated residents
perform on a variety of measures of knowledge
and skills? 

In assessing state and national progress in these
areas, Measuring Up places the performance of
American higher education in a global perspec-
tive by incorporating international comparisons
wherever possible. 

The purpose of providing grades, comparisons,
and indicators is to encourage each state to
measure its own higher education outcomes
against the best performance nationally and in-
ternationally. As in past editions of Measuring Up,
the grades compare each state against bench-
marks established by the best-performing states
in each area in the current year. The grades give
each state and the nation “real world” standards
of comparison. In addition, selected indicators in
the state report cards track improvement over
time by comparing the performance of each
state against its own past performance.

As a governor and a leader and participant in edu-
cational reform at all levels, I have learned that
good intentions are not enough. It is critical that
high aspirations for educational improvement be re-
inforced by monitoring key indicators of progress.
The public, education leaders, elected officials, and
business and civic leaders must know where we are
making headway, where we are stalled, and where
we are regressing. Each state’s education system is
unique, of course. But every state, I believe, can ben-
efit from using Measuring Up to monitor its higher
education performance in relation to other states,
as reflected in grades, and to assess progress as re-
flected in the change-over-time indicators. 

This edition of Measuring Up highlights the un-
even distribution of higher education opportu-
nity and achievement in the United States. Family
wealth and income, race and ethnicity, and geog-
raphy play too great a role in determining which
Americans receive a high school education that
prepares them for college, which ones enroll in
college, and which ones complete certificate or
degree programs. Demographic changes and the
pressures of a knowledge-based global economy
are already transforming our nation and our
states. In facing these early challenges of the 21st
century, we must address our educational dispari-
ties if we are to achieve a workforce that is com-
petitive internationally and a citizenry that can
enhance our democratic institutions. 

The core message of Measuring Up 2008 is that de-
spite our historical successes in higher education,
the preeminence of many of our colleges and uni-
versities, and some examples of improvement in
this decade, our higher education performance is
not commensurate with the current needs of our
society and our economy. Our nation and our
states can do better. As we have done many times
in this nation’s history, we must reach higher. We
must educate more young people and adults, so
that more Americans have the college-level knowl-
edge and skills they need to succeed. 

Since 2000, the Measuring Up report cards have evaluated the progress of

the nation and all 50 states in providing Americans with education and

training beyond high school through the bachelor’s degree. In their totality, the

five editions of the national and state report cards constitute the most extensive

assessment ever of the educational performance of American higher education.

Our purpose in the Measuring Up series is to assist the nation and the states in

improving higher education opportunity and effectiveness.

Foreword
By Governor James B. Hunt Jr. 
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MEASURING UP 2008

Measuring Up 2008 is the most recent in the series of national and

state-by-state report cards for higher education that was inaugurated

in 2000. The key findings this year reveal that the nation and most of the 50

states are making some advances in preparing students for college and pro-

viding them with access to higher education. However, other nations are ad-

vancing more quickly than the United States; we continue to slip behind other

countries in improving college opportunities for our residents. In addition,

large disparities in higher education performance by race/ethnicity, by income,

and by state limit our nation’s ability to advance the educational attainment of

our workforce and citizenry — and thereby remain competitive globally. 

College Preparation 
Young Americans who graduate from high
school on time are now more likely to take
courses that prepare them for college and to en-
roll in college, compared with earlier this
decade or in the 1990s. But far too many gradu-
ates leave high school unprepared to succeed in
college-level courses and need remediation
when they enroll. In addition, larger propor-
tions than in the past fail to graduate from high
school; some eventually receive alternative high
school certification, principally the GED, but
they do not enroll in college in large numbers.
The reduced high school graduation rate de-
creases the pool of potential college graduates
and college-educated workers. 

Access to College 
The likelihood that a high school freshman will
enroll in college by age 19 has improved mod-
estly in this decade, from 39% to 42%, and the
proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in col-
lege has grown even more modestly. Meanwhile,
the enrollment of working-age adults in college-
level education or training has been declining
since the early 1990s. Overall, the Measuring Up
indicators show that access to college is fairly flat
in the United States, with mostly small improve-
ments in some states and declines in others. 

College Graduation 
For students who enroll in college, rates of com-
pletion of certificate, associate, and baccalaure-
ate programs are poor and have improved only
slightly. These low college completion rates — as
with the declining rates of high school comple-
tion — are depriving the nation of college-edu-
cated and trained workers needed to keep the
American workforce competitive globally. 

International Comparisons
The United States’ world leadership in college ac-
cess has eroded steadily, as reflected in the inter-
national comparisons of the proportion of 18- to
24-year-olds enrolled in college (see Figure 1). In
college completion, which has never been a
strength of American higher education, the U.S.
ranks 15th among 29 countries compared (see
Figure 2). The U.S. adult population ages 35 and
older still ranks among the world leaders in the
percentage who have college degrees — reflect-
ing the educational progress of earlier times (see
Figure 3). Among 25- to 34-year-olds, however, the
U.S. population has slipped to 10th in the per-
centage who have an associate degree or higher
(see Figure 4). This relative erosion of our na-
tional “educational capital” reflects the lack of sig-
nificant improvement in the rates of college
participation and completion in recent years. 

The 2008 National Report Card: 
Modest Improvements, Persistent Disparities, 
Eroding Global Competitiveness
By Patrick M. Callan 
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Figure 2: College completion has never been a
U.S. strength.

Figure 1. The U.S. leadership in college en-
rollment has slipped. 
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Figure 3: Educational level of older Americans
reflects educational progress of earlier times. 
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These cross-national comparisons place the na-
tion’s higher education performance in a global
context and reflect the gaps that have opened be-
tween the United States and other nations. These
disparities undermine our national value of indi-
vidual opportunity and our collective capacity to
succeed in the knowledge-based global economy.
Addressing these disparities is critical because: 

� Education and training beyond high school is
a prerequisite for employment that supports a
middle-class life. This is a reality for most
Americans. 

� Seventy-eight million Americans are reaching
or approaching retirement age, and this is the
best-educated generation in the United States
— both currently and historically. 

� As the nation’s demography changes, large pro-
portions of the younger generations are among
those who are least well-served by the U.S. sys-
tem of education currently: those whose educa-
tional opportunity and attainment reflect the
disadvantages of race, income, and geography. 

Persistent Disparities 
To make significant headway in increasing the
educational attainment of its population and
thereby its comparative standing internationally,
the United States must address disparities in ed-
ucational opportunity and achievement among
Americans. These persistent gaps must be closed
if the United States is to meet its workforce
needs and compete globally. 

First, the high school graduation rate (the per-
centage of ninth graders who complete a stan-
dard high school diploma in four years) has
decreased for all racial and ethnic groups over
the past two decades, and differences between
racial and ethnic groups persist. By the middle
of this decade: 

� the national on-time high school graduation
rate was 77.5%, 

� the rate for African Americans was 69.1%, and 

� the rate for Hispanics was 72.3%.1

Meanwhile, a growing number of high school
students are taking longer to complete or are
leaving high school without a standard diploma;
some who drop out earn GEDs but are less likely
to enroll in any form of postsecondary educa-
tion and those who do enroll are less likely to
complete a certificate or degree. 

In addition, disparities in college access are closely
linked to race/ethnicity and income. While col-
lege attendance has increased for all groups over
the past three decades, gaps in enrollment among
racial/ethnic groups have not diminished. For
high school graduates, 73% of whites, 56% of
blacks, and 58% of Hispanics enroll in college the
next fall.2 In terms of family income, 91% of high
school students from families in the highest in-
come group (above $100,000) enroll in college.
The enrollment rate for student from middle-in-
come families (from $50,001 to $100,000) is 78%
and for those in the lowest income group
($20,000 and below) the rate is 52%.3

The racial and ethnic disparities that exist in
preparation for and access to college are also
found in college completion rates. For example,
59% of white students complete a bachelor’s de-
gree within six years of enrolling in college. In con-
trast, 47% of Hispanic students, 41% of African
Americans, and 39% of Native American students
complete a bachelor’s degree within six years. 

Finally, the state-by-state variation in educational
performance represents another source of dis-
parity and inequity for Americans. As reflected
in the Measuring Up state report cards and
grades, the likelihood of graduating from high
school prepared for higher education, enrolling
in college, and graduating from an affordable
college or university differs enormously by state
of residence. Here are some examples: 

� High school freshmen in California, compared
with their peers in Massachusetts, are 17% less
likely to enroll in college by age 19. High school
freshmen in Pennsylvania are 12% less likely to
enroll than those in South Carolina or Utah. 

� Half of young adults (ages 18 to 24) are en-
rolled in college in Rhode Island, while only
18% are in Alaska. Young adults are 15%
more likely to be enrolled in college in Iowa
than in Georgia, and 11% more likely to be
enrolled in Massachusetts than in Texas. 

Given our relative decline internationally and
the gaps in higher education performance
within our borders, no state can afford to main-
tain the status quo. As Measuring Up 2008 reveals,
even the best-performing states have gaps in per-
formance they need to — and can — address.
Narrowing those gaps will improve educational
and economic opportunity in those states and
for the nation as a whole. 

Whites Blacks
Delaware 73% 41%
Illinois 65% 34%
Maryland 73% 42%
Michigan 58% 32%

Whites Hispanics
Illinois 65% 45%
New Jersey 66% 49%
New York 63% 43%
Texas 56% 38%

Whites Native 
Americans

New Mexico 47% 25%
North Dakota 48% 17%
Washington 65% 41%

Whites Blacks
Illinois 95% 82%
Kansas 93% 79%
Michigan 91% 80%
New York 95% 85%

Whites Hispanics
Arizona 93% 69%
California 95% 75%
North Carolina 92% 56%
Texas 93% 74%

18- to 24-Year-Olds with a High
School Credential 

18- to 24-Year-Olds Enrolled 
in College 

First-time, Full-time Students
Completing a Bachelor’s
Degree within Six Years of
College Entrance

Whites Blacks
Connecticut 50% 34%
Illinois 45% 29%
New Jersey 47% 32%
New York 50% 34%

Whites Hispanics
Arizona 40% 18%
California 45% 27%
North Carolina 41% 12%
Texas 39% 24%
Utah 45% 16%

Whites Native 
Americans

Washington 36% 13%
Alaska 33% 11%
Arizona 40% 18%

Substantial gaps in 
performance persist by
racial/ethnic group and 
by state. 

Source: Measuring Up 2008. 



8MEASURING UP 2008 www.highereducation.org

MEASURING UP 2008

Dimensions of the National 
Deterioration of College 
Affordability 
The deterioration of college affordability
throughout the United States has contributed to
the disparities in higher education opportunity
and attainment. There are several dimensions to
this national and state problem. 

First, college tuition continues to outpace family
income and the price of other necessities, such as
medical care, food, and housing (see Figure 5).
Whatever the causes of these tuition increases,
the continuation of trends of the last quarter cen-
tury would place higher education beyond the
reach of most Americans and would greatly exac-
erbate the debt burdens of those who do enroll. 

Figure 5: Increases in college tuition have 
outpaced price increases in other sectors 
of the economy. 

Second, the erosion of college affordability has
been exacerbated not only by increased tuition,
but also by relatively flat or declining family in-
comes. As a result of these trends, the financial
burden of paying for college costs has increased
substantially, particularly for low- and middle-in-
come families, even when scholarships and
grants are taken into account (see Table 1). 

Table 1: The burden of paying for college has
increased for all families, but has increased
more for middle- and low-income families. 

* Net college costs equal tuition, room, and board,
minus financial aid. The numbers may not add exactly
due to rounding.  Source: Measuring Up 2008. 

Third, students who do enroll in college are tak-
ing on more debt to maintain their college ac-
cess. More students are borrowing (see Figure
6), and they are borrowing more. Over the last
decade, student borrowing has more than dou-
bled (see Figure 7). 

Figure 6: More students are borrowing. 

Source: The College Board, Trends in Student Aid 2008. 
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Notes: Growth rate is calculated
from a baseline average of 1982,
1983, and 1984.  Data are from
1982 to 2007.  All industries,
except median family income, are
components of the CPI. 

Consumer Price 
Index 106%

College Tuition
and Fees 439%

Medical 
Care 251%

Median Family
Income 147%

Net College Costs* as a Percent of Median 
Family Income 

At public four-year % pts 
colleges and universities 1999-00 2007-08 increased
Lowest income quintile 39% 55% 16%
Lower-middle income quintile 23% 33% 10%
Middle income quintile 18% 25% 7%
Upper-middle income quintile 12% 16% 4%
Highest Income quintile 7% 9% 3%
At public two-year colleges
Lowest income quintile 40% 49% 9%
Lower-middle income quintile 22% 29% 7%
Middle income quintile 15% 20% 5%
Upper-middle income quintile 10% 13% 3%
Highest Income quintile 6% 7% 2%
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Source: The College Board, Trends in Student Aid 2008. 

Another dimension of the problem of college
affordability involves the financial aid priorities
of colleges and universities, which are not in
synch with public policy priorities. Currently,
students from middle- and upper-income fami-
lies receive larger grants from colleges and uni-
versities than students from low-income families
receive (see Table 2). 

Table 2: Compared with middle- and upper-in-
come families, low-income families receive
lower grants from colleges and universities. 

Figure 7: Student borrowing has more than doubled. 
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Provider Federal Government State Government Institutions
Parental Income % receiving Average % receiving Average % receiving Average 
(2002) grant aid Award grant aid Award grant aid Award
Below $20,000 73% $4,000 36% $2,900 36% $4,700
$20,000-$39,999 63% $2,900 38% $2,700 40% $5,000
$40,000-$59,999 22% $1,700 28% $2,300 35% $5,500
$60,000-$79,999 4% $1,500 19% $2,000 34% $5,700
$80,000-$99,999 1% $2,300 14% $2,100 34% $6,100
$100,000 or more 1% $1,700 8% $2,400 29% $6,200

1 James J. Heckman and Paul A. LaFontaine, “The American High School Graduation Rate: Trends and Levels,”
Institute for the Study of Labor, IZA Discussion Paper Series, No. 3216 (December 2007). Table 1, p. 42.

2 Snyder, T.D., Dillow, S.A., and Hoffman, C.M. (2008). Digest of Education Statistics 2007 (NCES 2008-022). National
Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC.
Table 192, p. 284-285.

3 Bozick, R., and Lauff, E. (2007). Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002): A First Look at the Initial Postsec-
ondary Experiences of the Sophomore Class of 2002 (NCES 2008-308). National Center for Education Statistics, Institute
of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC. Table 6, p. 16.

Conclusion 
Measuring Up 2008 identifies clearly the key areas
of improvement and decline in higher education
performance in the United States. States have
made some modest advances, but these improve-
ments are overshadowed by larger gains by other
countries, and by the deterioration of college af-
fordability throughout the United States. The rel-
ative erosion of our national “educational
capital” has occurred at a time when we need
more people to be college educated and trained
because of Baby Boomer retirements and rising
skill requirements for new and existing jobs. 

Meanwhile, states are grappling with substantial
budget shortfalls. In this fiscal cycle, state leaders
face a crucial choice in determining state policy
for higher education. They can respond to their
current budget crises in the usual patterns of the
past, by allowing tuition and student aid policy
to play second fiddle to institutional finance.
States that select this course will most likely see 

precipitous tuition increases, cuts in student fi-
nancial aid, and drops in college access. Further,
if states take this path in being passive and com-
plicit in allowing the brunt of the financial dis-
tress to be passed to students and families, then
our national and state gaps in college access and
completion will worsen, and college affordability
will continue to deteriorate. 

But states have another option: to establish state
policies for tuition and student aid that balance
the financial burden for higher education
among states, the institutions of higher educa-
tion, and students and families. This is both a
short- and long-term strategy that makes state
policy more transparent, grounds it in the needs
and financial circumstances of state residents, es-
tablishes college affordability as a priority, pro-
tects educational opportunity, and in the process
helps to meet the needs of states and the nation
for a well-educated workforce and citizenry. 

Source: NCES (2005), “2003-04 NPSAS: Student Financial Aid Estimates for 2003-04.”
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The National Picture: 2008 Snapshot
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State Grades

Preparation

Participation

�A Arizona, Iowa.  �B Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Utah.  �C  California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Michigan,
Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming.  �D Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Mississippi, Montana, New
York, North Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Washington.  �F Alaska, Louisiana, Nevada.

Iowa is the top-performing state in participation.

�A Colorado, Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Vermont. �B llinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maine,
Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Wisconsin.  �C  Alaska, Arkansas, California, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,
Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Missouri, Nevada, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming.  �D Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico.  �F None.

Massachusetts is the top-performing state in preparation.

Preparation
High School Completion
High School Credential

K-12 Coursetaking
Math Course Taking
Science Course Taking
Algebra in 8th Grade

K-12 Student Achievement
Math Proficiency
Reading Proficiency
Science Proficiency
Writing Proficiency
Math Proficiency among 

Low-Income
College Entrance Exams
Advanced Placement Exams

Teacher Quality
Students Taught by Qualified

Teachers

Participation
Young Adults
Chance for College
Young Adult Enrollment
Working-Age Adults
Working-Age Adult Enrollment



�C  California.  �F Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New
York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming.

California is the top-performing state in affordability.

�A Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont,
Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming.  �B Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, South Dakota,
Utah, Virginia.  �C  Alabama, Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana, New
Jersey, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia.  �D New Mexico.  �F Alaska, Nevada.

Iowa is the top-performing state in completion.
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Completion
Persistence
Students Returning at 2-Year

Colleges
Students Returning at 4-Year

Colleges

Completion
Bachelor’s Degree Completion 

in 6 Years
All Degree Completions 

per 100 Students
All Degree Completions per

1,000 Adults with No Degree

Affordability
Family Ability to Pay
At Community Colleges
At Public 4-Year Colleges
At Private 4-Year Colleges

Strategies for Affordability
Need-Based Financial Aid
Low-Priced Colleges

Reliance on Loans
Low Student Debt
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�A Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Virginia.  �B Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia, Hawaii,
Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Utah, Washington.  
�C  Alabama, Alaska, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Missouri, Montana, New Mexico, North
Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Wisconsin.  �D Arkansas, Indiana,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Wyoming.  �F West Virginia.

Maryland is the top-performing state in benefits.

All states receive an “Incomplete” in Learning because there are not sufficient data to allow
meaningful state-by-state comparisons.
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Other Improvements 

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-
level science course 

Texas 20% to 56% 
West Virginia 24% to 46%
South Carolina 21% to 36%
Iowa 28% to 47%

8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on
the national assessment in math 

North Carolina 12% to 34%
Louisiana 7% to 19%
Arkansas 10% to 24%
Mississippi 6% to 14%
Massachusetts 23% to 51% 
South Carolina 15% to 32%

8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on
the national assessment in science 

Louisiana 13% to 19%
Delaware 21% to 29%
South Carolina 17% to 23%
Kentucky 23% to 31%

Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above
“proficient” on the national assessment in math 

Georgia 3% to 12%
Kentucky 4% to 15%
Louisiana 3% to 11%
South Carolina 5% to 18%
Massachusetts 7% to 25%
Mississippi 2% to 7%
Texas 6% to 21%

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on
SAT/ACT college entrance exams per 1,000
high school graduates

South Carolina 67 to 152
Massachusetts 138 to 263
Vermont 114 to 216
Georgia 94 to 177
West Virginia 84 to 157

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Ad-
vanced Placement subject test per 1,000 high
school juniors and seniors 

South Dakota 14 to 108
Arkansas 18 to 99
North Dakota 14 to 72
Minnesota 31 to 137
Wisconsin 42 to 164

Declines 

8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on
the national assessment in reading 

New Mexico 24% to 17%
West Virginia 27% to 23%
Arizona 28% to 24%
Connecticut 42% to 37%
Maine 42% to 37%

* These indicators enable states to compare their cur-
rent performance with past performance.

Improvements and Declines* 

Preparation

Since the early 1990s, most states have improved in many areas of preparing students for
college, including increasing the percentage of eighth graders scoring well on national math,

science, and writing exams. However, not all states have improved on these national exams, and
many states have declined on the national reading tests. In addition, improvement has not
occurred in other important areas, such as the percentage of young adults graduating from high
school within four years. The nation continues to experience disparities in educational
performance by race/ethnicity and by state of residence. 

Key Indicator: Percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 

34 states improved or stayed the
same on the key indicator

16 states declined on the key indicator
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Participation

The nation as a whole has made progress since the early 1990s in enrolling young adults
(ages 18 to 24) in education or training beyond high school. During this time, 35 states

increased the likelihood of ninth graders enrolling in college within four years. However, most
states declined in enrolling working-age adults in college-level education or training. Further-
more, participation in higher education varies by race/ethnicity and by state of residence.

Key Indicator: Percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college

Improvements 

Likelihood of high school freshmen enrolling in
college within four years 

South Carolina 25% to 36%
South Dakota 44% to 59% 
Tennessee 32% to 42%
Louisiana 29% to 38%

Percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college

Michigan 25% to 37%
Maine 25% to 35%
New York 25% to 34%
Massachusetts 29% to 41%
Arkansas 24% to 32%

Declines 

Percentage of 25- to 49-year-olds (without a bache-
lor’s degree or higher) enrolled in higher education 

Connecticut 8.2% to 3.9%
New Hampshire 7.1% to 3.4%
Rhode Island 9.3% to 4.8%
Massachusetts 8.2% to 4.8%
Colorado 12.2% to 7.3%
Nebraska 10.5% to 6.3%

43 states improved or stayed the
same on the key indicator

7 states declined on the key indicator
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Declines in Family Ability to Pay*

Percentage of income needed to pay for college ex-
penses minus financial aid at community colleges 
North Dakota 16% to 27%
West Virginia 20% to 29%
Massachusetts 18% to 26%
Florida 18% to 25%
Texas 15% to 21%
Illinois 19% to 24%
Washington 20% to 25%
Arizona 17% to 21%

Percentage of income needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid at public four-year
institutions 

Illinois 19% to 35%
New Jersey 19% to 34%
Delaware 23% to 37%
Minnesota 17% to 30%
Oklahoma 12% to 25%
Pennsylvania 29% to 41%

Percentage of income needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid at private four-year
institutions 

Arizona 50% to 79%
Missouri 44% to 69%
Texas 42% to 67%
Pennsylvania 69% to 87%
New York 72% to 87%

* For these indicators, an increase (in the percentage of
income needed to pay for college expenses) represents a
decline in affordability. 

Improvements in State Investment

State investment in need-based financial aid as a
percentage of the federal investment

Nevada 2% to 48%
North Carolina 3% to 70%
Virginia 6% to 50%
Montana 1% to 9%
Utah 1% to 8%
Washington 24% to 108% 
Texas 7% to 32%
Delaware 13% to 49%
Missouri 8% to 29%
West Virginia 12% to 43%

Declines in State Investment 

State investment in need-based financial aid as a
percentage of the federal investment

Georgia 4% to 0%
Hawaii 8% to 5%
Rhode Island 36% to 28%
Iowa 40% to 33%
Michigan 33% to 28%
Illinois 89% to 82%

Affordability

The nation’s colleges and universities have become less affordable for students and their fami-
lies since the early 1990s. This year continues the trend in deteriorating college affordability in

the majority of states. Although many states increased their investment in need-based financial
aid, tuition increases outpaced growth in financial aid. In all but two states, the percentage of
family income, after financial aid, needed to pay for a public four-year college has increased since
2000. On average, students from working and poor families must pay 40% of family income to
enroll in public four-year colleges. Students from middle-income families and upper-income fami-
lies must pay 25% and 13% of family income, respectively, to enroll in public four-year colleges. 

Key Indicator: Percentage of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses at public four-year institutions 

2 states improved or stayed the same
on the key indicator 

48 states declined on the key indicator 
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Improvements 

First-time, full-time students completing a bache-
lor’s degree within six years of college entrance

Idaho 33% to 43%
Louisiana 33% to 42%
Nebraska 44% to 56%
Kentucky 37% to 47%

Certificates and degrees awarded at all colleges
and universities per 1,000 state residents (ages
18 to 44) without a college degree 

Kentucky 15 to 32
Georgia 15 to 27
Arkansas 15 to 24
West Virginia 18 to 27

Completion

Since the early 1990s, most states have increased the number of students earning
certificates and degrees as a proportion of state residents without a college degree.

However, overall rates of completion have remained fairly low and even the performance of the
best states in this area is not impressive. For example, in the top states only 68% of students at
four-year institutions complete a bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling. 

Key Indicator:  All degree completions per 100 students

48 states improved or stayed the
same on the key indicator

2 states declined on the key indicator
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Improvements 

Percentage of 25- to 64-year-olds with a bache-
lor’s degree or higher 

Kentucky 15% to 22%
South Dakota 20% to 28%
North Carolina 19% to 27%
Iowa 20% to 27%
North Dakota 21% to 29%

Gaps in Performance

Percentage of 25- to 64-year-olds with a bachelor’s
degree or higher:

Massachusetts: 43% (whites), 22% (blacks)
Virginia: 38% (whites), 19% (blacks)
California: 40% (whites), 10% (Hispanics)
New Mexico: 40% (whites), 13% (Hispanics)
Alaska: 32% (whites), 8% (Native Alaskans)

Benefits

Since the early 1990s, most states have increased their “educational capital” as measured

by the percentage of adults with an associate’s degree, a bachelor’s degree, or higher.

However, the benefits of higher education still vary by race/ethnicity and by state of residence. 

Key Indicator: Percentage of 25- to 64-year-olds with a bachelor’s degree or higher 

Learning

All states receive an “Incomplete” in Learning because there are not sufficient data to 
allow meaningful state-by-state comparisons. 

50 states improved or stayed the
same on the key indicator

0 states declined on the key indicator
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State Grades 2008
Preparation Participation Affordability Completion Benefits Learning

Alabama D+ D+ F C- C I

Alaska C+ F F F C+ I

Arizona D A F B B- I

Arkansas C- D+ F C- D+ I

California C+ C C- B- B+ I

Colorado A- C+ F B- B+ I

Connecticut A C- F B- A- I

Delaware C+ C- F B C+ I

Florida C D F B+ C I

Georgia C+ D- F B- B I

Hawaii C- D F C B- I

Idaho C D F C C- I

Illinois B C F B+ B I

Indiana C C F B- D+ I

Iowa B A F A C+ I

Kansas B B- F B C+ I

Kentucky C C F B D+ I

Louisiana D- F F C+ D I

Maine B- C- F C+ C I

Maryland A- C F B- A I

Massachusetts A B- F A A I

Michigan C C F C+ B+ I

Minnesota B B F A B I

Mississippi D D+ F C D I

Missouri C+ C F B C+ I

Montana B- D+ F C- C+ I

Nebraska B- B F B+ B I

Nevada C F F F D I

New Hampshire B C- F A- B I

New Jersey A- C F C+ A- I

New Mexico D- B- F D+ C+ I

New York B D+ F B+ B I

North Carolina B- D+ F B- C+ I

North Dakota B- B+ F A D I

Ohio B- C- F B- C+ I

Oklahoma C- C- F C D+ I

Oregon C+ D F C+ B+ I

Pennsylvania B- C- F A C I

Rhode Island C+ C+ F A B- I

South Carolina C+ D- F C+ C I

South Dakota B B F B D+ I

Tennessee C D F C C I

Texas B D- F C- C+ I

Utah B B- F B+ B I

Vermont A- C F A- C+ I

Virginia B+ C F B A I

Washington C+ D F A- B I

West Virginia C C F C F I

Wisconsin B C+ F A- C I

Wyoming C C F A D- I



19MEASURING UP 2008 www.highereducation.org

MEASURING UP 2008

State Change Over Time on Key Indicators
State Preparation Participation Affordability Completion Benefits

Alabama � � � � �
Alaska � � � � �
Arizona � � � � �
Arkansas � � � � �
California � � � � �
Colorado � � � � �
Connecticut � � � � �
Delaware � � � � �
Florida � � � � �
Georgia � � � � �
Hawaii � � � � �
Idaho � � � � �
Illinois � � � � �
Indiana � � � � �
Iowa � � � � �
Kansas � � � � �
Kentucky � � � � �
Louisiana � � � � �
Maine � � � � �
Maryland � � � � �
Massachusetts � � � � �
Michigan � � � � �
Minnesota � � � � �
Mississippi � � � � �
Missouri � � � � �
Montana � � � � �
Nebraska � � � � �
Nevada � � � � �
New Hampshire � � � � �
New Jersey � � � � �
New Mexico � � � � �
New York � � � � �
North Carolina � � � � �
North Dakota � � � � �
Ohio � � � � �
Oklahoma � � � � �
Oregon � � � � �
Pennsylvania � � � � �
Rhode Island � � � � �
South Carolina � � � � �
South Dakota � � � � �
Tennessee � � � � �
Texas � � � � �
Utah � � � � �
Vermont � � � � �
Virginia � � � � �
Washington � � � � �
West Virginia � � � � �
Wisconsin � � � � �
Wyoming � � � � �

� Indicates that the state has
increased or remained stable
on the key indicator in the
category.

� Indicates that the state has
declined on the key indicator
in the category.

Note: Performance is based
on the state’s improvement 
or decline on the key indicator
in that category.  

For a list of key indicators by
category, please see
Improvements and Declines
starting on page 13.
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When first published in 2000, Measuring Up identi-
fied the key areas where comparative, objective in-
formation was not available across states. Most of
the deficiencies noted at that time persist today
(see table). In fact, in many areas there is less in-
formation available now. In some cases, states have
not participated in national assessments that
would have provided important state-level data; in
other cases, national groups have not collected
sufficient data from each of the states. The result
is a failing grade — an F — for the nation’s per-
formance in developing data resources for state-
by-state comparisons in higher education.

Preparation
There has been some improvement in assessing
how well states prepare students for college. The
Census Bureau’s new American Community Sur-
vey (ACS) now provides more timely and accu-
rate data about high school completion.
However, this improvement does not affect two
important areas: advanced course taking and
student achievement. 

Advanced K-12 Course Taking. Enrollment levels
in advanced courses can help to indicate pre-
paredness for college. Since 2000, substantially
fewer states participate in national surveys that
indicate how many eighth graders take algebra
and how many high school students enroll in ad-
vanced math and science. 

Student Achievement in the 12th Grade. Most
states — but not all — continue to participate in
the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) for eighth graders. For high school sen-
iors, there is a comparable national assessment
but it does not provide data at the state level. In-
formation about the “stock of learning” that stu-
dents acquire in high school and carry into
college continues to be missing in the states. 

Participation
There has been no progress in assessing the ex-
tent to which states provide opportunities for
residents to enroll in higher education. 

College Enrollment Rates for Recent High
School Graduates, by Income. At the national
level, rates of college enrollment are available by
racial group and by income. At the state level,
these rates are available by racial group, but not
by income. Data about student financial aid

The Information Gap: 
Much Talk, Little Progress 
By Dennis P. Jones 

Over the past decade, states have used Measuring Up to evaluate and

compare their performance in higher education. Policymakers and the

public have tracked their state’s progress and setbacks in preparing students for

education beyond high school, enrolling them in college, trying to keep college

affordable, and conferring degrees. During this time, one trend has held

constant: not all the information needed by policymakers is available to them. 

Progress in Developing Data Resources Nationwide: F 
Preparation 

Advanced K-12 course taking Not Improved 

Student achievement in 12th grade Not Improved 

Participation 

College enrollment rates by income Not Improved 

Migration of students across states Not Improved 

Affordability 

Unmet financial need for qualified students Not Improved 

Distribution of student aid Improved Somewhat 

Undergraduate student loans Improved 

Completion 

Progression of students across systems Not Improved 

Degree completion in 6 and 10 years Improved Somewhat 

Benefits 

Educational attainment Improved 

Civic engagement Improved 

Learning 

Adult skill levels Regressed 

Cost effectiveness Not Improved 
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packages for college freshmen have improved,
but nothing is known at the state level about the
family incomes of students who do not apply for
(or receive) such aid. Given the changing
demographics of college students, information
about the family incomes of college-eligible
individuals and those who actually enroll is
crucial for effective state policymaking. Its
absence represents one of the most notable of
all the information gaps. 

Migration of Students Across States. Informa-
tion about the state of origin of college fresh-
men continues to be available. As a result,
state-to-state migration of entering students can
be determined. Once students enroll, however,
federal data collection does not offer a way to
track their progress or geographic location. The
National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) could be
used for this purpose if the protocols for use
could be agreed upon nationally. Matching
records from multiple state-level record systems
has proven possible but arduous. At a time when
workforce development is particularly important
to state policymakers, the inability to assess mi-
gration patterns beyond the freshman year rep-
resents a severe handicap.

Affordability
There has been some progress in tracking the af-
fordability of higher education for students and
families, but this progress has not gone nearly
far enough. 

Unmet Financial Need for Eligible and Quali-
fied Students. The available data estimate unmet
financial need on a national basis, but not at the
state level. As a consequence, there is still no
state-by-state assessment of the extent to which
financial factors affect college participation. 

Distribution of Student Aid. Since 2000, some
progress has been made in calculating financial
aid patterns, though the improvements are far
from adequate. Data on the amounts of differ-
ent kinds of aid distributed to freshmen is now
available by campus. Still missing, however, are
data about the economic circumstances of aid
recipients and the extent to which aid packages
change as students advance in their college ca-
reers. For example, do loans supplant grants
after the freshman year in some states more than
others? An oversample of 12 states by the Na-
tional Postsecondary Student Aid Survey in 2004
provided this kind of in-depth information.

Until this information is available for all 50
states, however, policymakers will not be able to
have a clear picture of college affordability. 

Undergraduate Student Loans. In 2000, data
about borrowing by graduate and undergradu-
ate students were combined, making it impossi-
ble to determine levels of undergraduate
borrowing. This problem has been remedied —
one of the few areas of clear progress. 

Completion
Problems remain in assessing whether students
are completing their educational programs in a
timely manner. 

Progression of Individual Students Across Sys-
tems and States. Since many students transfer
among colleges, it is important to track students
across institutions. Many states have data systems
that allow such tracking across public institutions
in-state, but not across state lines. Data from the
National Student Clearinghouse have been ana-
lyzed through a pilot effort. While this resource
has limitations, it has proven capable of yielding
good information for most states. Not all institu-
tions participate, although a majority in most
states do. Key data elements have not been avail-
able, such as whether a student is enrolled for
the first time in college. Since protocols have not
been agreed upon nationally to continue the
pilot analysis, it must be concluded that no last-
ing progress has been made in this area. 

Degree Completion in Six and Ten Years. Unlike
in 2000, all institutions of higher education now
report information on the proportion of full-
time, first-time students who complete their pro-
grams within 150% of program length (six years
for bachelor’s degrees). Completion rates are
also provided for students after four and five
years. This is clearly an improvement, but there
are still major shortcomings. Six years is too short
a time period for many students, particularly
working adults. The data cannot track students
who transfer between institutions, both in-state
and out-of-state. And the data are particularly
flawed for community colleges because they fail
to account for students who start part-time (the
majority of enrollments at many community col-
leges) and students who transfer to four-year in-
stitutions. This is an area where most of the data
are available in many states, but not in a way that
allows national comparisons. In sum, progress
has been made but remains inadequate. 
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Benefits
There has been some improvement in tracking
the benefits that accrue to states as a result of
having an educated population. 

Educational Attainment. Two improvements
have occurred in assessing whether state resi-
dents have a bachelor’s degree. First, the U.S.
Census Bureau’s American Community Survey
(ACS) now provides much more accurate data
about the educational attainment of adults. Sec-
ondly, it is now possible to calculate the percent-
age of college degree holders who were born in
the state in which they are living. This provides a
basis for comparing states in developing home-
grown talent. 

Civic Engagement. New information about vol-
unteerism is now available, including compar-
isons of volunteerism for college graduates and
for those without college degrees. Although
these data have rather large sampling errors at
the state level, some progress has been made. 

Learning
As in 2000, there are still no common bench-
marks that would permit state comparisons of
the knowledge and skills of college students.
There are isolated instances in which learning
outcomes are assessed, such as South Dakota’s
mandatory exam of rising college juniors. There
are assessments that cover portions of the popu-
lation, such as Graduate Record Examinations
(GREs), which test those pursuing graduate
study. And there are assessments in selected
fields, such as licensure exams in nursing or
WorkKeys in selected vocational fields. But there
is no nationwide approach to assessing learning
that would allow state-to-state comparisons.
What energy was available for state assessments
in 2000 has been directed to campus-level assess-
ments in 2008, such as the Voluntary System of
Accountability. This represents a step backward,
not forward. 

Adult Skill Levels. In assessing adult skills in the
states, there has also been a large step backward.
In 1992, the National Assessment of Adult Liter-
acy (NAAL) provided a sufficient survey base to
estimate the mastery of higher-level skills among
the adult populations of most states. That assess-
ment was re-administered in 2003. In 1992, 13
states participated in an oversample; in 2003,
only six states did so. And almost five years later,
the data have not been released for secondary
analysis. National results indicate lower literacy
levels for adults in 2003, but data are unavailable
for all but a limited number of states. If states
are to improve workforce preparedness, it is cru-
cial that policymakers have access to information
about the skill levels of state residents. 

Cost Effectiveness
Over the past decade, there has been little
progress in assessing state performance in higher
education relative to the resources committed to
the endeavor. An approach to calculating cost ef-
fectiveness was developed by the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS). However, until learning outcomes
are available by state, calculating the cost effec-
tiveness of higher education will continue to rely
on proxy measures that leave much to be desired. 

Conclusion 
State leaders and the public need access to objec-
tive information to assess and improve higher edu-
cation. No single entity is at fault for the absence of
information about one of the most critical prob-
lems facing the nation today; there is plenty of
blame to go around. In some areas the states — in
others the nation — must provide leadership in de-
veloping the data resources for state-by-state analy-
sis. It is time for every state — and the nation — to
commit to getting the information needed to ad-
vance the educational attainment of the citizenry,
and to halt the worrisome slide of the United States
vis-à-vis other developed nations in this area. 
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Other activities also brought attention to the im-
portance of assessing student learning at the col-
lege level. The Collegiate Learning Assessment
(CLA) and the National Survey of Student En-
gagement (NSSE) were both launched since we
began our effort. In addition, the National Com-
mission on the Future of Higher Education, con-
vened by U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret
Spellings, helped accreditors and institutions of
higher education become more interested in as-
sessing learning. 

Despite this limited progress, however, an impor-
tant dimension of assessing learning has been
lost: the need for states and the nation to under-
stand more about the “educational capital” of
their population. The educational capital of a
state is the level of collective knowledge and
skills possessed by state residents. Assessing edu-
cational capital can be accomplished through
state participation in national surveys of adult lit-
eracy, assessments of the abilities of college grad-
uates, as well as other measures. 

In its deliberations, the Spellings Commission
recommended that more states take leadership
in measuring educational capital through the
approach pioneered by the National Center’s
five-state demonstration project. The Commis-
sion also recommended increasing state partici-
pation in the National Assessment of Adult
Literacy, as well as administering it more fre-
quently. The nation and the states need these

measures in order to guide investment in higher
education and align public policy with the needs
of state residents.

As a nation, however, we appear to be regressing
in this area. Only six states signed up for the
oversample of the National Assessment of Adult
Literacy in 2003, down from 12 in 1992. A repeat
administration of this assessment is nowhere in
sight. Almost five years after the assessment was
administered, the National Center for Education
Statistics has yet to produce 50-state estimates of
citizen performance on prose literacy. Mean-
while, the Organisation for Economic Co-opera-
tion and Development (OECD) is moving
forward with an international feasibility study on
collegiate learning without having a commit-
ment from the United States to participate. 

Attention to these issues at the state level is also
uneven. A few states continue to assess students
using established examinations for which
national benchmarks are available. Among them
is South Dakota, which requires all students
attending public universities, as a condition of
graduation, to meet a specified standard on the
ACT’s Collegiate Assessment of Academic
Proficiency (CAAP). Kentucky will replicate a
variant of the Learning Model developed by the
National Center’s five-state demonstration
project. Public universities in West Virginia will
administer the Collegiate Learning Assessment
on a statewide basis next year. And Oregon is

Stuck on Student Learning
By Peter T. Ewell

In 2000, the first edition of Measuring Up gave every state an “Incomplete” in

Learning to highlight the fact that the United States lacks consistent

measures of student learning in higher education. Over the past decade, the

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education has been consistent in

reporting progress on the development of measures of student learning.

Measuring Up 2004 reported learning results for five states that participated

in a national demonstration project. Measuring Up 2006 recognized an

additional six states that participated fully in the National Assessment of Adult

Literacy (NAAL). These efforts in the states signified modest progress

compared with a decade ago. 
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experimenting with portfolio measures in
collaboration with the Association of American
Colleges and Universities (AACU). 

On the other hand, Arkansas abandoned its long-
standing program of statewide testing centered on
the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency
last year. A recent survey by the State Higher Edu-
cation Executive Officers (SHEEO) found that the
engagement of state agencies in assessment at the
college level is at an all-time low. Further, where
states are showing interest in assessing college
learning, their focus is at the campus level, to
demonstrate institutional accountability. They are
not measuring learning through a statewide ap-
proach, which can inform and improve state policy
by identifying gaps in what college-educated resi-
dents know and can do. 

A growing number of institutions are holding
themselves accountable through such initiatives 
as the Voluntary System of Accountability 
(VSA) developed by the National Association of
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges
(NASULGC) and the American Association of
State Colleges and Universities (AASCU). However
admirable these efforts may be, they provide little
real information for state policy. They are being
undertaken largely for political reasons — to blunt
attempts by the U.S. Department of Education 
to impose new reporting requirements about

student learning through accreditation — rather
than as part of a broader effort to systematically
improve instruction. 

In short, events in the wake of the Spellings Com-
mission served to politicize public debate about
information on student learning at precisely the
point at which such information should be collec-
tively owned and generated. Nowhere has this
condition been more apparent than in the devel-
opment of longitudinal databases. At a time when
more than two-thirds of students earning bache-
lor’s degrees have attended several institutions,
we as a nation lack the capacity to track student
progress because of political opposition that mas-
querades as a concern about privacy. As 42 states
have demonstrated, higher education agencies
using today’s information technology are per-
fectly capable of creating powerful student unit
databases that do not compromise security. 

With America’s competitive edge in producing
college graduates eroding steadily, states need
benchmarked information about student learning
more than ever. In the past decade, some states
have developed the technical capacity to generate
such information and the policy wisdom to use it
effectively. But across the nation, we are no fur-
ther along in producing such capacity in 2008
than we were in 2000 when Measuring Up first
awarded every state an “Incomplete” in Learning. 
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That higher education is central to future eco-
nomic progress is beyond dispute, but a decade
of Measuring Up reports paints a worrisome pic-
ture about how well this vital sector is perform-
ing: participation in higher education remains
flat at best, affordability has declined sharply, and
graduation rates continue to be a disgrace. What-
ever lead we enjoyed over other countries in the
last half of the 20th Century has been lost, as
both our participation and completion rates have
declined relative to other advanced nations. Far
too much effort and too many resources have
been devoted to enhancing institutional prestige,
at the cost of balanced development of a high-
performing system of colleges and universities
able to serve the diverse educational needs of the
next generation. We have increasingly relied on
market forces to shape higher education, and the
result has been a vastly widening resource gap be-
tween a small number of exceedingly wealthy in-
stitutions and a much larger number of poor
ones. In a sense, the Measuring Up reports can be
read as assessing the average performance of our
colleges as a whole.

In earlier reports, Robert Atwell, Jane Wellman,
and I have remarked on the absence of college
and university leaders from the national policy
debates about higher education. One result has
been an unfortunate, if understandable, ten-

dency for state and national political leaders to
dominate the discussion. Let me be clear in what
I am saying; college and university leaders have
certainly worked hard on issues of institutional
self-interest, as they must, but few have provided
strong voices on policy matters that transcend
the local campus. To default to those outside
higher education on such substantive issues as
academic preparation for college-level work, ac-
cess for the poor and disadvantaged, success in
retention and graduation, and the serious and
growing problem of affordability is to limit the
nation’s ability to make headway in improving
the performance of our system as a system. One
result, as external parties have criticized and ad-
vocated for changes, has been a growing defen-
siveness on the part of higher education leaders
rather than an active engagement with legisla-
tors and policy analysts in seeking solutions. We
are all the poorer for this failed conversation,
and as noted earlier, such failure is a luxury the
nation can no longer afford. 

One concrete example from the National Cen-
ter’s experience may clarify this point. The Meas-
uring Up series has been criticized by numerous
college leaders for reporting failing grades for
virtually all states in making higher education af-
fordable for students and their families. In pri-
vate conversations, university leaders have told

Facing the Nation: 
The Role of College Leaders in Higher Education Policy
By David W. Breneman

Measuring Up 2008, the fifth edition of the National Center’s biennial

reports on state performance in higher education, arrives at a time of

great uncertainty and concern about the nation’s economy, as the financial

credit crisis has spawned bank failings not seen since the Great Depression.

As the country lurches toward recession, most state and local budgets are in

serious deficit, families continue to lose homes to foreclosure, jobs are being

lost by the thousands, and a massive $700 billion federal rescue plan has yet

to demonstrate its success. The luxury we may have had in prior years to

ignore the warning signs of current problems has now expired. We have no

choice but to focus intently on solving these economic problems, casting

aside the behaviors that helped bring us to this critical moment.
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me that these failing grades have made it more
difficult for their institutions to achieve tuition
increases. Another response has been to attack
the methodology used in Measuring Up to assess
the affordability of higher education. In short,
many university administrators, rather than ad-
dressing the state and national challenges that
Measuring Up emphasizes, perceive the reports
themselves as the problem. 

None of us associated with Measuring Up would
argue that we have the perfect instrument for
measuring the complex issue of affordability in
higher education. However, we all agree that
keeping college affordable is a serious and grow-
ing problem, potentially much worse for the
next generation of aspiring college students. We
also agree that there are limits to the share of
educational cost that can be shifted to students

and families. Furthermore, if state and national
leaders fail to improve upon this situation, the
economic prospects for the United States will be
grim. Yet so far, we are failing as a nation to ad-
dress this issue squarely and honestly. 

The National Center is committed to developing
a forum in which college and university leaders
can meet with political leaders and knowledge-
able policy professionals to advance a conversa-
tion about the enduring challenges of
preparation, participation, affordability, comple-
tion, and accountability in higher education.
The problems are now so serious and the stakes
so high that the most experienced educators
and political leaders must work together for
policies that will enable higher education to con-
tinue to serve the millions of Americans whose
well-being depends upon it. 
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Measuring Change Over Time 
As in previous editions, the Change Over Time
arrows in Measuring Up 2008 compare each
state’s current performance with its own previous
performance in the 1990s. This year, however, a
state’s Change Over Time is determined by its
improvement or decline in performance on a
key indicator in each performance category. The
key indicators were selected because they are
broad gauges for understanding state success in
the performance areas. The key indicators are: 

Preparation: Percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds
with a high school credential (1990 to 2006) 

Participation: Percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds
enrolled in college (1991 to 2007) 

Affordability: Percentage of income (average 
of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses at public four-year institutions 
(1999-2007)

Completion: All degree completions per 
100 students (1992-2007)

Benefits: Percentage of 25- to 64-year-olds with a
bachelor’s degree or higher (1990 to 2006) 

States receive either an “up” or a “down” arrow
in each performance area. An “up” arrow
indicates that the state has increased or
remained stable on the key indicator in the
category; a “down” arrow indicates that the state
has declined in the key indicator in the category.
The National Center does not establish
benchmarks for improvement; however, the
Change Over Time performance of the top
states is depicted graphically on the second page
of each state’s summary report card. Many
states, but not all, have improved on these key
indicators.  Affordability is different from the
other categories in that lower percentages
indicate higher performance.

Improvements in Data
A number of new data sources are used for Meas-
uring Up 2008 because the new data provide
states with a more comprehensive portrayal of
their performance. 

This year, the National Center replaced the data
derived from the Census Bureau’s Current Popu-
lation Survey (CPS) with the American Commu-
nity Survey (ACS), which is also administered by
the Census Bureau. The ACS was expanded to a
sample size of three million households in 2005
and will eventually replace the long survey form
of the decennial census. It has much larger sam-
ple sizes than the CPS, making it a valuable re-
source for state data. As a result of this change,
comparing results from previous years is no
longer possible for all of the indicators that were
based on the CPS. The indicators affected in-
clude: the percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds with a
high school credential; the percentage of 18- to
24-year-olds enrolled in higher education; the
percentage of 25- to 49-year-olds enrolled in
higher education; certificates and degrees
awarded per 1,000 state residents (age 18 to 49)
without a college degree; and the percentage of
the population with either an associate’s or a
bachelor’s degree. The national advisory board
for Measuring Up and the National Center have
concluded that, compared with the CPS data, the
new data provide states with a more comprehen-
sive portrayal of their performance. (For more in-
formation, please see the Technical Guide for
Measuring Up 2008 at www.highereducation.org). 

In addition, Measuring Up 2008 includes two new
indicators, one in Completion and one in Bene-
fits. In the Completion category, the new indica-
tor measures the number of certificates and
degrees awarded in relation to the number of
state residents (ages 18 to 49) without a college
degree. In the Benefits category, the new indica-
tor identifies the percentage of adults who have
earned an associate’s degree, which parallels an
existing indicator identifying the percentage of
adults with a bachelor’s degree. 

What’s New in Measuring Up 2008? 
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Who is being graded in this report card, and why?
Measuring Up 2008 grades states, not students or in-
dividual colleges or universities, on their perform-
ance in higher education. The states are
responsible for preparing students for higher edu-
cation by means of sound K-12 school systems, and
they provide most of the public financial support
— approximately $77 billion in 2008 — for colleges
and universities. Through their oversight of public
institutions of higher education, state leaders affect
the types and number of education programs avail-
able in the state. State leaders also determine the
limits of financial support and often influence tu-
ition and fees for public colleges and universities.
They also establish how much state-based financial
aid is available to students and their families, which
affects students attending both private and public
colleges and universities. In addition, state eco-
nomic development policies influence the income
advantage that residents receive from having some
college experience or a college degree.

Why is a state-by-state report card needed 
for higher education? 
Measuring Up provides the general public and
policymakers with objective information they
need to assess and improve higher education.
With the publication of the first edition of Meas-
uring Up in 2000, states could evaluate and com-
pare performance in higher education within a
national context for the first time. The report
card series was developed as a tool for fostering
improvement in policy and performance.

What factors are considered when grading states?
The report card grades states in six overall per-
formance categories: 

Preparation: How adequately does the state pre-
pare students for education and training beyond
high school?

Participation: Do state residents have sufficient
opportunities to enroll in education and train-
ing beyond high school?

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

Completion: Do students make progress toward and
complete their certificates or degrees in a timely
manner?

Benefits: What benefits does the state receive
from having a highly educated population?

Learning: What is known about student learning
as a result of education and training beyond
high school?

How are states graded? 
States receive letter grades in each performance
category. Each category consists of several indi-
cators, or quantitative measures — a total of 36
indicators in the five graded categories. Grades
are calculated based on each state’s perform-
ance on these indicators, relative to the best-per-
forming states. Grades in Measuring Up 2008
reflect state performance for 2006 or 2007, the
most recent information available. 

For the sixth category, Learning, states receive
an “Incomplete” because there is not sufficient
information about student learning for mean-
ingful state-by-state comparisons. 

What sources of information are used to 
determine the grades?
All data used to grade states in Measuring Up 2008
were collected from reliable national sources, in-
cluding the U.S. Census Bureau and the U.S. De-
partment of Education. All data are the most recent
public information available for state comparisons.
Please see the Technical Guide for Measuring Up 2008
for more information regarding data sources. 

Does the report card grade on a curve?
No. Grades are calculated by comparing each state
to the best-performing states for each indicator. 

What grading scale is used?
As shown in “How We Grade States,” letter grades
are based on the familiar 100-point scale: An “A”
represents a score of 90 or above, and an “F” rep-
resents a score below 60. 

How do we measure Change Over Time?
Change Over Time indicators compare each
state’s current performance with its own previ-
ous performance in the 1990s. For each cate-
gory, the state’s change is determined by its
improvement or decline in performance on a
key indicator in that category. This information
is displayed in two ways. First, states receive ei-
ther an “up” or a “down” arrow in each perform-
ance area.  An “up” arrow indicates that the state
has increased or remained stable on the key in-
dicator in the category, a “down” arrow indicates

Questions and Answers about 
Measuring Up 2008
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that the state has declined in the key indicator in
the category. Second, information about
Change Over Time is presented graphically in
greater detail on the second page of each state’s
summary report card. 

Does the report card use data that are unique to
a particular state?
Measuring Up 2008 only uses data that are com-
parable across states. As a result, some states may
find that their own internal data present a fuller
picture of the state’s strengths and weaknesses in
higher education. The National Center encour-
ages states to add their own data to the report
card’s categories to create a more detailed pic-
ture of state performance. 

What happens if data are missing for a state? 
When information is not available on a particular
indicator, we assume for the purposes of grading
that the state is doing no better or worse on that
particular indicator than it is on the other indica-
tors in that performance category. However, the
report card uses the most recent data available.
In the event that a state has data that were avail-
able for the 2006 edition of Measuring Up but not
for the 2008 edition, the data from Measuring Up
2006 are used again in this edition, since they are
the most recent data available. 

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 to limitations in
national data collection. In the Participation cate-
gory, please see the net migration of students re-
ported in the “Other Key Facts” section of the state
report cards. In the Benefits category, states receive
credit for having an educated population since they
reap the economic and societal rewards regardless
of where their residents were educated. With the
exception of the Benefits category, all other graded
performance categories recognize states for devel-
oping rather than importing talent.

How frequently are the report cards published?
The report cards are published every two years.
Previous report cards were published in 2000,
2002, 2004, and 2006.

What information is provided but not graded?
The state report cards highlight important gaps in
college opportunities for various income and

ethnic groups, identify improvements and setbacks
in each state’s performance over time, and
compare state performance in higher education
with other countries. Each state report card also
presents important contextual information, such
as demographic trends, student migration data,
and state funding levels for higher education. 

Why does Measuring Up 2008 include 
international indicators?
As in 2006, this year’s edition of Measuring Up
provides information on key international
indicators of educational performance. In the
global economy, it is critical for each nation to
establish and maintain a competitive edge through
the ongoing, high-quality education of its
population. Measuring Up 2008 offers international
comparisons that reveal how well the United States
and each of the 50 states are preparing residents
with the knowledge and skills necessary to
compete in a global economy. As with other data
in the report card, each international measure is
based on the most current data available. In this
case, the data are from the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). International comparisons are used to
gauge the states’ and the nation’s standing relative
to OECD countries on the participation and
educational success of their populations. Please see
the Technical Guide for Measuring Up 2008 for more
information regarding data sources. 

How can I find out more about the report card
or my state’s performance?
Explore the National Center’s Web site at
www.highereducation.org to: 

� Download state report cards and the national
report card. 

� Compare any state with the best-performing
states in each performance category. 

� Compare states’ grades and indicator results
in each performance category. 

� Compare states’ other key factors (such as de-
mographic indicators and higher education
appropriations). 

� Identify gaps in state performance for ethnic
and income groups. 

� Link directly to the sources that gathered the
data. 

� Obtain technical information and sources for
indicators, weights, and calculations. 

� Find out more about the National Center for
Public Policy and Higher Education. 
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State grades (A, B, C, D, 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
performance category: preparation,
participation, affordability, completion, and
benefits. All indicators used in Measuring Up:

� are important in assessing performance in 
the category, 

� are collected regularly by reliable, public
sources that follow accepted practices for data
collection, 

� are comparable across the 50 states, and 

� measure performance results. 

Step 2. Weight indicators 
Each indicator is assigned a weight based on its
importance to the performance category. For
each category, the sum of all weights is 100%. 

Step 3. Identify top states for each indicator 
State results, or raw scores, on each indicator are
converted to an “index” scale of 0 to 100, using
the performance of the top five states as the
benchmark. This establishes a high, but achiev-
able standard of performance. Beginning with
Measuring Up 2004, the performance of the top
five states in the early 1990s sets the benchmark
for the current performance in the affordability
category. All other categories continue to use
the top five states in the current 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 indi-
cators’ weights. In each category, the sum of all
the index scores on the indicators is converted to
a scale of 0 to 100, based on the performance of
the top state in the category.

Step 5. Assign grades 
Grades are assigned based on the category index
scores, using a grading scale common in many
high school and college classes. 

As in previous editions, the Change Over Time
arrows in Measuring Up 2008 compare each
state’s current performance with its own
previous performance in the 1990s. This year,
however, a state’s Change Over Time is
determined by its improvement or decline in
performance on a key indicator in each
performance category. The key indicators were
selected because they are broad gauges for
understanding state success in the performance
areas. The key indicators are: 

Preparation: Percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds
with a high school credential (1990 to 2006) 

Participation: Percentage of 18- to 24-year-olds
enrolled in college (1991 to 2007) 

Affordability: Percentage of income (average 
of all income groups) needed to pay for 
college expenses at public four-year institutions
(1999-2007)

Completion: All degree completions per 
100 students (1992-2007)

Benefits: Percentage of 25- to 64-year-olds with a
bachelor’s degree or higher (1990 to 2006) 

States receive either an “up” or a “down” arrow in
each performance area. An “up” arrow indicates
that the state has increased or remained stable on
the key indicator in the category, a “down” arrow
indicates that the state has declined in the key in-
dicator in the category. In addition, information
about Change Over Time is presented graphically
in greater detail on the second page of each
state’s summary report card. The National Center
does not establish benchmarks for improvement;
however, the Change Over Time performance of
the top states is depicted graphically on the sec-
ond page of each state’s summary report card.
Many states, but not all, have improved on these
key indicators.  Affordability is different from the
other categories in that lower percentages indi-
cate higher performance.

What do the arrows mean?
The state has increased or remained
stable on the key indicator in the
category

The state has declined on the key
indicator in the category

How We Grade States 

How We Measure Change Over Time 

Step 1 
Identify the 
Indicators 

Step 2 
Weight 

Indicators 

Step 3 
Identify 

Top States 
for Each 
Indicator 

Step 4 
Identify Best

State for Each
Category 

Step 5 
Assign 
Grades 

A = 93 & Up
A- = 90–92
B+ = 87–89
B = 83–86
B- = 80–82
C+ = 77–79
C = 73–76
C- = 70–72
D+ = 67–69
D = 63–66
D- = 60–62
F = Under 60
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The National Center wishes to thank members
of the national advisory committee for their es-
says in this report. David Breneman, chair of the
advisory committee challenges higher education
leaders to engage in public debate about the
performance and future of American higher ed-
ucation; Peter Ewell provides an update on the
Learning category; and, Dennis Jones provides a
summary of the nation’s ability to inform a pol-
icy discussion through the systematic collection
of information. In addition, Alan Wagner pro-
vides an analysis for the international indicators
on which we relied for the comparative aspects
of Measuring Up 2008. 

The state higher education executive officers
and commissions in each state reviewed the data
used for grading in Measuring Up 2008. 

Joni Finney, vice president for the National 
Center and professor of practice at the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania was the principal author of
state reports and was responsible for leadership
and direction of Measuring Up 2008.  Her report 
co-authors include: Patrick Kelly, William Doyle,
Stacey Zis, Darcie Harvey, Heather Jack, Kathryn
Ankrum, Daphne Borromeo and Peter Ewell.
Patrick Kelly, senior associate with the National
Center for Higher Education Management Sys-
tems (NCHEMS) was lead analyst and project
manager at NCHEMS. William Doyle, assistant
professor of higher education at Vanderbilt 
University, was a consultant for the National
Center for Measuring Up 2008.  

Heather Jack, policy consultant, was project
manager of the report card for the National
Center. She edited state reports, oversaw the de-
velopment of the national report and led the de-
sign and production process.  Stacey Zis,
research associate at NCHEMS played a critical

role in project coordination and overseeing the
quality control process for NCHEMS. 

John Clark, data analyst for NCHEMS, collected
and analyzed data, provided ongoing technical
assistance, and assisted in writing the technical
report. Darcie Harvey, project coordinator at the
National Center, contributed to the analysis of
the national report and oversaw the quality con-
trol process for the National Center. 

Erica Torres, data analyst at NCHEMS, assisted
with data collection and provided document sup-
port.  Marianne Boeke, research associate, assisted
with the data quality checking process and assisted
in writing state reports. Martha Swaggart, Ingrid
Walsh and Johanna Van Hise Heart assisted with
the data quality checking process. 

Brian Prescott, research associate at the
Western Interstate Commission for Higher
Education, assisted with the data analysis and
Thomas M. Smith, associate professor of public
policy and education at Vanderbilt University,
provided a special analysis on teacher quality.
Mikyung Ryu, senior research associate with the
American Council on Education, provided
technical assistance.

The following individuals provided data used in
Measuring Up 2008: Rolf Blank, Council of Chief
State School Officers; Thomas G. Mortenson,
Postsecondary Education OPPORTUNITY;
Christopher Ward, United States Department of
Education; Ellen Sawtell and Sherby Jenan-
Leger, The College Board.  

In addition, the following individuals assisted
with data on learning: Bernie Olson and Geral-
dine Piskorski, American Society of Clinical
Pathology; Phil Handwerk, Law School Admis-
sion Council; Don Meagher and James Yang,
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Introduction
Presented here are the top 10 issues most likely to 

affect public higher education across the 50 states 

in 2009, in the view of the state policy analysis 

and research staff at AASCU. While numerous 

topics shape state higher education policy, each 

affecting the issues of affordability and quality, our 

focus is on the overarching issue of college access. 

This synopsis is informed by a scan of state policy 

activities of the past year, an analysis of trends, 

and consideration of events that will likely shape 

the policy landscape. Some issues are perennial in 

nature, while others reflect attention to near-term 

circumstances (i.e., current economic turmoil) as 

well as recent federal and state policy actions. The 

influence of any given issue will, of course, vary 

across individual states.

#1–States’ Fiscal Crises
The economic storm clouds that were gathering on 

the horizon early in 2008 have opened up over the 

past year, unleashing a torrent of negative economic 

data resulting in declining revenue in most states. 

The nation as a whole has been in a recession since 

December 2007, but for many states, the downturn 

began well before then. States are in the process 

of closing $30 billion in current year (fiscal 2009) 

budget shortfalls and face nearly an additional $200 

billion in budget gaps over the next 18 to 24 months, 

according to the National Governors Association 

(NGA). States as small as Rhode Island and as large 

as California are being battered by large revenue 

shortfalls. The Wall Street meltdown, declining real 

estate values, decreasing consumer spending, and 

increasing unemployment are among the factors 

hastening already existing state structural deficits. 

The NGA predicts that states will reduce spending in 

the current fiscal year budget cycle for the first time 

in a quarter century. It is from this stark reality that 

most state higher education policy action in 2009 

will follow.

The end result has been—and may well continue 

to be—reduced state appropriations for public 

postsecondary education as state lawmakers 

stitch together budgets for the 2010 fiscal year, 

which begins on July 1 for all but four states. This 

comes at a time when public higher education 

institutions and systems are still trying to make up 

ground in state appropriations that had been lost 

during the economic downturn earlier this decade. 

While perhaps no state agency will be spared from 
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pared-back state spending plans in the year ahead, 

past history suggests that higher education could 

well receive a disproportionate share in the fiscal 

bloodletting. The cascading effect of the states’ 

financial crises will impact many crucial state 

policies and programs, including state student grant 

programs, tuition prices and student enrollment.

#2–Tuition Prices
and Tuition Policy
In the wake of reduced state funding for higher 

education (or in a few cases, modest increases), 

increases in tuition prices at public colleges and 

universities are sure to follow. Institutions of 

higher education are going to great lengths to cut 

costs, but such efforts will likely not negate the 

need for colleges to hike tuition rates—sometimes 

dramatically—to offset reduced state support. 

Fall 2009 increases may, in many instances, be 

considerably higher than the national average 

increase of 6.4 percent witnessed at public four-year 

institutions in fall 2008, especially for those colleges 

facing the double blow of reduced state support 

paired with increases in student enrollment. In 

reaction to mid- (fiscal) year state budget cuts, and 

in anticipation of further erosion in state funding in 

fiscal year 2010, some institutions have taken the 

rare action of increasing tuition mid-year. 

Significant increases in tuition prices—especially 

those taking place at public colleges and 

universities—will likely stoke debate over tuition 

policy, who controls it, and to what extent it should 

be regulated. Despite tuition increases largely 

provoked by insufficient, if not declining, state 

appropriations for higher education, many state 

lawmakers and other governing bodies with tuition 

setting authority may tussle over the parameters of 

these increases. Calls will be made to legislatively 

restrict increases, and efforts will be made to 

incentivize, or punish, institutions and systems 

to keep increases in check. Conversely, scenarios 

may arise in which appeals are made to loosen 

restrictions over tuition increases in order to meet 

demands for rising enrollments and to maintain 

the quality of undergraduate instruction. Florida 

serves as a case in point, with Governor Charlie Crist 

recently bowing to longstanding calls for that state’s 

public postsecondary institutions to raise what 

are some of the lowest tuition rates in the nation 

to considerably higher levels to meet enrollment 

and quality demands. Likewise, New York Governor 

David Patterson recently proposed allowing the 

SUNY and CUNY systems to raise tuition for just 

the second time in 13 years to offset a proposed 

$348 million reduction in state funding for the two 

systems.

#3–State Student Grant
Aid Programs 
State grant aid to college students can be based on 

merit, financial need, or both. Over time, states have 

shifted from awarding predominantly need-based 

financial aid to a mix of merit- and need-based aid 

programs. In 2006-07, according to the College 

Board’s Trends in Student Aid, the amount of 

state grant aid not based on financial need was 28 

percent, up from 17 percent nine years earlier. Facing 

large budget deficits, state-funded student grant 

programs may well be a target for overhaul, such 

as implementing tighter restrictions on eligibility, as 

was the recent case in New Jersey for that state’s 

popular STARS and STARS II scholarship programs. 

Ensuring fiscal integrity of these programs and 

striking a balance between financial need-based and 

merit-based qualifications will be a focus of state 

policy action in 2009. The federal government’s Pell 

Grant program, the bellwether of all financial aid 

programs, has seen a huge increase in the number 

of applications in light of the economic downturn. 

Likewise, the pressure will be on at the state level to 

maintain, if not bolster, need-based aid. 

#4–Enrollment Capacity
Although the bubble in the Baby Boom echo has 

popped—with the largest high school graduating 

class having taken place in 2008—any leveling 

off of enrollments at many of the nation’s 

colleges and universities may be postponed due 

to burgeoning demand that is often witnessed 

during a recessionary period. Traditional-aged 

undergraduates may find themselves not only 

competing for seats in classrooms at their state 

universities and community colleges, but also with 
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unemployed and under-employed adults who are 

returning to campus to upgrade their skill sets. 

As with tuition policy, the struggle over balancing 

enrollment levels with both fiscal and physical 

(instructional and laboratory) capacity may be 

contested at various levels of governing authority 

within states. 

States in the West and Southwest, such as Arizona, 

California, Nevada, Texas and Utah, exemplify the 

enrollment capacity dilemma. Enrollment pressures 

will likely vary according to the relative affordability 

of each sector of postsecondary education, with the 

squeeze particularly burdensome at public two-year 

institutions. The California State University System 

recently announced the unprecedented move to 

reduce enrollment by 10,000 students across its 

23-campus system for the fall 2009 term in order to 

address midyear budget cuts—and more cuts that 

are likely on the way—that stem from plummeting 

state revenues. At the state’s 109-institution 

community college system, suggestions have been 

made that upwards of a quarter million students 

may be turned away, not through formal enrollment 

policy, but rather as a result of sheer capacity limits. 

The availability of seats in classrooms, as well as 

course sections, will be at a premium; developing 

policies that balance enrollment demand and 

workforce needs with the requisite infrastructure 

and funding will be high on the higher education 

agenda in many states.

#5–Implementation of Higher 
Education Opportunity Act 
Increased transparency and accountability were key 

themes of the long-awaited reauthorization of the 

Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA) in 2008. 

A significant number of reporting requirements 

for colleges, textbook publishers, lenders, the 

U.S. Department of Education and other higher 

education-related entities aim to better inform 

consumers, making students and families a clear 

winner in the HEOA. 

The sweeping legislation also intends to foster 

greater accountability on states’ part in financing 

their share of public postsecondary education 

by imposing a Maintenance of Effort (MOE) 

requirement. Under this provision, states must 

now appropriate operating funds for their public 

colleges and universities, and for financial aid 

programs provided to private institutions in the 

state, at an amount equal to or greater than the 

average during the prior five years. There are 

limited waiver provisions for “exceptional or 

uncontrollable circumstances,” and many state 

leaders are insisting that the current recession is 

reason enough for a temporary release from the 

spending requirement. The National Governors 

Association has requested the U.S. Department of 

Education to waive this requirement for the next 

budget cycle due to the current recessionary impact 

on states. The Department has yet to weigh in on 

states’ obligations for the next budget-setting cycle. 

The penalty for noncompliance is the Department 

of Education’s withholding of College Access 

Challenge Grants, a state-matching grant program 

aimed at boosting access to underrepresented 

populations. While these grants were first funded 

in FY 2008 and average only about $1,158,000 per 

state, the intent of the provision is to emphasize that 

states must not neglect their responsibility to higher 

education. This MOE provision and several other 

rules within the reauthorized HEOA will likely play a 

role in higher education state policy in the months 

ahead.

#6–The Incoming Obama 
Administration 
Considerable potential exists for the actions of 

President-elect Barack Obama to impact state 

higher education policy decisions in 2009, both 

through enactment of his various campaign policy 

proposals and through inclusion of higher education 

as part of the administration’s economic recovery 

strategy. A refundable tax credit up to $4,000 for 

students in exchange for their contribution of 100 

hours of community service, streamlining the federal 

student grant aid application process, boosting the 

maximum Pell Grant award, and a matching grant 

program for states to raise awareness of federal 

and state financial aid programs are among the 

proposals Obama offered during his campaign. On 

a more immediate basis, calls have been made to 
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include higher education in what is anticipated to be 

a federal economic stimulus package in the range 

of $750 to $850 billion, either through a one-time 

injection in federal student aid to boost enrollment, 

or through capital outlay dollars that will expand 

instructional and research capabilities at the nation’s 

colleges and universities.

It is hoped that state leaders will complement 

any policies and spending programs that are 

championed by the Obama administration so to 

maximize the potential for increasing postsecondary 

access and exploit the full economic energy 

produced through the workforce development, 

applied research, and regional outreach activities 

performed by the nation’s colleges and universities. 

Conversely, it is critical that states do not use any 

positive investment in higher education made at the 

federal level to supplant, rather than augment, the 

workforce development and economic development 

capabilities of the nation’s public postsecondary 

institutions.

#7–College Readiness
Though less time-sensitive, the need to increase 

the number of high school graduates who are 

prepared for college will continue to be a critical 

issue over the next year. More than a quarter 

of entering college freshmen take at least one 

remedial course in college, and this proportion is 

even higher at less selective four-year institutions 

and at community colleges. Students who are 

underprepared for college have a harder time 

completing their educational goals, and both public 

and private costs of degree attainment are greater. 

Many underprepared students do not even enroll 

in college, and a sizable number simply drop out 

of high school. If the U.S. is to remain competitive 

in the global economy, more must be done to 

strengthen the educational pipeline in order to 

dramatically increase the number of two- and four-

year college degrees produced each year. 

State and national policymakers have implemented 

a variety of approaches over the past 25 years 

to increase the college readiness of high school 

students, and will continue to make progress 

in the year ahead. This includes efforts to 

implement graduation requirements aimed at 

assuring that all graduates are prepared for 

college (as opposed to systems in which students 

are specifically tracked into, or out of, college-

preparatory curriculums); efforts to align state 

K-12 standards with postsecondary and workforce 

expectations; and efforts to align secondary and 

postsecondary assessments. All of these strategies 

have potential for improving college readiness, 

particularly if developed in conjunction with broader 

P-16 initiatives, longitudinal data systems, and 

coordinated accountability reporting.

#8–Veterans’ Education 
The upcoming August 1, 2009 implementation of 

the Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act 

of 2008, also known as the Post-9/11 GI Bill, will be 

a watershed moment in the history of educational 

assistance for veterans and servicemembers. It 

provides veterans with at least 90 days’ active duty 

service post-9/11 and remaining GI Bill eligibility 

with tuition and required fee payments scaled to 

the most expensive public college in their state of 

residence, a housing stipend for some veterans, and 

a book stipend. Eligible colleges and universities 

may also sign on to the Yellow Ribbon Program, 

which allows institutions to pay up to 50 percent of 

eligible veterans’ tuition and fee costs not covered 

by the Post-9/11 GI Bill and receive matching funds 

from the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) for 

the remaining 50 percent.

The major issue in 2009 will be how this 

groundbreaking program will fare in implementation. 

The VA will be manually processing claims using 

pre-existing computer systems until a specialized 

computer system can be built to handle the new 

demands of the Post-9/11 GI Bill. This manual 

processing of claims, combined with an unknown 

number of veterans utilizing the Post-9/11 GI Bill 

benefits (best estimates hover around the 300,000 

mark in its first year), and the need to write a new 

set of rules governing the program’s benefits all 

add up to a complicated implementation process 

being put into place under an extraordinarily tight 

time frame. State higher education policy may be 
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affected either through the bill’s implementation 

process or through the creation or augmentation 

of currently existing state programs aimed at 

facilitating postsecondary access for veterans. 

#9–Undocumented Students 
Higher education access and affordability for 

undocumented students will continue to be debated 

in 2009, with potential trend-setting consequences. 

Existing federal law pertaining to in-state tuition 

for undocumented students is ambiguous, and 

Congress has repeatedly failed to pass a measure 

such as the DREAM Act that would support states’ 

rights to offer in-state tuition to these students. 

Between 2001 and 2006, 10 states passed measures 

to provide in-state tuition rates to undocumented 

students who meet the specified criteria (including 

residency in the state for a given period of time, 

earning a high school diploma, and signing an 

affidavit to agree to seek legal residency status), 

but since then, no additional states have followed 

suit. Policymakers have become increasingly wary of 

acting on this issue without the support of federal 

law. 

In the past couple of years, there have been several 

high-profile court challenges to existing in-state 

tuition laws. In September 2008, a California appeals 

court ruled for the first time that the state’s 2001 law 

giving undocumented students in-state tuition rates 

violates a 1996 federal law. The California Supreme 

Court has agreed to hear the case, and though not 

binding on other states, it will have implications 

elsewhere. Officials in other states (including Texas 

and Utah) have already asked for similar review of 

their state laws. Also for the first time in 2008, the 

right of undocumented students to enroll in public 

institutions in a state has been called into question. 

In South Carolina, undocumented students have 

been barred from enrolling in all public institutions 

(even if they pay out-of-state tuition rates), and in 

North Carolina and Alabama, they have been barred 

from community colleges. 

As to the future, the new administration and the new 

Congress should be more favorable toward passing 

federal legislation that would clarify states’ rights 

to offer in-state tuition benefits to undocumented 

students. With this change, the number of states 

with laws favorable to undocumented students 

would likely increase, and such a law could stem 

court challenges such as the one in California. 

However, this would remain a contentious issue in 

the states, as not all states will move in a direction 

favorable to undocumented students and states 

could still act to bar these students from enrolling 

in public colleges. If Congress fails to enact such 

legislation, it is highly unlikely that educational 

opportunity for undocumented students will 

improve.

#10–Sustainability 
The issue of sustainability was elevated considerably 

in 2008, courtesy of record-high oil prices that 

peaked in July. The repercussions to higher 

education were many; some negative—such as 

the impact of gas prices on commuter students 

and the costs to universities in running their plant 

operations, and some were positive; such as 

increased actions on campuses to spur conservation 

and redoubled R&D efforts aimed at nurturing new 

alternative and renewable energy sources. 

With a backdrop of high energy prices, greater 

recognition of the causes behind global warming, 

and continued conflict in the Middle East, federal 

and state policy actions in 2009 may accelerate 

campus sustainability projects and fund campus-

based research endeavors while generating so-

called green collar jobs in the process.

Conclusion
State higher education policy in 2009 will be 

affected on many fronts: through repercussions of 

the national economic recession, by the cascading 

effect of significant federal legislation passed in 

2008 and which will be implemented this year, and 

through the perennial quest to improve college 

access and affordability. With diminishing revenue 

streams in the midst of increasing enrollment 

demands typical of recessionary periods, state 

policy and higher education leaders face a daunting 

task ahead. States will have to raise revenues and/

or cut expenditures; assuming that it’s more of the 

latter than the former, it is certain that elevating 



public higher education as a state priority will be all 

the more challenging. 

Embedded in the fiscally tumultuous year ahead is a 

silver lining, however. Sheer economic necessity will 

drive greater innovation, through new policies and 

actions at all levels—state, system and institutional. 

The need to innovate, even while under financial 
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duress, will lead to improvements in cost efficiency, 

effectiveness and productivity. The ultimate 

challenge in 2009 is to contend with current 

economic conditions, maximize the role of America’s 

public colleges and universities as an integral part 

of a national recovery, and maintain access to these 

institutions as a state—and national—public policy 

priority.
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INDICATORSOVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

existing �rms can become more productive and innovative 
and new �rms can emerge and thrive. 

As a result, the last section of this report outlines a progressive,
innovation-oriented public policy framework designed to
foster success in the new global economy. It discusses the
following nine key strategies that states can employ:

1. Align Incentives behind Innovation Economy
Fundamentals

2. Co-Invest in an Innovation Infrastructure 
3. Co-Invest in the Skills of the Workforce
4. Cultivate Entrepreneurship
5. Support Industry Clusters
6. Reduce Business Costs without Reducing the 

Standard of Living 
7. Boost Productivity 
8. Reorganize Economic Development E�orts
9. Enlist Federal Help

States that focus their policy e�orts in these areas will be well-
positioned to experience strong growth, particularly in per
capita incomes. And that is the true objective. Developing a
vibrant New Economy is not an end in itself; it is the means to
advance larger, progressive goals: higher incomes, new
economic opportunities, more individual choice and freedom,
greater dignity and autonomy for working Americans, and
stronger communities.

THE INDICATORS

OVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

The 2007 State New Economy Index builds on the 
2002 State New Economy Index , using most of the indicators
contained in that report. In our continuing e�ort to measure
the New Economy better, the 2007 Index also includes eight
new indicators, many of which take advantage of newly
available data. Several of these indicators assess
entrepreneurial activity. The Index measures the number of
entrepreneurs who start new companies, the number of
patents issued to independent inventors, and the number of
�rms that are among the fastest growing in the nation, as
measured by the Deloitte Fast 500 and the Inc. 500. To assess
manufacturing competitiveness, a new indicator measures the
value-added of a state’s manufacturing sectors. To highlight
the increased signi�cance of the service economy, service
exports have been added to the manufacturing exports

indicator, and a new indicator tracks employment in high-
wage services that are traded outside a region’s economy. To
capture growing global trends more accurately, the Index also
measures the average education level of immigrants and the
number of package exports. 

Like the 2002 Index , the report controls for a state’s industry
sector mix in variables that measure company behavior (R&D,
exports, patents, manufacturing value-added). Holding the
industry mix constant is important because some industries
export, patent, spend more on R&D, or have higher value-
added than others by their nature. For example, without
controlling for industry mix, Washington state would score very
high in manufacturing exports because its aviation sector (e.g.
Boeing) is so large, and exports are a large share of that
industry’s output. To present a more accurate measure of the
degree to which companies in a state, irrespective of the
industry they are in, export, invest in R&D, or patent, these
three indicators account for the state’s industrial composition.

47

Similarly, manufacturing value-added is measured on a 
sector-by-sector basis, ensuring that a state’s companies are
compared to the nationwide performance of �rms in the 
same industry. 

Because the 1999, 2002 and 2007 reports use di�erent
indicators and methodologies, the total scores are not
necessarily compatible. Therefore, a state’s movement to a
higher or lower overall rank between the years does not
necessarily re�ect changes in its economy. However, the 2002
overall scores have been revised to reduce methodological
di�erences with the 2007 data.

The 26 indicators are divided into 5 categories that best
capture what is new about the New Economy: 

1) Knowledge jobs. Indicators measure employment of IT
professionals outside the IT industry; jobs held by
managers, professionals, and technicians; the educational
attainment of the entire workforce; immigration of
knowledge workers; employment in high value-added
manufacturing sectors; and employment in high-wage
traded services.

2) Globalization. Indicators measure the export orientation
of manufacturing and services; foreign direct investment;
and package exports.

3) Economic dynamism. Indicators measure the number of
fast growing “gazelle” companies; the degree of job
churning (which is a product of new business start-ups
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INDICATORS OVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

and existing business failures); the number of Deloitte
Technology Fast 500 and Inc. 500 firms, the value of initial
public stock offerings (IPOs) by companies; the number of
entrepreneurs starting new businesses; and the number of
individual inventor patents issued. 

4) Transformation to a digital economy. Indicators
measure the percentage of population online; the number
of Internet domain name registrations; technology in
schools; the degree to which state and local governments
use information technologies to deliver services; Internet
and computer use by farmers; and residential and
business access to broadband telecommunications.

5) Technological innovation capacity. Indicators measure
the number of jobs in technology-producing industries;
the number of scientists and engineers in the workforce;
the number of patents issued; industry investment in
research and development; and venture capital activity.

In all cases, the report relies on the most recently published
statistics available, but the data may in some cases be several
years old due to the delays in publishing federal statistics. In all
cases, data are reported to control for the size of the state,
using factors such as the number of workers or total worker
earnings as the denominator.

Scores in each indicator are calculated as follows: In order to
measure the magnitude of the differences between the states
instead of just their rank from one to fifty, raw scores are based
on standard deviations from the mean. Therefore, on average
for most indicators, approximately half the states initially have
negative scores (below the national mean) and approximately
half have positive scores. The scores are then equally adjusted
(ten is added to each of the five indicator category totals) to
ensure that all are positive. 

In the calculation of the five indicator category totals (e.g.,
Globalization, Economic Dynamism, etc.) and the overall New
Economy scores, the indicators are weighted both according to
their relative importance and so that closely correlated
indicators (for example, patents, R&D spending, and high-tech
jobs) do not bias the results. (See Appendix). 

The overall scores are calculated by adding the states’ adjusted
scores in each of the five indicator categories and then dividing
that total by the sum of the highest score achieved by any state
in each category. Thus, each state’s final score is a percentage
of the total score a state would have achieved if it had finished
first in every category. 

Maps were coded using the following methodology: The
range between the highest and lowest scores was calculated
and divided by four. That product was subtracted from the top
score to calculate the range for the 100th to 76th percentile,
and likewise for the other three percentile ranges. In other
words, the percentiles do not necessarily divide into an equal
number of states, but rather indicate which state scores fall
into a particular range.
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OVERALL SCORES

THE RANKINGS

1 96.1 Massachusetts 1 82.3 1 94.5 0 0
2 86.4 New Jersey 8 60.9 6 81.8 6 4
3 85.0 Maryland 11 59.2 5 83.0 8 2
4 84.6 Washington 4 69.0 4 86.1 0 0
5 82.9 California 2 74.3 2 90.1 -3 -3
6 81.8 Connecticut 5 64.9 7 78.8 -1 1
7 79.6 Delaware 9 59.9 9 76.4 2 2
8 79.5 Virginia 12 58.8 8 77.5 4 0
9 78.3 Colorado 3 72.3 3 86.2 -6 -6
10 77.4 New York 16 54.5 11 75.1 6 1
11 75.3 Minnesota 14 56.5 14 72.7 3 3
12 73.2 Utah 6 64.0 16 72.1 -6 4
13 71.1 New Hampshire 7 62.5 12 73.9 -6 -1
14 68.6 Texas 17 52.3 10 75.3 3 -4
15 68.6 Rhode Island 29 45.3 23 65.8 14 8
16 68.4 Illinois 22 48.4 19 68.5 6 3
17 66.8 Oregon 15 56.1 13 73.8 -2 -4
18 64.8 Georgia 25 46.6 18 69.3 7 0
19 64.7 Michigan 34 44.6 22 66.3 15 3
20 64.5 Vermont 18 51.9 26 63.1 -2 6
21 63.6 Pennsylvania 24 46.7 21 66.9 3 0
22 63.2 Arizona 10 59.2 15 72.2 -12 -7
23 63.2 Florida 20 50.8 17 70.3 -3 -6
24 62.8 Idaho 23 47.9 20 67.5 -1 -4
25 62.4 Alaska 13 57.7 39 55.6 -12 14

26 60.2 North Carolina 30 45.2 24 63.9 4 -2
27 59.2 Nevada 21 49.0 31 59.2 -6 4
28 59.0 Nebraska 36 41.8 36 56.7 8 8
29 57.8 Ohio 33 44.8 27 61.7 4 -2
30 55.9 Wisconsin 32 44.9 37 56.5 2 7
31 55.8 Indiana 37 41.0 32 58.0 6 1
32 55.6 Maine 28 45.6 29 61.2 -4 -3
33 53.7 New Mexico 19 51.4 25 63.2 -14 -8
34 53.6 Kansas 27 45.8 30 59.4 -7 -4
35 53.5 Missouri 35 44.2 28 61.3 0 -7
36 53.3 Tennessee 31 45.1 34 56.9 -5 -2
37 51.9 North Dakota 45 29.0 47 47.8 8 10
38 51.8 Iowa 42 33.5 40 54.1 4 2
39 51.5 South Carolina 38 39.7 35 56.9 -1 -4
40 51.4 Oklahoma 40 38.6 33 57.0 0 -7
41 50.9 Hawaii 26 46.1 38 56.3 -15 -3
42 49.5 Montana 46 29.0 41 52.9 4 -1
43 47.9 Wyoming 41 34.5 43 52.0 -2 0
44 45.9 Louisiana 47 28.2 44 51.7 3 0
45 45.3 Kentucky 39 39.4 42 52.3 -6 -3
46 45.1 Alabama 44 32.3 45 50.2 -2 -1
47 44.7 Arkansas 49 26.2 49 43.5 2 2
48 43.8 South Dakota 43 32.3 46 49.9 -5 -2
49 36.5 Mississippi 50 22.6 50 43.0 1 1
50 35.6 West Virginia 48 26.8 48 44.2 -2 -2

2007
Rank

2007
Score State

1999
Rank

1999
Score

2002
Rank

2002
Score 1999* 2002**

Rank Change
from 2007

Rank
2007
Score State

1999
Rank

1999
Score

2002
Rank

2002
Score 1999* 2002**

Rank Change
from

* Because of differences in methodology and indicators measured, changes in ranks between 1999 and 2007 cannot all be attributed to changes in actual
economic conditions in the state.
**While the 2002 and 2007 reports measure different indicators, methodological differences have been eliminated between them in order to make the two
scores as closely comparable as possible. As a result, the final 2002 scores listed here do not reflect the actual scores published in that report.

100th–76th percentile

75th– 51st percentile

50th–26th percentile

25th–1st percentile
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THE RANKINGSINDICATORS

STATE NEW ECONOMY SCORES IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER

Rank ScoreState

Overall
IT

Professionals

Managerial,
Professional,

Technical
Jobs

Workforce
Education

Immigration
of

Knowledge
Workers

Manu-
facturing 

Value-
Added

High-Wage
Traded

Services

Export 
Focus of
Manu-

facturing
and Services

Foreign
Direct

Investment
Package
Exports

“Gazelle
Jobs”

Job
Churning

Fastest
Growing

Firms

Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score  Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Alabama 46 45.1 33 0.95% 37 18.8% 42 32.6 12 14.2 43 15.6% 37 11.1% 35 $17,119 22 2.9% 39 0.06 34 5.5% 35 22.9% 32 0.013%

Alaska 25 62.4 35 0.89% 15 21.2% 16 41.6 16 14.0 16 29.5% 42 9.7% 4 $32,277 25 2.6% 50 0.01 11 8.9% 9 28.0% 34 0.012%

Arizona 22 63.2 23 1.22% 30 19.8% 23 38.9 49 12.3 13 35.7% 20 13.5% 10 $28,618 38 2.0% 33 0.10 27 6.5% 15 26.7% 11 0.031%

Arkansas 47 44.7 47 0.65% 46 17.6% 49 28.7 37 13.1 8 40.2% 30 12.3% 49 $10,679 37 2.1% 40 0.06 5 11.3% 32 23.3% 43 0.003%

California 5 82.9 16 1.29% 17 21.0% 12 43.0 33 13.2 20 26.7% 6 17.1% 9 $28,883 23 2.7% 19 0.14 10 9.0% 28 24.0% 9 0.034%

Colorado 9 78.3 6 1.60% 14 21.4% 2 50.0 34 13.2 11 35.9% 16 14.2% 33 $17,489 32 2.4% 32 0.10 8 9.3% 30 23.8% 8 0.035%

Connecticut 6 81.8 5 1.83% 3 24.5% 4 49.4 2 14.8 14 33.2% 2 20.2% 26 $19,058 4 4.8% 13 0.16 25 6.8% 46 20.5% 12 0.030%

Delaware 7 79.6 8 1.56% 10 22.3% 20 40.4 22 13.7 21 25.7% 1 24.3% 7 $29,864 2 5.0% 10 0.18 2 13.5% 19 25.9% 14 0.023%

Florida 23 63.2 26 1.13% 40 18.6% 29 37.5 35 13.2 19 27.9% 24 13.0% 12 $25,998 28 2.4% 25 0.12 14 8.6% 7 29.5% 23 0.017%

Georgia 18 64.8 12 1.40% 19 20.8% 24 38.9 32 13.3 29 21.7% 15 14.5% 16 $23,742 16 3.5% 24 0.12 18 8.0% 13 26.9% 6 0.038%

Hawaii 41 50.9 40 0.79% 44 18.1% 17 41.4 4 14.6 31 21.3% 46 8.5% 20 $22,442 9 3.9% 49 0.01 47 4.0% 20 25.6% 46 0.000%

Idaho 24 62.8 38 0.88% 27 20.1% 37 35.9 45 12.8 50 6.0% 38 11.1% 22 $21,203 47 1.5% 42 0.05 41 4.5% 6 30.8% 20 0.018%

Illinois 16 68.4 9 1.54% 9 22.6% 14 42.3 20 13.8 40 17.0% 8 16.7% 17 $23,336 17 3.2% 5 0.20 22 7.3% 33 23.3% 29 0.013%

Indiana 31 55.8 39 0.86% 36 19.0% 43 32.3 30 13.4 1 48.7% 41 10.0% 47 $11,040 11 3.7% 6 0.19 32 5.9% 34 23.0% 16 0.021%

Iowa 38 51.8 27 1.09% 42 18.6% 36 35.9 9 14.3 6 42.7% 18 13.6% 41 $14,616 40 1.9% 23 0.14 39 4.9% 49 19.0% 36 0.009%

Kansas 34 53.6 17 1.27% 26 20.1% 19 40.8 17 13.9 48 9.2% 32 12.1% 40 $14,647 42 1.8% 31 0.11 35 5.4% 42 21.9% 39 0.007%

Kentucky 45 45.3 36 0.88% 43 18.6% 47 29.9 42 12.9 33 20.9% 40 10.6% 21 $22,125 12 3.6% 8 0.19 44 4.2% 41 22.1% 25 0.014%

Louisiana 44 45.9 45 0.68% 29 19.8% 46 30.5 24 13.7 25 24.4% 21 13.2% 8 $28,971 39 2.0% 48 0.03 33 5.6% 43 21.5% 42 0.004%

Maine 32 55.6 41 0.79% 21 20.4% 27 38.2 23 13.7 23 24.6% 35 11.5% 37 $15,861 15 3.6% 38 0.06 43 4.3% 40 22.5% 38 0.007%

Maryland 3 85.0 2 2.06% 2 24.8% 3 49.5 19 13.8 10 37.1% 25 13.0% 31 $18,054 19 3.1% 36 0.08 4 11.6% 4 31.2% 3 0.058%

Massachusetts 1 96.1 4 1.86% 1 26.8% 1 52.4 15 14.1 2 46.8% 7 16.8% 11 $27,535 5 4.5% 4 0.21 21 7.6% 39 22.6% 2 0.075%

Michigan 19 64.7 22 1.22% 11 22.1% 28 37.6 6 14.4 22 24.8% 29 12.3% 29 $18,544 10 3.7% 14 0.16 24 6.8% 37 22.6% 30 0.013%

Minnesota 11 75.3 7 1.57% 7 23.0% 10 44.7 28 13.5 9 39.2% 4 17.7% 27 $18,821 30 2.4% 1 0.25 7 10.4% 31 23.5% 13 0.028%

Mississippi 49 36.5 49 0.54% 47 17.4% 48 29.8 39 13.0 49 7.3% 43 9.7% 45 $11,540 44 1.7% 44 0.04 40 4.8% 24 24.9% 40 0.006%

Missouri 35 53.5 13 1.40% 33 19.6% 38 35.2 25 13.7 34 20.8% 11 15.3% 39 $15,363 31 2.4% 29 0.11 31 6.1% 17 26.4% 27 0.014%

Montana 42 49.5 48 0.61% 41 18.6% 22 39.1 13 14.1 45 14.4% 49 7.8% 44 $13,391 49 1.1% 43 0.05 49 3.8% 10 27.3% 35 0.012%

Nebraska 28 59.0 14 1.38% 34 19.4% 21 40.1 40 12.9 41 16.8% 12 15.1% 43 $13,770 45 1.7% 27 0.12 1 16.6% 44 21.0% 31 0.013%

Nevada 27 59.2 46 0.66% 50 15.0% 45 31.8 48 12.4 7 40.7% 44 9.0% 5 $31,758 41 1.9% 11 0.17 38 5.1% 1 38.1% 22 0.018%

New Hampshire 13 71.1 20 1.23% 13 21.9% 8 46.0 1 15.3 28 22.7% 13 15.1% 48 $10,926 3 5.0% 15 0.16 28 6.2% 25 24.5% 18 0.020%

New Jersey 2 86.4 3 1.94% 5 23.6% 6 46.9 29 13.5 32 21.1% 5 17.3% 19 $23,039 6 4.5% 3 0.22 6 11.3% 8 29.0% 5 0.041%

New Mexico 33 53.7 34 0.91% 18 20.8% 26 38.6 41 12.9 42 16.3% 45 9.0% 13 $25,148 48 1.2% 47 0.03 37 5.2% 14 26.9% 45 0.002%

New York 10 77.4 11 1.47% 4 23.9% 9 45.3 10 14.2 27 23.7% 3 19.6% 6 $30,844 14 3.6% 7 0.19 3 11.7% 18 25.9% 19 0.020%

North Carolina 26 60.2 15 1.29% 32 19.7% 33 37.1 36 13.1 36 19.3% 28 12.9% 34 $17,482 8 4.0% 26 0.12 16 8.4% 23 25.2% 24 0.016%

North Dakota 37 51.9 43 0.72% 45 17.8% 25 38.9 18 13.9 5 43.5% 39 10.6% 24 $20,301 46 1.7% 37 0.08 26 6.6% 45 20.7% 46 0.000%

Ohio 29 57.8 24 1.21% 20 20.7% 39 34.6 7 14.4 30 21.5% 17 13.9% 30 $18,080 20 3.0% 9 0.18 29 6.2% 48 19.5% 17 0.020%

Oklahoma 40 51.4 29 1.03% 25 20.1% 41 33.5 43 12.9 17 29.3% 36 11.4% 38 $15,599 43 1.8% 41 0.06 36 5.3% 38 22.6% 26 0.014%

Oregon 17 66.7 30 1.02% 24 20.1% 18 41.4 14 14.1 24 24.6% 19 13.6% 18 $23,141 34 2.2% 18 0.15 30 6.2% 12 27.0% 28 0.013%

Pennsylvania 21 63.6 21 1.23% 12 21.9% 32 37.1 21 13.7 18 28.3% 14 14.5% 36 $15,985 18 3.2% 17 0.15 13 8.7% 26 24.1% 15 0.023%

Rhode Island 15 68.6 25 1.17% 6 23.5% 13 42.5 3 14.6 37 18.3% 23 13.1% 50 $8,542 7 4.3% 2 0.25 19 8.0% 29 23.9% 44 0.003%

South Carolina 39 51.5 37 0.88% 38 18.8% 40 34.5 38 13.1 26 24.1% 34 11.5% 15 $24,665 1 5.2% 20 0.14 42 4.4% 27 24.0% 33 0.012%

South Dakota 48 43.8 42 0.78% 49 17.1% 30 37.3 50 12.0 47 11.4% 26 12.9% 46 $11,305 50 1.0% 30 0.11 46 4.1% 50 15.3% 46 0.000%

Tennessee 36 53.3 31 0.99% 39 18.7% 44 32.2 46 12.7 39 17.8% 33 11.8% 25 $20,040 13 3.6% 28 0.11 12 8.7% 5 30.8% 21 0.018%

Texas 14 68.6 18 1.25% 22 20.2% 34 36.3 44 12.8 35 20.4% 27 12.9% 2 $56,256 24 2.7% 35 0.09 20 7.8% 11 27.1% 7 0.037%

Utah 12 73.2 19 1.24% 23 20.2% 15 42.1 26 13.6 15 33.1% 10 15.5% 23 $20,803 35 2.1% 21 0.14 17 8.2% 3 36.7% 4 0.052%

Vermont 20 64.5 32 0.99% 28 19.9% 7 46.5 8 14.4 38 18.2% 50 7.5% 3 $37,574 26 2.6% 16 0.16 48 3.8% 36 22.7% 41 0.005%

Virginia 8 79.5 1 2.36% 8 22.9% 5 47.1 11 14.2 4 45.9% 9 16.4% 32 $17,793 21 2.9% 34 0.10 15 8.6% 21 25.5% 1 0.082%

Washington 4 84.6 10 1.48% 16 21.1% 11 44.6 5 14.6 3 46.7% 31 12.1% 1 $59,547 33 2.3% 22 0.14 9 9.1% 2 37.2% 10 0.032%

West Virginia 50 35.6 44 0.68% 31 19.8% 50 26.1 47 12.6 46 14.0% 48 8.0% 28 $18,817 36 2.1% 45 0.04 50 3.1% 22 25.3% 46 0.000%

Wisconsin 30 55.9 28 1.07% 35 19.4% 31 37.2 31 13.4 12 35.9% 22 13.2% 42 $14,063 27 2.5% 12 0.17 23 7.3% 47 20.4% 37 0.008%

Wyoming 43 47.9 50 0.52% 48 17.3% 35 35.9 27 13.5 44 15.1% 47 8.2% 14 $24,698 29 2.4% 46 0.04 45 4.1% 16 26.7% 46 0.000%

U.S. Average 62.1 1.30% 21.0% 39.7 13.5 26.9% 14.5% $25,374 3.0% 0.14 8.0% 25.4% 0.026%
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INDICATORSTHE RANKINGS

State
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neurial
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in R&D
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CapitalE-Gov’t

Internet
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Names
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Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

21 4.62 44 0.22% 46 0.046 44 53.2% 36 1.81 43 4.06 47 3.63 48 3.82 34 3.78 29 3.1% 39 0.28% 45 0.24 34 1.36% 41 0.02%

44 3.28 6 0.38% 22 0.078 1 71.6% 17 2.78 10 5.95 45 3.85 25 5.04 6 6.00 36 2.2% 28 0.32% 37 0.29 50 0.36% 47 0.00%

40 3.73 35 0.25% 14 0.095 17 63.6% 2 5.04 37 4.36 17 5.41 42 4.29 12 5.08 16 3.9% 30 0.31% 12 0.84 25 2.14% 20 0.16%

39 3.75 7 0.38% 47 0.036 49 49.9% 46 1.34 23 5.23 30 4.87 41 4.33 47 3.17 41 2.1% 49 0.22% 50 0.12 44 0.77% 39 0.02%

3 6.04 9 0.36% 1 0.143 34 56.8% 4 4.01 48 3.48 21 5.23 19 5.41 2 6.51 7 5.1% 12 0.50% 4 1.29 5 4.38% 2 1.27%

2 6.24 2 0.44% 12 0.104 9 65.1% 11 3.07 44 4.05 38 4.46 10 6.13 21 4.51 3 5.8% 10 0.54% 2 1.33 16 2.81% 4 0.50%

15 5.10 25 0.27% 6 0.112 7 66.9% 23 2.55 29 5.00 36 4.60 1 7.18 14 5.06 14 4.1% 6 0.56% 14 0.81 7 4.09% 11 0.23%

28 4.27 50 0.13% 13 0.099 27 59.1% 13 2.92 38 4.36 31 4.81 31 4.87 35 3.72 15 3.9% 4 0.69% 5 1.22 1 7.13% 28 0.06%

24 4.58 32 0.26% 10 0.106 33 57.7% 6 3.80 17 5.46 25 5.10 15 5.72 4 6.07 27 3.2% 48 0.22% 23 0.53 39 1.27% 25 0.10%

31 4.16 12 0.35% 44 0.051 37 56.3% 16 2.83 25 5.19 33 4.67 49 3.72 1 6.93 22 3.5% 36 0.29% 25 0.50 35 1.32% 22 0.13%

34 3.96 31 0.26% 43 0.051 38 56.1% 5 3.88 39 4.29 42 4.22 25 5.04 26 4.26 46 1.9% 16 0.43% 44 0.26 45 0.75% 32 0.05%

12 5.21 5 0.41% 11 0.104 22 62.2% 39 1.73 21 5.30 39 4.44 7 6.57 43 3.36 11 4.4% 23 0.37% 1 2.99 12 3.20% 38 0.02%

10 5.27 20 0.30% 26 0.073 31 58.4% 20 2.70 30 4.96 12 5.61 16 5.69 10 5.21 26 3.4% 26 0.35% 24 0.51 15 3.01% 24 0.12%

23 4.59 28 0.27% 42 0.055 29 58.8% 33 1.89 19 5.40 3 6.35 29 4.95 32 4.00 30 3.0% 37 0.29% 48 0.21 24 2.24% 29 0.06%

38 3.81 26 0.27% 38 0.057 19 63.5% 42 1.56 13 5.64 43 4.20 13 5.75 39 3.55 34 2.3% 38 0.28% 34 0.35 29 1.74% 42 0.01%

42 3.67 33 0.26% 34 0.065 16 63.8% 38 1.75 4 6.35 23 5.17 30 4.91 24 4.42 24 3.4% 40 0.28% 32 0.40 26 2.14% 47 0.00%

29 4.25 42 0.23% 48 0.033 36 56.6% 40 1.61 31 4.90 11 5.63 50 3.36 40 3.53 44 2.0% 46 0.25% 43 0.26 43 0.85% 36 0.03%

26 4.45 30 0.26% 33 0.066 48 50.0% 21 2.63 41 4.23 40 4.38 45 4.00 17 4.74 48 1.7% 44 0.26% 40 0.28 49 0.48% 46 0.00%

16 5.01 14 0.34% 41 0.055 13 64.5% 41 1.60 2 7.29 32 4.75 1 7.18 45 3.26 35 2.3% 27 0.33% 31 0.40 41 1.09% 45 0.01%

11 5.23 19 0.30% 20 0.081 10 65.1% 14 2.88 46 3.98 22 5.17 31 4.87 9 5.64 5 5.3% 1 0.98% 11 0.88 9 3.49% 6 0.46%

5 5.79 43 0.22% 8 0.109 21 62.5% 15 2.87 33 4.76 18 5.41 1 7.18 7 5.80 1 6.5% 3 0.83% 6 1.00 6 4.11% 1 1.36%

30 4.21 40 0.24% 16 0.087 28 58.9% 29 2.23 32 4.89 1 6.78 21 5.34 31 4.12 20 3.7% 25 0.35% 15 0.74 4 4.76% 34 0.05%

17 4.97 24 0.28% 5 0.112 4 69.0% 24 2.42 35 4.67 9 5.68 22 5.27 27 4.25 12 4.2% 22 0.37% 13 0.82 8 3.91% 19 0.18%

36 3.88 11 0.35% 49 0.032 50 42.6% 49 0.96 40 4.29 35 4.60 46 3.98 42 3.36 49 1.5% 45 0.25% 49 0.15 14 3.03% 43 0.01%

27 4.42 45 0.21% 37 0.058 24 60.5% 34 1.87 11 5.70 29 4.94 44 4.07 37 3.65 31 2.9% 32 0.30% 33 0.36 30 1.67% 26 0.09%

20 4.66 4 0.41% 24 0.076 25 60.0% 45 1.48 8 5.97 24 5.15 9 6.29 49 3.03 47 1.8% 18 0.41% 21 0.57 47 0.67% 23 0.12%

35 3.94 34 0.25% 27 0.070 11 64.8% 43 1.50 7 6.04 13 5.52 18 5.57 23 4.45 28 3.1% 43 0.26% 38 0.29 36 1.29% 40 0.02%

1 7.20 46 0.20% 4 0.118 40 55.6% 1 7.15 49 3.21 34 4.64 42 4.29 5 6.03 38 2.2% 50 0.16% 20 0.63 40 1.11% 21 0.14%

44 3.28 37 0.25% 3 0.119 2 70.4% 19 2.71 45 3.98 46 3.85 1 7.18 20 4.55 6 5.2% 19 0.41% 36 0.31 11 3.33% 7 0.38%

14 5.16 21 0.29% 9 0.107 20 62.6% 18 2.73 22 5.27 14 5.51 34 4.82 3 6.31 4 5.3% 9 0.54% 8 0.95 3 5.16% 8 0.37%

44 3.28 8 0.37% 30 0.067 46 51.8% 32 1.90 18 5.41 49 3.41 39 4.47 36 3.69 8 4.5% 2 0.94% 18 0.72 37 1.29% 16 0.19%

9 5.53 22 0.29% 19 0.084 35 56.8% 10 3.19 36 4.52 8 5.74 23 5.16 8 5.79 23 3.5% 15 0.46% 7 0.96 27 2.05% 13 0.20%

25 4.58 36 0.25% 36 0.060 42 55.1% 25 2.37 34 4.75 26 5.03 28 4.99 18 4.67 25 3.4% 17 0.42% 27 0.46 17 2.79% 9 0.28%

44 3.28 29 0.26% 21 0.080 12 64.5% 44 1.48 6 6.08 20 5.29 12 5.83 41 3.37 37 2.2% 35 0.29% 39 0.28 22 2.28% 47 0.00%

32 4.10 23 0.29% 28 0.068 30 58.6% 28 2.25 12 5.67 5 6.07 37 4.68 33 3.93 32 2.6% 24 0.36% 29 0.44 19 2.58% 35 0.04%

4 6.04 3 0.43% 39 0.057 41 55.3% 31 1.97 26 5.05 44 4.05 36 4.71 29 4.16 42 2.1% 41 0.27% 30 0.42 38 1.28% 30 0.06%

37 3.86 15 0.34% 7 0.110 23 62.2% 12 2.97 47 3.70 19 5.36 8 6.31 16 4.80 13 4.1% 13 0.48% 9 0.94 10 3.39% 18 0.19%

18 4.82 48 0.18% 25 0.073 26 59.7% 30 2.18 20 5.36 16 5.49 38 4.62 22 4.45 21 3.7% 14 0.46% 22 0.54 13 3.10% 14 0.20%

44 3.28 38 0.24% 31 0.067 32 57.8% 27 2.28 42 4.18 37 4.52 1 7.18 15 5.05 18 3.8% 5 0.57% 16 0.72 2 5.48% 12 0.20%

33 3.96 39 0.24% 40 0.056 45 52.4% 35 1.82 24 5.21 28 4.95 40 4.38 30 4.13 40 2.1% 42 0.26% 42 0.27 32 1.44% 44 0.01%

7 5.66 27 0.27% 29 0.068 14 64.1% 50 0.91 1 7.43 15 5.50 17 5.65 44 3.35 43 2.0% 47 0.23% 41 0.28 46 0.71% 47 0.00%

19 4.73 41 0.23% 45 0.047 39 55.8% 22 2.61 28 5.03 7 5.78 47 3.84 25 4.30 39 2.1% 31 0.30% 47 0.23 33 1.43% 31 0.05%

6 5.67 13 0.35% 32 0.066 43 54.6% 9 3.31 14 5.60 4 6.15 35 4.79 19 4.63 19 3.7% 29 0.31% 17 0.72 21 2.45% 10 0.25%

13 5.17 17 0.31% 2 0.123 3 69.6% 3 4.04 50 2.68 2 6.35 24 5.11 28 4.19 10 4.4% 20 0.40% 19 0.71 28 1.97% 5 0.47%

44 3.28 1 0.46% 17 0.087 8 65.9% 26 2.36 16 5.46 41 4.33 1 7.18 48 3.11 17 3.8% 7 0.56% 10 0.89 23 2.27% 15 0.20%

8 5.62 47 0.20% 35 0.063 18 63.6% 7 3.76 9 5.96 6 5.85 33 4.84 13 5.07 2 5.8% 8 0.55% 26 0.49 18 2.65% 17 0.19%

22 4.59 16 0.32% 18 0.086 6 68.0% 8 3.49 27 5.03 10 5.65 11 5.96 11 5.09 9 4.5% 11 0.52% 3 1.32 31 1.62% 3 0.61%

44 3.28 49 0.17% 50 0.031 47 51.5% 47 1.30 5 6.09 48 3.57 27 5.00 50 2.94 45 1.9% 34 0.29% 46 0.24 42 0.96% 37 0.03%

41 3.72 18 0.30% 23 0.078 15 64.1% 37 1.81 15 5.54 27 4.96 20 5.37 38 3.65 33 2.6% 33 0.29% 35 0.34 20 2.58% 33 0.05%

44 3.28 10 0.36% 15 0.093 5 68.4% 48 1.05 3 6.79 50 3.29 14 5.75 46 3.21 50 1.4% 21 0.39% 28 0.45 48 0.53% 27 0.07%

5.00 0.30% 0.085 58.7% 2.94 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.7% 0.41% 0.75 3.17% 0.35%
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January 10, 2009 
 

Guest column: Regents resolve to put Iowa's needs first 
 
DAVID W. MILES is president of the Iowa Board of Regents. Contact: miles.david. w@gmail.com.  

On behalf of the Iowa Board of Regents, I offer our thanks to all Iowans for the privilege 
of representing them in the governance of the University of Iowa, Iowa State University, 
the University of Northern Iowa, the Iowa School for the Deaf and the Iowa Braille and 
Sight Saving School. 
 
Each of Iowa's public universities and special schools is committed to making Iowa the 
best-educated state in the nation, through excellence in teaching, cutting-edge research 
and direct service to Iowans, including economic development. 

The success of Iowa's public universities and special schools would not be possible 
without the support of the governor, Legislature, congressional delegation and, most 
important, the Iowans we serve. As we enter a new year filled with much economic 
uncertainty for Iowans, we offer two resolutions: 
 
First, our commitment to provide world-class teaching, research and service to Iowans 
will not waver. 
 
Second, in these challenging economic times, the Board of Regents and each of our 
institutions will place the needs of Iowa first and foremost. During the remaining six 
months of fiscal 2009, we will adjust to $17.5 million in budget reductions announced in 
December and continue to address the roughly $250 million in flood damages on the U of 
I campus. 

As the Legislature considers the state's budget this session, we will work together to 
protect and enhance these vital educational institutions, while at the same time keeping 
tuition costs below the median for our peers, improving productivity on our campuses 
and continuing to provide affordable access. 
 
Our first priority is educating Iowans. In fall 2008, Iowa's public universities enrolled a 
record 70,000 students, nearly 70 percent of whom are Iowans. Our academic quality is 
world-class. At the U of I, graduate programs in the arts, humanities and health sciences 
rank in the top 10 nationally, led by the world-renowned Iowa Writers' Workshop. Many 
graduate programs at ISU, including those in statistics, engineering and chemistry, rank 
among the top 25 nationally, and several programs of the College of Design rank among 
the nation's best. UNI has been ranked second among Midwest public comprehensive 
universities by U.S. News and World Report for 12 consecutive years. UNI enrolls the 
most math- and science-education majors in Iowa, and is the home of the Board of 
Regents Mathematics and Science Education Institute. 



Our research efforts are directed to developing new knowledge that demonstrably 
improves the quality of life for Iowans. In 2008, the U of I announced a $25 million gift 
from the Fraternal Order of the Eagles that will fund diabetes research in an effort to 
develop a cure. This is one of many research initiatives planned for the new U of I 
Institute for Biomedical Discovery, which will provide cross-disciplinary research in the 
biomedical and life sciences to develop new treatments and cures and to bolster Iowa's 
economy through new jobs and business partnerships. 

Also in 2008, ISU was named a National Research Center for biochemicals by the 
National Science Foundation. This designation will bring $18 million in external research 
funding to Iowa, solidifying ISU's position as a world-class center of research in the 
bioeconomy and providing a competitive advantage for Iowa in this important emerging 
industry. 
 
The natural disasters of 2008 presented a special opportunity for our institutions to serve 
Iowans. At the U of I and its Hospitals and Clinics, countless individuals fought valiantly 
to protect the state's investment in campus facilities, to continue vital services without 
interruption and to quickly resume educational and research activities. 

UNI provided essential disaster-recovery services to Parkersburg following the May 
tornado, as well as assistance to the Waterloo/Cedar Falls area through flood-protection 
services and shelter. 
 
The Iowa Braille and Sight Saving School provided refuge for many Vinton residents 
impacted by high flood waters. And the disaster-recovery services of ISU Extension and 
the UNI Regional Business Center provided immediate assistance to numerous 
communities statewide, including thousands of rural small businesses. 

Iowa's public universities and special schools are significant engines of economic 
development. Nearly 53,000 employees and more than 211,000 university alumni, 
including many of Iowa's top professionals, contribute to the state's work force of 
taxpayers and industry leaders. And, due to the excellence of our programs, our 
universities consistently attract significant external funding, which totaled a record $697 
million in fiscal 2008, and record private giving from alumni and friends, which totaled 
nearly $310 million in the same period. As a result, for every $1 in state funding, the 
universities generated $1.58 in external gifts, grants and nonresident tuition. 

The Board of Regents will not forget the many extraordinary challenges of 2008 and the 
accomplishments of our faculty, staff and students. We look forward to another year of 
great accomplishments by Iowa's public universities and special schools as they continue 
to transform the lives of students and contribute to the health and vitality of our state. 
 
 



National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
3035 Center Green Drive, Suite 150
Boulder, Colorado 80301

Connecting Higher Education with 
the Future of Iowa

February 2, 2009
Des Moines, Iowa



WHY HIGHER EDUCATION IS 
SO IMPORTANT
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Relationship Between Educational Attainment, Personal 
Income, and Economic Strength
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Educational Attainment and Income

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census’ and American Community Survey
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Educational Attainment and Income

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census’ and American Community Survey
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Educational Attainment and Income

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census’ and American Community Survey

NM

NC

AK

AZ

AR

DE

GA

HI

IL

IN IA
KS

LA

ME

MD

MA

MT

NE

NV

NJ

NY

NDOH

OK

OR

PA RI

SC

SD VT

VA

WA
US

AL

CA
CO

CT

FL

IDKY

MI

MN

MS

MO

NH

TN
TX

UT
WV

WI

WY

$15,000

$22,000

$29,000

$36,000

$43,000

$50,000

10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

2005

P
e
rs

o
n

a
l 

In
co

m
e
 P

e
r 

C
a
p

it
a

Percent of Adults Age 25-64 with Bachelor’s Degrees

Correlation = 0.83

slide 7



Increasing Levels of Education Attainment Lead to 
Improved Societal Outcomes

• Increased levels of workforce participation
• Decreased rates of incarceration
• Improved health outcomes
• Reduced participation in Medicaid and other social 

service programs
• Greater participation in artistic, cultural, and civic 

pursuits
• Higher levels of volunteerism and social engagement
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EDUCATION
AN IOWA SUCCESS STORY
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Student Pipeline, 2004

Source: NCES Common Core Data 2004; Tom Mortenson, Postsecondary Education Opportunity; NCES, 
IPEDS Fall 2004 Retention Rate File and Fall 2003 Enrollments, 2004 Graduation Rates; U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2005 ACS
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High School Graduation Rates - Public High School Graduates as a 
Percent of 9th Graders Four Years Earlier, 2004
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College-Going Rates—First-Time Freshmen Directly Out of  
High School as a Percent of Recent High School Graduates, 2004
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Iowa Net Migration of First-time College Students 
by Sector (Fall 2006)
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Source:  NCHEMS NCES IPEDS Enrollment Survey, Part C, Fall 2006
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College Participation Rates by State for 
Students from Low-Income Families, 2006
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Associate Degrees Awarded per 100 High School 
Graduates Three Years Earlier, 2004
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Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded per 100 High School Graduates 
Six Years Earlier, 2004
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Educational Attainment of Population Age 25-64, 2006
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Percent of Adults with an Associate Degree or Higher by 
Age Group - Iowa, U.S. & Leading OECD Countries
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Percent of Population Age 25-64 with an Associate 
Degree or Higher, 2006
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THE CHALLENGES FACING 
IOWA
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1. Sustaining a Highly Skilled Workforce
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Population Projections—Percent Change, 2000-25

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
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Iowa Population Projections, Ages 25-64,
2000-2030
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, Interim State Population Projections, 2005.
Internet Release Date:  April 21, 2005
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Percent of Civilian Population Age 25-64 Participating in the 
Workforce, 2005
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Percent of Residents Age 25-64 with an Associate 
Degree Born In-State, 2005
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Percent of Residents Age 25-64 with a Bachelor’s 
Degree or Higher Born In-State, 2005
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2. Expanding and Diversifying the Economy
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Per Capita Personal Income as a Percent of U.S. 
Average - Iowa, 1960-2005

Source:  Regional Economic Information System, 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Dept. of Commerce
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Median Earnings of Population Age 25-64 by Level 
of Education, 2005
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Percentage of Full-Time Employees with Earnings 
in the U.S. Quartiles (2006)
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Percent of Total Gross State Product by Industry 
and Comparison to U.S.

2.7

0.2

3.8

22.1

5.7

6.1

6.9

18.9

21.7

11.8

3.4

0.2

4.1

21.1

5.6

5.9

6.2

20.9

21.1

11.6

1.0

1.9

4.9

12.2

4.8

6.0

6.7

20.5

30.0

12.0

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Agriculture,
Forestry,
Fishing

Mining Construction  Manufacturing Transp. &
Utilities

Wholesale
Trade

Retail Trade Finance,
Insurance,
Real Estate

Services Government

Iowa 2000
Iowa 2005
U.S. 2005

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics

slide 32



Percent Change in Gross State Product, 1997-2007
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Gross Domestic Product – Percent Change
1997-2007
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Development Report Card for the States, 2006 - Iowa

Source:  2006 Development Report Card for the States, CFED
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Employment in High-Technology Establishments as 
Share of Total Employment by State, 2004
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3. Reducing the Education Attainment Gap
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Projected Change in Iowa Population by
Age & Race/Ethnicity, 2005-25 (in Thousands)

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau
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Difference in High School Attainment Between 
Whites and Minorities,* 2006
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Difference in College Attainment Between Whites 
and Minorities,* 2006
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Percent Educational Attainment of Population Age 25-64 
By Race/Ethnicity - Iowa, 2005
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Percentage of Iowans with at Least an Associates 
Degree, by Race/Ethnicity, 2006
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4. Keeping Higher Education Affordable in Difficult Economic Times
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State Tax Capacity & Effort
Iowa Indexed to U.S. Average
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Source: State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO)
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Projected State and Local Budget Surplus (Gap) 
as a Percent of Revenues, 2013

Source:  NCHEMS; Don Boyd (Rockefeller Institute of Government), 2005
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Source: SHEEO SHEF State Higher Education Finance FY 2007



State & Family Share of Funding for Public Higher 
Education, 1991 – 2007, Iowa
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Net Tuition Revenue per FTE and State-Funded 
Tuition Aid per FTE, FY2007 (Public Institutions only)
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Source: SHEEO SHEF State Higher Education Finance FY 2007



Percentage of Income Needed to Pay for College at Public 
Two- & Four-Year Institutions, 2000-2008
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Share of Income that the Poorest Families Need to Pay for 
Tuition at the Lowest Priced Colleges
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