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This report derives from a questionnaire survey of faculty,

graduate students and undergraduates conducted by the Carnegie

Commission's National Survey of Higher Education in the Spring and Fall

of 1969. In broad outline, the study comprises three major sample surveys

in the 2,300 institutions of higher learning in the United States: one

of faculty members, a second of graduate students and a third of under-

graduates. A fourth study, smaller in sample size than the other three

was.condUcted of professional researchers in the largest untversities

in our sample.

This study has two general purposes: to gather information and

develop ideas usefUl to the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education in

"
making recommendations on public policy; and to inveitigate and illuminate--

aspects of American higher education of interest to a wide audience of

social scientists, faculty, and administrators.

Design and Method

The faculty and graduate student surveys were done in cooperation

with the Office of Research of the American Council on Education; the

survey of undergraduates was done collaboratively with them. Since 1966

ACE has been conducting surveys of new students in a national sample of

over 300 institutions of higher education, representative of all types

of American colleges and universities, two and four year, public and

private. The data they have collected and the procedures developed for
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gathering and procesfAng survey data were helpful in carrying out the

present study.

The ACE sample institutions were selected by a stratified proba-

bility method. This sample was used with some modifications, for the

three major surveys. All four surveys used mail questionnaire forms.

Detailed enumerations were carried out for the faculty, graduate .

students and professional reseachers.

The Survey of Faculty Members

Some 461,000 full- and part-time faculty members serve in over

2,300 American colleges and universities. In 1967, the institutions in

the ACE sample employed about 115,000 faculty members. The decision

to conduct a census of this population was based on several considerations:

1. Most colleges are small: to sample their faculty would

produce too few cases to allow us to represent either

the faculty as a whole or its major segments.,

2. Relatively large nuinbers of responses allow much finer

analyses of specific categories of faculty than would

otherwise be possible.

The population .to be studied was to include all people) other

than graduate teaching assistants, actually carrying ithe burden of

instruction in these institutions at the time the survey was administered.

9
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The Survey of Graduate Students

In 1967 the ACE sample institutions enrolled approximately

370,000 students beyond the baccalaureate level, the great majority

enrolled in the 90 universities in the sample. Nearly ito,000 however,

were enrolled in what are predominantly four year institutions, most

of them concentrated in some 60 of the larger "four year" colleges.

This survey was to include 50,000 graduate students sampled

randomly from the fall lists of graduate students in the ACE institutions.

The aim was to sample stu-
,

dents in all graduate fields and professional schools in ways that allow

the preparation, through appropriate weighting, of estimates describing the

population of graduate students in American colleges and universities.

The Survey of Undergraduates

During the fall of 1969 there were approximately 6,000,0001 under-

graduate students in accredited colleges in the United States. The

institutions in the undergraduate sample enrolled about 750,000 of these

student s.

The undergraduate survey utilizes a sample of those students who

responded to the American Council of' Education ongoing research of first

time students during the fall terms 1966-1969 inclusive. This sample

design provided the benefit of panel data for all respondents and easy

access to student names and addresses, though it failed to reach those

students in sample institutions who first entered college more than

1. Estimate, Digest of Educational Statistics, 1969 edition, p,

Digest a Educational Statistics, Washington, D.C., U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education (September, 1969).

10
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,

4 four years earlier and those students who transferred into a sample

i
institution after first enrolling in another institution. However,

the survey did include those who dropped out or transferred from a

sample institution after entering during these 4 terms.

The undergraduate sample was designed to include approximately

200,000 students. These students were sampled from the respondents to

the ACE freshman surveys in a manner which insured representation from

each initial cohort in each institution sufficient to provide reliable

data on the student body as a whole and on its major segments, as the

other surveys aimed to do. These sampling goals were achieved by eli-

minating from the origina3, sample of 310 institutions those which had not

participated during all of the years 1966-69, those with poor response rates to

the ACE freshmen questionnaires, and those with inadequate student name

and address files. This reduced the institutional sample. to 189. Then, up to

1,000 students were selected from each institution, distributed by their

entrance cohort.

Survey of Professional Researchers

The study of professional researchers is aimed at those researchers

employed in the largest "federal-grant" Universities. .Unlike the other

major surveys the aim is not to include a representative sample of

institutions. Data from various sources indicate that research personnel

make up 20 to 33 percent of the academic staffs of graduate degree granting

institutions with the proportions rising to over 50 percent in a few major

universities. But Office of Education figures (Faculty and Other Pro-

fessional Staff in Institutions of Higher Education." 1963-64) indicate

that 3). institutions employed 61. percent of all "non faculty" researchers. Twenty-
,-
two of the top 31 employers of research personnel are ACV sample institutions.

11
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The aim of the survey was to do a census of researchers in these iastittnl.ons,

attempting to reach some 10,000 researchem.

II

Work on the surveys began December 1, 1967. During the first

period of the study, December 1, 1967 to February 1, 1969, all of the

planning, determination of basic sample design, the enumeration of

faculty and graduate students, and the development of questionnaires

for all the studies except the undergraduates was completed. This

stage was funded entirely by the Carnegie Commission.

A major effort during this period was gathering ACE individual

and institutional data from prior years for preliminary analysis. Also

data was obtained from the Bureau of Applied Social Research and the

Office of Education for use in preliminary analysis and later in the

preparation of final data.

The decision to use the ACE sample of institutions was made at

this time And preliminary letters were sent to ACE institutional repre

sentatives.

The Sample of Institutions

Faculty and Graduate St:Cents

Every sample represents a compromise among different and to some

degree incompatible research interests. For example, insofar as we wish

to generalize our findings to all (or nearly all) of American higher

education, we want a broadly representative sample of all the ',cilia of

institutions that make it up. Insofar as we want to write in more detail
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about a specific kind of institutionsay, the public junior collegesnot

only is a representative sample of those institutions needed, but one

large enough to reveal the diversity within a category that appears

homogeneous only to those who do not know it.

The ACE sample draws on the whole universe of AmericEn higher

education, omitting only those institutions which have been created since

the 1965-66 Education Directory, Part 3 was prepared, and those which have

grown into "eligibility" (having a freshman class of at least 30) since

that time. The sampling design provides adequate samples of students

and faculty in all sizes of institutions, and in most categories of in-

stitutions. The advantages of using the ACE sample rather than designing

and drawing a new sample were felt to outweigh any- marginal gains that a

new sample might allow.
,

1. Use of the ACE sample affords us access to some 300 institutions

with whom the ACE has a continuing research relationship and

established procedures for gathering data.

2. Using the ACE sample of institutions presents us with a

very large amount of informtion about the sample institutions

and their student bodies.

3. For the undergraduates panel data ts available for individuals

who entered and continued in the sample institutions.

The ACE procedures provide our own survey with a means of

reaching with our own questionnaire those who entered the

sample institutions during given years. This would otherwise

be a serious problem, since many institutions have no records

of the home addresses of their students.

13
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5. The ACE data in addition, allows us to identify and study

the special characteristics of drop-outs, as well as those

who transfer, looking also at the characteristic patterns

of inter-institutional mobility and of discontinuous college

careers.

In 1966, 1,968 institutions were eligible for the ACE eample.

These institutions were stratified by institutional type (2-year colleges,
2

4-year colleges , univers ities), size of enrollment (2-year colleges only),

3

and per-student expenditures (4-year colleges and universities only).

ACE deliberately oversampled universities and institutions in upper-end

categories of enrollment and affluence, eventually inviting 371 insti-

tutions to participate in their research program.(ACE Research Report,

1:1, 1966, p. 12). The actual selection of sample institutions is

described by ACE:

The institutions were initially sorted into the appro-
priate stratification cells, the cell members shuffled,
and 371 institutions randomly chosen for the contact sample

. The only departure from strict randomness was the
deliberate inclusion in the 371 of 61 institutions that had
been selected from a similar stratification design for (a)
1965 pilot study . . .An additional 25 institution, not

2. ACE follows the definition of institutional type used by the
Office of Education. This definition is discussed in the section on
institutional quality of ranking.

3. This measure of affluence ii the per student expenditure for
"educational and general" purposes.

14
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included as part of the sample, were also selected either
by their own request or because they were known to have
educational programs of some special hinterest to the
research staff (1:1, 1966, p. 11-12).'s

Of the 371 institutions selected, 3075 agreed to participate in

the research program (85% of the 4-year and 60% of the 2-year institutions.)

The Carnegie enumeration began in the fall of 1968. The 1966

sample had changed in several ways by 1968:6

25 institutions dropped out of the research program; 2
institutions moved from the university to the college
category, 14- colleges became universities and 2 insti-
tutions disappeared as separate entities as a result of

The institutions mentioned by ACE are those iemaining in the
pilot study sample of the 71 initially chosen. Of this 71, 36 institutions
were selected randomly and 35 "primarily.,because their presidents had
recently been active in various committees or commissions of the Council."
(Alexander W. Astin and Robert J. Panos, "A National Research Data Bank
for Higher Educarion," Educational Record, Winter, 1966, pp. 5-17.)
Although the rate of participation in the pilot study would presumably
be higher among these selected at least partly on the basis of anticipated
cooperation, ACE notes that "there was no significant difference between
the samples of' 36 and 35 institutions in rate of agreement to participate."
(p.12) In the final pilot study. sample, "very poor, relatively small

institutions of moderate size, and relatively wealthy...large institutions"
are itibitaiitallY overrepreeerited. Ai will be iii-dent subsequently,
these biases carry over to some extent into the final ACE sample
selected in 1966.

5. The sample used by ACE in 1968 was modified considerably. over
the 1966 sample. 135 institutions were added to the total sample and
the entire sample was restratified using criteria other than those used
in 1966. In order to preserve the panellCarnegie chose to use the 1966
sample with modifications made necessary by changes in institutions
from 1966 to 1968.

6. ACE reported in 1966 that 295 institutions agreed to cooperate.
Subsequent descriptions of the 1966 sample list 307 institutions. It
appears in fact that 309 participated, but two were not included in the
published 1966 National Norms.
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consolidation. In 1967, 24 additional junior colleges were
added to the ACE sample due to an undersampling of junior
colleges and the relatively high rate of withdrawal of
Junior colleges. Late in the enumeration the 24 junior
colleges were added to the Carnegie sample. (see Table 1)

As Table 1 shows the response of the institutions in the ACE sample

to the 1968 request for faculty and gradnate student lists was excellent.

Only 7 of the 310 institutions included in the sample at that time did

not participate in the faculty survey-- and this in most cases was due

to circumstances beyond their control. Although the number of 4-year

colleges failing to participate in the graduate survey appears to be

quite large, in fact only a small number of graduate students are

enrolled in non-participating institutions (see Table 1, Note h).

UncrierisLaduates

Several considerations led to a reduction of the institutional

sample for the undergraduate survey from 310 institutions to 189.

1) Four-year colleges and universities which had not participated

in the ACE freshman studies during the years 1966-1969 were eliminated.

Two-year institutions which had not participated in both of the

years 1966 and 1967 were eliminated. This was done to assure that

for each of the sample institutions there would be panel data available

for all respondents and that there would be adequate representation

of students at all stages me their college careers.

16
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Note6 for Table 1 con't

c. One institution was dropped when its lists were grouped with a
neighboring and affiliated institution. The other was dropped
when two institutions formally merged.

d. These additions are institutions not part of the 1966 ACE sample. Be-cause of an undersampling of junior colleges in 1966 and because of therelatively high rate of withdrawal of junior colleges from the ACE panel(see Note G) it was decided in early January 1969 to request facultylists from an additional 24 junior colleges, all of which had been addedto the ACE panel in 1967. Because of the limited time available, fiveof these additional 214. were unable to send faculty lists before the
questionnaire mailing data. This accounts for five..of the six junior
college non-responses (see Note El._
It appears that one University was accidentally asked for lists
because of an error in ACE's mailing list.

e. Five junior colleges were unable to provide faculty lists in time (see
.note D): one Withdrew from the whole ACE panel after the mailing
requesting lists wits made.

g

The faculty lists from another college appear to have been lost at
an early stage in processing. It is classed as "not sent", although
strictly speaking the list, that was sent was simply not sampled.

Thirteen universities withdrew from the ACE 1966 panel between 1966
and late fall 1968. Three of these 'were persuaded by the Commission
to send faculty and graduate lists for the Carnegie surveys. Nine
four-year colleges withdrew (one as a result of closure); three of
these sent lists. Ten two-year colleges_ withdrew before the first
mailing, of which one sent a factulty list. Another college withdrew
after the first mailing (see note E).



Table 1 con't 12

h. All of these four-year colleges sent faculty lists (see Note F). Ac-
cording to Office of' Education figures, they enroll a total of 7,219
graduate students, with three institutions accounting for 66% of
these. The largest college in terms of graduate enrollment, which
accounts for 14.14.% of the missing students, agreed to send a graduate
student list, which did not arrive in time for the mailing of question-
naires. Several of the schools the Office of Education ;:;hows as having
a small number of graduate students informed us that in fact no gradu-
ate students were enrolled at the time of the 1968 survey. Conversely,
one college listed by OE as having no graduate students sent us a
short nat.

i. Owing to difficulties attendant on its consolidation, one institution
(see note C) was unable to supply us with graduate student lists.

19
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2) Some institutions in the ACE freshman surveys had achieved

poor response rates or had distributed questionnaires in a non-systematic

manner. Those institutionii which, according to information provided

by ACE, had achieved a response rate of less than 85% or had distributed

questionnaires in a manner which was questionable (e.g., dictribution

at voluntary freshman orientation meetings), during any of the years

1966-1968 were excluded. Information for the ACE 1969 freshman survey

was not yet available at the time of sampling for the present survey.

3) Steps 2 and 3 left 195 institutions available for the study.

Six more institutions were eliminated when the name and address files

delivered to National Computer Systems for nailing were discovered to

be lacking either names or addresses or both for a tajority of the students.

The above steps resulted in an institutional sample size of 189.

These were accepted as the institutions from which the sample of faur

cohorts of entering students would be selected. The number and range

of institutions was sufficient for our purpose of characterizing the

entire range of American colleges and universities and the sampling

of appruzimately 1,000 students from each institution would, keep us

within our intended sample size of approximatel,y 29000,000.

20



Professional Research Personnel

Like federal research dollars, researchers, whose principal source

of support is grants and contracts) are concentrated in relatively few

institutions of higher education in the United States. According to the

Office of Education survey of Faculty and Other Professional Staff in

Institutions of Higher Education, 1963-64, of 1431 institutions, 31

employed 61% of all researchers. Seventeen of these had complements of

more than 1,000 researchers each. The rlmaining 14 institutions employed

between 500 and 1,000 researchers each. Comparison of the Office of

Education figures with a series of figures published annually in the

journal Industrial Research showed quite a wide variation in the figures

for each institution. On the grounds that any attempt to get at the total

distribution of researchers at all institutions would be based on un-

reliable figures, it was decided to focus only on institutions employing

large complements of researchers. A principal condideration in this

decision was the cost of visiting such .institutions and the relatively

large number of institutions that would have had .to be sampled to provide

sufficient respondent s.

The decision having been made to look only at institutions with

large complements of researchers, the second constraint upon the sample
7

was that it be included in the ACE sample. Of the 17 institutions

listed by OE survey as having more than one thousand researchers

7. Some of the major universities employing over 750 researchers
were not intb.luded in the ACE sample.
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each, 14 were included in the ACE sample. Of the 14 institutions re-

ported by OE as employing between 500 and 1,000 researchers each, nine

were included in the ACE sample. In all, the ACE sample included 23 of

the top 31 employers of research personnel as of 1963-614.

Of the institutions that dropped out of the ACE sample three were

major research-employing institutions. As substitutes for these, three

institutions were selected from the ACE sample that employ between 300

and 500 researchers. The combined total of researcher employment, as

recorded by the Office of Education, at the institutions dropped. was 4,000

and the combined total of researchers at the three added institutions

was approximately 1,000.

The total number of researchers reported by OE for the institutions

' in the researcher sample was about 21,000. By using a' "narrow" defini-

tion of researcher the number of full-fledged research personnel was Cut

by half.

Although this reduces research personnel considerably for most

of the institutions, researchers defined in this manner repre sent

the core group closest to the regular faculty in- research qualifications

and academic orientation.

Thus, it was estimated that the 23 institutions would yield approxi-

mately 10,000 researchers as defined in the narrow sense. In fact, the

number ended up at approximately 7,300.



The Enumerat ion

Ess.o..,v and Graduate Students

'Since ACE had. not heretofore studied graduate students, faculty

or professional researchers, an enumeration of %he relevant populations

was necessary.

Requests for lists of faculty blembers were sent first to the

ACE Representative on the participating campuses in the Fall of 1968. In

many cases someme other than the Representative assisted in the prepar-,

ation of the lists. The request specified that the faculty list include:

A list of the names and departmental addresses of the
regular faculty of the academic departments and
professional schools of your institution. This list
should include any staff member who is in charge of
courses: including visit ing professors, visiting
lecturers, and any lecturers, instructors, etc.
whether "acting" or not, who are..repponsible for
the teaching of any course during the' '68-'69
academic year creditable towards a degree (associate,
bachelors, or higher). If possible, this list should
not include graduate students acting as teaching
assistants. If any question arises as to whether or
not to include an individual, please include him.

The faculty study thus included all people other than graduate

teaching assistants, giving regular courses. The population includes

both visitors and part-time faculty. It also includes a small number

of senior administrators who are ordinarily recruited from the ranks

of academic men and whose work bears directly on the academic program:

Other administrators and non-teaching personnel were removed from

faculty lists whenever possible. Some clinical profeSsors of law

and engineering were excluded where they .did not se.em to c.onstitute

"regular .faculty." But when ambiguou;'the lists wc re. inclusi.ve rather

than exclusive.
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Names and local addresses of graduate students were gathered for

all institutions in the ACE sample. Each sample institution was asked for

A list of names and local, but not departmental,
addresses of graduate and professional students enrolled
in the departments and schools of your institution in
degree programs beyond the undergraduate bachelor's
degree. If the student is not in residence and does
not have a local address, a home address would be
appreciated. In order that we may arrive, for our
own definitional purposes, at an accurate description
of the kinds of students included in our sample, we
would appreciate your attaching a note of the sources
you have used to obtain these lists.

Computer print out and data card lists sent by sample schools

were presumed to include appropriate faculty and graduate students as

defined in the request letter. When faculty directories were sent, only

IIregular faculty not on leave" were enumerated. Professional schools

were included if they did not condtitute seate, campuses. Branch or

satellite campuses were included although lists for these campuses were

less complete than for main campuses.

The graduate student lists were treated, for the purposes of

enumeration and sampling, as one continuous list. To reduce processIng

costs three in every four names were eliminated from the graduate list

during the enumeration. This list was then sampled. A final one-sixth

sample was obtained by removing one third of the cases from the remaining

cases. The first procedure involved a systematic sample with a random

start, the second a random sample with a random start.

Although the intention was to do a census of the faculty, a 6 in 7

sample wai drawn from the final faculty lists to reduce costs.

The enumeration indicated that 116,115 faculty members were

employed in the participating sample institutions and that 310,088 graduate

students were enrolled in the graduate institutions. (see- Table2..)
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Table 2

Number of Parti- Tctal Faculty & Enumerated Nudber of Ques-
cipating Institu- Grads. in Parti- Faculty & tionnaires sent

tions. cipating Listi. Graduates after final sampling

Faculty 303 116,115 116,115* 100,290

Graduates 158 310,088 77,522* 51,682

* All faculty and one fourth of the graduate students were enumerated; the
final samples included 6/7 of' the listed faculty and 2/3 of the listed ,

graduate students.

Undergraduates,

Instead of enumerating all the undergraduates in the 189 under-

graduate sample institutions, we drew the sample of individuals from

among the respondents to the ACE freshman surveys in those institutions.

Respondents to the ACE surveys had been asked to give a "permanent" address

at which they could. be reached. ACE was instructed by us to sample these

names and addresses randomly within cohorts in a manner to attain a maximum

number of individuals per institution of1,000, distributed adong the

4 cohorts as follows:

1966 Freshman Cohort 300

1967 FmeihmsevC0hort 275

1968 Freshman Cohort 225

1969 Freshman Cohort 200

Total 1,000
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When a cohort for an institution totaled fewer than the assigned maximum,

all the students in that cohort were to be selected.

These maximum cohort sizes were chosen so as to insure that a suffi-

cient absolute number of respondents would be available for each cohort,

since response rates were expected to be inversely related to the time

elapsed. since the individual's address had been acquired. The different.

tial sampling rates were to be adjusted by weighting.

Questionnaires were mailed just prior to Christmas, 1969, with the

aim of reaching the sampled individuals at their homes during the Christ-

mas recess.

Upon receiving the couplete aata files for all sampled individuals,

whether they had responded or not (non-respondents were represented only

by ACE freshman data), we discOvered that ACE hia'not adhered to the

sampling quotas which we had established for each cohort. As far as we

were able to determine, these quotas had been exceeded in all insti-

tutions which had more students than the maximum specified by our quotas.

The largest discrepancy was 50% o/er the specified quota. Examination

of the actual number of students sampled per cohort per institution

indicates that the discrepancy between our instructions and the actual

number of cases sampled was probably due to an error in the computer

program for sampling the institutional files, which resulted in a higher

rate per institution than had been intended. Tbis is in ae.way serious,

since our weighting procedures necessitate weighting by institution

-prior to making any other adjustments.
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Professional Research Personnel

The criteria used to define researchers in the Office of Education

and Industrial Research studies must he interpreted in a 'broad"

sense to include, in addition to "full-fledged" researchers, many

personnel having auxiliary or trainee status. For the purpose of

this study, the following definition of researchers was used:

'Persons appointed to perform research in positions other than

regular "ladder" faculty positions, who are capable of independent

research, or scholarly work as evidenced by their possession of

the Ph.D. degree or equivalent research accomplishment.'

Site visits weremade to all but one,of the 23 institutions in

the researcher sample. Interviews were conducted with academic and other

administrative personnel with a view to determining the best mode of
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identifying and calecting nsmes and departmental addresses of persons

in non-faculty research positions. Four sources of such information

were eventually used - some of them exclusively for some institutions,

and for other institutions, combinations of these sources were used.

The sources were: printout from payroll tapes; printouts or listings from

records in personnel offices; listings assembled from academic catalogs;

and finally, in one institution, listings from the campus telephone book.

The initial period of the enumeration was thus carried out by gaining

the cooperation of administrative or research personnel in order to

identify those researchers necessary to this study. Although in most

cases information was easily obtained, some bias in the sample remains.

The most serious bias in, the types of researchers that were

ennumerated is an undercount of the kind of post doctoral fellows who

come, particularly to the large universitiec, without any formal appoint-

ment (often necessitated by receiving a paycheck through the payroll sys-

tem and who essentially bring their fellowship money with them). It is

safe to say that none of the large institutions had any regular adminis-

trative methods for keeping tabs on such people. The magnitude of the

group thus missed may range up to 20% or so of the total at some insti-

tutions. Richard Curtis' study of "Post-doctoral Education in the United

States" conducted by the National Science Foundation provides some clue

as to the magnitude of this bias. The 1967 study identified some 13,300,

post doctoral appointments in universities, 2554,of which were individuals

on true nationally competitive fellowships; the others being hired on

various title's on project funds or es trainees. Institutions seem to
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vary randomly in the extent which they press for appointing all their

research personnel to research associated type (i.e., staff) appointments

or the extent to which they are willing to lend the titles "fellow" to

those people.

Questionnaire Development

During the fall of 1968 work on Questionnaire development was

completed for the faculty and graduate studies and pre-testing was begun.

Because the questionnaires were to be machine readable,exacting care

with the lay-out had to be taken as well as concern with substantive

issues. Although there is some small randeb,error in the use of an

optical scanner to read this type of document,it is more accurate and

economical than any other method of large scale data collection.
8

Four

versions of each questionnaire were ultimately constructed. Pre-testing

was carried out on the two final versions. Pre-testing was somewhat

limited because it was impossible to produce an interim machine-readable

questionnaire. Most of the pre-testing was done, therefore, by interview.

8. The error is estimated at.less than one half of one percent.
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III

The second major period of work, 2/1/69 to 3/1/70 covers the

completion of the enumeration of individuals in the sample for all the

surveys, the mailing of the questionnaires, and limited preliminary

analyses of.data from all but the undergraduate survey. The work

for this period was funded by the Office of Education and the Carnegie

Commission. The Office of Education funds were used primarily for

data collection, computer costs and the intensive follow-up of non-

respondents. The initial grant was awarded February 1, 1969 to run

for one year.

Data Collection

Faculty and Graduate Students

Printing and mailing of the questionnaires for,the four major

studies was handled through National Computer Systems, Minneapolis, Minn. Tho lay-out

and printing of the faculty and graduate questionnaires was accomplished

during the early spring, 1969. Name and address files were given to

NCS and great care was taken to insuie the anonymity of all respondents.

Faculty questionnaires were mailed the second week of March over a

period of five days. Graduate questionnaires were mailed the third

week of March in three days. Follow-up postcards were mailed out ap-

proximately a week after the mailing of the questionnaires.

Considerable effort was taken to assure the highest possible

response rate. No weeks after the mailing of the postcards a follow-up

letter was sent.to all non-respondents. Six weeks after the original

mailing a second questionnaire was sent to the remaiang non-respondents
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(See Table 3). As Table 3 indicates most people responded to.the

initial questiohnaire. Sixteen-hundred and fifty faculty members

responded to the follow-up letter and an additional 5,778 individuals

responded after receiving the second questionnaire. Thirteen hundred

and fifty (1350) graduate students respoded after the follow-up letter,

3,091 after receiving a second questionnaire. Slightly more than 8%

of the faculty and graduate samples responded as a result of the

three additional mailings.

Table 3

Faculty and Graduate Participation in Followup Study

Nnmber of
Follow-up

Postcards Sent

Number of Respon-
dents Receiving

Follaw-up Letters

Number of Respon-
dents Receiving
2nd Questionnaire

Total
Returned
Questionnaire,.

Faculty 100,290 47,580 45,930 60,028

Graduates 51,682 23,160 21,810 32,963

Undergraduates and Professional Research Personnel

Questionnaires were mailed to the researchers a little over a month

after the orlginal faculty and graduate mailings. Most of the respondents

h7r!. returned their questionnaires by the first week in June, but follow-up

letters were mailed to the non-respondents the second week in July to

increase the response. Out of the 7300 researchers sampled, we received

372q useable questionnaires for a response rate of 51%.

The layout and printing of the undergraduate questionnaire was completed

in November 1969. The questionnaires were mailed out a month le.ter to

reach the students during the Christmas recess. Follow-up post cards urging

the completion of the questionnaire were mailed out a week later to everyone



25

in the 171,525 undergraduate sample. By our cutoff date we had received

70,772 useable questionnaires for a response rate of 41% (by cohort: 1966-38%;

, 1967-39%; 1968-44%; 1969-46%).

Data Utilization Activities

Protection of Respondents' Anonymity

This was accomplished by removing from the master tape the links between

the names of the respondents and their addresses and the serial numbers

used for analytical identification. The names were wholly obliterated,

preventing any inadvertent disclosure of the responses of individuals.

In the case of the faculty, the addresses were returned, sorted and

recoded into the sixty-nine departmental categories which were included

in the questionnaire. These recoded addresses, in most cases the name

of a department, were merged with the respondent's data record and

used as a supplement for the respondent's selfLreported teaching depart-

ment, especially usefUl for those who failed to answer the whole of the

question on that matter. At the same time a master file was created

for merging with the data files. These files contained: for the

faculty only, the recoded departmental mailing address; for all respon-

dents, indications of when the respondent returned his completed question-

naire, and a system for cross-referencing all the different serial num-

bers used for any respondent, thus allowing the study to accumulate

information on non-respondents, and to eliminate duplicate responses.

Quality Control of Data

Quality.control of the data from NCS took several forms. After

the coding speciiications were sent to RCS a sample of two hundred

.questionnaires for each of the faculty and graduate studies was coded

by hand in Berkeley and a tape prepared to be checked against the machine

coded tapes for the same questionnaire prepared by Rational Computer

32
Systems. Several proceduuts were used to check the accuracy of the

a he, q471,.., 0,,a,a,, ,1'. a - .0:{, i-
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machine coding: marginal distributions were compared, contingencies

built into the coding were checked, and finally a column by column check

was carried out. Dummy questionnaires were created to check coding

possibilities.not covered in the two hundred questionnaires. As a re-

sult of thisothe proportion of errors in the final data tapes was very

small. The same process was later used to check the quality of the

undergraduate and researcher date.

Programs for contingency checking were developed for "cleaning"

the data to insure that instructions were followed by respondents and

to assure that the analysis would at all times examine only those re-

spondents to whom a particular question was intended to apply.

Study of Reazondent Bias

During this,ppriod an intensive_study of faculty and graduate

non-respondents was undertaken to learn who they were in order to be

able to properly weight for any response bias. After approximately fifty

percent of the sample had responded random samples of 2000 cases (both

faculty and graduate) were selected for an intensive follow-up. Cf these,

approximately half had responded by the time the follow-up began. The

remainder were first sent an additional questionnaire and then telephoned.

The phoning operation had three major functions: First to identify re-

spondents who were either no longer available or ineligible, and there-

fore not genuinely part of our survey; second, to encourage genuine re-

spondents to return their completed questionraires; and third, failing

that, to elicit from them over the phone responses to seven questions

which would give ns valuable data which would allow us to characterize

non-respondents for the subsequent weighting operation.
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On the first call, telephone interviewers were instructed to

encourage the respondent to complete and return the questionnaire. If

the respondent agreed to do so, the interview was terminated. If the

respondent indicated that he did not intend to complete the questionnaire

he was asked a brief list of questions identical to items on the ques-

tionnaire. After a lapse of some weeks, those respondents who had not

completed the questionnaire but who had indicated willingness to do so

were called again. On the second call they were again encouraged to

complete the questionnaire but were asked the brief list of questions

whether or not they agreed to complete the questionnaire.

Of those selected for the graduate telephone sample11543 com-

pleted the graduate questionnaire, 173 others answered the brief list

of questions, 151 could not be locatea." Of those selected for the

faculty telephone sample,1512 completed the questionnaire, 214

answered the brief list of questions, 87 could not be located and

59 were not followed-up because of a computer error. Over 85% of the

people in both samples responded either to the fUll questionnaire or

to the additional questions during the phone interview (See Non-Response

'Bias pp.49- 73).

Development of an Institutional File

An institutional file for all colleges and universities in the

United States was created. It is based on information gathered from

the American Council OB Nthmationt.from the'HEGIS tapes sent to us by

the Office of Education,And from a variety of published sources not

available on magnetic tape. This file is
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used for general descriptive purposes and has been added to the data

tapes for uses in data analysis. It was essential to the development of

an accurateweighting scheme. A major part of the individual weight is

a fUnction of the institutional weight.

IV

The fourth major period of' work, 3/1/70 to 1/1/71, was taken up in

the development of weighting schemes for the faculty and graduate studies,

analysis of response bias, creation of data aamples and production of

weighted and unweighted marginal tabulations.
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Weighting

Faculty and Graduate

Disproportionate sampling and the failure of some institutions to

respond to the request for lists required that cooperating institutions

'be differentially weighted. As a first step in the computation of these

weights, all institutions were assigned to their 1966 cells (on the basis

Of information supplied by ACE).1° Table 4 summarizes this procedure. It

shows that all but 228 of the 2843 institutions listed by the U.S. Office

of Education (data tape on Opening Fall Enrollment, 1942 (HMIS II) would

have been eligible for inclusion and could be located within the 1966

scheme based on institutional type and affluence or enrollment. The 228

ineligible institutions contain'Only slightly more than 2 percent of the

faculty and less than 4 percent of the graduate students in American

colleges and universities. The bulk of ineligible'faculty and graduate

students teach or are enrolled in 123 theological seminaries or in 31

independent gxeduate or professional schools.

Branch or satellite campuses of institutions included in the ACE

sampling frame were assigned to the sampling cell occupied by the main

campus. Although in some cases the branch campus lists were provided

either directly or by the main campus, both faculty and graduate students

at such branch campuses are in general underrepresented in the sample.

Since we have no way of distinguishing between main and branch campus

respondents, there is no way we can exclude them from the sample or ad-

just for their lesser likelihood of appearing in the sample by adjusting

'10. For its own surveys, ACE no longer relies on its 1966 stratifica-
tion scheme. For a sumnary and justification of the various stratifica-
tion dimensions used by ACE over the course of its research program, see
Alan E. Bayer et al.plisers' Manual: ACE Higher Education Data Bank.
Washington: American Council on Education, 1960.
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Table

Assignment of
With Faculty

4.-A

Institutions to 1966 ACE Cells
Institutional Weights

Universe Seale

30

ACE 1966 ENRom,_ # of Faculty # of Faculty Faculty
Cell Inst. Number Inst. Number Weit

Public 1

_Ma
Low 172 6108 6 390 15.66

2-Year 2 . 182 10621 7 447 23.76
Colleges 3 . 175 17567 7 593 29.62

4 . 54 9068 5 645 14.06
I_ High 50 12352 5 1457 8.48

Private 6 Low 229 6824 10 353 19.33
2-Year 7 , -- __ _- 19.33
Colleges 8 . 36 2664 4 343 7.77

9 High -- -- - On M MU 7 27...1-
AFFLUEME

"411111W ftamilm

10 Vanown
11 Low 1 5 6780 4 2691 2.52
12 . 10 3715 5 2418 1.54
13 . 47 18079 5 5815 3.1 1

Univer - 14. 52 20306 12 9401 2.16
sities 15 . 18 13382 5 4362 3.07"

16 . 69 36638 13 19060 1.92
17 . 32 22036 23 18512 1.19
18 . It 19177 8 8146 2.35
19 High 76 "'"" 67775. 26 36316 1.37-------2-0 Unknown
21 Low 449 374.97 30 2818 13.3 1
22. 248 34436 20 3010 11.44

4-Year 23 . 250 34435 22 2241 15.37
24Colleges . 175 30891. 26 4769 6.14.8
25 . 84. 11747 19 2091 5.62
26 . 56 8753 25 3799 2.30
27 . 29 5078 12 2401 2.11
28 . 24 3369 9 1733 1.94
29 High 39 6998 18 3160 2.21

Eligible Total 2615 1446296+ 326* 136971 [3.26/
No Under-

graduates 30 8 918 0
Seminaries 31

1
Inelgible 123 3137 0

Professional Insti-
Schools 32 tutions 31 149653- 0

Freshman
Class 30
Student s 33 J 66 1302 0

Tarn INELIGIBLE 228 10322 0
GRAND TOTAL 2843 456618 x

411/ GGG

M M

M M

+97.74 of total.

Gmmmomma

X

orhe number of institutions given here includes branch campuses
counted as separate institutions by 0E.. 'This number includes the 303
institutions indicated. in Table 1 plus the branch campus. 37



Table 11.-B

Assignment of Institutions to 1966 ACE Cells
With Graduate Student In st itut ona 1 Weight s

ACE 1966
Cell

ENROLL -
MENT

Universe salop_ze
# of
Inst

Graduate # of Graduate Graduate
Numbers Inst. Numbers Weight

Public 1 Low 172
2-Year 2 182
College s 3 175

I. 54-
Hist) \ 50

Private Low 229
2-Year 7 AMP

College s 8 36
9 High 00 00

AVM=
lu uracnown
11 Low 15 274117 11- 9403 2.92
12 10 14468 5 12147 1.19

, 13 14.7 43664 5 15202 2.87
Univer- 14 52 73872 11 23486 3.15
sities 15 18 42569 5 12320 3.46

16 69 I ,121747 13 6o9o4 2.00
17 32 71985 18 57486 1.25
18 69290 7 31898 2.17
12. High 76 187622 18 93878 2.00
20 Unknown
21 Low 697 119903 18 6446 18.60
22 100,41M 18.6c

4-Year 23 425 151499 17 12928 11.72
College s 24. 410 1110 10. In/ 11.72

25 23235 6 2116 10.98
26 56 20119 15 4932 4.o8
27 29 13240 7 8803 1.50
28 8178 6 3794 2.16
29 High )9 1385,3., 10 6246 2.22

ELIGIBLE TOTAL 2615 io02691++ 165 361989 2.77
No Under -

graduates 30 8 4432 0 =DM 00

Seminaries 31 Ineligible 123 17813 0 Ob. mi

Professional Inst
Schools 32 tutions 31 13257 0 .10 01 01.1

Freshman
Cla s s 30
Students 33 /

41C-
66 2976 o .10 .10

TOTAL INELIGIBLE
GRAND TOTAL

228 33473 0.

++96.30% of' total

284-3 1041162

38 .

X

Ob. .1101

00

X

.
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the magnitude of their weights. (The bias is not large. About 6 percent

(61,000) of all graduate students ere enrolled at such campuses. The

names of 5,500 of these were on lists sent to the Carnegie Commission.)

Initial assignment of institutions to the 1966 ACE cells revealed

that the "unknown" categories of affluence for both universities and

colleges were greatly undersampled. Rather than assign very large weights

to these undersatnpled institutions, we attempted to distribute them over

the other sampling cells on the basis of affluence information not avail-

able to ACE in 1966. All universities were easily reassigned on the

basis of current informotion. Although per-student expenditure informa-

tion was still unavailable for many four-year colleges, those for whom

such information had become available were generally poor. We therefore

combined the "unknown" category vith the lowest category of affluence in
11 ,

the case of faculty and with the two lowest four-year college affluence

cells in the case of graduate students. 11

Finally, two faculty junior college cells and one graduate student

four-year college cell were sufficiently undersampled that we considered

it necessary for purposes of weighting to combine them with adjacent and

much better sampled cells.

Once these operations were performed, we determined the total num-

ber of graduate students in each cell from enrollment information provided
12by the Office of Education ; faculty numbers were obtained from the

11. "Faculty" institutions are of course more numerous than "gradu-
ate stude'nt" institutions in the four-year college category. Undersampling
problems were thus less serious for the faculty than for the graduate stu-
dent sample.

12. Magnetic tapes provided by the Office of Education.
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College Blue Book, World Almanac, and ACE's American Universities
1 3

and Colleges. Table 4 shows the number of' faculty and graduate students

in each cell in the universe of colleges and universities and in sample

institutions. It also shows the base institutional weight by dividing

the number in the universe by the number in the sample.

Once these institutional weights had been computed, we were in a

position to check for possible bias in the sample. The first check was on

institutional quality. The weights were first used to estimate the total

number of faculty and graduate students in each of several quality strata.

These estimates were then compared with the actual number derived from

both published sources and data tapes provided by the Office of Education.

The Office of Education projected that, there were 841,622 graduate students

registered in Master'stDoctoralp or First Professional Degree programs in

1968. The remaining graduate students are in non degree or special programs.

The projected total includes only graduate students in eligible institutions

and does not include students in autonomous graduate institutions such as

theological seminaries, independent medical or law schools, or graduate

institutions that have no undergraduates. The results for graduate students

are shown in Table 5 .

13. The College Blue Book, 1969/70 -- 13th Edition, New York:
CCM Information Corporation, 1969. (This edition contains faculty
figures for 1968-196i) World Almanac, 1969, Newspaper Enterprise Assoc., 1969.

American Universities and Colleges -- 10th Edition, Washington
D.C. ACE, 19W.



Table 5

Actual Population of Graduate Students in Quality Strata and
Number of Graduate Students Estimated from 1966 ACE Cells

Quality Ranking

34

Categories
Actual Estimates from ACE %Estimate Over or
Population Strata Under Actual Population

Universities_(Total)_ 652:664_ _6522663_

High 172 , 330 226,983

Medium 258,232 231,134
Low 222,102 194,546

conegp.(Total). _32ozo27_ .3aoLog_

High 60,791 78,190 (+) 28.6%

Medium 1202682 11114,927 (-) 4.8%

Low 168,554 156,910 (-) 6.9%

Table 5 shows that high-quality institutions, both colleges and

universities, were substantially overrepresented in the original ACE

sample. Since, as noted in an earlier footnote, ACE departed from a

strictly random procedure by including in the final sample 71 pilot

study institutions (many of whom were initially selected by non-random

means), and since this pilot study was known to overrepresent high-

quality institutions, all pilot study institutions were eliminated from

the sample and institutional weights recomputed for only those institu-

tions selected according to a strictly random procedure. This approach

did not improve the weights.



35

Elimination of pilot-study institutions reduced only slightly

the overall bias toward high-quality institutions in the sample. Since

the loss in sample breadth appeared to be greater than the gain in re-

duction of bias, we returned pilot study institutions and adjusted for

bias within the 'limits provided by the sample. After the extent of bias

Table 6

Correction Factors for Quality and Control Bias in 1966 ACE
Sample -- Faculty and Graduate Students

Quality Public Inst itutions
Universities Faculty Graduate Students

High 987
Medium, 1, .1.273
Low 1.180

793

n-Year Colleges

High 973 .708
Medium 1.001 2.078
Low 1.619 1.021

Junior Colleges "IMP OM.990

Pr ivate InstitutionsQuality
Universities Faculty Graduate Students

High .695 .731
Medium .781 .978
Low 1.129 1.222

14--Year Colleges

High .872 961
Medium .511 .500
Low 1.059 1.-220

Junior Colleges 1.067 =IP MID
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with respect to geographical location, size, and public or private control

as well as quality had been determined it was decided that it was both

necessary and feasible to adjust the sa:nple weights simultaneously for

quality and type of' control. These adjustments or correction factors for

the various quality-control catepries r.re s:lown in Table 6. (Correction

factors are the ratios of' the actual cell population to the cell population

estimated from 1966 ACE strata (See Table 5. The ratio-adjustments were

made within quality-control cells rather than original sampling cells. Al-

though this facilitates the weighting procedure it introduces minor dis-

tortion). A correction factor of' .500 indicates that the estimated number

of faculty (or graduate students) in the cell is twice as large as the act-

ual number of faculty and that responses of' faculty in this cell will be re-

duced by one-half in estimating the distribution of responses in the popu-

lation as a whole.

The weights and corrections to this point adjust the data for dispro-

portionate sampling of insiitutions. The data must also be adjusted for

three additional sources of variation: institutional non-response (the lists

of faculty and graduate students sent to the Carnegie Commission were vari-

ably complete); sampling of' individuals from the lists (in the case of'

faculty, a systematic sample of six-sevenths, secured by removing every

seventh case from the list and retaining the 'remainder in the sample; in the

case of graduate students, a systematic sample of one-sixth obtained by se-

lecting every fourth case and subsequently removing every third case frcm

these selected.); and, finally, individual nonresponse. All of' these varia-

tions are taken into account when we divide the total number of faculty or

graduate students in an institution (according to publishedi.e., indepen-

dent information) by the number of faculty or graduate student:resyondents
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in the institution. This procedure assumes that the lists provided by the

institution are representative of all persons in the institution; it also

assumes that respondents within an institution are representative of non-

respondents within that institution.

Extreme graduate weights were reduced by combining low-response

(or incomplete list) institutions with institutions similar with respect

to quality, size, type of control, and geographical region. All in

all, seven small institutions were combined with other institutions

for this purpose.

The final weights used. for the tabulations in this report are

thus an attempt to take into account the sampling of institutions, bias

with respect to quality and control, sampling of individuals, and two

types of nonresponse. These weights range in magnitude from 1.34

to 103.09 for faculty and from 0.82 to 1314.94 for graduate students.

The actual distribution of weights is shown in Table 7.

Of 51,682 questionnaires sent to graduate students enrolled in

participating institutions, 32,963 or 614.0 percent were eventually

returned in usable form. 14 Of the 100,290 questionnaires sent to faculty,

60,028 or 59.8 percent were returned. While these return rates are ex-

bellent for a mail questionnaire, the problem of nonresponse bias remains.

14. An additional 650 (or 1.3 percent of the total) questionnaires

were returned to the Commission. OT these 378 were determined to .be under-

graduates and thus ineligible for the survey. Ninety-thrze questionnaires

were returned with the identification number defaced such that institutional

affiliation could not be determined. The remaining 'usable questionnaires

were duplicates of questionnaires already returned. 'One hundred'and seven-

ty graduate students returned blank questionnaires.
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Table 7

Distribution of Final Weights Adjusted for Quality,
Control, and Nonresponse -- Faculty and Graduate Students

Weight
Number of Institutions

Faculty Graduate Students

0.0-4.9* 111 3

5.0-9.9 52 3

10.0-14.9 25 22

15.0-19.9 22 20

20.0-24.9 26 15

25.0-29.9 15 11

30.0-34.9 9

35.o-39.9 10 11

11 3

56.o-99.9 11 27

100 .0-199.9 1 16

300.0-399.9 - 3

1O0.o-1199.9 - -

500.0-999.9 - 4

1000.0-or greater** - 4

TOTALS 303 155***

3

*Minimum weight, faculty = 1,1i. ; graduate students = .82

**Maximum weight, faculty =101.09 ; graduate students --;1314.94.

***Three four-year .colleges (from which a total of. eight. greieniite *stu-
dents were sampled) were eliminated at the , last 'stage of weighting
because of non-response.
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Several methods for estimating the extent of such bias are possible. We

chose to compare the obtained sample with a smaller sample intensively

followed-up, and this process is described in the Non-response section

on pp. 49.73.

Undergraduate

The undergraduate data posed several weighting problems which were

not found in the other studies. The first was the problem of defining

the universe we were weighting toward. In the undergraduate study, the

weighted sample predicts the number of students who entered institutions

of higher education during the Fall of years 1966, 1967, 1968 and 1969

with the following limitations:

1. All institutions included were accredited in 1966 and

listed by U.S. Office of Education in their .publication Opening_ Fall

Enrollment in Higher Education. (Part A, Sumary Data) Thus, newly

founded or recently accredited institutions were likely to be excluded.

2. Those institutions which had an opening fall enrollment

of less than 30 students in 1966 were eliminated.

3. The enrollment data were derived from tapes supplied by

the Office of Education to the Carnegie Commission. Inconsistencies in

institution I.D. numbers, differences between the tape content and

published data, errors in reading tapes by the computer, and the omission

of newly founded or accredited institutions led to small differences

between our total enrollment figures and those published by the Office

of Education. See Table 8.
Table 8

Entering Undergraduate Enrollment Data

1969117. 1968

Our Total 1,5350756 1 5549218 1,711,446 1,737,675

Office of Education
Total 1,5652 564 1,652,317 1,907, 938 1,983,525

46
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I. The Office of Education changed their definition of enter-

ing student during the four years for which we collected data. The figures

given above are as follows:

1966 "First time students" both full-time and part-time.

1967 "First time Freshmen stud.ents" both full-time and part-time.

1968 "First time students working toward B.A. degree and "First
time students not working toward a B.A. degree" both part-
time and full-t ime.

1969 ''First time Freshthen students" both full-time and part-time.

It must be pointed out that the weights do not account for the total

number of students currently in American higher education, but rather for

the number of students who entered during one of the four years. Because

this is true, separate weights had to be calculated for each cohort of

entering students. The method of' 'calculating the weights is as follows:

1. Since we sampled a quota of students from each institution,

and institutions differed, in their resPonse rate, we first calculated

an INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE WEIGHT which was the ratio of the number of

students in the institution, to the number who actually responded. This

weight accounts for both different sampling rates and differential

response rates.
Total Entering StudentsINSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE - Students Who Responded

2. Since the sample of institutions was drawn from the universe

according to 29 sampling strata, we next calculated a STRATIN WEIGHT which

represents the ratio of the number of students in institution included

in the stratum to the number of students in sample institutions also in

that stratum. Because private institutions were heavily oversampled and



public institutions were heavily undersamled we calculated strata weights separ-

rately for public and. private institutions in each stratum (See Table 9).

Further, since all strata were not evenly represented by institutions,

we found it necessary to combine several neighboring strata to achieve

more stable weights. The strata combined were: Public = (1,2, and 3),

(4. and 5), (11 and 12), (18 and 19), (20 and 21), (26, 27, 28, and 29).

Private = (6,7,8 and 9), (15 and 16), (18 and 19), (20 and 21). In 1969

we also had to combine: Public = (14,15),(20,21,22). Private = (15, 16, 17).
Total Students in all Institutions in Stratani

STRAW! WEIGHT - Students in Sample Institutions in Strait=

3. An individual student's weight was the product of hit. insti-

tution's response weight and the appropriate stratumweight. However, we

found that this weight, while it correctly predicted the distribution of

students in the universe according to the sampling cella, failed to

predict their distribution according to the quality of the institution.

When we observed the distribution of students by. the quality of their

institution and compared this to the distribution of all the students

who entered higher education, we found that there was need for an adjust-

ment in the weight so that quality would be correctly predicted. The

adjustments for quality (calculated separately for public and private

institutions) are the ratio between actual number of students in a

quality cell and our estimate based on the.previous weights. .The adjust-

merit factors are shown in Table 10.

Actual Students by Institutional Quality
ADJUSTMENT FACTOR = Estimated Students by Institutional Quality
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Table 10

Adjustment Factors

1966 1967 1968 1969
Type and Quality Public Private Public Pr ivate Public Pr ivate Public Private

Univer s ity:

. High Quality 2.46 0.63 2.52 0.63 1.89 0.66 2.32 0- 79
med. . Quality 0.74 1.00 0.75 1.07 0. 77 1.07 0. 76 0.75
Low Quality 1.17 1.34 1.15 1.33 1.33 1.30 1.15 1. 39

14-Year College:

High Quality 0.85 0.73 0.91 0.79 0.95 0.79 0.98 0. 76
Med.. Quality 0.58 0.77 0.59 0.78 0.58 0.75 0.32 0.69
Low Quality 1.36 1.24 1.36 1.22 1.41 1.25 5 . 84 1.36

Junior College:

All Qualities 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 . 00 1.00 1 . 00

14. The product of the earlier student's weight and the appro-

priate adjustment factor produces the final weight used. in this study.
I

Table 11 shows the distribution of the Weights by sampling strata and by

ins titut i nal control , giving the highest and the lowes t we ight within

each category of institutions.

WEIGHT = (Institutional Response ) x PtratumWeight) x (Adjustment Factor)

5. In order to verify that the weights were computed. correctly

we checked to see that our es timates and the total sample were the same.

Table 12 shows our estimate for the type of institutional control and

Table 13 shows our estimate for the institutional quality. The small

differences are due to rounding error. The use of the adjustment factor

successfully corrected for institutional quality, but it changed_ the dis-

tribution by original sampling strata. The extent of the strata error is

shown in Table lie. There is nothing we can do about this dace we choose

to sacrifice accuracy by strata to gain accuracy 'by quality which is much

more important to our analysis.
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Table 12

Verification of Weights by Control

1966 1967
Estimated Actual Estimated Actual

PUBLIC 1,104,607 1,104,611 1,134,608 1,134,612

PRIVATE 431,137 431,145 419,602 419,606

1968 1969
Estimated Actual Estimated Actual

PUBLIC 1,281,144 1,281,148 1,298,762 1,298,905

PRIVATE 430,293 430,298 438,905 438,910

Table 13

Verification of Weights by Type and Quality

3.966 1967 .1968 1969
Estimated Actual Estimated Actual Estimated Actual Estimated Actual

UNIVERSITY:

Hi Qual 61,051 61,051 62 454 62,154 .63,839 63,839 .66,137 66,137
Med Qual 149,104 149,104 141,191 141,191 145,626 145,626 160,875 160,875
,Low qual 197,645 197,645 182,544 182,544 208,815 208,815 215,964 215,964

4 YEAR COLLEGES:

Hi Qual 47,265 47,265 513,065 509065 54,033. 542031 54,632 54,632
Med. Qua 149,027 149,027 153,919 153,919 163,285 163,285 171,295 171,295
Low Qual 393,420 393,424 37,220 379,219 394 p 8o8 394,809 407,140 407,142

JUNIOR COLLEGES:

., Qual 538,240 538,240 585,124 585 2126 681,039 681,o41 661,630 661,630
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There is considerable variation in the size of the weights from a low

of about 2 to a high around 2,000. While this much variation is techni-

cally satisfactory, care must be taken in analysis so that misleading re-

sults are not obtained from the analysis of a few students with very high

weights. It should be noted that the weights do not totally eliminate the

bias introduced by non-random institutional selection on the non-response

bias. (A discussion of undergraduate non-response bias appears on pp. ).

Nonresponse Bias

A random sample of graduate students and faculty was drawn for inten-

sive follow-up. TWo thousand faculty members and 2,037 graduate students

were selected from the original samples. At the time the samples were

drawn, over 50% of these special samples had returned the appropriate

questionnaire. :Approximately 1,000 graduate students and 800 faculty
,

members were thus left to follaw -up. The intention was to compare these

special samples, both with a high rate of response,with the respective

full samples to determine the extent of the bias, if any, that results

from response rates of 64% for the graduate students and 60% for the

faculty. Six items were chosen for the follow-up sample, items thought

to represent possible bias)5 These will be examined in some detail below.

Faculty

Of those drawn in the special faculty sample, 1512 respondents comple-

ted the faculty questionniare, 214 answered the brief list of questions

asked in the telephone interview providing information comparable to that

15. The six items asked in the telephone interview were: Rank, Kind
of appointment (tenure), Highest degree, Date of birth, Research or "Teach-
ing as primary interest and Political identification.

56



5 0

on the questionnaire, 128 faculty members refused to answer any questions;

87 could not be located; 59 individuals were not contacted because of

assurances that the questionnaire had been returned, although in fact they

were not.

We have, then, a response rate in this special sample of 76% to the

whole questionnaire and of 86% to the six items asked both in the question-

naire and in the telephone interview. This is a conservative estimate of

response rate in this special sample, since it is likely that at least

some of the 87 who could not be located had in fact left academic life,

and were therfore no longer part of the population which we were sampling.

By comparing the 2,000 sample, the sample which best represents the

population, with the total sample we can discover the differences, if any,

between a sample with a return rate of 60% and a sample with a return rate

of 86%. In the following discussion we will, for the most part, be com-

paring distributions of characteristics in a sample of the "achieved" sam-

ple with distributions in the special or "criterion" sample of 2,900.16

Several weighted distributions on the entire "achieved" sample are pre-

sented below for comparison with a sample of the achieved sample and the

criterion sample. Because of the expense of using the entire "achieved"

sample most of the distributions are presented for a random sample of

8,500 drawn from the total sample of 60,000.

The most complete respondent information is available for sex and

16. The "criterion" sample includes 1197 people who responded.before
the phone survey, 542 who responded after being phoned and 214 Who answered
only the telephone interview. The "telephone" sample includes only the
latter two categories, i.e., only the respondents in the nonrespondent sam-
ple. Except where otherwise indicated, tables are presented with the not
answered category excluded.
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quality of institution. For both variables we have information from in-

dependent sources. As we can see in Tablel5A the criterion sample does

not differ on sex from the achieved samplegable 15B indicates that while

medium quality universities are very slightly overrepresented and faculty

in junior colleges slightly underrepresented the achieved sample is re-

markably close to the criterion sample.

Table 1.5A

Distribution of Sex in the Achieved and
Criterion Samples (Faculty)178

Total
Achieved Achieved Criterion

SEX Sample Sample Sample

Male 30.0 80.0 79.9

Female 20.0 20.0 20.1

100.0 100.0 100.0

Unweighted N 58884 8500 1901

All Cther 1183 o 99

Unweighted Total 60,028 8500 2000

Weighted Tctal (446,203) (61,117)17b *

17a. All tables are presented in weighted form; for an explanation
of the weighting scheme used, refer to page 29. The weights for the cri-
terion samples are constructed from the institutional base weight exclud-
ing institutional non-response and correcting for quality and type of
control.

17b. The weighted total presented here is approximately a seventh
of the projected population total of 466,203. This is a function of
using a sample that is approximately a seventh of the obtained N of 60,028
for the faculty.
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Table 15B

Distribution of Quality: in the Achieved and
Criterion Sample's (Faculty)

QUALITY

Total

Achieved
Sample

Achieved
Sample

Criterion
Sample

Universities

High Quality 12.6. 12.5 11.4
Medium Quality 18.1 18.1 15.6
Low Quality 15.8 15.7 15.5

Colleges

High Quality 5.7 5.6. 6.0
Medium Quality 10.9 10.9 11.7
Low. Quality 22.4 22.3 23.6

Junior Colleges 14.6 14.6 16.2

100.1. 99.7 100.0

Unweighted N 60,028, 8500 2000

All Other 0 0 0

Unweighted Total'. 60,028 , 8500 2000

'Weighted Total (446,203) (61,117)

Table 16

Mstributions of Selected Characteristics in the
Achieved Sample and the Criterion.,Sample (Faculty)

RANK

Total

Achieved
Sample

Achieved
Sample

Criterion
Sample

Professor 22.8. 23.5 22.0

Associate Professor 2140 20.7 18.6

Assistant Professor 27.6 27.8 . . 27.3
Instructor 19.2 18,3 19.7
Lecturer 2.9 2.8 3.2

No rank desigpated 3.9 4.3 5.9
Other 2. 2.2_ 3.3

. 99.9 , 99.9 100.0

Unweighted N 59836 8478 1718

All Other 192 22 282

Unweighted Total 60,028 , 8500 2000

Weighted ,Ittal (446,203). (61,177) *
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Table 16 (cont'd)

KIND OF APPOINTMENT

-

33

Achieved Sample Criterion Sample

Regular with tenure

_

50.7 48.7

Regular without tenure 44.6 45.2

Acting 2.0 2.0

Visiting 2.6 4.5

100.1 100.4

Unweighted N 8429 1694

All Other 71. . 306

Unweighted Total 8500 2000

Weighted Total (61477)

FIELD OF HIGHEST
DEGREE

Business, Commerce and
Management

Biological Sciences

Education

4.o

7.3

15.0

5.6

6.7

14.2

Engineering 5.8 5.4

Fine Arts 0 8.9
Old Professions--Medicine
and Law 4.3 4.7

Humanities 21.7 20.7

Phys. Sci.--Math and
Statistics 13.4 12.5

PsYchology and Social Sci. 12.5 12.2

New and Semi-Profetsions 7.7 8.9

100.0 99.8

Unweighted N 7418 1462

All Other 1082
38

Unweighted Total : 8500
.

20,00

Weighted Total (61,177)
te
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Toble 16 (cont'd)

Sample Criterion SampleHIGHEST DEGREE Achieved

Ph.D. 41.5 37.2

FJ.rst Professional-Medical
Degree (eg.,MX., D.D.S.) 4.1 4.5

First Professional--Iaw Degree 1.2 1.3

Ed.D. 4.5 3.0

Other Doctorate 1.4 1.5

Doctorate of Arts or Equiv. 1.9 2.3

Other First Professional--
Beyond Undergrad Bachelors 7.7 6.6

Master's 12.1 35.6

Undergraduate Bachelor's 4.3 6.0

Less than Bachelor's 6 .8
None .2 .7

100.0 100.0

Unweighted N 8106 1656

All Other. 394 3411

Unweighted Total. 8500 2000

Weighted Total (61)177)

DATE OF BIRTH

1908 or before

1909-1913

1914-1918

7.1

6.4

9.0

2.1

7.2

9.8

1919-1923 13.0 12.8

1924-1928 14.9 16.3

1929-1933 16.9 15.0

1934-1938 17.3 16.1

1939-1943 12.6 13.3

1944 or later 2.7 1.4

99.9 100.0

Unweighted N 8353 1692

All Other 147 308

Unweighted Taal 8500 2000

Weighted Total (61)177)
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Table 17

Faculty--Interests Primarily in Research or Teaching

Achieved Sample Criterion Sample

Very Haavily in Research 4.1 3.6

In both--but Leaning
Toward Research 20.4 19.6

In both--but Leaning
Toward Teaching 33.7 30.5

Very Heavily in Teaching 41.4 46.2

99.6 99.9
Unweighted N 8231 1621

All Other 269 379
Unweighted Total 8500 2000

Weighted Total (61,117) *

Table 18

Palculty--% with Interests Heavily in Teaching by
Quality of Institutioh

Universities

Achieved Sample Criterion Sample

High Quality 15.5 22.6

Medium Quality 22.2 23.8

Low Quality 31.7: 38.2

Colleges

High Quality 32.51 36.9

Medium Quality 45.4: 55.8
low Quality 53.5. 54.3

Collagas 73.9 75.1.Junior

Unweighted N (2517) (554)
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Table 19

Political Self-Identification (Faculty)

Achieved Sam le Criterion Sam le

Left 4.3 5.2

Liberal 39.0 39.5

Middle-of-the-Road 26.3 25.7

Moderately Conservative 24./4 20.8

Strongly Conservative 2.5 2.6

Refused (Telephone Question-
naire Only) Not Answered 3.1 5.6

100.1 99.4

Unweighted N 8299 17o4

All Other 201 296

Unweighted Total 8500. PON.

Weighted Total (61,177) *

Distributions in Table 16 indicate tha.i"thare are no major dif-

ferences between the achieved sample and the criterion sample on rank,

appointment and field of highest degree. The only real difference appears

in the distribution of advanced degrees. The achieved sample slightly

overrepresents faculty members with Ph.D.'s and underrepresents faculty

members with Master's and Doctor of Arts degrees. It does not appear,

however, that the criterion sample includes more younger men working

toward advanced degrees. It is more likely that this is a function of

the slight underrepresentation of Junior Cellege faculty in the achieved

sample.

One further difference emerges in the item on research and

teaching interests. Table 17 indicates a 5% difference between the

achieved and criterion sample in the number of respondents whose primary

interest is "very heavily in teaching." It appears that the achieved
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sample somewhat overrenresents individuals interested in research or re-

search and teaching. Interestingly this difference appears also in

universities and is not a function only of the lack of a research choice

in colleges and junior colleges (Table 18).

There are reasons to expect the nonresnonse rate among the left

to be somewhat high. Research focused specifically on activists on the

left is frequently condemned in radical literature; research itself is

often the target for much debate and sometimes demonstration. Table 19

indicates that there is little difference between the achieved sample and

the criterion sample. The'hot annwereducategory for both samples is

slightly larger than in many attitudinal questions in the achieved sample.

The number is too small to analyze in detail but some preliminary tables

indicate that respondents who refused to answeIllor who did not answer do

not cluster in any particular age, department, or rank categories.

The similarity of the two samples holds up equally well if we turn

from marginal to bi-variate tabulations. Although there are some dif-

ferences in particular cells the distributions are quite similar. Tablc 20A and

'20B compare rank within categories of quality for the achieved and the

criterion sample. Tables 21.A and. 21B compare age for both samples. The minor

discrepenci s. in the joint distrfbutions may be real deviations (e.g., the

differences betwen the proportion holding the rank of professor in the

achieved (34) and the criterion (30%)) or they MBy be a function of the

small N's in the criterion sample. The fit is close enough in both

distributions to give us the same picture.

There is no apparent difference between the two nnmbles, indicnt1nm

that the respondents to the faculty survey nre not significantly different
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from the non-respondents and that the 605 (achieved) sample odequotoi y

represents the total population.

TABLE 20A

Rank by Quality of Institution
Faculty-Achieved Sample

Professor

Assoc. Prof.

Asst. Prof.

Ins tructor

Lecturer

No Rank

Other

Unweighted N

Unweighted All
Other

Total

Weighted N

1

1 2 3

Quality

4 5 6 7 Total

33.9 30.0

19.7 24.7

25.3 31.0

8.7 9.0

6.6 3.5

. 5 .3

5.3 1.5

100.0 100.0

1901 2175

4 6

24. 5

25.4

30.0

16.4

1.7

.2

1.8

100.0
2109

5

MIT
10492

28.0 20.8
23.9 22.3
32.0 't ;31.8
10.4 19.8
2.4 2.4

.3 1.1
2.9 1.8

99.9 100.0

646 724

1 4

T1i7 78
3590 7536

23.2

20.6

27.6

24.5

1.8

.9
1.5

100.1

630

2

VP
13444

6.5 23.5
8.3 20.7

18.8 27.8
33.2 18.3
1.9 2.8

26.9 4.3
4.4 2.5

100.0

293 84-78

0 22

1905 MI
7614 11379

293 73556

9031 63087
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TABLE 20B

Rank by Quality of Institution
Faculty-Criter ion Sample

1 2 3

Quality
4 5 6 7 Total

Professor 29. 7 33.4 25.1 24.4 16.7 20.3 4.8 26.6

As soc . Prof. . 21.0 22.9 20.7 18.9 21.4 20.3 11.3 20.9

As st. Prof. . 26. 3 25.6 33.7 29.9 37.3 32.8 4.8 28. 7

Instructor 10.1 12.6 16.9 15.0 19.8 16.4 41.9 15 .1

Lecturer 7.2 2. 7 1.4 6.3 1.6 5.5 0. 0 3.8

No Rank 1. 0 .2 1.6 1.6 1.6 29. 0 1 .8

Other 4.6 2. 5 1.9 3.9 1.6 3.1 8.1 3.1
99. 9 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0

Unweighted N 414 446 415 127 126 128 62 1718

Unweighted All
Other 99 74 51 18 3.6 14 10 282

Total 513 520 fig 143 147 IM 72 2000

TABLE 21A

Date of Birth by Quality of Institution
Faculty-Achieved Sample

Quality
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total

-1908 7.1 7. 7 7.4 6.1 5 .6 9.0 14.8 7. 1
1909-13 7.7 5 . 8 6.2 6.0 7.6 6. 8 5.2 6.1+
1914-18 8.9 9. 3 8.0 10.8 7.6 10. 4 8. 5 9.0
1919-23 11.2 13.1 12.2 10.0 11.2 1)4.2 16.2 13.0
1924-28 15.2 16.1 15.9 15.2 13.0 13. 3 15.6 114. 9

, 1929-33 17.9 16.6 18.3 19.6 18.0 16.0 114.5 16. 9
; 1934-38 19.3 18.1 16.1 16.9 18.8 15. 8 17. 3 17. 3

1939-43 10.1 12.6 13.7 14.3 15.0 10.2 14. 3 12.6
1 19'14- 2.6 .8 2.1 1.0 3.1 4. 5 3.6 2.7

100.0 100.1 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.2 100.0 99. 9
Unweighted. N 1876 2142 2076 632 719 622 286 8353
Unweighted All

Other 29 39 38 15 10
"g7Total 1905 221 7M. 647 72 293 8500

Weighted N 76114 11379 101492 3590 75 36 13444 9031 63087
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TABLE 213

Date of Birth by Quality of Institution
Paculty-Criterion Sample

1 2 3 14 lityQua5 6 7 Total

-1908 7.6 8.3 6.7 6.3 7.1 8.2 10.0 7.6
1909-13 5.6 (9.0 7.2 14.8 6.3 13.1 13.3 8.5
19114-18 8.1 8.8 6.4 9.5 7.9 13.1 13.3 8.5
1919-23 12.7 12.8 14.6 11.1 13.14 9.0 18.3 13.1
1924-28 14.2 15.8 14.6 19.0 18. 9 13.9 20.0 15.6
1929-33 18.9 15.3 16.0 7.9 13.14. 114.8 11.7 15.5
1934r38 17.9 17.6 18.5 19.0 18.9 10.7 n..7 17.4
1939r43 31.8. 11.7 14.6 20.6 14.2 16.14 10.0 13.5
1944- 3.2 .7 1.5 1.6 0.0 .8 1.7 1.5

100.0 100.0 100.1 99.8 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0
Unweighted N 408 444 1405 126 127 122 60 1692
Unweighted All

Other 105 76 61 15 20 12 308
Ibtai. 513 70 lar ___31__.

-1-45- 7.41- 147 72 2000
Weighted N 808 1111 1099 426 834 . 1676 . . 1152 7108

Graduates

Of the 2037 graduate students drawn in the special sample, 1580

'respondents completed the questionnaire, 190 answered the brief list of

questions asked in the telephone interview, 128 graduate students re-

fused to answer any questions and 139 were unlocatable.

For the graduate special or criterion sample we have a response

,rate of. 78% to the whole questionnaire and of 87% to the six items18

asked both in the nuestionnaire and the telephone interview. This is,

is. The six items asked in the telephone interview were: year entered
graduate school, highest degree Working for, department, when degree ex-
pected, political identification and employment. Information was obtained
on institutional Quality and the respondent's sex front independent sources.
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again, a conservative estimate since some of the 139 students who could

not be located had undoubtedly* left academic life.

By comparing the distributions of characteristics of the achieved

and criterion19 samples we can determine whether the achieved sample, with

a response rate of 64%, is in fact representative of the population from

which it is drawn.

The most complete respondent information is available for quality

of the respondent's institution and sex. Tables 22r. and 2213 give the distributions

for both samples. The distributions for both variables in the two sam-

ples are quite close. Table 22A indicates that the achieved graduate

sample somewhat underrepresents medium quality universities and overrepre-

sents low quality colleges. Few graduate students are located in low

quality colleges. The largest number of graduate students are located in

medium quality universities, thus there is no serious bias in underrepre-

senting this category given/ as we shall see below, that the criterion

and the achieved samples appear quite similar on all other variables.

19. Several weighted distributions on the entire "achieved" sam-
ple are presented below. Because of the cost involved in using full
samples the remaining distributions are presented for a sample of 8500
of the achieved sample. These are compared with the criterion sample.
The criterion sample includes all 2,037 of the graduate students chosen
for the special saMple.
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22A

Distribution of Quality in the Achieved and
Criterion Samples (Graduate)20a

Cr iterion
SomlleQUALITY OF INSTITUTION

Total
Achieved
Sample

Achieved
Sample

Universit ies
High Quality 17.1 16.6 16.9
Med ium Quality 25.7 24.8 29.6
Low Quality 22.1 22.2 23.5

Colleges

High Qualiti 6.0 6.0 5.3
'Medium Quality 12.0 11.7 10.7
Low Quality 17 .1 18.6 13.9

100.0 99.9 99.9

Unweighted N 32, 964 8500 2000

All Other 0 0 0

Unweighted Total 32, 964 8500 2000

Weighted Total (1,005,834) (2641017)20b *

Table 22B

Distribution of Sex in the Achieved
and Criterion Samples (Graduate)

SEX

Male

Female

68.8

31. 2

71.2 ,

28.3

69.3

30.5

100. 0 100.0 100.0

Unweighted N 32818 8462 2030

All. Other 145 38 7

Unweighted Total 32, 964 8500 2037

Weighted TOtal (1,005,834) (264,017) *

20a. All tables are presented in weighted form; for an explanation of
the weighting scheme' used, , refer to page 29. The weights for the criterion
sample are constructed front the institutional base weight excluding insti-
tutional non-response and correcting for quality and control.

20b The weighied total presented here is approximately a quarter of
the projected population total of 10005,834.
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The distributions of "year entered graduate schoo1,""highest degree

working for/I- Lt..then degree expected"and "department" are given in Table 23A-D.

There appear to be some minot differences between the two samples.

Fifty-one pes-cent of the achieved sample entered graduate school between

1967 and 1969; 48% of the criterion sample entered in these years.

Fifty-five percent of the achieved satnple are working for Master's de-

grees as opposed to 51% in the criterion sample. Thirty-nine percent of

the graduate students in the achieved sample expect their degree "this"

(1969) year; 34% of those in the criterion sample expect their degree

Ithis" year. The achieved sample, then, slightly undersamples long-term

Ph . D. students.

(Table 23D)

Graduate students were also asked about their einployment status.

Table 24 indicates that there are only minor differences between the two

samples on this variable. As with the faculty samples we anticipated the

possibility of bias on political characterization. Again, the two dis-

tributions are virtuallY ident ical (Table 25). The distributions are

also quite similar when quality is introduced (Table 26) . There are minor

There do not appear to be any differences by field

differences in particular cells but the relationship in both samples is

the same. For both the criterion and the achieved samples the proportion

of left and liberal graduate students decreases as the quality of the in-

stitution decreases. The one significant difference appears in the number

of left graduate students in high quality colleges. The discripency between

the two samples is, no doubt, a function of the small N in the criterion

sample. (The =weighted N for this cell is 6. )



Table 2311

Distributions of Selected Characteristics in the
Achieved Sample and the Criterion Sample (Graduate)

In what year did you first enter graduate school?

Achieved Sample Criterion Sample

1955 or before 3.4 5.2

1956-7 1.7 2.6

1958-9 2.3 2.6

1960.-1 3-7 4.8

1962-3 , 7-9 7.7

1964 7.6 6.0

1965 9.4- 9.8

1966 13.1 13.4

1967 17-5
0.9 47-5

1968-9 28.5 30.0

100.0 99.6

Unweighted N 8188 1692

All Other 312 345

TJnweighted Toter,. 8500 2037

Weighted Total (264, 017)



Highest degree working for

Table 23B

Achieved Sample Criterion Sample

Ph.D. 22.6 24.7

First Professional
Medical 4.7 5.0

First Professional Law 5.3 5.0

Ed.D. 2.2 2.0

Dther Doctorate 5 3
Doctorate of Arts 9 1.1
Other First Professional 6.1 5.8

M.A.T. 3.81 1.8
54.7

M.A. 50.9 48.8

B.A. -7

Less than B.A. --
None 3.1 4.7

100.1 99.9

Unveighted N 7785 1609

All Other 715 428

Unweighted Total 8500 2037

Weighted Total (264,017)

72
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Table 23C

/When do you expect to get the degree you are now working fox12

Achieved Sample Criterion Sample

Th is year 39.1 33.6

Within 2years 35.4
74.5

34.6
68.2

)

Within 3 years 12.5 13.6

Within 4 years 5.2 5.5

Within .5 years 3.5 4.3

6 or more years 1.7 2.9

Don't expect to get 2.6 5.4

,.

100.0 99.9

Un Weighted N 8136 . 1676

All Other 364 361

Unweighted Total 8500 2037

Weighted Total (264,017)
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Table 23D

Department in which you are stmtying

Criterion Sample

Business, Commerce, . .

Management

BiolOgical Sciences

Achieved Sample

8.8

4.9

8.5

4.5

Education 22.3 22.7
,

Engineeririg 9.8 9.5

Fine Arts 3.6 3.2

Medicine and Law 8.2 8.4

Humanities 12.5 12.4

Physical Sciences, Math,
Statistics 11.1 . 9.6: .

Social Sciences, Ptychology 9.0 9.6

New and Semi-Professions 10.0 12.0

100.2 100.4

Unweighted N . 7965 1642

All Other 535 385

Unweighted Total 8500 2037

Weighted Ta61 (264,017)
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Table 24

Employment Status in the Achieved and
Criteribn Samples (Graduate)

Are you now employed for a term or thore while a graduate student as:

Achieved Sample Criterion Sample

Part-time LA. 8.3
Full-time research 3.3

11.6 10.9 *

Part-time T.A. 15.4 13.7
Full-time teaching

Faculty position 4.9 5.2

Other academic 8.4 7.2
None of these 59.8 62.9

100.1 99.9

Unweighted N 6977 1451

All Other 1523 586

Unweighted Total 8500 2037

Weighted Total (264,017)

*The telephone respondents were not asked whether the position
held was part- or full-time.

Table 25

Political Self-Identification (Graduate)

Left 5.8 5.8

Liberal 37.2 37.7

Middle-of-the-Road 27.7 27.1
Moderately Conservative 25.5 25.8

Strongly Conservative 3.9 3.7

100.1 100.1

Unweighted N 8350 1707
All Other 150 330

Unweighted Total 8500 2037

Weighted Total (264,017)
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The joint distributions of age and quality of institution are given

in Table 27. There are, again, minor differences, due probably to the

small N in the criterion sample. Overall, the distributions tell the same

study. In general, we see that the age distributions are quite similar

regardless of' quality but that older students are slightly more likely

'to be found in lower quality colleges.

For graduate students as well as faculty we are confident that,

with the minor exceptions indicated, the achieved samples represent the

population from which they are drawn. We can also say that the non-

respondents are not different from the responilents in ways significant

to cause any substantial differences between the criterion and achieved

samples.

Undergraduates

A total a 'IMO questionnaires were returned in usable form out of

171,520 mailed on December 20, 1969. This represents a response rate of

41.2%. The only addresses available were parents' a.ddresaes which, in many

instances, were out of date. Parents were depended on to forward question-

naires to students who were not home for the Christmas break. No attempts

were made to follow-up non-reapondenta.

A random ample of 10% of the entire sample of undergraduates to whom

questionnaires were nailsd was drawn for the non-response analysis. Our pur-

pose, here, is to caspare this criterion sample (which includes respondents

and non-respondents) with a sample of 20,000 reepondents to see what differ-

ences, if any, exist between the two simples due to the low rate of response.
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Because the entire sample responded in their freshmen year to an ACE question-

naire, considerable data are available on all non-respondents. By comparing

the 10% criterion sample, the sample which best represents the population,

with a rwadom sample of the respondent questionnaires we can determine the

differences between the "achievad".sample and what would have been obtained

if all eampled individuals had returned the questionnaires.

All tables are presented in weighted form (for an explanation of the

weighting scheme used on the undergraduate data, refer to page 39). The

weights for the achieved sample are constructed in the same manner as the

final respondent weights excluding, of course, the institutional non-response

factor. The weights for the criterion sample are constructed from the strata

weight, correcting for quality and control. All the variables are presented

in the faLlcmdmg format: variable (e.g. father's education) for the criterion

sample; variable for the respondent or achieved sample (currently and not

currently enrolled students); variable for currently enrolled respondents;

21
variable for not currently enrolled respondents. Because of slight differ-

ences in the weights for the achieved and criterion samples and rounding

error in the computation of the percentages for weighted tables, differences

of up to two percentage points should be anticipated between categories of

variables in the criterion and in the achieved samples. This poses no ana-

lytic problems but does pose a descriptive problem when considering a variable

in which a significant category, such as the percentage of black undergraduates,

is extremely small to begin with. Users are cautioned, therefore, to con-

sider thls when using the data descriptively.

Table 28 shows the nudber of questionnaires sent out by year of college

entrance and the response rate for each cohort. The effect of having older

21. We refer, here, to currently and not currently emrolled entrants
as "students" although those who are not currently enrolled are either tempor-
arily or permanently not students.
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Table 28

Response Rates by Year Entered
College as a Freshman

Number of question-

Seniors
1966

Juniors
1967

Sophomores
1968

Freshmen
1969 TOTAL

naires sent out 50,158 48,610 40,2r( 32,535 171,520*

NuMber undeliverable 3,756 2,545 1,992 1,103 9,396

Number returned 19,190 18,909 17,611 14,984 70,694*

Response rate 38.3 38.9 43.8 46.1

*Ttmse figures include only those students included in the Carnegie
study of undergraduates. ACE augumented the study with some additional
students which accounts for any differences in total which may be published

. by ACE.

_

addiesses and a higher drop out rate for the older cohorts is a lower res-

ponse rate among seniors than among freshmen.

Most studies of non-response bias have found that non-response is

associated with lower social class and its correlates such as non-white

race and attendence at poor quality schools. Here we are not solely con-

cerned with the differences between respondents and non-respondents. Instead

the focus is on the differenees between a sample in which all the non-

respondents are included and one in which they are not. In the analysis

which follems we shall try to answer the following questions: What are

the differences between the achieved sample (wdth a 140% response rate) and

the criterion sample (with a 100% response rate)? To what degree are demo-

graphic variables responsible for these differences? And to what degree

are variables associated with the academic careers of undergraduate students

the cause of differences in response rates among particular sulY-sets of

the population? Ftsr the latter analysis we will look at quality of the

institution entered as a freshman, high school grade point average, intended
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major and academic aspirations.

In the undergraduate study the largest potential source of tdss is

due to the low response rate among individuals who are not currently enrolled

in college. The undergraduate sample is a sample of entrants to the nearly

200 institutions, over a four year period. The weighted projections are to

the universe of entrants in the four year period. 12% of the achieved

sample is made up of students who are not currently enrolled in college.

Based on population projections and studies of attrition we estimate that

30% to 35% of the criterion sample were no longer enrolled in college at

the time the survey was conducted.22 Using these estimates of attrition, the

response rate among currently enrolled students would be approximately 52%,

among not currently enrolled it would be approximately 174.

As we shall see, respondents who are not currently enrolled (NrE) dif-

fer considerabkv from currently enrolled (CE) students. NCE respondents are

in lower quality institutions; they are from families with lower socio-eco-

nomic status; and as entrants they had lower high school grades and lower

academic aspirations than CE students. WO would anticipate differences,

then, between the criterion sample with many NCE nen-respondents and the

achieved sample with fewer NCE respondents.

Because such a large component of non-response to this study (but

by no means the only component) is probably due to enrollment status we

can infer certain important characteristics associated with attrition from

the analysis of non-response. We can also identify here the kinds of students--

22. In &Study of attrition among undergraduates, Astin and Panos re-
port that "65% of the students in the population (of entrants from 1961)
had completed four or more years of college at the time of the study (1965)."
In the same study 44% reported that they had changed college or dropped out
for some period since entering their first college. See Robert J. Ptnos and
Alexander W. Astin, "Attrition Among College Students," American Edueational
Research Journal, vol. V, nuaer 1, January 1968.
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Table 29

Measure of Socio-Economic Status
of Undergraduates

Table 29-A

Father's Educational Attainment

Criterion
Sample

Achieved C.E.
Respondents

N.C.E.
p4spondents

1-3 years high school or less 25%

_Sample

22% 22% 28%

High school graduate 29 28 28 29

1-3 years college 19 20 20 21

B.A. or post graduate degree 27 29 30 22

TOTAL 100 99 100 100

WEIGHTED BASE 6,513,516 '1 * * *

Table 22-B

Mother's Educational Attainment

Criterion
Sample

Achieved
Sample,

C.E.
Respondents,

N.C.E.
Respondent

1-3 years high school or less 18% 16% 16% 20%

High school graduate 44 43 43 44

1-3 years college 20 21 21 22

B.A. or post graduate degree 18 19 20 15

TOTAL 100 99 100 101

WEIGHTID BASE 6,513,516 * * *
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Table 29 [cont.]

Measure of Socio-Economic Status
of Undergraduates

Table 2-C

Total Fesday Income

Criterion
Sample

Achieved C.E. N.C.E.
Sample Respondents Respondents

Less than $6,000 16% 15% 19%

$6,0o0 - $7,999 17 15 ]29%3. 17 1 36%

$8,000 7 $9,999 16 17 16 18

$lo,cloo - $14,999 26 29 29 27

$159000 - 499999 12 3.3. 12 8

$20,000 and over 14 14 15 12

TOTAL 101 101 101 101

MICH= BASIC 6,513,516 * * *
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Criterion Sample

White 91%

Non-white

Achieved Sample

7401P 29 teont.]

Measure of Socio-Economic Status
of Undergraduates

Table 29-D

Race

Blacks
Oriental
Other (including Native American)

White 93%

Non-white Blacks
Oriental 6%
Other (including Native American)

Currently Enrolled Respondents

White 93%

Non-white Blacks
Oriental
Other (including Native American)

Not Currently Enrolled Respondents

White 93%

Non-white
Oriental 10%
Blacks 50%

Other (including Native American)
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and institutions from which a low response rate can be expected in similar

research.

As has been shown elsewhere, the most substantial impact of socio-

economic status on college attendance occurs prior to college entrance. Thus

relatively small differences between the criterion and achieved sample were

found on most of the demographic varielles related to SES, selected for non-

response analysis. As Table a indicates,, there are small differences

in parents' educational attainment between the criterion and achieved sample.

The same is true for parents' income. There are, as we can see, more sub-

stantial differences between the currently and not currently enrolled

respondents. 36% of the NCE respondents report total parents' income of

less than $7,999; 29% of the currently enrolled report this income. These

data suggest that non-respondents and not currently enrolled respondents come

from familils with somewhat lower socio-economic status than currently en-

rolled respondents but that these differences are reflected in rather small

differences between the criterion and achieved sample.

from families with sameWhat lower socio-econamic status than currently en-

rolled respondents but that these differences are reflected.in rather small

differences between the criterion and achieved sample..

Table 33

Sex

Criterion
_ash_

Achieved
Sample

C.E.
Respondents

N.C.E.
Respondents

Male 57 51 52 48

Female 43 49 48 52

TOTAL 100 100 100 100

WEIGICED-BASE 6,513,516 * * *
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AA Table al) indicates, non-whites make up a slightly larger propor-

/
tion of the criterion than the achieved sample. There is, however, no

evidence that non-white students are significantly less likely than whites

to respond. 9% of the criterion sample is made up of non-white entrants

compared to 7% of the achieved sample. Because the percentage of non-white

students is quite small it is difficult to determine response rates for the

varioum non-white groups. Table indicates that half of the not current-

ly enrolled non-White respondents are black compared to 43% of the currently

enrolled non-white respondents. This suggests that the achieved sample with

a smaller proportion of NCE respondents may underrepresent blacks.

There is little evidence that women leave college more often than

merg3 Therefore, we would expect any difference between the achieved and

criterion sample on this variable to be primarily a fUnction of differential

response rates among men and women. Table 30 indicates that 57% of the

criterion sample are men compared to 54 of the achieved sample. The under-

representation of men among both CE and NCE suggests that independent of

enrollment status men were less likely to respond to the questionnaire.

Although there are no baseline statistics for students not currently en-

rolled, census figures indicate that 60% of currently enrolled undergrad-

uates are men.

Attrition and non-response are both highly correlated with the quality

of the institution, preparation for academic lift (measured by high school

grades), and academic aspirations. 38% of the criterion sample entered

junior colleges compared to 28% of the achieved sample. (See Table 31.)

23. Astin and Banos, 22. cit., report no significant correlation
between sex and attrition.
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Table 31

Quality of Entering Institution

C.E.
Respondents

N.C.E.
Respondents,

Criterion Achieved
Sample Astle_

High Quality Universities 4% 5% 6% 2%

Medium Quality Universities 9 10 11 7

Low Quality Universities 12 14 14 12

High Quality Colleges 3 4 4 1

Medium Quality Colleges 10 12 12 8

Low Quality Colleges 24 26 27 23

Junior Colleges 38 28 26 47

TOTAL 100 99 100 100

WEIGHTED BASE 6,513,516
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AA we can see here nearly half of the not currently enrolled respondents

and only 24% of the CE respondents entered junior college as freshmen.

Both achievement in secondary school and level of aspiration affect

the decision-making process leading to the choice of a college. Junior

college students, overall, have lower grades and lower aspirations. Having

less commitment to and preparation for th2 academic enterprise, they are

more likely to leave college. Tables 2:A and MB indicate substantial

differences between the currently enrolled and not currently enrolled

respondents in the proportion entering college with a B+ or better GPA

and aspiring to no higher ihan a BA degree. These large differences are

reflected in smaller, but significant, differences between the criterion

and achieved sample. These data suggest that marginal students in lower

quality institutions axe underrespresented in the achieved sample. The

data are consistent with our inference that a substantial proportion of

our non-respondents and, therefore, of the criterion sample are no longer

attending college.

v



Table 32-A

High School
Grade Point Average

Criterion
Sample

Achieved
Semple

C.E.

Reapondenta
N.C.E.

Respondents

B+ or above 28% 38% 39% 22%

B 22 25 25 25

33 27 27 33

C 15. 9 8 18

Below C 1 - - 1

TOTAL 99 99 99 99

WEIGHTED BASE 6,513,516

Table 32-B

Highest Degree Criterion Achieved C.E. N.C.E.
Intend to Obtain Sample Samle Respondents Respondents

None or AA 13% &A...7 6% 20%

BA
D 491 43% 41%

58%35

:
38 D

MA. 33 35 36 26

Ph.D. or Ed.D. 10 12 13 8

6 4

2 1

2 3

MD 9 DD13.9 D.V.M. 4 6

L.L.B. ar J.D. 1 .

Other 3 2

TarAL 100

WEIGHTED BASE 6,513,516

98

'91

100 100
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Table 33

Control of institution: .Public/Private

Criterion
Control Sample

Achieved
Sample

C.E.
Respondents

N.C.E.
Reapondents

Public 74% 70% 69% 76%

Private 26 30 31 24

TOTAL 100 100 100 100

WEIGHTED BASE 6,513,516

There is a small, but significant, difference between the achieved

and criterion sample on institutional control. 74% of the criterion sample

entered a public institution compared to 70% of the achieved sample. This

is largely a function of the fact the junior colleges in the sample are pre-

dominately public institutions and, as noted, a large proportion of the

not currently enrolled entered Junior colleges.
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Table 34

Intended Major Field

Achieved
Stolle

'Criterion
Sam VA_

Agriculture 2% 2%

Biology 3

Business 16 13.

Education 10 12

Engineering 10 9

English 3

Health 4 6

History 6 7

HUnardties 4

Fine Arts 8 7

Mathematics 3 5

Physical Sciences 2 3

Pre-Professional (L.L.B., M.D., 1),V.24 7 8

Social Sciences 8 9

Technical 3 2

Non-Technical 3 3

Undeclamd 7 6

TOTAL 99

011
102

WEIGHTED BASE 6,513,516
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As shown in Table 34, overall there are only small differences in

intended major field for the criterion and achieved samples. The achieved

sample underrepresents business majors, in particular. This , no doubt, is

a function of both the underrepresentation of mm and junior college stu-

dents. Among both groups a significant proportion are men. Correspond-

ingly, the achieved sample slightly overrepresents education majors, a

field made up predominantly of women.

It is important, at this point, to keep in mind that d.ifferences

on related.variables (non-random differenc es) between a crit erion and

achieved sample only occur in the case where a distinct subset of the pop-

ulation (in this case NCE students or men) is coincident with the subset

o non-respondents and where both subsets are large. The largest differ-

ences, therefore, occur on variables related to academic performance (a

strong predictor of persistence in college and therefore of non-response)

and sex (a strong predictor of non-response but not 'Persistence). Thus

very small differences between respondents and non-respondents will not

be apparent using this method of analysis nor are those differences likely

. to affect analysis of the data.

An 18% difference between CE and NCE respondents in the proportion

of students with a B+ or better GPA is reflected in only a 10% difference

between the achieved and criterion sample. This is the largest difference

between the two samples among the variables examined here. If the quality

of the entering institution is controlled, even these differences are

greatly minimized. Referring back to Table we find that only 2% of

the NCE respondents entered high quality universities, while 24.7% entered

junior colleges-. It is also interesting to note that institutional quality,

level of aspiration and preparation for academic life appear to plar.a
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larger role than demographic variables, alone, in determining attrition,

and, therefore, non-response.

The final weighting procedures for the achieved sample include a

component to compensate for response bias. Because of different inter-

cohort response rate, each cohort, within an institution, was weighted

separately. Table 35 indicates the final weighted distributions on instit-

utional quality, high school grade point average and sex for the criterion

and achieved samples . The final weights underrepresent men and poorly

prepared students by less than 5%. On measures of SES (not shown) the

--
differences between the criterion and achieved sample for any given cate-

gory are less than 2%.

Our conclusion is that at least on those variables which we have

available, the weighted achieved sample of undergraduates represents the

population from which it was drawn, with the exceptions noted, and that

t he magnitude of difference between the two samples is ouite small.

95



89

Table 35

Final Weighted Distributions

A. Quality of Entering Institution (Criterion and Achieved Samples -

Final Weights)

Quality Criterion Sample Achieved Sample

High Quality Universities 4% 4%

Medium Quality Universities 9 9

Low Quality Universities 12 12

High Quality Colleges 3 3

Medium Quality Colleges 10 10

Low Quality Colleges 24 24

Junior Colleges 38 38

TOTAL

WEIGHTED BASE

100 100

6,513,516 6,5,869

B. High School Grade Point Average (Criterion and Achieved Samples -

Final Weights)

Criterion Sample Achieved Sample

B+ or above 28% 33%

B 22 24

33 31

c 15 11

Below C 1 -

TOTAL
- 99 99

WEIGHTED BASE 6,513,516 6,537,869



Table 35 [cont.]

Final Weighted Distributions

C. Sex (Criterion and Achieved Samples - Final Weights)

Male

Female

TOTAL

WEIGHTED BASE

Criterion Sample Achieved Sample

57% 53%

43 47

100 100

6,513,516 6,537,869

87
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Quality Ranking of Institutions

Universities

Institutional quality has proven to be an important control variable.

The initial marginals and many later cross tabulations have used insti-

tutional quality as a stratifying variable.

be colleges and universities in the sample have been classified on

the basis of quality into seven groups: three groups of universities,

three groups of four-year colleges, and all junior colleges.

Our university, four-year college, and junior college classifica-

tion is based on information supplied by the American Council on Education,

which information is itself based on the classification scheme developed

by the U.S. Office of Education. The Office of Education defines

universities as "institutions which give considerable stress to graduate

instruction, which confer advanced degrees as well as bachelor's degrees

in a variety of liberal arts fields, and which have at least two

professional schools that are not exclusively technological." "Four-

year colleges" is an "all other" residual category.
24

An some users

have noted, this definition is "not very precise," yet it is precise

enough to exclude from the university category the California Institute

of Technology and other technical institutes one expects to find in

studies of graduate education.25 Although we have been tempted to move

some specialized institutions from the four-year college to the univer-

sity category, systematic reclassification of institutions would require

analysis of our data far beyorlithe scope of this report, For that

24. eni Fall Enrollment in H her Education: Part A--
Summary Data, USGPO 1 9) P. 3.

25, Bernard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States,
McGraw Hill, 1960, pp. 280-281.

Si
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matter, since many statistics published by the Office of Education

provide reference points for the data presented here, there are obvious

advantages to the use of identical definitions, regardless of how unsatis-

factory these definitions may be on other grcunds.-
The basic source of information on quality is The Gunman Report26

which rates "the undergraduate programs of-nearly all of the colleges

and universities in the United States." Gourman provides three composite

ratings for each institution: a rating of the academic departments in

terms of such things as accreditation and the proportion of students

receiving scholarships and fellowships; a rating of non-departmental

aspects of the institution, such as the administration's "commitment to

excellence," the level of financial aid available to students, the

board of trustees, and faculty morale (e.g. rank, tenure, salary scale,

research facilities); and a total institutional rating, which is simply

the arithmetic mean of the departmental and non-departmental ratings.

The correlation between the departmental and non-departmental ratings

is very high (r=+.956).27 We decided, therefore, to use institutional

rating (which correlates+.99 with departmental rating). As Gourman

points out, "the criteria for evaluation of the individual departments

are quite complex and take into account many factors." Since the

department is only one of many elements of the college or university

to which Gourman applies a complex rating scheme, since his ranking

criteria are at times idiosyncratic (e.g., "one of the basic criteria"

for rating method of instruction is the following assertion: "It has

26. By Jack Gourman, The Continuing Education Institute, Phoenix, 1967.

27. Walter F. Abbott and Calvin F. Schmid, "Toward An Organizational
Theory of Migration: University Prestige and First-Time Undergraduate
Student Migration in the United States", unpublished ms., p.19.

99
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been long established that a minimum of ten years after college graduation

is necessary to produce an excellent teacher in the college classroom."),

and since he does not tell us how he combines the rankings of the various

elements to produce over-all scores, our justification for using Gourman's

scheme is largely pragmatic.

The Gourman method produces results much like those obtained by

other, less ambitious efforts to rank American institutions of higher

education. Of the "top 22 universities" listed by Borelson (Graduate

Education in the United States), we have 15 in our sample. All 15 of

these institutions are found among the top 22 universities in the

sample, when sample institutions are ranked according to Gounnan scores.

Edward Gross and Paul GraMbsch, using information supplied by Allen

Cartter,28 rate major universities in terms of the quality of their

doctoral training programs. Although the Gross-Grambsch index ranks

graduate schools, and Gounnan ranks undergraduate instruction, the

correlation between the two ranking systems based on 79 universities,

is .83.
29

Abbott and Schmid provide further validation of the Gaurman

ratings as they apply to the 79 universities rated by Gross and Grambsch:

28. An Assessment of Quality in Graduate Education (Washington,
D.C.; American Council on Education, 196')).

29i Gross and Grambsch too have three indexes of quality. The

correlation repacted is between the Gourman total rating and the Gross-
Grambsch index based on a "weighted mean of /Cartter/ departmental
ratings." (The simplest of the Gross-Grambsch indexes.) See Abbott

and Schmid, p. 19.

leo



Correlations Between Selected Measures of University
Quality and Total Gourman Ratings (79 Institutions)

Average compensation of faculty, 1963-64 .78

Number of library volumes .74

Selectivity .73

Doctorates conferred, 1861-1962 .71

Percent foreign students .66

Source: Abbott and Schmid, p. 21.

In short, then, the three categories we use for universities dif-

fer little from the gross categories of quality that might be obtained

from other well-known quality rankings. Since the Goursan system applies

to four-year colleges as well as universities, we have used it here.

The high quality universities score 580 or above on Cowman. In

1968.69 there were 35,118 faculty in these institutions; 13,924 responded

to our questionnaire. Of the 114,093 graduate students in these institu-

tions, 10,203 responded to our questionnaire.

Tho medium quality universities score between 477 and 579 on Cour-
..

man. In 1968-69 there were 41,050 faculty in these institutions; 15,475

responded to our questionnaire. Of the 119,486 graduate students, 11,131

responded to the questionnaire.

The low quality universities score less than 477 on Gourman. In

1968-69 there were 30,407 faculty in these institutions; 14,382 responded

to our questionnaire. Of the. 90,863 graduate students in these universi-

ties, 8,230 responded to our questionnaire.

Four-Year Colleges

Grouping of the four-year colleges in our sample is based on a

101
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combination of Gourman rankings and rankings provided by College-Rater,31

with precedence given to the higher of the ratings available for each

college. At first glance, College-Rater appears to base its rankings on

a strategy very different from that employed by Gournan. In fact,

College-Rater appearsto have The Gourman Report in mind when it describes

its awn procedure:

COLLEGE7RATER does not attempt to evaluate the academic excel-
lence of a college or university, the competency of its faculty
and staff, or the scope and variety of its curricula. Neither

does it profess to measure the efficacy of the operation of its
various departments nor the size of its physical plant and en-

dowment. Guidelines used do not take into account the quality
of the academic program, the intellecutal envircnment, educa-
tional techniques, facilities and bther considerations. If such
imponderables could be measured, the ratings would change con-

siderably.

In the end, however, Gourman and College-Rater come out with

criteria that are much alike and with roughly similar rankings (the

correlation between the two sets of scores is+.750). The four

major criteria upon which College-Rater scores are based are, in

descending order:

SAT/ACT scores of recently enrolled freshman, proportion of faculty

with doctorate, faculty salaries, and library collection. As rill be

recalled from the table presented earlier, three of these variables

are strongly correlated with total Gourman scores. (Information on

the correlation with the fourth variable, proportion of faculty with

doctorate, is nat., available.)

30v. College-Rater, Inc., Allentown, Pennsylvania, 1967.
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In terms of clarity and logic of method, the College-Rater wystem

is decidedly superior to Gourman's. In terms of outcome, in our judgment,

College-Rater does better than Gourman in the ranking of four-year col-

leges; it does less well in the ranking of universities. (As is to be

expected: College-Rater explicitly avoids the subjective judgments that

are the basis of most ratings of graduate schools, including our own.)

The top quality colleges score 445 or above on Gourman or 719 and

above on College-Rater. /n 1968-69 there were 8,820 faculty In these in-

stitutions; 4,648 responded to our questionnaire. Of the 20,733 graduate

students, 1,640 responded to the questionnaire.

The middle quality colleges score between 378 and 444 on Gourman

and between 550 and 718 on College-Rater. In 1968-69 there were 8,396

faculty in these institutions; 4,801 responded to our questionnaire. Of

the 14,809 graduate students, 1,062 responded.

The low quality colleges score less than 378 on Gourman and less

than 550 on College-Rater. In 196849 there were 8,952 faculty in these

institutions; 4,801 responded to the questionnaire. Of the 17,056

graduate'students, 699 responded to the questionnaire.

All junior colleges were treated as one category. In 1968-69

there were 4,228 faculty in these institutions; 2,140 responded.to the

questionnaire.

Al listing of the universe of universities and colleges, within

each of our quality categories, is given on the following pages. Our

sample institutions were drown from this list, but obviously only a por-

tion of the institutions on the list was maple&
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'List of American Universities and Colleges by Quality Ranking

QUALITY I INSTITUTIONS

BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY
CARNEGIE-MELLON, UNIV
CLEMSON U-ALL CAMPS
CLEMSON JNIV-MAIN CAMPU
CLEMSON UNIV GREENVL 6R
CLEMSON UNIV SUMTER BR
COLUMBIA UNIV MAIN DIV
COLUMBIA U TCHRS COL
CORNELL NIV MAIN CAMPU
CORNELL U MED COL
CORNELL U NURSING
DUKE UNIVERSITY
HARVARD UNIVERSITY

HPKNS-ADV INST STU
JOHNS HOPKINS U AIN CA
MASS INST OF TECHNOLOGY
NORTHWESTERN. UNIVERSITY
PRINCETON UNIVERSITY
RICE UNIVERSITY'
STANFORD UNIVERSITY
TULANE UNIV OF LOUISIAN
U ILL MED CTR CHICAG
U OF CAL BERKELEY
U OF CAL LOS ANGELES
U OF MINN MNPL.5 ST PAUL
U OF WIS ALL CAMPS
U OF WIS MADISON
U OF WIS Tv:0-YR CAMPUSE
U OF WIS J EXTEN

. U OF WIS GREEN RAY
U OF WIS PARKSIr)F
UNIV OF PENNSYLVANIA
UNIV OF. ILL MAIN CAMPUS
UNIV OF NC AT CHAPEL HI
UNIVERSITY OF wASHINGTO
UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAm
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
;UNIVERSITY OF ROCHESTER

ILL.ALL CAM
iVANDERBILT UNIVERSITY
IYALEAJNIVERSITY
frESHIVA ONIV MAIN CAMPU
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QUALITY II INSTITUTIORS

!AUBURN UNIV ALL CAM
'AUBURN UNI V MAIN CAM
.'AUBURN U MTGOMER Y
pas TON UN I VERSIT Y
CASE WESTERN RESERVE UN
CATHOLIC UNIV UF. AMERIC
CUNY CITY COLLEGE
CUNY FRESHMN PROG GIRO C
CUNY - GRADUATE CNTR
CUNY U CTR SEEK PRG
D T WATSN SCH PHYSI A
EMORY UNIV-ALL CA:AP
EMORY UNIVERSITY
EMORY UNI-OXFORD COL
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY
IND U DOwNTwN INDPLS FIR
IND UNIV INDIANAPOLIS
IND UNIV KOKOMO
IND UNIV SOUTH BEND
IND UNIV FT WAYNE
IND UNIV NTHWEST CAMPUS
IND UNIV STHESTRN CAMPO
IND I ANA UNIV-ALL cr,0
INDIANA UN I V-MAIN CAMPU
IOWA 5T U OF SCI + TECH
LA ST U ,'1A IN CAMPUS
LA ST U AT ALEXANDRIA
LA ST U MED C N OrRLE
LA ST U AT NEW ORLEANS
ILA ST U AT EUNICE
LA ST U AT SHREVEPORT
MICH ST UNIV MAIN CAMPU
NEW YORK UN'IVERS I TY
OHIO ST-WR IGHT FLD' B
OHIO ST U MANSFIELD ER
OHIO ST U LIMA i3R
OHIO ST U iviARNN BR
OHIO ST U NEWARK BR
:OHIO ST U-ALL CAMPS
!OHIO ST UN IV MAIN CAMPU
:OHIO UNIV-ALL CAMPS
OHIO UNIV IRONTON BR
OHIO UNIV LANCASTER BR
OHIO UNIV BELMONT CO bR
PA ST U-HERSHY I4D CT
PA ST U NEvi KENS INGTN C
PA 'ST U-CAPI TOL CAM
PA _ST U7KNG ?RSA .GR

98

pErIN ST UN I V MAIN CAMPU
:PENN ST U 3EAVER CAMPUS

I 'PENN ST u DUBOIS CAMPUS
!PENN ST U FAYETTE CAMPU
pENN ST U SCRANTON CAMP
PENN ST UNI V ALTOONA CA
'PENN ST UNI V HAZLETON C
;PENN ST U ACKEESPORT CA
.PENN ST U SCHUYLK I LL CA
PENN 5T u 'iriILKES-+1AR CA
PENN ST Li BEHREND CAM
PENN ST U BERKS CENTER
PENN ST U i,lOUNT ALTO
PENN ST U OGONTZ CAm
;PENN ST U SHNANGO VLY C
:PENN ST U YORK
!PENN ST U ALLENTONN CAM
!PENN ST U DELAWARE CAMP
!PURDUE UNIV-ALL CAMP
iPURDUL UNI V '1AIN CAMPUS
IPURDUE U I NDPLS REG :MP
IPURDUE UNIV. HAMMOND
!PURDUE U MICHIGAN CI TY
!PURDUE UNI V FT WAYNE
;RENSSELAER POLY ,1,1'k IN CA
.RENSSELR POLY I-CONN
,RUTGERS THE ST U MAIN C
RUTGERS UN I V DUGLAS CO
RUTGERS U-UNIV COLL
ST L U PARKS COL AERO T
,ST LOUIS U-ALL CAgP
ST LOUIS U MAIN CAMPUS
SUNY ST U BUF MAIN CAMP
SYRACUSE U MAIN CAMPUS
SYRACUSE .tiN IV uT ICA COL
:TEXAS A + oi UNIVERSITY
TUFT5 UNIVERSITY
u c I NCINNA T I MAI N CAMPU
U CINCINNATI BLUE ASH 8
Li CIN-TRI CO ACDMC C
U OF CINCINNATI-ALL
U OF CAL DAVIS

OF C HASTINGS
U OF CAL IRVINE
6 OF CAL SAN DIEGO
*Li OF CAL R I VERSIDE
U OF CAL SAN FRANCISCO
U QF CAL SANTA CRUZ



MLITT /I INSTITUTIONS (gout 13.).

U OF. CAL SANTA BARBARA
U OF MDBALT PROF SC
U OF PTSBRGH BRADFORD C

U OF PTSBRGH GRENSBRG C

U OF PISBRGH JUHNISTWR C
U OF PTSBRGH TITUSVLE C
U OF VA EASTERN SHORE B
U TEX DENT BR HOUSTN
U TEX MED isR GALVSTN
U TEX MED SCH DALLAS
U TEX NURS ING SCH
U TEX SCH PUB HEALTH
U T X :GRAD SCHB I OMED
U TX MD SCHSN ANTON
UN I OREGON7MED SCH
UN I OREGONDENT SCH
UN I V COLO MAIN CAfiiPUS
UN IV COLO MED CT R
UN IV COLL; COLO, SPRINGS
UN IV COLO DENVER CTR
UN IV MD MAIN CAMPUS
UN IV MD BALTIMORE CO CA
UNIV MISSOURI AT COLUIM:3

UN IV OKLA MAIN AWUS
ON I V OF OKOKLA CI TY
UN IV OREGONALL CAMP.
UN I V OREGON 'MAIN CAMPUS
UN I V OF STHRN CALI FORN I
UNIV PITTSBURGALL C
UN I V PITT SaRG MA I N 'CAMP
UN! V TEXAS AT AUSTIN
UN IV VIRG I NIA MA I N CAMP
UN I V VA CLINCH V ALLEY C
UN I V VA GEO MASON COLLE

..UN I V VA PATRICK HENRY B
UN I VERSI TY OF AR I ZONA
UN I VERSI TY OF THE PACIF
UN I VERSI TY OF DENVER
UN I VERSI Y OF FLOR IDA
UN I VERSI TY OF GEORGIA
UN I VERSI TY OF IOWA
UN VERSI TY OF KANSAS
WASHINGTON STATE OM V
WASHINGTON UNIVERS I TY
WAYNE .STATE UNIVERSITY
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QUALITY III INSTITUTIONS

ADELPHI UNIV MA I N CAMPU
ADELPHI U ADEL-SUFFOLK

:AMERICAN UNIVERS I TY
,AR IZONA STATE UN I VERSI T
ATLANTA UNIVERSI TY
BAYLOR U-COL DEN TUT
BAYLOR U-MEDICAL COL
BAYLOR UN I V MAIN CAMPoS
BOSTON COL MAIN CAMPUS
BOWL GRN ST U-FI EZELD
BOAING GREDI ST U BRYA
BOWLING GRN ST U FRE/,31\:.
BOWLING GRN ST U MAIN C
BOWLNG GRN ST U FUSTOR I
BOWLNG GRN ST U SANDUSK
BRADLEY UNIVERSI TY
BR IGHAM YOUNG UN I VERS I T
BUTLER UN IVERSI T Y
COLORADO STATE UNI VERSI
CREIGHTON UNIVER SI TY
DEPAUL UNI VERS T Y
DRAKE-UN I VERSI T Y
DUQUESNE UNIVERS I TY
FLORIDA A + M jIVRSIT
FLORIDA STATE UN I VERSI T
FORDHAM UNIVERS! TY
GEORGE WASHINGTON UNI V
HOWARD UN IVERS I T Y
KANSAS ST U AG APP SC
KENT ST
KENT ST
KENT ST
KENT ST
KENT ST
KENT ST
KENT ST
KENT ST
K ENT ST
KENT ST

U-ELYR I A
GEAUGA

U ORVILL E
U SALEM

.../ADS:VORTH
U ASHTABULA
U CANTON

E LIVE RPOOL
U %SCAR
U WARREN

KENT ST UNIV MA I N CAMPu
LOYOLA UN IVERSI T Y
LOYOLA UN IVERS I T
MARQUETTE-5CH ME DIC
MARQUETTE U MAIN CAMPUS

1M I AMI U-iv1I DDLET AIN 3R
iN1 I AMI U-HAMILTuN BR
MI AMI UN I -ALL CAWS
MIAMI UN I V OXFORD CAMPLJ
MI SSISSI PP I. STATE 'UNIV
.%19_N STATE....;)N jyERS T

100

N C 51 'j RALEIGH piAIN C
N CAR ST U-FT RA3G
N MEX ST U-FARMI NGTN
NEw MEX UNI V PAiti.
NEW MEX ST U-CARL Si:1D
NE A' MEX T J ALA,4jGORN)
NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIV
NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIV
NORTHERN I LLINv I S UN IV
NORTHEASTERN UNI VERSI TY
:OKLA ST JNI V MAI N CAU
C;KLA ST UNI V OKMULGEE
OKLA ST UNI V OKLA CI TY
OREGON S TATE UNI VERSI
PRATT IN ST I TUTE
RUTGFRS UNIV CAADEN
RUTGERS UNIV NEWARK
SETON HALL UNIVERS I TY
SOUTH DAKOTA STA TE UNI V

'SOUTHERN METHODI ST UIIV
ST JOHNS UNIVERS I TY
STHRN ILL CARBONDALE
STHRN ILL EDWARD SVLL
TEMPLE UN I VERSI T Y
TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIV
TEXAS TECH UNI V
TEXAS WOMANS UNI VERSI TY
J ALAS ANCHORAGE CMTY C
U ALAS JUNEAU DS C C

ALA: KETCHIKAN C C
U ALAS 5 I TKA C C
U ALAS KENAI PEN C C
.0 ALAS KODIAK C C

:U ALAS MA TNU SUS C C
U HAWA HONOLULU CNTY CC

.LJ HAWA K AuAI TECH SCH
Li HAWA KAPIJLANI CTY C
U HAWA MAUI CMTY COL

HAWA LEEWRD OAHU C
U MINN TECH INST CROOKS.
U NEBR-C:JL MED-0'4AHA
U OF MINN DULUTH
U OF MINN MORRIS
U OF ea MI LWAuK EE
U PUERTO RICO RI 3 PI EDR
U PUERTO RICO i1AYAGUL
LJ PUERTO RICO SAN JUAN

TENN-i"ARTIN
Li TENN-!,IEMPHIS
U TENN N ASHVILLE
UN I MIS:: MEDICAL C TR
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QUALITI III INSTITUTIONS (Cont'd)

UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN IV
UN I V
UN1V
UN I V

.UN I V
UN I V
UN I V

UN V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
'UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V
UN I V

ALAEIAMA MAI N CAMPU
ALASKA ;v1A IN CAMPUS
ARK MAIN CA,4PUS
ARK MED CTR
CONN ALL CAOP55
CONN SOUTHEASTERN
HAW A I I MAIN CAMPUS
HAWA I I HILO
KY MA IN CAMPUS
KY CMTY COL SYSTEA
MAINE MAIN CAMPUS
MAINE AT PUR T LAN.)
MASS AMHERS T CAMPU
MASS BOSTON CAMPUS
MISSALL CAMPUS
MISS MAIN CAMPUS
MISSOURI AT KANS C
MISSOURI AT ROLLA
MISSOURI AT : LOU
NEr3RASKA MA I N CAA?
NEVADA MAIN CAMPUS
N DAK MAIN CAMPUS
N DAK ELLENDALE CT
N DAK WILLI S TON

UN I V OF
UN I V OF
UN I V OF
UN I V OF
UN I V OF
UN V OF
UNIV OF
UN I V .OF
UN I V OF
UNIV OF
UN I V OF
UN Iy OF NEW. HAMPSH IRE
UN I V PR HUMACAO REG COL
UN I V PR CAYEY REG COL
UN I V PR ARECIBO 2EG COL
UN I V R ALL CAMPUS
UN I V R IDIV UNI EXT
UN I V .,S CALL CAMPUS

UTAH MAI N CAMPU
VT + ST AGRIC C
RHODE ISLAND
ALA HUNT SVILLE
ALA BIM I NGHAM
CONN MAI N CAXPU
CONN HAR TFORD
CONN STAMFORD
CONN. %MR I NGTON
CONN WATERBURY
14A I NEAGUS TA

UN I V :S C MAIN CAMPUS
UN IV ,S C BEAUFOR T
UN I.V. 5 C CONWAY
UN I- C LANCASTER
UN I V C FLORENCE
UN,IV 5 C UNION
UN IV S C ALLENDALE

UN IV 5 C AI KEN
UN IV S C SPARTANBURG
UN IV TENNKNOXVI LLE
UN I VERSI T Y
UN I VERSI T Y
UN I VERSI TY
UN I VERSI TY
UN IVERSI TY
UN I VERSI TY
UNIVERSI TY
UN I VERSI TY
UN I VERSI T Y
UN I VERSI TY
UN I VeRSI TY
UN VERSI TY
UN I VERSI TY
UN I VERSI TY
UTAH STA TE

101

OF HOUSTON
OF wYOMINu
OF AKRON
OF TOLEDO
OF TUL3A
OF PORTLAND
SOUTH DAKOTA
OF DELAWARE
OF

OF IDAHO
OF LOJISVILL
OF )ETUIT
OF MONTANA
OF NEW MEX IC
UNIVER SI TY

UTAH 5T U SNOW COL
VA POLY I NST MAI N CAVPU
VA PULY I NST DAN V I LLE
VI LLANOVA UNIVER SI TY
,W VA UNI VALL CAMPS
W VA U PARKERSBURG
WAKE FORES T UNIVERSITY
WICHITA ST ATE UN VERSI T
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QUALITY Iv nowamore

AMHERST COLLEGE
ANT IOCH-P TNY GR ED

ANTIOCH COLL-ALL CAM
ANTIOCH COL MAIN . CAMPUS
AUGUSTAN A COLLEGE
BELOIT COLLEGE
BERNARD BARUCH ) CUNY*
BOWDOIN COLLEGE
BROWN UN I VERSI TY
BRYN MAWR COLLEGE
CAL IFORN I .4 ST COL HAYWA
CALIFORN A INST OF TECH
CARLETON COLLEGE
CHRSTPHR NOT COL wM MA
CLAREMONT UNIV CNTR
CLAREMONT MENS COLLEGE
CLARK UN I VERSITY
COL WM + MARY MA I N CAMP
COLGATE UNIVERSI TY
COLLEGE OF WOOST ER
.COLORADO COLLEGE
COLORADO SCHOOL OF MINE.
COLUMBIA UNIV BARNARD C
CONNECT I CUT COLLEGE
COOPER UN ION
CUNY BRO.:KLYN COLLEGE
CUNY HUNT ER COLL EGE
CUNY - LEHMAN COLL
CUNY - RI CHMOND COLL
.CUNY JHN JAY COL CRIM J
CONY MT 5 INA! SC H
CUNY YORK COLLEGE
DARTMOUTH COLLEGE
DAVIDSON COLLEGE
DENISON UNIVERSI TY
DEPAUW UN I VERSIT Y
D I CKINSON COLLEGE
D I CKINSON 5CH OF LAW
DREW UNI V ERSITY
EARLHAM COLLEGE
FRANKLIN + MARSH ALL COL
FREW) ST COL BKR SFLD.
FRESNO ST COL MA IN CAMP
FURMAN UN IVERSIT Y .

GA INST T ECH MA I N CAMPU
GRINNELL COLLEGE
HAMILTON COLLEGE
HARVEY MUDU COLL EGE
HAVERFORD COLLEGE
I LLINOIS. I N.s.n)F TECH._
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IND UNW ESTRN I ND CR
INST. PAPER CHEM-L U
KALAMAZOO COLLEGE
KENYON COLLEGE
KNOX COLLECiE
LAFAYETTE COLLEGE
LA WRENCE U1'41 V MA I N CAMP

.LEHIGH UNI VERSITY
MACALESTER COLLEGE
MI DDLEBURY COLLEGE
MI LLS COLLEGE
MOUNT HOLYKE COLLEGE
NEW COLLEGE
OBERLIN COLLEGE
OCCIDENTAL COLLEGE
OH I 0 WESLEYAN UN I VERSIT
PI TZER COLLEGE
POLYTECHN I C INST BROOKL
POMONA COLLEGE
REED 'COLLEGE
RI CHARD BLAND COL WM MA
S DIEGO ST CALEX I CO
SAN DIEGO ST COL C

SAN FRANC I SCO ST ATE COL
SM I TH COLLEGE '

SOUTHRN TECH INST GA T.
SOUTHWESTERN AT MEMPHIS
ST OLAF COLLEGE
ST EVENS INSTITUTE OF TE
SUNY COL FORSTRY 7vIAIN C
SONY COL CERAMCS ALFRED
SONY COL OF AG AT CORNL
SUN'? COL HOME EC CORNEL
SONY DWNST ATE MED CR
SONY HLTH SCI CT R BU
SONY IND LABR RE L CORNL
SUNY STATE UNIV. 3 I NGHAM
SONY STATE U STONY BRK
SONY UPSTATE MED C TR
SONY VET COL CORNIELL
SWARTHMORE COLLEGE
TR I NITY COLLEGE
U S COAST GUARD. ACADEMY
U 5 MERCHANT MAR I NE ACA
U S MILI TARY ACADEro
U NAVAL ACADEMY
UN I ON COLLEGE
UN IV OF SAN FRANC I SC()
UN.I VERSI TY OF THE SOUTH
u_N I yr.i)isITY
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QUALITY /V1:11STITUTIONS (Cont d)

VASSAR COLLEGE
WABASH .COLLEGE
WASH INGTON + LEE UN I V
WEBB INV OF NAVAL ARCH
'WELLESLEY COLLEGE
'WELL S COLLEGE
'WESLEYAN UN I VERSI TY
'WHI T MAN COLLEGE
WI LL I APIS Cu LLEGE
WORCESTER POLY I NST I -TVs.
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QUALITY Tif mann=
ADRIAN COLLEGE
AGNES SCOTT COLLEGE
ALBERTus MAGNUS COLLEGE
ALBION COLLEGE
ALBRIGHT COLLEGE
ALFRED uNIV MA IN CAMP us
ALLEGHENY COLLEGE
ALMA COLLEGE
ASHLAND COLLEGE
AUGSBURG CoLLEGE
AUGuSTANA COLLEGE
AUSTIN COLLEGE .

BALDWNWALLACEMAII,1 ClviP
BARAT cOL OF SACRED HEA
BATES COLLEGE
BEMIDJI STATE COLLEGE
BENNINGTON COL LEGE
BEREA COLLEGE
BETHANY COLLEGE
BETHANY COLLEGE
BETHEL COLLEGE
BIRMINGHAM SOUTHERN COL
BUCKNELL UNIVERSITY
CAL STATE POLY SN LUI S
CAL 57 pOLY cOL POmONA
CALIF STATE COL LONG rc..;

CALIF STATE COL LOS A.NG
CANISIuS COLLEGE
CAPITAL UNI VER SI TY
CARROLL COLLEGE
CENTENARY COL FOR WOY,EN
CENTRAL MICHIGAN uNIV
CENTRE COL OF &ENTUCKy
CHATHAM COLLEGE
CHICO STATE COLLEGE
CHURCH COLLEGE OF HAAI
CITADEL MILI TARY COL 5
CLARKSON COL OF TECH
COE COLLEGE
COL OF THE HOL Y NAMES
COL OF: THE HOL Y CROSS
COLEr cOLLEGE
COLLEGE .OF NEW ROCHELLE
COLORADO STATE COLLEGE
CONCORD I A TEACHERS COL
CORNELL COLLEGE
CUNY QUEENS COLLEGE
DAVID L I PSCOMB COLLEGE
DREXEL UNIV

EAST . TEXAS STA TE UNI v

1c4

EASTERN OREGON COLLEGE
EASTERN MICHIGAN LAIN/
ELMHURST COLLEGE
ELMI RA COLLEGE
EMMAN:JEL COLLEGE
EMORY + HENRY COLLEGE'
FISK UNIVERSI T Y
FLOR I ..)A PRESBYTERIAN Cu
FRIENDS UNIVERSI TY
GALLAUDET COLLEGE
GEORGE PEABODY COL T CHR
GEORGETOWN COLLEGE
GEORG I A STATE COLLEGE
GETTYSBURG COLLEGE
GODDARD COLLEGE
GONZAGA UNIVERSI TY
GORDON COLLEGE
GOSHEN COL + BIBLICAL 5
GOUCHER COLLEGE
GUSTAVUS ADOLPHUs COLLE
GWYNEDD-MERCY COLLEGE
HAML I NE UNIVERSI Ty
HAMPDEN SYDNEY COLLEGE
HANOVER COLLEGE
HEIDELBERG COLLEGE
HILLSDALE COLLEGE
HIRAM COLLEGE
HOBART + WM SM I T H COLLE
HOFSTRA UNI VERS I TY
HOLL I NS COLLEGE
HOOD COLLEGE
HOPE COLLEGE
HOWAR PAYNE COLLEGE
HUMBOLDT STATE COLLEGE
ILLINOIS COLLEGE
ILLINO IS STATE UNIVERSI
ILLINOIS WESLEYAN UN I V
IMMACULATE HEART COLLEG
ITHACA COLLEGE
JAMESTOWN COLLEGE
JOHN CARROLL UNIVERSI TY
JUNI AT A COLLEGE
KING COLLEGE
LA SALLE COLLEGE
LAKE FOREST COLLEGE
LAMAR STATE .COL TECH
LE MOYNE COLLEGE
LE,BANN VALLEY COLLEGE
LEWIS + CLARK COLLEGE
LG IS U MERRIwEATHER CA



QUALITY V INSTITUTIONS (Coat d)

LG I S U '6ROOKLN COL PHA
LG I S U SOUTHAMPTON COL
LG IS U UN I V CENTER
LINF IELD COLLEGE
LORAS COLLEGE
LOU I SI ANA POLY I NS T I TUT
LOY OLA U LOS ANG MA I N C
LUT HER COLLEGE
MACMURRAY COLLEGE
MANCHESTER COLLEGE.
MANHATTANV I LEE COLLEGE
MANKATO STATE COLLEGE
MAR I ETTA COLLEGE
'MARLBORO COLLEGE
MAR Y BALDW N COLLEGE
MAR YGROVE COLLEGE
MEMPHIS STATE UN IVERSIT
MICH TECH U MAIN CAMPUS
MICH TEC U LK SUP ST CO
MIL LIKIN UNIVERSITY
MI L L SAPS COLLEGE
MIS I SSI PP I COLLEGE
MONMOUTH COLLEGE
MONMOUTH COLLEGE
MONT COL MI NRL SC I + TE
MONTCLAIR STATE COLLEGE
'MORAVIAN COL MAIN CAMPU
MOR AVI AN COL THEO SM
MOR N INGSI DE COLLEGE
MOUNT UNION COLLEGE
MUHL ENBERG COLLEGE
MUNDELEIN COLLEGE
MUSKINGUM COLLEGE
N MEX INST MINING + TEC
NAZARETH COL OF ROCHEST
NEWARK COL OF ENG I.NEERI
NEWTON COL SACRED HEART
NORTH. CENTRAL COLLEGE
NORTH PARK COL + THEO S
NOR THERN ARIZONA UN I V
NOR W ICH' UN I VERSI TY
0 N THRN-R I VERSD HO SP
OAKLAND UN I VERSI TY
OH NTHRN U WSTRN OH ED
,OH., NTHRN UNI -ALL CAM
OHI 0 NTHRN U MAI N CAMPU
OKLAHOMA C I TY UN I VERS I T.
OREGON COLLEGE OF EDUC
OTT ERBEIN COLLEGE
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P M C COLLEGES
PAC IF IC LUTHERAN UNIV
PARSONS COLLEGE
PHI LLIPS UNIVERS I TY
1PR I NCIPI A COLLEGE
'RANDOLPH MACON COLLEGE
RANDOLPH MACON WOMANS C
R I DER COLLEGE
RI PON COLLEGE
ROCKFORD COLLEGE
ROLL INS COLL-ALL CMP
ROLLINS COL MAIN CAMPUS
ROLLINS COL PAT R I CK
ROOSEVELT UNIVERS I TY
ROSE POLYTECHNIC I NST
ROSEMONT COLLEGE
RUSSELL SAGE MAI N CAMPU
RUSSELL SAGE JC OF ALBA
S DAK SCH MINES + TECH
SACRAMENTO STATE COLLEG
SAN FERNANDO VLY ST COL
SAN FRANCISCO COL WOMEN
SAN JOSE STATE COLLEGE
SARAH LAWRENCE COLLEGE
SCR I PPS COLLEGE
SEAT TLE PACIFIC COLLEGE
SEATTLE UN I VERSI T Y
SET ON HILL COLLEGE
SHIMER COLLEGE
SIMMONS COLLEGE
SI MPSON COLLEGE
SK I DMORE COL MAI N CAMPU
SK I DWIRE COL HOSP
SL I PPERY ROCK STA TE COL
SOUTHERN CONN ST AT E CQL
SOUTHWESTERN UNI VERSI TY
SPR I NGFI ELD COLLEGE
ST FRANC IS COLLEGE-
ST JOHNS COL MAIN CAMPU
ST JOHNS COL SANTA FE N
ST JOHNS UNIVERS I. T Y
ST LAWRENCE UNIVERSITY
ST MARYS COL 'CAL I FORNI A
ST MARYS COLLEGE
ST XAVIER COLLEGE
STEPHEN F AUSTIN. ST COL
STETSON UN I VERSI TY
STONEHILL. COLLEGE
SUN Y COLLEGE FREDONIA



QUALM V INSTITOTIOIC3 (Contal)

SUNY COLLEGE NEW PALTZ
SUNY .COLLEGE ONEONTA
SUNY COLLEGE OSWEGO
SUNY STATE UNIV ALBANY
SUSQUEHANNA UNIVERS I TY
SWEET BRIAR COLLEGE
TEX LUTH COLL-.ALL .CP
TEX LUTH COL MAI N CAMPU
TRANSYLVAN I A COLL EGE
TRINITY UNIVERSITY
TR I N I Ty COLLEGE
TuscuLum COLLEGE
u S AIR FORCE ACADEMY
UN IV OF TEX AS. AT EL PAS
UN I V OF PUGET SOUND
UN I V OF CHATTANOOGA
UN I V OF STHRN MI SS I SSIP
UN I V OF N C AT GREENS6O
UN I V STHWS TRN LOU I S I ANA
UN I VERSI TY OF DALLAS
UN I VERSI TY OF DAYTON
UN I VERSI TY OF REDLANDS
UN I VERSI TY OF. bR I DGEPO'r?
UN I VERSI TY OF HARTFORD
UPSALA COLLEGE
URS I NUS COLLEGE
VAL PARAI SO UNIVERS I TY
VIRGINIA MI LITARY I NST
WASHINGTON JEFFERSON CO
WASHINGTON COLLEGE
WEBER STATE COLLEGE
WES TERN WASHINGTON ST C
WESTERN ILL INOIS UNI V
WESTERN MARYLAND COLLEG
WESTERN MI CHIGAN UN! V
WESTMINSTER 'COLLEGE
WESTMONT COLLEGE
WHEATON COLLEGd
WHEATON COLLEGE
WI LKES COLLEGE
.WI LLAMETTE UNIVERS I TY
WILSON COLLEGE
W I S STATE UN IV LA CROSS
W I S STATE UNIV OSHKOSH
WI S STATE UN IV S TEVNS P
W I S STATE UN IV SUPERIOR
WIS STATE UNIV PLATTEVL
WI T TENBERG UNIVERS I TY
WOFFORD COLLEGE .

XAV ER UNI V ERSIT Y
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ITALITI VI INSTITUTIONS

AB ILENE .CHRISTI AN COLLE
A_CAD OF THE. EW CHURCH
ADAMS STATE COLLEGE
AGRI C + TECH COL OF N C
AGR I.0 MEC.H .+ NORAL COL
ALABAMA A + M COLLEGE
ALABAMA'. COLLEGE.

ALABAMA ST ATE .COLLEGE
ALASKA -4ETHODI5T UNI V
ALBANY COL OF PHARMACY
'ALBANY. STATE COLLEGE
ALCORN 4.. +.. r;i COLLEGE
ALDERSON., tB.:kOAlioUS CbLLE
ALLFNTWN CUL ST .FR _D_SA

ALLEN UNIVEI4SO-Y
ALL i ANCE --&)(LEGE

ALMA COLLEG!.:.

ALVERNI A C.OLLEGE

ALVERNOCOLLEQE
AMERICAN .C.ON-1S .6F MUSIC
AMEI-RICAN INTERN-A-ft C.OL

ANDERSON COLLEGE
ANDREWS UN I VERSI TY
ANGELO STA TE COLLEGE'
ANNA MARIA COL FOR W0i4E
ANNHURST COLLEGE
APPALACHIAN ST UNI VERSI
AQU I NAS COLLEGE
AR I Z BIB COL OF B I OLA C
ARK ST UNI V MAIN CAMPUS
ARK ST UN I V BEEBE BRANC
ARKANAS BAPTIST COLLEGE
ARKANSAS A + M COLLEGE
ARKANSAS. COLLEGE
ARKANSAS PLA_YTECHN IC CO
ARMSTRONG CUL
.ARMSTRONG ST.AT.E. COLLEGE
AROOSTOOK STATE CO-LLEGE
ART ACAD .01= CINC I NT I
ART CENTER. COL OF DESIG
ASBURY COLLEGE
ASBURY THEO SEM
ASHEVILLE bILTiViORE CUL

.

ASSUMPTION COLLEGE
ATHENAEUM JF OHIO.
ATHENS COLLEGE
ATLANTA. CHR I ST IAN COLLE
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ATLANTIC UNION COLLEGE
ATLANTIC CHRISTI AN COL
AUGUSTA COLLEGE
AUGuSTNI AN COL AER1.1AC V
AURORA COLLEGE
AUSTIN PEAY STATE UN1V
AVILA COLLEGE
AZUSA PAC I FIC COLLEGE
BAE3SON I NST OF 3US ADM I
BAKER UNIVERSITY
BALL STATE UNIVERSITY
BALT IMO;iE COL-COM.MkC
BALTIMORE HEBREW COL
BANGOR THEO SEM
BAPTIST i3 I aLE SE A INC
BAPTIST COL-CHARLSTN
BARBER-SCOTIA COLLEGE
BARD COLLEGE
BARRINGTON COLLEGE
BARRY COLLEGE
.BARTLESVLLE WSLY AN C
BEAVER COLLEGE
BELHAVEN +COLLEGE
BELKNAP COLLEGE
3ELLARMIN (-UR.SUL I N )

BELL-UPS ST: THOS SEI
BELMONT AB6EY COLLEGE
BELMONT COLLEGE
BENEDICT COLLEGE
BENJA11,1IN FRANKLI UNIV
BENNETT COLLEGE
BENTLEY COLLEGE ACC + F
BERKSHIRE CHRIST IAN COL
BERRY COLLEGE
BETHANY '6 I bLE .COLLEGE
I3ETHANY LUTH COL + THEO
BETHANY NAZARENE COLLEG
BETHEL COLLEGE
BETHEL COLLEGE I NC
BETHEL COLLEGE + SEMINA
BETHUNE COOKMAN COLLEGE
B I OLA COLLEGE MA I N CAAP
B I SCAYNE COLLEGE I NC
B I SHOP COLLEGE
BLACK HI L LS STATE COLLE
BLACKBURN COLLEGE
BL I SS COLLEGE
BLOO-MF I ELD COLLEGE
BLOOMSc3URG STATE COLLEG
BLUE MOUNTAIN COLLEGE
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QUALITT VI INSTITUTIONS (Conttd)

BLUEFIELD STATE COLLEGE
BLUFFTON 'COLLEGE
BOB JONES UNIVERSITY
BOISE STATE COLLEGE
BORROMEO SEM OF OHIO
BOsTON CONS oF MUSIC
BOWIE STATE COLLEGE
BRENAU COLLEGE
BRENN000 COLLEGE
BRESCIA cOLLEG
BRIAR CLIFF COLLEGE
BRIARCLIFF COLLEGE
BRIDGEPORT ENGR INST
BRIDGEWATER COLLEGE
BRYANT COLLEGE OF Bus A
BUENA VISTA COLLEGE
CABRINI COLLEGE
CAL ST COL DOMINGUEZ HL
CAL ST COL SAN BERNARDI
CALDWELL COL FOR WOMEN
CALIF. COL OF ARTS + CRA
CALIF INST oF 'THE ARTS
CALIF STATE COL FuLLERT
CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEG
CALIFORNIA BAPTI sT COL
CALIFORNIA LUTHERAN c:L.
CALIFORNIA MARIT IME ACA
CALVARY i3IBLE COLLEGE
CALVIN COLLEGE
CAMPBELLSVILLE COLLEGE
CAMPBELL COLLEGE
CANAAN COLL
CAPITOL INST OF TECH
CARDINAL STRITCH COLLEG
CARDINAL CUSHING COLLEG
CARDINAL GLENNUN COLLEG
CARROLL COLLEGE
CARSON NEWMAN COLLEGE
CARTHAGE COLLEGE
CASCADE COLLEGE .

CASTLETON STATE COLLEGE
CATAWBA COLLEGE
CATH COL MAC CONCEPTI
CATHERINE SPALDING COL
CATHOLIC &AD/ OF P R
CATHOLIC TEACHER COL
CEDAR CREST COLLEGE
CEDARVILLE COLL
CEN MO ST COL INDEPENON
CENTENARY COLLEGE .

CENTRAL I.tiLE. COLLEGE
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CENTRAL CONN STA TE CoL
CENTRAL mETHODIST COLLE
CENTRAL STATE COLLEGE
CENTRAL STATE uNIVERSIT
CENTRAL UNIV OF IOWA

CENTRAL WASHINGTON ST C
CENTRAL WESLEYAN COLLEG
,CENTRL MO ST C-ALL C
CENTRL mO ST COL MAIN C
CHADRON STATE COLLEGE
CHAMINADE CoL OF HONOW
CHAPMAN COLLEGE
CHESTNUT HILL COLLEGE
CHEYNEy STATE COLLEGE
CHICAGO STATE COLLEGE
CHICAGO TECHNI CA L COLL E
CHRISTIAN bROTHERS COL
CINCINNAT I BIBLE SEM
CLAFLIN COLLEGE
CLARION ST Cot_ AAIN cAm
CLARK COLLEGE
CLARKE COLLEGE
CLEARY COLLEGE
CLEVELAND INST. OF ART
CLEVELAND INST OF MUSIC
CLEVELAND STATE UNIV
CLRION ST COL VENA.NGO C
COKER COLLEGE FOR WOMEN
COL MT sT JOSEPH ON OHI
COL OF MOUNT ST VINCENT
COL OF NJTRE DAiv1E OF )
COL OF OUR LADY. OF ELAS
COL OF THE SACRED HEART
COL ST JOS THE PROVIDER
COL ST ROSE MAIN CAMPUS
COUP( JR CvL FOR WOAEN
COLGTE ROCHSTR-D I V 5
COLL OF ARTESIA
COLL OF JEWISH S TUDS
COLL OF THE SOUTHWST
COLLEGE MI SERI CORDI A
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLEGE
COLLE.G5,
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OF SOUTHERN UTA
OF GUAM
OF CHARLESTON
OF THE OZARKS
OF NOTRE DAME
OF IDAHO
OF ST FR ANCIS
OF EMPOR I A
OF ST BENEDICT
OF sT CATHERINE



QUALITY VI INSTITUTIONS (Cent ' d)

COLLEGE OF ST SCHOLAST I
COLLEGE OF ST TERESA
COLLEGE OF ST THOMAS
COLLEGE OF GREAT FALLS
COLLEGE OF ST MARY
COLLEGE OF ST EL IZABETH
COLLEGE OF SANT A FE
COLLEGE OF INSUR ANCE
COLLEGE OF STEUBENVILLE
COLORADO WSTRN COLL
COLUMBI A BI:5LE COLLEGE
COLUMBIA COLLEGE
COLUMBI A COLLEGE
COLUMBIA UNION COLLEGE
COLUMBIA UNIV COL PHARM
COLUMBUS COL A T + DES I
COMBS COLLEGE OF MUSIC
CONCORD COLLEGE
CONCORD I A COL MOORHEAD
CONCORDI A COL ST PAUL
CONCORDI A TEACHERS COL
CONVERSE COLLEGE
COPPIN S TATE COL LEGE
COVENANT COLLEGE
CULVER STOCOON COLLEGE
CUMBERLAND COLLEGE
CURRY COLLEGE
D C TEACHERS COL LEGE
D YOUVI L LE COLLEGE
DAKOTA WESLEYAN UNIV
DANA COLLEGE
DANIEL PAYNE COL LEGE
DAVI + ELKINS COLLEGE
DEF I ANCE COLLEGE
DEL VAL COL OF S CI + AG
DELAWARE STATE COLLEGE
DELTA STATE COLLEGE
DETROIT BIBLE COLLEGE
DETROIT COE OF BUSINESS
DETROIT INSTITUTE OF TE
DICKINSON STATE COLLEGE
DILLARD UNIVERS I TY
DIOCESAN SISTERS COL
DIV OF CONTINUI NG ED
DOANE COLLEGE
DOMINICAN COLLEGE RACIN
DOMINICAN COL SAN RAFAE
DOMINICAN COL OF BLAUVE
DON BOSCO COLLEGE
DORDT COLLEGE
Dpiy_LING_ COLL

DR MARTI N LUTHER COL
DRAKE COL OF FLOR I DA
DRURY COLLEGE
DUCHESNE COL SACRED HE A
DUNBARTON COL HOLY CROS
DUNS SCOTUS COLLEGE
DYKE COLLEGE
E CAR U-CHERRY P T
E CAR U-S JOHNSON CT
E CARO U-CAMP LEJEUN
E CAROL I NA U ALL C:v1P

E CAROL! NA U MAI N CAMPU
E TENN ST U MAIN CAMPUS
E TENN ST U-BR IS TOL
E TENN ST U-KINGSPRT
EAST CEN TRAL STA TE COL
EAST STROUDSBURG ST COL
EAST TEXAS BAPT I ST COL
EASTERN APTIST COLLEGE
EASTERN COLLEGE
EASTERN CONN STA TE COL
EASTERN I LLINOIS UNI V
EASTERN ;g1ENNONI T E. COLL E

EASTERN AONTANA COLLEGE
EASTERN NAZARENE COLLEG
EASTERN NEW MEX I CO UNI V
EASTERN PILGRIM COLLEGE
EASTERN WASHINGTON ST C
EDGEWOOD COLLEGE
EDINBORO STATE COLLEGE
EDWARD ;.!ATERS COLLEGE
E I SENHOW ER COLL
EL IZABETHTOWN COLLEGE
EL IZABETH CITY 5 TATE CO
E LON COLLEGE
EMBR.Y-RI DDLE AEO I NST
EMERSON COLLEGE'
ERSKINE COLLEGE
ESTRN KENTUCKY UN-I VERS I

EUREKA COLLEGE
.EVANGEL COLLEGE
FAIRFIELD UNIVERSITY
FA IRLEIGH DICKINSON UNI
FA I RLGH DCK5N--TEANCK
FA IRLGH DCKSN--ED WMS
,FA IRMONT ,S TATE COLLEGE
:FAITH BAPTIST BI BLE COL
'FARMINGTON STATE COLLEG
FAYETTEV I LLE STATE COL
EDERAL CI TY COL

FERRIS STATE COLLEGE._
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QUALITY yi INSTITUTIONS ast2.0._

FINCH COLLEGE
FINDLAY COLLEGE'
FLORENCE STATE COLLEGE
FLORIDA INST OF TECH
FLOR IDA MEMORIAL COLL EG
FLORIDA SOUTHERN COLL EG
FLORIDA TECH IJNI V
FONTBONNE COLLEGE
FORT HAYS .KANs sIAIE CO
FORT LEWIS COLLEGE
FORT VALLEY SI AIE COLLE
FORT WAYNE ART SCHOOL
.F0RT WAYNE BIBLE COLL EG
.FRANCIS T NI CHOLLS ST 'C
FRANCONIA COLLEGE
,FRANKLIN COL OF INDI ANA
FRANKLIN PIERCE COLLEGE
FRANKL IN UNIVERSITY
FREDERICK COLLEGE
FREE W I LL BAPT BIBLE CO
FRIENDS BIBLE COL
FRIENDS WORLD COLL
FRLGH DCK-FLOR MAIM
FROSTBURG TATa COLLEGE
FT KENT STATE COLLEGE
FT WR I GHT CUL HOLY NAME
GANNON '.COLLEGE
GARRETT THEO SEM
GEN* BEADLE STA TE COLL EG
GENERAL MOTORS I NST I TUT
GENEVA COLLEGE
GEORGE FOX COLLEGE
GEORGE WILLI AMS COLLEGE
GEORGIA COLLEGE
GEORG I A SOUTHWESTERN CO
GEORGIA SOUTHERN COLL EG
GEORG I AN COURT COLLEGE
GLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE
GLENV I LLE STATE COLLEGE
GOLDEN GATE COLLEGE
GOOD COUNSEL COLLEGE
GORHAM STATE COLLEGE
GRACE: BIBLE COLLEGE
GRACE. BIBLE I NST I TUTE
GRACE THEOL SEM + C3L
GRACE LAND COLLEGE
GRAMBL I NG 'COLLEGE
GRAND CANYON COLLEGE
GRAND VALLEY STATE COL
GRATZ -COLL
GREENS.3ORO COLLEGE
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GREENV I LLE COLLEGE
GRND RPM :APT COL +
GROVE CI TY COLLEGE
GUILFORD COLLEGE
GULF COAST SI BLE COL
HAMPTON INSTI T UTE
'HARDIN :IMMONS UNIVERS I
'HARDING COL MA IN CAMPUS
HARRIS TEACHERS COLLEGE
H.ARTtra CK COLLEGE
HAST INGS COLLEGE
HAWAII LOA COLL
.HEALD ENGR COLLEGE
HEBREW TCHRS COLLEGE
HEBREW UNION C3L-ALL
HENDERSON STAT E COLLEGE
HENDR I X COLLEGE
HIGH POINT COLLEGE
HIRAM SCOTT COLL
HOLY APOSTLES SEMNRY
HOLY FAMILY COLLEGE
HOLY FAMILY COLLEGE
HOUGHTON COLLEGE
HOUSTON WAPTIST COLLEGE
HRDNG COL SCH BBL TN
HUNT 1NGDON COL LEGE
HUNT INGTON COLLEGE
HURON COLLEGE
HUSSON COLLEGE
HUSTON T ILLOTSQN COLL EG
IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY
IMMAC CONCEPT/ ON SEM I NA
IMMACULATA COLLEGE
INCARNA TE WORD COLLEGE
IND U OF PA MA IN CAMPUS
IND U PA 'PUNXSUTAWNEY
IND U PA ARMSTRONG CO C.
IND UNI V HERRON SCH AR 1
INDI AN.A CENTRAL COLLEGE
INDIANA INSTITUTE OF TE
INDIANA STATE UNIVERS I T
INDIANA U OF PA-ALL
INTER AMER U-P R-ALL
IONA COLLEGE MAIN CAMPU
IONA COL ST GABRIEL CC.,L
IOWA WESLEYAN COLLEGE
JACKSON STATE COLLEGE
JACKSONVILLE S TATE UN I V
JACKSAV I LLE jNI VERS I TY
JARVIS CHRISTI AN COLL EG
JERSEY.. C I TY STATE COLL E



gum! vx =mum= conLviit

JEWISH THEOL SEM OF AME
JOHN BROWN UN I VERS I TY
JOHN F KENNEDY COLL
JOHN J PEPSH I NG COLL
JOHNSON C SM I TH ONI V
JOHNSON STATE COLLEGE
JONES COLLEGE
JONES COL ORLANDO CA
JUDSON COLLEGE
JUDSON COLLEGE
JUILL I ARO SCHOOL OF MUS
KANS ST COL OF P I TTSBUR
KANS ST TCHRS COL EMP OR
KANSAS C I TY ART INST I TU
KANSAS WE SLEYAN UNI V
KEARNEY STATE COLLEGE
KENTUCKY CHR I TI AN COL
..KENTUCKY SOUTHERN COLLE
KENTUCKY STATE COLLEGE
KENTUCKY . WESLEYAN COL LE
KEUKA COLLEGE
K INGS COLLEGE
K INGS COLLEGE
KIRKLAND COLLEGE
KNOXV I LLE COLLEGE
KUTZTOWN STA TE COLLEG E
L A BAPT COL + THEOL SE
LA GRANGE COLLEGE
LA ROCHE COLLEGE ,
LA VERNE COL LEGE,
LADYCLIFF COLLEGE

1LAKE ERI E COLLEGE
LAKELAND COLLEGE
LAMBUTH COLL EGE
LANCASTER NEO sa-M
LANDER COLLEGE
.LANE COLLEGE
LANGSTON UNI VERS I TY
LAWRENCE INS T TECHNOLOG
LAYT,ON . SCHOOL OF ART
LE MOYNE COLLEGE
LEA COLLeGE
LEE COLLEGE
LENO I RRHYNE COLLEGE
LESLEY COLLEGE .
LETOURNEAU COLLEGE
LEWI S COLLEGE
LEWI S.CLARK NORMAL SCHO
LIME STONE 'COLLEGE
LINCOLN CHR I ST IAN COLLE
LINCOLN Ni VORI AL UN I V
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L INCGLN UNIVERSITY
LINCOLN UNIVER SI TY
L INDENWOOD COLLEGE
LITTLE ROCK UN IVER5 I T Y
LIVINGSTON STATE COLLEG
LIVINGSTONE COLLEGE
LOCK HAVEN STATE COL LEG
LOMA LNDA U LOAA LNDA C
LOMA LNDA U LA SI ERRA C
LONGWOOD COLLEGE
LORE T TO HEIGHTS COLL EGE
LOUI SI ANA COLLEGE
LOWELL TECHNOLUG I CAL I N

LOYOLA -COLLEGE
LYCOM I NG 'COLLEGE
'LYNCHBURG COLLEGE
LYNDON STATE COLLEGE
MACK I NAC COLLEGE
MADI SON BUSINESS COL LEG
MADI SON COLLEGE
MADONNA COLLEGE
MAINE MARI T ME ACADE.14Y
MALONE COLLEGE
MANHAT TAN B I BLE COLL
MANHAT TAN COLLEGE
MANNA T TAN SCHOOL OF MUS
MANNES COLLE OF musIC
MANSF ELD STATE CCLL E
MARI AN COL OF FOND DU L
MARI Ai% COL. I ND IANAPOL IS
MARI L LAC COLLEGE
MARION. COLLEGE MAR ION
'MAR I S T COLLEGE
,MARK HOPKINS COLL
IMARS HI LL COLLEGE
'MARSHALL UN I V MA I N CEAlvii)
MARSHALL UN I V LOGAN BR
MARSHALL UN IV WI LL I AMSO
MARY COLLEGE
MARY HARDIN BAYLOR COL
MARY MANSE COLLEGE
.MARYCREST COLLEGE
MAR YKNOLL SEMI NARY
MARY KNOLL SEM
MARYLAND I NST COL OF AR
MAR YLHUR ST COL MA IN CAM

MARYMOUNT COLLEGE
MARYMOUNT COLLEGE
MARYMOUNT COLLEGE
MARYV.OUNT MANHAT TAN COL
te,AR.yv LLE .COLLEGE
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MAR YVLLE CEA. SACRED H A
MARYWOOD COLLEGE
MASS COLL OF OPTOMET
MASS COL OF PHARMACY
MASS MAR I T I ME ACADEMY
MASSACHUSETTS COL OF AR
MAYVILLE STATE COLLEGE
MCKENDREE COLLEGE
MCMURRY COLLEGE
MCNEESE STATE COLLEGE
MCPHERSON COLLEGE
MEDA I LLE COLLEGE
MEDI CAL COLLEGE OF 5 C
MEDI CAL COLL GEORG I A
MEMPHIS ACADEMY OF ARTS
MENLO COLLEGE
MERCER UNIV-ALL CAMP
.MERC ER UNI V MAIN CAMPUS
MERCER U-STHN 5 PHRM
,MERCY COLLEGE OF DETROI
.MERCY COLLEGE
MERCYHURST COLLEGE
.MEREDITH COLLEGE
MESS IAH COLLEGE
METHODIST COLLEGE
METHODIST T1-1E0 SCH-0
METROPOLI TAN STATE COL
MICH IGAN LUTHERAN COLLE
MIDAMERI CA NAZARENE
MIDDLE TENNESSEE ST UNI
MIDL AND LUTHERAN COLLEG
MIDWESTERN UNIVERS I TY
MIDWESTERN COL
,MIDWSTRN BA PT THEO S
MILES COLLEGE
MILLERSVILLE STATE COL
MILL IGAN COLLEGE
MILL S COLLEGE OF E6UC
MILTON COLLEGE
MILT ONVALE WESLEYAN COL
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL 0 F ENG
MINN BIBLE COLLEGE
MINNEAPOLIS SCHOOL OF A
MINOT STATE COLLEGE
MISS STATE COL FOR WOME
M ISS ,VALLEY STATE COLLE
MISS I SSI PPI INDUS COLLE
MISSOURI VALLEY COLLEGE
MO SCH OF RELIGION
MOBI LE COLLEGE
MOLLOY CATH COL A I N CA

MOLLOY CATH ST ALBRT
OORE COLLEGE OF ART
MOORHEAD STATE COLLEGE
MOREHEAD STATE JNI VERSI
MOREHOUSE COLLEGE
'MORGAN STATE COLLEGE
,MORR IS BROWN COLLEGE
,MORR I 5 COLLEGE
MORR IS HARVEY COLLEGE
MOUNT ANGEL COLLEGE

..MOUNT ANGEL SEMINARY
.MOUNT MARTY COLLEGE
.MOUNT MERCY COLLEGE
MOUNT MERCY COLLEGE
MOUNT SENARIO COLLEGE
MOUNT ST PAUL COLLEGE
MOUNT ST JOSEPH COLLEGE
MOUNT ST MARYS COLLEGE
MOUNT ST SCHOLAST I CA CO
MOUNT ST AGNES COLLEGE
MOUNT ST MARYS COLLEGE
MOUNT ST MARY COLL EGE
MOUNT ST MARY COLL EGE
MT ;v1ARY COL MAIN CAMPUS
MULTNOMAH SCHOOL OF BIB
MURRAY STA TE UNIVERSITY
MUSEUM ART SCHOOL
N C COLLEGE AT DURHAM
.N C SCHOjl. OF THE ARTS
N C WESLEYAN COLLEGE
N H COL ACCT + COMMERCE
NAS5ON COLLEGE .

NATkANIEL HAWTHORNE COL
NAT I ONAL COLLEGE OF EUU
NATL COLLEGE OF ,3U5 INES
NAZARETH COL OF KENTUCK
NAZARETH COLLEGE
NEBRASKA 'AtE SLEYAN UNI V
NER I SRAEL RABI3I NI CAL C
NEVADA SOUTHERN. UN I V
NEW 'ENG CONS OF MUS IC
NEW ENGLAND COLLEGE
NEW HAVEN COLLEGE
NEW MEXICO HIGHLANDS UN
.NEW 'YORK COLLEGE OF MUS
,NEWARK STATE COLLEGE
.NEWBERRY CE)LLEGE
NI AG U OUR LADY ANGL
NIAGARA UNI V MAIN CAMPU
,NICHOLS COL OF BU5 ADM
.NORTH ,CENTRAL IJLE COL
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NORTH GEORGIA COLLEGE
NORTHEASTERN STATE COL
NORTHEAST BIBLE INST
NORTHEASTERN ILL ST COL
NORTHEAST MISSOURI 5 T
NORTHERN STATE COLLEGE
NORTHERN MICHIGAN UNIV
NORTHERN MONTANA COLLEG
NORTHLAND COLLEGE
NORTHROP INST OF TECH
'NORTHWEST COLLEGE
,NORTHWESTERN STATE COL
NORTHWEST CHRISTIAN COL
NORTHWEST NAZARENE COL
NORTHWESTERN COLLEGE
NORTHWEST.MISSOURI ST C
NOTRE.DAME 'COLLEGE
NOTRE DAME COLLEGE
NOTRE 'DAME COL STATEN I
NOTRE DAME COLLEGE
NTHEST LOUISIANA ST COL
NTHESTRN COLL BIBLE INS
NTHWSTRN ST .COL LOUISIA
NY INST TECH-ALL CAM .

NY INST TECH MAIN CAMPU
NY INST TECH OLD WE-51.6::
NYACK MISSIONARY COLLEG
OAKLAND CITY COLLEGE
OAKWOOD COLLEGE
OGLETHORPE COLLEGE
OHIO DOMINICAN COLL
OK SCH B ACC.F1N LAW
OKLA COL OF LIBERAL ART
OKLA PANHANDLE STATE CU
OKLAHOMA BAPTIST UNIV
OKLAHOMA CHRISTIAN COL
OLD DOMINION COLLEGE
OLIVET COLLEGE
OLIVET NAZARENE COLLEGE
,ORAL ROBERTS UNIV
OREGON TECH INSTITUTE
OTTAWA UNIVERSITY
OUACHITA BAPTIST UNIV
OUR LADY OF THE LAKE CO
.04)R LADY OF CINCIN COL
OUR LADY OF ANGELS COL
ouR LADY HOLY CROSS
OWOSSO COLLEGE
PACE COLL ALL CAMP
PACE COLLEoE MAIN CAMPU

PACE COL WES TCHESTER CA
PACIF SCH RELIG
PACIFIC CHRISTIAN CO
PACT I C COLLFGE
PACIF I C UNIVERSI TY
PACIFIC ONI ON COLLEGE
PAINE COLLEGE
PAN AMER I CAN COLLEGE
PARK COLLEGE.
:PASADENA COLLEGE
PASDNA PLAYHS COL THR A
PATERSON STATE COLLEGE
PAUL QUI NN COLLEGE
PEABODY CONS OF MUS I C
PEMBROKE STA TE COL
PEPPERDI NE COLLEGE
PERU STATE COLLEGE
PEST ALOZZ I FROBELTC
PFE I FF ER COLLEGE
PHI L A COLLEGE OF I BLE

PHI LA COL-OSTEOP MED
PH I L A COL PHARMACY + SC
PH I L A COLLEGE OF. ART
PHILA COL OF 'TEX + SC I
PHI LA MUSICAL ACADEMY
PHILANDER SM I TH COLL EGE
P I EDMONT COLLEGE'
PIEDMONT BIBLE. COL I NC

P IKEV I LLE COLLEGE.
PORTLAND 6T ATE UN IV
PRAIR I E VIEW A + M COL
PRESBY TERI AN COLLEGE
PRESTCOTT COLL
pRov DENCE COLLEPE
QUEENS COLLEGE '

QUINCY COLLEGE ,

QUINN I PI AC COLLEGE

4i I SCHOOL OF DESIGN
RADFORD COLLEGE
REGI S COLLEGE .

AEGI 5 COL WOMEN-MA f N CA
AEGI S COL WOMEN FRAM I NG
ANODE I SLAND 'COLLEGE
A I CKER COLLEGE
R /0 GRANDE COLLEGE
iR I VI ER COLLGE
1ROANOKE . COLLEGE
ROBERTS WESLEYAN COLLEG
IROCHESTER INST TECHNOLO
AOCKHURST COLLEGE
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'ROCKY. MOUNTAIN COLLEGE
ROSARY COLLEGE
ROSARY HILL COLLEGE
RUST COLLEGE
S E BIBLE COLL
,S F CONS MUSIC
'SACRD HEART DOMINICAN C

SACRED HEART UNIVERSITY
'SACRED HEART COLLEGE
.SACRED HEART SEMINARY
SAGJNAW VALLEY COLLEGE
SALEM COLLEGE
SALEM COLCLARKSBURG
SALEM COLLEGE.
SALISBURY STATE COLLEGE
SALVE REGINA COLLEGE
SAM HOUSTON STATE COL
SAMFORD UNIVERSITY
SAN FRISCO ART INST COL
SAN JOSE dIbLE COLLEGE
SAN LUIS REY'COLLEGE
SAVANNAH STATE COLLEGE
SCH OF DAYTON ART. IN
SCH OF MUSEUM FINE ARTS
SCHOOL OF THE OZARKS
SCHOOLS OF .THE ART INST
SELMA UNIVERSITY
SEM OF.OUR LADY OF PROV
SHAW UNIVERSITY
SHELTOWCOLLEGE
SHENANDOAH COL + CONS 4/1
SHEPHERD COLLEGE
SHIPPENSBURG STATE COL
SHORTER COLLEGE
SHORTER. COLLEGE
SIENA COLLEGE
SIENA COLL
SIENA COLL
SIENA COLL,
SIENA HEIGHTS COLLEGE
SIMPSON BIBLE COLLEGE
SIOUX.FALLS COLLEGE
SONOMA STATE COLLEGE
SOUTH CAROLINA ST COLLE
SOUTH TEXAS JR COLLEGE
SOUTHEASTERN STATE CUL
SOUTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY.
'SOUTHEASTERN BIBLE COL
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI ST C
SOUTHERN OREGON COLLEGE

SOUTHERN STATE COLLEGE
SOUTHERN AISSIONARY COL
SOUTHERN STATE COLLEGE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CUL
SOUTHERN COLORADO. ST CO
SOUTHERN UNIV +A+MC
SOUTWESTN ASSEMB GOD C
SOUTHWEST TEXAS STATE C
SOUTHWESTERN STATL COL
SOUTHWESTERN COLL
SOUTHWESTERN COLLEGE
SOUTHwEST MINN STATE CO
SOUTHWEST MISSOURI ST C
SPELMAN COLLEGE
SPRING ARBOR COLLEGE
SPRING HILL COLLEGE
ST AMBROSE COLLEGE
ST, ANDREWS.PRESBY COL
ST ANSELMS COLLEGE
ST AUGUSTINES COL
ST BENEDICT COLLEGE
ST BENEDICT& COLLEGE
ST BERNARD COLLEGE
ST BONAVENTURE UNIVERSI
ST CHARLES BORROAEo SEA
ST CLOUD STATE COLLEGE
ST DOMINIC COLLEGE
ST EDWARDS UNIVERSITY
ST FRANCIS COLLEGE
ST FRANCIS COLLEGE
ST FRANCIS COLLEGE
ST GREGORYS COLLEGE
ST JOHN COL OF CLEVELAN
ST JOHN FISHER COL INC
ST 'JOHNS COLLEGE
ST JOS COLL CAPU sEr
ST JOS SEM COL MAIN CO.
cT JOSEPH COLLEGE
ET jo!:EPH COLLEGE
ST JOSEPH COL MAIN cAP
ST JUSEPm COL E'CHICAGO
ST JOSEPHS COLLEGE
ST JOSEPH COLLEGE
ST JOSEPHS COL FOR WOME
ST LEO cOLLEGE .

ST LOUIS COL OF PHARMAC
ST LOU/S INST MUSIC.
ST MARTINS COLLEGE
ST MARY COLLEGE
ST MARY OF THE WOODS CO
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ST MARY OF THE PLAINS C
'ST MARYS UNIVERSITY
ST MARYS COLLEGE
,ST MARYS DOMINICAN COL
.ST MARYS SEM + U MAIN C.
ST MARYS ST 'CHARLES COL
.ST MARYS COLLEGE.
ST MARYS COLLEGE
ST MEINRAD SEMINARY
ST MICHAELS COLLEGE
ST NORBERT COLLEGE
ST PATRICK6 COL
ST PAUL BIBLE COLLEGE
ST PAULS COLLEGE
ST PAULS SCH THEOLOG.
ST PETERS COLLEGE
ST PROCOPIUS COLLEGE
ST THOMAS SEMINARY
ST THOMAS AQUINAS COLLE
ST VINCENT COLLEGE
STANISLAUS STATE COLLEG
STATE COLLEGE OF ARK
STATE COL AT BRIOGEWATE
STATE COL AT FITCHBURG
STATE COL AT FRAMINGHAie!
STATE COL AT LOWELL
STATE COL AT NORTH ADA'4
STATE COL AT SALEM
STATE COL AT WESTFIELL.
STATE COL AT WORCESTER
STATE COL AT BOSTON
STEPHENS COLLEGE
STERLING COLLEGE
STHEASTRN MASS TECH INS
STHESTRN LOUISIANA COL
STILLMAN COLLEGE
STOUTST UNIV MAIN CAMP
ST0Ut ST U BARRON CO BR
SUFFOLK UNIV MAIN CAMPU
SUFFOLK, UNIV LAW SCH
SUL ROSS STATE COLLEGE
SUNY COLLEGE BROCKPORT-
SUNY COLLEGE BUFFALO
SUNY COLLEGE CORTLAND
SUNY COLLEGE GENE5E0
SUNY.COLLEGE PLATTSBURG
SUNY'COLLEGE. POTSDAM
SUNY MARITIILIE COLLEGE
SUNY OLD WESTBURY
5UNy RANGER 5CH FOR -
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SWAIN SCH OF.DESIGN
TABOR COLLEGE' .

. TAHOE PARADISE COL
TALLADEGA COLLEGE
TARKIO COLLEGE
TARLETON STATE COLLEGE
.TAYLOR UNIVERSITY
TEMPLE BUELL COLLEGE
TENN AG + INDUS ST UNIV
TENN TECHNOLOGICAL UNIV
TENN WESLEYAN COLLEGE
TENNESSEE TEMPLE COLLEG
TEXAS A + I UNIVERSITY
TEXAS COLLEGE
TEXAS SOUTHERN UNIV
TEXAS WESLEYAN COLLEGE
THIEL COLLEGE.
THOMAS COLLEGE
TIFFIN uNIVERSITY
TIFT COLLEGE
TOCCOA FALLS INSTITUTE
TOUGALOO COLLEGE
TOwSON STATE COLLEGE
TRENTON STATE COLL
TREVECCA NAZARENE COLLE
TRISTATE COLLEGE
TRINITY COLLEGE
TRINITY COLLEGE
TROY STATE U MAIN CAMPUS
TUSKEGEE INSTITUTE
U S DIEGO SCHL LAW.
U SAN DIEGO COL FOR WOM
U SAN DIEGO COL FOR MEN
UNION COLLEGE
UNION COLLEGE
UNION UNIVERSITY
UNIV DUBUQUE MAIN CAMPU
UNIV DUBUQUE THEO SM
UNIV N H PLYMOUTH ST CO
.UNIV NEBRASKA OMAHA
UNIV OF ALBUQUERQUE
UNIV OF CORPUS CHRISTI
UNIV OF EVANSVILLE
UNIV OF MARYLAND $T COL
EJNIV 3F NORTHERN IOWA
-UNIV OF N H KEENE ST CO-
.UNIV OF N C AT CHARLOTT
UNIV OF SOUTH ALABAMA
'UNIV OF SOUTH FLORIDA
ONIV OF TEX AT ARLINGTO
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UNIV OF VA MARY. wASH CO
UNIV OF WEST FLORIDA
UNIVERSITY OF ST THOMAS
UNIVERSITY OF RICHMOND
ONIVERSITY OF SCRANTON
UNIVERSITY OF TAMPA
UNIVERSITY OF dALTIMORE
UPPER IOWA UNIVERSITY
URSULINE COL FOR WOMEN
URSULINE COL
US INTERNATIONAL UNIV
VA CMMNWLTH U MAIN C
VA CMNWLTH MED COL V
VA STATE COL MAIN CAMPU
VA STATE COL NORFOLK DI
VALUOSTA STATE COLLEGE
VALLEY,CITY STATE COLLE
VANDERCOOK COLL .AUS
VENNARD: COLLEGE
VERMONT COLLEGE
VILLA MARIA COLLEGE .

VILLA MADONNA COLLEGE
VIRGA 'SEM AND COLL
VIRGA WESLE.YAN COLL
VIRGINIA UNION UNIVERSI
VITERBO COLLEGE
W LIELST COL HNCOCK CO
W LIBERTY ST COL MAIN C
W VIRGINIA INST OF TECH

.W VIRGINIA WESLEYAN.CCL
WAGNER COLLEGE
WALLA WALLA COLLEGE
WALSH COLLEGE
WARNER PACIFIC COLLEGE
WARTBURG COLLEGE
WASHBURN UNIV OF TOPEKA
WASHINGTON BIBLE COLLEG
WASHINGTON STATE COLLEG
WAYLAND BAPTIST COLLEGE
WAYNE STATE COLLEGE
!WAYNESBURG COLLEGE
'WEBSTER COLLEGE
WESLEYAN,. COLLEGE:
WEST GHESTER'STATE- COL
WEST; OAST U MAIN .

WEST CST U ORGE 'CTY
WEST GEORGIA COLLEGE
WEST TEXAS STATE UNIV
14EST VIRGIIA STATE COL

13.6

WESTBROOK JUNIOR CULLEG
WESTERN COLLEGE FOR WUM
WESTERN CONN ST COLLEGE
WESTERN CAROLINA UNIV
WESTERN MONTANA COLLEGE
WESTERN NEw ENGLAND COL
WESTERN NEw MEXICU UNIV
WESTMAR COLLEGE
WESTMINSTER COLLEGE
WESTMINSTER COLLEGE
WESTMINSTER CHOIR COLLE
WHEELING COLLEGE
WHEELOCK COLLEGE
WHITTIER COLLEGE
WHITWORTH COLLEGE
WHITWORTH COLL

. wILBCRFORCE UNIVERSITY
WILEY COLLEGE
WILLIAM CAREY COLLEGE
WILLIAM J-URYAN .COLLEGE
WILLIAM JEWELL COLLEGE
WILLIAM PENN COLLEGE ,

'WILLIAM WOODS COLLEGE
WILMINGTON COLLEGE
WILMINGTON. COLLEGE
WINDHAM .COLLEGE
WINONA STATE COLLEGE

.

WINSTONSALEM STATE. COL
WINTHROP CCLLEGE
WIS STATE UNIV EAU CLAI
WIS STATE UNIV. RIVER FL
wIS STATE UNIV WHITEWAT
WOODBURY COLLEGE.
WRIGHT .STATE UNIV
WSTRN BAPT COL + THF.:0 5

WSTRN KENTUCKY UNIVERSI
WSTRN STATE COL COLORAD
XAVIER UNIVERSITY
YAMPA vALLEy CLEGE
YANKTON COLLEGE
YOUNGSTOWN ST UNIVERSIT
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ABRAHAM bALDWIN AGRIC C
ACADEMY OF AERONAUTICS
ADIRONDACK COMMUNITY CO
AIMS COLLEGE
ALABAMACHRISTIAN COLLE
ALBANY JR COLLEGE
ALEXANDR CTY STATE JR C
ALICE LLOYD COLLEGE
ALLAN HANCJCK COLLEGE
ALLEGANY COMMUNITY COL
ALLEN ACADEMY
ALLEN CO.CMTY JUNIOR CO
ALPENA COMMONITY,COLLEG
ALPHONSUS COLL
ALTUS JR COLLEGE
ALVIN,JR COLLEGE
AMARILLO COLLEGE
AMER RIVR COL MAIN cAMP
AMER RVR COL PLACERVL C
AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ART
ANCILLA DOMINI COLL
ANDERSON COLLEGE
ANDREW COLLEGE
ANGELINA CO JR COLL
ANNE,ARuNDEL CMTY COLLE
ANOKA-RAMSEY ST JR COL
ANTELOpE VALLEY COLLEGE
APPALACHIAN BIB INST
AQUINAS JC OF BUS,.
AQUINAS JR COLL
AQUINAS SCHOOL
ARAPAHOE JR COLLEGE
AREA TEN CMTy COLLEGE
ARIZONA wESTERN COLLEGE
ASHEVL BUNCOMBE TECH IN
ASHLAND COUNTY TCHRS CO
ASSUMPTION COLLEGE
ATLANTIC CMTY COLLEGE
AUBURN COMMUNITY COLLEG
AUBURN MAINE SCH OF COM
'AUSTIN STATE JR COLLEGE
AVERETT COLLEGE
.BACONE COLLEGE
BAKERSFIELD COLLEGE
BALTIMORE JR COLLEGE
BARSTOW COLLEGE
BAY DE NOCCOMMUNITy CO
BAY PATH JUNIOR COLLEGE
BECKER JR COLLEGE
BECKLEY COLLEGE '
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BEE COUNTy JuNIOR COLLE
BELLEVILLE JR COLLEGE
BELLEVUE CMTY COLLEGE
BENNETT COLLEGE
BERGEN CMTY COLL
BERK-CHAR-DOR TCH ED
BERKSHIRE.CMTY COLLEGE
BIG BEND CoMMUNITY COL
BISMARCK JR COLLEGE
BLACK HAWK COLLEGE
BLACK HAWK COL/KC-WAN
BLINN COLLEGE
BLISS COLLEGE
BLUE MOuNTAIN CMTY COL
.BLUE RIDGE.CMTy COLLEGE
BLUEFIELD COLLEGE
BOONE JR COLLEGE
BRADFORD JR COLLEGE
BRAINERD STATE JR.COLLE
BROIDYWINE JR COLL
BRAZOSPORT JR COLL
BREVARD COLLEGE
BREVARD JR COLLEGE
BREWTON PARKER COLLEGE
BRISTOL CMTy COLLEGE'
BROOKDALE CMTY COLL
BROOME TECH COMMUNITY C
BRUNSWICK JUNIOR COLLEG
BRYANT + STRATTON COM S.
BUCKS COUNTy CMTY COLLE
.RuFFALO DIOCESAN PREP S
BURDETT COLLEGE
BUTLER CO CMTY COLLEGE
BUTLER COUNTY CMTY JR c
BUTTE JR COLLEGE
CA9RILLO COLLEGE
CALDWELL TECH INST
CALIFORNIA CONCORDIA CO
CAMBRIDGE SCH OF BUSINE
CAMDEN COUNTY COLL
CAMERON STATE AGRIC COL
CANADA COLLEGE
CANAL ZONE COLLEGE
CANTON COMMUNITY COLLEG
CAPE COD COMMUNITY COL
CARL SANDBURG OLL
CASPER COLLEGE'.
CATAWBA VALLEY TECH INS
-CATONSVILLE CMTY CoLLEG
CAZENOvIA COLLEGE
CECIL CO CMUNTy.cp.L.L_
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CENTERVILLE COMMUNITy C
CENTRAL COLLEGE
CENTRAL FLORIDA JR COL
CENTRAL NEBR TECH
CENTRAL OREGON CEITY COL
CENTRAL PIEDMONT CMTY C
CENTRAL TECH INSTITUTE
CENTRAL TEXAS COLLEGE
CENTRAL VA CMTY COLLEGE
CENTRAL YMCA CMTY COLLE
CENTRALIA COLLEGE.
CERRITOS COLLEGE
tHABOT COLLEGE
CHAFFEY COLLEGE
CHAMBERLAYNEEMECOLL
CHAMPLAIN.COLLEAE
CHARLES. co :CpmmuNITY
CHATT'ANOOGA :CITY COLLEG
CHATTANOOGAESTJECH INS
.CHESAPEAKE COLLEGE
CHGO 'CITY COL bOGAN CAM
:CHGO CITY'COL LOOP CAM
CHGO.CTY COL CRANE CAM
CHGO'CTY COL FENGER CAM
CHGO CTY CjL STHEAST CA
'CHGO CTY COL WILSON CA
CHGO CTY COL WRIGHT CAM
,CHGO CY COL AMNDSN-MYFA
CHICAGO ACAD OF FINE AR
CHIPOLA JR COLLEGE
CHOWAN COLLEGE
CHRISTIAN COL OF STHWES
CHRISTIAN COLLEGE
CHRSTOPHR COL CORP CHRS
CISCO JR COLLEGE
CITRUS JR COt
CITY COL OF SAN FRANCIS
CLACKAMUS CMTY COLLEGE
CLARENDON COLLEGE
CLARK CO TECH INST
CLARK COLLEGE
CLARKE MEMORIAL COLLEGE
CLATSOp CMTY COLLEGE
CLEVELAND STATE CMTY CU
CLOUD COUNTY CMTY JR CO
CMTY C ALLEG'CO ALLEG C
.CMTY C.ALLEG. CO:EAST CA
.CMTY C ALLECCO'SOUTH C
'CMTY COL OF PHILA
'CIATY COL OF BEAVER C'..)

CMTY COLEEOEEDELAWARE CO

us

CMTY COLL OFIDENVER
CMTY,COLL-FOGgR LKS
.COAHOMA JR COILEGL
;COALINGA COLLEGE
COCHISE COLLEGE
COFFEYVILLE COLLEGE
.COGSWELL POLY COLL
COL VIRGIN IS MAIN CA,V
'COL. VRGN IS-ST CROIX
COLBY CMTY JR COLLEGE
COLL OF DUPAGE
.COLL OF EASTERN UTAH
.COLL OF ST GERTRUDE
.COLLEGE OF ALAMEDA
.COLLEGF OF MARIN
COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO
COLLEGE OF SOUTHERN IDA
COLLEGE OF THE MAINLAND
COLLEGE OF THE DESERT
COLLEGE OF THE REDWOODS
COLLEGE OF THE SEQUOIAS
COLLEGE,OF THE 51SKIYOU,
COLLEGE OF THE ALEEMARL
COLORADO MTN COLLEGE
COLUMBIA CHRISTIAN COL
COLUMbIA BASIN CMTY COL
COLUMBIA JR COLL
COLUMBIA STATE CMTY COL
COLUMBUS COLLEG5
COMPTON COLLEGE
CONCORDIA COLLEGE
CONCORDIA COLLEGE
CONCORDIA COLLEGIATE IN
CONCORDIA LUTHERAN COL
CONCORDIA LUTHERAN JR C
CONNORS:STATE AGRIC COL
CONTRA COSTA COLLEGE
COOKE COUNTY JR COLLEGE
COPIAH LINCOLN JR COL
CORBETT JR COLL
CORNING COMMUNITY COLLE
COTTEY COLLEGE
COUNTY COL OF MORRIS
COWLEY COUNTY CMTY JR C
CROSIER SEMINARY
CROv;DER COLLEGE
CUESTA COLLEGE'
CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLE
CUMBERLAND COL'OF TENN
CUNY UUEENSBORO CMTY CO
CyNY :A3NX COMAJAITY CO



;maw vn INSTITUTIONS (Coit ' c1)

CUNY KINGSBORO CMTY COL
CUNY. MANHATTAN CMTY COL
CUNY N Y CITY CMTY COL
CUNY STATEN IS CMTY COL
CUYAHOGA CMTY C-ALL
CUYHOG CMTY COL METRO C
'CUYHOG CMTY COL WSTRN C
CYPRESS COLLEGE
DABNEY. LANCASTER.CMTY C
DALLAS:BAPTIST.,COLLEGE
DALTON JR COL:,
DANVILLE CMTY COLLEGE
DANVILLE JR COLLEGE
DAVENPORT COL OF BUSINE
DAVIDSON CO CMTY COL
DAVIS JR COL OF BUS
DAWSON COLLEGE
DAYTONA BEACH JR COLLEG
DE ANZA JR. COLLEGE
DE LIMA JR COLLEGE
DE SALES PREP SEM INC
DEAN JR COLLEGE
DEKALa COLLEGE
DEL'MAR.COLLEGE.
DELAWARE TECH/CMTY C
DELGADO COL
DELTA COLLEGE
DEVRY TECH INSTITUTE
DIAaLO.VALLEY COLLEGE
IDIXIE.COLLEGE
'DODGE CITY CMTY JR COL
opoTCOUNTY TEACHERS C
'DONNELLY COLLEGE
'DOOR KEWAUNEE CO T C
DURHAM TECH INST
OUTCHESS CMTY COLLEGE

.

EAST CENTRAL JR.COLLEGE
EAST LOS ANGELES COLLLG
PAST MISSISSIPPI JR COL
EASTERN ARIZONA COLLEGE
EASTERN wYOMING COLLEGE
EDISON JUNIOR,COLLEGE.
EDMONDS CMTY.COLLEGE
EL CAMINO .COLEEGE
EL CENTRO COi:.tEGE
EE RENO JR COLLEGE
ELGIN.,COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ELIZAaETH SETOWCOLLEGE
ELLEN CUSHING JR COLLEG.
ELLSWORTH COLLEGE
EMMANUEL COLLEGE
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EMMETSBURG CMTY COLLEGE
ENDICOTT JR COLLEGE
ENGLEWOOD CLIFFS COLLEG
ENTERPRISE .ST JR COL
ERIE CO TECH INSTITUTE
ESSEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ESSEX COUNTY CULL
ESTHERVILLE JR COLLE'oE
ESTRN IA CMTY COL CLINT
ESTRN IA CMTY C SCOTT C
ESTRN IA CMY COL MUSCAT
'ESTRN OKLAHOMA STATE CO
EVERETT CMTY COLLEGE
!FAIRBURY JR COLLEGE
'FASHION INSTITUTE OF TE
FAYETTEVILLE TECO IN
FELICIAN COLLEGE
FERGUS FALLS STATE JR C
FERRUM JR COLLEGE
FISHER JUNIOR COLLEGE
FLATHEAD VLY CMTY COL
FLINT CMTY JR COLLEGE
FLORENCE DARL TCH ED
FLORIDA COLLEGE
FLORIDA JR COL JACKSONV
FLORIDA KEYS JUNIOR COL
FLORI5ANT VLY COLL
FOOTHILL.COLLEGE
FORSYTH TECH INST
FORSYTH SCH DENT HYC3NST
FORT SCOTT CMTY JR CCL
'FRANK PHILLIPS COLLEGE
'FRANKLIN INST OF BOSTON
FREDERICK CMTY COLLEGE
FREED HARDEMAN COLLEGE
FREEMAN JR COLLEGE
FREMONT CO CMTY COLL
FRESNO CITY COLLEGE
FRIENDSHIP JUNIOR COLLE
FT STEILACOOM CMTY C
FT WORTH CHRISTIAN COL
FULLERTON JR COLLEGE
FULTON-MONJGOMRY C.TY C
GADSDEN 3TATE JR COLLEG
GAINESVILLE JR COLL
GALVESTON CMTY COLLEGE
GARDEN CITY CMTY:JR COL
GARDNER WEBB COLLEGE
.GARLAND JR COLLEGE
GASTON COLLEGE
GAV.IJ.AN_COLLEGE.



QUALITY vrE nennmons (Conttd)

GENESEE CmTy COLLECIE
GEO C wALLACE sT TEcH 5
GEORGIA mILITARY COLLEG
GLEN OAKS CMTy COLLE(0L
GLENDALE COAAUNITy cOL
GLENDALE COLLEGE
GLOUCESTER CO COLL
GOGEBIC COMMUNITY COLLE
GOLDEN VLy LuTH COLLEGE .

GOLDEN WEST COLLEGE
GOLDEY BEACOM JR COL
GORDON MILITARY CuLLEGE
GRAND RAPIDS JR COLLEGE

.

GRAND vIEw COLLEGE
GRAYS HARBOR COLLEGE
GRAYSON Co JR COLLEGE
GREEN MOUNTAIN COLLEGE
GREEN RIVER CMTy COLLEG
GREENBRIER COLLEGE
GREENFIELD CATy COLLEGE
GREENVL TECHNICAL ED CT
GROSSmONT COLLEGE
GTR HARTFORD CMTY CO
GUILFORD TECH
GULF COAST JR: cOLL
GuLF PARK JR COLLEGE
HAGERST04/N JR COLLEGE
HANNIBAL LA GRANGE coL
HARcum JR COLLEGE
HARFORD JR COLLEGE
HARRISBURG AREA CMTy Co
HARTFORD COL .FOR WOMEN
HARTFORD ST TkCH COLLEG
HARTNELL COLLEGE
HENDERsON'COUNTY JR COL
HENRY FORD COMMUNITY Cu
HERKIMER CO CMTy COL
41ESSION COLLEGE.
HIBBING STATE JR-COLLEG
HIGHLAND CMTy'JR COLLEG
.HIGF1LAND COMMUNITY.COL
HIGHL*ND::PARK COLLEGE
HtGHLINE COLLEGE
HILL4NiOR COLLEGE
HILLSBOROUGH JR COLL
HINDS JR .COLLEGE
HIWASSFE COLLEGE .

HOLMES JR COLLEGE'
HOLY CROSS JR COLL
HOLYOKE ComuNITY COLLE
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.HORRy-mAR-GEO TCH ED
HOWARD COUNTy JR
HUDSON VALLEY cTy COL
HUMPHREYS COLLEGE
HUTCHINSON CMTy JR cL
IA CEN CMTy COL FT DoDG
IA CEN CMy CoL EAGLE GR.
IA CEN CAy COL WEBSTER
IA WSTRN Cy COL CLARIN
IA wSTRN CMy COL CNCL 5
ILLINOIS CENTRAL COLLEG
ILLINOIS VALLEy CmTy Co
IMMACuLATA COLLEGE
IMMACULATA COL OF i;ASH
IMMACULATA-COLLEGE
IMPERIAL VALLEY COLLEGE
INDEPEWENCE CMTy JR Co
INDIAN RIVER JR COLLEGE
ISOTHEWAAL CMTY COLLEGE
ITASCA STATE JR COLLEGE
ITAWAMBA J C-ALL CAA
ITAWAm9A JC vOC TEC
ITAWAMBA JR COLLEGE
J CONNALLY TECH INST
JACKSN CO Jc PERKNSTN C
JACKSON CmTy COLLEGE
JACKSON STATE cMTy C
JACKsONVILLE COLL
JAMES SPRUNT JNST
JAMEsTON COAMuNITY COL
JC OF ST LOUIS CIO

JEFF oAvIS COL PERc:INST
JEFFERSON COLLEGE
JEFFERsON:COMAUNITy COL
JEFFERsoN DAVIS ST JR C
JEFFCRsON STATE JR cOL
JOHN A LOGAN COLL
JOHN C CALHouN ST TECH
JOHN TyLER CP:Ty COLLEGE
JOHNsN + WALES JR CoL
JOLIET Jk COLLEGE
JONES cOuNTy JR COLLEGE
JR COLLEGE BROwARD couN
JUDSON BAPTIST .cOLLEGE
KALAMAZOO VLy CNITY,C
KANKAKEE CMTy COLL
KANS CTy KANS CMTY JR C
KASKASKIA COLLEGE'
KELLOGG COmMuNITY COLLE
KEMPER ILITARY SCH + C



QUALITY VII 111STITMO1 S Nant'd1

.ENDALL COLLEGE
KENNESAW JR COLL
KENOSHA TECH INST
KETTERING COL MD ART
KEYSTONE JR COLLEGE
KILGORE COLLEGE
KINGS COLLEGE
KIRKLAND CMTY COLL
KIRKLAND HALL COI-LEG
KISHWAUKEE COLLEGE
KITTRELL COLLEG,E
LA SALETTE SEW'
LABETTE CMTY JR COLLEGE
LACKAWANNA JR COLLEGE
LAKE-SUMTER JR. COLLEGE
LAKE MICHIGAN COLLEGE
LAKE REGION JR COLLEGE
LAKELAND CMTY COLLEGE
LAKELAND COLLEGE
LAKEWOOD ST.JR COLLEGE
LAMAR. jR COLLEGE
LANCASTER SCH OF etaLE
LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
LANEY .COLLEGE
LANGLADE COUNTY TCHR C
LANSING COMMUNITY COLLE
LAREDP JR COLLEGE
LASELL JR COLLEGE
LASSEN COLLEGE
LATTER-.DAY SAINTS BUS C
LEE-COLLEGE
LEE MCRAE COLLEGE
IEES JR COLLEGE
LEHIGH CO CMTY COLLEGE
LEICESTER JUNIOR COLLEG
LENpR.co CMY.COL MAIN C
LINicpLN COLLEGE
LINCOLN.LAND JR COLL
LINPSEYWIL5ON COLLEGE
LIWBENTON CMTY COLLEG
LK:CTY JC + FOR RNGER 5
LON:MORRIS COLLEGE..
LONG BEACH CITY COLLEGE
LORAIN CO CMTY COLLEGE
tOS ANGELES CITY COLLEG
LO5ANGELES HARBOR COL
LOSANGELES PIERCE COL
LOS ANGELE:J STH4ST COL
LOS'ANGELES .TR TECH COL
LOS,ANGELES VALLEY COL
LOUISBURG COLLEGE

'
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'LOURDES JR-COLL
LOWER COLUMBIA COLLEGE
LUBBOCK CHRISTIAN COLLE
LUTHER COLLEGE
LUZERNE CO CMTY COLLEGE
MACCORMAC COLLEGE
MACOMB CO C C-CTR CA
MACOMB COUNTY 04TY COL
MACON JR COLLEGE
MADISON VOCTECH + AP 5
MAGIC VLY CHRISTIAN COL
MANATEE JR.COLLEGE
MANCHESTER' COMMUNITY CO
MANITOWOC CO TCHRS COL
MANOR JR COLLEGE
MARIA REGINA COLLEGE
MARIA COLLEGE OF ALBANY
MARICOPA TECH COLL
'MARION.INSTITUTE
MARJORIE WEBSTER JR COL
MARSHALLTOWN CMTY COLLE
MARTIN COLLEGE
MARY HOLMES JR COLLEGE
MARYMOUNT COLLEGE OF VA
MARYMOUNT COLLEGE
MASS BAY-COMMUNITY COL
MASSASOIT CMTY COLLEGE
MATER CHRISTI SEMINARY
MATER DEI COLLEGE
MATTATUCKCMTY'COL
MAUNAOLU COLLEGE OF iiU
MCCOOK COLLEGE.
MCHENRY CO jR COLL
MCLENNAN CMTY COLLEGE
MERCED COLLEGE
MERCER CO CMTY COL-
MERIDIAN JUNIOR COLLEGE
MERRITT COLLEGE
AESA COLLEGE MAIN CAMPU
MESA COMMUNITY COLLEGE.
MESABI STATE JR COLLEGE
METRO STATE JR COLLEGE
'METROPOLITAN JR COLLEGE
'MIAMI-DADE JUNIOR COLLE
MIAMI-JACOhS JR CCL Bus
MICHIGAN CHRISTIAN JR C
MIDDLE GEORGIA COLLEGE
MIDDLESEX CMTY COL
MIDOLESEX COUNTY COLLEG
MIDWAY JR COLLEGE
MILES cojy. COLLEGE



Taw! VII INSTITUTIONS Nonttd1

MILWAUKEE INST TECHNOLC
MINERAL AREA.COLLEGE
MIRA)COSTA COL
MISSIONARY AVN INST
MISSISSIPPI DELTA JR CO
MISSOURI SOUTHERN COLLE
'MISSOURI WESTERN COL
!MITCHELL COLLEGE
IMITCHELL COLLEGE
.MOBERLy JR COLLEGE
MOBILE STATE JR COLLEGE
MODESTO JR COLLEGE
MOHAWK VALLEY CATY CoL
MONROE COMMUNITY COLLEG
MONROE COUNTY CMTy.CuL
MONTCALM CMTY COLLEGE
MONTEREY PENINSULA CL
MONTGOMERY CO CMTY COL
MONTGOMERY JC ROCKVILLE
MONTGOMERY JC TAKOmA PA
MONTICELLO COLLEGE
MONTREAT-ANDERSON C3L I

MOODY BIBLE INSTITUTE
MOORPARK JR COLLEGE
MORAINP VLY CMTY COL
MORRISTOWN COLLEGE
MORSE COLLEGE INC
MORTON JR COLLEGE
.MOUNT ALUYSIUS JR COLLE
MOUNT IDA JR COLLEGE.
MOUNT OLIVE JR COL'
MOUNT SAN ANTONIO COLLE
MOUNT ST CLARE COLLEGE
MOUNT VERNuN JR COLLEGE
MOUNT WACHUSETT CMTY CO
MT HOOD CMTY COLLEGE
MT SACRED. HEART COL
MT SAN, JACINTO COLLEGL
MT VERNON COMTY COLL .

MT VERNON NAZARN COL
:MULTNOMAH COLLEGE
MURRAY ST CUL AG+APSCI
MUSKEGON BUSINESS COLLE
MUSKEGON Cu CMTY COLLEG
N DAK STATE SCHOOL SCI
DAK ScHOUL OF FORESTR

.N,H TECH INST CONCORD
N H VOC INST MANCHESTER
H VOC INST PORTSMOUTH

N IOWA AREA CMTY COLLEG_

NAPA COLLEGE
NASSAU CMTY COLLEGE
NATCHEZ JR COLLEGL
NATIONAL BUSINESS COLLE
NAVARRO JR COLLEGE
NEOSHO COUNTY CMTY JR C
NEW ENGLAND AERO,INS
NEW MEXICO JUNIOR COLLE
NEW MEICO MILITARY INS
NEW RIVER VOC TECH SCHO
NEWTON JR COLLEGE
.NIAGARA COUNTY CMTY COL
NO CENTRAL MICHIGAN COL
NORFOLK JR.COLLEGE
NORMAN COLLEGE
NORMANDALE ST JR COL
NORTH COUNTRY CMTY C
NORTH CJRAL TCH INST
NORTH FLORIDA JR COLLEG
NORTH GREENVILLE JR COL
NORTH HENNEPIN ST.JR CO
NORTH IDAHO JR COLLEGE
NORTH PLATTE COLLEGE
NORTH SHORE CATY COLLEG

, 'NORTHAMPTN COMMERCIAL C
,NORTHEAST ALA ST JR COL
!NORTHEASTERN JR COLLEGE
!NORTHEASTN OKLA A + A C
*NORTHERN E5SEX C-1TY CCL
'NORTHENN OKLAHOMA COLLE
AORTHERN VA CMTY CoLLEG
.NORTHLAND STATE JR COL
.NORTHvqEST ALA :)1* JR COL
HNORTHwEST COMMUNITY CjL
ORTHESTERN MICHIGAN C
NORTHWOOD INST ALMA
NORTHWSTRN CONN.CMTY CO
NORWALK COMMUNITY COL
NORWALK STATE TECH COL
NTHAMPTN C3 AREA CMTY C
NTHEST MISSISSIPPI JR C
.NTHESTRN CHRISTN JR COL
NTHwD INST CEDAR HILL T
NTHWD INST W BADEN IND
NTHWOOD INST MAIN CAMPU
NTHWST MISSISSIPPI JR C
OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLE
OAKLD C C-ORCHRD RDG
OAKLND C C-AUBURN HL
OAKLNO C C7HGHLNO_LK____
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OCEAN COUNTY COLLEGE
ODESSA COLLEGE
OHIO COL OF APP SCIENCE
.OHIO TECHNICAL COLLEGE
0Hf0 VALLEY COLLEGE
OHLONE COL
OKALOOSA WALTON JR COL
OKLAHOMA MILITARY ACAO
OLNEY CENTRAL COLL
OLYMPIC COLLEGE
ONONDAGA CMTY COLEEGE
ORANGIOG CALHN TCH ED
ORANGE COAST COLLEGE .

ORANGE COUNTY CMTY CUL
ORLANDO JUNIOR COLLEGE
OTERO JR COLLEGE
OTTUMWA HEIGHTS COLLEGE
'OUR'LADY OF ANGELS JR C
OUTAGAMIE CO TCHRS COL
PACKER COLLEGIATE INST
PADUCAH JR COLLEGE
PALM BEACH JR COLLEGE
PALMER COL MAIN CAMPUS
PALMER COLLEGE coLumalk
PALMER JR COL
PALO VERDE COLLEGE
PALOMAR COLLEGE
PAMLICO INDUS ED CTR
PANOLA COLLEGE
PARIS JR COLLEGE
PARKLAND JR COLLEGE
PARSONS SCHOOL OF DESIG
PASADENA CITY COLLEGE
PATRICK:HENRY ST JR COL
PAUL SMITHS COL ARTS. SC
PEACE COLLEGE
PEARL RIVER JR COLLEGE
PEIRCE JUNIOR COLLEGE
PENINSULA COLLEGE
PENN HALL JR COLLEGE
PENSACOLA.JR COLLEGE
PERKINSTN COL MAIN CAmP
PERRY NORMAL SCHOOL
PHILLIPS CO CMTY COLLEG
PHOENIX COLLEGE
PIEDMONT TECH ED CTR
PINE MANOR JR COLLEGE
PITT. TECHNICAL INSTITolo
POINT- PARK COLLEGE

.

POLK CO TCHRS COLL
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POLK JUNIOR COELE5E
PORTERVILLE COLLEGE
PORTLAND CMTY COLLEGE
POST JR COLLEGE
POTEAU CMTY COLLEGE
POTOMAC ST COL OF VA
PRAIRIE STATE COLLEGE
PRATT CMTY JR COLLEGE
PRENTISS NORM INDUS INS
PRESENTATION COLLEGE .

PRINCE GEORGES CMTY COL
PUERTO RICO JR COLLEGE
QUEEN OF THE APOSTLES C
QUINCY JR COLLEGE
QUINSIGAAOND CMTY COLLE
R MORRIS JCCORAOPLS
RACINE KENOSHA COUNTY T
RAINEY RIVER ST JR COL
RANDOLPH TECHNICAL INST
RANGELY COL OF MESA COL
RANGER COLLEGE
RBT. MORRIS JCALL 'CA
ACA INSTITUTES INC
AEEDLEY COLLEGE
REINHARDT COLLEGE
RHODE ISLAND JR COLLEGE
RICHLAND TECHNICAL ED C
RICHMOND TECH INST
RICKS COLLEGE 1

RIO HONDO JUNIOR COLLEG
RIVERSIDEECITY'COLLEGE
ROBERT 'MORRIS JR COLLEG
ROST MORRIS COL OF CRTH
AOCHESTER STATE JR COL
ROCK VALLEY COLLEGE
ROCKINGHAM CMTY COLLEGE
OCKLAND CMTY COLLEGE
ROGER WILLIAMS COLLEGE
SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE
SACREO HEART COLLEGE
SACRED HEART COLLEGE
SAINTS JUNIOR COLLEGE
SALEM TECH VOC CMTY COL
SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE
SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY C
SAN DIEGO CITY COL
SAN JACINTO COLLEGE
SAN JOAOUIN DELTA COLLE
SAN JOSE CITY COLLEGE
SANDHILLS CMTY COLLEGEE



QUALITY vn INSITIVT/ONS (Cont'd)

SANTA ANA COLLEGE
SANTA BARBARA CITY COL
SANTA FE JUNIOR COLLEGE
SANTA MONICA C/TY COLLE
SANTA ROSA JR COLLEGE
SAUK COUNTY TEACHERS CO
SAUK VALLEY COLLEGE
SAYRE JR COLLEGE.
SCHILLING INSTITUTE
SCHUOLCRAFT COLLEGE
SCHREINER INSTITUTE
SCOTTSBLUFF COLLEGE
SE IA CMTY COL BURLTN
SE IA CMTY COL KEOKUK
SEATTLE COMMUN/TY CQLLE
SEMINOLE JR COLLEGE
SEMINOLE JR COLLEGE
SHASTA:COLLEGE
SHEBOYGAN CO TCHRS COL
'SHELDON JACKSON JR COL
,SHERIDAN COLLEGE
-SHORELINE COMMUNITY COL
:SIERRA COLLEGE .

.SILVERMINE COLLEGE OF A
SINCLAIR CHTY COLLEGE
SKAGIT VALLEY COLLEGE
SNEAD JR:COLLEGE
SO CNTRL CMTY COL:
SO PILGRIM COL
SOLANO COLLEGE
SOMERSET COUNTY COLL
SOUTH FLORIDA JR COLLEG
SOUTH GEORGIA COLLEGE
SOUTH PLAINS COLLEGE
SOUTHEASTERN ILLINOIS C
SOUTHEASTERN CMTY COLLE .

SOUTHEASTN CHRISTIAN CO
SOUTHERN: BAPTIST COLLEG
SOUTHERN SEM JR COLLEGE
SOUTHERN UNION ST JR CO
SOUTHESTRN BAPT COLL
SOUTHWEST BAPTIST COLLE
SOUTHWEST TEXAS JR COL
SOUTHWESTERN UNION COL
SOUTHWESTERN .COLLEGE
SOUTHWESTERN COLLEGE
SOUTHWESTERN CMTY COLLE.
SOUTHWESTRN CHRISTIAN C
SOUTHWOOD COLLEGE
SOUTHWST VA CMTY COL
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:SOUTWJSTERN OREG CMTY C
SOUTHWSTRN MICH CMTY CO
SPARTANBG CO TECH ED
SPARTANBURG JR COL
SPOKANE CMTY COLL
SPRING GAROEN INSTITUTE
SPRINGFIELD JR COLLEGE
SPRINGFLD TEC CMTY C
ST CATHERINE COLLEGE
ST CLAIR CO CMTY COLLEG
ST JOHNS COLLEGE
'ST JOHNS RIVER JR COLLE
ST JOSEPH COL OF FLORID
ST JOSEPH SEMINARY
ST LAwRENCE SEMINARY
ST MARYS COLLEGE OF MO
ST MARYS COL OF 0 FALLO
ST MARYS JR COLLEGE .

ST MARYS JUNIOR COLLEGE
ST PAULS COLLEGE

.
ST PETERSBURG JR COLLEG
ST PIUS X PREP 5EMINARY,
$T TECH INST-MEMPHIS
ST THOMAS SEMINARY
STATE FAIR CMTY COLL
STEVENS BUSINESS COLLEG
STEVENS HENAGER COL OGD
STEVNS HENGR COL MAIN C
STHWST MISSISSIPPI JR C
STRATFORD COLLEGE
STRAYER JR COLLEGE
SUE'BENNETT COLLEGE
SUFFOLK CMTY COLLEGE
SULLINS COLLEGE
SULLIVAN COUNTY CMTY CO
SUMTER AREA TCH 'ED C
SUNY AG+TECH DELHI
SUNY AG+TECH MORRISVLLE
SUNY AG+TECH ALFRED
SUNY AG+TECH CANTON
SUNY AG+TECH.COBLESKILL
.SUNY AG+TECH FARNGDALE
SUOMI COLLEGE

. SURRY COMMUNITYCOLLEGE
T J HARRIS JR COLLEGE
TACOMA COMMUNITY COLLEG
:TAFT COLLEGE
TALLAHASSEE JR COLLEGE
TARRANT CO JUNIOR COLLE
TAYLOR COUNTY TCHRS COL
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TECH INST ALAMANCE
TEMPLE JR COLLEGE
TEXARKANA COLLEGE
TEXAS SOUTHMOST COLLEGE
THAMES VLY ST TECH COL
THOMAS NELSON CMTY COL
THORNTON JR COLLEGE
THREE RIVERS JR COLLEGE
TMPKNS/CTLND CMTY CL
TOMBROCK COLLEGE
TREASURE VALLEY CMTY CO
TRENTON JR COLLEGE
TRICOUNTY TECH ED C
TRINIDAD STATE JR COLLE
TRINITY CHRISTIAN COL
TRITON COLLEGE
TROCAIRE COLLEGE'
.TRUETT MCCONNELL COLLEG
TYLER JR COLLEGE
ULSTER COUNTY CMTY COL
UMPQUA CMTY COLLEGE
UNION COLLEGE
URBANA COLLEGE
'UTICA JR COLLEGE
.VALENCIA JR COLLEGE
.VALLEY FORGE MIL JR COL
'VENTURA COLLEGE
:VERMILION ST JR CULLEGE
.VERMONT TECH COLLEGE
.VERNON COUNTY TCHRS COL
VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE
VICTORIA COLLEGE
VILLA JULIE COLLEGE INC
VILLA MARIA COL OF BUFF
VINCENNES UNIVERSITY
VIRGINIA INTERMONT COL
VIRGINIA SOUTHERN COLLE
VIRGINIA WESTERN, C14TY C
VOORHEES.COLLEGE
VOORHEES TECHNICAL INST
WABASH VALLEY COLLEGE
WADHAMS HALL SEMINARY
WALDORF COLLEGE
WALKER COLLEGE
WALLA WALLA CMTY COLLEG
WALSH INST OF ACCOUNTIN
MARREN WILSON COLLEGE
'WASHINGTON TSCH INST
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WASHTENAW CMTY COLLEGE
WATERBURY STATE TECH CO
WAWANSEE JR COLLEGE
WAUSHARA CU TCHR COL
WAYNE TECHNICAL. INST
WEATHERFORD COLLEGE
WENATCHEE VALLEY COL
WENONAH STATE JR CJLLEG
WENTWORTH INSTITOE
WENTWORTH MILITARY ACAD
WESLEY COLLEGE
WEST VALLEY COLLEGE
.WESTARK JUNIOR COLLEGE
WESTCHEGTER CMTY COLLEG
WESTERN PIEDMONT CMTY C
WESTERN oiYOMING CMTY CO
WHARTON COUNTY JR COL
WILKES COMMUNITY COLLEG
WILLIAMSPT AREA CMTY CO
WILLMAR STATE JR COLLEG
WILSON CO TECH INST
WINGATE COLLEGE
WINSTON CHURCHILL COLLE
WM L YANCEY ST JR COLLE
WM RANEY HARPER COLLEGE
WOOD 'JR COLLEGE
WORCESTER JR COLLEGE
WORTHINGTON STATE JR CO
WW HOLDING TECH INSI
WYOMING VALLEY TECH INS
'WYTHEVILLE CMIY COLLEGE
XAVERIAN COLLEGE,
YAKIMA VALLEY COLLEGE
YORK CO TECH ED CTR
YrAK COLLEGE
YORK JR COLLEGE
,YOUNG HARRIS COLLEGE
YUBA COLLEGE
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