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FOREWORD

The New England Regional Student Program represents an altruistic
attempt to transcend state boundaries in_order to provide expanded post-
secondary educational opportunities to the citizens ofthe New England states.
1t should also provide a more rational base for interinstitutional and inter-
state planning by the region’s colleges, universities and institutes by eliminat-
ing the need for the costly duplication of academic programs and facilities.
- When the Program was first discussed in 1957, only the six New England
state universities were involved. In its first year of operation, 1958-59, only
32 “unique” courses of study were made available under the student inter-
change provisions which allowed a resident of one New England state to enroll
in another of New England's state universities while paying only the prevailing
ih-state tuition rate. No state funds crossed state lines in lieu of the tuition
differential, however, and it is this fact that distinguishes this student inter-
change program from th.2 usual interstate contract. A total of 302 students
were so erirolled that first year.

Today, in 1972, over 500 courses of study are available through the Pro-
gram’s interchange provisions. Every degree-granting, publicly supported
postsecondary campus in-New England is now involved, a total of 81 institu-
tions. In 1971-72, over 2,000 students were enrolled through some phase of
the Program — a figure made all the more remarkable by the fact that the Pro-
gram's enrollment had reached 1,000 for the first time in 1969-70, just two
years earlier. Indeed, of the 10,482 student registrations through the Program
since 1958-59, half have occurred within the past three years.

This rapid growth in the recent past, and the prospects of continued growth '
in the immediate future, led the Board to authorize an ‘evaluation of the Pro-
gram which was to: (1) assess the Slgl"llflCEl"ICe and the benefits of the Pr ‘ogram
from its lnceptlon in 1957 to the present time; (2) determine how the program
is currently viewed by those involved with or directly affected by it (students,
administrators, legislators, etc.); and, (3) explore possible future lines of
development for the Program. Particular attention was to be focused through-
out upon the Program’s actual and potential |mpact upon hlgher educatlonal
planning in the region. :

Theanswerstothese questions were seen as of 1mmed|ate concern notonly
~ to the Board, however, but also to hlgher education in general, to: federal
and state goverrments, and to the general public. The implications of this
~ evaluation are especially important giver the current concern over the more.
effective use of educational resources and the resulting interest in intra-"and
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interstate cooperation and planning as methods of expanding educcztional
opportunities whileavoiding costly duplication.

The Board itself has reviewed the final report of the evaluation and has
already taken steps to implement several of its recommendations. A blue-
ribbon commission is. pianned, for example, to investigate thoroughly and
make recommendations regarding NEBHE's potential role in the area of
regional academic planning. Meetings are already taking place at staff level
to begin such planning at the undergraduate level in the ailied health profes-
* sions. And a thorough study of graduate education in New England is under-
way under Board auspices. Suffice it to say, therefore, the Board has tound
that report’s analyses enlightening and we are in general agreement with its
conclusions. , :

The present abstract has been prepared in order that others might also
benefit from the insights and suggestions of that final report without being un-
duly burdened by the comprehensive background and statistical information
which it'contains. Copies of that complete final report are available, however, -
through the Board's office in Wellesley as are additional copies of this
abstract. ' . ‘

To ensure objectivity, the Board sought a project director from outside -
the New England states. We were fortunate in securing the services of Mr.
Steffen W. Piehn who, through his background as Vice Chancellor for Plan-
ning with the New Jersey State Department of Higher Education, brought to
the study familiarity not only with multi- and anterinstitutional programs
and plans, but also with the likely higher educational environment of the
coming decade and the general characteristics of the Northeast corridor.

Mr. Plehn was advised throughout by an Advisory Committee consisting
of representatives of higher education, state government, and the general
public from within and without New Englanrd. It was my pleasure to serve on
that .Committee, and on behalf of both the Advisory Committee and the
Board, 1 offer Mr. Plehn our congratulatioris on a job well done. :

November 1972 A ' :Bennett D. Katz
- Chairman ' ,
New England Board of Higher Education
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‘MAJOR THEMES

* The New England Board of Higher Education has administered the
New England Regional Student Program (or simply the Program) since 1957
with the objective of broadening higher educational opportunities for the res-
iderits of the New England states while conserving resources by avoiding
study program duplication. Currently, more than 2,000 Regional Students are
enrolled through some aspect of the Program. It is one of the largest efforts at
interstate cooperation in higher education in the United States. .

The Program developed in essentially two directions; contract programs
and student interchange.” This evaluation was concerned primarily with
student interchange, which is unique in the nation and through which students
of one state may enroll in certain Regional Programs in other states, paying
tuition at only the in-state rate. Programs are opened .to these Regional
Students when they are “unique” or, in the case of the two-year institutions,
are avai'able at an institution located closer to a student's piace of reSIdence
than an in-state school.

Theadministration of the student interchange is highly decentralized. Most
operating decisions aremade by the educational institutions. NEBHE provides
leadership and coordination. Governors and legislators have shown continu-
ing interest and support.

* Underlying the objective of the Program —to broaden opportunity
through cooperation — are several factors. First, the states have a responsibil-
ity to their citizens to provide such opportunities. Second, the resources of
each state, taken alone, are insufficient to provide a full range of opportuni-
ties for all its citizens. Third, however, by cooperating the New Englard
‘states can simuitaneously broaden opportunities and conserve resources.
Fourth, this conservation will, in turn, permit a further extension of oppor-
tunities.

These assumptions are based on fundamental economic realmes .(1) the
scarcnty of resources in relationship to needs, and (2) the increased produc-
tivity which can be achieved through the dlvnsmn of labor and the achieve-
ment of economies:of scale.

_®in the Programs first year of operation (1958-59), 31 Regional Programs
were desngnated at the six state universities and 302 Regional Students en-
rolled. This pattern continued with little change for the next decade. Since
1967-68, however, major changes in policy and increased institutional partuc:-
pation have led to a quintupling in enrollment — from 418 in 1967-68 to 1,993
in.1971-72.

That latter year, however still only the state universities, Lowell Tech-
nological Institute and the public two-year colleges were participating. In
- 1972-73, the state colleges in the region are enrolling their first Regional-
-Students. And in 1973-74, Southeastern Massachusetts University will join
the Prog ram, meaning thatvirtoally all public postset,ondary educatlonal insti-
tutions in New Engl:md will be participating.

1




e Regional interaction in higher education has traditionally been stgnifi-
cant i New England. In 1968, for example, 81 percent of all full-time under-
graduates in the nation attended college in their state of residence; in New

- England, only 67 percent did. Considered as a region, however, New England

had a pattern of attendance that closely resembled the national norm: 14 per-
cent of the region's full-time undergraduate residents were enrolled in
another New England state and thus fully 81 percent were enrolled somewhere
in New England.

Of the total of approx1mately 400,000 New England residents who were
students in 1968, almost 46,800, or nearly 12 percent, were znrolled in another
New England state. Of those currently attending a public institution in another
New England state, it ;5 estimated that 10-20 percent are Regional Students.

* Despite this pattern of regional interaction, various political, financial,
and institutional pressures tend to force higher education into closed state
systerns. At the same time, other social, econcmic, and #2chnological forces
cali for regional planning and coordination. Since closed state systems are
undesirable and a regional "'system' isimprobable (at least in the near future),
the answer must lie in the middle ground —interstate cooperation.

One form of interstate ccoperation is the interstate contract. This is a
mechanism which can be used to cover a wide variety of programs and snua-
tions. By its nature, it requires prior planning and is relatively inflexible.
The costs and benefits to all parites are negotiated into balance.

Another form is student interchang'é. With its decentralized administra-
tion, it is more flexible and adaptable. It also appears to result in a favorable
balance of costs and benefits. But it has not, to date, been effective in foster-
ing significant regional planning. ‘

e The 1960's were, of course, a period of fantast:c growth and expansion
in higher education. In such an environment, it is not surprising that planning
efforts then gave limited attention to the possibilitiés of regional integration.
The environment of the 1970's, however, is likely to be more.conducive to
interstate cooperation and regional planning.

Consolidation characterizes the 1970's. Resources are harder for colleges
and universities to obtain. The focus of decision making in higher education

. is also changing, and there is increased emphasis on accountablllty As a re-
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sultof financial pressures —anda phllosophlcal shift regardlngthelow -tuition
principle — tuition is rising. Finally, and of partlcular importance to the Re-

gional Student Program, the criteria for student reSIdenry and student

emancipation are changing.

¢ Several considerations are .dominant in the.thinking of par’nmpatmg
colleges and universities as they perceive the Program. It is logical and it has
a history, prestige, momentum and a constituency that.cannot be |gnored It
does have budgetary effects, however, and while these effects are nonexistent
or positive for some institutions, there are “resource’ costs involved.in partic-
ipating for others. Finally, ‘the Prograin has potentiai for affecting academic

-development and autonomy. It allowed certain institutions to “stake out

territory” in the past, but some: fear that it might Iead to restrictions on
development in the future.

.




¢ Given the likely higher educational ~nvironment of the 1970's and the
presand cons of participating in the Regional Student Program, what can be
expected in the near future? -

The Program provides certain advantages and no problems for the two-
year institutions. It is expetted, therefore, that the Program will go forward
smoothly at this level with continued, if not spectacular, growth.

- The state colleges will be enrolling their first Regional Students this fall.
These institutions are enthusiastic about their participation, but it is too early
to speculate exactly how the Program will function at that level.

It is at the state universiiies, however, where interstate specialization
and cooperation, particularly at the gratjuate leve!, would appear to be
most appropriate and beneficial: ‘

— At the undergraduate. level, certain Regional Programs may be withdrawn

_ because of (1) budgetary pressures and/or (2) increased in-state interest in
these programs. This is a predictable process and not inconsistent with the
Program'’s objectives. What the state universities (and NEBHE} now face is
the prospect of creating additional programs in these areas to adequately serve
the region's residents. ‘

— At the graduate fevel, significant opportunities exist for increased inter-
state cooperation in the 1970's. A cooperative effort to establish a regional
pattern of specializatron at this level wouid be of great benefit to each of the
universities as well as to the region. By building upon the Regional Student
Program, and by working together in a series of steps, important strides in the
direction of turthering the quality and the economy of graduate education in
New England are certainly achievable.

" ® There remain two possible extensions of the Program — to in-
clude private institutions and to move beyond New England’s boundaries. In
both instances, the conclusion is inescapable: Interstate cooperation should
not be confined to any type of institution or any particular region, but rathet
extended wherever reasonable and feasible. '

* In conclusion, the Regional Student Program has broad acceptance and
is operating smoothly. Compared to total New England student enroliment,
the Regional Student Program is rather small. Compared to other efforts
at interstate cooperation in higher education, however, the Program has been
quite significant. : L ‘ L

The most promising opportunity in the coming years appears to be the
potential for strengthening publicly-supported graduate education through a
pattern of specialization between the six state universities. The most pres-
sing uncertainty is how higher educational finance in general, and interstate
cooperation in particular, will be affected by the -instant residency ofsstu-
dents. . ’ o : :




INTRODUCTION

The New England Bourd of Higher Education has administered the
New Erigland Regional Student Program' since 1957 with the objective of
broadening higher educational opportunities for the residents of the New
England states while conserving resources by avoiding study program dupll—
cation. Currently, more than 2,000 Regional Students are enrclled through
the Program in public and private institutions outside of their home state.

For these students, the Program makes it possible to pursue a course
of study otherwise not available in their home state or available only at a
rnuch higher cost. For the participating institutions, the Program contrib-
utes 1o more efficient operation and brings to their campuses students who
otherwise would not or couid not be present. For each of the New England
states, the Program obhviates the need to duplicate expensive courses of
study already available in neighboring states while providing its citizens with
a broader range of educational opportunities than is available locally. For
higher education in general, the Program can be seen as a significant activ-
ity which has the effect of transcending state boundaries in order to previde
increased hitner education opportunities. It is one of the largest efforts at
interstate cooperation in higher education in the United States.

The purposes of this analysis were to review the history and administra-
tion of the Regional Student Program, to examine what benefits —to students,
to institutions, and to states — have been generated by the Program, to sound
out the attitudes of participants and other interested persons toward the
Program, and to explorie the possibilities for various extenstons of this type
of interstate cooperatton

METHODOLOGY

. It was recognized from the outset that this review and analysis required
bethimpartialand competent guidance. This was prowded by the appointment -
of a distinguished Advrsory Committee (see p. ii) which meat with the project '
director before the research work hegan and four times later to review and
advise on the progress of the report in preparation.

The project director and .the Committee were advised. to use the per-
spective analysis of.the Program, and those attitucles toward it that could
be recorded, to determine the viability of such an ihte";tate activity and its
potenttal growth Although there was also interest in a precise analysis of
the costs and benefits of the Program, the lack of solid cost inforn:ation

precluded any mdepth ana|y5|s of this aspect. It remains an lmpo'tant un-
fmlshed task

"Referred to throughout this report as 'the Regional Student Program or.simply the
Program. Those academic programs which are made available through the Program will
be referred to as the Reguonf_l Programs and the studpnts studyrng under the terms of

- the Program will be called F(emonal Qtt.rdtants .
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An essential element of the study was the person-to-person consultation
in the field with participants, institutional representatives, and state legisla-
tors. Since it was impossible to meet personally with all of the students in the

Program, most of them were contacted by means of a printed Questionnaire.
By drawing up»n both the historical information and the’ |nS|ghts and im-
pressions gained through these interviews and the survey, it was possible to
assess the current status of the Program andto recommend those steps neces-
sary to.ensure -the continuied  successful development of this increasingly
lmportant effort at interstate cooperation.

Table 1
ENROLLMENT IN THE NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL i
STUDENT PROGRAM, 1958-59 TO 1971-72 - ‘

Student Interchange Programs - Contract Programs

g 2-Year [ State Universities’ Industrial Total—Interchange’ N
< Insmut/ons Undergrad Grad Med/cal? Dental3 Arts? & Contract Program
1958-59 o 287 15 14 316
1959-60 262 31 ' 14 307 q
1960-61 306 39 . 66 .15 426 R4
1961-62 283 39 99 20 441
1962-63 287 62 11 ) 19 479
1963-64 ] ) 270 62 115 16 463
. 1964-65 319 86 121 19 545
1965-66 299 73’ 123 20 ' 515
1966-67 330 78 125 19 552
1967-68 347 71 123 18 559
1968-69 125 409 114 121 17 786
1969-70 " 203 473 269 123 5 20 1,183 R
1970-71 4086 740 433 13 10 20 1,740 E
1971-72 548 856 589 134 20 23 2,170 5
TOTALS 1,372 5.468 1,961 1,392 £ 254 10,482

'Inciudes Lowell Technological Institute beginning in 1970:71,

?Contracts with the University of Vermont College of Medlcme for the training 01 residents of Maine, Massach usetts,
New Hampshire-and Rhode Island.

3Contract between the Tufts University School of Dental Medlcme and the State of Maine.

‘Contract between Keene (N H.) State College and the State of Vermont. For 1871-72, also includes 1 student each
attending Adams State College (Colorado) and Arizona State University, 1971-72 is the Jast year in which this pro- -
gram was in effect.
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THE REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM

Cooperation within New England higher education began more than
twenty years ago, well before there‘v‘vere formal arrangements between the
states. The University of Connecticut, for example, began to accept New
England students at in-state tuition rates in programs such as pharmacy and
physical therapy in 1948, and similar opportunities were provided by the
state universities. of Maine, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island. Although
the rationale is obscure, such arrangements undoubtedly developed out of
sound economic considerations relating to the efficient size of academic pro-
grams as well as the long-standing tradition of close assoc:atton among the
New England state universities.

In 1955, this pattern of cooperation was formalized by the ratification -

of the New England Higher Education. Compact which emphasized ie need
for expanded opportunities through cooperation:

The purposes of the New England Higher Education Compact shall be
to provide greater educational opportunities and . services through the
establishment and -maintenance of a coordinated educational program for
the persons residing in the several states of New England ... with the
aim of furthering higher education in the fields of medicine, dentistry,
veterinary medicine, public health, and in professional, technical, scien-
tific, literary, and other fields.

The Compact also established the New England Board of Higher Education
(NEBHE) as the mechanism to foster this cooperation. :

Given this mandate, NEBHE immediately |n|t|ated discussions which Ied
to the creation of the Reglonal Student Program in 1957. The Program devel-
oped in two directions: contract programs and student interchange.

The concept of interstate contracts for higher education programs had
been piovneered by the first interstate compact agency for higher education,
the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB), established .in 1948, Under
normal contract procedures, one state reserves a certain number of student
places for its own citizens in a particular educational program in a nearby
state through an annual per student subsidy. There are currently four con-
tract programs in effect, negotiated and administered by NEBHE on behalf

‘of the New England states: three provide for.the training of residents of

Maine, Massachusetts and Rhode Island as physicians at the College of Medi-
cine of the University of Vermont and the fourth for the training of Maine
residents as dentists at the. Tufts University ‘School of Dental Medicine.

This evaluation is concerned primarily with the student interchange seg-
ment of the. Program, however, which is unique in the nation. Briefly stated,
student interchange permits students of one state to enrollin certain Regional
Programs in other states while paying tuition at the in-state rate. This aspect

of the Program, which has grown very rapidly in recent years, currently in-
volves wrtually ‘all of New Englands publlc posteecondary educational

|nstltut|ons
6 -
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ITS OBJECTIVE

The objective of the ™ wtudent Program is to bro'aden‘postsecond-‘

ary education opportunity through cooperation. Underlying this objective are a
number of assumptions worth ‘mentioning.. First, relating to the role of the
states, is the implicit assumption that the states have a responsibifity to their
citizens to provide such opportumtles Thls reflects a reahty of American
higher education.

The second and third assumpt|ons are economic in nature and provide the
rationale for interstate cooperation, namely that the resources of each state,
taken alone, are insufficient to provide a full range of opportunities for all its
citizens but that by cooperating the New England states can simultaneously
broaden opportunities and conserve resources. This conservation will, in turn,
permit a furtheg extension of opportunities. These assumptions are based on
fundamental economic realities: (1) the scarcity of resources in relationship
toneeds, and (2) the increased productivity which can be achieved through the
division of labor and the achievement of economies of scale.

Precisely stated, therefore, the Regional Student Program is a cooper- ‘

ative effort to broaden opportunity for the residents of New England through
the most efficient utilization of the region’s higher education resoLrces.

I'TS ADMINISTRATION

Three levels of administration are‘involved in the Regional Student Pro-

- gram: the state governments, NEBHE, and the partici’pating institutions. The

state governments have shown a continuing, active interest in the Program.
The New England Governors’ Confer‘ence keeps abreast of developments and
many state legislators are strong.supporters. On the whole, hoWever state
governments have not participated actively in the actual admmlstratlon of the
student mterchange porticn of the Program, :

The New England Board of Higher Education, which- lncludes government
officials, educators, and citizen representatives among its membershlp, has
played the catalytlc and coordination role: gathering information defining
opportunities, serving as general coordinator of the Program, and publicizing
and exp‘l‘aining the Program to students, guidance counselors and the general
public. Most decisions regarding student interchange, however, have been
made by the participating colleges and universities. The institutions decide
which programs will be included, to Wthh states they will be opened and
which students. will be admitted.

One can characterize this administrative process therefore, as hlghly de-

' centralized, depend’:»j on a shared understandmg between many individuals
on different campusus, with leadershlp and coordination provided by NEBHE,

and with the continuing interest and support ofthe governors and legislatures,
ITS FIRST DECADE
The ground rules governing student interchange were initially agreed to by

the six New England state universities in 1957. To broaden opportunities,
. . 7 . _




“unique” pro'*“ “n at these universities were madc. availabie to students
4 “t+ . ngland states. Those Regional Programs which were singu-

. aque wi - upened tothe other fivea New England states; other programs,
offered at more than one university, were opened to students from the states
lacking these programs.

Each state university agreed to g1ve first preference to qualified students
from its own state and second preference to qualified Regional Students. Thus
Regional Students gained admissions preference over qualified students from
outside New England. In addition, Regional Students were to pay only the pre-
vailing in-statetuition rate. ' ‘ ‘

In the first year (1958-59), 31 Regional Programs were so designated and
302 Regional Students so enrolled. This pattern continued .with little change
for the next decade. Regional program offerings were modified from year to
year, and NEBHE performed its essential coordinating functions, but enroll-
ment remained in the narrow range of roughly 300-400 students. (See Table 1)

ITS CURRENT STATUS

Beginning in-1967-68, however, some major changes in policy were in-
. stituted. The public two- -year colleges of New England jomed the Program, for
example, enrolling their first Reglonal Students in 1968-69. The policy regard-
ing eligibility for enrollment was handled d|fferently for these two- -year
students, however, |nafundamentally|mportantway The concept of “unique”
curricula was retained, but the concept of proximity was added: even if the
desired program were offered in-state, the student was el|g|ble to enroll at a
participating out-of- state: institution, if it was Jlocated closer to his place
of residence. In other respects this extension to the two-year |nst|tut|ons
retained the basic gu1del|nes of the past.

NEBHE also assumed the respons|b|llty for more aggresslve promotlon
of ‘the Program informing more students of the opportunities through
brochures, the media, and direct contact with .guidance counselors, PTA's,
etc. And Lowell Technological Institute (LTI) also joined the ‘Program in
1970-71, opening undergraduate and graduate Regional Programs under the
same policy, guidelines developed by the state universities.

' The New England state colleges are now in the Program, enrolling thelr
first Regional Students in 1972-73. Again, however, the policy on eligibility -
was handled somewhat differently, stating only that Regional Programs must
be distinctive. This represented an attempt to be more’expansive than would
be possible under a narrow |nterpretat|on of the concept of “unique”, but
what the term “d|st|nct|ve" will come to mean can only be determined as the
Program evolves. Finally, Southeastern Massachusetts University is joining
the Program under the same guidelines. pertaining to the state universities
and Lowell Technological Institute, beginning in 1973-74. ‘Thls' means that
virtually all public postsecondary educational institutions in New ‘England
will now be participating. ~

As a result of. these changes the number of Reglonal Students enrolled

8




through student interchange nearly quintupled between 1967-68 and 1971-72
(See also Table 2):

' o . 1967-68 1971-72

_Two-year institutions 0 548~
Univ. - Undergraduate 347 356
Univ. - Graduate 71 589

Total. 418 1.993

SIGN!IFICANCE OF PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

How significant are the Regional Student enrollments in particular pro-
grams or on particutar. campuses? Obviously, it veries. In the five largest L
- graduate Regional Programs, in 1970-71, the percentage of Regional Student ;3:?
enroliment to estimated total enroitment in these programs varied from 4 per-
cent (law; Conn.j to 48 percent (reglonal communlty pianning, R.1.).
At the five two-year colleges with the highest Regional Student Program
enroliment that yea_r, Regional Students as a percentage of total enrollment _ A
ranged from 1 to 4 percent. At the 'sta'te_universiyty campus with the largest

. Table2
ANNUAL ENROLLMENT GROWTH- OF THE
STUDENT INTERCHANGE PORTION ‘
OF THE NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM
Universities - Universities - Total - Student
2-Yr Institutions Undergraduate Graduate Interchange
) Enroll  Yrlyinc  Enroll  Yrlyinc  Enroll - Yrlyinc  Enroli - Yrlyinc
1958-59 287 - - 15 - - 302 -
1959-60 262 -9% a3t S 107% . 293 -3%
1960-61° 306 17% ag 26% - 345 18%
1961-62 ‘ 283 7% 39 Fo o822 7%
1962.63 287 1% 62 59% 349 8%
1963-64 . 270 -6% 62 0% 332 5% -
1964-65 ‘ 319 " 18% 86 39% 405 "22%
1965-66 . 299 -6% 73 -15% 372 -8%
1966-67 330 o 10% - 78 7% 408 10%
1967-68 : 347 5% 7 9% . 418 2%
1968-69 . 125 . - " 409 18% - 114 61% 648 55%
1969-70 293 134% 73 - 16% 269 - 136%, 1035 ° 60%
1970-71 406 - 3% 740 T 56% 433 61% - 1579 539 -
1971 772 : 548 35% 856 . 16% 589 36% 1993 26%
F.}rcenllncrease ’ . oo
1958-59t0 . :
1067-68 : - 21% 373% 38%
1967-68 to : . ;
1971-72 L - 147% . T30% 377% :
1968-69 to : ‘ ’ ’
1971-72 : . 338% ‘ - ‘ o - P
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undergraduate Regional Student enroliment (262 students at the University of
Connecticut), these students represented 1.7 percent of total undergraduate
enrollment. At the university campus with the largest graduate Regional
Student enroliment (149 students at University of Massachusetts) their per-
centage of the graduate total was 4. 8 percent. :

‘Thus it is clear.that the Regional Student Program has become quite
significant in certain programs but is still of limited lmportance when com-
pared to total enroliment at any institution.

“BALANCE OF TRADE”. - ' \ _ g

How are the students distributed among the states? In 1970-71 the follow-
ing numbers of Regional Students (in all interchange programs) were entering
.and leaving each state:

Entering Leaving

Connecticut 382 352

Maine o™ ’ 186

Massachusetts 519 503

New Hampshire -~ 179 248

" Rhode Island . ) 357 148

Vermont 41 142
Table 3

! , THE MIGRATION‘ OF NEW ENGLAND RESlDENTS
UNDER THE STUDENT INTERCHANGE PROVISIONS
OF THE NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM,
1958-59 TO 1971 -72

Conn Maine . Mass ~ . - N.H. Rl vt Net

In- Qut In  Out in Qut In Out In Out In Out Totals
i 1958-592 230 7 13 36 - 178 47 26 10 21 2 36 a0z
: - 1959-60 - 226 1 8 34 2 159 45 29 8 24 4 36 .. 293
; . 1960-61 243 15 22 33 4 199 53 27 17 27 6 44 345
i 1961-62 210 9 21 27 5 186 54 38 24 25 8 37 322
: ‘ . 1962-63 218 9 25 26. 8 212 57 29 33 32 8 M 349
: 1963-64 217 5 21 30 5 195 45 34 33 29 11 39 332
: 1964-65 268 0 . 31 33 9 232 - 48 36 35 39 14 55 405
b 1965-66 227 7 31 36 7 207 43 38 45 29 19 55 are G
| | 1966-67 241 12 27 43 13 202 42 40 60 : 33 25 48 408 i
f 1967-68 . - 269 18 18 36 7 243 46 38 55 39 23 44 418 %
: 1968-69° 351 40 .46 63 106 * 312 61 54 63 .. 81 21 98 648 !
H 1969-70 412 . 116 60 119 - 254 418 110 . 165 180 113 19 104 - 1035 /7 b
: 1970-71¢ ' 382 - 352 101 186 519 - 503 179" 248 357 ° 148 41 142 1579 . ;
i 1971-72 525 375 - 100 . 228 628 655 288 370 352 179 100 186 ' 1993
£ TOTALS = 4019 986 524 930 1567 3929 1118 1172 1272 B19 301 965  B88O1
% 'Shown for each N.E. state are (1) the number of N.E. residents attending a public institution in that state under the

student interchange provisions of the Program and (2) the number of that state's residents going out of that state to
attend a public institution in another N.E. state under those prowsrons

B . ?From 1958-59 10 1969-70, only. the six N.E. state universities participated in the Program,
" *Beginning in' 1968-69, includes 2-year public institutions.

‘Beginning in 1970-71, also includes Lowell Technological institute.

\‘17 - '
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The two states with the largest Regional Student enrollments — Connectiay;
and Massachusetts — were very close to balance that year. The three northern

states — Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont — were net exporters. And the

state of Rhode Island was a major importer of Regional Students.

Two points must be made about this distribution. First, in a dynamic
period such as the recent past, these distributions were subject to rapid
change (see Table 3). Secondly, given the decentralized nature of decision
making, the fact that student interchange currently results in a near balance

-is quite remarkable. ;
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THE NEW ENGLAND HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM

New England, because of its geography and its-history, has a well-
defined regional identity. One part of thessvaluation sought to determine to
what extent higher education irn fdew Emaland functions as an integrated

“system”. Based prlmarlly uporn-the U.S.. @fflce of Education’s 1968 study
of the residence and migration cfucollege students, answers to the following
questunnswere sought: Are New:ngland residents obtaining adequate:higher
education opportunmes'? To what:extent ane:they served by New England in-
stitutions? What are the region's unique mharactéristics, opportunities and
problems?® What is the relationship of the "aeglonal Student Program to. the
picture:which emerges?

DEMCGRAPHIC CHARACTéﬁISTICS

New:England, in 1970, had & population.of 11,847,000, aimost 6 percent
of the nation’s total. If New Englandwere a state, it wolildiibe the:third largest,
. behind California and New York tutiarger:than, for exairmiple Pennsylvama
. Texas, and Hlinois. It is denszly pompulated;: ‘having about: 276 persons per
square mile, ahead of Pennsylvania, Illingis, California;:and. Texas. Onllfy
New Y.ark is more densely populated: {tis alsp:a comparatiuely wealthy region
whose:per capita income of $4,076 in1969 placed it aboveall butseven:states:
New York; New Jersey and Delawawse: in e East; |llincis in the Midwest;
and Nevaria, Callfornla and Alaska im the:West. In short.the New England
states, witen taken together, comprise a rﬁi—r:mve[y Iarge <densely ‘populated
reglon with a comparatively high per capitziincome.

HIGHER EDUCATION onjon'rumw

The.zbest'singlle indicator of.undergraduztz:opportunity in higher educa-
tion is tite ratio of the number of students fromra state {orregion)enrolled as
undergraduates ifa college to. the:college-age (18-21 year-old) population of
that state (or-region). In New England in 196& this ratio was .45 for-all'under-
graduates and .36 for full-time. undergraduates only.-New England’s ratios
compared with the five largest states andithe national average as follows:

_ Ratio ' ‘Ratio
AllUndergraduates -Euli-TimeUndergradustes
New Englasd 45" . 36 -
© U.S.Averzgge ' 41 .32
California 50 3y
Nesw York: . 52 37
Penmsylvania 8 .33
llinois . 47 .36
Texas ‘ : 45 29

For graduate and first-professitual 'sttudenﬂs, the -enrolievgmg <df. resi-
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dents is better compared with total population.z The number of New England
residents who were graduate or first professional students per 100,000 popu-
lation in 1968, and the comparatuve ratios in the other large states, were as
follows:

First -
Graduate  Professional

Students Students
- NewEngland 47.5 7.73
California 46.5 7.05
- NewYork -~ 684 ' 10.23
Pennsylvania . 40.0 7.44
linois 383 9.82

Texas . 287 6.45

The overall conclusion which’ emerges from this analysis is that New
England’s “performance” warrants neither complacency nor alarm. On.the
whole, residents of New England were obtaining opportunities for higher edu-
cation at a rate below that of New York in every respect, above that of Penn-
sylvania and Texas in every respect, and varied in comparison with California
and lllincis. o

REGIONAL I‘NTERACTI.ON

Across the nation, 81 percent of all full-time undergraduate students in
1968 were attendlng college in their state of residence. This percentage has
been more or less constant for the nation since it was first measured in the
1930's. The pattern in New England, however, was strikingly different. Only
67 percent of the New England full-tlme undergraduate students attended
college in their home state. : :

‘ Conslderlng the New England reglon however a closer approxrmatron of
the national pattern emerges: 14 percent of New England undergraduates at-
tended college in another New England state and, therefore, 81 percent of New
England undergraduates attended college within the region.

At the graduate level, this regional interaction ‘was less pronounced
Nationwide,; 77 percent: of graduate students were studylng in their home
state. Within New England 74 percent of such students were studying in
their home state, and an additional 7 percent at another state within the region.

For first-professional. students only 49 percent of the native New England
students were enrolled within their state of residence, but a total of 64 per-
cent were studylng within one of the New England states’ This compared to
the national average. of 66 percent of such students studylng in-state.

Three important concluslons can be drawn from these data. First, the six
New England states, taken separately, differed consrderably fromthe nat|ona|
pattern in- 1968 by educatlng a smaller percentage of their resident: students

2The reS|dence of graduate andfirst professnonal students is more uncertaln than in the
case of undergraduates because these students often become residents of the states in.

. which they pursue their education — a fact further complicated by the differences in

reS|dency requirements between states Hence cautuon must be used in making these
compansons . : :
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at in-state institutions. Second, however, when.the six states were combined
as a region, the pattern which emerged was strikingly similar to the
national norm. Third, this regional interaction was significant: Of the ap-
proximately 400,000 New England college students enrolled in 1968, almost

46,800, or nearly 12 percent, were enrolled at an institution in a' New England

state other than their own.

.

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

The following table points out another, more widely recognized attribute
of New England higher education — the degree to which opportunities are pro-
vided to *he regicn’s citizens by private colleges and universities. Shown are
the percent of residents attending college anywhere in the U.S. who were en-
rolied in public and private institutions.

" Residencyof Undergraduate Graduate First Professional
Students Public . Private . Public  Private Public Private
New England 43% 57% 6% 54% 16% 84%
United States 72% 28% 56% 34% 42% 58%

. Pennsylvania 56% 44% 63% 37% 31% 69%
IMinois - 65% 35% 60% 40% 32% 68%
Texas CB1% T 19% 78% 22% 56% 44%

With respect to New England residents enrolled in a New England state
other than their own, the majority were attending private institutions. Of the
total 46,800 New England students so enrolled in 1968, nearly 81 percent
(38,000) were enrolled in private institutions, while only 19 percent (8 800)

were enrolled in public mstltutlons

CAPACITY WITHIN NEW ENGLAND

Until now, this analysis has focused on how many New England residents
attend college and where they attend. Now the focus shifts to New England's
colleges and universities in order to look at the region’s higher education
“capacity” in 1968 and by whom it was used. (It is assumed here that the

region’'s “capacity” that year actually equalled-the total student enroliment.)-

-Capacity within New England was preponderantly under private rather than
‘public control, -particularly - at the graduate and -first professional levels.

Full-time T
Undergraduate Graduate _ First Professional .
"Public - Private. Public . Private Public  Private
Connecticut 31,616 26,717 - 10,051 8,960 . 593 . £ 1,346
‘ Maine : 11,344 ‘7,855 . 1,987 S 10 120 } ‘66 .
Massachusetis " . 51,757 103,194 7.367 28,643 -- 8,239
_, New Hampshire 11,388. 13,133 3,574 1,605 .- Com-
Rhode Island 9,588 10,7923 700 349 - kYa!
Vermont 6828 . 8479 618 123 231 --
TOTAL-N.E. 122,519 170,271 23,497 39,600 944 10.022

PERCENT 42% 58% 7% 63% 9% 91%
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How was this capacity utilized by in-state students, by students from the
region, and by students from elsewhere in the nation?

Forty-four percent of the spaces for full-time undergraduates at private
institutions in New England were utilized by residents of the state in which
theinstituticn was located: 62 percent were utilized by students from through-
outthe New England Region. A higher percentage of graduate students (54 per-
cent) were from in-state, but interstate movement within New England at this
level was much less —only 7 percent—for a total of 61 percent. At the
first-professional level, 38 percent of the students were from in-state and
another 11 osercent were from one of the other New England states.

At New (ngland’s public institutions, 88 percent of the fuli-time under-
graduates were - from in-state — fairly closely approximating the national
norm (89 percent). Once again, however, the inclusion of the 5 percent enroli-
ment from other New England states brings the regional percentage up to 93
percent. At the graduate level, the 82 percent from in-state is above the
national average (76 percent) and the 87 percent for all regional movement is

-well in excess of the national figure. For first-professional students, the rates

were 71 percent.in-state and 21 percent other New England Students for a
total of 92 percent; while first-professional enrollment in public institutions in
New England is growing, it is still too limited to draw any ccnclusions.

ROLE OF THE_REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM

In 1968, approx:mately 8,800 students from New England were attending

. publlc|nst|tut|onsmaNewEngland state other than their own. This constituted -

about 2 percent of total New England enroliment that year. What proportion
of these students were enrolled in the Reglonal Student Program? The answer
is 815, or a little less than 10 percent. Since 1968, however, enroliments in the
Regional Student Program have more than doubled, reaching 1,993 students
in 1971-72: Unfortunately, the federal government has not collected data on
interstate student migration since 1968. It seems unlikely, however, that the
enrollment of out-of-state New England. students would have also doubled
between 1968-69 and 1971-72.

It would seem safe to conclude, therefore that about 2 percent of the New
England residents attending college are currently enrolled at public insti-
tutions in other New England states, and that between 10 and 20 percent of
these students are participating in the Regional Student Program. Thus of
total New England enroliments, those in the Program are in the nelghborhood
of one-half of one percent.
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INTERSTATE COOPERATION

Now it is time to address the queétion of what role the Regional Student

. Program might piay in the future. In this section, the desirability and feasibility

of interstate cooperation is reviewed in a more fundamental way and the costs
and benefits of such cooperation are analyzed.

Until now it has been assumsd that interstate cooperation, as represented
by the Regional Student Program, is a good idea and a workable one. But is
this a sound assumption? As a way of answering that, it is useful to look at the
alternative directions in which .nterstate cooperatlon mlght proceed in New
England

“GO IT ALONE”

The states have always been the most significant unit of government with
regard to higher education. In the colonia! period, state governments char-
tered private institutions and provided them with financial support. Beginning

“in the nineteenth century, the state universities were developed, then the

state colleges, and most recently the two-year colleges. With the exponential
growth of enrollments since World War 11, the states have created new agen-
cies to plan and coordinate higher education within their borders, not only

for the public:institutions but increasingly for the private institutions as well.

Student attendance patterns have also followed state boundaries. Since the
1930's, over 80.percent of the nation’s students have enrolled in their home
state. In recent years this tendency has: been accentuated; the proportion of
degree-credit students enrolled out-of-state declined from 18.2 to 16.8 percent
between 1963 and 1968.

Why have the states built these walls around their coI|eges’7 Campus un-
rest:and anxiety about out-of-state “agitators” played a part. More important,
however, were the financial pressures on state governments legislators,
caught between the demands of their citizens for educational opportunities
andtheresistance of these same citizens to'increasing taxes, have become less
willing to provide financial subsidies for the education of non-taxpaying stu-

" dents from other states.

These same pressures could, at some. future ponnt pIace the Reg|onal
Student Program in jeopardy. It is concervable that one or another state might
withdraw from the Regional Student Program, and this in’ turn would I|kely
lead.to further. contractlons

Given the long- standxng pattern of cooperatlon underlylng the Regional

- Student Program, and the regional commitment to its success, this alterna-

tive seems unlikely. The point to be made, however, is that there are a series of
fundamental pressures.inherent in American higher ‘education which run
counter to effective interstate cooperation. Political pressures, financial pres-
sures and the structure of institutions all press towards the further elaboratlon
of closed systems of hlgher education.
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INTEGRATION .

There is a different set of considerations, less immediate but still power-

ful, which suggest that an integrated regional approach to the planning and

coordination of higher education in New England is approprlate (The intent

hereis not to proposethat the states cede their respcnsibilities and powerstoa’

new reglonal organization but rather to point out the limitations of the present

~ state-hy-state approach.) :

First, as already descrlbed the New England states are reIativer small

althoughpopulous. Secordly, the New England states are already interdepen-.

dentin providing higher education to each other’s citizens. Finally, given this
interdependence, decisions made in one state can have significant impact on
the citizens of the others. '
- It is difficult to achieve economies of scale when pla:nning for smaller
population unfhls of course, is a major reason why the Reglonal Student
Program was-Originally established. The question of economies is likely to
receive eves'more attention in the future because of the financial pressures on
higher egdcation, and this attention will be focused on the size of |nst|tut|ons
as well as the size of programs ‘
In/partlcular there.is a series of new departures in higher educatlon
still i their early stages, which promlse to be of future importance but which
ap|;/ear extremely difficult for a small state to execute. These have to do with
the new educatiornial technologies and new |nst|tutlonal structures such as the

‘ open university and external degree programs. These new technologtes in-

volve sizeable expendutures for the deveIopment of materlals and this in turn
requires a large ‘market” to ‘underwrite the |nvestment involved. It is dif-
ficult to conceive how the New England states could take advantage of these
new departures wnthout a regronal approach.

In summary, political, flnanclal ‘and.institutional pressures tend to force
higher education into closed: state systems At the same time, other social,
economic, and technological forces caII for reg:onal planning and coordina-
tion. Since closed state systems are undeslrable and a regional system is im-
probable (at least in the near future) the answer must lie in the middle ground
—interstate cooperatlon

CONTRACTS

One form of interstate cooperation is the contract which has four impor-

tant charactenstlcs First, it is'a mechanism which.can be used to cover.a ..

wide vartety of programs and situations; it can be used between states, with
public and private institutions, and for a variety - of speclal arrangements
Second, however, the contract requires prior planning. A party desmng to con-

. tract for an educational service must have its objectlve(s) clearly in mind.

" Third, in'the process of negotiating a contract the costs and benefits to all

" parties must be brought into balance. One party wishes to reserve a quota of
‘spaces in a program and is willing to pay for.them; the other party has spaces’
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to offer for which it wishes payment. If they reach agreement it is because
both partiss find the balance of costs and benefits acceptable.

Fourtii, the contract tends to be inflexible in the short run. Changes gen-
erally require renegotiation, and this process tends to occur infrequently. As a
result of these characteristics, the contract is used prlmarnly for high cost
programs involving relatively few students.

STU'DENT INTERCHANGE

A second form of interstate cooperation is studert interchange. The pol-
icies which have been followed for the student interchange element of the
Regional Student F’rogram differ from contract admmtstratlon in two closely
related respects. First, administration has been decentrahzed to the level of
each participating institution, with the result that the Program has operated
extremely flexibly. And secondly, the financing of the Program has been altru-
istic in that the participating states have never precisely calculated their costs

and benefits or tried to strictly attain a balance in the interchange of students.

These two differences are extremely |mportant The flexibility which de-
rives from institutional administration has given the program the capacity to
adapt rapidly and preC|ser New programs have been opened from year to
year, and existing programs withdrawn on occasion. The flow of students
from the different states to the different |nst|tut|ons has varied over time.

-And, in a Iarge number of instances, decentrahzatton has permltted small

numbers ofstudentsto enroll_ in spec|f|c programs which they desire to pursue.
Such adaptability to student interest and institutional capacity could.never be
attained through negotiated contracts. This flexibility in ‘administration has
been possnble because the participating states have not been concerned that
the costs and benefits balance out precisely each year. -

At the same -time, and as a concomitant:of this flexibility, the student
interchange program does not appear to have fostered deliberate and coordi-
nated regional planning. There is a dilemma here; planning tends to preclude
flexibility, and flexibility tends to preclude planning.

COSTS AND BENEFITS

On the surface, it might be expected that, under student interchange, all

benefits accrue to the state from which a Regional Student originates and all N

osts to the state which provides his or her ed::cation — and that both are

roughly equal to the costs of educating a studeat at a public institution. On
‘closer examination. however, it appears that the benefits are more wide-

spread and the: costs are much less than this. first approxlmatlon would

suggest.

"To the student, the ability to enroll in a desired program in a nearby state

is of clear benefit. At a minimum, the economic benefit is equal to the dif-

ference between in-state and out-of-state tuition. This assumes however,

that the student could gain admltlance to the out-of- state program indepen-
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dently of the Regional Student Program, which may or may not be true. Alter-
natively, then, the value of the benefit is the difference between in-state
tuition and the cost to attend a similar program at a public institution outside
of New England or at a private institution somewhere. This cost is likely to be
larger. In some instances, a student may have no feasible access to a program
except through the Regional Student Program, and in these cases the value of
the opportunity is extremely high. , ‘

For the exporting state, the benefit is at least equal to the marginal cost
of educating a student at an in-state public institution. But the benefit is in
reality larger than that. For each Regional Program accessible to jts students,
the exporting state is able to avoid the costs of establishing that program on
its own while still securing for its citizens the opportunities they desire at
reasonable cost. If the exporting state were forced to establish each of these
programs itself, the average cost of in-state public higher education would
probably rise and other pub_Iié: needs might go unfilled because of the in-
creased tax resources required for these programs. )

The cost is experienced by the importing state. Once again, it might be
assumed that this cost is equal to the average per student subsidy (i.e. state
' appropriation) at the public institution in the importing state. Actually, the
true cost is probably less. The institution first admits to a Regional Program
all qualified in-state applicants and then fills out the program with qualified
. Regional Students. In general, these additional Regional Students do .not —
or at least need not — engender significant additional expenditures. Rather,
these students are being added at the margin to attain the optimum student
enrollni-nt. Hence, the Regional Student Program allows the institution to
achieve economies of scale by adding additional students without substan-
tially increasing educational costs. ,

There are other less tangible benefits having to do with diversity. The
Regional Student gains the opportunity to experience a new environment in a
different state. This is a broadening experience for him. At the same time,
‘the college or university which accepts him adds to the diversity of its own
student body. This is a benefit to the institution and its students,

Of course, the fact that the total cost and benefit relationship of the Pro-
gramis favorableis not in itself sufficient: in addition, the distribution-of costs
and benefits between the states must be in some reasonable balance over
the long run if the cooperative relationship is to be durable.

Earlier, it was noted that the “balance sheet” for Regional Student enroll-
ments between the states fluctuates from year-to year, and that in 1970-71
a reasonable balance occurred (see table 3). There is no way of predicting
how the "balance sheets” will appear in future years. Is this a problem?

- Given the advantages of the Program to all parties, it would seem un-
reasonable to seek a precise balance in student interchange from year to year.
The overall benefits are so great that minor descrepencies should be over-
looked, and this has been the practice in'the past. Perhaps more importantly,
the flexibitity and adaptability of the Program would be undermi‘.ed if the
states sought to assure a balance in student interchange. This could only be

achieved through a system of formal contracts and, as $een, such contracts
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cause rigidity and can only be applied where the number of students involved
is small. In addition, the negotiation and implementation of such contracts
would greatly increase the administrative costs of the Program.

At the present time, therefore, an excessive concern with achieving bal-
ancewould notappear to be warranted. The more reasonable course would be
to continue to monitor the Program from year to year and perhaps be prepared
to institute a procedure for reimbursement after the fact if an unacceptable
imbalance develops and persists.
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CURRENT OPERAT'GN OF THE PROGRAM

A number of questions were asik=d during the interview procezz:in order
to determine how well the Regionai Student Program is operating-given its
present objectives and policies. In-addition, over 500 participating 'students
responded to a questionnaire desig.ied to determine how they felt about
the Program. The Program exists. What do people think about it? Are there
any problems? :

The general principle of interstate cooperation and the general form of

the Regional Student Program were accepted and welcomed by those inter-
viewed. The Program is operating reasonably smoothly. Perceptions of the
Program are positive. The basic policies are working.

On the campuses, for example, Regional Students were not felt to be
distinguishable from other students on the basis of performance, persistence,
leadership, etc. Second preference in admissions appears sound in concept
and workable in practice at the undergraduate level. At the graduate level,
state of residence is irrelevant for admissions decisions. .

A number of problem areas were identified, however, and these are sum-
marized below along with recommendations for meeting them. (Some concern
‘was expressed regarding the'loss of the in-state/out-of-state tuition differen-
tial, but that will be discussed in the next section.)

VISIBILITY

While there appears to be a general understanding in New England that -

somesort of regional cooperation in higher education exists, the specific form
of the Regional Student Program is not well known. Despite NEBHE's in-
creased effortsin recent years to publicize the Program, more needs to be done
to ensure that individuals who might benefit from the Regional Student Pro-
gram obtain the necessary information at the time that they are making
~ decisions about their future education. ‘

There is, however, one important caveat in this area. Despite this lack of
adequate promotion, capacity has been regularly achieved in many Regional
Programs. Itis important not to raise false hopes among students. Thus, care
should be taken not to mislead students, parents or guidénce counselors re-
garding the number of spaces actually available for Regional Students th rough
' the Program. ‘ ‘ '
Reéommendationj: .As an aid to guidance counselors and students,

NEBHE might publish large tables for each state which would list Regional -

Programsonone axisand the institutions where these programs can be under-
_taken on the other. SRR -
‘ Recommendation 2: An attempt should be made to provide all se-
niors in New England high schools with a brochure describing the Program.

‘ ‘Recommendation 3: Informing prospective graduate students may be
. moredifficult. A recent proposal to mail information on the Regional Student
Program to every student requesting a graduate admissions application is an
excellent idea. Also promising is the idea of informing department chairmen.
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’
more completely about the Program since college seniors often seek their
chairmen’s advice in choosing gradua!? 3chools.

Recommendation 4: NEEYE might consider giving special publicity
to programs — particularly high cast programs — which have unused capac-
ity. This might be particuiarly appropriate for certain occupational programs
at the two-year level. Institutionsewith underenrolled programs should be
eager for a~ditional students from out-of-state, butioften have no way of con-
tacting t-.. 1. Guidance counselors, in turn, would welcome specific informa-
{ion on such opportunities. (Such programs should only be publicized,
however, if subsequentemployment opportunities are reasonably assured.)

DESIGNATIOVN OF REGIONAL PROGRAMS

Th> designation of Regional Programs occurs each spring when NEBHE
arranges a meeting among the institutional representatives for that purpose.
Defining the degree of “uniqueness" has caused some difficulties at the grad-
uate level and for the state colleges. Agreement has not been reached as to the
level of specialization that should govern decisions at the graduate level. The
state colleges have chosen to use the term "distinctive”, but the lack of operat-
ing experience makes it impossible to evaluate the results of this approach.

The only other problem mentioned concerned the date when the Program
catalogs (the so-called “Apple Books") appear; it was indicated that these
catalogs should be issued by September at the latest. The delay in issuance
does not arise during printing and distribution, however. It occurs when the
process of designating Ragional Programs takes longer than expected.

Recommendation 5: Theannual meetings of institutional representa-
tives should continue to be scheduled as early as possible in the spring, and it
should.be emphasized to the colieges and universities that early distribution
of the Program catalogs depends on rapid clearance of designated programs.

LIAISON AND COORDINATION -

In an effort involving as many institutions and individuals as the Regional

Student Program, problems of liaison-and coordination are to be expected.
Predictal:ly, therefore, some concern was expressed on this point.
Recommendation 6: As staff and legislators’ schedules permit, face-

to-face meetings to discuss the Regional Student Program and other oppor- .

tunities for interstate cooperatlon should be arranged. Such sessions are
extremely difficult to schedule, but opportunities for dialogue with legislators
about the Program should be taken advantage of as they-arise.
Recommendation 7: NEBHEshould attempt to establish better com-
munications regardmg the ‘Regional Studﬂnt Program :with .the presidents

and/or provosts of the state universities. At the present.time, most communi- -

cations flow to the admissuons officers (regarding undergraduate programs)
and graduate deans. Relatlons with both groupaare.excellent :and comtauni-

) catlon at thls level is entirely proper and desirablezfor myany of the techmical
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aspects ofmgmeramiiythe Pramssm, However, important information sometimes
has failed to veach the presiziznts at the right time, with the resuit that they
have felt bypasszd: While dexisions on channels of communication are not
entirely withirr NEZ84E's comtrol, unnecessary misunderstandings could be
avoided, angd newwwpportunities might ‘materialize, if-better communication
existed wittrtiirezpresidents and/or provosts as well as with the admissions
officers and mzraduate deans.

IMPACT ONRPLANNING

As suggested earlier, regional planning could be an extremely important
by-product of the Program. In general, however, education officials indicated
that the Regional Student Program had not played a role in their planning in
the past. Afew exceptions were cited, but almost universally those interviewed
could notidentify instances where the existence of the Progra:i ihad affected
their planning. Instead, most of the discussion centered on the difficulties of
surmounting state boundaries and dwelt on past instances where local deci-;
sions had been made which in fact contradicted the concept of a reglona
pattern of specialization.

The 1960’s were, of course, a period of fantastic growth and expansion in
higher education. New institutions and new programs sprang up every-
where —the emphasis was on unmet needs and resources were rather freely
available. The commoi. expectation was that growth would continue indefi-
nitely. In such an environment, it is not surprising that planning efforts in the
1980's gave limited attention to the possibilities of regional integration.

The assumptions goverring higher education planning have changed
drastically in the last few years, however. Whether the environment of the
1970's is likely to be more conducive to interstate cooperation and regional
planning is the critical question in con3|derlng the future of the Regional
Student Program,
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THE FUTURE: THE SETTING

As mentioned earlier, one of the most significant developments in the .

governance of higher education has been the emergence of state bodies
charged with the responsibility for planning and coordinating the future of
postsecondary education in their states. There is little doubt thal these agen-
cies, which now existin one form or another in four of the New England states,
will play an |mportant role in the future evolution of the Reg|onal Student
Program.

Nevertheless, it is useful to consider the future of the Program from the
perspective of the colleges and universities themselves since their full co-
operation is and will continue to be essential for its future success. Two sets
of considerations will affect the decisions of those ‘institutions. the likely

higher educational environment of the 1970's and the various incentives and

disincentives for participation in the Program.

THE 1970's

Most observers would agree that the environment of the 1970’s will differ
from that of the 1960’s in several important ways. The era of rapid enroil-
ment growth is over. Resources will be harder for colleges and universities to
obtain. Consolidation will characterize.the 1970's. As a result of financial

pressures — and a philosophical shift regarding the low-tuition principle -

tuition is rising. The focus of decision making in higher education is also
changing, and there is increased emphasis on accountability.

Finally, and of particular importance to the Regional Student Program, the
criteria for student residency and student emancipation are changing. While
no one knows exactly what effect these changes will have on the financing of
higher education in general, they could remove the financial benefit of the
Program to Regional Students.

INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES

It is next necessary to look at the incentives and disincentives for partic-
ipation-in the Regional Student Program as perceived by the colleges and
universities. Obviously *hese incentives and disincentives vary in relevance
and impact from state to state and institution to institution.

it is useful to begin with the disincentives, of which there are two:
(1) budgetary effects and (2) fear of reglonal restrictions on institutional
development.

.In New England, public colleges and umversmes are financed in one of
two ways: either the state appropriates the entire budget, in which case tuition
receipts are depositedin the general fund of the state, or the state appropriates
less than the total budget, in which ' case the institution retains whatever
tuition is collected. In a state where- tuition is retained, admission of a
Regional Student represents a direct ioss of revenue.equal to the difference
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between in-state and out-of-state tuition. In a period when resources are tight,
this constitutes a disincentive for aggressive promotion of the Regional Stu-
dent Program.

The second disincentive-is an emotional fear that the Reglonal Student
Program might lead to some form of regional coordination of academic devel-
opment. As discussed earlier, coordination on a regional basis does not now
exist; this anxiety is entirely prospective. Nevertheless, the possibility that
future academic development might be influenced by regional planning is, to
some officials, a reason for restraint.,

Turning to the incentives for participation, the first two are the converse
of the above disincentives. First, for those institutions where tuition is depos-
_ited to the state, there is no financial penalty for admitting.Regional Students.
Since there is no direct “resource cost”, this is often an incentive for partic-
ipation. 4

Secondly, the Regional Student Program opens up new possibilities for in-
stitutional development. In the past, the existence of the Program actually

helped certain colleges and universities to “stake out territory”. If an insti-

tution wanted to start a new program for which in-state demand was insuffi-
cient, the Regional S:udent Program provided a means of generating the
additional enroliment needed. Although assistance in the creation of new pro-
grams is less refevant now, the Program can still aid institutional develop-
ment,

The third incentive relates to the general acceptance of the Program. There
is, first, a moral pressure towards regional cooperation. The concept of co-
operationis so reasonable that no one opposes it on the levei of principle. The
Program also has a history, prestige, momentum and a constituency that
cannot be ignored.

The fourth incentive is the possible prestige connected with participation
in the Program.

. Fifth, there is a positive pressure stemming from a state's overal/ partic-
ipation in the Program. Despite the “resource cost” of enrolling Regional
Students at certain institutions, overall, the states in which these institutions
are located are net creditors in the exchange of students. While the loss of
revenue is regretted, these institutions are hesitant to jeopardize a relation-
ship generally favorable to their states’ citizens.
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THE FUTURE: THE SHORT RUN

Given the likely higher educational environment of the 1970's and the pros
and cons of participation in the Regional Student Program, what can be ex-
pected in the near future? It is useful to consider each type of institution in
turn, :

TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

The major observation with respect to the two-year institutions is that
the Regional Student Program has had limited impact on them. These insti-
tutions have few out-of-state students, and virtually all are Regional Students.
Looking ahead, no two-year colleges or institutes anticipate any significant
change in Regional Student enroliment patterns. They expect more Regional
Students, but not many more. This is a peripheral program for the two-year
institutions, therefore, and one which provides certain advantages and no
problems. - '

Some of their programs are high cost and underenrolled, however. Wider
publicity about the Regional Student Program could be useful in generating
out-of-state students for such programs.

Recommendation 8: The officials of the two-year institutions tend to
be pragmatic, concerned with good management, and inclined to be co-
operative with one another. NEBHE can play a useful role by keeping these
institutions in contact with one another and by helping them focus cooper-
atively on their high-cost/low-demand programs. '

In conclusion, the Regional Student Program can be expectedto go forward

'smoothly at the two-year college level with continued, if not spectacular,

growth.

THE STATE COLLEGES

The state colleges are enrolling their first Regional Students this year.
Conversations with state college officials indicated that no one, at this time,
has any idea exactly what will happen next fall in terms of the enroliment of
Regional Students. .

The state colleges are, however, enthusiastic about participating in the
Prégram. Because of the similarity of their programs, the state colleges find
it difficult to apply the concept of uniqueness. Furthermore, there are poten-
tial problems in relating the programs at the state colleges to those at the
state universities, particularly at the graduate level. In short, it is too early to
speculate exactly how the Regional Student Program will function at the state '
college level. I : ‘

STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LOWELL TECHNOLOGICAL INSTITUTE

At the state universities and Lowell Techn'@flogical fnstitute the situation
is worth more extended consideration:. Historically, the state universities
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fathered interstate cooperation in New England, developed the Regionat
Student Program along with NEBHE, and currently enroll two-thirds of the
Regional Students. Secondly, these institutions are obviously important to the
region both in terms of size and programs offered. Finally, interstate speciali-
zation and cooperation, particularly at the graduate level, would appear to be
both appropriate ana beneficial for these institutions.

At the undergraduate level, there is good reason to think that the enroll-
ment of Regional Students is likely to be smaller in the future. Because of the
budgetary squeeze, the state unjversities are dropping Regional Programs
where they believe sufficient demand from full-tuition paying, out-of-state

‘Students is available to fill the program. Also, in a number of Regional Pro-

grams, the increase in applications from qualified in-state students is filling
spaces formerly filled by Regional Students. This phenomena is particularly
noticeable in the allied health fields where, in ke‘eping with national trends,
increased numbers of students are applying.

It should be recognized that the closing out of Regional Programs because
of expanding in-state demand is both a predictable process and one not in-
consistent with the objectives of the Regional Student Program. One advan-
tage of the Program is that it permits an institution to establish a new program
at optimum size at the outset even though sufficient in-state demand may not
be available. Eventually, however, a point may well be reached when a second
such program is needed in the region to meet total regional demand. That
second program should then be established.

It is at the graduate level, however, where the most significant opportunity

may exist for increased interstate cooperation in the 1970's. Although the
difficulties of transcending state boundaries are great, a cooperative effort
among the state universities to establish a regional pattern of specialization
at the graduate level might have a reasonable chance of success and, if suc-
cesful, would be of great benefit-to each of the universities as well as to the
region. ‘ “
Theseimplications were discussed with the presidents, graduate deans and
other officials at the six state universities. As a result of those conversations,
it was possible to construct plausible arguments both for and against a co-
operative effort of the state universities to plan together in this period of
consolidation.

The argument for a cooperative effort goes as follows;

“A majority of the graduate programs appear to be too small. In most-aca-
demic fields, the expansion of knowledge has been so great that only large
departments can provide satisfactory coverage 'of a discipline. This, in turn,
requires a sizable enroliment of students if costs are to be kept within reason-
able bounds. A small. program implies one  of two things: either that the
coverage of the field will be:relatively narrow, or that the program will be of
high cost. Neither is desirable. : i

“Competition among universities. at the graduate level is likely to intensify
~during the 1970's. There will be:a premium on quality programs because stu-
dents are unlikely to continue to-enroll in programs which do not lead:to em-
ployment. Furthermore, mass-and breadth are important in competing for
federal research support.. ‘
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"Cost considerations are als@ important. With the financial pressures currently
experienced and anticipated, university administrations will have to take a

hard look at existing programs and are likely to be forced to realign and/or
drop some of them.

"Joint planning for tihe region, leading to specialization in particular areas
at each university campus, would provide an opportunity to undertake such a
realignment ina comprehensive and reasonable way. Responsibilities could be
allocated on the basis of comparative advantage. A region of twelve-million
people could support a comprehensive graduate education system of excel-
lence if it took such formn.

"From the point of view of each of the universities, a cooperative regional
plan is a means for overcoming particular interest groups who otherwise can
prevent a sensible realignment.

"It should not be expected that such a plan coulii be worked out quickly. It
would take time and effort. But it is in the self-intizrest of all six state univer-
sities, as well as the general interest of the region. to-have such a pattern of
specialization evolve.”

The argument against regional specialization can be put as follows:

“It is too late to think of specialization, All of these programs already exist. it
is a fundamental fact of university life that ;;0u can never drop a graduaie
program. Graduate work is central to institutional prestige and institutional
dynamics.

"Furthermore, @ven if you wanted to cooperate, on what basis would you
specialize. Academic programs are endlessly linked: undergraduate and

graduate, and among graduate fields. How would you differentiate programs
and divide them up?

“Even if an agreement were desired, would there really be a way to surmount
the barriers of state boundaries. The states have different financial policies,
different educational objectives, and, on the miore mundane level, different
procedures. How could agreement ever be reached?

- "Ard even if an agreement were reached, there would still be dangers and
problems. The costs of coordination might be enormous, enough perhaps to
eat up any Savings. And in an intzsrstate arrangement of this sort, everything
depends on personalities: what happens when a pariicular university president
resigns or a particular governor |oses re-election?”

Which of these arguments is correct? In a sense, they pass each other-in
the night. Everyone agrees that a problem exists. The disagreement relates:to
whether an interstate solution is feasible. Obviously a comprehensive plan:of
specialization cannot and should not be developed or implemented without
adequateiead time. But by building upon the Regional Student Program,:and
by working in a series of steps, important strides in the direction of furthering
the quality and the economy of graduate education in New England may well
be achievable. ‘

Recommendation 9: In order to further study the graduate question

and to explore other opportunities for cooperation between the state univer-

sities, NEBHE and the state university presidents should jointly establish and
fund the staff position “State University Coordinator”. This individual wouild.

28

4

et ek e i P e



ERIC

A v 17 Providea by R

report to both NEBHE and the state university presidents. His responsibility
would beto'study, initiate and support a variety of cooperative efforts between
the New England state universities.

EXTENSION OF THE PROGRAM

fn a region where private higher education has traditionally been as im-
portant as it has in New England, it is obvious that the potential for participa-
tion by private colleges and universities should be considered in any coopera-
tive effort. '

The policies underlying student interchange, however, make it difficult to
Conceive how private colleges and universities might participate. One of the
primary benefits to students of the Program regards the saving of the dif-

ferential between in-state and out-of-state tuition, a differential that does not

exist at private institutions.

There is, however, no such barrier to contract programs. In fact, virtuatly
any arrangement between the individual state governments and any private
institution is theoretically feasible through the contract mechanism with
NEBHE facilitating such arrangements across state lines or even within a
particular state where constitui,ional restrictions may exist (as in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts).

When the question of the possible involvement of private institutions in
the Program was raised during the interviews, it was generally believed that
the issues of including the private sector in all future higher educational plan-
ning and of public support for private higher education were increasingly
important. However, it was also generally felt that these issues would need to
be faced within the individual states before any broadly based regional or
interstate approach could be considered. 4

The interview process also sought to determine whether the New England
states should seek to confine their interstate cooperative efforts within the
region’'s boundaries or whether cooperative arrangements shoulid be pursued
beyond New England. The sentiment of those interviewed was unanimous.
Other cooperative arrangements should be established wherever possible,

The conclusion is inescapable. \ - '

Recommendation 10: Interstate cooperation should not be confined
to any type of institution or any particular region, but rather extended wher-
evirr reasonable and feasible.



THE FUTURE: THE LONGER RUN

Uncertainty as to the resolution of the residency question makes srrecu-
lation about the long run future of the Regional Student Program diiiicult,
since the saving of the tuition differential has been, to date, an integral feature
of the Program. It seems likely, however, that the educational, social, eco-
nomic, and technological forces which presently make regional cooperation
beneficial will grow in importance.

A number of areas are sUggested for future study,-therefore, because of
their importance for the future evolution of regional cooperation:

(1) The border exchange concept which has been successful at the two-
year institutions might be extended to other levels of the Program — par-
ticularly the state colleges, and possibly utilizing contract arrangements.
(2) The open university concept is gathering momentum in New England,
and if implemented would seem more feasible for a “market area” the
size of the region, rather than on a state-by-state basis.

(3) The efimination of the financial disincentives of participation at those
schools which retain tuition receipts might be accomplished in a number
of ways. These deserve further exploration.

(4) Given the uncertainty associated with the residency question, the
effects upon the viability of the program if the tuition benefit were elim-
inated — leaving only second preference in acmissions — shouldbe inves-
tigated.

(5) Ways of further involving the private sector in the Program, part'i-'

cularly through the contract mechanism or possibly through student
assistance, should be explored.

(6) A more in depth analysis of graduate and professional education in
the region should be conducted, focusing upon all of the region’s educa-
tional resources, public and private.

(7) The evolving role of coordinating agencies in the region should be
closely considered to determine to what extent the Program and/or
NEBHE might be of further assistance to them.

(8) The cost/benefit analysis which was envisioned at the outset of this
study might be feasible at some point in the future as the states and insti-
tutions develop better cost information.

(9} Finally, as answers to these and other questions are found and as the
higher educational environment continues to chiange, an effort should be

made to monitor the Program on a regular basis and to undertake another

coinplete evaluation, possibly as soon as 1975.
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CONCLUSION

Interstate cooperation in any field of public policy is very difficult. The
states have always been the basic units of sovereignty: both the federal
government and local governments were created by the delegation of powers
from the states. Each state has its own institutions, its own politics, and its
own way of doing things; and state borders are highly resistent to cooperative
activity. .

Cormrpared to total New England student enrollment, the Regional Student

Program is rather small. Compared to other regional efforts at interstate co-
operation in higher education, however, the Program has been quite signif-
icant. : .
Givenits present policies and objectives, the Regional Student Program has
broad acceptance and is operating smoothly. The most significant oppor-
tunity in the coming years appears to be the potential for strengthening pub-
licly supported graduate education' through a pattern of specialization be-
. tween the six stata universities. The pressing uncertainty is how higher educa-
tional finance in general, and interstate conperation in particular, will be
affected by the instant residency of students.
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FOREWORD

The New England Regional Student Program represents an a1truistic attemp:
to transcend'state boundaries in order to provide expanded postsecondary_educa— :
tional opportunities to the citizens of the New England states. It should also
provide a more rational base for interinstitutiona] and interstate planning by
the region's co]Teges, universities_and institutes by ejiminating the need for .

the costly dup]icatﬁon of academic programs and facilities.

When.the Program was first discussed in 1957, only the six New England
state universities were invo]ved  Inits first year of operation, 1958-59, only
32 "unique" courses: of study were made available under the student 1nterchange
prov1s1ons which allowed a resident of one New England state to enro]] in anothey
of New_Eng]and s state un1vers1t1es wh11e pay1ng on]y the preva111ng 1n-state
tuition rate. No state funds crossed state 11nes in Tieu of the tuition d1fferer
-:t1a1, however, and it is- thlS fact that d1st1ngu1shes this student 1nterchange
program from the usual 1nterstate contract. A toial of 302 students were so en-

rolled that first‘year;

 Today, in 1972, over 500 courses oftstudy_arenavailab1e.through the Progy
’interchange provisions. Every‘degree-granting,tpubTECJy supported postsecondary
- campus in New Eng1and is now involved, a tota] of 81‘ﬁnstitutions. In 1971-72,
.over‘Z,OCOKstudentsﬂwere enrolled through somedphaseho§9the Program --.a figure
made.ali the more remarkab]e‘by the factuthat the Programfs,enro]}ment had reache
o 000 for the tirst°time'in‘1§69-70, just‘two years ear]ier; Indeed, of the 10, !
student reg1strat1ons through the Program since 1958-59, ha]f have occurred W1th1

" the past three years,

Th1s rapid growth in the recent past and the prospects. of cont1nued grow

7_1n the 1mmed1ate future, 1ed the. Board to author1ze an eva]uat1on of the Program
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which was to: (1) assess tha significance and the benefits of the Program from

its inceptiimn-in 1957 to the present time; (2) deterwine how the Program is

currently wizsed by those involved with.or directly affected by it (students,_

administrators. legislators, -etc.); and, (3) explore possible future lines of

|

development for 'the Program.. Particular attention was to be focused throughout
upon the Program's actual and potential impact upon higher educational planning

in the region.

The answers to these guestions were seen as of immediate concern not only
to the Board, however, but also to‘higher;education in general, to federal and
- state gevernments, and to the general public. The implications of this report
are especially important‘given the current concern over the more effective use of
edﬁcatfona] resoufces and the resulting interest in {intra- and 1nterstate coopera-
tion and p1annfng as methods of expanding educational opportunities while avoiding

cbst1y duplication.

The Board itse]f’has reviewed the ffndings of this report and has' already
taken steps to imp1ement severa] of_its.reCOmmendations. A blue-ribbon commission
‘is planned, for:example, to imvestigate thbroth]yfandamake"netdmmendations'regard&ng
NEBHEfs pofentﬁﬁﬁ;mo]e in‘theuarea of regioné] ac.atdiemic‘pl‘anm‘ringT Meetings are
aTready takinggilace et staff level. to begin such ﬁ]annfng‘at the undergreduate
‘1eve1 in the a1Tded: health pnmﬁéssdpns, ‘And‘a thorough study:af* graduate edueation

"ﬁh'New EngTami%Sgwﬂnderway umﬁhriBeard guspﬁceé. Smfffce it Zo say, therefore,
ttheGBoerd has fewmmd this reportis ana1yseseen1ightening and wezare in_genefel‘
agreement-with ﬁéé‘conc1ﬁsiens; We hopevothers will also benefit4ffom its insights

and - suggestions.

To ensure objectivity, the Board sought a projeCt'director frdm outsﬁde the

New England states. We‘were fortunate in securing the services of Mr. Steffen W.
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Plehn who, through his background as Vice Chancellor for Planning with the
New Jersey State Department of Higher Education, brought to the study
familiarity not only with multi- and interFinStitutional prdgrams and plans,
but also with the 1ikely higher educational environment of the coming decade

and the general characteristics of the Northeast corridor.

Mr. Plehn was advised throughout by an Advisory Committee consisting
ot representativés of higher education, state government, and the general
public frum within and without New England. It was my pleasure to serve
on that Committee, and on behalf of both the Advisory Committee and the

Board, I offer Mr. Plehn our congratulations on a job well done.

November, 1972 _ Bennett D. Katz
‘ : Chazitnman
New England Board of Higher Educaiion
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PREFACE

Since 1957, the New England Board of Higher Education'(NEBHE),'the state
governments, and the publicly supported colleges, universities and institutes of the
‘region have jeint1y administered the New England Regional7StuﬁentsProgram, an effort'

to expand higher educational opportunities on an interstate basis.

In. September 1971, Dr. Alan L. ‘Ferguson, Executﬁve:Drwecznr of ‘NEBHE, asked
;me, with the gu1dance and ass1stance of:a*d1st1ngu1shed adwmsery comm1ttee to under—
take(an‘ewaluat1on of thvs Program, with particular emphasis @n its relationship to
the New England system of highe}‘edUCaiibnaand its}a[ternatﬁmE;Pines of -future .
deVelopment given the issues and trends that are tfke1y to stmpe Migher 2ducation in

the coming years.

The evaluation went forward “in %wo: stages. The-first:stage was the preparation
of a report containing a brief history of the Regional Student Program, :an-analysis .
offthe.New England higher educationai‘system, and a‘theoreticall :exploration of the
desirability and feasibility of intens%ate cooperation, including the cosis and

-benefits:.of such cooperation. That document became PART :ONE ©f this final report.

In the second stage, IVtravelednfhreughdut New‘Engmammﬁand:interviewed approxi—
mate]y‘WOO individua]s who have some connection with or”fntemest“in the Program --
1eg1s1ators, coord1nat1ng and governing- board officials, pres1dents of 1nst1tut1ons,
deans, adm1ss1ons off1cers, and academic planners In -addition, a brief Quest1on-
naire was mailed to over 1 200 students in: the Program, some 500 of whom responded
‘The objective was to try to understand the th1nk1ng and percept1ons of the h1gher
~“education commun1ty concern1ng the Regional Student Program in part1cu1ar and the
opportun1t1es for 1nterstate coopera:1on in h1gher educat1on in genera] The results
of those 1nterv1ews and that survey and my recommendat1ons based upon those results

‘const1tute PART TWO of this report.

vii



Undertaking this evaluation has been a fascinating and rewarding experience

for me. Everyone, especially the NEBHE staff, has been extremely fmlpful at every
step and I am particularly indebted to Raymond G. Hewitt, Difectmma@f“Research at
NEBHE, for the .development and analysis of the student Questiommzire:as well as
for editorial assistance tHroughout. I hope, in turn, that this r=port will be

of some he]p to tine New England Board as it charts a future couwrses<for this

important effort“in interstate cooperaticn.

Steffen W. Plehn
\ Profect Directon
Washihgton, D.C.
September 1972
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1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION
The New Engtand Board of Higher Education (NEBHE) has administered the New

England Reginnal Student. Program* since 1957 with the objective of broadening higher
educational opportunities for the residents of the New England states while con-
serving resources by avoiding study program duplication. Currently, more than

2,000 students are enrolled through this Program in public and private institutions

outside of their home state.

For these students, the Program makes it possible to pursue a course of
study otherwise not available in their_home”state or available only at much higher
cost. For the participating institutions, the Program contributes to more efficient
operation and brings to their campuses students who otherWise would not or could not -
be present. For each of the New England states, the Program obViates the need to
duplicate expenSiVe courses of study a]ready available in neighboring states while
providing its“Citizens with a broader range'of‘eduoational opportunities than is
avai]ab]e.iocaily For higher eduoation‘in'generai “the Program can be seen as a
significant actiVity which has the effect of transcending state boundaries in order
‘to provide increased higher education_opporuunities. It is one of the }argest

efforts at interstate cooperation in higher education in the United‘States.'

The purposes of this analysis were to review the history and administration
of the Regional Student'Program, to examine what benefits -- to‘students,‘to‘insti-
tutions, and to states -- have been generated by the Regional'Student Program, to
sound out the attitudes of partiCipants and other interested persons toward the
Program, and to expiore the poSSibilities for various extenSions of this type of

interstate cooperation

~* Also referred to th“oughout this report as the Regional Student Program or SimpIy
' the ‘Program, - _ ‘ ‘




METHODOLOGY
It.was recognized from the outset that this review and analysis reqiiied

both impartial and competent guidance. This was provided by the apoointment of
the following Advisory Committee:

Thomas F. Bates

Vice Presdident forn Planning

Pennsylvania State University

Ralph A. Dungan

. Chancellon, New Jernsey State

Deparvtment o Highen Education

Robert Franklin

Executive Dinectonr

Connectiout Public Expendttune Council

Bennett D. Katz
Senaton, Staxe 04 Maine

Nancy St. John
Fellow, Radeliffe Institute
' Radeliffe College
The Committee met with the project director before the research work began and four

times 1ater to review and advise on the progress of the report in preparation.

The project director and the Committee were adyised by NEBHE to use thee;
analysis of the Pmogram, and those attitudes toward_it that could be recorded, to
determine the viability of such an interstate activity and its'potentia1:growth.
‘Although there was also interest in‘a precise anaiysis of the costs and benefits of
the Program, the lack of sotid cost ihformation preciUded any in depth‘anaIysis of

this aspect. It remains an important unfinished task.

It was p1anned.that an essential element of the study be a broad and person-
to-person consultation in the field w1th part1c1pants, institutional representat1ves,
aod state legislators. Th1s proved to be a most 51gn1f1cant aspect of the rev1ew

~and a 1ist of those persons actua11y 1nterv1ewed and the quest1ons asked of them
‘are appended“ S1nce it was 1mpos51b1e to meet persona]]y with all of the students

in the Program most of them were contacted by means of a pr1nted Quest1onna1re

O




The results of that survey'are also appended.

SUMMARY
PART ONE (Chapters 2-4) presents the available data about the Regional Student

Program and attempts to place that information in some perspective. This was the
starting point. Through the interview process and further analysis, some consensus
ahout the future promise and potential of the Regional Student Program emerged.
PART TWO (Chapters 5-8), therefore, presents the resu]ts of the total evaluation

effort. The contents of these chapters are summarized below.

2 THE REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM

The New~Eng1and Higher Education Compact, which created NEBHE, was ratified
in 1955, The stated ob*z:c¢ive of the Regional Student Program, as established in
1957, was to broade. opportunity for the residents of New Eng1and through the most

efficient utilization of the region's higher"education resources.

The Reg1ona1 Student Program developed in essentially two d1rect1ons
contract programs and student interchange. This evaluation is concerned primarily
w1th student 1nterchange, through which students of one state may enrollrin certain
programs in other states, pay1ng tu1t1on at only the 1n state rate. Programs are
opened to students&from another state when they are un1que or, in the case of the
Atwo-year 1nst1tut1ons, are ava11ab1e at an 1nst1tut1on located c]oser to a student S

p]ace of reS1dence than an in- state schoo]

The adm1n1strat1on of the student 1nterchange is h1gh1y decentra11zed Most
perat1ng dec1s1ons are made by the educat1ona1 1nst1tut1ons NEBHE prOV1des 1eader-
. ship and coordination. —Governors‘and 1eg1s]ators have shown‘cont1nu1ng 1nterest and ,

support.

For the first decade (1958 1967), the 1nterchange program- was conf1ned to

[:R\(:state un1vers1t1es and enro11ment was stat1c at 300 to 400 students per year._‘




The public two-year colleges and institutes joined the Program in 1968-69; the
state colleges will participate beginning in 1972-73. Between 1967-68 and 1971-72

the number of students involved has nearly quintupled.. (See also Appendix D.)

1967-68 ©1971-72
| Two-year institutions 0 548
Univ.-Undergraduate 17 856
Univ.-Graduate . n_ 589

Total ‘ 418 - 1,993

'This chapter includes an anlysis of the 1970-71* enrollments by program and
by level. In 1970-71, for example, there was the following balance between inter-

change students entering and leaving each state under the terms of the Program:

Enteriqg | Leaying
Connecticut - 382 352
Maine B [ 186
‘Massachusetts - o 519 -+ 503
New Hampshire 179 248
Rnode Island o wE D 148
vermont 4 47

3 THE NEW ENGLAND HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM ‘ | _
Based primariTy'onethe_U.S. Office of Education‘s'1968 study of the residence
and migration of college Students; this”chapterkseeks to determine to what extent

higher ed0cation‘in New England functions‘as an integrated system.

Looked at as en eﬁtity, New Ehg]ahd can be seen as the nation's third 1argest‘
_ state, w1th 6 percent of the nat1ona1 popu]at1on densely 1nhab1ted and with a

comparat1ve1y high- per- cap1ta 1nCOme

i
L

[:R\f: the time the ana]ys1s was conducted 1971-72 enroliment data were not yet
“MEVd1]ab1e . e “ ‘ |



On the basis of gross national comparisons, students from New England were
obtaining educational opportunities at an acceptable rate in 1968. New England's
"performance”" in terms of the proportion of the population obtaining higher educa-

tion was ahead of the national average.

A smaller percentage of New England students were enrolled within their
home state in 1968 than was true for the nation. Nationally, for example, 81 per-
cent of all full-time undergraduates attended college in their state of residence;

in New England, only 67 percent did.

Considered as a region, however, New England had a pattern of attendance that
closely resembled the national norm. Fourteen percent of the region's full-time
undergraduate students were enrolled in another New England state. Hence 81 percent

~of ‘the region's full-time undergraduates were enrolled in New England. Of the total
of approximately 400,006 New England students in 1968, almost 46,800, or nearly 12

percent, were enrolled in another New England. state.

Compared to the rest of the nation, New England students had a more pronounced
tendency to attend private colleges and universities. For examp]e, 57 - -percent of New
England undergraduate students attended private institutions as compared to 28 per-

cent nationally.

of the 46,800 students who were enrolled in another New Eng1and state, . 38 000'

or 81 percent were enrolled in pr1vate institutions.

At private‘institutions, students from New England constituted 62 percent of
. the full- t1me undergraduate enrol]ment 61 percent of the graduate enrollment, and

49 percent of the first- profess1ona1 enrol]ment
' i

At pub11c 1nst1tut1ons, 1n state students const1tuted 88 percent of the fu11-

1\‘t1me undergraduates and an add1t1ona1 5 percent were from other New Eng]and states

hpsR\K:raduate and f1rst profess1ona1 students, 1n state students const1tuted 82 per-‘




cent and 71 percent of the enroliment respectively and an additional 5 percent and

21 percent respectively were from other New England states.

An estimated 2 percent of New England students are currently attending public
institutions in another New England state. Of these, between 10 and 20 percent are

obtaining berefits under the Regional Student Program.

4 INTERSTATE COQPERATION
The purpose of this chapter is to review the desirability and feasibility of
interstate cooperation in general and to analyze the costs and benefits of such

cooperation.

Since the 1930's, over 80 percent of the nation's students have enrolled in
their home state for higher educational study. Recently this tendency has been
accentuated. Political and financial pressures press toward the further elaboration

of closed state systems of higher education.

At the same time, social, economic and technological forces call for regionaT
planning and coordination, particularly in New England where thé states are small.
The an’Engiand states are already significantly dependent on each other in higher

.education. It will be very difficult for this region to take ddvantage of economies
of scale or of new educaticnal departures, such as the "open university", without a

regional approach.

The interstate contract is a mechanism which can be used to cover a wide
variety of progkams and situations. By‘its nature, the contract requirés pr?br
b]annihg,.is relatively inflexible, and the costs and benefits to all parties are

negotiated into balance.

"StUdentkinterchange, with decentralized administration, is more flexible and

E ftftabIe,but it has not been effectivé in fostering signifitant(regioné] p]annihg.‘
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- Student interchange also appears to result in a favorable balance of costs and
benefits. The participating students obtain a benefit which is at a minimum equal to
the in-state[but—of-state tuition differential and, in many cases, of considerably
greater va]ué. The exporting states are able to avoid the costs of establishing cer-
tain programs while still securing these educational opportunities for their citizens.
Costs are experienced by the importing state, but these costs are 1essvthan average
costs because Regional Students are added at the margin, allowing the'receiving insti-
tution to achieve economies of scale without substantially increasing educational costs.
Other, less tangible benefits, such as diversity, are also created. In short, the
éosts of student interchance are smaller than might be expected and the benefits are

larger.

The distribution of costs and benefits between the states is currently in
reasonab]e»balance. If an imbalance develops in the future, a system of reimburse- ;

ment after the fact may be desirable.

5 CURRENT OPERATION OF THE PROGRAM

A number of questions were asked during the interview process in order to de-
‘term1ne how well the Regional Student Program is operat1ng given its present obJect1ves
and p011c1es In add1t1on over 500 part1c1pat1ng students responded to a Quest1on—
nair" designed to qeterm1ne how‘they felt about the Program. The‘answers to those
~ questions raised in the interviews and on the QUéstionnaire are summarized in this

chapter.

The general principle’of interstate cooperation and the general form of the

‘Regional Student Program were accepted ‘and welcomed by those interviewed.

On- the campuses Reg1ona1 Students were not felt to be d1st1ngu1shab1e from

other students on the basis of performance, pers1stence, 1eadersh1p, etc.

T T T T R e e e ke s S STt e, Fa s e AL e e e L
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Despite NEBHE's increased efforts in recent years to pub1icfze the Program,
more needs to be done to ensure that individuals who might benefit from it obtain the

necessary information at the time they are making decisions about their future edu-

cation.

The designation of Regional Programs occurs each spring when NEBHE arranges a
meeting among the- institutional representatives for that purpose. Defining the degree
of "uniqueness" has causad some difficulties at the graduate level and for the state
colleges. Agreement has not been reached as to the level of specialization that

should govern decisions at the graduate level. The state colleges have chosen to use

‘the term "distinctive", but the lack of operating experience makes it impossible to

evaIUate the results of this approach.

Second preference in admissions appears sound in concept and workable in prac-
tice at the undergraduate level. At the graduate level, state of residence is

irrelevant -for admissions decisions.

Some concern was expressed regarding the late availability of the Program
catalogs {the so-called "Apple Books"). This, however, results from delays in the
fjna]iza?ion_of program designations by the institutions. This problem is also
fe]ated,‘therefore, to othef minor problems of Tiaison and coordination identified

within institutions.

‘Finaj1y, the Program's impact on planning 1s‘reviewedt‘ ATthough no one felt
planning had been affected by the exiétence of the Program; exahp]es of the introduc-

tion of riew programs that run counter to regional specialization were cited.

The higher educational environment is undergoing change in the 1970's, however,

and that environment is likely to be more conducive to regional planning and other

- forms of interstate cooperation.
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6 THE FUTURE: THE SETTING

Most decisions regarding the future of the Regional Student Program will prob-
ably continue to be made by the participating institutions -- at Teast for the immediate
futdre. Two sets of considerations will affect those decisions: the likely higher
educational environment of the 1970's and the varjous incentives and disincentives for

participation in the program.

Most observers would agree that the environment of the 1870's will differ from
that of the 1960's in several important ways. The era of rapid enrollment growth is
over. Resources will be harder for colleges and universities to obtain. Consolida-

tion will characterize the 1970's.

As a result of firancial pressures -- and a philosophical shift regarding the

Tow-tuition principle -- tuition is rising.

The focus.of decision making in higher educatien is also changing, and there

is increased emphasis on accountability.

Finaily, and of particular importance to the Regional Student Program, the
criteria for student residency and student emancipation are changing. While no one
knows exactly what effect these changes will have on the financing of higher educa-

tion in genefa], they could remove the financial benefit of the Program to Regional

‘Students.

Several considerations are dominant in the thinking of colleges and universities
as they perceive the Regional-Student Program. The Program is logical and it has a

history, prestige, momentum and a constituency that:‘cannot be ignored.

The Program has budgetary effects, however, and while these effects are non-.
ex1stent or positive for some 1nst1tut1ons, there are rea] costs involved in part1-'

c1pat1ng for others.

Finally, the Program has potential for affecting academic déVefopment'and
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wtonony. 1t allowed certain institutions to "stake out territory" in the past, but

same fear that it might Tead to restrictions on development in the future.

T THE FUTURE:  THE SHORT RUN

Given the likely higher ecicational environnent of the 1970's and the pros and

cans of participating in the Regional Student Progran, what can be expected in the

near future?

The Progran has Tinited fnpact on the two-year fiistitutions -- it provides cer-
mmmmWHMMwmm.Hhmﬁ%ﬁmMmWHMMmme

NMmemyumHEMWHMmmmmﬁmtmdmhmwwm

ShwthsﬁﬁcﬂhwsﬁﬂbemmﬂMgWﬂrﬁmthﬁwﬂSN@Msﬁh

fall, it 15 too early to speculate how the Program will function at that level,

Hore extended consideration is given o the state universities, Interstate
specialization and cooperation, particularly at the graduate Tevel, would appear to

be both appropriate and bereficial for these institutions.

At the undergraduate Tevel, Regional Student enrollment ds Tikely to be snaller
in the future as certain prograns, particularly in allied health, are withdram from
the Program because of (1) budgetary. pressures and/or»(Z) increased in-state interest
in these prograns, This 5 a predictable process and not inconsistent with the Pro-
gran's objectives, What the state universities (and NEBHE) now face is the prospect
Mwmmemmﬂwwmﬁhmmamsm%mamMMymumm%

residents,

It 15 at the graduzte Tevel, however, where the nost significant opportunities

myaﬁtherwwdmmmmmcwmmﬁminmewm%.TMpM$m¢wmofa‘

mwwﬂﬂéﬂmmﬁkﬁwtntmgmwnehwlueﬁmmwm

mmhmumwmmmmemmhmmmmﬂmmWwdo

‘mdwemwnemﬂﬁwmmaMtomwbwmdehwmwsMWMH%.Mbmhg
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cases, the conclusion would seen to be that interstz'e cooperation shauld not be con-

fined to any type of institution or any particular region, but rather extended

wherever reasonable and feasible,

§ THE FUTURE: THE LONGER RUN

Uncertainty s to the resolution of the residency question makes sneculation

about the Tong run future of the Regional Student Program difficult since the saving

OHMNMMMMNMMmwﬁmmmmammWﬂﬁMNﬁmemmm
It seems Tikely, however, that the educational, social, econamic, and technological

mmuwmmpmmmeﬂewmmﬂcmmmﬁmbmﬁRMIMng‘mimmmm&

A mumber o areas are suggested for future study, therefore, because of their
importance for the future evolution of regions cooperation:

(1) The border exchange concept which hd?fbeen successful at the two-
year institutions night be extended to other Tevels of the Progran --
particularly the state colleges, and possibly utilizing contract
arrangements,

(2) The open university concept is gathering momentum in New England,
and if implemented would seem nore feasible for a "market area" the

size of the region, rather than on a state-by-state basis.

(3) The elimination of the financial disincentives of participation at

those schools which retain tuition receipts might be accomplished
in 2 number of ways. These deserve further exp10ration,

(4) Given-the uncertainty assoctated with the residency question, the
affects upon the viability of the progran if the tuition benefit
were elininated --‘leaving oily second preference in adnissions --

shoutd be frvestigated,




12

(5) Ways of further involving the private sector in the Program, parti-

cularly through the contract mechanism or possibly through student
assistance, should be ex:iored.

(6) A more in depth analysis of graduate and professional education in

the region should be conducted, focusing upon all of the region's

educational resources, public and private.

(7) The evo]vin§ role of coordinating agencies in the region should be
closely considered to determine to what extent the Program and/or
NEBHE might be of further assistance to them.

(8) The cost/benefit analysis which was envisioned at the outset of this

study might be feésib]e at some point fn the future as the states
and institutions develop better cost information.

(9) Finally, as answers to these and other questions are found and as
the higher educational environment continues to change, an effort
should be made to monitor the Program on a regular basis and to

undertake another complete evaluation, possibly as soon as 1975.

CONCLUSION
Interstatevcooperation in any field of public policy is difficult given the
sovereign nature of the individual states. Compared to othér‘efforts at regionai

'cooperation, therefore, the Regional Student Programifs quite significant.

To date, the Program has gained broad acceptance and has run rather smoothly,
Tha greatest opportunity in the immediate future is for strengthening publicly-sup-
ported graduate education throqgh a pattern of regional specia]ization. The most

- pressing uncertainty is the effect.of "instant residehcy" for students.




PART ONE: AN OVERVIEW

The §ollowing three chaptens, along with the Liszt of questions presented
in Appendix A, were originafly prepaned o phovide a common basis for the almosi
100 interviews (see Appendix B) that were an integral part of the totol ewefuation
process. Simifardy, LThis matenial <& presested here o provide the context for

the evaluation itself which comprises PART TWO of this neport.

Chapten 2 provides an overview of the Regional Student Progham -- Aits
beginnings, its objective, its administrnation, and its cwuent status. The New

'Engi’_and "system" of higher education, and the Ragx;onaZ Student Program's nelation-

ship Lo it, 48 the ﬁocué of Chapter 3. Finally, in Chapter 4, interstate coopera-
tion in general ~-- Aincluding Lts costs and benefdits -- 44 neviewed with an eye
towand the possible future development of the Reglontl Student Program.

g s e



2 THE REC ONAL STUDENT PROGRAM

~ The purpose of -this chapier is to provide a brief overview of the Regional
Student Program. How did it begin? What was its objective? How has it mp@es ed?

And what is its current status?

ITS BEGINNINGS

Cooperation within New England higher education began more than twenty years
ago, well before there were formal arrangements between the states. The. Uniyersity
of Connecticut, for example, begam to accept New Englland studients at in-stzie &ui-
tion rates in programs such &s pharmacy and physical therapy in 1948, and %iimilier
opportunities were provided by the state universities of Maine, New Hampshire, and
Rhode Island. Although the rationale i obscure, such arrangements undoabitedly
developed out of sound economic censiderations reflating to the efficient size of
academic progfams as well as the long-standing tradition of close association among

the New England state universities.

In 1955, this pattern of cooperation Qas formalized by the ratification of
the New England Higher Education Compact which emphasized the need for expanded
opportunities through cooperafion:

The purposes of the New England Higher Education Compact shall be

to provide greater educational opportunities and services through

the establishment and maintenance of a coordinated educationaft

program for the persons residing in the several states of New Eng-

land ... with the aim of furthering higher education in the fields

of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, public health, and in

professional, technical, scientific, literary, and other fields.

The Compact also established the New England Board of Higher Education (often called

‘NEBHE) as the mechanism to foster this cooperation.

Given this mandate, NEBHE immediatély initiated discussions whfch}]ed to the

creation of the Regional Student Program;in‘1957. As a result of those‘ear]y dis~-

cussions; the Program‘deve1opedﬂin two directions: contract progkams and student.

Q terchan é;
ERICT
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The concept of interstate contracts for higher education programs had been
pioneered by the first interstate compact agericy for higher education, the Southern
Regional Education Board (SREB), established in 1948, Under normal contract pro-

cedures, one state reserves a certain number of student places for its own citizens

in a particular educational brogram in a nearby state through an annual per student
% subsidy. Generally, contract procedures are used for high cost programs for which

there is limited demand..

There are currently (for 1972-73) four contract programs in effect, negotiated

E and administered by NEBHE on behalf of the New England states: three provide for the
training of physicians at tﬁe Co]]ége:of Medicine of the Univeréity of Vermont and
g the fourth for the training of dentists at the Tufts University School of Dental
Medicine. Under the terms of the medica1 contracts, the University of Vermont has
agreed to accept up to 30, 100, and 20 qualified students from the states of Maine,
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island fespectiVe]y and to charge each such student only
the prevailing in-state tuition; in return, the contracting states provide $5,000'
‘ toward the cost of educating each of their residents enrolled under th~se terms.
' Simi]ar]&, Tufts University has agreed to admit up to 25 qualified Maine residents

at a reduced tuition rate* in return for which the State of Maine provides a $5,000

cost-of-education allowance to Tufts for each student enrolled.

unique in the nation. Briefly stated; it permits students of one state to enrol1

in certain‘programs (so~called Regional Programs) in other states whi]e‘paying tuition
at the in-=state rate. This aspect of the Program, which has grown very.rapidly in
recent years, currently involves aTT pub]ic‘two-year colleges, the six state univer-

sities, and\Lowe]],Technological Institu;e.‘ Beginning in 1972-73, the region's

* Tufts is a private university and does not differentiate between in-state and out-
of-state students for tuitiom purposes. A reduced tuition rate is offered to con-

}” ‘ The second element of the Regional Student Program, student interchange, is
I tract students, therefore, in p]ace of in-state tu1t1on.
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ek

state colleges will also be participating in the Program. And in 1973-74, when

Sespimibadtein

Southeastern Massachusetts University joins the Program, virtually all New England

; public institutions will be participating. (See Appendix F)

g In 1971-72, 1,993 students were involved in student interchange under the
Program, of whom:

-0 548 were enrolled at public two-year colleges;
- ' e 856 were undergraduates at the state universities and Lowell
i Technological Institute; and |

o 589 were graduate students at these latter institutions.
Clearly, the majority of participating students (hereinafter referred to as Regional
Students) were beneficiaries of the student interchange provisions, and this evalua-

-~ tion will focus primarily on this aspect of the Program.

- 17S OBJECTIVE
The objective of the Regional Student Program is to broaden opportunity fhhough

cooperation. It is stated in the Compact ("to provide greater educational opportu-

- ‘nities and services"), in the original policy agreement among the state universities

GO §
.

in 1957 ("to provide an increased variety of educational opportunities for the

%f residents of the region") and in recent resolutions of the New England Governors'

Conference.

[ENREY

Underlying this objective are a humber of assumptions worth exploring. First,
?f relating to the role of the states, is the implicit assumption that the states have
- a responsibility to their citizens to provide higher educational opportunity. This
reflects a reality of American,higher education. iAsythé Carnegie Commission states

= in The Capitol and the Campus, "Throughout the history of this nation, state govern-

‘ments have been the public agencies most directly concerned with the education
beyond high school of America's youth". (p. 7). And, the report continues, "Regard-

less of the shifting nature of each state's relationships with its‘postsecdndahy

i
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educational institutions, the central goal has remained the same: to meet in one
or another way the needs of its citizens for training beyond the high school®. (p. 7)
For the members of the Carnegie Commisaion, and for most other observers of higher
educatien, the fulfillment of ‘this goal in the 1970's requires "universa1 access to

" postsecondary education related to the needs and qualifications of each student”.

(p. 9)

The second and third assumntions are economic in nature and provide the
rationale for interstate cooperation, namely that the resources of each state, taken
alone, are insufficient to provide a full range of opportunities for all its citi-
cens and that by cooperating the New Eng]and‘states can simu]taneous]& broaden
opportunities and conserve resources. This conservation, in turn, will permit a -
further extension of oppgrtunities. These assumptions are based on fundamental
economi¢ realities: (1) the scarcity of reSources in relationship to needs,hand
(2) the increased productivity which can be achieved through the division of labor

and the achievement of economies of scale.

To summarize, the objective of the Regional Student Program has been to
broaden postsecondary education opportunities. It nas established by the New
'England states as an outgrowth of their fundamental responsibilities for education

beyond the high school and in recognition of the economic benefits of interstate

cooperation. Precisely stated, _t__g_a_cooperat1ve effort to broaden op§ ortun1gy

for the residents gf_Newang1and through the~most efficient ut111zat10n of the

region's higher education resources.

ITS ADMINISTRATIQN

Three levels of administration are invelved in the Regional Student Program:
- the state governments, NEBHE, - and the~participating institntions The‘state govern-
_ments have shown a cont1nu1ng, act1ve 1nterest in the Program. The Governors Con-

ference keeps abreast of deve]opments and many state 1eg1s]ators are strong
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supporters. On the whole, however, with the exception of major policy questions
such as the inclusion of the two-year.c011eges'or the state colleges, state govern-
ments have not participated actively in the actual administration of the student

interchange portibn of the Program.

The New England Board of Higher Education, which includes government officials,
educators, and citizen representatives among its membership, has played the catalytic
and coordination role: gathering information defining opportunities, serving as
general coordinator of the Program, and publicizing and explaining the Program to
students, guidance counselors and the general public. Most decisions regarding
'stddent interchange, -however, have been made by the participating colleges and
universities. The institutions decide which programs will be included, to which

states they will be opened, and which students will be admitted.

One can characterize this administrative process, therefore, as highly de-
centralized, depending on a shared understanding between many individuals on
different campuses, with leadership and coordination provided by NEBHE, and with

the continuing interest and support of the governors and legislatures.

It is more difficult to generalize about policy in regard to the contract
programs. The néed to expand training opportunities in the health professions was
_-one of the primary forces behind the passage of the Compact, and this led eventually
to the negotiation in 1960-6T of contracts bétween four of the states (currently

three) and ihe University of Vermont Co]]ége‘of Medicine, and in 1969 of the

contract between Maine and Tufts Unive?sity Dental School.

As with student interchange, NEBHE’hqs played a catalytic role in bringing
together the relevant parties, gathering the neceésary infOrmation, and assisting
in‘thé determfnatiqn’of equitab1e‘policy guide]ihes for‘contract programs. Unlike

~ the student fnterchange'programs,'hbwever, the state governments are active’partif

Gnants in the determination of contract programs,‘at‘1éast insofar as the
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respective governorslare signators to the contracts themselves and the.respective
Tegislatures must appropriate the necessary funds topimp1ement the contracts.

NEBHE also pfays a more,active‘ro1e 1n‘the-administration of the contracts, serving
as fiscal agent between the contracting states and institutions and also frequently

certifying the residential eligibility of applying students.

From 1958-59-toL1970—71,1for examp]e;»contracts were also negotiated batween
the State of Vermont and‘Keene State Co11ege in New Fampshire whereby Vermont would
pay; through NEBHE as fiscal agent, the full out-of-state:tuition‘for up to a pre-
determined number (20 in 1970-71) of its residents who were admitted to Keene State

Coliege and who would agree to e1ther (1) return to Vermont to’teach in the public
school system or (2) reimburse the State for those tuitionApayments made on their

behalf. For 1971-72 NEBHE was further authorized to contract with any institution

,  outs1de of Vermont for such’ +ra1n1ng of its res1dents under essent1a11y the same

po11cy gu1de11nes, except that a maximum of $1,000 was a11owab1e toward the annual
tu1t1on payment per student For that year, contracts were entered 1nto with

Adams State Co11ege (A]amosa Co]orado) and‘Arwzona State Un1vers1ty for 1 student

| each in. add1t1on to the then 21 students enro11ed at Keene State Co11ege Beg1nn1ng

—— e g et i

in 1972 73, however, the State of Vermont has dec1ded to ass1st students in all
f1e1ds of study through 1ts ex1st1ng Vermont Student Assistance Corporat1on rather

than single out a part1cu1ar f1e|d for speC1a1 ass1stance via 1nterstate contracts

There have also been discussions in recent years about the use of the contract

mechanism in such other fields as veterinary medicine, architecture and optometry.

]

-‘The contract mechanism is c1ear1y an instrument which can be used by the states in -

~ various combinaticns for various pUrpOses, with both pub11c and private institutions,

and with institutions,outside New England as well as within its borders.
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ITS FIRST DECADE

The ground rules governing student interchange were initially agreed to by
the state universities in 1957, as follows: -
(1) To broaden opportunities, "unique" prerams_at the universities
were made available to students from other New England states. These
Regional Programs were of two types: those programs which were‘singu-
1ar1; unique were openeddto the other five Mew England states; other
programs, offered at moie than one university, were opened to students
from the states lacking these programs. |
(2) Decjsions on which programs'wculd be opened and to whom they would
be opened were made by the universities themselves. For example, the
University of Connecticut‘made the decision to open its pharmacy proe
gram to Regiona] Students and the University of Vermont decided that

it was appropriate for Vermont students to atend.

(3) Each state university agrend to give first preference to qualified
students from its own state and second preference to qua11T1ed Regional
Students. Thus Reg1ona1 Students gained adm1ss1ons preference over

§~‘5;--«- - ... -qualified students from-cutside New England. (The fast: that 2 program_ S

. was designated a Regiona1‘PrOgram did nct(guarantee that Regional Stu-

‘dents were subsequently enrojled. In some cases, no students might
i* ' apply; in other cases, there is indirect evidence that quotas for out-
’ of-state students and cther local policies have overridden the Regiona]

Program designation.)

] |
: - (4) At the undergraduate 1eve1, most Reg1ona1 Programs were or1g1na11y
;» open only for the junior and sznior years.
1 (5) Reg1ona1 Students were to pay in- state tuition and were to be given
cons1derat1on for scho]d&sh1ps on the same basis as in-state students,
3% “_ : (6) Academ1c records of Reg1ona] Students were accepted at face value,

ff[ERJ!:“ and full credit was allowed for a]] courses passed (Th1s was‘extremn1y
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important a light of (4), since many Regional Students were trans-
ferring into the Program.)

(7) Degrees were awarded at the-university at which the st:udent spent
-his senior year.

(8) Each institution maintained cqntro] of its own curricutum, and

close 1jaison was to be maintained between similar academic programs.

In the first year (1958-59), 31 Regional Programs_were sb'deSjgnated and 302
Regional Students so ehro]ied. This pattern continued with 11tt1e change for the
next decade. Regional program offenings wehe hodified from year to year, and NEBHE
performed its essential coordinating functions, but enrollment remained infthe

narrow range of roughly 300-400 students. (See Appendix D)

ITS CURRENT STATUS |

Beginning in 1967-68, however, some major changes in po]icy were instituted
wh1ch have contr1buted to a more than four- fo]d increase in enroliment (from 418 in
1967-68 to 1, 993 in 1971 72)

° F1rst, 1t was dec1ded that freshmen wou]d be eligible for a11 under-

RO —————— e e O P o J T . B ettt ek R s N c—

graduate Regional Programs. The previous pract1ce of transfers in the

upper division years had created‘prob1ems in articulating programs.
It had also deterred students whd did.not wish to relocate in the
midst of their educaticn. |

e Second, Athe public . two-year cd]]eges of New England joined the‘Pro-
gram, enro111ng the1r f1rst Reg1ona1 Students in 1968-69. The
po11cy regarding e11g1b1]1ty for enro]]ment was hand1ed d1fferent1y ‘
for these two-year stLdents, however, in a fundamenta11y 1mportant
way. The concept of un1que curricula was retained (i.e., a student
was e]1g1b1e to enroll at an out- of—state 1nst1tut1cn 1f the curri-

Q " culum he was seeking was not ava11ab1e at a part1c1pat1ng in- state

two-year institution), but'the concept of proximity was added:
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even if the desired program were offered in-state, the student was
eligible to enroll at & participating out-of-state institution if it

was 1o¢ated closer to his place of residence. (This provision

accounts for the majority of the Regional Student enroliment at two-
year colleges.) In other respects, thjs extension to the two-year
institutions retained the basic guidelines ot the past: second
prefarence tor admission and in-state tuition for Regional Students,
institutional decision making, and coordination by NEBHE.

e Third, NEBHE assumed the respdnsibi]ity.for more aggresive promotion
- of the Program, informing more students of the'opportunities through
brochures, the media; and direct‘contact with guidance counselors,
PTA's, etc. As a result of these efforts (and with the support and
cooperation of. the participating institutions),.enro11ment in the

program as.a whole has grown rap1d1y in recent years.
e Fourth, Lowe11 Techno1og1ca1 Inst1tute (LTI) joined the Program
Both undergraduate and graduate Reg1ona1 Programs were opened in

1970-71 fo110w1ng the same po11cy guidelines deve10ped by the

e Fifth, the New England state co11eges joined the'Program (with "the
first Regional Students to be enrolled in the fall of 1972)'a1thOUgh

once again the policy on eligibility was handled someWhat differently,

stating that programs to be included must be:distinctive., Quite.
c]ear1y, this choice bf wording represents an attembt to be more:
expansive than would be possible under a narrow'interpretation.of
‘the conceptkof "unigue".' Exactly what the term "distinctive" will
come to mean can only be determined’as the Program evolves. -

° F1na11y, Southeastern Massachusetts Un1vers1ty 1s 301n1ng the Program

meaning that v1rtua11y all pub11c 1nst1tut1ons in New. England w111

now be part1c1pat1ng..1Beg1nn1ng in 1973-74, unique graduate and

A . - e e e em Rt

“"*state ‘umiversities. ""f”"”
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undergraduate curricula at Southeastern Massachusetts University
will be open to Regional Students under the same guidelines per-
taining to the state universities and Lowel. Technological Insti-

tute.

The interchange portion of the Regional -Student Program has grown rapid]y.

during the past five years as a result of these changes:

Table 1: ENROLLMENT IN REGIONAL STUDENT (INTERCHANGE) PROGRAM,
' | 1967-68 TO 1971-72 ' |
1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Two-Year Institutions ° - 125 293 406 - 548

Univ. - Undergraduate 347 409 473 740 856
Univ. - Graduate , 71 114 269 433 589
o 58 678 1,035 1,579 1,993

Given the cprrent parametersvof the Regional Student Program, the next step
is to look briefly at the distribution of enrollments.
ENROLLMENT IN REGIONAL PROGRAMS \

The underQraduate.enro]]ment at the six state universities and the Lowell
Technological Institute in 1970-71 was 740 students*. The major areas of enroll-

ment were as follows:

* Th1s ana1ys1s was undertaken before 1971 72 Re010na1 Student enroliment figures
were available; it is based, therefore, upon data for-1970-71. Regional Student.

- enrollment data for this and all subsequent tables were-taken from the New Eng-.
land Regional Student Program Enrollment Reports compiled annually by NEBHE
‘bas‘a upon data pr0v1ded by the part1c1pat1ng 1nst1tut1ons
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E Table 2: UNDERGRADUATE REGIONAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT, BY PROGRAM, 1970-71

Program ' University Enrol iment
Physical Therapy Connecticut ‘ 184
Pharmacy Rhode Island 99
Occupational Therapy New Hampshire 82
e Pharmacy Connectizut ' | 71
f Dental Hygiene . Rhode Island : 45
, Forestry . Maine . 20
] Hotel Administration New Hampshire 18
i Art Education - New Hampshire - R Y/
L , Commercial Fisheries Rhode Island 16
{ Social Service New Hampshire 15
< ‘Hotel and Restaurant : Massachusetts . 14
i Administration
Turf Management ' Massachusetts 14
; Agricu]ture.Techno]ogy Rhode Island 10
' Dental Hygiene Vermont ‘ -9
. _ - Medical Lab Technician Rhode Island ) 9
. o Other Programs -- | ) 117

!g The fifteen programs noted above accounted for 84 percent of the total undergraduate

Reg1ona1 Student enrollment in 1970-71. Forty-four other smaller.programs accounted

S —— vty
et
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The heavy emphaS1s on health-related programs shou]d be noted. The five
1argest programs, for examp]e fall 1ntoﬂth1s category and accounted for 65 percent
¢ of the tota] undergraduate enro]]ment As would be expected g1ven the emphasis on
- un1queness, each of the above programs is. re]at1ve1y spec1a11zed. tends toward being

higher cost, and =s occupatzona]ly rather than 11bera1 arts or1ented

t ‘The enro11ment at the graduate level in 1970-71 totalled 433 students. The

fi » f0110w1ng were the most heav11y enro]]ed programs
' i
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Table 3: GRADUATE REGIONAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT, BY PROGRAM, 1970-71

Program University Degree Enrollment
Law _ Maine - J.D. .55
Library Science Rhode Island Masters 50
Education Massachusetts D. Ed. . 49
Regional Community Planning Rhode Isiand Masters 26
Law ‘ Connecticut J.D. 17
Education : - Connecticut Ph.D. 14
Engineering - Massachusetts  Ph.D. 13
Social Work Connecticut Masters 13
Eng1ish ' ’ Massachusetts Fh.D. .13
Ocean Engineering Rhode Island Masters 11
History '  Massachusetts = Ph.D: . 9
Mathematics : Massachusetts Ph.D. 8
Oceanography Rhode Island Ph.D. 7
Other Programs -- - 148

The thirteen programs hoted above accounted fdr 285 students or 66 percent of the
graduate Regional Student enrollment; the remaining 148 students were distributed

<

among 69 separate other programs.

In general, graduate programs are more difficult to classify. Certain pro-
grams-, such aS~JaW«1nuMaine_and;Ceﬂnecticut,¥1ibrary~sciercé'and5regiona}*commun+ty‘
planning in Rhode Island, and social work in Connecticut, are "unique". Other pro-

grams, such as education, engineering, Ehg]ish,‘and history, are offered at all of

‘the state universities but are considered unique because of their particular

emphasis or specia:i:ation(s).

i

The Regional Student enrollment in "wo-year 1nstitution§ in 1970-71 was 406.
The program pattern ditfers for this category. Qné‘distinbt,group, liberal arts

majors, accounted for 30 percent of the total enrollment. The remaining 70 percent

of the students were distribUted across a broad range of technical and occupational

programs. Th . _¢ems from the differeht e]igibi]ity criteria used for the two-year
institutions. Analysis indicates that at least 80 percent of the Regiona]'Studehts

at the two-year institufions are enrolling under the proximity option permifting
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their attendance at an out-of-state institution closer to their home. Hence, a
geographical rather than a programmatic criteria is most significant for this group -

of students.

STGNTFICANCE OF PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

How Significant are the Regional Student enrollments in particular programs
or on pafticu]ar cambuses?‘ Obvious]y; it varies. The five largast graduate Regional
Programs are shoNn in Table 4. The percentage of Regional Student (RSP) enrollment
to estimated'tota] enrolIment in these programs varies from 4 to 48 percent. (Sge
Appehdix E for a more in depth look at the_re]étionship of the Regional Student

Program to graduate and professional education in New England.)

- Table 4: RELATIONSHIP OF RSP ENROLLMENT TO TOTAL ENROLLMENT IN
' CERTAIN GRADUATE PROGRAMS

Total - . RSP
. : Enrollment Enrollment ,
Program/0ffered By 1969 ' 1970 Percent” -

Law - Maine N 18 55 47%

Library Science - R.I. - - 174 50 29%

Education .- Mass. -804 - 49 - 6%

‘Regional Commun1ty P]ann1ng - 54- : 26 - 48%

- R I , EL mam D ,wi,_ww-, S O e e
- Law - Conn. " 454 ' 17 : 4%

SOURCE: ~ Students Enrolled for AdVanced Degrees, Fall 1969: Institutional Data,
~U.S. Office of Education, 1970. (At the time of this analysis, data
for Fall 1970 were not available. ' See also Appendix E.)

At'the five two-year colleges with the highest‘Regiona] Stgdent Program‘énro]]-
ment, Regional Students as a percentage of total enrollment ranged from. to 4 per-

cent:
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Table 5: RELATIONSHIP OF RSP ENROLLMENT TO TOTAL ENROLLMENT AT
| CERTAIN TWO-YEAR COLLEGES, FALL 1970

~ Total RSP
, Enrollment . Enrollment
College 1970 19700 ‘Parcent.
Northern Essex (Mass.) C. C. 2734 : 64 ‘ 2%
Springfield (Mass.) Technical C. C. - 3298 63 2%
Greenfield (Mass.) C. C. , 1475 54 . 4%
Bristol (Mass.) C. C. : 1499 42 3%

Rhode Island Junior College ' 3581 ‘ 25 1%

SOURCE: FACTS About New England Co]]eges, Un1vers1t1es and Instituvzs, 1971-72,
NEBHE, T97T.

At the state university-campus with the largest undergraduate Reg1ona1 Stu-.

dent enrollment in 1970-71 -- 262 students at the University of Connecticut --

- these students represented 1.7 percent of tota] undergraduate enro]]ment At the

,un1verS1ty campus with the largest graduate Reguona] Student enroliment -- 149 stu-

dents at Un1vers1ty of Massachusetts -- their percentage of the graduate total was

4.8 percent,

- Thus it is c]ear that the Regional Student Program has become qu1te s1gn1f1-

e — — e RET L - e ey

~ cant 1n ‘certain programs but is st111 of 11m1ted 1mportance when compared to tota]

enro]]ment at any 1nst1tut1on

"BALANCE OF TRADE"
How are the students distributed among the states? Table 6 indicates the
balance in 1970-71 between Reg1ona1 Students (1n all 1nterchange programs) enter1ng

and 1eav1ng each state

Table 6: RSP ENROLLMENT BY STATE OF ORIGIN AND ENROLLMENT 1970~ 71

o ‘Entering  Leaving
Connecticut o 382 352

Maine o ~101 . 186
Massachusetts . © 519 503
- New Hampshire - 179 h 248

Rhode Island - : 357 148
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The two states with the largest Regiona] Student'enro11ments -- Connecticut and
Massachusetts -- were very close to balance that year. The three northern states --
Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont.-- were net exporters. And the state of Rhode

Island was a major importer of Regional Students.

Two ‘points must be made about this distribution. First, in a dynamic period

sucin as the recent past, these distributions were subject to rapid change. .(See
Appendix D.) Second1y, given the fact that three dietinct progkams are ihvo]ved and
given the decentra]1zed nature of decision mak1ng, the fact that student 1nterchange

rurrent]y resu]ts in a near ba1ance is qu1te remarkable.

TUITION DIFFERENTIAL '

A final general question mighf be: what is the extent of the savings for fhe
undergraduate Regional Student who is permitted to pay in-state tuition? The
fo11ow1ng table 111ustrates the dolTar d1fference between the two tu1t1on rates in

each state and for each type of 1nst1tut1on in 1970-71:

Tab]e 7: COMPARISON OF IN-STATE AND OUT-OF- STATE TUITION BY TYPE
= - s OFTINSTITUTION; “1870-717 777 7 T
Two-Year Colleges State‘Co11eges _University
- Out-of- Out-of- , Out-of-
In-State State In-State  State In-State State
.Conn. $115-170 $360-570 $180-195 = $780-795  $305 $1,005
Maine $287-390  $475-565 $200-490  $550-1,390 $450 $1,350
‘Mass. $225-613  $525-813 $238-290  $638-690 = $254- 446  $654-846
N.H. $290-310  $760-810  $602-619 $1322-1339 $894 $1,859
R.I.  $245 ~ $245% - $370 - $1,055 -$461 $1,361
Vto $603 $1,103 $475-591 $1225-1347  $877 $2,327

* The only out-of-state studenfs at Rhode Island Junior College are Regional Students.

SOURCE: FACTS About’ New: Eng]and Co]]eggslAUn1vers1t1es and Inst1tutes, 1970~ 71

NEBHE -1970. -

‘One can see that'the financial. benefit was of value in all states and, in most

instances, that that benefit was considerable.
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-3 THE NEW ENGLAND HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM

' New Eng]and because of its geography and its nistory, has a well-defined
regional identity. The purpose of this chapter is to determine to what extent
higher education in New England functions as an integrated "system". It Tlooks

primarily at New England students and where they are enrolled (and also at New

.England‘s colleges and universities and who attends them), compares these data with

those for other states and the nation, and seeks to answer these questions: Are New

England residents obtaining adequate higher education opportunities? To what extent

‘are they served~by New Engfand institutions? What are the region's unique character-

istics, opportunities and problems? What is the relationship of the Regional Stu-

dent Program to the picture which emerges?

The compar1sons wh1ch follow were deve1oped from the U.S. Office of Education's

1968 study of the Res1dence and M1grat1on of College Students* This study has one

major - weakness for these purposes in that it excludes students enro11ed 1n terminal-

occupat1ona1 programs not 1ead1ng to the bachelor's degree. This def1c1ency needs

to- be kKept in mind. Heverthe]ess, the USOE~study- provides the best ex73t1ng data on

attendance patterns of students throughout the country. Although the data are four

years o1d,.there is no reason to believe that the situation has markedly changed.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACT ERISTICS
- New Eng1and, in 1970, had a popu]at1on of 11 847 000, a1most 6 percent ‘of the ~

knation S tota1 If New England were a state, it wou]d be the third largest, beh1nd

California (19 953,000) and New" York (18, 191 000) but 1arger than, for examp1e, Penn-
sylvania (11 794 000),'Texas (11,197,000) and I111no1s (11, 114, ,000). It is densely

populated, ‘having about 276 persons per square mile as compared to 260 in Pennsy1van1a

197 in I1linois, 127 in Ca11forn1a and 42 in Texas 0n1y New York, w1th 380 persons

* Unless otherw1se noted, all data in- this chapter were derived from Res1dence and

Migration of ‘College Students, Fall 1968: Basic State-to-State Matrix Tables and
Ana1yt1c Report U.s. 0ff1ce of Educat1on, 1970. :

29
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per square mile, is more densely populated. It is also a comparatively wealthy re-

gion whose per capita income of $4,076 in 1962 placed it above all but seven states:

]‘  New York, New Jersey and Delaware in the East; IT1linois 1in thé Midwest; and Nevada,
' California and Alaska in the West. In short, the New England states, when taken to-
gether, comprise a relatively large, densely populated region with a comparatively

high per capita income.*

HIGHER EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

2 To what extent are the residents of New Eng]and obtaining higher educat1on
services? whether at public or private 1nst1tut1ons, in-state or out, what propor-
) tion of New Eng]and‘s population is receiving higher educational opportunities, and

how does this “performance" compare to. other states?

The best single indicator of undergraduate opportunity in highér education is
the ratio of the number of students from a state (or region) enrolled as undergraduate

in college to the co]]ege—age (18-21 'year 01d) population of that state (or region) :

Table 8: 'RATIO OF UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENT TO COLLEGE-AGE (18-21 YEAR OLD) _
‘f?' Tt °‘?‘ o POPLL 0*, NEW ENGLAND S’A £Sy 1968~ -t

New Eng]and

N New England. .~ Full-Time Ratio Ratio
i Population Undergraduate Undergraduate A1l Under- FT Under-
_ 18-21 Students Students - graduates  graduates
| Conn. 189,800 97,416 78,126 . 51 41
1. Me. 70,400 18,421 17,381 26 .25
‘Mass. 352,500 170,968 132,138 49 .37
‘N.H. . 46,700 16,322 14,528 .35 .31
) R.I. 63,800 24,704 20,890 .39 .3
i Vt. 27,700 9,384 8,660 .34 .31
- N.E. 750,900 - 337,215 - 271,723 .45 .36

, * Population figures are from the 1970 U.S. ‘Census' Data oﬁ the area and
 §v _ income of the states are from the 1971 WOrld Almanac. per Cap1ta
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In New England in 1968 this ratio was .45 for all undergraduates and .36 for full-
time undergraduates only. New England's ratios compared with thz five largest states

and the national average as follows:

Table 9: RATIO OF UNDERGRADUATE‘ENROLLMENT TO COLLEGE-AGE'(18¥21 YEAR '0LD)
 POPULATION, 1968

Ratio Ratio
A11 Undergraduates Full-Time Undergraduates
New England - .45 ‘ .36
U.S. Average : 41 ' .32
California ' o .50 - .31
New York : .52 - : .37
Pennsylvania ' .40 , .33
I1linois .47 | .36

Texas .35 : .29

It is seen that New England ranked above the national average on both ratios. In
the case of all undergraduates, the "performance" of California, New York and I11i-
nois was: superior, For undergraduates enro]]ed fu]] t1me, however, - New England's
"performance" was s1gn1f1cant1y ahead of Ca11forn1a, equa] to 1111no1s, and Just

| s]1ght1y be]ow that of .New York

——— -— [ O Cae .. . — e e o e AL e e e
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Over 86 percent of a11 students in higher educat1on in 1968 were undergraduates,i
the rema1nder were graduate (12 percent) and first- profess1ona1 (2 percent) (1 e., Law,
‘med1c1ne dent1stry, theology, etc. ) students. For.these latter categor1es of students,
the enrolliment of res1dents is better tompared with total popu]at1on* The number of
New Eng]and re51dents who were graduate or first professional students‘per 100,000
nohUTatﬁon in 1968, endthefcohparatﬁve,ratiOS in the other large states, were as

fo]]oWsi

* The residence of graduate and first professional students is more uncertain than
in the case of undergraduates because these, students often become residents of the
states in wh1ch they pursue their educat1on -- & fact further complicated by the

 differences in re=1dency requ1rements between states Hence caut1on must be used
in mak1ng these compar1sons
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1 Table 10: RESIDENTS WHO WERE GRADUATE AND. FIRST PROFESSIUNAL STUDENTS PER
5 100,000 POPULATION, 1968

] First
Graduate Professional
‘Students - Students
New England 47.5 - 7.73
California 46.5 : 7.05
T New York 68.4 10.23
Pennsylvania: 40.0 . 7.44
. I11inois . 38.3 9,82
s Texas 28.7 6.45

It can be seen that New'Eng1and ranked second in this group in the proportion of its
-re51dents enrolled in graduate educat1on and third in terms of enrollment of first

professional students.

The overall conclusion which emerges  from this analysis is that New Eng1and S

performance" warrants neither comp]acency nor alarm.. On the whole, residents of

New England were obtaining opportun1t1es for higher education at a rate above- the

natiocrial average At the same t1me, the region's "performance" was below that of

New York in every respect, above that of Pennsy1van1a and Texas in every respect,

" and variéd in comparison with California and I11inois. "

0f course, this analysis has a variety of limitations: it is broad brush;

it is incomplete (eXCluding‘technicalfoccupational as well as non-co]]egiate'post-

' secondary enrollments); and it is relative. To the extent that all states were

‘ana1ys1s does " prov1de some perspect1ve for what follows.

| REGIONAL INTERACTION.
!_ Across the nat1on, 81 percent of a]] full- t1me undergraduate students in 1968;m

a were attend1ng co]]ege in the1r state of residence. ThIS percentage has been more - -

!‘ o or less constant for the nat1on since it was first measured in the 1930 S. 'Thej

- ) failing to provide’ opportun1t1es, New Eng]and was fa111ng too. Nevertheless, this . 7
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pattern in New England, however, uas strfking]y different. Only 67 percent of the
New England full-time undergraduate students attended college in their home state.
.Considering the New England region,‘however, a closer approximation of the national

“pattern emerges: 14 percent of New Engiand undergraduates attended college in an-

o= -.gther New-England- state -andy thervefere,-8l-percent .of- New. Engl nd. undergraduates. oo -

attended college within the region. Tab]e 11 illustrates this regional interaction

at the undergraduate level as well as‘the'distribution bet--een public and private

i

~ institutions in each category.

Table 11: WHERE NEW ENGLAND FULL—TIMEiUNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS AfTENDED COLLEGE,
BY STATE AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION, 19€8 -

: - Attending '

- Student - Attending In-State: Another N.E. State Attending Elsewhere
Residence __ PubTic Private Total Public Private Total Public Private Total
Conmecticut ~ 36% 18% 54% 21 164  18% 5% 223 273
Maine . 55% 15% 70% 3% 15% . 18% 4% 8% 12%

- ‘Massachusetts 37% - 37% 74% 2% 7% 9% 5% 2% 17%
New Hampshire 49%  15%  64% 3% 18%  21% 4% 1% 15%
Rhode Island - 46%  24%  70% 2% 4% 6% 4% 10%  14%
Vermont | 529  14%  66% 4 13%  17% 5% 11%  16%
TOTAL NEW ENGLAND  40%  27%  67% 2% 124 18% 5% 143 19
U.S. Average 633 18% 814  --  -- - 7% 124 19%

/,[ ‘ | - o : ‘ .
' At the graduate level, this regiona]‘interaction was less pr0nounced. Nation-.

o ‘*w1de, 77 percent of graduate students were tudy1ng in the1r home state ‘ within New
| Eng1and 74 percent of °uch students were study1ng 1n the1r home state and an add1-

.ut1pna]17 percent atlanother~state w1th1n the reg1on* (See Tab]e 12 )

* Here aga1n, 1t must be kept in m1nd that the res1dency of graduate and First pro-
fess1ona1 students is. much more amb1guous than that of undergraduates e




£ ‘41\‘.‘

RN

34
Table 12: WHERE NEW ENGLAND GRADUATE STUDENTS ATTENDED COLLEGE,
| BY STATE AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION, 1968
Attending in
Student Attending In-State Other N.E. State Attending Elsewhere
Residence . Public Private Total Public Private Total Public Private Tota
Connecticut 453 297 749 1% 5% 6% - 8% 2% 209
TMatne T TOUUUTTHRAYT WD UTUBRAY T BRTUUUTIZRT TCITETOCUISY TR 29y
Massachusetts 21% 57% 78% 2% % 4% % 9% 18%
New Hampshire 214 7% 28% 9%  28%  37% 21% 4% 35%
Rhode Island 66% 8% 74% 3% 9% 129 8% 6%  14%
Vermont 35% 5%  40% Me - 1% . 22% 212 7% 38%
TOTAL NEW ENGLAND  35%  39% 744 2 5% 7% 9% 10%  19Y%
U.S. Average 53  20% . 77%  -- - -- 135  10%  23%

for first-professional students, only 49 percent of the:native New England

students were enrolled within their state of residence, but a total of 64 percent

were studying within one of the New England states. This compared to the national

average of 66 percent of such students studying in-state. (See Table 13.)

Table 13: WHERE NEW ENGLAND FIRST PRGFESSEONAL STUDENTS ATTENDED COLLEGE,
BY STATE AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION, 1968

; ' Attending ‘
Student Attendiny In-State Other N.E. State  Attending Elsewhere
Residence ~ .-/PuETic Private loial PUb11c Private Total Public Private Total
Conmecticut {7 22% 8% . 30% 1% 18% 1%  10%  40%  50%
~ Maine - 20% 4% 24% 5%  29%  34% s 3% - 42%.
~Massachusetts == B7% 67% 2% . 3% 5% 5% - 22% 27%
New Hampghire =T 7% 9% 39%  48% 8% 37%  45%
Rhode Isfand =~ --" -~ -- 3% 49%  52% 8%  40%  48%
,Vermont o *28% .- 8% B4 28% 33 7% 3% 39%
CTOTAL NEW ENGLAND 7% 424 49% 24 13 5% 7% 20% 36y
U.s. Average C 3% 3% 66K -- o -- '-:/f”"f?ﬁ?“wz7%" 347

| Three 1mportant conc1us1ons can be drawn from these data L F1rst the six. New
P

”’v.faEngland states. taken separate]y, dlffered cons1derab]y from the nat1ona] pattern 1n

~¢1968 bv educat1nq Y sma]ler nercentaae ‘af the1r req1dpnf qfudpnfq af 1n-c+a+p 1nc+1-
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tutions. Second, however, when the six states were combined as a region, the pat-
tern which emerged was strikingly similar to the nationaT norm. Third, this regional
interaction was significant: for New Eng]and students, 14 percent of the full-time
undergraduates. 7 percent of the graduate students and 15 percent of the first- ~pro-
fess1ona1 students were enrol’dd in_a New England state. other than their nwn.. Of _
'the approx1mate1y 400 000 New EngTand co]]ege students enrolled in 1968, almost
46,800, or nearly 12 percent, were enrolled at an institution in a New England state

other than their own.

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

Tables 11-13 also point out another, more widely recognized attribute of New
England higher education -- the degree to which opportun1t1es are provided to the
region's citizens by private co]]eges and universities. The following table compares‘
for New England, the nation, and three other states w1th a population approx1mat1ng
that of New Eng]and the percent of residents attend1ng college’ anywhere in the U.S.

- who were enro]]ed in pub11c ‘and private 1nst1tut1ons

Tabie T4: CONTROL GF INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED BY NEW ENGLAND RESIDENTS, WITH
COMPARATIVE DATA FOR THE U.S. AND THREE COMPARABLE STATES, 1968

Residency of Undergraduate Graduate F1rst Professional
Students Public Private  Public Private Public Private
New Engiand 43%  57% 46%  54% . 16% 84y
United States 72%  28%  66% 343 . 42% 58%
Pennsylvania 56% 7 44% . 633 37 . 31% . 69%
IMMinois  ~ 65%  35%  60%  40% 323 68%

Texas -~ 81% 9% 78% 2% 56% 443

N CTearTy, outside ofthe Northeastern states. the ro]e of the private 1nst1tu- o

' t1ons s 1ess s1gniffcant and the ro]e of the pub]ic 1nst1tut1ons 1s correspond1ng]y .

“‘popportun1t1es were provided oy the private 1nst1tutions. notwithstand1ng the rap1d

L

' 'nqrowth of pub11c1y supported 1nst1tutions 1n the recent past..;’ L;;'uf-v
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With respect to New England residents enrolled in a New England state otﬁer
than their own, the majority were atterding private institutions. Of the total |
46,800 New England students so enrolled in 1968, nearly 81 percent (38,000) were
enrolled in private institutions, while only 19 percent (8,800) were enrolled in

_public institutions,  _

This pattern has several imp]ﬁcations. First, the average New Engltand stu-
dent, because of tha differential in tuitien and other costs between private and

public higher education, pays more for higher education than does his counterpart

PNy

most states. Second, as the following table shows, expenditures through state .

L

ind local taxes tor higher education in the New England states tend to be low when

compared with the other states.

Table 15: PERCENT OF PER CAPITA INCOME SPENT (THROUGH STATE AND LOCAL TAXES)
ON HIGHER EDUCATION, 1967-68 ‘

Percent Rank

Connecticut .46 47th -
Maine 59 42nd
Massachusetts .39 49th
- New Hampshire .50 46th
Rhode Island .67 29th
Vermont .75 32nd

SOURCE: Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. The Capital and The Campus,
’ McGraw-Hill, 1971, pp._52-3. ’

I N ' - T C
Third, because the New England states place heavy re]iance“On their'private
1nst1tut1ons for prov1d1ng h1gher educatior spportun1t1es, the reg1on c1ear1y has a

1arge stake. 1n the reso]ut1on of the f1nanc1a1 prob]ems now besett1ng many of these-

‘ ]ﬂSt'l‘tUt'lOﬂS .

;?iCAPACITY WITHIN NEW ENGLAND |

Unt11 now. th1s chapter has focused on how many New Eng]and res1dents attend ;;
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universities in order to look at the regibn‘s higher education "capacity" and by’
whom it is used. The word "capacity" will refer here to the total number of
spaces utilizes by sfudents in the academic year 1968;'in other words, it is
assumed that the region's "capacity™ ~ U8 actually equalled the total student

N < B o 30 I8 17T 1 5 —— e e o

Capacity within New England was preponderantly under private rather than

~ public control, particuiarly at the graduate and first professional levels:

Table 16: STUDENTS ENROLLED IN NEW ENGLAND INSTITUTIONS, BY LEVEL AND
- CONTROL, 1968 - '

Full-Time

Undergraduate = Graduate First Professional
Public Private ' Public Private Public Private
; - Connecticut 31,616 26,717 10,051 8,960 593 1,346
i Maine . 11,344 7,955 1,187 -~ 10 = 120 66
Massachusetts 51,757 103,194 7,367 28,643 -~ 8,239
New Hampshire 11,38 13,133 3,574 1,605 .- -
Rhode Island 9,588 10,793 - 700 349 -~ - 3N
Vermont 6,828 8,479 618 123 231 --
TOTAL - N.E. 122,519 170,271 23,497 39,690 944 10,022

PERCENT - 42% 584 37% 63% 0% - 91%

How was this capaCity uti]izéd_by in-state students, by students from the region,

and by students from elsewhere in the nation?

Looking first at the private institutions, Table 17 compares utilization by

in-state and New England (including in-state) students:

o el L= ] G Gwmes WSS MRS Gomiy e
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Table 17: PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS FROM IN-STATE ANC

NEW ENGLAND, BY LEVEL, 1968

Full-time _
Undergraduate Graduate First Professional
In-State N.E. In-State N.E. In-State N.E.
Lonnecticut . .. 54% . 63%.... . ..B2% o B7% . . - 1EL - DAY~ .
Maine © 329 78% 102 409 23% 569
Massachusetts 489 63% 54% 619 439 549
New Hampshire 20%  55% 36%  55% 6% 36%
Rhode Island 389 65% 23%-  40% - -
Vermont 14% 50% 50% 51% - -
TOTAL - N.E. 449 62 54% 614 38y 493
United States 584  -- 67% - 529 -
Pennsylvania 61%  -- 69%  -- - 54% -
ITlinojs 67% -~ 74% m— 50% --

Texas 76% - 77% -- 67% -—

The following observations can be made about this regional interaction as

compared with in-state enrd]]mentsfin Pennsylvania, I11inois and Texas:

(1) Forty-four percent of the spaces for full-time undergraduates at
private instiZutions in New England were utilized by residents of the
state in which the institution was located; 62 percent were utilized by
students from throughout the New England Region. Thus the regional
percentage is quite similar to the patterns of in-state enrol Iment

in'Pennsylvania egnd I1linois. Texas, on the other hand (for_a11 cate-

'gories‘of students) -is much more heaviTy v2ig-ted to serving in-state

- students.

(2) A higher percentage of graduate students (54«percent) were from

i‘in tate, but 1nterstate movement within New Eng]and at this level -

N Was much 1ess -- on1y 7. percent -- for a tota1 of 61 percent Th1s"
is a 1ower percentaqe than for the three compar1son states, suggest1ng

A more pronounced nat1ona1 recru1tment at’ the graduate 1eve1 1n the

'Jpr1vate sector.:,‘V -
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(3) At the first-professional level, 1ess‘than half the privéte sector's

students were from New England. The pattern in Pennsylvania and I11inois

was similar. This reflects the high mobility of this category of stu-

dents as well as the scarcity of first-professional oppqrtunities and

" their intensity of location in New England and some other states.

What about the public institutions? As Table 18 shows:

(1) While 88 percent of the full-time undergracuates attending public
institutions in New England were from in-state -- fairly closely
approximating the nationé] norm -- this figure was much less %han those
for the three comparison states. Once again, however, the inclusion

of the 5 percent enrollment from other New England stateé’brings the

regional percentage up to 93 percent which is comparable with these

“similarly populated states.

(2) At the graduate level, the 82 percent from in-state is above the
national average and comparable to the comparison group. The 87 per-
cent for all regional mavemeht is wé]]'in excess of both the national

ahd comparison state figures, which may reflect: 3prob1ems bf defining'
Eesidency,‘a greater emphasis upon Sérving 1oca1/regiona1 students, or --
most likely -- a combination of both these factors.

(3) For first-profeésionqg students, total enroliment in public insti-
tUtions in Nemeng]and {;wgrowing;_but still too limited to draw ahy

conclusions.
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Table 18: PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS FROM IN-STATE AND
NEW ENGLAND, BY LEVEL, 1968

Full-time :
Undergraduate Graduate First Professional
In-State N.E. In-state N.E, In-State N.E.
Connect1cut 50% 93% 86% 9n% 89% 95%
© 77 Maine T T 84Y Tody T T BSY T U904 T e 98% -
Massachusetts 93% 95% 76% 83% - --
New Hampshire 74% 92% 52% 68% —- --
Rhode Island 84% 91% 89% 95% -- --
Vermont _66% 803 _63% 723 _26% _83%
TOTAL - N.E. 88% 93% 82%  87% 71% 92%
United State 89% - ' 76% - 82% -~
Pennsylvania 94y -- 84y -- - 78% -
I11inois 97% -— 72% -— 95% -~

Texas 94% -- 82% - 89% --

" RCLE OF THE REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM

In 1968, approximately 8,800 students from New Eng]andeere attending public
institutions in a MNew England staterther’than their own. This eonstituted about
2 percent of total New EnQ]andAenkollment that year. What prdportion of these stu-
dents were enrolled in the Regional Student Program? The answer is 815, or a little
less than 10 percent. Since ]968 however enro]]ments in the Regional Student Pro-

gram have more than doubled, reach1ng 1, 993 students in 1971-72. Unfortunate!y, the

~ Federal government has not co]lected data on 1nterstate student m*grat1on since 1968.

It seems un11ke1y, however, "that the enro]]ment of- out of- state New Eng]and students

wou1d have also doub]ed between 1968- 69 and 1971~ 72 It,wou]d seem‘safe to conc]ude,‘ .

therefore, t hat about 2 percentfof the New Eng]and residents attending co]lege are

current]y enro]]ed at public: 1nst1tu+1ons in other New Eng]and states, and that be-

'_tween 10 and 20 percent of these students are part1c1pat1ng in the Reg1ona1 Student

,,Program.




+

i

P

4]
SUMMARY -
To'recap;
e Looked at as an entity, New England, with 6 percerit of the nation's

@

““Tnhabited, and has a comparatively high per capita income.

population, can be considered the third largest state, is densely

On the basis of a gross national comparison, students from New England
in 1968 were obtaining educational opportunities at an acceptable rate,
meaning that New England's "performance" was ahead of the nationai
average, but below the leading states.

A smaller percentage of New England students were enrolled W1th1n their
home state than is true for the nation. Nat1ona11y, 81 percent of all
fulj-time undergraduates, 77 percent of graduate students and 66 percent
of first-professional students enrolled in their home state; in New

England, the f1gures were 67 percent 74 percent and 49 sircent respec-

‘t1Vc]y

Considered as a‘region, however, New England had a pattern of attendance
that c1ose1y resembled the nationé]lpattern.' The proportion of full-
vtime nndergraduates was 81 percent, the same as the national figure.

The proportion of gradyate~students was 81 percent as compared to 66‘per-
cent. Put another way, of the approximately 400,000 New‘Eng1and students
enro11ed fuill-time and part- t1me in 1968, almost 46, 800 or nearly 12 ner-
cent were enro]]ed in another New Eng]and state

Compared te the rest of the nat1on, New Eng]and students had a more pro-
nounced tendency to attend private colleges and un1vers1t1es. Fifty-
.seyen percent of New'England undergradUate studentsfattended private
1nst1tut1ons as compared to 28 percent nat1ona11y, 54 percent of New

Erngland graduate students compared to 34 percent nat1ona11y, and 84 per-

" cent of f1rst-prcfess1ona1 students as compared to Vo percent nat1ona11y:

o Of the 46 804 students who were. enro]]ed 1n another New England state, L;j
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81 percent (38,000) were enrolled in private institutions. Nineteen
g - percent (8,800) were enrolled in public institutions.
® At private ipstitutions, New England students utilized 62 percent of
: the fn11‘E]mg undergraduate capacity, 61 percent of tie graduate
T .Eapac1ty, aﬁd 49 percent of the f1rst -piofessional capacity.
e At public institutions, in-state students utilizad 88 percent of the

full-time undergraduate capacity; other Néw England students utilized

~an additional 5 percent; in total, New England students utilized 93

percent. For graduate'students, the utilization was 82 percent in-

- state aﬁd 5 percent other New England students for a total of 87 per-
cent. For first-professional students, the rates were 71 percent in-
statg and 71 percent other Neﬁ England students for a}tota] of 92
percent.,

o Althodgh~this conclusion cannot. be defived precisely, it seems
reasonable to est1mate that current]y about 2 percent of the students
from New Eng]and are Ptterd1ng pub11c institutions in another New |
England state, and that between 10 and 20 percent of these students
are obtaining the benefits of reduced tuition through the Regional
Student‘Program. Of total New England enro]lments, those in the
Regional Student Program are in fhe né%ghborhood of one-half of one

percent.

L
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4 INTERSTATE COOPERATION

The analysis to this point has been primari]y‘background, for the purpose of

deveToping a sense of the history, policies and performance of the Regional Student

- Program .within.the-framewoek of -the- New. England .higher -education.system. .Now. it.is ...

time to address the question of what role the Regional Student Program might play
in the future. in this chapter, the desirability and feasibility of .interstate

cooperation is reviewed in a more fundamental way and the costs and benefits of such

cooperation are analyzed.

Until now it has been assumed that interstate cooperation, as represented by
the Regional Student Program, is a _Jod idea and a workable one. But is this a
sound assumption? As a way of answering that, it is useful to Took at the alterna-
tive direétiohs in which interstate cooperation might proceed in New England:

(1) The Regional Student °rogram, for one reason or another, might '

lose favor within on two states with the result that the cooperé-

tive arrangement breaks down. This would result in a "go it alone”

approach. | _

(2) The states might decide to create a regional organization with

full responsibility for the planning, coordination and financing 6f

highér,education, prdviéing sekvices on an integrated basis for the

]1,8 million peopie of the New England region. This might be ca]]ed

the integration approach. | | |

»(3) Thé states could deéide%to continue thé RegionaT Sfudent Program

essentially as is, but extending the‘concept of imtérstatefcoquratioh

~ where beneficial and feasible.-

This chapter will consider these alternatives in turn.

",?43117{5
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"60 1T ALONE"

As mentioned earlier, the states have always been the moSt significant unit
of government with regard to higher education. In the colonial period, state

governments chartered private institutions and provided ths: with financial support.

Beginning in the ninetecnth century, the state univerSities weré developed, “then the

state coileges, and most recently the two-year collegés, With the exponential growth
of enrollments since World War II, the states have created naw agencies to plan and
coordinate higher education within their borders, not only for the public institu-

tions but increasingly for the private institutions as well.

Student attendance patterns have also followed state boundaries. Since the
1930's, over 80 percent of the nation's students have enrolled {n their home state,
In recent years this tendency has been accentuated. The"éernegie Commission, citing
U.S. Office of Education data, has noted thatwthe.proportion of degree—credit stu;
dents enrolled out-of-state declined from 18.2 to 16.8 percent between 1963 and 1968.
While believing that the creation of communi ty colleges is part of the cause, the
Commission feels the barriers to out-of-state students which the states have erected

in the form of quotas and high tuition charges are of more significance.

Why: have the states bu11t these walls around their coljeges? Campus unrest

'and'anx1ety about out-of-state "ag1tators"‘p1ayed a part. More 1mportant however,

~were the financial pressures on state governments 1eg1slators, caught between the

demands of their .citizens for educat1ona1 opportun|t1es and the resistance of these
same c1t1zens to 1ncrea51ng taxes, have become 1ess w11]1ng to provide financial

subsidies for the educatjon ot non-taxpaying students from other'states. In short,
higher education in recent years has become increasin91y oriented toward provfding.

in-state education finarced by in-state tax funosnfor‘in—state students.

These same pressures cou]d, at some future po1nt p]ace the Reg1ona1 Student

~ Program in Jeopardy A part1cu1ar state m1ght for eXample, focus 1ts attent1on on
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the enrollment of out-of-state students (including Regional Students) at its public

institutions and ask two questions: Why should out-of-state students occupy spaces

St

at our public institutions when students from within the state are denied admittance?

Why.should the taxpayers of our state subsidize these out-of-state students? There

e e e e =

lz_m;

are, of course, good answers to these quest1ons “‘which will be discussed shortly.

g

But it is conceivable that one or another state might withdraw from the Regional

Student Program, and tuis in turn would likely lead to further contractions.

Given the Tong-standing pattern of cooperation underlying the Reg1ona1 Student
Program, and’ the reg1ona] commitment to its success, this alternative seems un11ke1y
The point to be Eade, however, is that there are a series of fundamenta] pressures
1nherent in Amer1can h1gher educat1on which run counter to effective interstate co-
operatwon. The political pressures, the financial pressures and the structure of
instituttons all press towards the further elaboration of closed state‘systems of

higher education.

Bxy

INTEGRATION

g i There are a different set of considerations, less 1mmed1ate but still power-
ful, which suggest that an_integrated regional approach to the‘p]anning and coordi-
g hation'of higher education in New England is appropriate. (The intent hare is not

to propose that the states cede their responsibilities and powers to a new regional

o e da

organization but rather tu point out the Timitations of the present state by-state-

: w - approach )

First, it must be recogn1zed that the New Eng]and states are re]at1ve1y sma]]

although popu]ous In ‘terms of ]and area, the 1argest Maine, ranks 39th among the
'sistates, and the other five rank 43rd 44th 45th 48th, and 50th tvenlif the 1and
N area of the s1x states s cons1dered in toto, New Eng1and ‘as a reg1on, on1y rarksi
33rd Just ahead of Pennsy]van1a In terms of popu1at1on, however, the New Eng]and

Q «:fstates are comparat1ve1y 1arger/ Massachusetts ranks 10th 1n popu1at1on, and the
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other five rank 24th, 38th, 39th, 42nd, and 49th.’ Taken together, New England

would be the third most populous state. v ' -

Second, the New England states are already interdependent in providing higher
educat1on to each other's c1t1zens In gross percentages, on]y about 65 percent of
reach state S student reswdents are enro]]ed within 1ts borders Another 12 percent |
are enro]]ed in other New Eng]and states. And this does not touch cn the degree to
which each state depends on the others for particu]ar’education programs not offered

internally.

Third, given this irnterdeperdence, decisions mada in one gtate can have signi-
ficant impact on the citizens of the others. An important example is state policy
regarding financial support for private higher education: Decjsjons made by one;
state about whether_to provide financial support to private colleges and universtties,
and particularly the terms and conditions of that support, could have direct effect

on students in the other New England states. o ' i

Fourth, it is difficult to achieve economies of scale when planning for smaller
popu]ation units. This, of course, is a major reason why the Regional Student ﬁro-
gram was originally established. The question‘of economies of scale is 1ike1ytto
rece*ue even more attention in the future;beCause-of the financial pressures on higher
educat1on, and this attention will be focused on the size of 1nst1tut1ons as well as

the size of programs. As the Carne91e pomm1ss1on states Jin New Students and New

Places, "We are concerned about the size of 1nd1v1dua1 campuses as we]] as w1th the
'tota11ty of. h1gher educat.on . We are conv1nced that some 1nst1tut1ons are too small
to be effect1ve e1ther in the use of che1r resources or in the breadth of the progiam
they offer their students -~ the 'cult of 1nt1macy has 1ts academ1c 11m1ts,

leritical mass is necessary for successfu1 educat1ona1 endeavors 9 (pp.5-6)

F1fth there are a ser1es of new: departures 1n h1gher edu”at1on, st111 1n‘°

";}the1r ear]y stages, wh1ch prom1se to be of future 1mportance but wh1ch appear extreme]y
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diffich]t for a smai] state to execute. These heve to do'with the new educational
technologies -- TV, audio cassettes, radio, programmed fnstruction -~ and the new
institutional structures such as the open college, external degree programs, and
regional examining universities. These new technologies involve sizeable expen-
ditures for the development of materials, and this in turn requtres a large

"market” to underwrite the investment involved. Similarly, many of these new
in:tructionai structures presume a regional base. It is difficult to coneeive how
the New Englani states could take advantage of these new departures without a regional

‘apptoach.

~ In one sense, these observations raise the question: Are the individha] New
England states, with their present boundaries, the most desirable units for.higher
education planning? The answer is probab]y that they are not But th1s is not the
appropr1ate quest1on since there is 11tt1e or no 1likelihood that any regional unit
will supplant the states in the near future. . A more 1mportant question, therefore,
is: How can the New England states cobperativeiy overcome the handicaps of their

: smell size and, acknowledging their interdependence, plan effectively for the future?

INTERSTATE COOPERATION

In summary, political, financia], and institutional pressures\tend to force
higher education 1nto c]osed state systems at the same t1me that other soc1a1, eco-
nom1c, and techno]og1ca1 forces ca]] for reg1ona1 p]ann1ng and coord1nat1on. S1nce
. v:c]osed state systems are undes1rab1e an - reg1ona1 system . is 1mprobab1e (at least'
l1n the near future), the answer must 1ie- 1n the. m1dd1e ground -- 1nterstate coopera- ‘

Ction.

.The rema1nder of th1s chapter W111 exam1ne more carefu]]y the two pr1mary forms
‘ jof 1nterstate cooperat1on as represented by the Program and the d1str1but1on of costs )
and henef1ts under them., In the conc]udihg sect1on, some new poss1b111t1es and prob-_"

'ex“;lems which arise. 1n regard to 1nterstate cooperation are cons1dered
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CONTRACTS

One form of 1nterstate cooperat1on is the contract, which has four important |
characteristics. First, as mentioned earlier, it is a mechan1sm which can be used to
cover a wide variety of programs and situations. It can be used between states, with
pub]ic'and private institutions, and for a variety of spec{a1 errangements. Second,
however;'the contract requires prior p1anning. A party desiring to contract'for an

educational service must have its objective(s) clearly in mind.

Third,,in the process of negotiating a contract the costs and‘benefits to all
parties must be brought-into balance. One party wishes to reserve a quota of spaces
in a program and is willing to pay for them; the other party has spaces to offer for
which it wishes payment. If they reach agreement it is because both parties find

the ba]ance‘of costs and benefits acceptable.

Fourth, the contract tends to be inflexible in the short run. Changes genera11y

require renegotiation, and this process tends to occur infrequently.

As_a resu1t of these characteristics, the contract is used primarily for high
cost nrograms involving relatively few students. The existing'NEBHE contracts, for:
example, are in the fields of medicine and dentistry. The Southern Regional Educa-
“tion Board (SREB) has contracts for medicine, dentistry, veterinary'medicine,'pub—
lic hea1th,}specia1 health and social work*. And the Western‘Interstate Commission
on Higher Education (WICHE)_haS contracts for medicinet dentistry, dental hygiene,
‘occupatiOnal'therapy, optdmetry; physice1 therapy, veterinary medtcine and mineral

engineering. ' R e

, STUDENT INTERCHANGE
The second form of 1nterstate cooperat1on is student 1nterchange | The po]ic‘es

| which have been fo]]owed for the student 1nterchange e]ement of the Regional Student

. * SREB also has other contracts wh1ch prov1de for tu1t1on a1d but tnese are more
; c]ose]y re]ated to student exchange > :




IR L

Q

| approx1mat1cn would suggest ' ,“,n' R u.fﬁﬂ

49

Program dtffer from contract administration in twolc]ose1y related respects. . Ffrst,
administration has been decentralized to the Tevel of each participating institution,
with the result that the program has operated extheme]y flexibly. And second, the
financing of the program has been a1truisticvin that the participating states have
never precisely calculated their costs and.benefits or tried to sthict]y attain a

balance in the interchange of students.

These tuo differences ‘are extremely important. -The flexibility which derives
from institutional administration has given-the program the capacity to adapt rapidly
and precisely. New prcgrams have been opened from ycar to year, and existing pro-
grams withdrawn on qccassion. The flow of students from the different‘states to the
different institutions has varied over time. And, in a large number of instances,
decentralization has permitted small numbers of students to enroll in specific pro-
grams which they desire to pursue. Such adaptability to student interest and insti-
tutional eapacity could never be attained through negotiated contracts. This
flexibility in administration has been possib]e because the participating states have '

not been concerned that the costs and benefits balance out precisely each year.

At the same time, and as a concomitant of this flexibility, the student inter-
change program does not appear to have fostered deliberate and‘coordinated regiona1
planning. There is a dilemma here: planning tends to preclude flexibility, and

’flexibility tends to preclude planning.:

COSTS AND BENEFITS | |
On the surface, 1t might be expected that a]] benef1ts accrue to the state
from wh1ch a Reg1ona1 Student originates and all costs to the state which prov1des
h1s or her educat1on -- and that both are. rough]y equal to the costs of educat1ng
student at 3 pub11c 1nst1tut1on | On c]oser exam1nat1on however, 1t appears that'

the benef1ts are more w1de Spread and the costs are much 1ess than th1s f1rst
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_ To the student, the ability to enroll in aldesired program in a nearby state
is of clear benefit. At a minimum, the econdmtc benetit is equal to the difference
between in-state and out-of-state tuition. This assumes, however, that the student
could gain admittance to the dut-of—state program .independent of the Regidnal Stu-
dent Program, which may ¢r may not be true. Alternatively, then, the value of the
benefit ic the difference beiween in-state tuition and the cost to attend a similar
program at a public institutton outside of New Eng]andyor at a private institution
somewhere, This cost.is 1tte1y to be larger. In some inatances, a student may
have no feasible access to a program except through the Regional Student Program,
and in these casee the value of the opportunity is extremely high. For the student,
therefore, the Benefit of the Program is equal, at a minimum, to the in-state/out-
of-state tuition differential and is 1ikely in many cases to be of considerably

greater value.

‘For the exporting state, the penefit is at 1east equal to the marginal cost
of educating a student at an in-state public institution. But the benefit’is in
reality larger than that. For each Regional Program accessible to its students,
the exporting state is able to avoid‘the costs ot estab]ishing that program on its
own whi]e still securing for its citizens the opportunities they desire at reasonab1e
~ cost. If'the exporting state were‘forced to estab]ish each of these programs itself,
there would be two undesirable (and expensive) consequences. First, the average cost
’of~in-state pub1ichigherfeddcation would rfsezsince many‘of'these new programs would
f‘befunder-enroTTed andtherefore.ofhighcost. And«second, other public needs-would O
-go unfulfilled beCaUSe'offthe increased tax resources required fdr‘tnese prqgrams. o
rﬁThe cdst 1s\erperienced by.the_inporting siate. Once'again, it might be .
assumed thatefhis cdétvts‘equa1 to the average per student- subsidy (i.e., state {
‘apprdpriation) at the public inStitution'in the importing state, ‘Actually, the E o
true cost 1s probab1y 1ess because of tre po]1c1es under wh1Ch the Program is adm1-," |

Q 1stered Under the Reg1ona1 Student Program,‘an 1nst1tut1on f1rst adm1ts to a
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Regional Program all qualified 1n-state app]icants and then fills out the program
with qualified Regional Students. In general, these additional Regional Students

do not -- or at least need not -- engender significant additional expenditures.
Rather, these students are being added at the margin to attain the. optimum student
enro]]ment.‘ Hence, the Regional Student Program allows the institution-to achieve
economies of scale by adding_additiona] students without substantially increasing
educational costs. The Regional Students do create additional demands on the 1ibrary,
physical plant, student services and administration. They may also require housing
and financial assistance. There are, therefore; real costs to the importing state.
The 1mportant point, however, is that the additional costs are less than the average

cost.

There are other less tangible benefits having te do with diversity. The Re-
gional Student gains the opportunity tokexperience a‘new environment in a different‘
state. This is a broadening experience for him. ‘At the same time,‘the college cr
university which accepts him adds to the diversity of its own student body. This
is a ‘benefit to the institution and jts students. F1na11y, the state which provides
the education may benefit if the Regional Student chooses to take up residence there.
Conversely, the exporting state runs the risk that a pdtentia11y valuable citizen

will not return after graduation.

In‘conc1usion, interstate cdoperation through student interchange appears to
result 1n a favorab]e ba]ance of costs and benef1ts The costs are smalier than
“might be expected and the benef1ts 1arger.‘ The swtuat1on is ana]ogous to the economic
advancages wh1ch accrue to nat1ons through free trade W1th free trade, each nat1on
produces those commod1t1es-for wh1ch i~ as comoarat1ve advantage, and the result 1s
the maX1m17at1on of the welfare of all. S1m11ar1y, through 1nterstate cooperat1on,
the states can: make full and eff1c1ent use of their: educat1ona1 resources and the

sum of the. benef1ts exceeds the sum of costs.
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THE FUTURE

The fact that the total cost and benefit relationship of the Program is favor-
able is not in itself sufficient; in addition, the distribution of costs and benefits
between the states must be in some reasonable balance over the long term if the co-

operative relationship is to be durable.

Earlier, it was noted that the "balance sheet" for Regional Student enroll-
ments between the state fluctuates from year to year, and that in 1970-71 a reason-
able balance occuqred ’(See also Appendix D,) There is no way of predicting how

the "balance sheets" will appear in future years. Is this a problem?

Given the advantages of the Program to ai] parties, it would seem unreasonable
to seek a precise balance in student interchange from year to year., The overa]lq
benefits are so great that minor discrepencies should be overlooked, and this has
been the practice in the past. Perhaps more important, the flexibility and adapta-
bility of the Program would be undermined if the states sought to assure a balance in

-‘student interchange. This could only be achieved through a system of formaT‘c0htracts
and, as seen, such contracts cause rigidity and can only be appiied where the number
~of students invo]ved is small. In add1t1on, the negotitation and 1mp1ementat1on of

- such contracts wou]d greatly 1ncrease the adm1n1strat1ve costs of the Program

~ There are, however, some mechan1sms wh1ch m1ght be cons1dered i there is con-
- cern about the ba]ance in student f]ow L1m1ts for. each. campus m1ght be negot1ated in
terms e1ther of abso]ute numbers or as a percent of enro]]ment Th1s would add con-
ltro]s £ the Program. It wou1d not in 1tse]f guarantee ba]ance however, and it too

:wou]d add to the adm1n1strat1ve costs

More: prom1s1ng wou]d be a: system of re1mbursement after the fact A schedu]e

i
i
o
)
|
i
|
i

‘of re1mbursement° based on program costs cou]d be negot1ated the present system of
f]ex1b1e adm1n1strat1on cou]d be cont1nued, and at the c]ose of the academ1c year, '

. [fRJ}: funds cou]d be transferred among the states to the extent necessary to ach1eve

iText Provided by enic [l
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balance. Or, to avoid annual appropriations of funds, records could be maintained

and funds exchanged at multi-year intervals.

At the present time, however, an excessive concern with achieving balance

would not appear to be warranted. The more reasonable course would, therefore, be

to cont1nued to monitor the Program from year to vear and be prepared to institute

a re1mbursement procedure on]y if an unacceptable imbalance develops and persists.




PART TWO: THE EVALUATION

An evaluation of a pnognambdé decentralized in nature as the Regional Situ-
dent Program clearly must include a broad sampling of opinion amang both those
concerned with and aﬁﬁeézed by L. Therefone, while the statistical and theonetical
analyses phresented in PART ONE are instructive, they do not conAzxiuie an evaﬁqa—

ton of the Program.

The following four chaptens ane, however, based to a great extent upon the
neay 100 interviews held with governmental and educational fLeaders (see Appendix B)
throughout the negion and the results of a survey of Regional Students enrcfled 4in
1971-72 (Apﬁendix C). By drnawing upon both the Aingormation in PART ONE and the in-
s4ghts and impressions gained Zhrough these interviews and the survey, it is
possible Lo aAAeAA:Ihe cwient status of the Progham and fo necomﬁend those steps
necesdany to.ensure the continued successgul déveﬂopment of his Amportant experi-

ment 4in interstate cooperaticl.

Chapter 5 presents an evaluation 0§ the current operation of the Regionaﬁ
- Student Progham as seen thhough the eyes of both those who help to make Lt work and
those who are affected by it. The impact of the Regional Student Progham on highen

educational pkannihg in the negion 44 also discussed bﬁieﬁﬂy in Chapter 5.

From the institutions' point o4 Oiew,’thene wre, 06 cowrse, both incentives
and disincentives %o pathc¢pat&ng At the Regional Studeni Pnogham These are
'_anaﬂyzed Ain Chapten 6 and netated to the ELkeﬁy envanonment oﬁ highen educat&on in
Zhe 1970 5 in Chapten 7 FLnaﬂly, Ln Chapten &, some queoiLonA are Auggebied 6on |
. future study. : , ;  T Coas %




5 CURRENT OPERATION OF THE PROGRAM

During the interview process, reactions were sought to several sets of
questions (See Appendix A). Penhaps the narrowest frame of reference was how we11
the program is operating given its present objectives and policies. Similarly,
the survey of Regional Students sought to determine how well the Program is operating
from the sthdent's point of view (Appendix C). The Program exists: What do people

think about it? Are there any problems?

PRESENT POLICIES

Following are coume of the questions asked and the answers obtained.

-- How is the Regional Student Progham perceived?

On a general 1eve1. perception of the Program is almost universally positive .
and favorable. Interstate eooperation of the form represented by the ﬁegiona] Stu-
dent Program is considered to be sensible and desirable. Virtually everyone inter-

viewed felt that experience under the Program had been valuable and beneficial.

This is not to say that‘specific concerns and anxieties were not e?pressed -
these will be identified subsequently. But the general principle of interstate co-
operation and the general form of the Regional Student Program are accepted and.

welcomed,

-~ Ane Regional Students distinguishable §rom other students?

. At the state universities, the admission of out-of-state students is highly

) compet1t1ve the UnivekSity of'Connecticut 'for examp]e. had 6,000 out-of-state

app]icat1ons for 300 p]aces and the Un1vers1ty of Vermont had 5, 500 for 800 places.
This means that the academ1c records of those adm1tted from out-of-state. 1nc1ud1ng

Regional Students. tend to be h1gher on the average then those from w1th1n the state.

n'At the two-year institutions where geographical proxim1ty is the more 1mportant .

1vat1on, th1s d1stinct1on does not apply.

Pl

L
Rt
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=

'In general, however, no one believed that.Regional Students were distin-
guishable from other students on the basis of performance, persistance, leader-

ship, etc.

~- How visible 44 the Pnognam,‘and what'mighx be done %o pubticize it

mone bnqadzg? | -

While there appears to be a‘general understanding in New England that some
sort of regional cooperation in higher education exists, the specific form cf the
Regional Student Program is not well known. The 1atter is not surprising; faw
individuals have detailed knowledge of government programs until they are directly
affected'by them. It is 1mpertant, however, that individuals who might benefit
from the Regional Student Program obtain the necessary information at the time»that

they are making decisions about their future education.

There are a variety of p]aces where a student can turn for information about
higher educational opportun1t1es -~ to a high school guidance counselor; to the
admissions' office at any of the participating 1nst1tut1ons, to any pub11c library
in the region; or to NEBHE. Students turn to all of these sources for information,
but they do not always learn about the benefits of the Regional Student Progran in

time for it to affect their decisions.

Among the Reg1ona] Students surveyed, fewer than half had first heard of the-
Program from gu1ddnce counselors. A great many’ had,v1n fact, contacted the co]]ege
_or un1vers1ty they were attend1ng because of the1r 1nte\ :t in a part1cu1ar program
‘and had f1rst 1earned of the benef1ts of the Reg1ona1 Student Program in the course
‘of app1y1ng or, frequent]y, after having: been accepted (Append1x C prov1des a

"deta11ed descr1pt1on of how these students 1earned about the Progran )

A11‘0f the. barticipating 1nstitutions descr{be the Programfinftheih'catalods
and now have a p]are on the1r app]1cat10n forms where students can 1nd1cate 1f they

) are app1y1ng under the Reg1ona1 Student Program Not a]] students see the cata]og
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description, however, and the latter provision is of Timited assistance to the
admissions staff because many students who either are not interested in the ;
appropr1ate programs or are from outside New England indicate that they are
eligible. As a result, the admissions staffs tend to determine eligibility
independent of the student's answer -to this queStion, which often means that a
student who was unaware ef the Program and its benefits shbsequent]y learns that -

he or she need only pay in-state tuition.

Although guidance counselors appear to have become much better informed
than previously about the Program (primari]y because of.NEBHE‘s increased efforts
in this’direction), the students' remarks indicate that much more needs to be done

i inlorde? to adequately pubiicize the Program. There is, however, one important
caveat to the following recommendations: - Despite this lack of adequate promotion,
capacity has been regularly achieved in many Regional Programs. It is important
not to raise false hopes among. students. Thus; ¢are shau]d'be taken not to mis-.

| lead students, parents or guidance counselors regard1ng the number of spaces

actually available for Regional Students through the Program.

Recommendation 1: As an aid to guidanee counselors and students, NEBHE might
publish large tables for each state which would 1ist Regional
Programs on one axis and the institutions,wherelthese programs

can be undertaken on the other, TheSe‘charts coqu‘be mounted

m RS ey i = sy,

on the wa]]land“might be. easier‘thén'the Program catalogs

“(known fam111ar1y as the "App]e Books" becauve of the cover

design) for students and counse]ors to use.,
Recommendation 2: An attempt should be made to provide all seniors (and perhaps ' S
 juniors) in New England high schools with a brochure describing

. the‘Pfogram;‘




Recommendation 3:

Recommendation 4:
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Informing prospective graduate students may be more diffi-
cult--- no one 2t-a college performs the same role as the
guidance counsela; at the high school. A recent proposal

to mail information on the Regional Student Program to

every student requesting a}graduate admissions app]ication’

is an excellent idea. Also promising is the idea of infbrming
department chairmen more completely about the Program since
college seniors often seek their chairmen's advice in choosing

graduate schools.

NEBHE might considef giviné special publicity to programé --
particularly high cost program: -- which have unused capacity.
This might be particularly appropriate tor certain occupafiona]
programs at the two-year level. Institutions with underenrolied
programs should be eager for additional students from out-of-

state, but often have no way of cohtacting them. Guidance

counseisi's, in turn, would welcome specific information on

such opportunities. (Such programs should only be publicized,
however, if subsequent employment opportunities are reasonably

assured.)

~- Ane there problems in the desdgnation of pﬁognama?

Every spring, NEBHE brings together;representatives of the participating'in—

~ stitutions to decide which programs will be included in the Program. The procedure -

genera]Ty‘works well, Those problems which do arise from time to time stem from

diffic1ties in defining”uniqUenéss, specifica1Iy the gggree'of'uniqueness'neceSsaky

for inclusion. This is a particularly difficult probiem at the graduate level and

. fqrvthe state‘co]1eges,

Sty
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For example, all of the state universities.offer doctoral programs in engi-
neering.' At a second ievel, each of these programs has different strengths and
specializations within the ' e.g. civii, electrical or mechanical engi-
neering. At a third anc art ...ited level, a specialization area such as
civil engineering can be broken down into-a number of sub-specialties, e.g. eaviron-
menta], structural, or transportation and urban engineering. . At which level should
the uniqueness concept be applied? VTo date, uniqueness has generally been defined
‘atgthe second level: programs in civil or electrical engineering have been identi- f
fied‘as unique and obened under the Regional Student Program. While diseussions} M
lhave;also been held about the desirabi]ity and feaeibi]it; of‘extending~the unique-

ness concept to the third Tevel of detail, sub-specialties, agreement has not been

reached on how to accomplish this.

The‘uniqueness‘concept is also difficult to apply at the state colleges where
most of the programs fall intbﬁthe;three general ‘areas of teaching, business and
“allied hea1th. So far the effort has been to determineuthe uniquenesskof programs
nathen 1ibera11y, and the term‘"distinctive" has been emp1oyed. Since there is no
Operating eXperienee at the state colleges yet, the results of this approach cannot

currently be evaluated.

The'on1y other problem mentioned;eoncerneddthe date when the "Apple Books"
appear. Several of the adm1ssions officers indicated that ‘these catalogs ‘should be
.1s:ued ear11er -- by September at the latest. Otherwise student app11cants must

- use the 11st1ng from the prior year and when there are changes (as is usua]]y the

- case), confusfon sometimes resu1ts

The de]ay in issuance does not ar1se durlng pr1nt1ng and d1str1but1on Rather
it occurs when the process -of des1gnat1ng RegionaT Programs  takes 1onger than ex-
pected. Sometimes, as was true last year, re501V1ng a po11cy 1ssue a1$o de]ays the

I:R\(:1ssuance of the "Apple Books".
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Recommendation 5: The annual meetfngs of institutional representatives.shou1d
continue to be scheduled as early as possib]e in the spring,
and it shou1d be emphasized to the colleges and Universities
that early dis’ribution of the Program catalogs depends on

rapid clearance of designated programs.

-- How does zhe pozicyyoé second pregerence Ln admissions work in fact?
Th1s po11cy works d1fferent1y depend1ng on the type of 1nst1tut1on The two-
year co11eges, as a rule, receive re1at1ve1y few out-of-state app11cat1ons The ma-

Jor1ty of these are from Reg1ona1 Students, and v1rtua11y a11 are. accepted. In

'those cases where: capac1ty is Timited, in- -state app]1cants are, qu1te proper1y,

given preference over other New England students.

For undergraduates at the state universities, the second preference policy

is followed rather exact]y Qua1ified in-state app]icants are accepted first,'

. qualified Reg1ona1 Students second, and finally other out- of state students The

exceptions, when they occur, 1nvo]ve very desirable app11cants from outside New
England? a student w1th a superb record. who 11ves in another part of the country
may be offered admiss1on ahead of a student from another New Eng]and state whose

qualifications are sat1sfactory but_not outstand1ng.

At the graduate level at the state univerSities, admission is entirely on
the basis‘of‘merit'and qua]ifications with Tittle or no attention to state of
origin Hence the concept of first and second preference does not app]y for

graduate students

In summary, the po]icytof‘second preference appears sound’in concept and

WOrkabIe in practice'at-the undergraduate']evel where state of res1dence is 1mpor-

‘tant'in admissions decisions. It 1s 1rre]evant at the graduate ]eve] where state

-of res1dence is not a determ1n1ng factor for adm1ss1ons
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-- Arne there operating digficulties once Regional Students are admitted?

A few years ago, several of the state universities discovered that some
Regional Students had transferred out of Regional Programs into programs not
eligible for the in-state tuition benefit without an upward adjustment being
made to their ition. Procedures have since beenyinstituted to flag these

cases, an. it © no longer a problem.

-~ Ane zhere problems in Liaison and coondination?
In an efforthinvoiving.as many institutions and individuals as the Regiona]

Student Program; probiems‘of‘liaison and‘coordinition are to be eXpected. ‘Predict-

: ab]y, therefore, some concern was expressed on this point. Severa] 1egisiators, for

exampie, v01ced the desire to be kept more continuousiy informed regarding the Pro-
gram, through persona] contact if at all possible. Also, several state university
representatives felt that important deCisions had been made in the past with insuf-
ficient consultation ~- the inc1uSion of the state co]]eges in the Program was

c1ted as an example.

The NEBHE staff appears to have been dutifui in attempting to keep everyone

‘informed, and the problems which arise often seem to stem from difficuities of commu-

.nication within the partic1pating institutiOns. 0ccaSiona11y the. indiv1dua1 con-

su]ted on a pending action either does not - focus fu]]y on the issue at the time or

de]ays paSSing the information on to other interested offiCiais

These types of communication prob]ems occur in all organizations and are

never comp]ete]y resolved. ,However, thevfoiiow1ng recommendations are offered;

Recommendition 5’h As‘staff and legislators' schedu]es permit face-to-face

| | meetings to discuss the Regiona1 Student Program and other
‘opportunities for interstate cooperation should be arranged.
Such seSSions are extreme]y difficuit to schedu]e, but '
opportunities for dialogue With 1egisiators about the Program

shou]d be taken advantage of as they arise
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NEBHE should attempt to establish better communications re-
garding the Regional Student Program with the presidents and/or
provosts of the state universities. At the present time, most
communications flow to the admissions officers (regarding under-
graduate programs) and graduate deans. Relations with both‘
groups are excellent, and communication at this level is

entirely proper and desirable for many of the technf¢a1 aspects *

- of operating the Program, But neither the admissions officers

nor the graduate deans participate regular1y in the inner

policy making oounci1s‘of the universities. Furthermore, im—
portantoinformation sometimes has failed to reach the presidents
at the right time, with the result that they have felt bypassed.
While decisions on channels of communication arernot entire1y

within NEBHE's control (the institutions determine their own

- representation at NEBHE-scheduled meetings concerning the Pro?

gram), unnecessary misunderstandings cou]d.be avoided and new

opportun1t1es m1ght mater1a11ze, if better commun1cat1on ex1stedk

- with the pres1dents and/or provosts as well as with the adm1s-

sions officers .and graduate deans.

| To summar1ze, ‘the Reg1ona1 Student Program is operating reasonab]y*smooth]y

| _prob]ems.

-'Percept1ons of the Program are pos1t1ve The basic po11c1es are working. L1a1son
'and coord1nat1on is, for the most part effect1Ve. Except for the need for more.

effect1ve methods of reaching prospective Reg1ona1 Students, there are no d1ff1cu1t

IMPACT ON PLANNING

In discussing the current operat1ons of the Program, the role of. the Reg1ona1

~ ‘Student Program in h1gher educat1on planning shoold_aTso~be ment1oned As Chapter 4
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suggested, regional planning could be an extremely important by-product of the Pro-
gram. This issue also provides a useful transition between consideration of the

Program's current operations and its potential for the future,

In general, education officials indicated that the Regional Student Program
had not played a role in their planning in the past. A few exceptions were cited,
but almost universally those interviewed could not identify instances where the

existence of the Program had affected their planning.

Instead, most of thepdiscussion centered on!the’difficulties of surmounting
state boundaries‘and dwelt on past instances wherexlocal'decisions.had been made
which in fact contradicted‘the concept of a regiona1 pattern of speciaTization,, One
commonly mentioned example of this was the field of oceanography. At the end of the
1950's, a single strong program eXisted‘in the region at the University of Rhaode
Island. Now all six state un1vers1t1es have oceanography programs. - Another examp1e
was classics. The Un1vers1ty of Vermont has long had a recogn1zed graduate program

in c]asSics Neverthe]ess, 1n the 1ate 1960 s, “the Un1vers1ty of Massachusetts estab-

11shed a full- f]edged doctora1 program in th1s field.

~ Many reasons were c1ted for the extreme d1ff1cu]ty of undertak|ng p1ann1ng
3‘across state boundar1es -- 1nc]ud1ng those rev1ewed in: Chapter 4. The states, ob-
»v1ous1y, are’ the un1ts of sovere.gnty 1nst1tut1ona11y, po]1t1ca11y and f1nanc1a11y,
‘the six states are se1f contawned, and all these pressures push in the direction of .

resoTv1ng 1ssues and prob]ems w]th1n the1r respect1ve borders.

The concept of Spec1a11zat1on and d1v1s:on of 1abor between co]]eges and univer-
s1t1es a]so runs aga1nst the dynam1cs of 1nst1tut1ona1 development Un1vers1t1es tend?

to want to- become comprehens1ve un1vers1t1es, and comprehens1veness is a]so the goa]

of many state co11eges and two-year co11eges Qu1te c1ear1y. any. ach1evement in

t reg1ona1 p1ann1ng has some form1dab1e obstac]es to overcome.
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At the same time, it must be remembered that the 1960's were a period of fan-
tastic growth and expansion in higher education. New institutionS‘and'new programs
sprang up everywhere -- the emphasis was on unmet needs and resources were rather

freely available. The common expectation was that growth would continue indefinite]y.

In such an enVironment, it is not surprising that planning efforts in the 1960's
gave 1imited attention to the possibilities of‘regiona1 integration Colleges and uni-
versities sought to broaden their range of offer1ngs as well as to grow in size. States
;sought to meet all of the higher education needs of the1r citizens, Funds were avail-
~able. There was 11tt1e incentive to look carefully at the opportunities for coopera-

tion or spec1a11zat1on

~ Despite what was reported in the interviews, however,.the existence of the
Regional Student Program probably d1d 1nf1uence education planning in the 1960 s --
'Vat 1east to a 11m1ted extent ~ There are current]y, for examp]e, on]y two pharmacy
: programs, two 1aw schoo]s and one 11brary sc1ence program at the New England state
_»un1vers1t1es It is h1gh1y 11ke1y that add1t1ona1 programs wou]d have been estab— '
.r'11shed if these study opportun1t1es had not a1ready eX1sted through the Reg1ona1 7

Student Program,

The 1mportant point is, of course, that the assumpt1ons govern1ng h1gher |
educat1on p]ann1ng have changed drast1ca11y in the 1ast few years ZWhether~the
~environment of the 1970 s is 11ke1y to be more conduc1ve to interstate cooperation"
and reg1ona1 p]ann1ng is the cr1t1ca1 quest1on 1n cons1der1ng the future of the

Reg1ona1 Student Program



6 THE FUTURE: THE SETTING

As hentioned ear]ier (Chapter 2), one of the characteristics of the Regional
Student Program is.that its administration is decentraliZed~»- most decisions are
made by the participating colleges and universities. Unless this pattern changes
drasticaiiy, therefore, the future of the Program will deperd in large measure on
decisions made by:these institutions, and these,decisions wi1],.in turn, be the pro-
duct of the interaction. of two_sets of considerations. On the:one hand, these col-
leges and universities_willtbe faced in the 1970's with’an environmentvvervvdifferent
from that which existed in the 1960's. On the other hand, the RegionaI Student Pro-
gram, as it presently operates, presents both incentives and disincentives for con-
tinued‘or expanded‘participation. This chapter w111 e]aborate on the nature of this
environment and exp]ore the pros and cons of partic1pation in the Regional Student

Program from the point of view of the participating institutions.

THE 1970's |

| Specu]ation about the environment surrounding higher education in the 1970's
.is obviously subJect to uncertainty, ‘and an adequate treatment wou]d require ‘a maJor
‘study. There are, however, certain baS1C changes to be expected from the 1960 S

about which most‘observers_wouid agree,

First, it is genera]]y accepted that the era of rapid enro]iment growth in
higher education is near]y over. and that great]y increased numbers of spaces at either -
‘ the undergraduate or graduate 1eve1 are no 10nger-requ1red In part, this expectation
"rests on demographic evidence: beginning in the mid -1950"s, birth rates 1eve11ed off
7 and then deciined " The number of co]]ege age youth will reach peak toward the middie
of the 1970 Sy therefore ~and- not move upwards again until at 1east the mid-1980" s,
Furthermore, it is not expected that the percentage of this cohort who w111 aspire
- to higher education w111 continue to expand as it has in the past At what p01nt

the aspiration rate w111 1eve1 of f is unknown. but certainiy the recent difficulties
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of both college graduates and graduate students to secure the type of employment.

expected will intreasingly affect individual decisions to pursue further education.

One result of this leveling off in enrollment demand will be that fewer new

institutions and new programs are likely *o he n-*3ablished in the years ahead. The .

focus has aTready shifted away from a preoccupation with growts and towards a concerr

with the 1mprovement of quality w1th1n present enro]]ments The emphasis, in other

mords, is on consolidaion.

The seCdﬁh;!ikeﬁy change is that additional resources will be increasingly
harder to obtaim. Mest.states are already severely limiting appropriations in-
creases, and a]though.pm]ity‘fs thertain,fmajor‘increaseé‘in federal‘funding are
not expected. There is also an‘increasﬁng”emphasis on accouhtabi1ity, with more

stress on analysis of casts and justification of expenditures.

Third, an wpwardimovement in tu1t1on charges at pub11c 1nst1tut1ons is already
occur1ng In part, 1ncreased tuition 'has been necess1tated by fiscal pressures. In
add1t1on, however, there: are signs of a ph11050ph1ca1 sh1ft concern1ng the import-

ance of low tu1t1om at'these 1nstwtut1ons.

Fourth the ]ocus of dec1510n making is sh1ft1ng Co]]eges—and universities
are no 1onger the 1ndepemdent masters of’ the1r fate. Coord1nat1ng boards have been
established in many states with varying degrees of author1ty in the areas of planning

,budgetfhg‘and program approval. Other'states’are combihing‘several institutions'unde

: sing]e governing boards. And 1ncreas1ng]y. state 1eg1s]ators have shown a determ1na-

tiaon to part1c1pate more.act1ve1y 1n hagher educat1ona1 dec1s1on mak1ng.

B RESIDENCV AND EMANCIPATION

Firally, wsad of parthcu]ar importance - for the future of the Regional Student
Program, there awis unanswemed but leomng questions about‘student‘residency“ahdlstu-

dent emancipation which threaten to wmdermine the conceptual foundation of the presen
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system of state financing of public higher education.

The New England states presently handle the residency question‘fair]y simi--
larly. Either as law or policy, each state has a definition of residency for tui-
tion purposes. For minors, this definition assumes the student's residence is
identical with his parents. Once a determination of a student's residency is made, -
that determination is binding‘for the student's entike academic career. The concept
of emanc[pat1on is accepted but a strong burden of proof is placed on the student

to estab]1sh that he is, in fact, emanc1pated

This type of.formulation is in serious jeopardy; not only in New England but

across the nation. First, many states (inc1uding several in New England) have given

or are about to give 18-year-o1ds the responsibi1ities and priviledges of adu1thood.

This would appear to elim{nate'the link between students and parents in determining
residency. Second, the courts are permitting voter‘registration after 30 days resi-
dency. Can a*person eligible to vote be held not to be a resident for tuition pur-

poses? It seems doubtful that such a distinction will be upheld for Ibng;

CIf residency can‘be estab1ish°d'in‘a'new state in 30 days by 18;year olds who
have not necessarily pa1d taxes in that state, the rat1ona1e for d1st1ngu1sh1ng be-~
tween in-state and out- of-state tu1t1on d1sappears -What shou1d take 1ts p]ace7'
Should a s1ng]e (and presumab]y h1gher) tuition rate be estab11shed7 Shou]d credit
be g1ven to students whose parents have paid taxes in the state7 Shou1d‘the state |
support students through student a1d rather than 1nst1tut1ons through appropr1at1ons
If so, and if 1arge numbers of students declare themse]ves emanC1pated how can stu-

dent aid be. f1nanced7 Is @ new role for the/federa1\government inevitable?

No one knows the answers to these questions.yet. Only time will te11;;_But :

change is in the Wind,
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INCENTIVES AKD DISINC“NTIVES

As mentloned ear11er, one of the most szgn1f1cant developments in the govern-
ance of higher educationlhas been the emergence of state bedies charged with the
responsibility for p]anntng'and”coordinating the future of higher (and increasingly
all postsecondary)‘education in their states. There is little doubt that these

agencies, which now exist in one form or another in four of the New England states,

'will play an important role in the future evolution of the Regional Student Program.

As a rule, state coordinating bodies tend to be concerned with fdstering'within

their states the same pattern of specia1ization leading to efficiency and economy.

'Which this Program makes possible on a regional basis. Off1c1als of these agenc1es

are, therefore, pos1t1ve toward the obJect1ves of the Program as well as aware of
the difficulties involved. Neverthe]ess, ]t is useful to consider the future of
the Program from the perspective of the colleges and universities_themselves‘since

their full cooperatidn is and will cOntinue to be essential for its future success.

Accordingly, it is. next necessary to look at the 1ncent1ves and d1s1ncent1ves
for part1c1pat1on in the Reg1ona1 -Student Program as perce1ved by the co]]eges and

un1vers1t1es 0bv1ous]y these incentives and c1s1ncent1ves vary in relevance and

'1mpact from state to state and 1nst1tut1on to 1nst1tut1on

DISINCENTIVES |
It is useful to begin with the disincentives, of which there are two:
(1) budgetary effects and (2) fear of regional restrictions on institutionai develop-

ment.

In New England, pUb]iC‘colleges and Universities are'financed'in‘one of two
ways e1ther the state appropr1ates ‘the ent1re budget, 1n<wh1ch case. tu1t1on re-
ce1pts are depos1ted in the genera] fund of the state, or the: state appropr1ates less

than the tota] budget, in wh1ch case the 1nst1tut1on reta1ns whatever tu1t1on is co]-

lected Depend1ng on the approach tu1t1on has d1f|er1ng 1mportance to the instltu-‘
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tions. Where tuition is deposited tn the state,.the amount of tuition collected
does not dire¢t1y affect the operation of the institution. But where tuition is

retained by the institutioh. every dollar in tuition foregone means a direct loss

"in rasources for the institution.

]

The following table shows z) wh;ch of the two approaches is fo]]owed for
each of the institutions currently in the Regional Student Program and (2) the dol-
lar difference between in-state and out~ofestate tuition in those cases where tuition

is retained’by‘theyinstitution:

Tuition Deposited Tuition Retained by the Institution

To The State - State Tuition D1?ferent1a1
Two-Year Institutions: Connecticut ' Vermont ‘ : $580
: Maine - Rhode Island (1)
Massachusetts -

New Hampshire

State Colleges: . Connecticut Rhode Island $750
- Massachusetts Vermont -$830
‘ New Hampshive (2)
_ R - R Undergrad. Grad.
State Universities: Connecticut - Maine . $1,000 - $ 900
‘ ' Massachusetts New Hampshive $1,000 $1,000
- Rhpnde Island ~$:900 . $§ 100
‘,Vermont . $1,450 $1,450

1 A11 out-of-state students are regional students.'

2 Will not. part1c1pate in the program unt11 1973 74

This‘distinction is partiCu1ar1y impohtant for the future of the'Regiona] o

Student Program. In a'state where tuition is retained, admission of a Regional. Stu-

‘dent represents a direct loss of revenue equal to?the“difference between in-state

~ and out-of-state tuition.j The ‘above. tab]e 1nd1cates the "resource cost" of each

RegiohalrstUdentQ In a per1od when resources are t1ght th1s cost const1tutes a

rea] d1s1ncent1ve for aggress1ve promotion of the Reg1ona1 Student Program. L



The second disincentive is an emotioral fear that the Regional Student Pro-
gram might in the future lead to some form of regionail coordination of academic de-
velopmert. As discussed in Chapter 5, coordination on a regiona1 basis does not now
eXist; thts anxiety is‘entire1y prospective, Nevertheless, the Eossibi]ttx that
future academic development might be infTuenced by regiona1.p1ann1ng is, to some

officials, ‘a reason for restraint.

[INCENTIUES

Turn1ng now to the 1ncent1ves for part1c1pat1on, the first two are the con-
verse of the above d1s1ncent1ves. F1rst, for those institutions where tuition is
deposited to the state,.there is no. financial penalty for admitting Regional Students.
Since there is no direct fresource cost", this is often an incentive for participa-

tion.

second, the Regional Student Program opens up new possibilities for institu-

“tional deve1obment; In the past, the existence of the Progran actua11y helped cer-

‘tain colleges and universities to "stake'out'territory". If a State university;‘for
_examp]e wanted‘to start a-new program-for whtch in-state demand was‘insufficient,

'-the Reg1ona1 Student Program prov1ded a means of generat1ng the add1t1ona1 enro11ment,_

needed Once the program was estab]1shed the other New Eng]and state un1vers1t1es
‘m1ght be prec]uded from deve1op1ng a compet1ng program ‘since the1r students were

already being served,

A]though assistance in the creation of'new prqgrams ts 1ess relevant now, %he
Program can_ st111 aid 1ns»1tutiona1 deve]opment ‘The?graduaterdeans at'seVeral‘of
the state un1vers1t1es, for examp]e» c]ear1y see the -Regional Student Program as pro-
‘_v1d1ng a form of f1nanc1a1 aid to their students from ‘New Eng]and thereby free1ng

11m1ted a1d resources for other students

.

The th1rd 1ncent1ve re]ates to the genera1 acceptance of the Programa.-There

[:R\!:1s, f1rst, a mora1 pressure towards regiona1 cooperat1on The concept of cooperat1on1{
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is so reasopab]e that no one opposes it on the level of principle. The commitment
of legislators to the Program is important here The age cof the'Program is also an
1mportant factor -- after 15 years it is well established and has momentum Finally
and by no means least 1mportant, is the hard work of the NEBHE staff in pub11c1z1na

and developing a const1tuency for the Program.

The fourth incentive is the'possible prestige connected with participation in

the Program. This is particu1ar1y true for thevstate colleges and two-year colleges

Fifth, there is a positive pressure stemming'from a state's‘oVera11 partici-
oation in the Program. At the Universities of‘Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont, for
example, it costs the uniyersities betweene$900,and $1,450 in tuition income for
every Regfona] Student enro]Ted At the same time, howevér, these institutions are
aware that, overall, their states are net cred1tors 1n ‘the exchange of students.
While the loss of revenue to themse1ves is regretted therefore. these un1vers1t1es‘
are hes1tant to Jeopard1ze a re]at1onsh1p genera]1y.favorab1e_to~the1r states'

citizens.

In summary,‘seVera1‘considerations are dominant'in the thinking of colleges

and- un1vers1t1es as they perce1ve the Reg1ona1 Student Program. The Program 1s

logical and 1t has a h1story, prest1ge, momentUm and a const1tuency that cannot be
ignored. The Program has budgetary effects, however, and wh11e these effects are
non-existent or pos1t1ve for some 1nst1tut1ons, there are rea] costs 1nvo]ved in

part1c1pat1ng for others. F1na11y, the Program has the potent1a1 of affect1ng aca-

demic deve1opment ‘and autonomy. It al]owed certain 1nst1tut1ons to. "stake out terri

-~ tory" in the past, but some fear that it m1ght 1ead to restr1ct1ons on deve]opment

'1n.the‘future.



7 THE FUTURE: THE SHORT RUN

Given the 1ikely environment of higher education in the 1970's and the pros
and cons of participation in the Regional Student Program, what can.be expected in

the future? It is useful to consider each type of institution in turn.

TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

- The two-year :institutions accept students on the bases of both unique curri— 
cula and proximity. Currently 30 percent of the Regional Students (or 548) are ‘en-
rolled at 24 of‘these institutions. Except for four commun1ty co]]eges in Massachu-k
setts, no institution has more than 30 Regional Students enrolled and more than ha1f?

have fewer than 15.

The major observation with}respect to the two—year institutions is that the
Regiona] Student Program has had Timited impact-on them. These institutions have
few out-of-state students, and v1rtua11y all are Reg1ona1 Students. Only Vermont
Technical Co]]ege experiences: f1nanc1a1 consequences through part1c1pat1on. Ldoking‘
ahead, no two-year colleges or 1nst1tutes ant1c1pate any s1gn1f1cantkchange in Re-

gional Student enroliment patterns Theyvexpect more Regional Students; but not many

: more. Th1s is a per1phera1 program for the two- year 1nst1tut1ons, therefore and one:

wh1ch provides certain advantages and no prob]ems.

The two-year inStitutions are prtmari]y designed td serve commuting students.:

Accord1ng1y. p1ann1ng in. these 1nst1tut1ons is oriented to the s1tuat1on in the1r own:

~ states. For the three soutbern states th1s currently means prepar1ng students for

the 1oca1 1abor market In the northern. states it also means equ1pp1ng young men and:

women who will move away from the home state. There has been contact between two-

: year,off1c1a1s of the New England states, but, as yet, no serious attempt t0»1ntegrat

b]anning;‘
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Some of their programs are high cost'and underenro]]ed, as, for example, the
nuclear engineering technology program at Hartford State Technical College. Wider
publicity about the Regional Student Program could be useful in generating out-of-

state students for this program and others like it.

Recommendation 8: The officials of the two-year institutions tend to be prag-
matic, concerned wtth good management, and inclined to be
cooperative‘with one another. NEBHE can play a useful role

" by keeping these institutions in contact with one another and
by helping them focus cooperatively on their high-cost/Tow-
demand programs. (The two-year college people have high re-
gard for the NEBHE staff which should facilitate this form

of Teadership.)

In conclusion, the Regional Student Program can be expected to go forward

smoothly at the two-year cq]]ege level with continued, if not spectacular, addi-

tional growth.

THE STATE COLLEGES
The state colleges will not be enrolling stuqents under the Regiona1.Student

Program until this September. Conversations with state college officials in Connecti-

~ cut, Massachusetts and Vermont indicated that no one, at this time, has any idea

 exactly what will happen next fall in terms. of the enro]]ment of Regional Students.

“The state colleges are, however, enthusiastic aboutnparticipating in the Pro-

gram. Because‘of‘the simi]arity of their programs, the state colleges find it diffi-
cult to app]y the concept of uniqueness. Furthermore, there are potential prob]ems

‘J] 1n re]at1ng the programs at the state co]]eges to those at the state un1vers1t1es,

part1cu1ar1y at the graduate 1eve1 NEBHE 1s working c]ose]y with both sets of

| 1nst1tut1ons to work out such- prob]ems as they appear
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In short, it is too eatly to speculate how the Regional Student Program will

function at the state college level.

STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LOWELL TECHNOLOGICAL INSTITUTE

At the state un1vers1t1es and Lowell Technological Institute the situation is
worth more extended consideration. Historically, the state universities fathered
interstate cooperation in New England, developed the Regional Student Program along
with NEBHE, and currently enroll two-thirds of the Regional Students. (See Chapter 2)
Second, these institutions are important to the region both in terms of size and
programs offered. The Universities of Connecticut and Massechusetts, for example,
account for 25 percent of the undergraduates enrolled in public institutions in their
respective states. For the other states, this percentage is: 40 percent at the
-0rono Campus of the University of Maine, 50 percent at the University of New Hampshire
and 66'percent'at the Unirersities of Rhode Island and Vermont. And these percentages

do not include graduate and professional enrollments.

Third, the character of many of these universities' programs could benefit by
regional cooperation. For several progrims, the enro]]ment bese in the home state
may be insufficient to support'a quality program., This is particularly true at the
graduate 1eye1 in the four smaller states. Finally, the personnel at these univer-

sities are comfortabTe with each other, primarily because of the similarity of mission.

It is helpful to begin'by reviewing brief]y the extent of eacn institution's
invo]vement in the RegionaTHStudent Program in 1971’72- |
e The Un1vers1ty of Connecticut has the largest Reg1ona1 ‘Student. enro]]ment
(487 students). More than one- th1rd of these students are enro]]ed in
pnysigal»therapy (178) Other programs with s1gn1f1cant enro]]ments are
pharmacy (59), social work (40), and law (20). The rema1n1ng 190 students

are scattered; with 158 enr011ed‘1n 74 other'graduate programs.



75

e The University of Rhode Island has the second largest Regional Student en-
rollment, 325 students. Pharmacy (95), 1ibrary science (79), and dental
hygiene (40) are the largest programs. The remainder are enro11ed in a
variety of programs, primarily at the graduate level. |

¢ The University of Massachusetts has the third largest Regional Stud=nt-en-
rollment (217) and p;rhaps the most diffuse enrollment pattern. General
education - masters'ievel (24), turf managesment (18) and hotel and .restau-
rant administration (3) are the largest programs. The remaining 167 stu-
dents are scattered among a variety of (primarily graduate) programs.

e Next is the University of New Hampshire with 211 students, all at the
undergraduate level. Its major programs are occupational therapy (92},
social services (48) and hotel administration (22) and art education (17).

° The Universities of Maine and Vermont enroll 95 and 87 RegionaT Students
respectively. The larger programs are law in Maine (52), dental hygiene

in Vermont (22) and forestry in Maine (18).

UNDERGRADUATE LEVEL
At the undergraduate level, there is good reason to think that the enrollment

of Regiona1 Students is 1ikely to be smaller in the future. Because of the budgetary
squeeze, the state‘universities are ‘dropping Regional Programs where they be}feve
sufficient demand from full-tuition paying. out-of-state students is availabjeito
£111 the program. Also, in a number,of Regional Programs,.the increase in applica-
tions from”quatifiedvin-state'students is f111ing spaces formerly’filled by Regional
Students. This phenomena is particu]ar]y noticeab]e 1n the allied hea]th fields

where. 1n keep1ng with na.tional trends. 1ncreased numbers of students are applying.

Follow1ng are some specific examples of undergraduate Regiona] Programs which
"have recently been withdrawn or which are currently under rev1ew

G"‘”, - At the Un1vers1ty of Connect1cut -the decision has. been made to W1th-

draw physical therapy (now 178 students) Two factors are 1nvo]ved
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an increase in in-state demand, and a decrease in available clinical
opportunities.

- At the University of New Hampshire, thesroccupational therapy program
(now 92 studemts) is being withdrawn because of its high cost and the
increasing number of applicants. (Only 18 of 180 qualified regional
applicants could be accepted for next year.) Social service (now 48
students) and art education (now 17 students) are also being withdrawn.

- At the Universiity of Vermont, religion (now 3 students) and social
service (now 11 stndents)‘have been dropped and dental hygiene (now

22 students) is under review because of its high cost. |

- At the University of Rhode Island, only 2 new Regiqna] Students were
accepted in dental hygiene for next year (now 40 students). ‘A peak

has been reached in commercial fisheries (now N ;tudents).

. It should be recogntzed that the closing out of Regional Programs because of
expanding in-state demand is both a predictable process and one not inconsistent with
the objectivee of the Regional Student Program. One advantage of the Program is that
it permits anlinstitution to estab]ish é new program at optimum size at the outset
even though sufficient in-state-demand may not be available. Eventually, however, a
peint may well be'reached‘when a second snch program is needed in the region to meet
total regiona1 demand. That second‘program should then be established, (NEBHE and
~the state untversities now_face this‘prospect in a number of“the proéram areas

illustrated above.)

GRADUATE LEVEL . ;
Turning to the graduate level, it-is here that the most significant opportu-

nity may exist for 1ncreased 1nterstate cooperat1on given the 11ke1y h1gher educat1on

envmronment of the 1970's. A]though thadIffTCU]tleSVOf transcendjng state‘boundaries ‘

are great, a cooperative effort:among the state umiversities to establish.a regional
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patter™ »f specialization at the graduate level might have a reasonable chance of
sumpess wnd, ¥ successful, would be:of great benefit to each of the universities

as wel| &5 10 e region,

The deveiopment of graduate education at the state universities is relatively
recent* This ggrowth began in the late 1950's and proceeded rapidly during the 1960's.

Many (& programs were developed during this period.

Wt is trouplesome is‘that so many of these graduate programs are relatively
sinaTl. An ahalysis of the enrollment in graduate programs in the New England state
uniwerSities in 1969-70 revealed that, by field of specialization, 78 percent (251
out of"322) of these programs were smaller than the United States_averagé in those

fields-that year. This would appear to have important implications for both the

cost 2™, more importantly, the quality ef these programs. (See Appendix E)

CooPeRATIVE PLANNING

These implications were discussed with the presidents, graduate deans and
ther °fff$131s’at the six state universities. These'd1scussions were very cordial,
and.tﬂeiW'recepthity to the notion of a regibna] approach to graduate education was
greatf” than expected. That is not to say that the idea was eagerly embraced. = How-

ever, 3y a result of those conversations, it was possible to construct plausible

~ argumé™ts both for and against a cboperative effort of the state universities to |

plan tOether in this period of consolidation. u

The argument for a coopérative effort goes as follows:

"A majority of the graduatebprogramé appear to be too small, In most academic

- fiql1d5 thg'EXpansfon of khow]edge~has'beenvso great that onlyylakge'departments cdn‘

"‘;yrnwgéersat%sfaCtorygCOVerage‘¢f a discigline. This, in turn, requires a sizabie en-

momnmﬂﬁt‘of%Student5“1fvgosts are tombeﬁ&ept w1th1h-reéSonablelboundsw A sma11 pro-

‘fgmamfﬁhm1ieaxohe,of two thdngs:;féjther‘that:the:COVekagéfof-the fie]d wiI]'be}réla-

 Hiveld Marrow, Qr,that;the.program w111“he‘df“highVCOSt;f‘NeithEr‘is desirable,
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"Competition among universities at .72 graduate level is likely to intensify
during the 1970's. There will be a premiumzin quality programs because students are
unlikely to continue to enroll in programs which do not lead to employment. Further-
more, mass and breadth are important in competing for federal research support. In
the area of environmental studies, for example, no New Eng1and state university has

been able to secure federal zupport for this very reason.

"Cost considerations are also important. With the financial pressures currently
experienced and anticipated, university adminﬁstrations will have to take a hard look

at existing programs and are 1likely to be forced to realign and/or drop some of them.

"Joint planning for the region, leading to specialization in particular areas
at each university campus, would provide an opportunity to undertake such a realign-
ment in a comprehensive and reasonable way. Responsibilities could be allocated on

the basis on comparative advantage. A region of twelve-million people could support

a comprehensive graduate education system of excellence if it took such a form,

“From the point of view of each of the universities, a cooperative regional
plan is a means for overcoming particular interest groups who otherwise can prevent
a sensible realignment. The University of'Connecticﬁt,rfor exampTe. has thohght for
somé time that it should phaée out dairy farming. The agkicu]tura] interests in
Connecticut have prevented this.r If, hoWevér. a regional plan of speciaTization was
5'déveloped, in which Connecticut.'for éxamp]é, might depend on Vgrmoht-for dairy
farming while Vermonttrelied dn Connectiéut for meta1]urgyfahd}aerospace éngineéring.

the'opposition would have a weaker casé,

"It should not betexpeCted that'such a plan cou]d be worked'out‘quick1y It
~would take time and effort ' But it is in the self- 1nterest of a11 six state univer-
s1t1es, as’ we]] as the genera] 1nterest of the reg1on, to have such a pattern of |

3spec1a1izat1on evo]ve.‘
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The argument against regional specialization can be put as follows:

"It is too late to think of specialization. Al1 of these programs already
exist, It is a fundamental fact of university Tife that you can never drop a graduate
program. Graduate work is central to'institutional prestige and institutional dyna-
mics. Faculty must be given an opportunity to do research -- you can't attract a

decent faculty otherwise.

"Furthermore, even if you wanted to cooperate, on what basis would you spe-
cialize. Academic programs are endlessly linked:. undergraduate and graduate, and
among graduate fields. How would you differentiate programs and divide them up?
Specialization, in the last analysis, depends on the berticular interest of each
faculty member. In addition, even if you could split up the teaching responsibility,
there is the problem of continuing education, extension and research in support of
the local economy. If engineeringlwere centered at the University of Massachusetts,

for example, what would IBM in Burlington, Vermont do when it wanted assistance?

"Even if an agreement were desired, would there really be a way to surmount
the barriers of state boundaries. The states have different finaneial policies,
different educational objectives, and, on the more mundane 1eve1, different procedures.

How could agreement ever be reached?

~"And even if an agreement were reached, there would still be dangers and prob-

| ]ems\ The costs of coordination might be enormous, enough perhaps to eat up any

savings. And in an interstate arrangemeht of this sort, ‘everything depends on per-
sonalities: what happens: when a particu]ar un1vers1ty president resigns or.a parti-

cular governor 1oses re-e]ect1on?"

Which of these arguments,is cOrrect? In a.sehse,-they‘pass each other in the
night Everyone agreesvthat a prob1em‘exists The diSagreement relates to whethek
an 1nterstate so]ut1on 1s feas1b1e. Obviously a comprehensive p1an of spec1a11zat1on

cannot and shou]d not be: deve]oped or 1mp1emented w1thout adequate 1ead t1me ‘But |
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by building upon the Regional Student Program, and by working in a series of steps,
important strides in the direction of furthering the quality and the economy of

graduate education in New England may well be achievable.

Recommendation 9: vIn order to further study the graduate question and to explore
other opportunities for cooberation between the state universi-
ties, NEBHE and the state university presidents should jointly
establish and fund the staff position "State University Coordi-
nator"., This individual would report to both NEBHE and the
state university presidents. His responsibility would be to
study, initiate and support a variety of c00pera£1ve efforts
between the New England state universities. To increase con-
fact:with state university personnel, the coordinator might
initially be based at the New England Céhter for Continuing

Education in Durham, New Hampshire.

EXTENSION OF THE PROGRAM

Before concluding this discussion of the immediate future, two possible ex-
tensions of the Program deserve mention: the participation of private zollenss and

uniyersities and cooperative arrangements beyond New England's borders.

PRIVATE INSTITUTTIONS | |
In a region where private higher education has traditionally been as impor-v
tant as it has‘in New England (see Chapter 3), it is obvious that the potential for

partjcﬁpation by private colleges and universities shdqu be considered:in any

_ cooperative,effdrt;' At present, Tufts University is involved in the contract por-

‘tion of the Régional'Sthent Program by virtue of its agreement with the Board for

the training of denté] students from the‘State of Maine. In addition,'seVera]jdther
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private institutions have approached NEBHE regarding involvement in the Program

either through formal contracts or through student,intérchange, if appropriate

guidelines could be developed.

The palicies under]yingustudent interchange, however, make it difficult to
conceive how private colleges and universities might participate. One of the pri-
mary benefits to students of the Program regards the saving of the differential
between in-state and out-of-state tuition, a differential that does not exist at
private institutions. There does not appear to be any way to involve the private
schools in the student interchange program, therefore, at least in the immgdiate

future.

There is, however, no such barrier to contract programs, as the involvement
of Tufts University i]]ustrateé. (There, of course, a tuition Savings has been
negotiated with the cost-of-education allowance by the State of Maine offsetting the

lToss of tuition income to Tufts. See Chapter 2.) In fact, virtually any arrénge-‘

ment between the individual state governments and any private institution is theoreti-

cally feasible through the contract mechanism with NEBHE facilitating such arrange-
ments either across state lines or even within a particular state where constitutiona]

reétrictions may exist (as in the Commonwealth of‘Masséchusetts).

When the questjoh of therp0551b1e involvement of private institutions in the

- Program was raised during the 1nterv1ews. 1t was genera]]y believed that the issues

of including the pr1vate sector in a]] future h1gher educat1ona1 planning and of

public support for pr1vate hﬁgher education were 1ncreas1ng1y important. However,‘

it was also generally felt that thése issues would nead to be faced within the
“jndividual states before any broadly based regional or interstate approach could be

~ considered.



TS

82

BEVYOND NEW ENGLAND

The interview process also sought to detekmine whether 'the New England states

- Should seek to confine their interstate cooperative efforts within the region's

boundaries-or whether cooperative arrangements should be pursued beyond New England.
The sentiment of those interviewed was unanimous. Other cooperative arrangements

should be established wherever possible.

In fact, such arrangements have already been negotiated on a limited basis,
end further development beyond New England Seems likely. Before a recent reassess-
ment of its priorities, for examp]e Vermont had agreed to allow NEBHE to secure
subsidized training opportun1t1es for its residents in industrial arts education at
any institution outside of Vermont, and such arrangements had been made with colleges
in Arizona and Colorado. (See Chapter 2) The State of New Hampshire has also
recently signed an agreement with Ohio State University for the professional training
of up to 5 of its residents in veterinary medicine, a program ndt currently avail-
able in any of the New England states despite a critieal shortage of veterinarians

in the region.

Furthermore, discussions have been initizted between the Connecticut state

colleges, the State University of New York, and NEBHE to determine if a studant

~interchange program (possibly border exchange) is feasible between those two states,

and the University of Maine is deve]op1ng arrangements with certain Canadian insti-

tut1ons

The conclusion 1is inescapable.

‘Recommendation 10: Interstate cooperation should not beaconfined to any type‘

of institution or any part1cu1ar reg1on but rather ex-

; tended wherever reasonab]e and feas1b1e
: L




8 THE FUTURE: THE LONGER RUN

Speculation as to the long-run future of the Regional Student Program is

extremely difficult because of the residency question. The structure of the present

Program is closely related to the differentiation between in-state and out-of-state

tuition. If that difference disappears, the structure of the Program wiil have to

change.

It seems 1likely, however, that the educational, social, economic and technolo-

gical forces which presently make regional cooperation beneficial will grow in import-

ance. It is appropriate in concluding, therefore, to suggest a number of areas for

further study which may be important for the future evolution of regional cooperation.

(1)

Border exchange: Under the Regional Student Program, the two-year

institutions accept students from across state lines if they live
relatively close by. The possibility of extending this policy is
worthy of further study. It could have potential relevance for the
state colleges, partiEu1ar1y for students from New Hampshire, Vermont
and Connecticut who might commute to Massachusetts' institutions. It
also might be appiicable, at both the state and community college
level, where the berders of Connecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode
Island converge. Specific contract arrangements are, of coukse. one
possible way that border exchange might.be extended.

The Open University: vThe open university concept, which is bare]y'

'[ihree‘years old in the United States, isupopularrin~the kegion. The

University of Vermont has sent a team to England to look at its

Open University'and‘has done some planning ance. The Univeréity

- of Maine has developed a design. MaSSachusetts has deve]oped three

proposals: - one prepared by .the University of MéSSachusetts,_one by

the Massachusetts Board bf Higher Education, and one ih»the'ear]y 1'

i
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stages of development by the state college system. And in Connec-
ticut, the community colleges are developing a proposal. All of
these efforts are still in the conceptual stage and no decisions to
implement them have been made. On the basis’of logic, this wdu]d

appear to be an ideal area for regional cooperation. If the develop-

ment of materials is contemplated, only two of the states would appear

to have sufficient resources. 'orking together, however, the regional
"market" is large enough to do something quite significant.

Elimination of financial disincentives: In Chapter 6 it was noted

that, for those institutions which retain their tuition, the admission
of Regional Students involves a financial cost. The elimination of
this disincentive would be desirab]e.- There are at least *wo possible
ways to do this. First, the annual budget for these colleges and uni-
versities could include a special allowance for the estimated nuiber
of Regional Students- expected to be enrolled, thereby eliminating the
budgetary burden on the institution. Alternatively, aOSystem of inter-
state reimbursement could be established whereby each state contributes
resources in line with‘educational benefits received by its residents.
Funds could be exchanged to "balance the books" eitner annually or at
multi-year intervals. In either case, the key to final acceptance
would be to persuade the six state legislatures that higher educatton
in their state, as well as in.the region, stands to benefit from an -
increase in interstate cobperation.

Elimination of tuition benefits: As mentioned in Chapter 2, Regional

Students current1y‘receive two benefits from'the:Program'>'it broadens‘
the access1b111ty of educational opportun1t1es (throudh the second
preference po]icy) and it makes these opportunities ava11ab1e at a
vreduced (1n state) tuition rate A per10d of confus1on 11es ahead

however. regarding residency and in state/out-of state tu1t10n It




P s

G UERE cmnw e

(5)

(6)

85

might be advisable, therefore, to study the viability of the Regionai
Student Program if second preference in admission were the only
benefit to Regional Students. Would the Program still be attractive
to students? Would lower income students find themselves excluded?
Would the effects on regional education development stiil be positiVe?

Private Sector: As already described in Chapters 3 and 7, the private

colleges and universities in New England have traditionaiiy.provided
educational opportunities for substantial numbers of the region's
citizens, but no way has yet been suggested for directly involving
these institutions in the Program except through contractual arrange-
ments. Given the 1ikely prospect of §gmg_form of public support for

many of these institutions in the future, increased consideration

- should be given to the possibilities of (1) further contracting with

interested private colleges and universities for educational services
and/or (2) providing student ass1stance to, support students attending
these institutions in such a way as to expand educationai opportunities
and avoid the expensive duplication of fac111ties whiie at the same

time assisting these schools. The Regional Student Program may pro-

‘vide the mechanism for such a program(s), particularly as state

boundariesvor constitutional issues may have to be transcended.

And, as answers to the questions posed in (4) above become available,
it may even be feasible to include private: institutions in the student
interchange portion of the Program. ‘ |

Graduate Education' As stated in Chapter 7 -given the Tikely higher

educational env1ronment of the 1970's, it is perhaps at the. graduate

Tevel where the most significant opportunities 1ie- for 1ncreased 1nter-

state cooperation. Aithough a modest attempt was made in this report

to anaiyze the current status of graduate and professionai education at

the state universities and Lowe]i Technoiogicai Institute (Appendix E),

o : j - Ll ,
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much remains left to be done. The staff member fState University
Coordinator" recommended in Chapter 7 could begin to develop the infor-
mation required to effect the necessary specialiiation and Cooperation
at these institutions. Beyond that, however, closer analysis of all
graduate programs in New England -- public and private, college and uni-
. é- versity, existing and contemp1ated -- needs to be undertaken if more

‘ effective utilization of all of the region's higher educational

resources is to be achieved.

- | (7) Coordinating Agencies: Closely related to this last item is.the

‘ developing role of coordinating agencies in the region and the nation.

As these agencies begin to Took more closely at all postsecondary
rducational resources within their.states (with an eye toward efficiency |
and economy) they will also soon begin to look at the resources in their
neighboring states. The Regionai Student Program has a1ready laid the
foundation for that type of scrutiny, and the question for‘the future

is to what extent might the Regional Student Program or NEBHE be of

additional assistance tc these agencies?

(8) Costs and Benetits: At thie outset of this evaluation, there was a great
- B ) deal of interest expressed in an analysis of the costs and benefits of

‘ the Program. Unfortunately, the amount of solid cost information pre-
sently available precluded antindepth analysis along these lines

although a general discussion of costs‘and benefits was presented tn

'Chapter 4. Increasing1y. however. the states and 1nst1tut1ons are
.'moving in the direction of p1ann1ng, programming. budgeting systems (PPBS)

and’ management 1nfonnation systems are deve]oping which may y1e1d the 3 '
;necessary cost data., If and when such a time arrives. th1s 1mportant
 task should be comp1eted |

(9)>‘Future'Eva1uation; Dur1ng 1ts first decade. the. Regiona] Student Pro- ‘iffl

."gram:showed'1itt1e growth or,deve1opment Accord1ng]y. there was 11tt1e
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to study. During the past four years, however, the Program, and the
higher educational environment within which it has operated, have
sh0wn dramatic changes. This is 1ike1y to continue through.the 1970's.
As the many questions raised throughout this report are resolved, many
new ones will arise.  Accordingly, steps should be taken to regularly
monitor the growth and development of the Regional Student Program and

an updating of this evaluation should probabiy be undertaken as soon

as 1975.

CONCLUSION
Interstate cooperation in any field of public policy -- whether it be trans-

portation, the environment, or education -- is very difficult. The states have

-always been the basic units of sovereignty: both the federal government and 1ooa1

‘governments were created by the de]egation of powers from the states. Each state

has its own. 1nst1tutions, its own. po]itics, and its own way of doing things, and

‘state borders are highly resistent to cooperative activity.

Compared to total New ‘England student enroltment, the Regiona] Student Program
is rather sma11.: Compared to other regionai efforts at interstate cooperation in

higher education, however, the Program has been quite significant.

Given its present-poiicies‘and objectiues..the Regional Student Program has

broad acceptanoe_and is operating smoothly. The mostisignificant opportunity in the

~coming years appears to be the potentiai'for‘strengthening pubiiciy supportéd-graduate

| education through-a pattern of spec1alization between the s1x state univer51t1es. The

pre551ng uncertainty is how higher educationa1 finance in genera], and 1nterstate |

cooperation in particu]ar, wi]] be affected by the 1nstant residency of students
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APPENDIX A
 INTERVIEN GUESTIONS

As stated in-the 1ntroduction, PART ONE of this report was prepared to pro-
vide a common basis for the interviews w1th education and government Teaders through-
out New England. Following is the series of questions to which rearcions ¢ ¢ sought

during the interview process.

The questions are organized under three headings:

- Performance‘to date

- Extensions of present policies

- New departures in interstate cooperation

Questions under the first heading were directed at an evaluation of the current opera-
“tion of the Regional Student Program “The second group sought reactions to some
possible revisions and extens1ons of present poiic1es The th1rd group of questions

concerned several more basic issues ir. interstate cooperation in New England.

PERFORMANCE TO DATE

A. General = |
1. What is your view‘of the desirability and feasibilityvof interstate
cooperation in New England? |
2. What is your‘assessnent of the Regional Student Program?
‘3; Are there any majorlprehiems‘in'the way the Program has operated?
4. Are there opportunities Which~have‘beennoverlooked?,

'5, Are there ways in which the Program‘shou]d be_changed?

B. Planning . v |
1. Has the Regiona] Student Program p]ayed a role in p]anning at- your

ERIC . e institution or in your state?




2, What do ¥ou consider the proper relatiomship between institutional
planning, state planniing, and regional -pkanning?
3, Are therenplanning functions which are not currently being fu]filled‘

which the.Regional Student Program, or NEBHE, could help to implement?

C. AdnmiSsions
1. How is the po]icy of second preference for admissions administered
at your inetitution?
2, Aré there out-of-state quotas, or other policies, which must be
followed in the present and future admission of students under the

Regional Student Program?

D. AdniMstration
1, How are dectsions to open a program to Regional‘Students made at
your: 1n5t1tut1on? ,
2, How is 11a1son with NEBHE and other par11c1pat1ng institutions
maintained? o
3. Are there particular administrative problems you believe should be

.addressed?

E. Sty Performance

n How well hawe Regional Students at ybur institution performed?

F. Vi Tity

. #re the goals=and Gbjectives of the RegionaliStudent Program well
undérstood in' your state and at your 1nst1tution?
2, Hows in your jUdgement, do most peop1e hear about the Program?

3, Do you hQVe suggestions on how the Program might be better publicized?

G, Expéctat1on5 for the Future *

1, Do you expect that the Reg1ona1 Student Program will. cont1nue to )

“expand rap1d]y? Nhy? why not?
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2. If the Reg1ona] Student Program were to triple in the next five years,
what would be the resultant benafits and/or problems for your institu-

tion or your“state?

H. Financing
1. Are you aw&re of any financial prob]ems which the Regional Student.

?rogram creates for your ‘institution or your state?

EXTENSION OF PRESENT POLICIES
A. Residency

The Regiona1 Student Program rests; in part, on the traditional distinction
between in-state and out-of-state students Yet the basis for this distinc-
tion -- the c0ncept of state res1dency -- is undergoing extensive revision.
Co]]ege students former]y were: cons1dered dependent children of their tax-
pay1ng parents. But, increasingly, 18-year olds ar= asserting independence

of their parents, and the courts are extending to them the rights and respon-

| sibi]ities of adults, inc1uding*residency for voting purposes at*theﬂsite of
their college or university.
1. Has the question of reSidency created'any prob1ems in 'the operation
of the Reg1ona1 Student Program in: your state?
2. What effects do you expect the chang1ng def1n1t1on of res1dency to
have on the financing and»operatton.of public;higher education at:

your institution over the mext decade?

B Border Exchange

live c]oser to a college in a neighbor1ng state to enro]] in that college.
, Thts aspect of the program has : been very successfu] A proposa] deserving
)cons1derat1on 1s to extend the "border exchange" roncept to the state.

ERIC ~ colleges and/or the state universities

l R The two-year co]]eges in the Regional Student Program permit students who
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1. Might the "border exchange" concept beneficially be extended at

appropriate state colleges and/or state universities? Why? Why not?

C. Optimum Program Size
Educational programs. have been opened generally to Regional Students on_the
.basis of uoiqueness. ‘An additional criteria -~ optimum prooram'size -~ de-
serves consideration. Most academic programs require‘a critical mass oF

wa

faquty and students, If the criti

cal mass is not achieved, one of twoxunde-
sirabile results oGccurs: e1ther tihe préyram 1s of extremeTy h1gh cost om a
per'stodent basis, oe th. -cope and, therefore,~the quality of the program

is 1imited. |

In: cases where a program has a reasonable element of uhiqueness and where
enroiIment is below the optimum, therefore, consideration should be given to[
openTng the program to‘Regional Sﬁudents. The:additiona]_cosxs relating to
the extra students would be well below average costs, the:quality of the pro-
sgramtmou1d»be likely to be improved, and the resources of the institution
wou'li. be more effective1y employed. |

1. Might the concept of-optimom\program size be ‘useful as agsuppﬂementamy

Qriteria‘fornopeninggprogramsqmo Regional Students? Why?. Why not2

D. Specialization in Graduate,and‘Proﬁéssiona1 Eoucation
In recent years, considerable aﬁiention'hasubeen focUsed on graduate :and pro-
fessional education because of its high cost and the sudden&shift in ﬁheare1a-
tionubetWeen supp]y and demand for Ph.D. holders and other“highly trained

personne]'

The Carneg1e Commission, for examp]e, has stated 1n The Cap1to1 and the Campus:

A much h1gher degree of 1nterstate cooperat1on is required if states

are to take advantage of the opportunities.afforded by interstate .
student m1gration. These opportunities are most evident at the gradu-
ate level. The very high costs of top. quality graduate and professional
instruction, part1cu1ar1y in medicine and in the sciences where: comp]ex
laboratory -equipment -is essential, make it difficult for any one state
[ERJ}:“ to offer in its public 1nst1tutions a cowp]ex range of graduate and pro-
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4fessioha1‘cr1teria.. Increasingly, high cost graduate and professional
instruction ought to be considered on a regional or a national basis
rather than a state basis, with universities specializing in high
quality graduate offer1ngs in particu]ar disciplines. (p. 59)
In 1970-71, over 80 percent of the graduate and professional degree programs
at the seven state universities were open fo Regional Students; but only 20
percent of the programs;hed Regional Students enrolled in fhem. (See Appen-
dix E) | ‘ |
1. Is regional specialization in graduate and professional training at
theepublic'universities in New England a reasonabie objective?
4. If so, is the Regiomal Student Program a viable mechanism for fost=ring
such specialization®
3. Why are Regional Students enrolled in‘a comparatively small percentage
of the programs open-under ‘the Regional Student Program? |
4. Are the students unaware oreuninterested in the oppoftunities?

5. ‘Are faCuTty,vdepartment chairmen, and deens at the universities

knowledgable about the Program?

E. Transfer for Part of a Degree Program .
The RegiOna] Studeht Program might be:adapted to'permit students to attend
another institution for a term or a year to take edvahtage of an academic

| resource hdt\dvai]ab]efat his home institution. The Big Ten end the:Univer-
‘sity_of Chicago through the Conference on Instftutional-Cooperation (c.I1.C.)
has such a programvfor‘grEduate.students’on1y, called the "Travelling:
Scholar- Program®. o | | |
1 Shou]d the Reg1ona1 Student. Program’ be adapted to permit short term

transfers with1n New Eng]and colleges and un1vers1t1es?

NEW DEPARTURES IN INTERSTATE COOPERATION

A, 0pen Co]]ege. Externa] Degree Programs, - and Regional Exam1n1ng Un1vers1t1es

_‘E[{I(j‘ - One of the most vital current 1nnovat1ons in h1gher‘educat1on is the effort




95

to increase flexibility in time and space within higher education and to open
new options for individual students. Examples are the Open University in
" Great Britain, Empire State Coi]ege of the State University‘cf New York, and

the Office of Educatier's "University Mi‘thout Walls" program.

1. Are there currentTy plans to develop simfmar*opportunﬁtjes for higher
education in your state?

2. If so, has thought hmen given to a regiom=l effort?

3. Will it be possible For the smaller states-to develop such programs
without regional cooperation? h

4. If a regional :effort were intended, would 5t e best 'to organize
on a regional -basis at the start, or shewld the program be inittated

within one or-another state and them extendsd?

E. Private Institutions

An .mportant issue “in- this region isvwhetherazand‘how, private. institutions
m1ght part1c1pate in asystem of interstate: cnoperat1on n h1gher education

in New England. The: NeweEngland states: aremuore dependent than any other
region of the country.upon the pr1vatemcoimgges;and universities for the
education of thetr youth‘ Furthermore,;aﬁsjgnﬁ$ﬁbant‘percentage attend a
private college in a neighboring New England:state. Of the 53 percent of the
New Eng]and undergraduate students enro]led in private h1gher educat1on, on]y '
one half are enrolled ‘in the1r state of residence, with. the other half divided
more or less equa]]y‘between the other New England states and the rest of the
nation. At the same t1me, 1f one 1ooks at the pr1vate 1nst1tut10ns 1ocated
within each state s boundar1es, an. average of on]y 44 percent of the students
at these 1nst1tut1ons are from the state of 1ocat1on ‘with an add1t1ona1 18 |
‘percent from New England and the rema1nder from the rest of the country. \ ,%,*
‘Given the current f1nanC1a1 uncerta1nty of pr1vate h1gher educat1on, these

data suggest that the New Eng]and states have a strong se]f-1nterest 1n co-
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ordinating their policies regarding priva}e higher education.

1. Are there currently any efforts to cocfdinateasta&&&pﬁﬂicy regarding
‘the private institutions of higher education n'mexmr:state?

2. Might the New England states give cohsiderationmmmxzontracting under
tiwe Regional Student Program with private instimuftimns for dfstinctive
or-unique programs?

3. Might thekNew England states contract with priivate: fimstitutions through

“the Regioral Student Program fdr spaces at~the pmderraduate level?

4, Might the New’Eng1and states develop a regional suug=st aid program,
administered through NEBHE, to support New: Engitamm:students at both
public and private institutions in New\EnQ]anﬁE’

5. Are there other ways in which the resources-bfﬁpmﬁwame~higher educa-

tion-might be integrated into the Regiona1 Stuﬂnﬁﬁwpkmgram?

C. Cooperation Beyond New‘Engiand

1. Should: the New Eng]and"states, through NEBHE;;QEakuﬂ.vdevelop arrznge-
ments and opportunities~simi]ar to- those-affordsst wamtr the'RégidnaT’”“‘”

j “ ‘ Student,Program withwstateS‘outSidé New Englandz’
2. Alternatively, should cooperéthé efforts be .comzewirated within
| New\Englénd, with fhe continﬁed‘deve1opment of amrﬁdentity‘for a

New Engiand "system" of.higher edudationvaSSigned%theﬂhighest value?

D. Future Role of NEBHE

o '1, Shoudd the role ofﬁNEEHE bé revised in any dimensions-to give further
’suppont‘or_leédership to régiona]‘cooperation? | -

‘As a‘spécific propqﬁéT,_shdU]d NEBHE adminisfer avcompﬁehensive
¢at3169 of prqgraMs‘offeréd at all New England highemwedﬁcation '

"+ institutions as a service primarily to stUdentSjandgguﬂdance

N
»®

counselors, but also to institutional and state plammers?




APPENDIX B

OFFICIALS INTERVIEWED

Listed below are those educational and governmental leaders with whom lengthy

interviews were conducted based primariiy upon the outline presented in Appendix A.

In addition, brief discussions were he]d with other staff members and, at a few of

the participating institutions, with a small sampie of Regioha] Students. The

opinions and ideas which emerged from these conversatiocns are summarized in

Chapters 5-7.

Connecticut
Homer D. Babbidge
President
Univerasily of Connecticut

Rockwood Chin

Assistant Dean of the Graduate Schooz‘

University of Connecticut

-Joseph Dunn
Directon of ReAeanch
Central Connecticut State Cozlege

Carmelo Greco .

Planning Officer

Bureau of Technicak Inétatuteb‘
State Deparntment of Education

Warren G. Hill

Chancellor

Connecticut COmMLAALon 60& Highen
Educaxxon '

F. Don James
President ;
Centnal Connecticut State Collene

H. B. Jestin
Vice President fon Academic Affairs
Centnaﬂ Connect&cut State Cokiege

Lucien Lombard1
Chief
Bureau of Techn&caﬂ In4t4xuteé

o Siute Depantment o4 Education

Thomas H. Malone
Dean of the Graduate School
University of Connecticut

Evann Midd]ebrooks

Vice President fon Academic Affainrs

Southenn Connecticut State College
James Murphy, Jr.

Senaton

State of Connecticut

Wi]]iam'C.‘Orr

| Associate Provost

University 06 Connecficut‘

Eugene Smith

Executive Secretany

Connecticut Board of Thustees 06 State
Colleges ‘

Gi]bert'Tea]
Academic Dean
Western Connecticut State College

“John W. Vlandis
. Dinectorn of Admissions

Univernsity o4 Connecthut

Robert Wickware
Academic Dean
Eabtenn Connect&cut staze Coﬁtege




Maine

Anne Boudreau
Representative
State of Maine

George Chick
Senaton
State 04 Maine

‘James Clark

Vice Presdident forn Academic Affairs

University of Maine at Onono

Franklin P. Eggert
Dean of the Graduate School
University of Maine at Orono

Stah]ey L. Freeman, dJdr.
Vice Chancellon for Academic Afgairns
Univernsity of Maine

Harold Grodinsky

Dinecton, Facilities Planning

Maine HLghen Education Facilities
Commissdion

James ‘A.. Harmon

‘Directon of Admissions

Univernsity 06 Maine at Onono

Bennett D. Katz
Senaton
State of Maine

Ronald L. Kellam
Senaton ‘
State of Ma¢ne

Winthrop C. Libby
Presdident = '
Univernsity of Maine at Orono

Donald R. McNeil
Chancellon
UnLUeﬂbLIy 04 Ma&ne

SarW1n Millett
Representative

o szate 0§ Maine

f“Wh1tney B. Newcomb
~ Coondinaton of Uocat&onaL—TechnLcaL

Institutes

‘Maine Depariment 05 Education
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John B. 0'Brien
Representative
State o4 Maine

Wayne Ross

Executive Secretany

Maine Highern Education Facilities
Commission

Stanley Shaw
Representative
State of Maine

Mildred F. Wheeler
Representative

 State 04 Maine

Massachusetts

Edward L. Alexander
Dean of the Graduate School
Lowell Technological Tnstitute

Mortimer H. Appley
Dean of the Graduate School
Univernsity of Massachusetts

Michael J. Daly
Representative
Commonwealth of Massachusetts

~ Lawrence E. Dennis

Provonst and Directon
Massachusetts State Cozzege SyAtem

William G. Dwyer

Presddent

Massachusetts Board of Regional Communat-
CollLeges

Clifton W. Emeny '
Presdident, Woncester Junion Cozzege, and
PneALdent New England Junion Catﬂege

. Council -
" Ann C. Gannett

Representative
Commonwealth 06 MaAAachuéatib

Arthur C. Gentile
A440c4aie Graduate Dean fos ACOdQMLC
"Adfains

.UnLUeﬂAAIy 06 Mabaachuaexxz



POSTPRERG
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Maurice Harrison
Dinecton of Admissions
Lowelt Technological Tnstitute

William T. Hogan -
Dean of the CollLege of Engineerning
Lowel? Technozog{cai Institute

Jana B. Matthews
Assistant Dinectorn forn Academic Affairs
Massachusetts State College Sysitem

Patrick McCarthy
Chancellonr '
Massachusetts Board of Higher Education

Everett V. Olsen
Presdident
Lowell Technological Tnstitute

Franklin Patterson

Frank L. Boyden Professon,

Univernsity of M~ssachusetts

{onmen Presiqient, Hampshine College)

Chapme:. Scockford
Directorn
New Engﬂand Govenrnons' Congenence

William D. Tun1s
Dean of Admissions and Reconds
University of Massachusetts

Robert C. Wood

President
University 05 MaAAachuAettA

New Hampshire

~Thomas N. Bonner

President
University of New Hampshire

Jere Chase
Presdident ‘
New England Colﬁege

"H. Trevor Colburn

‘Graduate Dean
University of New Hampbhxne
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David W. ETllis
Vice Provost forn Academic Adfairs
University o4 New Hampshire

Charles H. Green

Directon

Postsecondarny Vocai&onaﬂ-TechnLcaﬂ
Education

. New Hampshire Deparntment of Education

Leslie LaFond

Staff Associate, Office of the
Academic V.ice President

Undiversity o4 New Hampshire

’Eugehe Mills .

Provost
University of New Hampshire

James B. O'Ne11 

Representative

State of New Hampshinre
Eugene\A.~Savage

Director of Admissions
University of New HampAhAne

Roger Smith

| Sendaton

State of New Hampshire

Geofge M. Strout
Directon
New Hamps hire Techn&caﬂ Institute

Major Whelock =

Executive Assistant to the Governon

State oﬁ‘New Hampshire

~ Rhode Island

Werner A. Baum

. Presdident”

UnauenbLty 05 Rhode Ibtand

,~Fred G. Burke .
- Commdissdioner of Education
~ Rhode Tsfand Board of Regenté

wi111am F1anagan

" Presddent
Rhode IAZand Jun&on Coﬂlege



Aloys C. Michel
Acting Dean of Zhe Graduate Schoo£
University of Rhode 1sfand

Marcus Rand
Assistant Dean of Admissions
University of Rhode 1sfand

Vermont

Edward C. Andrews
- Presdident
University of Vermont

Robert S. Babcock
Provost
Verumont State ColﬂegeA

H. Ward Bedford
‘Senaton
State of Vermont

Esther H. Cohen
Representative
State of Vermont

Alfred B. Rollins
Senion Vice Presddent and

Vice President forn Acader:e A{ﬁainé"

Un&v@&b&ty of Veumont

 Richard Steele
Admissions Coordinatonr
University of Vermont

 William H. MacMillan
Dean, Graduate School
University of Verumont
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NEBHE Staff

Alan D. Ferguson
Executive Directon

Raymond G. Hewitt

Directon of Reéeanch

H“:

Joan-Faye Livergood s

Assistant Directon and D&necton
0of the New England Regional
Student Program

\ Suéan Wales

Research Assistant for the New
England Regional Student Program
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APPENDIX C

REGIONAL STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

The 1,993 Regional Stuqents enrolled through student intérchange in 1971-72
were, obviously, an impurtant source of information concerning the current status
of the Regional Student Program and those ways in which it might be improyed.
Although the project director had the opportunity to personally discuss the
Prbgram With a few students on several of the campuses visited, a Regional Stu-
dent Questionnaire (attached) was designed to contact a much broader sample of

participating students.

METHODOLOGY

The institutional representatives who meet annually to designate the Re-
gional‘Programs and who supply NEBHE~with annual enrollment figures for the Program
were contacted in the Spring of 1971 to determine if mailing addresses couls be
obtained for the Regional Students then enrciled on their campuses. Unfortunately
it was not possible to obtain this information from each institution or for all
such students, but addresses were available for 1,215'0? the 1,993 Regional

Students.

The Questionnaire was maiied in mid-April, and the 1,215 studenis thus
contacted were asked to~returh the Questibnnaire by.May 5. No follow-up or
reminder letters were mailed. Nevertheless, by the end of May, 493 (40.6 percent)

uséab]e responses were received. This information is summarized in Table C-1

by category of Regional Student.
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Table C-1: SIZE OF SAMPLE

Total RSP Number of Questionnaires Returned

Enrollment Questionnaire Number As a % As a % '

1971-72 Mailed Useable* of Mailed of RSP Enrollment
Two-Yr. Inst. 548 111 24 21.6 4.4
Univ-Undergrad 856 I 724 336 46.4 39.3
Univ-Grad 589 380 133 35.0 22.6
Total 1,993 1,215 493 40.6 24,7

Questionaires returned by

Postal Service: - 22
Unusable returns: 13
Total accounted for: 5728 43,59%

* Pesponses were cons1dered "useable" if the student identified his level of
study and the institution he or she was attending as well as completing most
of the questionnaire.

Since the size of the samples and the backgrounds of the students differed
significantly depending upon the type of institution they were attending and
their level of study, the results of the Regional Student Questionnaire are
summarized below by category of student. Responses to the forced-choice items
on the QueStionnaire are summarized in Table C-4. whi1e these responses will
be referred to in the following, far more attention wi11'be focused upon the
‘open-ended items which allowed the students to describe how they felt the Program

could be improved.

UNDERGRADUATES ATTENDING THE STATE UNIVER“'T;ES

Except for those. attending the University of Maine and Lowe]] Techno1og1ca1
Institute (which ceuld not supply the necessary mailing addresses), virtually all
other underdraduates enrolled in this phaSe of the PrOgram were contacted. 'Ot
the 724 Quest10nna1res mailed, 336 (46 4 peccent) were returned ‘This was the
1argest sample of students pol1ed -- 1n fact. 39. 3 percent of all undergraduate
Reg1ona1 Students were heard from (Tab1e c-1) The sample 1s a]so fa1riy

Q
[:R\ﬂ:representat1ve in terms of Program enro11ment as may be seen by comyar1ng
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Table C-2 (which shows that respondents were enrolled in a total of 51 different
Regional Programs including those traditionally most heavily enrolled) with

Table 2 on p.24.

Table C-2: PROGRAMS IN WHICH RESPONDING UNDERGRADUATES WERE ENROLLED

Program University Number
Physical Therapy Connecticut 85
Occupational Therapy New Hampshire 43
Pharmacy Rhode Island 34
Social Service New Hampshire 19
Pharmacy Connecticut 18
Dental Hygiene Rhode Island 17
Physical Therapy Vermont , 16

44 0the~ Programs  -- : . 104
- Total 336

As Table C-4 shows, 75.0 percent of the undergraduate respondents were female
and 89.9 percent were under 22 years of age. (Since background information was not
available on all Regional Students, it was not possible to determine how representa-
tive the sampie was regarding these variables.) By class, 37.8 percent indicated
they‘were freshmen in 1971-72, 28.0 percent sophomores, 18.8 percent juniors and

14.9 percent seniors. Only 2.4 percent indicated they were 1living at home while
.attending college, with 80.7 percent living on—campus and 16.4 percent off-campus..
Among those who weuld speculate, most pf these students planned to remain in the

New England area after they completsd their degree.

In general, these students "had a]ways p]anned to attend co]]ege" (96.7 per-
cent) and their families were genera]]y support1ve both .of the1r,asp1rat1ons and .
their final choice of a. co]]ege°- 88. 4 percent sa1d their family was "happy to see
me attend-the co]]ege of my choice", 31 9 percent that they‘"were active in gett1ng
me to attend co]]ege", and on1y 1. 5 percent that "they were not happy about my

dec1s1on (ThIS 1s 1mportant to note because, as will be seen 1n the next section,

o
aF
R
3
A
3
)
4

_'Reg1ona] Students attendmng two-year inst1tut1ons often did not have such asp1ra-'

I:R\(fs nor such parenta] support. )
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When asked what consideration was most important in their final choice
of the institution they were attending, 48.8 percent indicated "a specific course
or program of study which was not available elsewhere" and ancther 28.9 percent
"its reputation in the field in which I was interested". Only 9.8 percent indi-
cated that "the cost of attending this college or university" was most important,
despite their heavy reliance upon part-time and summer employment, §ch01arships,
and loans to finance part or all of their own education. (Some students indicated
that their parents were paying up to half of the cost -- or in a few cases all of

it -- but most indicated a strong degree of independence in this regard.)

Given this apparent commitment to a narticular program of study (despite
the cost) along with this rather covert concern for financing their education, it
was not surprising that 72.3 percerit of the respondents felt the Regional Student
Program was "primarily of economic benefit" to them while only 38.7 gercent said
it gave them "a chance to pursue a career I otherwise would not have been able to".
Nor is it Surprisingithat the most often mentioned improvement in the Program

could be summed up as a need for "More publicity".

Indeed, on]y 85.4 percent of the respondents knew about the Program "before
attending college", and 35.0 percent of these students had learned about it less
than a year before -- many after having been accepted for admissions. Another 4.5

. percent had heard about the Program "while attending another institution”
(frequently a two-year coIlege from which they were transferring)- But 10.1 per-
cent of the respondents had not 1earned about the Program until after they had

matr1cu]ated often more than a year after.

Th1s natura]]y Teads to the quest1on how did these Reg1ona] Students first
Tearn abodt the Program.  Since they had a1ways 1ntended to attend college, and _
since most Of’them (jddg1ng by their age) entered co]lege 1mmed1ate1y after

araduat1ng from high school, it is rather d1scourag1ng to see that on]y 4?2 .0 per-
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cent first Tearned about the Program from a school guidance counselor. Another
22.0 percent sa’d they had first read about it somewhere (the NEBHE brochure, a
university catalog, or occassionally a newspaper article), and 20.8 percent

had heard about it from a friend or acquaintance. The 9.2 percent who said they
had heard about it from "another high school or college official” usually iden-
tified the college as the source after they had been accepted. And the 10.1 per-
cent indicating "some other source" included a student who finally heard about
the Program from his adviser during his junior year at the college and another
who knew about it only because her father happened to be a faculty member at one

of the participating state universities.

ObViousiy there is nothing inherently wrong with students first reading
about the Program or hearihg about it from a friend. However that does not,
unfertunately, hean that they can then easi]y find out more about the Progrem --
or that they ever find out more about the Program. The following comments are

- &71 too typical of those offered by the respondents.

I only heard about the program by accident.

I was the only one in my graduating class who knew about it.
My guidance counselor mentioned it briefly to me, and she
never really explained it well. 1 wrote to you people[NEBHE]
before I really understood it.

When I became eligible [by changing my maJor] for the Regional
Program, the Registrar's Office here didn't know what I was
ta]k1ng about. : .

This program is probably 1ntroduced 1n the high s¢chools, but it
wasn't in m1ne I think this is a good way to 1ntroduce it.

I had no 1dea that the program was in ex1stance until applying to
the school of pharmacy and one of my teachers told me about the
benefits of NERSP. If it was more publicized, students would con-
sider out-of-state colleges with a curriculum they may want before.
Just- app]ying to the1r .0Wn state un1vers1ty

My gu1dance counse]or never to]d anyone [about the program unless S

they spec1f1ca11y asked] because. she said it was posted on the :
bu]]etin board Few have heard of it.
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I had to té]]‘my_own guidance counselur about it.

If 1 hadn't found the NERSP bookliet on a table at our guidance
office, 1 wouldn't have been able to become a physical therapist.
The counselors were ignorant of the possibilities opened by this
wonderful program.

Inform guidarce counselors on what the program is and what it
does. Sending information doesn't necessarily mean they will
tell the students about it.

I guess I'm in this program but I have 1ittle knowledge of its
structure, how I was selected to participate, etc. 1 really
don't know what it is all about.

The conclusion is inescapable, more needs to be done to publicize the oppor-
tunities made évai]ab]e through the Program. In fact, when asked to suggest ways
in which the Program could be improved, over half the respondénts suggested more
publicity -- particularly wider exposure to juniors énd'seniors in high school.

Specific suggestions included:

Better briefing of guidance counselors.

It would be good if pamphléts could be given to all high school
students or sent to all New England homes with high school students,
or maybe at an assembly in high school it could be announced, but
it should definitely be made known that such a program exists.

By printing more information in the university catalogues, e.g.
stating exactly which majors come under the program for each
university.”

...getting guidance counselurs to not only push the program but
explain how it works and having them urge students to take advantage

of it. - s R e

By sending,posteks to each‘state'which the counselors could post,
te11ing exactly every curriculum that is under the program in that
state.. (I, myself, only knew of pharmacy.) ‘ :
... spdkesmén,going‘to]different high séhdo1s would be beneficial,

-Actua]]y,byimbre advertiSigg;

" Among the other ways suggested to_improve the Program, expanding the number = °

of schools involved and the number of fie]ds of s tudy were most}fkequently;mentioned. ﬂ

~

Q

| ”“4thef-requndént’fe1t aT1;participatingvco]iegés'shou]d charge the same'tu1tion;"
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and one student simply said, "Try to eliminate tuition".

STUDENTS ATTENDING TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

Of the three categories of students polled, those attending twd-year insti-
tutions were least well-represented. Initially, it was possible to obtain mailing
addresses for on1y 111 of the 548 Regional Students attending these colleges and
institutes, and of the 111 questionnaires mailed, only 24 (21.6 percent) were
actually returned. Thus the background and opinions of fewer than five percent
of a]]vRegionai Students in this pnase of the Program are reflected in the fo]]owing.

(See Table C-1}

Nevertheiess, it is instructive to review briefly the responses from these
24 students berause ‘their backgrounds differ somewhat from the Qndergraduate
- Regional Students attendiﬁg the state universities. first, only 54.2 percent of
the two-year students had "always planned to attend co]]egg" as compared to 96.7
percent for the latter cateéory of respondents. Second, these students' fami]ies
appear to have been less involved in their decisions to attend college. Fiually,
fully one-third~of the two-year students were 22 years of age or older compared to
9.2 percent for the undergraduates at the state universities. Attending college
was apparently neither an immediate goal nor an easy decision fo eventually make

for many of these students. (See Table C-4)

Several of the respondents'indicatéd they had decided to enroll only when
they realized they "needed a degree to keep up with [their] profession” or, in

the case of a 31 year old women, because of:

(1) a desire to find more stimulating employment, (2) more ‘spare
 time (Ch1]drPW in school), (3) persona] need to see if I would
be successful..

Another had dec1ded to attend col]ege after spending four years in the Navv and had

enrelled a]though "My father to]d me to get a. JOb"
O
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As might be expected, most of these students are enrolled in vocatiomally-
oriented programs, including: inhalation therapy, occupational therapists aide,
library technical azsistant, culinary arts, electronics, practical nursing, and
computer programming. The most important reason for attending their present
school was "a specific program not available elsewhere" for 41,7 percent, and "the

cost of attending" for another 20.8 percent.

These students were relying primarily on part-time and/or summer employment,
their savings, and the‘G.I. Bill, other grants, and loans to finance their education.
Few were receiving parental assistance. The majority intend to work and live in

New England when they complete their studies.

How has the Regional Student Program benetitted these students? Two-thirds
felt it was primarily of eéonomic berietit and another third felt it gave them a
chance to pursue a éourse of study which was not otherwise avaiiable. Another 12.5
percent (somé students gave more than one response) felt it gavé them a chance to
aftend college closer to home. (Indeed, 45.8 percent indicated they were residing
at home while attending college.) These were especially important benefits to these

students in 1light of the factors described earlier.

How did they learn about the prdgram? Two students actually said they “had
" never heard of it" before receiving the questionnaife.' (They did not know they |
were benefitt%ng from’ft.) Another had first learned about jt after her acceptance
“when inquiring about tuition and information concerﬁing courses”, Oniy'one-fourth
of them had heard about it through a guidance counselor a1though another 20‘perceh£
had heard about it through another (usua]]y a college) official. Several had seen
the NEBQE brochure and'on¢ had_heard about it through his brothek«fn-]éw. Another
offernd the following: . W

Should be stresséd more in High séﬁoo]. My counselor never men-

tioned this program to me. As a result, I never knew &bout it

. until I received a call from one of the college officials telling
me I was being ¢onsidered to enter the college under this' program.
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Not surprisingly, two-thirds of the respondents answered "No" to the question:
In your experience is the Regional Student Frogram widely known and well understood?
By way of improving the Program, most respondents would probably agree with the stu-
dent who said that "knowledge of the Program is most effectively spread by counselors
but many don't tell you half the Opboriunities that are avai]ab]e"./ However, since
many of these Regional Students had been out of high school for several years before
app]&ing to co]iége, other methods of publicizing the Frogram in addition to better
informed guidance counselors afé negessary. One respondent suggested "You could

make more people aware of it by advertising on TV".

GRADUATE STUDENTS ATTENDING THE STATE UNIVERSITIES

At the graduate level, the University of Maine could not provide mailing
addresses for any of their 53 Regional Students and the University of Massachusetts
could supply addresses for only 8 of the 145 Regional Students reported for 1971-72.
A]moét all other addresses were available, however, and of the total graduate Re-
gional Student enrellment of 589, 380 students were contacted. The following is
based upon respohsés from 133 (35.0 percent) of those contacted or 22.6 percent of :

all graduate students in the Program.

Except for thpse at the Universities of Maine and Massachusetts, the most
heavily enrolled Regional Programs (See Table 3, page 25) weré well represented
bamong the respondents. As is true of the graduate phase of the Program in general,
however, the respondihg Regional Students were dispersed among a broad fange @f-

academic programs:

Toble C-3:  PROGRAMS IN WHICH RESPONDING GRADUATE STUDENTS WERE ENROLLED

- Program _ University _Degree Enroliment
Library Science Rhode - Island Masters ' 28
Social Work , Connecticut . Masters - 23

Regional Community T : ‘

Planning Rhode Island Masters ' 12
-Education -~ ~ Connecticut ‘ Ph.D. : 7
“31 Other Programs - ‘ -- - 49
[:R\!: Program not identified -l S e 14

=== Total R o 133
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A11 @f ~ine respondents were 22 years of age or clder, and 26.3 percent were
over 30. Unlike the undergraduates, both sexes were equzTly represented among the
graduate respondents. When asked where‘they were currently living, 53.4 percent
said "at home" and another 33.8 percent said "off-cammus™. {See Table C-4)

Although many, 1fke the undergraduates, would not dr touTd mot speculate as to
vihera “tnsy "wil? Tive and work" after completing their degree, those who did respond

usually said they hoped to Tocate a job in New England.

Only 59.4 percent of the r#sponderts had "alwdyS pidltned to attend graduate
schao]l aftsw coilleeme". Wnen the rémaining‘students wers sskead what "later changed
your mind", most either indicated they simply wanted to further their eduﬁation
(a conclusion often reached several years after graduatfmng) or said they were
required to (sometimes explic{ily, but frequently Tmpﬁitfﬁﬁ%) in order to advance
at their fob. Onlly 29.3 percent said the Regional Student Program was "a major
factor" in their decision to attend their present institution, which was not sur-
prising in light of the fact that half (49.6 percent) of the respondents had learned
about the Program after enrolling -- and several had never heard about it before

receiving this Questionnaire.

By and large, the graduate respondents did not elaborate as much as the under-
graduates regarding how they first heard of the Program. While only 15.0 percent
indicated they first heard about it from a high school (fare]y) or college (usually)’
official, many of those chedking "some other source" said they had h;ard about the
Program while registering for their graduate courses and/OﬁIUpon receiving their
tuitibn bill. Sevéra] gave an answer similar to the following:

Never. heard about it until receiving this material. I only knew
from the catalogue that I rece1ved Tower tuition beyause I was a
New England resident ' ,

Thus many students were, as one put it, "happily sufprised .. to discover I could

pay in-state tuition", but never realized why. They did not know such a Program

~ existed nor that additional programs were open through the Program. Another said:
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I knew about the program only 2 months before I came to graduate
school. It had nothing to do with my decision; however, it does
help to pay less than I expected.
A1l were not so p]eaéant]y surprised, however, since not everyone Who're-
sponded was enjoying the "economic benefit" that 87.2 percent felt they were

experiencing. For example, one student wrote:

I am not [benefitting] -- I am still required to pay the extra
out-of-state tuition. How can I benefit from it??? ~

Wnfortunately, fve did not provide his name so that his question could be answered,

but hopefully he approached his institution as the following student did:
I stumbled upon a paragraph in the catalogue. When its full meaning
filtered through to me, I petitioned the bursar and was repaid my
overpayment of fees.

Other students said they had received fellowships or other assistance that covered

tuition so that they were not benefitting in 1971-72, but either had benefitied in

the past or anticipated they would benefit when such assistance ran out.

How students leavned about the Program varied considerably even at the same
university: some were informed at registration whi1e'others were not; some received
a brochure when they applied, others did hot; some Tearned when they were accepted,
others did not. Not surprisingly, therefore, the most frequent suggestion for

improving the Program was again: '"More publicity".

A forty year old male who had just returned to graduate school and who first
Tearned about the Program while registering said:

It needs more publicity. If I had known earlier that I would bay
the in-state fee, I would have started school before this time.

Another person now in his third year of graduate work but who had also first learned
" about it while registering for his first year said, in answer to whether the Program
affected his decision to attend graduate school: _
Not uhtiT,I_found out about it -- but then it enabled me.to go on.
Sévera] respondents suggeStéd fhét a brochure about~thelProgram $h6u1d

E[{I(jmpany‘every applicaticn sent out. Others suggested that every catalog should

IToxt Provided by ERI
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provide information on the Program. One respondent suggested mailing information

to every New England student who takes the Graduate Record Exams.

Other suggestions for improving the Program included "opening all of the
six states' educational facilities to all New England residents regardless of what
is available in the person's home state" and "perhaps arranging for schools that

are not state-supported ... to accept state residents under NERSP".

CONCLUSIONS

It is difficult to generalize about the Regional Students who responded to
the Questionnaire. They entered college for many reéSons, heard about the Program
in a variety of ways, and differed greatly in their perceptions of the Program's
importance to them. It is exactly this diversity, however, that makes the one point
of agreement among them especially noteworthy -- the Program is not currently widely

known nor well understood; more needs to be done to publicize it.

The most often mentioned and probably most promising ways to reach these

additional students were:

e Guidance counselors (in partich]ar) should become better informed about
the Program and should assume a more active role inlits promotion.

@ NEBHE should provide 1arge-matrices-(posters) for each of the New England
states describing all Regional Programs open to the residents of that
state. (These matrices might also be available in .brochure form.)

o All potential Regional Students should receive 1nformat{on about the

- Program in’time for it fq be a factor in the formulation o%‘their final
edeEationa1~p1ans. This could‘be'ddne byi
(1) providing a descriptive brochure to all high school and college

seniors (and possibTy high school juniors as well);
(2) enclos1ng a descript1ve brochure with all app]ication mater1a1s sent

o - : to New Eng]and residents by the participating 1nst1tutions, and,
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(3) including a complete description of .the Program in the catalogs
of all participating institutions. |
e A1l relevant personnel at the participating institutions (registrar's and
bursar!é offices, graduate school, etc.) should be better informed about
the Program so that all students will receive the same information.

e A greater attempt should be made to utilize the media (newspapers and TV)

in advertising the Program.

That 1,993 Regional Students are benefitting from the Program given the

haphazard way in which so many of them came to learn of its existance (and some did

not learn of its existance), is rather remarkable. It is hard to imagine how many

additional students would benefit if they knew about the Program.
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Table C-4: SUMMARY OF FORCED-CHOICE RESPONSES TO THE
REGIONAL STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Item Description : _ . Undergraduate! Graduate! Two-Year!
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES 336 133 24
Sex: ,
Male 21.7% 49,6% 66.7%
Female 75.0 ' 50.4 33.3
Age: . ‘
Under 22 89.9 -- 66.7
22-25 : 8.3 42.9 20.8
26~30 0.9 30.8 . 8.3
Over 30 -— 26.3 4.2
Class: '
Freshmen 37.8 - 66.7
Sophomore : 28.0 -- 33.3
Junijor ‘ 18.8 - --
Senjor 14.9 -- -~
Currently Living:
At homa 2.4 53.4 45.8
On-campus 80.7 11.3 20.8
Off-campus 16.4 33.8 33.3
How did you first learn about the NERSP?
~.School guidance counselor- 42.0 0.8 25.0
Other high schoel or college official 9.2 15.0 20.8
Friend or acquaintance 20.8 18.8 12.5
Reading something about 1t 22.0 28.6 -25.0
Other source 10.1 35.3 16.7
When did you first learn about the Program7
Before attending college 85.4 31.6 66.7
After having enrolled in present cnllege 10.1 49.6 29.2
While attending another college 4.5 16.5 --
Had you always planned to attend co11ege after
high school?
Yes B - 96.7 NA2 54,2
No ‘ - ‘ 2.1 ‘NA 37.5
what considerations were involved in your final
choize of the institution you now attend? (Most
1mportant only shown). . . '
“Oniy school:I applied to 2.7 ‘NA 8.3
Locat1on , 9.5 NA 8.3
Size ce ' : 3.9 -NA 16.7
-General reputat1on - o 9.5 NA --
Reputation in field I was interested in 28.9 NA 12.5
O = of courses offered - 4.2 ‘NA 12.5
0.3 NA 4.2

ERICa-curricular activities
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Item Description' Undergraduate!  Graduate! Two-Year!?
where my fr1ends were going -- NA --
Cost of attending 9.8 NA 20.8
Specific program of study not available '

elsewhere 48.8 NA 41.7
Coeducat1ona1 2.7 NA L --
To what extent was your family involved in your

decision to attend the institution where you :

are now enrolled? (Check ‘all that apply.) : - :
Had T1ittle to do with it 29.2 NA 33.3
Did not want me to go out-of-state 2.1 NA --
Wanted me to be close to home 9.8 NA 4.2

. Happy to see me attent college of my cho1ce 88.4 NA 66.7
‘Not happy about my decision 1.5 NA . 12.5

- Had been worried about my financing my educat1on 26.8 NA 16.7

- Did ‘not want me to attend college - NA -~

Very active in getting me to cons1der attending -

Co11ege 31.9 NA 12.5
“Had you always planned to attend graduate schoo1
~after co]]ege? ‘ ;
-Yes NA 59.4 NA
No NA 39.1 NA
:,was the. NERSP 3 major factor in your decision
~to attend your present 1nst1tut1on‘P
. Yes . NA . 29.3 NA
’ No _ NA ' 68.4 NA
m,How do you feel you are benef1tt1ng from the NERSP? ’ : )
U Primarily of &conomic bénefit’ 72337 87.2 667" T
“Chance to get away from home and broaden my :
. “experience . 25.0 6.0 4.2
-~ Chance to pursue a career I otherw1se would not '

. have been able to 38.7 12.8 33.3
Does ‘not benefit me in any spec1f1c way 0.3 7.5 -
~Chance to" attend a school closer to: home 6.0 6.0 12.5

'Do yov ‘know' other students at your 1nst1tution who
are. sponsored . by the NERSP? ‘ ‘ ‘

~Yes , 73.2 62.4 58.3
No 14.3 34.6 12.5

I\ your exper1ence. is the Program w1de1y known

‘and well understood? ‘
_Yes 16.7 11 3 8.3
,;No 71.1 - 85.7 66.7 .

.;1 A1l percentages are based upon the- tota] number of responses rece1ved in each category of
" ‘students. : The percentages do not total to 100 percent for all items because (1) some -stu-
~dents.did not answer-all of the 1tems and (2) in some cases the students checked off more

‘than one response.
Q

4:R\ﬂ:not app11cab1e.

B
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NEW ENGLANL BOARD OF HIGHER-EDUCATINN

40 GROVE STREET
WeLLESLEY. MassacHuseTTs 02181

Dear Student:

We are currently trying to assess certain aspects of the New
England Regional Student Program (NERSP). As a student currently
enrolled under the terms of this Program, your opinions wmay enable
.us to expand and 1mprnve upon NERSP Your response is strictly
confidential (note that your name is not asked for). You should
feel free, therefore, to express yourself openly.

Since this questionnaire is be1ng sent to undergraduate,
graduate and professional stuyderts, 'some of the questions may not
be applicable to you. If a question does not seem to be relevant
in your case, you may indicate this by noting "does not apnly
Please return your completed quest1onna1re to us in the enclosed
envelepe by May 5. :

Thank you for helping us to determ1ne how NERSP might better
serve New Engtand studerts.

1. " How did you first learn about the New England Regional Student
Program’_:

from a school gu1da4ce counselor K _ -
from some other high S¢hool or college official
from a friend or acquaintance

from readlng something about it (please expla1n, e.qg.
newspaper, brochure, etc.

from some other source (please expla1n)

2. ‘Nhen did ‘you learn about the Regional Student Program°

before attend1ng college (If so, how long before? : )

after having enrolled in the college or university which you
are now attending. (If so, how ong dfter enroll1ng’

)

while attending another college or un1vers1ty.

{Over?

e e e e e m e
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>

UNDERGRADUATES only, please answer questians 3 through .

3. Had you always planned to attend co]]eqe after high school?
Yes No.

4. If you did not originally plan t= ¢/ on to college but later
changed your mind, what was the dominant factor influencing
your decision? .

5. What considerations were involved in your final choice of the
college or university you now attend? (Indicate the ones which
apply in the order of their importance, ranking the most impor-
tant 1, the next most important 2, etc.)

This was the only school I applied to
The location of the school
The size of the co]]ege or un1vers1ty

Its general reputation
1ts reputat1on in the field I was 1nterested in

The range of courses offered .

The extra- curr1cu1ar activities

This was where some of my friends were going

The cost of attend1ng this college or university

A specific ‘course or program of studies wh1ch was not
available elsewhere

_ Whether or not this co11ege or university was coeducationa]
R —rm L O"'!"S!“ (nlease gnpc'ifv):. Sl o eemi e e el

I_I‘!IIHHH

6. To what extent was your family involved in your decision to
attend the college or university where _you are now enroiled?
(Check as many as apply to vou) ,

They had 1ittle to do with it

They did not want me to go to co]]eae out-of-state

They wanted me to be close’ to home: o
They,were happy to see meﬂgo to the co]]ege of my choice
They were not happy about my decision. If: 's0, why?

[T

They had been worried about'f1nant1ng 'my education
They did not want me to go to. coI]ege at all

They were vary active in getting me to consider going to
college _ : .

‘Other

LT
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GRADUATE STUDENTS (including Medicine and Dentistry) only, please
answer questions 7, &, and 9,

7. Had you always planned to go on to graduate (prof~ssional) school
~after college? VYes No

8. If yoh did not originally plan to go on to graduate (professional)
school but later changed your mind, what was the dominant factor
‘influencing your decision? : :

9. Was the Regional Student Proaram a major factor in.your decision
'to undertake -graduate study at the school where you are now

enrolled? VYes No

10. How do you feel you are benefitting from the Regional Student
Program? : ‘

It is primarily of economic benefit to me.

It gave me a chance to get away from home and broaden my
experience. o ' ‘

It gave me a chance to pursue a career ! otherwise would
~not have been able to. . : ' : :

_ It does not really benefit me in any specific way.
It gave me a chance to go to a school closer to my home.
Other . N o . '

11. Do you know others at your college qr,upiyé[sijymwbg arewsqonsgréd
T by the Regional Student.ProgFam?"f?és N No - If yes, how -
many? - : L » - _ _

12.vIn ydur eXperiénce;~is the RegiOna] Student'Pfogram widely known
and well understood? Yes_ = 'No__ = :

13. Can you suggest any ways in which the Regional Student Program'
could be improved? e - . A '

14. Where do you think you will 1iVe‘andkworkfafterafeceiving ybur‘
' degree? (Name.the state only.) What work will you be doing?

(OVgr)
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15, Please supply the following information:

Name of college or university where you are now envolled.

Name of other colleges or un1vers1ties you have attended
Graduate
Undergraduate

Age ' Sex: Male  Female
City and State of birth '
" Present home (City and State only)

~ What is the approximate mileage between the college or univer-
- sity you now attend and your present hometown?

- Are you currert]y living: At home On campus Off campus

" What program of study are you pursuing?
What year are you presently in? :
. Length of time you have been sponsored by the Regiona] Student
Program:

How are you financing your education?




APPENDIX D

~ ENROLLMENT IN THE NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM,
-  1958-59 To 1971-72

The gollowing tﬁnee tables wene comﬁiﬂed‘énug (1) the annual "Ne@
England Regional Siudent Progrham Ennollment Reponts” prepared by
NEBHE based upon Lnﬂoﬁmaiidn pnouided by the parnticipating Anstitu-
tions and (2) othen NEBHE 4ifes nreganding the contract programs .

Table D-1: ENROLLMENT IN_THE NEW ENGLAND REGTONAL
STUDENT. PROGRAM, 1958-59 TO 1971-72

Student Interchange Programs Contract Programs

2-Year State Universities?® o ~ Industrial ‘Total——Interchan
Institutions Undergrad - Grad = Medical? Dental® Arts® & Contract Progr
1958-59 - _ . 287 15 - ’ 14 316'
1959-60 . A 262 31 14 307
1960-61 ' 306 39 66 15. g 426
1961-62 283 39 . 99 ' 20 . 441 -
1962-63 . T 287 62 111 : 19 479 -
' l963 6‘1" — _ﬁ' e mam N “276 - 62 - ) 1[13._ . e .'IU e ,,-4,6;3 -_. —
1964-65 o 319 86 121 - 19 545
1965-66 ‘ 299 73 . 123 .20 - 515
1966-67 : 330 78 125 19 - 552
1967-68 347 - 71 123 - 18 - 559
1968-69 125 409 114. 121 . 17 _ - 786
1969-70. 293 473 - 269 123 5 20 1,183
1970-71 . 406 - 740 433 131 10 20 ' 1,740
1971-72 548 . 856 589 134 20 23 2,170
TOTALS - 1;372 5,468 ‘1,961 ].392. 35 254 . 10,482

1 Inciudes Lowell Techno]og1ca1 Institute bengn1ug in 1970- 71

2 Contracts with the Un1vers1ty of Vermont College of Medicine for the tra1n1ng of
res1dents of Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampsh1re and Rhode Island.

3 Contract between the Tufts Un1ver51ty School of Dental Medicine and the State of
Maine.. (See Fhapter 2 for further 1nformat1on on both the medical and dental
,contracts ). '

. Contract between Keene (N H. ) State Co]]ege and the State of Vermont - For 1971- 72.
also:includes 1 student each attending Adams State College- {(Colorado) and Arizona
State Un1versit¥ 1971-72 is ‘the last year in which this prograia was in effect.

]:R\K:(See Chapter 2

190
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Table D-2: ANNUAL ENROLLMENT GROWTH OF THE STUDENT INTERCHANGE
PORTION OF THE NEN'ENGLAND REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM

Universities - Universities - Total - Student

2-Yr Institutions Undergraduate Graduate Interchange
nro rTy Inc_ Enroll Yrily Inc - Enroll Yrly Inc Enroll XYriy Inc
. 1958-59 ' 287 - 15 - 302 --
1959-60 262 -9% 31 107% 293 -~=3%
1960-61 _ - 306 17% 39. - 26% 345 _ 18%
1961-62 283 - =7% 39 0% - 322 ~7%
1962-63 ‘ ' 287 1% 62 59% 349 8%
1963-64 270 -6% 62 : 0% 332 -5%
1964-65 : 319 18% 86 39% 405 22%
1965-66 - - - 299 -6% 73 -15% 372 -8%
1966-67 330 10% 78 7% 408 10%
1967-68 347 5% 71 -9% 418 2%
1968-69 125 -- 409 18% 114 . 61% 648 55%
1969-70 293 134% 473 16% . 269  136% 1035 60%
1970-~71 406 39% 740 56% 433 61%. 1579 53%
1971-72 548 - - 35% 856 16% 589. - 36% 1993 26%
Percent Increase: _
1958-59 to S - R
1967-68 -- 21% o 373% ‘ 38%
1967-68 to. : : ‘ '
187720 e -— . 147% 0 0 730% e e 327%
1968-69 to

1971-72 338% - | . -

)
o vid
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Table D-3: THE MIGRATION! OF NEW ENGLAND RESIDENTS UNDER THE STUDENT INTERCHANGE
- PROVISIONS OF THE NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM, 1958-59 TO 1971-72
Conn Maine . ‘Mass N.H. R.I. Vt. Net
. In Out in Out In Out In Out In_QOut In QOut Tota]s_
E 1958-592 230 7 13 36 176 47 26 10 21 36 302

: 2
1959-60 226 11 8 34 159 45 29 8 24 4 36 293
1960-61 243 15 22 33 199 63 27 17 27 6 44 345
8.
8

NwNOYOtoIPAN Y

1961-62 210 9 2] 27 ~186 54 38 24 25 37 322
1962-63 °~ 218 9 25 26 212 57 29 33 32 4] 349
1963-64 217 5 2] 30 195+ 45 . 34 -33 29 11 39 332

1964-65 268 10 31 33 232 - 48 36 35 39 14 55 405
1965-66 - 227 7 31 36 207 43 38 45 29 19 55 372
1966-67 241 12. 27 43 1 232 42 40 60 33 25 48 408
1967-68 269 18 18 36 243 46 ~ 38 55 39 23 44 418
~.1968-69% 351 40 46 63 106 312 61 54 63 81 21 98 648

1969-70 412 116 60 119 254 418 110 165 180 113  "19 104 1035
1970-71% 382 352 101 18 519 503 179 248 357 148 41 142 1579
1971-72 526 375 100 228 628 _655 288 _370° 352 179 100 186 1993

TOTALS 4019 986 524 930 1567 3929 1118 1172 1272 819 301 965 8801

v

institution in that state under the student . 1nterchange provisions of the Program
and .(2) the number of that state's residents going out of that state to attend-a
pub11c institution in- another N. E. state under those pi prov1s1ons

Ve
. -

2 Erom 1958 59 to 1969 70, only the six N.E. state universities participated in the
rogram. ‘ _ .

Beginning in 1968-69, inc]udes 2-year public institutions.

Beginning in'1970¥71. alsolincludgs Lowe]]\Technofogica] Institute.

"Snown for “each NVES state are {1} the number of !‘.‘'E»—""asnf*'=*-i'c attending a pthl1r-é-u




APPENDIX E
GRADUATE AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION IN NEW ENGLAND

Graduate and professional education includes those programs of greatest visi-
bility and prestige and also {often) of highest cost. Thiz has led the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education to conclude that: |

A much higher degree of interstate cooperation i< required if states

are to take advantage of the opportunities affecyizd1 by interstate
student migration. These opportunities are mosc avident at the

graduate level. The very high costs of top quality graduate and
professional instruction, part1cu1ar1y in medicine and in the sciences
where complex laboratory equipment is essential, make it difficult for
any one state to offer in its public 1nst1tut1ons a complete range of
graduate and profess1ona1 curricula, Increasingly,.high-cost graduate
and professional instruction ought. to be considered on a regional or a
national basis rather than a state bas1sl,w1th universities specia1izing

in high-quality graduate offerings-in particular d1sc1pT1nes (The
Capifo| and The gampus, p. 59. mphas1s added) ’

Following up this recommendat1on, th1s analysis was prepared to look at
graduate and profess1ona1 educat1on in New Eng]and from a regional point of v1ew.
with particular emphas1s upon (1) the re1at1onsh1p of the Regional Student Program
fte~such—educa%%en#atmihe~eix-state universities and Lowell Techno 091C&1 Institute
(LTI) and_(2) the relationship of graduate and professidha1‘programs at these latter

" institutions to those elsewhere in the nation.

Two reports served as the basis for this analysis, Students Enro]led for

Advanced Degree;, Fall 1969 Inst1tut1ona1 Data (USOE, 1970) and New Eng1and Reg1ona1

.Student Prqgram Enrollment Report: 1970-=71 (NEBHE, 1071) Inc]uded is. every area of

study prescribed in the HEGIS (H1dher Educatlon uenera1 Information Survey) c]ass1f1—

cation of 1nstructn0na1 programs

There are two major limitations to this analysis? First, the data on total
enrol Iments for advanced degrees is for the. academic year 1969-70 while the Regiona1

Stddeht enr011medf'data is for 1970—71. ‘(UnfdrtunateTy, USOE data on 1970-71fenro11—

123
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‘ment was not yet available at the time this analysis was prepared. However, since
the Program expanded so significantly at the graduate level between 1969-70 and
1970-71 -~ from 269 to 433 students -- any distortion will probably be in the

direotion of overstating the relationship of the Program to any particular field of

study.) Second, the Regional Programs and their enrollments may not have been
placed in the correct HEGIS category in every instance because of varying program
titles and insufficient information. _In short. the analysis is reasonably but not

precisely accurate.

For each graduate and professional program (i.e., for each HEGIS-defined
fie]dgof study). Table E-1 provideS‘the following information:
- The total number of graduete or'professional.studehts enrolled in the
program in Fall 1969 at each of the six New England state universities
and LTI; | | | |
.= whether the program was open under the terms of the Program in 1970- 7]
(1nd1cated by an "X" if the program was offered but no Regional Students
were so enrolled) and the actual number of Regional Students-(RSR) enrolled
e ,A.iﬁ.1gyg#7}%, U ,fﬂ,dw ,,;Q:,,._ 4 o
- the total natioha] advanced degree enroi1ment in that field of study in
Fall 1969; .
- thettota] number of-Such advanced degree programs in the United States in
~Fall 1969 (i.e., the number of institutions reporting advanced degree en-
| ro]]ment in that field for that year. Other sooh programs may have been
offered but since they dfdgnot have students enrolled they would not show
up in th1s analysis. This'is. 0¥ course, also true for the New England. |
1nst1tut1ons. and can in fact be seen in Table E 1 where several Reg1ona1
: Programs are 11sted where no tota] enrollment was recorded. )s
- the average- s1ze of those programs 1n Fall 1969 (i.e., total enro11ment

divided by the number of programs), and,
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-. the number of other such programs in New England, (i.e., offered by an

jnstitution(s) other than the state universities and LTI).

‘ Based upon these data, two observations,can_be_made. First, a high propor-
tion of- the graduate and professiona1 programs offered by the state uniuersities ar
LTI were designated.Regiona1 Programs, although Regional Students were actually en-
rolled in a much smaller proportion of them. (Th%s information is summarized in .

Table E-2.)

Of - the 324 such programs offeredﬂoytmese institutions, 274 (85 peroent) We
open to Regiona1‘Students. ‘This is a high and therefore encouraging percentage. 1
indicates the commitment of-these institutions to the Regional Student Program. Hc
ever, a much sma11er number of programs (72 or 22 percent) actua11y had Reg1ona1
Students enrolled in them. Th1s ra1ses a number of quest1ons about the v1s1b111ty
the Program to Studenté and/or facu1ty and about 1nst1tut1ona1 po11c1es regard1ng 1

admission of Regiona1 Students. (See Appendix A and Chapter 5.)

The second observation has to do with the overall size of these programs.

'Qiarge‘éeroentage'ofithe’graduate programs at the New England state universities an

LTI tend to be small compared*to~the average size of similar programs in the Unitec

States. (See Table E-3.)

Of the 322 programs considered (the 2 "miscellaneous" programs listed in tl
USOE report were exc1uded), 251 (78 percent) were_Sma11er than the average similar
program in the nation. To‘therextent that larger programé,are necessary for educa-

tional quality and economies of scale, this may indicate a problem. (See Appendix

and Chapters 5 and 7 for a further discussion of this'ooint.)'

Clear1y this brief analysis represents on1y a firstmétep-toward a regional
‘assessment of graduate and profess1ona1 educat1on in New Eng]and, 1ts results are

more 1nd1cat1ve»than they are definitive. It may even be 1nappropr1ate to look at

!
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the public universities of New England as a "system" of graduate education; the
separate state systems of both pubiic and private institutions may be the more

desirable units for consideration.

But if regional planning for publicly- supported graduate and professional
educat1on is undertaken the conclusion seems 1nescapab1e that movement should take
place towards a greater specialization on part1cu]ar campuses, as recommended by

“the Carnegie Commission.
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Table E-2: RELATIONSHIP OF THE REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM TO POST-BACCALAUREATE
"DUCATION AT THE N.E. STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LOWELL TECHNOLOGICAL INSTITUTE!

) Num-. _i- of Programs in New England
At State Univs & LTI Only”

B I o N T . . Earolliment at..Staie Univs & LTI . .. -_..
In AT Under N1th RSP RSP as %

Area of Study NE Insts  Toial RSP Enroll't Total RSP - of Total
Agriculture 20 20 15 0 335 0 -
Architecture "4 1 1 1 43 5 11.6%
Biological Sciences 115 47 48 9 826 18 2.2%
Business & Commerce 35 ) 3 1 911 6 0.7%
City Planning . ' 4 1 2 2 54 27 50.0%
Computer Sci. & Systems .

Analysis 4 3 3 2 61 9 14.8%
Education - 252 42 35 4 2,806 65 2.3%
Engineering 8} 4, 35 10 1,339 43 3.2%
English & Journalism 40 6 5 3. 672 17 2.5% .
Fine & Applied Arts : 45 9 . ] 3 241 8 3.3%
Foreign Language & Lit. 94 25 19 6 407 15 3.7%
Forestry : 4 3 5 1 32 4 12.5%
Geography 7 2. 2 2 23 3 13.0%
Health Professions 18 6 8 1 60 1 1.7%.
Home Economics 12 11 11 3 137 7 5.1%
Law {beyond the LL.B. or :

J.0.) ’ 3 0 0 0 0 0 --
Library Science ‘ 5 2 2 -1 “ 179 ¢ 50 27.9%
Mathematical Sciences 41 g 7 4 1292 16 5.5%
Philosophy 15 4 4 1 65 4 6.2%
Physical Sciernces 109 27 26 4 a50 13 1.4%
Psycholcyy 45 11 5 0 434 0 --
Religion 25 0 0 0 0 0 --
Social Sciences 153 33 27 12 1 ,470 50 3.4%
Miscellaneous 15 2 0 .0 44 0 -
First Professional: ,

Dentistry 3 1 0 0 33 0 --

Medicine 7 -2 13 1?2 313 1313 - 41.9%

Law 10 2 2 2 572 72 12.6%

Theoloyy : 12 0 o . 0 -0 o . .-

Other 1 0 0 0 0 0 . --

TOTAL 1,179 324 274 72 012,299 . 564 4.6%"

“Der1ved from Table E-1.

In several caaes, the "Apple Book" indicated a Reg1ona1 Program for wh1ch no enroliment
was recorded in the USOE report. Those programs have,. of course, been counted herd as
- "open under RSP" although in some cases this resulted in more "open" than "total™ ﬁrograms

Enrolled under the contract portion, of the Program, not student 1nterchange

If 1ntercrange students on]y are cons1dered this figure becomes 3 a%
. -
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Table E~3: RELATIONSHIP OF ADVANCED DEGREE PROGRAMS AT THE NEW
ENGLAND STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LGNELL TECHNOLOGICAL INSTITUTE.TO
THOSE IN THE U.S., FALL 1969!

?hograms at the New Eng?ahd State Universities and LTI
- Size of Frogram ‘

L

TT e s m e e e ©T " Greater Than or 777 "7 Size of Program
Equal to U.S. : Less Than U.S.
‘ Average Average

Area of Study Total Number  Number % Number %
Agriculture 20 4 = 20% 16 80%
Architecture 1 1 100% 0 -
Biological Sciences 47 i0 21% 37 79%
Business & Commerce "9 1 1% ' 8 89%
City Planning 1 0 - 1 100%
Computer Science & Systems o

Analysis 3 0 -- 3 100%
Education 42 10 247 ‘ 32 76%
Engineering | 41 8 20% 33 80%
English B 6 2 33% 4 67%
Fine & Applied Arts 9 2 22% 7 78%
Foreign Language & '

Literature 25 7 28% 18 72%
Ferestry 3 0 - 3 100%
Geogr aphy 2 0 -- 2 -100%
‘Health Professions 6 0 -- 6 100%
Home Economics 11 3 27% 8 73%
Library Science 2 1 50% 1 50%
Mathematical Sciences - 9 1 % 8 89%
Philosophy 4 0 - - 4 100%

" Physical Science 27 7 26% 20 - 78%
Psychology 1 2 18% 9 82%

Social Sciences 38 N 29% - 27 7% .
Dentistry ' : 1. 0 -- 1 100% g
Medicine . 2 0 - -- 2 100% é
Law . . 2 1 50% 1 .50% :

| 322 71 229, 251 78%

Total

} Derived from Table E-T Lo “ | | g:;




APPENDIX F

PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL STUDENT PROGRAM

STATE UNIVERSITIES. LOWELL TECHNOLNGICAL INSTITUTE,
AND SOUTHEASTERN MASSACHUSETTS UNIVERSITY '

UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT, Storrs

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Augusta

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Bangor

UMIVERSITY OF MAINE at Farmington!?

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Fort Kent!

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Machias!®

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Orono

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Portland .

LOWELL TECHNOLOGITAL INSTITUTE, Lowell, Massachusetts

SOUTHEASTERN MASSACHUSETTS UNIVERSITY North Dartmouth?
- UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, Amherst

UNIVEPSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, Durham

UNIVEKSITY OF RHODE ISLAND, Kingston

UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT, Burlington

STATE CiLLEGES®

CONNECTICUT -

CENTRAL CONNECTICUT STATE COLLEGE, New Britain

EASTERN CONNECTICUT STATE COLLEGE, Willimantic
- SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT STATE COLLEGE, New Haven

WESTERN CONNECTICUT STATE COLLEGE, Danbury

MAINE |
(See the UNIVERSITY OF MAINE)

MASSACHUSETTS
BOSTON . STATE COLLEGE, Boston -
BRIDGEWATER STATE COLLEGE. Bridgewater
FITCHBURG STATE COLLEGE, F1tcth‘g
FRAMINGHAM STATE COLLEGE Framingham ,
LOWELL STATE COLLEGE, Lowe]] C . ' i P
- MASSACHUSETTS COLLEGE OF ART, Boston s
MASSACHUSETTS MARITIME ACADEMY Buzzards Bay -
NORTH ADAMS STATE COLLEGE, North Adams
SALEM STATE -COLLEGE, Sa]em o '
- -WESTFIELD-STATE COLLEGE Westfielid
- .- WORCESTER - STATE: COLLEGE, Worcestér -




 VERMONT

“. MASSACHUSETTS IR

NEW HAMPSHIRE

KEENE STATE COLLEGE, Keene?
PLYMOUTH STATE COLLEGE, PIymouth2

- RHODE ISLAND

RHODE ISLAND COLLEGE Pr0v1dence

CASTLETON STATE COLLEGE, Castleton -
JOHNSON STATE COLLEGE, Jonnson
LYNDON STATE COLLEGE, Lyndonville

TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

CONNECTICUT .
GREATER HARTFORD COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Hartford
HARTFORD STATE TECHNICAL INSTITUTE, Hartford
HGUSATONIC CC MUNITY COLLEGE, Bridgeport
MANCHESTER COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Manchester
MATTATUCK COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Waterbury

- MIDDLESEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Middletown
MOHEGAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Norw1ch
NORTH CENTRAL AREA COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Enfield?
NORTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Winsted
NORWA.  "OMMUNITY COLLEGE, Norwalk
NARWE . .TATE TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Norwalk
LuINEBAUG VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Danielson
SOUTH CENTRAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE, New Haven
THAMES VALLEY STATE TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Norwich
TUNXIS COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Farmington
WATERBURY STATE TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Waterbury

MAINE

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Augusta
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Orono :

_ UNIVERSITY OF MAINE at Portland-Gorham
EASTERN MAINE VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE, Bangor
NORTHERN MAINE VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE Presque IsTe
SOUTHERN MAINE VOCATIONAL TECH#ICAL INSTITUTE, South Portland
wASHINGTON COUNTY VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE Calais?

BERKSHIRE COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Pittsiield

BRISTOL COMMUNITY CGiLiEGE, Fall River ? o

CAPE COD COMMUNITY COLLEGE West Barnstabie o

GREENFIELD COMMUNITY COLLEGE Greenfield - : 3
 HOLYOKE COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Honoke

MASSACHUSETTS BAY COMMUNITY COLLEGE, wa*nrtown

MASSASOIT COMMUNITY. COLLEGE, North Ab1ngt0n ‘

MIDDLESEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Bedford

MOUNT- WACHUSETT COMMUNITY COLLEGE .Gardner

NORTH. SHORE: COMMUNITY. COLLEGE, BeverIy ‘

NORTHERN ESSEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE Haverh111

139
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MASSACHUSETTS (Cont'd)

QUINSIGAMOND COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Worcester
SPRINGFIELD TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Springfield

NEW HAMPSHIRE o
NEW HAMPSHIRE TECHNICAL INSTITUTE, Zoncord

. NEW HAMPSHIRE VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL.COLLEGE . Berlin
NEW HAMPSHIRE VOCATIUNAL-TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Claremont
NEW HAMPSHIRE VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Laconia
NEW HAMPSHIRE VGCATIONAL-TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Manchester
NEW HAMPSHIRE VOCATIONAL-TECKNICAL. COLLEGE, Nashua
NEW HAMPSHIKE VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Portsmouth

RHODE ISLAND
RHODE ISLAND JUNIOR COLLEGE, Providence

VERMONT ‘ e
VERMONT TECHNICAL COLLEGE, Randolph Center

1 participation begins 1972-73
2 participation begins 1973-74
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The New Eng]and Board of H1gher Educat1on (NEBHE) is the public
agency. through which the six New: England states together promote

~ .~ and develop’ act1v1t1es;to further expand. ‘educational opportunities
" for-the’ peop]e of:'the region while more%effect1vely ut111z1ng a11
~of the region’s: h1gher'educat1ona1 fac111t1es

~1he. , _ n/1955 by the New: Erg]and H19her Educat1on Compact, a forma]_,
_interstate agreement between‘the six'states ratified by the United States Congress.
The following.functions are ‘r1mary i 'the achTevement of . the Board s purposeS’*‘ L

R

ofﬁcont1nuous asSessment'of and research

® To- Jn1t1ationfand deveTopment<of‘p1ansrand nrograms to meet the
‘;hlgher educat1ona] needs‘of'the”reg1on. '

fabout and'pert1nent to ‘the 1nst1tut
education in the regi




