DOCUBENT RESOME

BD 208 752 HE 014 463
AOTHOR Gilmartin, Kevin J. o
TITLE Development of Indicators of the Viabiliity of Higher
FEducation Institutions. Technical Report No. 19.
INSTITOTION Aperican Institutes for Research in the Behavioral

Sciences, Palo Alto, Calif.
SPONS AGENCY National Center for Education Statistics (E&ED),
Wwashington, D.C.

REPORT NO AIR-87500-9-81-FR

PUB DATE Sep 81

CONTRACT 300-78-0150; 300-80-0823

NOTE 156p.: Some tables may not reproauce well due to

ssall print. Por related document see HE 014 4B3.

EDRS PRICF MF01/PC0O7 Plus Postage.
_ .DBSCRIPTORS Black Colleges: Comparative Analysis; *Evaluation

Criteria; Pactor Analysis; *Financiali Probleas;
Putures (of Society): *Higher Education:
Institutional Characteristics; *Institutional
Evaluation: Organizational Development; Private
Colleges: Reliability: Single Sex Colleges; Smali
Colleges; State Colleges; Test Validaty:; *Tread
Analysis: Tvo Year Colleges; Universities

IDENTIPIERS *Indicators; *Institutional vitality

ABSTRACT
Activities and findings of the Statisticai Analysis

Group in Education (SAGE), which sought (1) o develop and validate
financial and nonfinancial indicators of colleje or university
viability and (2) to measure institutional viability of types of
colleges related to federal policy goals for higher education.
Development of the longitudinal file (1974-75 through 1977-78)
containing statistics on virtualiy all U.S. colleges are discussed,
along with reliability aad validity issues regarding the Higher
Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) data. Sixty-one
indics*tors were se'ected as possibly being related to institucional
viability. All haa been suggested by experts in the field, used in
previous research, or published in reports on the status of higher
education institutions. To validate the relation of these indicators
to institutional viability, certain colleges were identified as
probably being in distress in each year based aop a combipnataon of |
objective measures in the file: closure:; default on a federal loan;

and extreme enrollment declines, reduction in raculty salaraies, |
declines in current fund balances (for private collieges), and
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Summary

This report describes the activities and findings of one of the tasks
performed by the Statistical Analysis Group in Education ¢(SAGE). The back-
ground and ‘previous accomplishments of this effort are summarized, extending
back to related activities in the previous SAGE contract. The development
and refinement of the longitudinal file (1974-75 through 1977-78) containing
statistics on virtually all colleges and universities in the couuntry are
described. Issues concerning the reliability and validity of Higher Educa-
tion General Information Survey (HEGIS) data are addressed at the ¢nd of the
introductory section, since HEGIS surveys are the source for most of the
data in the file.

Sixty-one indicators were selected as possibly being related to insti-
tutional viability. All had been suggested by experts in the field, had .
heea used in previous research, or had been published in reports or the cur-
rent status of higher education institutions. Each indicator was computed
in two forme for the years covered in the file. The static form measured
the indicator's value in a particular year, while the change form measured
the difference in values over time.

To validate the relation of these indicators to institutional viability,
certain colleges were identified as probably being ir distress in each year
based on a combination of objective measures in the file: closure, default
on a federal loan, extreme enrollment declines, extreme reduction in salaries
paid to faculty, extreme declines in current fund balances (for private col-
leges), and extreme declines in current fund revenues (for public colleges).
The static and change forms of each indicator were validated (or, in many
cases, invalidated} through comparison of mean values for colleges in dis-
tress (and thersfore presumably not viable) and for colleges not known to be
1n distress, -eparately by educational sector. These analyses could not be
performed for public universities or 4-year colleges or for private univer-—
sities because almost none of these types of colleges were identified as
being in distress.

The indicators found to be related to distress for each educational
sector were used to construct a summary index of viability defined separately
for each sector. The summary measure of viability was able to accurately
classify colleges as being in distress in the year for which it was devel-
oped--1978. Similar, but not identical, summary measures could be computed
for the years 1977 and 1976, and they performed reasonably well in identify-
ing colleges in distress in those years.

Distributions of the summary measure (converted into five grades of
viability--"A" down to "E”) are displayed for a variety of different kinds
of colleges (e.g., traditionally black colleges, women's colleges, two-year
vocational colleges). Twelve kinds of colleges were found to frequently
receive low scores on the summary measure (l.e., grades of "D" or "E"). For
each of these kinds of colleges, those with low scores were compared to all
other colleges in their sector to determine in which ways the distress wes
manifested. Colleges with similar scores on the summary measure were found
to have different patterns of distress depending on the college's mission.
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Development of Indicators of the Viability
of Higher Education Institutions

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

A number of research studies have been conducted for the purpose of
developing indicators of the finar:ial health of higher education institu-
tions, most of them in the last eight years (see Brubaker, 1979, for a review
of 40 major studies published since 1973). A series of such indlcators, if
validated as measures of a college's healthiness or unhealt@iness, would be
of great utility to federal and state policymakers and to college adminis-=
trators. The indicators could be used by‘the federal or state governments
for‘performing educational policy analyses (e.g., determining which groups
of institutions might need special support and of what kind), by individual
colleges to compare themselves to similar colleges, by educational research-
ers investigating anything from faculty salaries to changing enrollment com—
positions to financial actions taken by colleges in debt and with operating

losses. .

Unfortunately, past studies have often been limited or flawed. Many
studies have been based on too few institutions or have combined public and
private colleges in the analyses. Other studies have relied solely on expert
judgment of financial health to validate the developed indicators, and com-
parisons of values for indicacors across independent samples of institutions
(i.e., cross validations) rarely appear in the literature. Moreover, few of
these studies have used data for more than a single year, making it impos-
sible to study the relationships among indicator values over time. Increas-
ing communication among r.searchers and policymakers in this newly developing
study area holds the promise of strengthening research efforts in the field,
however. The annual working conference on new developments in measuring
financial conditions of colleges and universities [first he'd in 1977 ana
sponsored jointly by the Economics and Finance Unit of the American Council
on Education (ACE), the National Association of College and University Busi-
ness Officers (WACUBO), and NCES--see American Council on Education, 1977,
1978, 1979] is a particularly important example of a forum that allows

salient measurement and policv-related issues to be discussed.
-1-
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A task undertaken Sy the Statistical Analysis Group in Educ;tion (SAGE)
- grew out of this dialogue and the increasing awareness of the need for
improved and more comprehensive measures of ;he condition ~t higher educaf
tion. Specifically, the objectives of this task were to develop and vali-
date financial and nonfinancial indicators of the viability of colleges and
universikies in the country and to measure institutional viabillty for types
of colleges related to fedeval policy goals for higher education. (The
particular operational definition of "distress” used in these analyses is
explained in the later section ar validating the indicators, and "viability"
is used here to mean not being in distress and instead having high leveis
of essential resources-—finanéial and nonfinancial.)‘\This report describes

the procedures followed in accomplishing these objectives.

Creating the Longigudinal File
i+

Work related to this task actually began in June 1978 when AIR staff
working on a previous SAGE task developed several materials for the study
of institutional financial health. First, a literature review and synthe=
sis of research was prepared that explored (1) the variety of purposes for
developing financial iqdicators and how the purpose influences what kinds
of indicators are developed, (2) evaluations of the quality and currency of
the available data sources on the financial condition of colleges and
universities, (3) methodologies for financial indicator selection, and

(4) financial indicator validation techniques (Financial Health Indicators

for Institutions of Higher Learning: A Literature Review and Synthesis,

Brubaker, 1979, SAGE Technical Report No. 13). 3econd, a self-assessment -
workbook was developed that was intended to assist trustees, presidents,

and business of icers in small independent colleges to evaluate their

institution's rinancial condition (Self-Assessment of Financial Conlition,

Dickmeyer & Hughes, 1979a, SAGE Technical Report No. 8). Third, a concept
paper was written to orgénize and interrelate the knowledge that had been

accumulated concerning indicators of financial cundition (Concepts Related

to Indicators of College and University Financial Health, Dickmeyer, 1980,

SAGE Technical Report No. 12). Although the title refers to financial

health, the conceptual framework and the indicators reviewed included both
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financial and nonfinancial conditions, making them entirely compatible witﬁ
the broader concept of instftutional viability used here. The paper

(1) discussed uses for suci, fndigators, (2) presented the conéepts of effif
ciency and educational mérket segment and concepts related te ﬁarket analy-
sis as performed by profit-making organizationms, (3) described flows in
institutional resources, both financial and nonfinancial (e.g., students,
facultv, physical plant), and (4) recommended certain indicators of finar-
cial health. The discussion-differentiated between indicators that are

related to some condition of concern bzfdefinition,jﬁrediCt the condition,

are correlated with the con&ition, or bnly approximate the condition, and

each recommended indicator was co?pared to similar indicators that have

been proposed or constructed in the past. . .
The fourth and most important product of the previous SAGE work for

the currentieffor{ was completed in May 1980, when the first version of a

longitudinal file of financial, faculty, enrollment, and institutional

characte- :stics data covering almost all of the colleges and uhiversities

in the country was developed. The origina}'intent was to prepare a longi-

tudinal data set containing only selected financial data extrac;ed from thé )

1975 through 1978* Higher Education General Information Surveys (HEGIS), N

plus certain criterion measures with which to validate the financial health

jndicators that would be developed. The scope of the data‘set expanded,“

howeve;, to include all of the statistics in the HEGIS financial files‘and

variahles from many other data sources as well. 'The principal reason for

thig’ expansion was that the nonfinancial characteristics of a college (e.g.,

information about the faculty and students) can serve as a context in which

to interpret the college's financial condition, and changes in the nonfinan-

cial conditions often presage or substitute for changes in the financial

conditior. Therefore, ;everal persons at NCES, AIR,_and the American"Couﬁ-

cil on Education (ACE) were asked to recommend lists of variablgs—that they

thought would be useful to researchers using the file, and most of those

variables suggested were added to the file. For example, ACE had recently

reseérched, documented, and constructed a longitudinal file of enrollment

* We have adopted the convention frequently used with fiscal or school
years of referring to a year by the calendar year in whicl, it terminated.
Thus, data collected during the 1977-78 school year are labeled as 1978
data, even if they were collected in the fall of 1977.

| 0
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statistids for higher education institutions (and in the process had per-
formed one of the more difficult parts of our task--determining which

schoals had m?rged in recent years and comblning their data for previous

years to prodice a single record). Rather than construct our longitudinal ,

file from scratch, wq'used the ACE,enrollmeﬁt file 4s a base on which to
build the rest of'pheffile, since it contained exactly one recofd for each-
college and university currently assigned a distinct Federal Interagengy °
Committee on Education (FICE) identification code. As a result, the
enrollment data on the ACE file became part of our longitudinal "financial"
file. A second“reason for expanding the file was that it could always be
accuratelysarguéd that it would be less expensive to include additional
variab¥e§ related Lo institutional viability during.initial construction of

the composite file than to add them later. :In this manner, the file grew

> during the months of its design ana construction to over 1,000 varigbles

and 20'millien bytes.

Table 1 désccibes the 21 source files that were merged to produce the
longitudinal file. Most of the files consist of the responses to one of
the HEGIS surveys in a particular year or were derived from HEGIS files,
some of the files come from sources other than HEGIS, and the remaining
source files were constructed specifically for this project.

From the ACE Comments File that accompanied their Longitudinal Enroll-
ment rile, we were able to construct a file summarizing all the splits and
mergers of higher educational institutions (as reflected in their assigned
FICE codes) ovar the four-yeur period covered by our longitudinal file.
This record of mergers was essential to our construction of the longitudi-
nal file, since we had to add together the data for gﬂe component colleges

in years prior to their merger (except for the enrollmént data, which had

‘already been added together for mérged schools by ACE).

Not all of the institutiéns on, the ACE Longitudinal Enrollment File
(i.e., colleges or campuses with distinct FICE codés in 1979 excluding
administrative offices) have been included in our lon@itudinal file. Col-
leges that closed in 1975 or earlier or opened in 1979 were deleted from

the file since we would have no data for them for the years 1975 through

>
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. ) © Tabke 1

* . : Data Sources Merged to Form the Longitudinal File
3 \\‘ . M
b Soure Insii:utlonal v Description of
ata source Source ear Variabies Used
HEGIS Financial Survev X NCES 1975 Q
-~ HEGIS Financial Survey Xt NCES 1976 All the financial statistics
_ HEGIS Financial Survey XII NCES 1977V .- -
HEGLS Financial Survew XIII NCES 1978 All the financial statistics
plus OE region, OBE region, and
. cley size
~ - . L 2
HEGIS Facultv Survey IX NCES 1975 | Yumber of full-cime faculty
HEGIS F¥aculey Survey X NCES 1976 1 members and total sal.ry
. HEGIS Faculty Survey XI NCES 1977, \ outlay uy sex and length of
. HEGIS Faculty Survey XII NCES 1978 annual contract
) \ HEGIS Imstitutional Charac- NCES 1975 ’
, b4 teristics Survey IX Room charges, bdard charges,
’\ HEGIS Institutional Charac- NCES 1976 and tuition separat2aly by
: teristics Survey X undergraduate vs, graduate
- HEGIS Institucional Charac- NCES 1977 s and 1n-state vs. out-of-stata
teristics Survey XI - students
HEGIS Institutional Charac- ; NCES 1978
teristics Survey XII
HEGIS Institutional Charac- NCES 1979 County, congressional disctrice,
teristics Survev XIII 21p code, religious or other
‘ . affiliation, year founded, pre-
! ; ) dominant race, admission require-
ments, and whether a Land Grant
I institatlon
Longitudinal Enrollment Fi.e ACE 971- Name, FICE code, .. :ther
1978 sraditi .nally or predeslncncly
. black institution, pervrcent
Slack and white enrollment,
- state, public or private
. { control, level of imstiturion,
N sex, Carnegie code of
) : institutional tyvpe, and
B statistics on undergraduate,
unclassified, graduate, and
" total enrollment bv sex and
part-time vs. full-time (onuy
. data for 1975-1978 were used)
HEGIS Fall Enrollment NCES 1976-77 Undergraduate, unclassifted,
Survev XI first professional, and
. e graduate students bv part-
time vs. fyll-cime by sex bv
' race and alien status
National Center for Higher NCHEMS 1978 Institutional classification
Education Management codes based on earned degrees
Systems (NCHEMS) File in 1976-1973
&
\ Department of Health, Sdu- AIR 1975+ institutions in default or 1in
cation, and Welfare (HEW) 1979 moratorium on an HEW loan
Default File
Department of Housing and NCES 1980 ——Institutions in default .r .n ‘;“"
Urban Development (HUD) moratorium on an HUD loan
Default File . R
Ticle III File’ ACE 1971~ 1978 Ticle III participauc,
1979 tozal Basic gducational Uppor-
: tuntty ‘rant (BECG) funds 1in
. ' . 1978, number of BEOG awards in
f 1978
- A
) . .
S . —5-
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1978. Also, colleges judged to be not qualified for inclusion in the HEGIS
universe of ‘higher education institutions or otherwise dropped from the
HEGIS surveys between 1975 and 1978 were deleted from the file. A total of

3,125 institutions were retained on our file.

T coppleLed longitudinal file of financial, faculty, enrollment, and
institutional characteristics data for colleges and universities is much
easier for, researchers to use than the .original data sources. This file is
preferable bgcause (1) statistics from ﬁany;separate files have been aggre-
gated into a.single record for each {nstitution, (2) the cumbersome design
of the HEGIS files (with‘IOO or mbre records per school, each record con-
taining°dhly one or a few new vapiablesi) has been eliminated, and (3) sta-
tistics have been added together for institutions that merged, resulting in
an uninterrupted series of comparable data alil located in a s%ngle record.

The file is documented in.Gilmartin (1981}, and a copy of the data in the
form of a public-use SAS file }s available from NCES.

Reliability and Validity of HEGIS lata

The use of a file based so extensively on HEGIS raises questions about
the reliability, validity, and utility of HEGIS data. Consensuys has been
growing that HEGIS is the best and most comprehensive sour. 2 of stacistics

on the condition of higher education institutfons. This is especially tgue

" after the HEGIS financial reporting forms were modifie in 1975 to bring

them into correspondence with the* revised financial standarc- of. the Ameri-
can Institute of Certified Public Accountants and the National Association
of Colleg.. and University Business Jfficers. (This revision of the HEGIS

survey forms caused much of the financial data to be not comparzble to data

" from earlier years and is the reason our longitudinal file does not extend

back to yecars earlier than 1975.) Patrick and Collier (1979) compared
aggregate HEGIS finance data with data collected cagéfully by John Minter
Associates from 125 private colleges. These authors concluded that the
HEGIS data appeared to be reliable and valid, at least when agzgregated, and
were becoming increasinglf accurate over ghe period from 1975 to 1978.
‘However, their analyse d;d net assess the accuracy of HEGIS data for indi-

vidual institutions

-6-13




Loyd Andrew (Andrew, Fortune, & McCluskey, 1980) has recently completed
a series of interviews with higher education researchers and administrators
(in which we participated) concerning the quality of KEGIS data, and he
reported the following opinions shared by most of his respondents (pp. v-
viii):

e Many colleges are concerned about the uses of HEGIS for com-
parison purposes. This conclusion certainly holds for com-
parison of unit costs, resource allocatlon, and funding.
Generally, colleges do not believe the data can be used for
institution-to-ingtitution comparisons because of timeliness
(or lack thereof), lack of appropriate detail, differences
in organization and accounting practices, and inappropriate
comparisons of unl{be institutions. '

e Accuracy has improved. Generally, the accuracy of all HEGIS
surveys 1s deemed acceptable. The laqne.exception to this is
in aspects of the financial survey. The financial survey
file is probably used more than other files in making complex
analyses of the condition of higher education. Moreover,
there are many difficulties in reporting and interpreting
financial data because of differences among institutions in
government and accounting practices. Thus, reports of dis-
satisfaction with the relative accuracy of this HEGIS file

. were not unexpected. It seems that many of the problems with
the file would be corrected by more extensive documentatation
about the accounting practices and governauce of certain
institutions. ([Note: Most of these issuves concern compar-
ability of accounting prectices among institutions, not the
accciracy of HEGIS reports of these statistics.]

° . :searchers think that HEGIS data can be used for
m9s1ng comparisons among sectors of higher education. In
fact, many would argue that it is accurate enough, when
handled appropriately, for making state-to-state and inter-
institutional comparisons.

In May 1980, a study group of representatives from higher education
.institutions and organizations met in Washington, D.C., to discuss the
ucility of HEGIS finance data for institutional and higher education sector
comparisons. (The six higher education sectors are defined as public vs.
private control divided into the levels of universities, 4-year colleges,
and 2-year colleges.) Areas of major concern discussed bf the study group
included ways of improving the comparability and consistency of>H“GIS
finance data and ways of highlighting problems relative to the use of HEGIS




finance data for research purposes. In a report of the study group's find-
ings (Hyatt & Dickmeyer, 1980), the following caveats thzt apply to our use
of HEGIS financial data were listed (pp. 14-15):

Users of HEGIS finance data should be aware that the mix of
inscitutions included in the HEGIS survey can vary from year
to year and that prior-year HEGIS data tapes are not updated
to incorporate corrections of the data file.

In at least 13 states, tuition and fees are reappropriated

by the legislature. If an institution uses its tuition and
fees as an offset to state appropriations,.these funds should
be reported on the HEGIS form under tuition and fees and not
under state appropriations. If this procedure is not fol-
lowed, state appropfiations may be overstated by the amount
of the tuition and fees used to offset state appropriations.
[Note: The current contractor processing HEGIS financial
forms is attempting to catch, check, and correct these cases
before the data are entered onto the HEGIS file.]

Users of HEGIS finance data should be aware that institutions
may receive state and federal funds for a variety of purposes
that differ from institution to institution. This is true

in the case of public service functions such as public

Lealth labs and indigent patient care. In some states the
services are provided by statr agencies, while in other
states they are provided by higher education institutiors.

As a result, comparing total institutional expenditures
without considering the diverse and varied functions of
institutions can result in erroneous conclusions about the
financial operations of institutions.

In building institutional comparison groups, users of HEGIS
data should be aware that, while in some states there are
distinct enrollment and financial data associated with a
comprehensive health institution, in other ‘states the health
professional programs are part of an overall institution's
financial and enrollment data and are not separable. Due to
the higher cost of health programs, their inclusion with
other types of institutions may cause distortions in per-
student revenues and experlitures.

Users of HEGIS finance data should be aware that student aid
payments made directly to students are not currently included
in the HEGIS finance data base. In at least 24 states, some
form of student aid is provided and the expenditures are not
reflected in institutional HEGIS reports. As a result, the
amount of student aid reported by institutions in these states
may be understated. Student aid is becoming increasingly
viewed as an alternative to increasing appropriations to
institutions by states as well as by the federal government.

-8- 15




Th2 amount of st ..ent aid provided to institutions is there-

fore an important factor in conducting interinstitutional and
interstate comparisons of higher education finance. [Note:
Althrugh 1.k of information on student aid may be a shortcom~
ing {iu the design of HEGIS, this does not reflect adversely

on the accuracy of HEGIS financial data.]

o VUsers of HEGIS finance data should be aware that data are

often irputed or estimated for institutions that do not

respond to the HEGIS finance survey. [Note: Approximately
10% of the colleges do not respond in any particular year,
but the nonrespondents tend to be small and account for less

than 3% of total higher education expenditures. Alsc,
imputed data values are always identified as such.]

Taking all of the conclusions and advice into consideration, we feel

confident that we can rely on the general accuracy of the HEGIS data as we

have refined them in developing the longitudinal file. (The refinement

vrocedures are described in the next section.) Since the HEGIS source

files were not designed and documented to be as easily used by
as the SAGE longitudinal file, however, considerably more care

taken when working with those files.

-
s

researchers

should be




REFINEMENT OF THE FILE

Since October 1980, much of our time has been spent checking data on
the longitudinal file for internal consistency and exploring anomalous
values. Because we have constructed a longitudinal file of HEGIS data that
allows us to compare values for a college over time, we are able to detect
inconsistencies introduced through inconsistent reporting by the institu-
tion, inconsistent coding of the survey responses, inadvertent keytape
errors, or our own errors that would not be apparent within a single year.
To facilitate comparison of indicators over time, current dollars were con-
verted into constant dollars. Since the 1977-78 school year is the latest
year on the longitudinal file, we have used that year as the base and have
converted all other current dollars into 1977-78 constant dollars. All the
institutional financial variables were converted to constant dollars using
the Higher Education Price Index. Mean faculty salaries, however, were
corrected for inflation by using the Consumer Price Index (adjusted to
represent school years—-July to June--rather than calendar years). The
Consumer Pricz Index was used instead of the Higher Education Price Index

to deflate faculty salaries, because the resulcs would better represent the

perspective of faculfy members (i.e., whether salary increases kept pace

with inflation). The Consumer Price Index was alsoc used to deflate the

official tuition, room, and board rates charged to students.

Apparent problems with data from HEGIS source files have come from three
sou'ces. First, HEGIS survey and coding procedures are sometimes unexpected
and can change from year to year without notification and accompanied only
by obscure documentation. For example, we lcarned belatedly that a value of
zero for institutional control did nct indicate missing data but instead was
intended to signify joigt private and public control. 1In 1975 and 1976,
faculty salary data v:re in the form of mean salary per faculty member,
while in later years they were in the form of total salary outlay for the
faculty wmembers. Ye therefore had to convert means into totals to make the
variables comparable over time. Also, payments on plant debt and deductions
from assets and fund balances were entered as positive numbers in the 1977

HEGIS financial file and as negative numbers in all years since.

17
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Second, some HEGIS data values were incorrect and have had to be

recoded ‘or marked as missing. For example, NCES staff warned us alout a
college in Ohio that was incorrectly labeled as a traditionally black col-
lege, and staff at ACE discovered 18 incorrect values when investigating
colleges' current fund balances. In most of these latter cases, a minus
sign had been dropped so that a college's current fund balance appeared to
go from a large negative value one year to an equally large positive value
the next year and then back to negative again the third year with no appre-
ciable additions to or deletions from the current fund over that period of
time. We were advised by NCES staff that they do not change incorrect

values on their back files, and therefore errors may persist even after

they aré discovered.

Third, data have occasionally been misread from HEGIS files. Reading
HEGIS data files can often be a problem, because there are separate records
for each line in a survey form, with different codes from year to year

identifying the survey part and line, and different byte positions for the

variables from year to year.

Merging Branch Campuses of College Systems

To discover anomalous data values, we ran programs that would print
out the record of any college with unusu§lly large (a factor of 2 or 3)
increases or decreases in relatively stable variables from one year to the
next (e.g., summary financial variables, total number of students, total
number of faculty members). In some case., we discovered that a variable
was generally less stable than we had expected. For example, although
numter of full-time students does not usually change rapidly, total number
nf students can increase or decrease by large numbers in a year because
reported part-time enrollment is often quite variable over time. Large
increases or decreases in other variables often appeared to be legitimate
in particular cases or were caused by the types of problems described
above. However, other colleges appeared to have dramatic changes over time

with no discernible causes.




x

Nathan Dickmey:r (ACE) pointed out that the data for many of these unex-
plained ~ases were unreliabl:: because the campuses were nart of a larger col-
lege system and data values were inconsistently distributed over the compo-
nentd of the system. When we checked, we found that this seemed to be true.
The aggregate statistics for the system were stable from year to year, but
the method of dividing the system's finances over its campuses varied from
year to year, resulting in inconsistent data for some of thecse campuses.
NCES tries to have each system specify how the aggregate data values should
be distributed over the colleges and campuses comprising the system. Often
the data are distributed as a function of FTE enrollment or current fund
expenditures at each campus. If the system refuses to specify a method for
distributing their finances, NCES will choose a method and will try to make
the method comparable to the one used the preceding year. Nevertheless, we
have found systems with financial statistics divided exactly equally among
unequally sized campuses. In addition, revenues and expenditures associated
with the operation of a system's central administration are often not dis-
tributed over the campuses other than the main campus, causing the financial
statistics for the main campus and for the branch campuses to be notacompar-
able to other main campuses and branch campuses. Variability and incompar-
ability from these causes had to be eliminated before we could develop indi-
cators of institutional viability.

Our solution was to merge the data for campuses in systems (easily said
but moderately difficult to do). There were 141 college systems in HEGIS
composed of 714 colleges, campuses, or other entities, each with a separate
FICE code in 1979. (We ignored "systems” with only a single college in
them.) The data for all the campuses in a system were merged under the
FICE codes of the system's main campus. Many variables were merely added,
other variables were recomputed (e.g., percentages), and the system value
for other variables was the highest value among the campusec (e.g., being
in default on a federal loan). Missing data were treated differently
depending on the type of variable and the cause of the missing data (i.e.,
college not yet opened or closed versus college not include’ irn a survey).
The name of the main campus was changed to represent the system and always
included the word “SYSTEM.” When necessary, the institutional claracteris-

tics of the main campus were also recorded to more accurately portray the
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characteristics of the system as a whole. The procedure of collapsing 714
campus records into 141 system records decreased the number of rccords on
the file by 573, to 2,552, but virtually all colleges and universities in

the country were still represented in one form or another.

Temporarily Deleting Unusual Colleges

Since we aimed to develop indicators of institutional viability that
are valid for the types cf colleges normally found in the six sectors of
higher education (private vs. public by Afniversity vs. four-year college
vs. two-year college), it was desirable Yo have the educational sectors as
homogeneous as possible with respect to their missions, types of students,
and sources of revenues. Consequently, atypical colleges were identified
and were temporarily deleted from the file. (Al. of these colleges were
returned to the file when institutional viability was explored for various
kinds of colleges in the latter half of this task.) The numbers of schools
deleted for various reasons are listed in Table 2. The union of these sets
is less than the sum, because many schools were deleted for more than one
reasop (e.g., theological seminaries often have no undergraduates). The
total number of schools deleted was 525, bringing the remaining number of
records down to 2,027, but all colleges and universities in the country
were 1igain represented after the indicators had been developed and vali-

dated using the more ordinary types of schools.
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Table 2

Unusual Types of Colleges Not Included
during the Development of Viability Indicators

Characteristic of College Number of Percent of Total

Colleges Population
Theological seminary or bible college 268 10.5%
0-10 undergraduates 206 8.1%
Proprietary school 63 2.5%
Art or music school 53 2.1%
Inordinately high expenditures per FTE student! 51 ‘ 2.0%
Medical school or center 26 1.0%
Other health professional school 24 0.9%
Law chool ' 14 0.5%
Cther specialized school2 29 1.1%
Nontraditional school 5 0.2%
Union of the ten fypes of colleges3 525 20.67%

Total current fund espenditures per full-time equivalent student were more
than chree standard deviations above the mean for that educational sector
in at least one year.

2 This category includes graduate centers, maritime academies, and military
~ institutions.

The union is less than the sum of the ten types of colleges because many
colleges are categorized into more than one group (e.g., a law school with
no undergraduates).




DEVELOPMENT OF PROSPECTIVE INDICATORS

Most of the indicators of institutional viability analyzed and vali-
dated in this task were identified during the previous period of SAGE work.
By October 1980, 38 indicators had been selected as being most likely to
supply useful (afid nonredundant) information about individual colleges and
universities and to discriminate “healthy” institutions from those in dis-
tress. (The operational definition of "distress” that we used is described
in the next section on the validation of indicators.) These indicators
were selected in close coor&ination with the Financial Conditions Project
(funded by the U.S. Office of Education) conducted by the American Council
on Education (ACE). Nathan Dickmeyer, director of that project and consul-

tant to both the previous and the current SAGE tasks on higher education

indicator development, reviewed past indicator development research, devel-
oped conceptual frameworks suggesting which dimensions of college operation
are most vital for institutional viability, and included SAGE staff in
meetings with a panel of college presidents, financial officers, and
researchers on college conditions. The indicators initially selected had
theoretical support in the financial conditions literature (see two of the
previous SAGE reviews on this topic, Brubaker, 1979, and Dickmeyer, 1980)
and were being used in major research studies to describe the statuses of
colleges and universities. Twenty-three additional indicators were added
in recent months following further searches through the literature for
indicators that were hypothesized or found to pe related to institutional
viability and that were dissimilar from the indicators already selected.
Five recent reports were especially useful for suggesting additional indi-
cators or revisions of the indicators in the original set: California
Postsecondary Education Commission (1978), Coldren, Mertins, Knepper, and
Brandt (1979), Dickmeyer and Hughes (1979b), Minter and Bowen (1980), and
Cable (1981).

The resulting 61 indicators are listed in Table 3 and were included in
the analyses to be described in the reminder of this report. Many of these
indicators measure the stocks and flows of nonfinancial resources such as
students, faculty, and plant assets, even though their computation may be

b~sed on data expressed in dollars (e.g., faculty salaries). These 61
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Table 3

Selected Indicators Thought to Be Related
to Institutional Viability

Indicators of Reliance on Various Sources of Revenues

1. Tuition and fees revenues.as a percent of total current fund revenues

2. Endowment income (restricted and unrestricted) as a percent of total
current fund revenues

3. Federal appropriations as a percent of total current fund revenues

4. State appropriations as a percent of total current fund revenues

5. Local appropriations as a percent of total current fund revenues

6. Government appropriations (federal, state, and local) as a percent
of total current fund revenues

7. Government grants and contracts (restricted and uarestricted; federal,
state, and local) as a percent of total current fund revenues

8. Auxiliary enterprise revenues as a percent of total current fund
revenues

9. Unrestricted private gifts, grants, and contracts as a percent of total
current fund revenues

10. Restricted current fund revenues (from all sources) as a percent of
total current fund revenues

Indicators of Revenues per Student or Faculty Memoer

11. Tuition and fees revenues per full-time equivalent (FTE) student®

12. Net tuition and fees revenues (i.e., tuition revenues minus scholar-
ships) per FTE student

13. Government appropriations (federal, state, and local) per FTE student

14, Unrestricted current fund revenues per FTE student

* Part-time students were counted as one-third of a full-time enrollment.
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Table 3 (continued)

Indicators of Revenues per Student or Faculty Member (cont.)

15. Restricted current fund revenues per full-time faculty member

16. Total current fund revenues per full-time faculty member

Indicators of Net Revenues (Revenues Minus -Expenditures)

17. Net educarional and general revenue as a percent of cotal educational
and general revenue

18. Net auxiliary revenue as a percent of total auxiliary revenue

19. Total net revenue as a percent of total revenue

Indicators of the Distribution of Educational and General Expenditures

20. Instructional expenditures as 4 percent of total educational and
general expenditures

21. Library expenditures as a percent of total educational and general
expenditures

Indicators of the Distribution of Current Fund Expenditures

22. Instructional expenditures as a percent of total current fund
expenditures
23. Library expenditures as a percent~of total current fund expenditures
y
24, Unrestricted scﬁolarships as a percent of total current fund
expenditures
25. Scholarships (restricted and unrestricted) as a percent of total

current fund expenditures

ERIC - -1 24
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Table 3 (continued)

¢ e

Indicators of - the Dist:sibution of Current Fu&d'Expenditurcs (cont.)

Student services expenditures as a percent of tota. current fund
expenditures

Research expenditures as a percent of total current fund expenditures

Institutional support expenditures as a percent of total current
fund expenditures -

Expenditures for operation and maintenance of plant as a percent
of total current' fund expenditures

Public service expenditures as a percent of total current fund
expenditures -

[
Interest payments on plant indebtedness as a percent of total current
fund expenditures

Indicators of Expenditures per Student or Faculty Member

Instructional expenditures per FTE student

Unrestricted scholarships per FTE student

Educational and general expenditureé per FTE student
Total current fund, expenditures per FTE student

Research expdenditures per full-time faculty member

e

Ra.ios of Scholarship Expenditures to Tuition Revenues

Ratio of unrest¥icted scholarships to tuition and fZEQ\;egé)ues

Ratio of scholarships (restricted and unrestricted) to tuition and

fees revenues
I)-v
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Table

3 (continued)

Indicators Concerfing Fund Balances

\

39. Ratio of unrestricted current fund balancé at the end of the fiscal
year to current fund expenditures (not ~vailable for 1975 and earlier
years) ’

.

40. Ratio of current fund balance at the end of the fiscal year to current
fund expenditures “

41. Ratio of current fund balance plus 20 percent of endowment fund
balance at the end of the fiscal year to educational and general
expendicures

42, Ratio of the net increase or decrease in .urrent funds for the fiscal
year to current fund revenues ’ .

43, Ratio of market value of endowment at the end of the fiscal year to
current fund expenditures ’

44, Market value of endowment at the end of the fiscal year per FTE
student

45. Net increase or decrease in all fund balances for the fiscal year
per FTE student

Indicators of Plant Assets and Indebtedness

46. Ratio of the book value of plant assets at the end of the fiscal year’
to current fund expenditures .

47. Ratio of plant indebtedness to the book vaiue of plant assets at
the end of the fiscal yea? :

48. Ratio of plént indebtedness at the end of the fiscal year to current

' fund revenues '

49. Payments made on the principal of plant indebtedness as a percent

of printipal owed at the beginning of the fiscal year




Table 3 (continued)

Indicators Concerning Enrcllment and Faculty Members

50. Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment

51. Part-time enrollment (head count) as a percent of total enrollment
(head count)

52, FTE unclassified students as a percent of total FTE students
53. Number of full-time faculty (head count)
54. FTE students per full-time faculty member

55. Mean salary of full-time faculty members (standardized to a nine-month
academic year)

Indicators of Student Tu cion and Fees

56.  Public college tuition for in-state uncergraduates

57. Public college tuition for out-of-c .ate undergraduates
58. Private college tuition for undergraduates

59. Private c¢>llege tuition for graduate students

60. Room charges for students

61. Board chciges for students

o
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indicators represent the major current theories and hunches concerning

which aspects of college operatibn are indicative of fiunancial health and,

beyond that, general viability.

Calculation of Static and Change Indicators

Each indicator was computed in two forms. The static form wac based

on data from a single year and was calculated for 1975, 1976, 1977, and

1978 (with the exception of Indicator 39, which could not be computed for
1975 because restricted and unrestricted current fund balances were not

differentiated before 1976). The change form of each indicator was based
on the difference in indicator values between pairs of years (i.e., 1975-

1976, 1975-1977, 1975-1978, 1976-1977, 1976-1978, and 1977-1978).

There are various ways in which one c~uld measure change in an indica-
tor's value over time for a college. However, because of the potential for
confusion if-percenf change were computed for static indicators that are
already percentages, almost all of the change indicators are straightforward
differences in values. For example, the change form of Indicator 1 is sim-
ply the percent of current fund revenues from tuition and fees in a certain
}ear minus the percent of current fund revenues from tuition and fees in an
earlier year. Similarly, the change form of Indicator 55 is the mean full-
time faculty salary in a certain year minus the mean full-time faculty sal-
ary in an earlier year (both in constant 1978 dollars). Thus, for alwmost
all indicators, the change form of the indicator has the same units as the
static form--percents or constant dollars or whatever. The only exceptions
are the two indicators that are not ratios in their static forms: Indicator
50 (FIE enrollment) and Indicator 53 (number of full-time faculty). Since
these two indicators by derinition have large values for large colleges and
small values for small colleges (which is not necessarily
true for any of the other indicators), their change forms were computed as

percent change from a base year to a later year.
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Flags of Various Conditions

In addition to these 61 indicators of institutional status based on
measures of continuous variables, a number of other discrete indicators, or
"flags,"” were added to each institutionalaiecord to identify colleges in
particular conditions or to identify colleges that had changed their mis=
sion from one year to the A;xt. These flags include (1) in default or in
moratorium on a loan from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW) (1975-1979), (2) in default or in moratorium on a loan from the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (1980), (3) private col-
lege becoming public (1976-1978), (4) 2-year college becoming a 4-year col-
lege (1976-1978), (5) 4-year college becoming a Z-year college (1976-1978),
(6) single-sex college changing to coed (1976-1978), (7) two or more col-
leges merging together (1975-1979), and (&) closure (1975-1979). From
among these conditions : .d changes in status, we consider closure and
default nn a federal loan to be indicators of probable distress. Although
some of the other changes in status have been suggested as responses to
stressful situations (e.g., single-sex colleges becoming coed, private
colleges becoming public, colleges merging), we consider the relationship

of these changes to distress to still be an open question.

2
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VALIDATION OF INDICATORS

Validation techaiques that have been used with indicators of institu-
tional status were reviewed in an earlier SAGE report (Brubaker, 1979, SAGE
Technical Report No. 13, pp. 105-115). Attempted validations, if any, of
previously developed indicators of financial distress have often been

flawed for one ~r more of the following reasons.

Analyzing data from too small a sample of colleges to gener-
alize reliably to the entire population

Using such a small sample that there were fewer cases than
variables in the discriminart analysis (:), which guarantees
that all the variance would be "explained” and that the
resulting discriminant function would be unreliable for any
other set of colleges

Combining public and private colleges during indicator devel-
opmeat and validation (let alone not using a finer categori-
zation within the public and private sectors)

Using only subjective judgments of financial status without
objective criteria for health or distress

Failing to cross-validate results from a small sample of
institutions

It was our hope to improve on this state of affairs by not repeating
some of the mistakes of previous research. We intended to use objective
criteria for distress (and to include conditjons other than just finarcial
distress), perform all analyses separately by educational sector, include

most colleges and universities in the country rather than a sample, and

cross-validate results by splitting each sector in half and applying the

indicators and discriminant functions developed in each half to the other
half. As will be made clear in this section of the report, we were only
pertially successful. The following summarizes what we were and were not

able to‘accomplish.

e When we used only those objective criteria that are very
probably signs of distress (i.e., closure and default on a
federal loan), we identified few cases of distress. Even
when other objective criteria were included {(i.e., extreme
declines ir. enrollment, faculty salaries, current fund bal-
ance, and current fund revenues, still few cases of distress
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were identified--ranging from no cases for public or private
universities t. 10% of private 2-year cclleges in 1978.
Having few cases identified as clearly being in distress
limited all later analyses.

e Analyses were performed separately for the six educational
sectors, but since no universities were identified as being
in distress, indicators of institutional viability could not
be developed specifically for public and private universi-
ties. Also, very few public 4-year colleges were identified
as being in distress, and therefore indicators of institu-
tional viability were not developed for this sector either.

e The analyses did include most colleges and universities in
the country. The only colleges excluded were different
enough in mission and source of finances to warrant their
separation from more normal institutions.

e Because we identified few cases of extreme distress, espe-
cially when considered separately by sector, we were unable
to split the population and cross-validate the discriminant
analyses. Instead, we validated the discriminant functions
retrospectively by applying them to data for past years.
Specifically, the functions developed from 1978 data were
used to "predict” distress in 1977 and 1976.

Selection of Colleges in Distress

Our operational definition of “distress” went through two stages of
refinement. At first, colleges in distress in a particular year were those
that were in default o1 moratorium on a federal loan or closed that year.
However, not many of the colleges retained in the analyses defaulted on a
loan (30 in 1976, 33 in 1977, and 94 in 1978*), and even fewer closed (5 in
1976, 4 in 1977, and "0 in 1978). When analyzed separately by sector,
these numbers are even smaller, and public colleges rarelywaefault on a

loan or close.

For the results of the remaining analyses to be reliable, we needeu to

identify more colleges in distress in each sector. To increase the number

* The namg;r of- defaults in 1976 and 1977 refer only to defaults on HEW
loans. For 1978 (the last year on the longitudinal file), we took the
union of defaivlts on HEW loans in 1978 and 1979 and defaults on HUD- loans
in 1980. This procedure accounts for most of the apparent increase in

defaults between 1977 and 1978.
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of institutions identified as being in distress, four additional indicators
of distress were used: +%wo to be applied to all colleges, one specifically

for private colleges, and one specifically for public colleges.

(1) Enrollment Distress—--approximately the 10% of colleges with the

largest proportional decrease in FTE enrollments (Indicator 50) since 1975
were considered to be in enrollment distress. For 1976, these were extreme
decreases over one year; for 1977, over two years; and for 1978, over three
years. Large errollment declines cause institutional stress from reduced
revenues (either tuition revenues or state appropriations based on enroll-
ment), inefficient use of facilities, and the need to reduce the number. of

faculty members.

(2) Salary Distress—-approximately the 10% of colleges with the lar-

gest proportional decline in mean salary for tull-time faculty (Indicator

55 recalculated as percent change in constant dollars) were considered to

be in salary distress. This measure was considered to indicate distress
because, in the long run, salary decreases can only result in lower quality
faculty. In essence, these colleges are attempting to balance their budgets

by “spending” their faculty resources.

(3a) Current Fund Baliance Distress—-approximately the 10% of private

colleges with the largest decline in the ratio of current fund balance to
current fund expenditures (Indicator 40) were considered to be candidates
for current fund balance distress. Of these, the one-third with positive
current fund balances were excluded from the distress category. A negative
and rapidly decre-zing current fund balance shows that a college 1s unable
to "make ends meet” snd 1s operating in the red.

"

(3b) Current Fund Revenue Distress—-approximately the 10% of public

colleges with the largest proportional decline in current fund revenues
were considered to be candidates for current fund revenue distress. Of
these, the colleges that did not experience a decline in current fund reve-
nues per FTE student were excluded from the distress é;tegory. Rapid
declines in current fund revenues (especially when not matched by propor-
tional declines in enrollment) cause institutional stress because educa-

tional activities will have to be performed with fewer resources.
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Because these four lndicatérs are somewhat less directly related to
distress than are default or closure (i.e., there is a slightly higher
probability that a college would have a legitimate explanation for the
extreme decline), we applied more conservative standards before labeling =2
college as being in distress when using these indicators. Colleges that
fell into only one of these categories were considered to be equivocal;
only colleges that exhibited at least two of these conditions in the same
year were considered to be in distress that year, along with colleges in

default on loans or that had closed.

Table 4 summarizes the results of chi-square analyses between all pos-
sible pairs of distress conditions in 1978, separately by type of control
(public vs. private). Among private colleges, these various conditions of
distress are shown to be likel& to occur together. In contrast, no sig-
nificant relations between distress conditions were found for public col-
leges. The possibility that the concept of "distress” as we have detined
it applies only to private colleges should therefore be kept in mind while

reading the discussion of the analyses that follow.

We next examined the values of all the variables we had for colleges
identified as being in distress according to the criteria described above.
We found one college that closed while it appeared to be quite viable
(i.e., was experiencing increasing enrcllments and current fund balance,
had iarge positive values in all fund balances, and was paying its faculty
well) and several colleges that were in default on loens while appeariné to
be financially healthy. (In some cases, not paying off a loan even when
able to do so may be a smart financ;al decision, especially if the interest
rates are kept artificially low by the federal government.) Consequently,
we again-refined the definition of distress.

(1) Any college that closed axd was in default at the time was
labeled as being .n distress that year.

(2) Additionally, any college that closed or was in default
and also experienced one of the other distress conditions
in the same year or the previous year was labeled as being
in distress.




Table 4
Summary of Chi-Square Tests between Conditions of Distress
in 1978, Separately by Type of Control?
Default Current Current
Type of on Enroll- Fund Fund
Distress Federal ment Salary Balance Revenue
Closei Loan Declines Declines Declines Declines

Closed -= c c c b c
Defaulted n.s. - n.s. n.s. b n.s.
Enrollment * * % - n.s. b NeS.
Salary *% Kk n.s. — b n.s.
Current Fund kA k * *xk k% - b

Balance
Current Fund D b b b b -

Revenue
n.s.: not significant

*: probability < .01
**%: probability < .001
**%x: probability < .0001

a Results for private colleges are below the diagonal and those for public

colleges are above the diagonal.
b Not computed for colleges with this type of control.
¢ No public college closed in 1978, and therefore these chi-square

tests are not computable.




(3) Additionally, any college that did not close or default
but that experienced at least two of the other distress
conditions in the same year was labeled as being in dis-
tress in that year.

Table 5 dispfays the number of colleges experiencing each of thc distress
conditions considered individually and the total number labeled as being in

distress according to the above rules, separately by year. In spite of

_having included a measure of distress designed specifically for public col-

leges (current fund revenues distress), we identified relatively few of )
them in any year as being in distress. Public colleges appear to experi-
ence less institutional stress, presumably because most of their revenue
comes frem government appropriations and they can therefore attract stu-
dents by offering very low tuition rates. Table 6 displays the number of
colleges experiencing various distress conditions and labeled as being in
distress in 1978, separately by educational sector. No university was
identified as being in distress. Public 4-year colleges and public 2-year
colleges were abctt equally likely to be in distress (1.4% and 1.5%), while
private 4-year colleges were éomewhat less likely to be showing signs of
distress than were private 2-year colleges (8.3% vs. 9.7%). Of the 101
institutions identified as being in distress in 1978, 98 were either pri-

vate 2-year colleges, private 4-year colleges, or public 2-year colleges.

The question has frequently been raised whether colleges in'financial .
trouble in various years‘are the same colleges for the most part or wheéher
there is a great deal of movement into and out of difficulties over a period’
of a few years. Figure 1 addresses this question fecr varilous cpqﬁitions of
distress, first for‘Qach condition separately and then for being labeleg as.
beiﬁg in distress according to the criteria listed above. The coefficie-.cs

associated with the arrows are the probabidities of a college, either in

- distress or&ép;, being either in d'stress or not the following year. Thé

coefficients were computed as the mean of the transition probabilities
between two pairs of years: from 1976 to 1977 and from 1977 to 1978.
(Closing {8, of course, not included in Figure 1, since a cpllege that
closes one year does not exist the next year.) Defaulting on a federal
loan is distinctive in that a college that is in default one year 1s very

likely to be a default the next year (.95 probability). In contrast, about
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» . Table 5

Colleges Experiencing Various Distress Conditions and Labeled

as Being in Distress, by Year and by Public vs. Private .
o e e e e ——— e e m e m s e M e TS e i 4 m e e m e e ,A—-T_l e e ————e e —— e =
R . S S | S oo M98
Public Private Total Public Irivate Total "Public Private Totlal
N 2 N X, - N % N )4 N %4 N % ___'N x N _ X N__Z
P T T s e e e e T —_ - - s T T s T - =
Closure ’ 1 (0.1) 4 (0.4) 5 (0.3) - 0 4 (0.4) 4 (U.2) 0 10 (0.9) 10 (0.5)
Default on Fedical fLoan® (4] 30 (2.8) 30 (1.9) 0 33 (3.0) 33 (1.7) 11 (1.2) 83 (7.5) 94 4.7)
Extreme Decline la 1
Eato) lwent &P 39 (4.3) 157 (14.4) 196 (9.8) 64 (7.1) 132 (12.1) 196 (9.8) 60 (6.6) 136 (12.3) 196" (9.7)
3 Fifréut Decline in
Mcan Faculty salary 7V (%.9) 109 (10.0) 180 (9.0) 49 (5.4) 128 (11.7) 177 (8.9) 39 (4.3) 136 (12.3) 175 (8.7)

Extreme Declie fn

Current Fund Balance v o '
per Current Fund Ex-

Pwudl(ul’esb and .

Negat ive Balance® N/A 67 (6.2) N/A N/A 64 (5.9) N/A N/A 70 (6.4) N/A

Extreme Decline in
Current Fund Revenues
and Decline per FIE

Studentbsd 82 (9.1) N/A N/A 79 (8.7) N/A N/A 55 (6.0) N/A, N/A
fabeled as Betng in . ¥
Distressd 22 (2.4) 56 (5.1) 8 (3.9) 21 (2.3) 63 (5.8) 84 (4.2) 12 (1.3) 89 (B.1) 101 (5.0) -

-
-

2 e m e = e e e e e e e

.

4 fhe number of defaults in 1976 and 1977 refer only .o defaults on HEW loans. For 1978, the number of defaults 15 the union of
detaults on HEW Loans ia 1978 and 1979 and on HUD luans in 1980. This procedure accounts for most of the apparent increase in
defanbts and belug labeled as belug in distress between 1977 and 1978.

b Decllne stnce 1975,

h

£ For private colleges ondy.

d For publle colleges only,

O
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Colleges Ident.fied as Being in Distress,

Table 6

by Type of Distress and Educational Sector: 1978
Public Private Total
Uni- 4~Year 2-Year Uni- 4~year 2-Year
versity College College versity College College
N % N % N % N % N__ % N % N %
Closed and Another
l'orm of Distress 0 0 0 0 5 (0.6) 3 (1.7) 8 (0.4)
Defaulted and Another
Form of Distress 0 2 (G.9) 2 (0.3) 0 44 (5.1) 4 (2.3) 52 (2.6)
Not Closed or Defaulted;
At Least Two Other
Forms of Distress 0 1 (0.5) 7 (1.2) 0 23 (2.7) 10 (5.7) 41 (2.0)
Total: In Distres 0 3 (l.4) 9 (1.5) 0 72 (8.3) 17 (9.7) 101 (5.0)
Not Known to Be in
Distress 85 (100) - 213 (98.6) 601-(98.5) 66 (100) 792 (91.7) 158 (90.3) 1916 (95.0)




Enroliment
Jistress

FacuL:v
Salakv
Disgress

}

Cdrreut Fund
34lance

D%stress

,f
;'

Current Fund
Revenues
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Figure 1. Transition probabilities between being and not being in various
kinds of distress in successive years.
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half of the cslleges with enr011ment,aistress, faculty sgiéry distress, or f
current fund revenues &istress do not appear to be in that kind of distress
the following year, and one—-third of the colleges with current fund balance
distress have recovered by the next year. When these various forms of dis-
tress are combined into a single categorizati&p of being in distress, 464
of the collgges in distress one year are not sg labeled the next year, and
3z ?f the colleges not identified as being in distress are in distress the
next year. Thus, thgre is a great deal of nmovement in and out of distress
(as we have defined it): of the 170 colleges labeled as being in distress
for-at least one year out of 1976, 1977, and 1978, only 25 were in distress

.all three years. .

Y

Validation of Individual IndIEators

~

- The final step in the validation of the proposed indiéators was to ,

compare mean values on the indicatérs for colleges identified as being in

distress with the values of the remaining colleges that are not known to be

in distress, separately by educational sector and/by year. Only three of

the six sectors were‘included, since (not surpristngly) no cases of dis-

tress were identified for public or private universities and very few cases
of distress were identified for public 4-year colleges. Each indicator was
validated in several forms: as static indicators computed for the year of
distress and for the previous year and as change indicators covering vari-
ous numbers of years prior to the year of distress:and prior to the previ-
ous year (e.g., 1977-1978, 1976-1978, 1975-1978, 1976-1977, and 1975-1977,

/ when the year of distress was 1978). Static indicators for the previous

{ . year and change indicators covering one or more years prior to the previous
year were }ncluded because distress might be more closely related to cer-
tain conditions during the previ>us year than to those conditions in the
current year, and it would be useful to be able to predict distress. After
first testing fﬁ;’ﬁomogeneity of variance in the two populat;ons, the
appropria£e form of tﬁe t-test for difference in means (i.e., assuming or

not assuming homogeneity of variance) was performed for each comparison.

The results for colleges identified as being iﬁ’distress in 1978 are
' .
attached as an appendix. The results for colleges in distress in 1976 and
> - .
(&) =32~
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1977 were siwilar, although change indicators for ‘h“ose years could not be
¢alcuiated over as many years (i.e., we do not have data for two or more

years prior to 1976 or three years prior to 1977).

The results of these analyses for 1978 are summarized in Table 7.
Within each sector, the indicators validated as being related to distress 2
(by the procedures described in the previous paragraph) have been (:Leredr
from those haviqgﬁthe strongest relation to distress to those having the
.eakest relation to-distress. Since extreme values on a few indicators
were used to identify colleges in distress (e.g., extreme decline in -mean
salary of full-time faculty) their relation to distress was assumed and
cannot be adequately validated by these analyses.

Bas .d on the more detailed results contained in the appendix, it was
generally the case that (1) static indicators were more closely r>lated to
distress than the change forms of these indicators, (2) indicators for the
current year (1978) were more closely related to distress than indicators
for the previous year (1977), and (3) change indicators became mcre closely
related to distress as they spanned a greater number of years. There were
exceptions, of course. Many indicatcr, were related to distress only for
private colleges (e.g., indicators concerning endowment), a few oniy for
public colleges (e:g., the static value of room changes). For many indica-
tors, their static values were significant, while the amount of change over
time was consistently not related to distress (e.g., interest payments on
plant debt); for a few indicators, the opposite was true (e.g., some of the
indicators concerniag scholarships). A number of indicators that had been
suggested in the literature as being revealing about an institution's

ctatus we found to be unrelated to distress ip all three sectors.

Very little prior research in Lhis field has used institutional lata
for two or more years to compute indicators of change over timc. We have
found that, in some cases, the change form of an indicator is more closely
related to institutional viability than the static form; and, in & number
of other cases, the change form adds independér' information about a col-
lege's status, even though the static form is more closely related to

viability. These results should encourage resZ..herc in the future to

work v'ith longitudinal data files when possible.
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_ Table 7
a
2R Summary of Results from Validation of Indicators, Separately by Sector
A )
b In Contrast to Other Colleges,
F
Indicator orm Colleges in Distress Tend to...
Private 4—Year Colleges
Mean salary of full-cime fncultyc change decrease faculty salaries more
Full-time equivalent (FTE} students static have fewer students
.. Full-time faculty members static have fewer faculty members
Mean salary of full-time faculty static pay their faculcty less
Current fund balance + 202 endowment static have a negative balance
balance/educational and general (E&G)
‘ expenditures
Current fund ballnte/current fund static have a negative balance
expenditures (CFE)
Unrestricted current fund balance/CFE static have a negative bslance
FIE students® change have decreasing enrollments
Total net revenue/total revenue static hsve negstive ret revenues
FTE students/full-time faculty static have fewer students per facultv member
End owment market value/CFE static have less endowment per CFZ
Debt on plant/current fund reven. es static have nore debt per CFR
(CFR)
Plant debt/plant assets static have more debt per assets
Payments on plant debt/principal owed static pay off less of devt principal
Net change in all funds/FTE stude.t static have decreases in fund balances
Endowsnt income/CFR static have a smaller proportion of income
from endowment
Endcwment market value/FTE student static have less endowment per student
Net change in current funds/CFR static have nagative net change in current
funcda
Tuition rate for undergraduates change decresse tuitinu for undergraduaces’
Unrestricted scholarships/FTE student change decrease scholarships per student
Instructional expenditures/E&G static have a smaller proporticn of expendi-
expenditures tures for instruction
Instructional expenditures/CFE scatic have a smaller proportion of expendi-
tures for ‘nscruction
Current fund b.lnnc‘/cFEC change have a decressing balance per CFE

Indicators are ordered from those having the strongest relation to distress to those having the
weaakest relstion to distress.

The form of an indicator can be either static (based on data from a single year) or change (based on
the change ia the indicator’s value over time).

Extreme values on chis variable were uesad to identify distress. Consequently, the relation of this
Q indicator to distress was assumed and cannot be validated by these analiyses.

ERIC "
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Table 7 (continued)

b In Contrast to Other Colleges,
Iadicator Form Colleges in Distress Tend to...
Current fund balance + 20 endowment change nave a decreasing balance per E&G

balance/ESG expenditures

.

E&G expenditures/FTE student static spend more per student

Interest payments on debt/CFE static spend a higher proportion on interest
- piyments

Unrestricted scholarsnips/CFE change have decreased the proportion of

expenditures for scholarships

CFE/FTE student static spend more per student

Library expenditures/E&G expenditures static spend a smaller proportion for librarles
CFR/full-time faculcy stat ic have less revenue per faculty member
Room charges chauge decrease room charges

(All other variables were found to be not significamt at the .0l level.)

Private 2-Year Colleges

Currenr fund balance/CFEc static have a negative balance

Unrestricted curreat fund balance/CFE static have a negative balance

Current fund balance + 20X endowment static have a negative balance

balance/ESG expenditures

Mean salary of full-time facultyc change decrease faculty salaries more

full-time faculty members change decrease number of faculty members

ESG expenditures/FTE student static spend more per student

FTE students® change have decreasing enrollments

FTE students static have fewer students

Unrestricted CFR/FTE student static have greater revenues per student

Full-time faculty members static have fewer faculty members

CFE/FTE student static spend more per student

CFE/FTE student change increase expenditures more per student

Tuition and fee revenues/FTE student change increase tu‘tion revenues more per
student

Net tuirion r senues/FTE student change increase net tuition more per student

Tuition rate static charge nigher tuition

(All other variables were found to be not signiffcan. ar the .0l level.)

Public 2-Year Colleges

FTE students static have fewer students
' Interest payments on deot;CFT static spend a smaller proportion on interest
payments (1)
Q .
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Table 7 (continued)

Fora® In, Soucesns o Other Colleges,
Full-time faculty members atatic have fewer faculty members
Plant debt/plant assets stacic have less debt per assets (:)
Mean salary of full-time facultyc change decrease faculty salaries
Debt on plant/CFR atatic have less debt per CFR (!)
Payments on plan:t debt/principal owed static pay off leee debt principal
FTE students/full-time faculcy static have fewer students per faculty member
Debt on plant/CFR change have less of a decrease in debt per CFR
Plant debt/plant assets change decrease their debt less per assecs
Research expenditures/full-time faculty static spend less on research per Eaculcy

member

CFR/full-time faculrty static have less revenue per faculty member
Room charges static have higher room charges
Net auxiliary revenue/auxiliary static have negative net auxiliary revenus
revenue
Mean salacry of full-time facu.ty static pay the faculty less

(ALl othar variables weze found to be not significant at the .0l level.)

Indicdtors are ordered from those having the strongest relation to distress to those having the weakest

relation to distress. .

The form of an indicator can ba either static (based on data from a single year) or change (based on

the change in the indicator's value over time).

Extreme 7alues on this variable ware used to identify distress.

Consequently, the relation of this

indicacor "o discress was adsumed and camnot be validated by these analyses.
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Nevertheless, static indicators tended to be more closely related to

institutional viability than change indicactors in our analyses. A prob-
able reason is that the value of an indicator in a particular year reflects
accumulated change over many previous years, and therefore the current
value of an indicator is usually more informative than the change in that
indicator over a period of only the previous two or three years. This
conclusion 18 supported by the finding that change indicators tended to
become more closely related to institutional viability as they spanned a
greater number of yzars. If we had been able to cchpute change indicators
over a period of four, five, or more years, possibly they would then have

been as informative as the static indicators.

It is unfortunate that indicators for the previous year did not usually
predict distress as well as did indicators for the current year. It would
be useful for federal and state educational policymakers and for individual
colleges to be able to use data for one year to predice institutional st/tus
the next year. There were a few cases, however, where the previous yed{?s
value was a much better predictor of distress than the current year's
value: 1indicators concerning endowment market value for private 4-year
colleges; indicators concerning the current fund balance for private 2-year
colleges; and, for public 2-year colleges, net auxiliary revenue, the stu-
dent-faculty ratio, and various indicators concerning the amount of plant .
debt and payments on the principal. Although we did not do so, one could

use these end other validated indicators to construct a composite index

that would best predict distress in the following yezr.
The following summary describes which types of meisurss were or were
not found to be valid indicators of distress. (See Taole 3 for a list of

measures of each type.)

Indicators of reliance on various sources of revenues (Indicators

1-10). With only a single exception (endowment income for private 4-year
colleges), none of these ten indicators was found to be related to dis-
tress. Likely candidates that were not validated included tuition and fees
revenues, government appropriations, unrestricted private gifts, and the

proportion of current fund revenues that are restricted.
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Indicators of revenues per student or faculty member (Indicators 1l1-

16). Half of these indicators were found to be valid indicators of dis-
tress for private 2-year colleges (tuition and fees, net tuition, and

unrestricted current fund revenues per student). Current fund revenues per

faculty member was validated for the other two sectors.

Indicators of net revenues (Indicators 17-19). Total net revenue was

validated for private 4-year colleges, and net auxiliary revenue was vali-
dated for private 2-year colleges. None of these indicators was found to

be related to distress for private 2-year colleges. L

Indicators of the distributior of educational and general expenditures

(Indicators 20 and 21). Low proportions for instructional expenditures and
library expenditures (presumably leading to lover quality educational ser=
vices) were found to be valid indicators of distress for private 4-year

colleges but not for the other sectors.

Indicators of the distribution of current fund expenditures (Indicators

22-31). Three out of ten of these indicators were valid for private 4-year
colleges (instructional expenditures, unrestricted scholarships, and inter-

est payments on plant debt). None of these indicators-was validated for

either of the other two sectors.

Indicators of expenditures per student or faculty member (Indicators

32-36). Unrestricted scholarships per student was validated for private
4-year colleges; educational and general expenditures and current fund
expenditures per student were validated for both of the private sectors;
and research expenditures per faculty member was validated for public
2-year colleges. Instructional expenditures per student wcs not related to

distress for any of the sectors.

Ratios of scholarship expenditures to tuition revenues (Indicators 5/

and 38). These two indicators were not valid for any sector.

I

Indicators concerning fund balances (Indicators 39-45). All of these

indicators were related to distress for private 4-year colleges (fund bal-

ances, net changes in funds, and value of endowment). Indicators based on
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the current fund balance were related to distress for private 2-year col-
leges, but none of the fund balance indicators wes found to be valid for
public 2-year colleges. However, one should remember that a decreasing and
negative current fund balance was used to identify distress among private
colleges and therefore cannot be validated by these analyses. The public
colleges tended to have little or no endowment and to have positive current

fund balances even when showing signs of distress in other ways.

Indicators of plant assets and indebtedness (Indicators 46-49). Pri-

vate 4-year colleges in distress tend to have more plant indebtedness than
the rest of that sector, while public 2-year colleges tend to have less
debt. These indicators were not related to distress for private 2-year
colleges. The result for putlic 2-year co'leges is interesting: It appears
that colleges in distress were unable to secure loans (virtually no debt),

and the lack of capital may have contributed to their distress.

Indicators concerning enrollment and faculty members (Indicators 50-

55). Large decreases in enrollment and in faculty salaries were used to
identify colleges in distress and therefore cannot be validated by these
analyses. In addition, however, low enrollment and small numbers of full-
time faculty members were related to distress for all sectors, and low sal-
aries and low student-faculty ratios were related to distress for private
4-year colleges and public 2-year colleges. In sum, colleges in distress
tend to be small, to be losing enrollments, and to be unable to reduce the
number of faculty in proportion to the reduction in the number of students.
The proportions of part-time or unclassified students at a college were not

related to distress for any sector.

Indicators of student tuition and fees (Indicators 56-61). Private

4-year coileges in distress tended to decrease undergraduate tuition rates
and board charges, private 2-year colleges in distress tended to have high
tuition rates, and public 2-year colleges in distress tended to have high
room charges. Small colleges tend to be unable to take advantage of eco-
nomies of scale (e.g., they tend tc have high expenditures per student) and

to be inefficient (e.g., few students per faculty member). Consequently,
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they usually have high tuition, room, and board rates to help cover expen-

ditures. When they find themselves in distress, which frequently happens
to small colleges, one response is to lower student charges so as to be

more ccmpetitive and attract more students.
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DEVELOPMENT OF A COMPCSITE INDEX OF INSTITUTIONAL VIABILITY

To determine the stremgths and weaknesses of various types of colleges,
we can examine their values on a number of individual indicatorg- One type
of college (e.g., single-sex colleges) may frequently be weak because of
declining encollments, while another type of college (e.g., traditionally
black colleges) may frequently be weak because of low levels of endowment
per student. We cannot, therefore, disregard the individual indicators that
have been validated as being related to distress for one or more higher
education sectors. However, it will often be handy to have a composité
measure that summarizes an institution's viability. One approach is to use
discriminant analysis to combine the validated indicators for .each sector
and weight them so as to best identify iﬁétitutional distress. The purpose
of developing these discriminant functions is to enable us to identify col-
leges with patterns of indicator values similar to colleges that had closed,
defaulted, or experienced severe declines in some vital resource, since many
of these colleges may also be in distress and may have a higher probability

of closing or defaulting in the near future than the rest of the population.

The development of a composi*e index of distress, DSCORE, for :h
sector was accomplished %n two steps. First, discriminant analyue. were
performed separately for the three sectors that had sufficient numbers of
colleges identified as being in distress in 1978. The only variables
included in the analyses were those static and change indicators that had
beén found to be significantly related to distress in each sector in 1978.
Second, the unstandardized discriminant coefficients were used to calculate
a 1978 distress score, DSCORE78, for each college in the three sectors.

(In addition, we have tentatively applied the composite in@ex developed for
private 4-year colleges to private universities.) &

Figures 2-4 display the frequency distributions for DSCORE78 for col-
leges not known to be in distress and for colieges identified as being in
distress, separately by sector. DSCORE was designed to have a mean of zero
within each sector, and the standard deviations are approximately one.
Colleges in distress do tend to fall on the lower tail of the distributions,

with a mean value of -2.3 for each of the three sectors. Colleges not known
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Figure 2.

Frequency distribution of the composite index of distress for

ri-

vate four-year colleges in 1978, separately for colleges not known

to be in distress and colleges identified as being in distress.

Note.

The vertical dashed line marks the point on the scale (~1.0)

chosen to classify colleges into those in distress and those not in

distress.

parisons among sectors and among years.
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Figure 3.

L DSCORETS

Frequency distribution of the composite index of distress for pri-
vate two-year colleges in 1978, separately for colleges not known
to be in distress and colleges identified as being in distress.

Note. The vertical dashed line marks the point on the scale (-1.0)
chosen to classify colleges into those in distress and those not in
distress. This dividing point was used uniformly to simplify com-
parison among sectors and among years.
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Figure 4.

Frequency distribution of the composite index of distress for
public two-year colleges in 1978, separately for colleges not
known to be in distress and colleges identified as being in

distress.

Note.

The vertical dashed line marks the point on the scale (-1.0)

chosen to classify colleges into those in distress and those not

in distress.
comparisons among Sectors and among years.
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to be in distress have mean values of 0.2 for both private sectors and 0.0
for public 2-year colleges. Table 8 summarizes the classification “accuracy”
of the discriminant functions when a cutof: score of -1.0* is used to clas-
sify colleges as being or not being in distress. One should remember, how=
ever, that many of the colleges not known to be in distress may actually be
experiencing severe problems, and therefore their low values on DSCORE and
their "misclassification” by the discriminant function as being in distress
may be quite appropriate. From 8% to 13% of the colleges not known to be in
distress are classified as being distress, which are quite reasonable pro-
portions. High proportions of the colleges in each sector are “correctly”
classified, although that is not as important as the proportion of colleges
in distress correctly classified. From 84% to 100% of colleges identified
as being in distress had values for DSCORE78 below -1.0.
N

Although we were unable to develop composite distress scores for uni-
versities or for public &4-year colleges (since none or few were identified.
as being in distress), we could apply the summary me7 ires developed for
private 4-year colleges to private universities. We have tentatively done
this, although we do not know how valid this form of DSCORE is for private-
universities. The results are sisplayed in Figure 5. As one would expect,
almost all of these universities receive high scores and would be judged to
be viable based on this measure. Four private universities, however,
receive scores bilow -1.0 and therefore would be classified as being in

distress based on DSCORE.

Validation of the Index

‘

It was our intention at this point to develop discriminant functions
independently for two half-samples of the colleges in each sector and then

to apply each of those functions to the other half of the sector to

* The statistically optimal dividing point between colleges in distress and
not in distress was approximately -1.0 in all three sectors. A cutoff
score of -1.0 is used uniformly throughout this presentation to simplify
comparisons across sectors and years and to simplify interpretation of
graphed frequency distributions.
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Table 8
s Ciassification "Accuracy" of the Discriminant Functions in 1978, Separately by Sector
Predicted Group Percent of Percent of Cases
Actual Group Number In Not in "All Cases" in Distress
of a Distress Distress Correctly b Correctly
Cases N S Cle..sified Classified
) _ N % N % -
4-Year Frivate Colleges
In Distress 62 52 {23.9) 10 (16.1) 90.1 33.9
Not Known to Be in Distress 632 59 (9.3) 573 (9G.7) *. o
?>-Yea. Pri-ate Colleg s
In bistress 13 11 (84.6) 2 (15.4) 90.9 84.6
A Not Known to Be in Distress 119 10 (8.4) oY  “91.6) ’ ) -
T
2-Year Public Colleses
In Bistress 8 8 (100.0 0 (0.0) 87.5 100.90
Not Known te Be in Distress 519 66 (12.7 453  (87.3) ’ ’

Cases missing Jdata on any »{ the indicators in the discriminant function are excluded.

=3
To simplify comparisons among sectors and among years (Tables 9 and 10), a standard cutoff point of -1.0 was
All three discriminant analyses resulted in differential classifications at

used to classify cases.
approximately this value.
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Figure 5. Frequency distribution of the composite index of distress
developed for private four-year colleges when applied to
private universities in 1978.

Note. The vertical dashed line marks the point on the scale
(-1.0) chosen to classify colleges into those in distress and
those not in distress.
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cross—validate the discriminant functions. Unfortunately, we have identi-

fied too few cases of distress to split the sectors in half. An alternative
and, in this case, more appropriate and informative method of validating

the utility of DSCORE is to apply the functions to data for previous years
and determine how well they identify colleges in distress in those years.

Uf the functions perform well in past years, they should also be valid in
future years (i.e., after 1978). The only obstacle to applying the func-
tions to past years is that some of the variables used to compute DSCORE78
are not available in comparable form for earlier years. For example,
changes in value over a three-year period are not available for 1977 and
1976 bécause the file does nct extend further back than 1975. The compro-
mise we adopted was to substitute a form of each variable as close to its
form in the computation of DSCORE78 as possible. Thus, in computing
DSCORE77 and DSCORE76, the static indicator values were based ¢. 1977 and
1976 data (as one would expect), and the change indicator values were based
on change from 1975, even though that was a shorter span of years than 1975-
1978. This compromise would tend to cause DSCORE to be less discriminating
in 1977 amd 1976.

The results are displayed in Tables 9 and 10. As would be expecteu,
the composite measure does not identify distress qu.te as well for past
years as for the year from which it was developed (1978). However, DSCORE77
and DSCORE76 do identify most of the colleges known to be in distress in
all chree sectors in those years. Consequently, we conclude that the _om-
pésite measure of distress continues to provide an accurate assessment of
the statuses of colleges in years other than 1978 and, given more recent
data, it could be applied to determine the current conditions of colleges

in the sectors for which it was developed.

In summary, we have validated a number of indicators as being related
to distress. The indicators found to be related to distress in each sectoer
were weighted to form summary measures of distress aud viability. These
summary measures accurately identify distress in 197° and, when applied to
earlier years (ueing indicators as similar as possible to the indicators

comprising the 1978 measure), they continue to perform well.

oy
)y
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Table 9
Classification "Accuracy" of the Discriminant Functions in 1977, Separately by Sector
- ___ Predicted Group Percent of Percent of Cases
Actual Grodp Number In Not in |'A11 Casei' in Distress
of Distress D1Stress Correctly Correctly
Cases? S o s es: Classified Classified
, N % N % .
4-Year Private Co.leges
In Distress 42 35 (83.3) 7 (l6.7) 88.1 83.3
Not Known to Be in Distress 661 77 (11.7) 584 (88.3) ’ . '
2-Year Private Colleges
L In Distress 12 7 (58.3) 5 (41.7) 79.1 58.3
e Not Known to Be in Distress 127 24 (18.9) 103 (81.1) ‘
2-Year Publ.c Colleges
In Distress L4 1 (78.6) 3 (21.4) 88.3 78.6
Not Known to Be in Distress 518 59 (11.4) 459 (88.6) o
Cases missing data on any of the indicators in the discriminant function are excluded.
b A standard cutoff point of -1.0 was used to classify cases,
SN/




Table 10

Classification "Accuracy" of the Distriminant Functions in 1976, Separately by

Sector

-0¢-

Predicted Group Percent of Percent of Cases
S Number All Cases in Distress
Acturl Group of b1 in Dgotr::s "Correctly" Correctly
Cases stress s . Classified Classified
N % N %
4~Year Private Colleges
In Distress 35 25 (71.4) 10 (28.6) 85.0 1.4
Not Known to Be in Distress 673 96 (14.3) 577 (85.7) : :
!
2-Yecar Private Colleges
In Distress 11 8 (72.7) 3 (27.3) 87.1 72.7
Not Known to Be in Distress 136 16 (11.8) 120 (88.2) : :
2-Year Public Colleges
In Distress . 17 11 (64.7) 6 (35.3) 80.6 64.7
Not Known to Be in Distress 514 97 (18.9) 417 (81.1) : :

a . ;
Cases missing data on any of the indicators in the discriminant function are excluded.

A standard cutoff point of -1.0 was used to classify cases.
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ANALYSIS OF WHICH TYPES OF COLLEGES ARE OFTEN
NOT VIABLE AND WHY

To simplify visual presentations, DSCORE was converted into a five-level
summary index of viability, from a grade of A for colleges that appear to be
especially strong (i.e., have very high values on DSCORE) down to a grade of
E for colleges that appear not to be viable. Colleges with values for
DSCOORE more than one standard deviation above the mean for their sector were
assigned a grade of A, colleges between one-half and one standard deviation
above the mean were assigned a grade of B, colleges within a half standard
deviation of the mean were assigned a grade of C, colleges between one-half
and one standard deviation bélow the mean were given Ds, and coileges more
than one staqdard deviation below the mean DSCORE for their sector . ~e given
distress gradés of E. Colleges with distress grades of D or E have patterns
of indicator values that are similar to the patterns exhibited by colleges
in their sector that closed, defaulted on a federal loan, or irn other ways

exhibited distress.

Figure 6 displays the distribution of these summary distress grades in
1978 for the entire population. Notice that 1,599 colleges have received

grades (the numbers at the base of each block in the figure refer to the
number of colleges in that category). Colleges may not have received a grade

in 1978 and therefore not be included in Figure 6 for any of several reasons.

e DSCORE could be developed for only three sectors: pubiic
two-year colleges and private four— and two-year colleges.
Therefore, universities and public four-year colleges were
not included in the analyses described in this section.

e DSCORE is a composite measure derived from the indicators
that were validated as being related to distress within each
sector. If a college was missing data on one or more of
those indicators, however, then DSCORE was undefined for
that college and it did not receive a grade.

e Any college that closed before 1978 would not be included in
Figure 6.

The following series of figures display the distributions of summary

distress grades for various kinds of colleges as defined by Carnegie and

ERIC S B2




DISTRIBUTICN OF DISTRESS LEVEL
FGR THE ENTIRE POPULATION

/ 186 / 197 / 666 / 265 / 195 /

SUMMARY DISTRESS GRADE

Figure 6. Frequency distribution of all summary distress grades in 1978.
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National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) classifi-
cation codes, predominant race and sex of enrollment, religious affilia-
tion, Title III funding (developing institutions), and Basic Educational
Opportunity Grant (EEOG) awards made to students. Some kinds of colleges
that might be of interest are not included in these figures because few or
no cases had received grades, ejither because they were universities or pub-
lic four-year colleges (e.g., medical schools and law schools) or because

they were missing data needed to compute DSCORE.

Figure 7 contains the distributions of grades for all the Carnegie and
NCHEMS classification categories (that had any cases with grades). Similar
Carnegie and NCHEMS categories have been displayed across from each other
to aid comparison.* Because distress scores could not be developed for
universities or public four-year colleges, there are no charts for the Car-
negie categories of medical schools, law schools, or institutions for non-
traditional study or for NCHEMS categories of U.S. service schools, medical

schools, or law schools.

Three of these distributions show greater proportions of cases with
grades of D or E than is true for the population as a whole (compare to
Figure 6). First, many liberal arts colleges 11 appear not to be very
viable. (These colleges are approximately equivalent to the “invisible
colleges” studied by Astin and Lee [1972] and to the small, relatively
unselective colleges described by Andrew and Friedman [1976].) NCHEMS 's
corresponding-but-broader category of general baccalaureate colleges
includes many liberal arts colleges I and comprehensive .olleges 11, both
of which tend to nave hlgh scores on the composite index, and therefore the
frequent distress of*liberal arts colleges II does not become apparent under

the NCHEMS classification scheme. Second, teachers colleges, as classified

* Although Carnegie and NCHEMS categories have similar labels, the two
methods of classification often differentiate sets of colleges that do
not correspond closely to one another. As just one example, 147 of the
Carnegie teachers colleges are classified as otiher specialized schools by
NCHEMS, 10% as divinity schools, and 5% as general baccalaureate
colleges; while 32% of NCHEMS's teachers colleges are classified as
liberal arts colleges Il by Carnegie, 14% as comprehensive colleges 11,
11% as comprehensive colleges I, and 11% as schools of fine arts.
Clearly, there is much less overlap between the two classifications than
one might have expected.
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by the NCHEMS code, frequently have grades of E (one or more standard devi-
ations below the mean). The Carnegie classification of teachers colleges
does not éogrespond closely to the NCHEMS classification (as noted earlier),
and as most Carnegie teachers colleges are public four-year colleges, grades
were not assigned to them. Third, two-year vocational colleges (NCHEMS
classification) frequently appear to have low viability. Carnegie codes
have only a single category for all two-year colleges, and consequently the
frequent distress ¢f vocational two-year colleges in comparison to other
two-year colleges (i.e., academic and comprehensive two-year colleges) is

not reveale. under the Carnegie classification scheme.

Figure 8 displays distributions of summary distress grades for tradi-
tionally “lack institutions and for colleges whose predominant race or
ethnic group of students is other than white non-Hispanic. Traditionally
black institutions and colleges with a predominant enrollment of black non-
Hispanic students are quite often (45%) assigned to the lowest levels of
viability. 1In contrast, the few colleges with predominantly Hispanic
enrollments appear to be strong on the whole, possibly because these col-
leges are often part of the statewide community college systems in Califor-
nia or Florida. :

Figure 9 displays distributions cf summary distress grades for men's,
women's, and coordinate (i.e., associated men's and women's) colleges and
for colleges with predominantly female students (757 or more of the enroll-
ment). Women's colleges and colleges with predominantly female students
frequently appeared to have low viability. This may explain why,s during
the years just prior to 1978, many women's colleges became coed--that is,

possibly in response to financial and other pressures.

Figure 10 shows the distributions of distress grades for all reli-
giously affiijated colleges and separately for the seven sects with the
largest numbers of colleges. (Unfortunately, few of the Jewish colleges
had all the data necessary for computing DSCORE, and therefore they could
not be included in these analyses.) On the whole, religiously affiliated
colleges do not seem to be either more viable or less viable than other

colleges. Souvthern Baptist collc es tended to receive high scores, while
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Baptist and Presbyterian (not to be confused with United Presbyterian) col-

leges frequently received low viability scores.

The last figure (Figure 11) displays distributions of distress grades
for colleges directly or indirectly receiving certain kinds of federal
assistance: Title III institutions, colleges with a high proporction of
students receiving Basic Educational Opnortunity Grant (BEOG) awards (42.5%
or more of enrollment--the highest 10% of all colleges in the country), and
colleges with high mean BEOG awards per FTE student ($417 or more in 1978--
again, the highest 10Z of all colleges in the country). All three distri-
tutions show a higher proportion of colleges with grades of D or E than 1is
found in the entire population (compare these distributions to Figure 6).
Moreover, colleges with many students from lower income families (i.e.,
BEOG recipients) are likely tc appear less viable than are Title III

institutions.

The following is a summary of what was done and has so far been learned

from these analyses.

(1) Colleges were identified that exhibited two or more kinds
of distress simultaneously. The criteria for being labeled
as being in distress were made stringent so that one could
be reasonably cerizin that these colleges were experiencing
unusual difficulties- Too few universities or public
four—-year colleges were found to be in distress to continue
analyses in those sectors.

(2) Potential indicators of distress were developed and vali-
dated separately within each of the three remaining sectors.

{3) The indicators found to be related to distress in each sec-
tor were combined to form a summary measure of distress,
DSCORE, which not only was able to accurately categorize
colleges in distress in 1978 (the year for which it was
developed) but also was able to accurately categorize col-
leges in distress in 1977 and 1976.

(4) The distributions of DSCORE (converted into five levels or
grades based cn the standard deviations within each sector)
were examined for 4 variety of different types of colleges.
Soue of those types of colleges were identified as fre-
quently having DSCORE values more than half a standard
deviation below the mean for their sector (i.e., grades of

R
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D or E). We have interpreted these low values as indicat-
ing that these colleges appear to be less viable. The
types of colleges among which we found the greatest fre-
quency of low grades were:

(a) liberal arts colleges II,

(b) teachers colleges (under the NCHiMS classification
svstem),

(c) two-year vocational colleges,
traditionally black institutions,

(e) colleges with a predominant enrollment of black
students,

(f) women's colleges,

(g) colleges with predominantly female enrollment,
(h) Baptist colleges,

(1) Presbyterian colleges,

(j) Title III institutions,

(k) colleges with a high proportion of students receiving
BEOG awards, and

(1) colleges with high mean BEOG awards per FTE student.

with the perfect vision of hindsight, one might state that most or all
of these types of colleges would be expected to be in difficulty. Ti.:y are
“known" to be weak—--to be underfinanced, underattended, or inefficient in
their operations (e.g8., facilities not used .o capacity). The “predict-
ability” of these results is not disturbing, however. Quite the contrary,
we would be disturbed if types of colleges commonly believed to be strong
had often received low grades. The fact that the summary score distribu-

tions for various kinds of colleges agree with prevailing theories and

opinions concerning the viability of different types of institutions

increases our confidence in t“e validity of the summary measure of

viability.




—

Sources of Distress for Various Kinds of Colleges

The next step in this analysis of institutional viability was to
determine why the 12 kinds of colleges found to be less viable were receiv-
ing lower scores. In general, a low value on DSCORE means that a college
exhibits a pattern of values on the validated indicators that is similar to
the pattern exhibited by colleges known to be in distress in the same edu-
cational sector. However, there could be considerable variation in the
patterns of indicator values of colleges that receive the same score on the
summary measure. One’ébllege could receive a low score because of lack of
endowment, another because of small and declining enrollments, and a third

because of low and declining faculty salaries.

Tables 11, 12, and 13 explore the patterns of indicator values dis-

tinctive of particular kinds of colleges that received iuw~ viability grades

‘and th2 following paragraphs summarize the ways in which these types of

colleges showed distinctive patterns of distress. (Since the indicators
tha: were validated as being related to distress vary from one sector to
the next, a separat. table is needed for each sector.) All 12 types of
colleges do aot appea~ on each table, either because a type of college is
not found in a sector (e.g., Baptist colleges are never public) or because
no instance of that type of college receiving low scores was found in a
sector (e.g., public two~year colleges that are traditionally black never
received grades of D or E). The validated indicators in each sector have
been ordered from those having the strongest relation to distress in the
entire sector to those having the weakest relation to distress (the same
order as in Table 7). The body of the table indicates the results of
t-tests between particular kinds of colleges with grades of D or E and the

remainder of the sector.

Libera! Art, Colieges II

Liberal arts colleges II with low viability grades appeared to experi-
ence the entire gamut of problems. However, low endowment per FTE student

did not distinguish those with low scores quite as much as it did for some
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Previvusly Validated Indicators That Distinguish Particular Types of Colleges
with Low Viability Scores in 1978 from the Rest of the Sector:
Private Four-Year Colleges (Total N=1,279)
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" Table 12

Previously Validated Indicators That Distinguish Particular Types of Colleges
with Low Viability Scores in 1978 from the Rest of the Sector:
Sector = Private Two-Year Colleges (Total N=230)

Tvpe of College "D' or "I siability 1n 1973)
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student
Taition rate Stattc 1977 Higoer *kk’ n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. * i
a . ’ .
Tadicators are ordered from those having the stronges:z relation to disrress in ]

2.3, not significant the entire se:zor to those having the weakest relation to distress (sen Taole 7).

-
* = probabiiity < .0l b )
% = orobabilicy . .001 The form of an indicator can be either static (based on data
Rk srosasility < .000l or change (based on :he change in the ina’cator's value over

rom a single seor)
ime).
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Table 13

Previously Validated Indicators That Distingnish Particular Types of Colleges
with Low Viability Score. in 1978 from the Rest of rhe Sector:
Sector = Public Iwo-Year Colleges (Total N=630;

fype of Coi.ee
7 wicn D' or "EY viability fa 197%)

od = £
[ =4 = - )
U Q = -z
~ E - 3 - )
- - 2 - 33
- - = - . < =
- (=] o] R -1 -
T 0 e - . QO - E-n
-~ = =2 — = I’ e =
. -] - - -2 - 2 =
i E) - 2 - Vo=~ = ~ -~ A =z < E
1a £ 3 3 2w i
indizator éorm Dir%ctlon of >~ 52 e 347 _:;_:;; =3
i A o1 4 28 £ =2} 0= A
and Year Difference 2 =4 31 234 ®B_Z4 i
- e a D - - = 2 3~ =
Full-time equivaicat (FTI) Static 1978 Lager Ahk n.s. L n.s. 5.
students
Interest pavments on debt/ Stacig 1573 Lower LLL] * k& n.s. n.5.
currengfund expenditures
i
Full=-time faculty members Static 1979 Lower L n.s. Ak Kk n.s. n.s.
Plant debt,plant assets Static 1978 Lower * n.s. a.s. L 1.5,
Mean salary sf {ull-time Change 73-73 Lower TRk falall falall 1.3, n.s.
faculey
Jebt on plaat./curcenc fana Stacis 1978 Lower A% * * n.s. n.s.
reveaues (CTR)
Payments con o..nt daol, Static i977 Lower a.s. hiohd a.s. a.s. n.5.
principal owea
FT% students/full-cime St.zic 1977 Lower KAk n.s. AR n.s. n.s.
faculcy
Jebt om plaat.CF2 Chay 75-78 Hi.gner kol n.s. n.s. bkl a.s.
Plant debt,plant assets Liiange 5-78 Higher kX n.s. n.s. * n.s.
Research expendit jres/ Staci.c 278 Lower n.s. * n.s. a1.5. R.S.
full-tine facultw
CFR. full-time facalry Static 1978 Lower Ak * *h n.s. 1.5,
Room charges Secatfc 1978 Hdigher a.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Ner auxiiiarv reveuuer Statiz 1977 Lower * n.s. R.5. o3, a.s8.
aux>.iary revenue
“ean salary of ruli-time Static 1973 Lower Lt n.s. *hk n.s. n.s3.
faculty
a
n.s. ® not significant Indicatcrs are orcered from those having the strongest relation
# e oychability < .34 to distress in the entire sector to those naving cthe weakest
** » probapilicty 5 .CO!L relation to distress (see Taole 7).
&%« argnsbility < 000 .

- The form of an indicator can 2e efther static (based on data
frem 3 singla year) or change (based on tne charge in :the
indicator's value over time).

O
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other types of private four-year colleges (e.g., Baptist colleges and
colleges with predominantly black enrollment). More so than other colleges
with low scores, liberal arts colleges in distress were distinctive for
having a high proportion of .heir current fund expeuditures go for interest
payments >n debt, a low proportion of their E&G expenditures go to their

libraries, and low revenues per full-time faculty member.

Teachers Colleges

Few teachers colleges (as identified by the NCHEMS classification code)
received scéres on the summary distress measure, and therefore the t-tests
summarized in Table 11 did not identify many ways in which teachers colleges
were distinctive when they received low scores. The problems that do show
up all relate to low (or negative) fund balances: negative unrestricted
current fund balance, low endowment per student, and a decrease during the

year in the sum of all current funds.

Two-Year Vocational Colleges

Private vocational colleges in distress tended to have unusually high
tuition rates and to have lowered their faculty salaries (in constant dol-
lars) over the preceding few years. Public vocational coileges in distress
were distinctive for having almost no plant debt (an inability tc obtain
needed loans?), low revenues per full-time faculty member, low and decreas-—
ing faculty salaries, low enrollments, and few students per full-time

A

faculty member.

Traditionally Black Institutions and Zolleges with Prea-minantly Black

Enrollment

Pri ate, four-year, traditionally black institutions (TBIs) and pre-
dominantly black institutions (PBIs) showed similar patterns of indicator
values when they received low viability scores. Unlike most private four-

year colleges with low scores, however, TBIs were not distinctively small

¢ -73-
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-
and were less extreme in their lower current fund balances, fnstructional :

expenditures, and faculty salary increases and in their higher level of

debt. Private four-year PBIs with low summary scores tended to have littl%

endowment per student and to have especially low instructional expenditures

compared with the levels of their other expenditures.

There were only three private two-year PBls with low scores, but they é
were distinctive for having few full-time faculty members. Public two-year%
PBIs with low scores were not especially small, nor -.d they pay their :
faculty mucn less than the norm for the rest of t. sector, but their %
faculty salaries in constant dollars had dropped significantly over the :
previous few years, they had especially low research expenditures, and they g

were not paying off much of the principal of their debt.

Women's Colleges and Colleges with Predominantly Female Enrollment

Private four-year colleges in distress that either exclusively or
primarily (75% or more) served women tended <o be especially small and have

decressing enrollments. Their debt tended to be large compared with their

revenues and expenditures, but less so compared with their plant assets.
Compared with other colleges with low scores in the sector, colleges
serving women were not as distinctive for having lowered faculty salaries
or lowered their undergraduate tuition rate (in constant dollars). Com=-
pared with colleges in distress with a high proportion of women students,
exclusively women's colleges ir distress tended to have more endowment but

to devote a smaller proportion of their expenditures to instruction.

Private two-year women's colleges with low viability scores tendel to
have high tuition rates and high unrestricted current fund revenues per FTE
student (probably due to the high tuition rates). Private two-year col-
leges with lcw scores that served predominantly women tended to have very
high tuition rates and to be decreasing the number of their full-time

faculty members. No public two-year college in distress served women

exclusively or predominantl; .

. 7




Presbyterian and Baptist Colleges

Presbyterian colleges with viability grades of D or E tended to be
especially small, to be losing enrollments, to have tew students per faculty
member, to allot a low proportion of their expenditures for instruction,

and to have a high level of debt compéred ty their revenues. Baptist col-
leges with low summary scores, on the other hand, were distinguished 6&
having little endowment, negative current fund balances, and a great deal

of debt for the amount of their plant assets.

Title III Institurions and Colleges with Students Supported by BEOG Awards

Among private four-year colleges, Title III institutions and colleges
with high proportions or high levels of BEOG awards among their students
all had similar patterns of indicator values when they received low scores.
All these colleges tended to be small and to have negative current fund
balances, high expenditures per student, and low current fund revenues per
full-time faculty member. The Title III institutions did differ from the
BECG-supported colleges by having fewer full-time faculty members, decreas-

ing enrollmwents, ana less revenue per faculty member.

Among private two-year colleges with low viability scores, Title III
institutions were distirctive by having high current fund revenues and
expenditures per FTE student; private two-year colleges serving lower
income students were distinctive for thzir small size. The public Title
111 institutions tended to be small, to have few FTE students per full-time
faculty member, and to pay their faculty less than the norm for the sector.
Few public two-year colleges with scores of D or E were serving lower
income students. Their only distiaguishing characteristic was increasing

their level of debt during the previous few years.




FUTURE RESEARCH

There is no ideal stopping point for a research project like this one.
Each analysis and discovery raises further questiors, suggests further
analyses to better delineate and understand the findings, and leads to
obvious next steps. We have been able to (1) identify colleges in distress
“ased on several objective criteria, (2) test the theories and hunches of
other researchers concerning which measures are indicative of institutional
well-being, (3) develop a summary index of viability that accurately iden-
tifies colleges in distress, (4) determine which kinds of colleges fre-
quently appear to be less viable, and (5) summarize the ways in which these
colleges showed distinctive patterns of distress. Questions that have not
been addressed under the current research contract, however, include the

following.

e With what accuracy could the validated indicators predict the like-
lihood of future closures and of loan defaults by col}eges that had not

defaulted before?

® Given identical measures from year to year for the components of

the summary index ¢f distress (which we did not heve), how have the distri-

butions of distress scores for various kinds of colleges varied over time?

e Do women's colleges become coed in response to high levels of dis-
tress (e.g., declining enrollments)? Do colleges merge in res.onse to dis-—
tress? (Actual mergers would have to be distinguished from other causes of

two or more FICE codes being combined into a single FICE code.)

e When colleges become more viable over one or two years, which

actions did they take that were so effective?

e What are the numbers and characteristics of students who attend
colleges with low viability scores? What is the quality of the education

they receive?

30
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e Finally, what governmental policies would most benefit types of
colleges that are frequently not viable? In which circumstances is some
federal or state action advisable to ensure equal access to varied, quality

education?

These and other research questions will have to be left to future

efforts that take up where this one left off.

-77-
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APPENDIX

Means on the 61 Indicators (in Both Static and

Change Forms) for Colleges in Distress and Colleges

Not Knbwn to Be in Distress in 978,

.° Separately by Sector




The following 61 tables present evidence that can be used to validate
(or, in many cases, invalidate) the indicators as being related to institu-
tional distress. Each table summarizes the performance of o#e indicator,
separately for the three educational sectors in which we identified suffi-
cient numbers of colleges as being in distress: &4-year private colleges,
2-year private colleges, 2-year public colleges. Each line in a takle sum-
marizes the performance of a different form of the indicator (as indicated
on the left). The lines above the dashed division in each sector are all
measures based on data from the year in which the college was in distress
(1978); these are tests for concurrent validity. The lines below the
dashed division are measures based on data from the year before the college
was identified as being in distress (1977); these are tests for predictive

validity.

The first table (for Indicator 1, Tuition/Current Fund Revenues) is not
particularly dramatic, but it can serve as an example of how to read these
summaries. The first line indicates that the 72 4-year private colleges in
distress received an average of 48.7% of their current fund revenues from
tulition and fees and that the 791 other 4-year private colleges not kncwn
to be in distress received an average of 51.5Z of their current fund reve-
rnues from tuition and fees. This difference is small, and the "n.s.” in
the right-hand column indicates that the t-test used to compare the mears
of these two groups of colleges found no statistically significant differ-
ence. All of the other differences for Indicator 1 between distressed
colleges and colleges not known tn be in distress are also small, and we
can conclude from the column of n.s.'s that this indicator is not related
to distress. Note that, as you would expect, private colleges receive
about half of their current fund revenues frcm tuition, while public col-
leges receive only about one-seventh of their revenues from tuition on the
average.

There are a number of ways in which an indicator could be related to
distress, and these would show up as different patterns of asterisks
(denoting levels of statistical significance) in che right-hand column. An
indicator couli be valid for private colleges only (asterisks in the top
t'vo-thirds of t*: table), for public colleges only (asterisks in the bottom
tnird of the table), or for a single educational sector (e.g., 4-year pri-
vate colleges). If only the static forms of th. indicator are valid, then
only the first or fifth line in a section of the table will be significant
(see, for example, the table for Indicator 3l1--Interest Payments on Plant
Debt/Current Fund Expenditures). If only~thange in an indicator's value is
related to distress but not its absolute value, then the othei lines will
be significant, especiilly the fourth and seventh lines (see, for example,
the section on 2-year private colleges in the tabhle for Indicator 55).
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Indicator 1: Tuition/Current Fund Revenues
College. Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Form of Indicator in 1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
+-Year Private
Sftatic: 1973 72 48.7% 791 51.5% -1.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.47% 782 +0.37% -0.8 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -1.0% 775 +0.37% -1.4 n.s
1975-1978 71 +0.67% 763 +0.8% -0.3 n.s
Static: 1977 ) 72 49.1% 782 . 51.4% ~-1.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.7% 772 +0.0% -1.1 n.s.
1975-197/ 71 +0.8% 768 +0.5% 0.3 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 i7 47.8% 158 49.9% -0.4 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.7% 149 +0.4% -0.6 n.s.
1976-1978 17 -0.4% 147 +0.4% ~0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +0.27% 144 +2.9% -1.2 n.s
Staric: 1977 17 48.5% 149 49.2% -0.1 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 +0.27% 147 +0.3% -0.0 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +0. 8% 144 +2.5% =0.7 n.s.
2=Year Public
Static: 1978 9 15.27% 599 14.5% 0.2 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.27% 591 -0.57% 0.7 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +0.2% 579 -0.7% 0.5 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +2.17% 569 +0.1% 1.0 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 15.0% 591 15.17% -0.0 n.s.
Change: 1976=1977 9 +0.0% 579 -0.1% 0.2 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +1.9% 569 +0.7% 1.2 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l
k%% = probab.lity < .0001
0.
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Indicator 2: Endowment Income/Current Fund Revenues .

College Sector and Diigrfgigd Notigiigggssed
Form of Indicatcr t-value Prob.
N Mean N - Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 1.7% 791 3.4% =4.4 k¥k
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.0% 782 -0.1% 0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 72 +0.0% 775 +0.1% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -0.8% 768 -0.2% -0.8 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 1.87% 782 3.5% -4.4 k%
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.17 775 +0.27% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -0.7% 768 -0.1% -0.8 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 1.0% 158 1.3% -0.8 n.S.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.17% 149 -0.47% 2.5 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +0.2% 146 -0.1% 1.5 In.s.
1975-1978 17 ~0.0% 144 -0.5% 1.4 n.s
Static 1977 17 0.9% 149 2:2% -1.6 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +0.1% 146 - +0.2% -0.6 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -0.1% 144 -0.1% -0.0 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 0.0% 600 0.0% 0.2 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.07% 592 -0.0% 1.4 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +0.0% 582 +0.07% -0.5 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +0.0% 573 -0.0% 1.4 n.s.
Static 1977 9 0.0% 592 0.0% 0.1 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +0.0% 582 +0.07% -2.0 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +0.0% 573 -0.0% 0.6 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
*%% = probability < .0001 9}7

—-84—




Indicator 3: Federal Appropriations/Current Fund Revenues

College Sector and Diitrﬁgigd Not.DiT;§gssed
Form of Indicator n 0 t-value Prob.
N Mean N _ Mean
4=-Year Pr*-rate
Static: 1978 72 1.0% 791 0.6% 0.7
Change: 1977-1978 72 +0.67% 782 -0.17% .0
1976-1978 72 +0.5% 775 -0.1% .0
1975-1978 72 -0.7% 768 -0.1% -0.5
Static: 1977 72 0.4% 782 0.7% -0.9
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.1% 775 -0.1% -0.2
1975-1977 72 -1.3% 768 ~-0.1% -1.5
ol
2-Year Private
Stacic: 1978 17 2.5% 158 0.4% 1.6
Change: 1977-1378 17 +1.5% 13 -0.17% 2.1 .S.
1976-1978 17 +0.6% 147 -0.37% 0.8 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +1.3% 144 -0.5% 1.6 n.s
Static: 1977 17 1.0% 149 0.5% 0.5 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 ~0.9% 147 -0.2% -0.8 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -0.2% 144 -0.3% < 0.2 n.s.
__// o
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 0.8% 600 1.8% -1.7 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 -1.3% 592 -0.3% -0.8 n.s
1976-1973 9 -0.6% 582 -0.6% 0.0 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -1.6% 573 -1.0% -0.4 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 2.17 592 2.1% 0.0 n.s.
Change: 1376-1977 9 +0.7% 582 -0.3% 2.6 n.s
1975-1977 9 -0.3% 573 -0.77% 0.2 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l -
*% = probability < .00l
’ k%k = probability < .000l .
-85= [0 B
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Indicator 4: State Appropriations/Current Fund Revenues ' ,

Colilege Sector and DiitrTgigd Notigiigggssed
Form of Indicator - t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4=Year Private ’
Static: 1978 72 0.5% 791 0.7% -1.3 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 +0.0% 782 -0.1% 0.9 n.s.
1976-1978 72 +0.1% 775 -0.07% 0.8 n.s.
1975-1978 72 +0.1% 768 -0.0% 1.6 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 0.4% 782 0.75% -1.9 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.0% 775 +0.0% 0.0 n.s.
1975-1977 72 +0.17% 768 . +0.0% 0.8 n.s.
2-Year Privite
Static: 1978 17 0.4% 158 1.3% -1.8 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.2% 149 +0.1% 0.2 n.s.
) 1976-1978 17 +0.0% 146 +0.1% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -0.2% 144 +0.2% -1.3 n.s
Static: 1977 17 0.2% 149 0.87% -1.4 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -0.27% 146 -0.0% -0.6 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -0.47% 144 +0.07% -1.4 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 56.9% 600 47.5% 1.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 .9 -1.2% 592 +0.67% -0.8 n.s.
1976-:978 9 -2.4% 582 +1.3% -1.3 n.s.
1975-1978 9 o =9.47 573 +0.67 -2.1 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 58.1% 592 46.77% 2.0 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 -1.2% 582 +0.7% -0.7 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -8.2% 573 +0.1% -2.6 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l 99
k%% = probability < .0001
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Indicator 5: Local Appropriati&ﬁs/Current Fund Revenues

College Sector and Diigrigigd Not'ziﬁgggssed
Form of Indicator = t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Pr}vate
Static: 1978 72 0.0% 791 0.0% 0.8 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 +0.07% 782 -0.0% 1.4 n.s.
1976-1978 72 +0.07%. 775 -0.0% 1.8 n.s.
1975-1978 72 +0. 0% 768 -0.07% 1.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 0.0% 782 0.0% -1.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.07% 775 -0.0% 1.1 n.s.
1975-1977 72 +0.07% 768 -0.0% 1.2 n.S;
2-Year Privata-
Static: ‘1978 17 0.0% 158 0.2% -1.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.0% 149 +0.0% -0.9 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +0.0% 146 +0.0% -0.0 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +0.0% 144 -0.07 0.4 n.s
Static 1977 17 0.0% 149 0.2% -1.0 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +0.07% 146 -0.0% 1.0 n.s.
i 1975-1977 17 +0.0% 144 -0.0% 1.0 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 10.9% 601 19.0% -1.3 #.S.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.9% 593 -0.2% 2.3 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +1.3% 583 | +0.5% 0.7 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +3.9% 574 +1.0% - 0.7 n.s
Static 1977 9 10.17% 593 19.3% -1.5 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +0.5% 583 +0.67% -0.2 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +3.0% 574 +1.0% 0.5 n.s.
n.s. = not significaat
* = probability < .0l
**% = probability < .00l
*** = probability < .CCOlL
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Indicator 6: Government Appropriations/Current Fund Revenues

College Sector and
Form of Indicator

Pistressed
in 1978

Mean

)\’
Not Distre
in 1978

ssed

Mean

t-value

Prob.

4-Year Private

Static:

Change:

Static:

Change:

1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975--1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Privata

Static:

Change:

1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Public

Static:

1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

not significant
probability < .0l

probabiiity < .00l
probability <

.0001




Indicator 7: GCovernment Contract Revenues/Current Fund Revenu=s

Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4=Year Private
Static: 1978 72 9.0% 791 2 6.9% 2.0 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 ~-0.2% 782 -0.0% -0.2 n.s
1976-1978 72 +0.47% 775 +0.2% 0.3 n.s
1975-1978 72 +1.8% 768 +1.0% 1.0 n.s
Static 1977 72 9.1% 782 6.9% 2.1 n.s
Change 1976-1977 72 +0.5% 775 +0.2% 0.6 n.s
‘ 1975-197 72 +1.9% 768 +1.1% 1.6 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 3.8% 158 6.9% -2.0 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.3% 149 +1.0% -1.6 n.s
1976-1978 17 +1.0% 146 +0.7% 0.2 n.s
1975-1978 17 +0.97 144 +0.0% 0.4 n.s
Static: 1977 17 4.2% 149 6.1% -1.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +1.3% 146 -0.7% 1.4 n.s
1975-1977 17 +1.2% 144 -0.9% 1.3 n.s
2-Yezr Public
Static: 1978 9 9.1% 600 7.8% 0.5 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +1.17% 592 +0.3% 0.7 n.s
1976-1978 9 +0.7% 582 -0.2% 0.3 n.s
1975-1978 9 +4.87 573 -0.6% 1.3 n.s
Static 1977 9 8.07% 562 7.4% 0.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.47% 582 -0.5% 0.1 n.s
1975-1977 9 +3.7% 573 -0.9% 1.5 n.s
n.s. = not significant .
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
*%* = probability < .000l
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"Indicator 8: Auxiliary Enterprise Revenués/Current Fund Revenues .
v
©  College Sector and , Diigrfgigd Notigiig;gssed
.Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N . Mean N Mean
i
A—Yea;‘%rivaft
T .
Static: 1978° 72 18.7% 791 19.4% © =0.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.3% 782 ~-0.17% -0.5 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -0.7% 775 -0.2% -0.8 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -1.0% 768 -0.5% -0.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 *72 19.0% 7827 19.6% -0.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.47 775 - =0.1% -0.5 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -0.7% 768 -0.4% -0.4 n.s.
2=-Year Private )
t
Static: 19738 17 16.0% 158 17.6% -0.° n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.47% 149 -0.5% 0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 17 -3.5% 146 -0.4% -1.8 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -4.6% 144 -1.0% -1.7 n.s.
Static: 1977 ) 17 16.4% 149 18.3% -0.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -3.1% 146 +0.1% -1.6 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -4.3% 144 -0.67% -1.5 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 5.5% 600 6.8% -0.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +1.6% 592 +G.0% 1.4 a.s.
1976~-1978 9 +0.47% 582 -0.0% 0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -0.1% 573 + .27 -0.3 n.s.
Static: 1977 ) 9 3.9% 592 6.8% -1.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 -1.2% 582 -0.1% -1.% n.s.
1975-1977 9 -1.7% 573 +0.27% -1.8 n.S.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .31
** = probability < .00l
kkk = probability < .0001 1{);3
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Indicator 9: Unrestricted Gifts/Current Fund Revenues

©

Distressed Not Distressed

College Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of -Indicator t-value Prob.
¥ Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Statict 1978 72 C13.7% 791 10.9% - 2.0 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 +0.1% 782 -0.3% 0.6 s,
1976-1978 -72 +0.3% 775, -0.4% 1.0 ~n.s.
1975-1978 72 -1.1% 766+ =0.9% -0.1 r.s.
Static: 1977 72 13.5% 782 10.9% 2.0 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.27 775 -0.1% 0.4 .
1975-1977 72 -1.2% 768 -0.6% -0.4 ‘n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 20.8% 158 14.6% 1.0 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +4.5% 149 -0.67% 0.9 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +9.,6% 147 -0.7% 1.5 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +5.9% 144 -0.9% 1.2 n.s
Static: . 1977 17 16.3% 149 15.4% 0.2 n.s
Change: 1976~1977 17 +5.1% 147 -0.1% 1.1 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +1.4% 144 -0.1% 0.6 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 0.1% 600 9.1% -0.7 n.s.
Change: - 1977-1978 "9 +0.12 . 592 N 40.0% 0.6 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +0.1% 582 +0.0% 0.8 n.s.
19751978 -9 +0.1% 573 +0.0% 0.5 n.s
Static: 1977 9 0.0% 592 0.1% ~4.1 *kk
Change: 1976-1977 +0.0% 582 -0.0% 0.9 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -0.0% 573 -0.0% -0.3 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l ~
*%* = probability < .00l
*%% = srobability < .000l
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Indicator 10: Restricted .C'rrent Fund

Revenues/Total Current Fund Revenues

~—

«
7

¥
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Collegé Sector and Distressed Noc‘Distressed
. . in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicater — t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4=Year Private
Static: 1978 °. 72 10.27% 791 9.8% 0.3 n.s.
Change: . 1977-1978 72 -0.5% 782 +0.2% 411 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -0.0% 775 +0.3% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 72 +0.97% 768 +1.1% -0.3 n.s.
————— S T~~~ T T TS TToTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT T T T
Static: 1977 72 10.7% 782 9.7% 0.6 . S.
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.5% 775 +0.1% 0.8 “n.s.
1975=1977 72 +1.3% 768 +0.9% 0.5 n.s.
2-Tear Private
Static: 1978 17 5.8% 158 9.07% -1.7 L.S.
Change: 1977-1973 17 -4.8% 149 +1.3% -1.1 n.s.
1976-1978 17 -3.2% 146 +1.5% -0. n.s.
1975-1978 17 -2.1% 144 +0.1% -0.4 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 10.6% 149 7.9% 0.5 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 +1.5% 146 -0.1% 0.9 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +2.7% 144 -1.1% 1.9 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 8.17% 600 7.3% 0.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1973 9 +0. 6% 592 +0.2% 0.7 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -0.73% 582 -0.27% -0.1 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +3.5% 573 -0.0% 1.2 n.s.
Static 1977 -9 7.5% 592 7.1% 0.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 -1.0% 582 -0.4% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +2.9% 572 -0.3% 1.2 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .01 -
** = probability < .00l -
%% = probability < .0001 105




Indicator 11: Tuit?ﬁh and Fees Revénues/FTE Student

Cnllege Sector and Diigrigggd thigiiggzssed
Torm of Indicator t-value Prob. .
) N Mean N - Mean .
4-Year Private -
Static: 1978 72 $2,512 790 $§2,491 0.2 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$44 780 +$24 0.4 n.s
® _1976-1978 72 -$28 775 +$53 -1.1 n.s
v 1975-1978 71 +$53 768 +394 ~0.7 n.s
2 Static 1977 72 $2,467 781 $2,476 -0.1 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 -$73 775 +$27 -1.2 n.s
1975-1977 71 +$9 767 +$69 -0.9 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 $§2,097 158 $1,594 2.5 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 +$140 149 +$11 1.5 n.s.
’ 1976-1978 17 +$142 147 +$16 1.6 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +$316 144 -$4 2.8 %
Static: 1977 17 $1,957 149 $1,592 1.8 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +$1 147 +$12 -0.2 n.s
1975-1977 17 45176 144 -$9 1.6 n.s
——
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $437 399 $378 0.8 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +$5 590 -S4 0.4 n
1976~-1978 9 +$53 579 +$13 1.1 n.s
1975-1978 9 +569 569 -$0 1.5 n.s
Static: 1977 9 $432 590 $383 0.6 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +548 578 +$18 0.9, n.s
1975-1977 9 +564 568 +3 1.3 n
n.s. = not significant
. *  probability < .0l
** = probability < .0Cl
*%% -« probability < .0001
Q 4 ,
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Indlcator 12: Net Tuition*/FTE Student ,
Distressed . Not Distressed
Coll z
college Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
+=Year ! rivate
Stacic: 197 72 $2,22, 790 $2,265 -0.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$13 780 +5$20 -0.1 n.s
. 1976-1978 72 -$13 775 +$52 -0.9 n.s
1975-1978 71 +$104 768 +$82 0.4 n.
Static 1677 72 $2,212 781 §2,252 -0.4 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 -326 775 +$30 -0.7 n.s.
1975-1977 71 +$93 767 $61 0.5 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 15978 17 $1,922 157 §1,512 2.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +S118 148 +$12 1.7 n.s.
19735-1978 17 +5$130 146 +512 1.5 n.s.
1975-1378 17 +$316 143 +$14 2.8 *
e Static: 1977 17 $1,804 148 $1,508 1.4 n.s.
Change: 1676=1977 17 +$12 146 +512 0.0 n.s.
1975-1977 17 . +$198 143 +513 1.6 n.s.
2-Year Public
: Static: 1¢78 9 $421 599 $363 0.8 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +511 590 -S4 0.4 n.s
1976-1578 9 +$62 579 +512 1.4 n.s
1975-1978 9 +369 569 +$5 1.3 fi.s
Static: 1977 9 $411 590 5368 0.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 2 9 +$51 578 +$16 1.0 n.s.
) 1975-1977 ® 9 +$58 568 +$9 1.0 n.s.
n.s. = act signiticant *Net tuition is revenue from tuition and
* = probabilicty < .01 . .
fees minus experditures for scholar-
** = probabilicy < .00L ships and fellowships
#x% = probability < .0001 ; )




Indicator 13: Government Appropriations/FTE Student

College Sector and Distressed Noc.Distressed
- ; in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prcb.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 $88 790 $82 0.2 n.S.
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$29 7806 - $5 0.8 n.s.
1976-1978 72 +§22 775 -$7 0.7 n.s.
1975-1978 72 ~-$184 768 -$13 -0.8 n.s
Static 1977 72 $60 781 $87 -0.7 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 =57 775 -$3 -0.4 1n.S.
1975-1977 72 -$213 767 -$9 -1.1 n.s.
2-VYear Private
Static: 1978 17 $149 158 $53 1.5 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +$101 149 -$2 2.2 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +$53 146 -$13 0.9 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +5$81 144 ~$28 1.8 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 $48 149 $45 0.1 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -$48 146 -S$11 -0.8 n.s.
1975~ 17 -$20 144 -$26 0.3 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $2,084 600 $1,855 1.0 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +$32 591 +5$53 -0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +5288 582 +3$190 0.6 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -$330 573 -$14 -0.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 $2,052 591 $1,799 1.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 +$256 581 +2135 0.9 n.s.
1975=1977 S -$362 572 =371 -1.0 n.s.
a.s. = not significant
* = probability < .01
** = probability < .00l
*** = probability < .000l




Indicator 14: Unrestricted Current Fund Revenues/FTE Student

. Distressed Not Cistressed
College Sector and in 1678 in 1978

Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
Mean A Mean

4-Year Private

Static: 1978 72 L $4,862 790 $4,608 1.2 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$147 780 +524 1.2 n.s.
1976-1978 72 +$96 774 +$71 0.2 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -$191 768 +$32 -0.9 _n.s
Static: 1977 72 $4,715 781 $4,579 0.6 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 -$51 774 +$44 -0.7 n.s
1975-197° 72 -$337 7 +$11 -1.6 n.s

2-Year Frivate

Static: 1978 17 $4,369 153 $3,222 3.1 *
Change: 1977-1978 17 +$588 149 547 2.0 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +5459 146 -S47 1.4 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +5634 144 -5238 2.6 n.s.
Static 1977 17 $3,780 149 $3,291 1.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 -§12 146 +$3 -0.8 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +5106 laa -3177 1.1 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $2,749 600 $§2,513 1.0 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +547 591 +565 -0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +5407 382 +5226 1.2 n.s.
1975-1978 9 ~f7.4 573 =522 -0.5 n.s
Static 1977 9 $2,702 591 $2,445 1.1 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +$3€0 581 +$158 lL.a n.s.
1975-1977 9 -$261 572 -$92 -0.5 n.s.
n.s. = not significant |
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l ]4}()
*** = probability < .000l ot




. Indicator 15: Restricted Current Fund Revenues/Full-Time Faculty Member
College Sector and Diiﬁrigigd Notigi?;;gssed -
Form of Iladicator t-value Prob.

N Mean N Mean /
/
f
4-Year Private
Static: 197R 7l $7,403 775 $6,971
Change: 1977-1978 71 -8480 764 -$175
1976-1978 69 -$193 741 +$127
1975-1978 71 +5$219 744 +51,237
Static: 1977 71 $7,883 767 $7,219
Change: 1976-1977 69 +35252 740 +$334
1975-1977 71 +$699 744 +$1,435
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 16 $€5,441 148 $6,092
Change: 1977-1978 16 +5976 138 +$1,010
1976-1978 15 +$3,006 131 +5$908
1975-1978 16 +52,822 129 -$2,193
Static: 1977 16 $4,465 138 $5,369
Change: 1976-1977 15 +$1,873 130 +$102
19735-1377 16 +$1,846 129 -52,658
2-Year Public
Static: 1§78 9 $4,715 597 $5,125
Change: 1977-1978 9 +$239 583 +$304
1976-1978 9 -$860 568 .~ -$114
1975-1978 9 +$2,022 556 +$213
Static: 1977 9 $4,477 594 $4.,747
Change: '976-1977 9 -$1,098 568 -$383
1973-1977 9 +$1,783 55¢ -$69
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*%k = probability < .00l
‘'% = pr osability < .0001
-97- .
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Indicatov 16: Current Fund Revenues/Full-Time Faculty Member

Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 71 $85,729 775 $97,878 -2.7 *
Change: 1977-1978 71 -$3,321 764 -$1,417 -0.7 n.s .
1976-1978 69 -$5,409 740 +5644 -1.2 n.s
1975-1978 71 -$12,453 744 +$5,478 =2.5 n.s
Static: 1977 71 $89,051 767 $99,752 -2.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 69 -$2,899 739 +$1,362 -0.9 n.s.
1975-1977 71 -$9,132 744 -$6,573 -2.3 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 16 $110,388 148 $90,903 1.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 16 +$18,045 138 -$593 2.0 n.s.
1976-1978 15 +$22,071 131 -$5,237 1.7 n.s.
1975-1978 16 +$20,506 129 -$449 1.1 n.s.
Static: 1977 16  $92,344 138 $91,577 0.1 n.s.
Change: 197&-1977 15 +$592 130 -$3,266 0.3 n.s.
1975-1977 16 +$2,462 129 +$1,309 0.1 n.s.
2-Year Pub.ic
Static: 1978 9 $57,265 598 $71,771 -3.1 *
Change: 1977-1978 9 -$235 584 +$1,599 -0.9 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -$4,278 568 -$1,873 -0.5 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -$4,501 557 +$531 -0.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 $57,500 585 $68,811 -1.3 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 -$4,043 568 ~3$3,405 -0.2 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -$4,267 557 -$877 -0.4 n.s.
aned
|
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l l 1
*** = probability < .0001 ' 1




Indicator 17: Net Educational and General (E&G) Revenue/E&G Revenue

-

College'Sector and Dii;rigigd Noc.Diigggssed
Form of I[ndicator i t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 -24.17 791 ~5.47% -1.8 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 -7.6% 782 -1.0% -1.3 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -9.7% 775 -1.2% -1.4 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -16.0% 768 +0.97 -1.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 -16.5% 782 -4.3% -2.0 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 -2.1% 775 -0.2% -1.0 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -8.47 768 +1.9% -1.6 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 . 17 -12.97 158 -8.1% -0.8 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 =2.1% 149 +1.1% -0.6 n.s
1976-1978 17 +5.4% 146 -0.0% 0.9 n.s
1975-1978 17 -1.7% 144 +2.6% -0.6 n.s
Static: 1977 17 -10.9% 149 -8.67% -0.3 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 +7.47% 146 -1.1% 1.4 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +0.47 144 +2.8% =0.4 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 8.3% 600 2.27% 2.0 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 =2.47 592 +0.7% -0.6 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -1.3% 582 -0.6% -0.7 n.s
1975-1978 9 -2.67% 573 -0.3% -0.6 n.s
Static: 1977 9 10.7% 592 2.1% 2.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 +1.1% 582 -0.6% 0.4 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -0.2% 573 -0.4% 0.0 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l
**% = probability < .0001
_4912?




Indicator 18:

Net Auxiliary Revenue/Auxiliary Revenue

Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector 3nd in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
’
4=-Year Private
Static: 1978 71 5.5% 735 19.3% -1.5 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 71 -5.7% 175 +1.6% -0.9 n.s
1976-1978 71 +16.5% 770 +2.2% .5 n.s
1975-1978 69 +133.1% 760 +3.4% 1.0 n.s
Static: 1977 71 11.1% 777 17.8% -0.9 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 71 +22.3% 771 +0.6% 0.8 n.S
1975-1977 69 +131.3% 760 +2.0% 1.0 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 15 4.3% 153 16.1% -0.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 15 +5.9% 142 -3.2% 0.7 n.s.
1976-1978 15 -20.1% 139 +171.6% -1.0 n.s.
1975-1978 15 =24.77% 138 ~16.0% -0.3 n.s
Static: 1977 15 -1.6% 143 18.5% -0.7 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 15 ~26.0% 140 +172.9% ~-1.1 n.s.
1975~1977 15 -30.6% 137 ~13.6% -0.6 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 ~14.8% 580 21.6% ~-z.1 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 8 +4.6% 564 -0.2% 0.2 n
1976-1978 8 +3.2% 557 +4.7% -0.3 n.s
1975-1978 8 -7.2% 542 +0.5% -1.1 n.s
Static: 1977 8 -23.5% 566 21.1% -2.6 *
Change: 1976-1977 7 -16.5% 553 +2.8% -0.8 n.s
1975-1977 7 ~-25.9% 537 -0.1% -0.8 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l 1 1
** » probability < .00l 3
**% = probaoility < .0001




Indicator

19:

Total Net Revenue/Total Reveaue

College Sector and Diitrigigd NOtiDiT;;SSSQd
Form of Indicator I L t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Privaie
Statie: 1978 72 -7.2% 791 1.0% -5.3 i
Change: 1977-1978 72 -1.9% 782 -0.3% -1.5 n.s
1976-1978 72 -2.6% 775 -0.1% -1.4 n.s
1975-1978 72 -3.2% 768 +1.3% -1.9 n.s
Static: 1977 72 -5.4% 782 1.4% -4,8 Kk k
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.7% 775 +0.2% -0.6 n.s
1975-1977 72 -1.3% 768 +1.5% -1.3 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 -4.,0% 158 0.8% -1.4 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.0% 149 -0.9% 0.2 n.s
1976-1973 17 -0.5% 147 -1.7% 0.3 n.s
1975-1978 17 -2.9% 144 -0.3% -0.5 n.s
Statiz 1977 17 -4.07% 149 2.0% =2.0 n.s
Change 1976-1977 17 -0.5% 147 -0.7% 0.1 n.s
1975-1977 17 -2.9% 144 +0.8% -0.7 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 8.0% 601 3.7% 1.6 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 ~-1.7% 593 +0.0% -0.5 n.s
1976-1978 9 -1.6% 583 -0.8% -0.7 n.s
1675-1978 9 -3.1% 574 -0.6% -0.8 n.s
Static: 1977 9 9.8% 593 3.67% 1.8 1.8,
Change: 1976-1977 9 +0.1% 583 -0.8% 0.3 n.s
1975-1977 9 -1.3% 574 -0.7% -0.2 n.s
a.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
k% = probability < .00l
*k% = probability < .0001
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Indicator 20: Instructional Fxpenditures/Educational and General Expenditures
P

College Sector and Di§tressed Not‘Distressed
- - . in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator . - t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4=Year Private
Static: 1978 72 33.07% 791 37.2% -3.4 *
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.9% 782 -0.2% -1.0 n.s
1976-1978 72 -0.97% 774 -0.9% 0.0 n.s
1975-1978 72 -0.6% 767 -1.6% 0.9 n.s
Static: 1977 72 33.9% 782 37.5% -2.8 *
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.0% - 774 -0.6% 0.9 n.s.
1975-1977 72 +0.3% 767 -1.3% 1.4 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 35.1% 158 34.3% 0.2 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +3.1% 149 -1.0% 1.2 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +1.0% 147 -1.6% 1.2 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -3.7% 144 -1.9% -1 2 n.s
Static: 1977 17 32.1% 149 35.3% -1.0 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -2.0% 147 -0.6% -0.7 n.s
1975-1977 17 -6.7% 144 -1.0% -1.9 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 49.5% 6n1 51.0% -0.5 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 -0.5% 593 -0.3% -0.2 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -1.7% 583 -1.27% -0.2 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -7 1% 574 ~-1.6% =2.1 n.s.
Static 1977 9 50.1% 593 51.2% -0.4 n.s
€ Change: 1976-1977 9 -1.2% 583 ~-1.0% -0.1 n.s.
1975-1577 ~9 -6.6% 574 -1.4% -2.1 n.s.
n.s. = not sigaificant
* = probability < .0l
** = prcbability < .00l l 1=
*%* = probability < .000l 1J
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Indicator 21: Library

Lxpenditures/Educational and General Expenditures

College Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Form oi Indicator in 1578 in 1978 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 3.4% 791 4.0% -2.7 %
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.3% 782 -0.1% -1.3 n.s
1976-1978 72 -0.4% 776 -0.5% 0.6 n.s
1975-1978 71 -0.27% 768 -0.2% 0.2 n.s
Static 1977 72 3.7% 782 4.1% -1.3 n.s.
Change 1976-1977 72 -0.1% 77¢ -0.5% 1.4 n.s.
1975-1977 71 +0.27% 768 -0.1% 1.3 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 4.2% 158 4,17% 0.1 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.37% 149 +0.27% -1.1 n.s.
1976-1978 17 -0.8% 147 -0.4% -u.7 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -1.0% 144 -0.1% ~1.6 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 4.4% 149 3.9% 0.5 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 -0.5% 147 -0.5% -0.0 n.s
1975-1977 17 -0.8% 144 -0.2% -0.8 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 2.8% 601 3.8% -1.6 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 -0.3% 593 -0.1% -0.9 n.s
1976-1978 9 -1.27% 583 -0.8% -0.4 n.s
1975-1978 9 -0.7% 574 -0.1% -0.8 n.s
Static: 1977 9 3.0% 593 3.9% -1.3 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.9% 583 -0.7% -0.2 n.s
1975-1977 9 -0.47% 574 -0.1% -0.5 n.s
n.s. = not significant o
* = praobability < .0l
** = probability < .001
k%% = probability < .0001




Indicator 22: Instructional Expenditures/Cur:ent Fund Expenditures .
coll . Distressed Not Duistressed
College Seccor and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
. N Mean N Mean
4-Year Prisate
Sctatic: 1978 72 26.9% 791 30.2% ~3.4 kk
Change: 1977-1978 72 -C.6% 782 -0.0% ~1.0 n.s. .
1976-1978 72 -0.8% 774 -0.5% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -0.24 767 -0.9% 0.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 27.5% 782 30.3% 2.5 n.s.
Chdnge: 1976-1977 72 -G.1% 774 -0.4% 0.5 n.s.
1975-1977 72 +0.5% 767 -0.9% 1.4 n.s.
N,
<
2-Year Private.
Static: 1978 17 30.9% 158 29.0% 0.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +3.67% 149 -1.0% 1.4 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +1.7% 147 -1.5% 1.2 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -2.3% 144 -1.6% -0.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 27.3% 149 29.9% -0.8 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -1.9% 147 -0.5% -0.8 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -5.9% 144 -0.7% -1.9 n.s.

2-Year Public

Static: 1978 9 46.2% 601

Change: 1977-1978 9 -0.8% 593
1976-1978 9 -2.2% 583
1975-1978 9 -7.1% 574

- . . — —— = — — —— - — o — — — m— = e i — e — e mee e e = am e cEm S —m am o e e e

Change: 1976-1977 9 -1.3% 583
1975-1977 9

n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .01
*% = probability < .00l 1
**%% = probability < .u00l li {
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Indicator 23:

Library Expenditures/Current Fund Experditures

College Sector and Diiergigd Nocigiig;gssed -
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-~Year Private
Static: 1978 72 2.8% 791 3.3% -2.4 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.3% 782 -0.1% -1.1 n.s
1976-1978 72 -0.3% 776 -0.4% 0.5 n.s
- 1975-1978 71 -0.0% 768 -0.1% 0.5 n.s
——————————————————————————— — — et et dmy e T e — /
Static 1977 72 3.0% 782 3.3% -1.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.0% 776 -0.3% 1.4 n.s
1975-1977 71 +0.2% 768 -0.1% 1.3 n.s
<-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 3.7% 158 3.4% 0.2 n.s
Change: 1977-1578 17 -0.1% 149 +0.1% -1.0 n.s
1976-1978 17 -0.6% 147 -0.4% -0.5 n.s
1975-15678 17 -0.7% 144 -0.1% -1.2 n.s
Static: 1977 17 3.8% 149 3.2% 0.5 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 -0.4% 147 -0.5% 0.1 n.s
1975-1977 17 -0.6% 144 -0.2% -0.6 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 2.6% 601 3.5% -1.5 n.s
" Change: 1977-1978 9 -0.3% 593 -0.1% -0.9 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -1.1% 583 -0.8% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -0.6% 574 =-0.1% -0.8 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 2.9% 593 3.6% -1.1 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.8% 583 -0.7% -0.1 .S.
1975-1977 9 -0.3% 574 -0.1% -0.5 r.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*%* = probability < .00l
*%% = probability < .0001
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. - Indicator 24: Unrestricted Scholarships/Current Fund Expenditures .
Collegé Sector and Di§Cressed Noc'Discressed .
- - . in 1978 in 1978 ]
Form of Indicator ] -value Prob.
___ N , Mean N Mean
4-Yea. Private
Static: 1978 72 5.0% 791 4 .47 1.5 .S
Change: 1977-1978 72 +0.4% 782 +0.07% 1.5 .S
' « 1976-1978 72 -0.3% 776 -0.0% -0.7 .S.
1975-1978 72 -2.0% 768 +C. 2% -2.4 .S.
Static: 1977 72 4.6% 782 4.47 0.5 .S.
Chénge: 1976-1977 72 -0.7% 776 -0.1% d1.9 .S.
" 1975-1977 72 -2.4% 768 +0.1% -£.8 *
2-Yeaf Private
Static: 1978 17 3.2% 158 2.5% 0.9 .S.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.07% 1149 -0.1% " 0.1 .S.
1976-1978 17 -0.4% 146 +0.1% -0.4 .S.
1975-1978 17 -1.4% 144 -0.4% -0.7 .S.
i e ity
Static: 1977 17 3.2% 149 2.6% 0.7 .S.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -0.4% 146 -0.1% ~0.4 .S.
1975-1977 17 6 -1.4% 144 -0.6% -0.9 .S.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 0.6% 601 0.5% 0.2 .S.
Change: 1977-1978 9 -0.2% 593 -0.0% -0.7 .S.
1976-1978 9 -0, 5% 583 -0.0% -1.4 .S.
1975-1978 9 -0.2% 574 -0.2% -0.2 .S.
Static: 1977 9 0.8% 593 0.5% 0.7 .S,
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.3% 83 +0.07% -1.0 .S.
1975-1977 9 +0.0% 574 -0.1% 0.3 .S.
n.s. = not significant \\
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
x*% = probability < .0001 1149




Indicator 25: Scholarships/Current Fund Expénditures:

5

College Sector/;nd Distressed Not Distressed ° {
Form of Indicator in 1978 . in 1978 _t-value | Prob.
. N Mean N ‘Mean N
4=Year Private =
Static: 1978 72 10.0% 791 8.7% 1.8 n.
Change: 1977-19/8 72 +0.6% 782 -0.1% 1.6 n.
1976-1978 72 +0.4% 776 -0.0% 0.7 n.
1975-1978 72 -0.9% 768 +0.7% -1.6" n.
______________ e e ———— — = -
Static: 1977 72 9.4% 782 8.97% 0.7 n.
\
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.27% 776 +0.9% -0.9 n.
1975-1977 72 -1.5% 768 +0.97% -2.3 n.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 6.1% 158 5.87% 0.2 n.
Change: 1977-1978 17 -1.2% 149 -0.2% -0.8 n.s. ¢
1976-1978 17 +Q.2% 146 -0.5% 0.4 n.
1975-1978 17 +0.57% 144 -0.4% 0.5 n.
Static: 1977 17 7.3% 149 5.6% 1.0 .+ .
Change: 1976-1977 17 +1.4% 146 -0.7% 1.7 n.
1975-1977 17 +1.7% 144 -0.5% l.Z " n.
H
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 4.17% 600 2.2% 0.9 n.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +1.6% 592 -0.5% 0.9 n.
1976-1978 9 +0.37% 582 -0.47 0.5 n,
1975-19/8 9 +1.5% 573 -0.3% 0.7 n.
Static: 1977 9 2.47% 592 2.7% -0.2 n.
Change: 1976-1977 9 ~1.37% 582 +0.1% -1.3 n.
1975-1977 9 -0.2% 573 +0.2% -0.3 n.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = prcbability < .001
*** = probability < .000l




Indicapor 26: Student Services Expenditures/Current kund Experditures «

College Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Jorm of Indicator in 1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
i +-Year Private ¢ ]
[} “
Static: 1978 72 7.4% 791 7.2% 0.5 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 +0.0% 782 +0.3% -1.0 n.s.
v 1976-1978 72 +0.6% 776 +0.5% 0.2 n.s.
1975-1978 71 70.82 768 +0.7% 0.3 n.s
_________________ N e e e e e e e, e — e ——
Static: 1977 72 7.3% 782 6.9% 1.1 n.s.
. )
Change: 1976-1977 72 +p.5% 776 +0.3% 1.2 n.s.
h?75-1977 71 +0.8% 768 +0.5% 1.0 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 7.4% 1= 8.4% -0.7 n.s.
- Change: 1977-1978 17 +1.9% 148 +0.9% 1.0 n.s.
1976-..78 - 17 +0.9% 146 +1.2% -0.3 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +1./% 143 +1.47% 0.2 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 5.57 148 7.7% -1.3 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 - 17 -1.0% 146 +0.5% -1.0 n.s.
1975-1937 « ) 17 -0.2% 143 +0.6% -0.9 n.s
® ZTYaar Public
Static: 1978 9 " 6.3z 601 7.5% -1.2 a.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +C.2% 393 -0.1% 0.4 n.s.
1576-1978 9 +1.0% 583 T +0.2% 1.0 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +0,1% 574 +0.27% ~0.2 n.s
b Static: 1677 9 6.1 5¢° 7.6% -1.4 a.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 ©+0.8% 583 +0.2% 0.8 n.s.
1975-197; 9 -0.1% 574 +0.3% -0.7 n.s
n.s. = not significant | -;\)
* » probability < .0l . K
** = probability < .001 \\t.)l
o %% « probability < .0001 ~




. Indicator 27: Research Expenditures/Current Fund Expenditures

109 <

College Sector and Diigrfgigd NotiDiisggssed
Form of Indicator L t-value Prob.
N Mean Al Mean
4=Year Private
Static: 1978 72 1.3% 791 0.7% 1.2 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.2% 782 -0.0% -0.5 n.s
1976-1978 72 -0.2% 776 -0.0% -0.6 n.s
1975-1978 72 +0.3% 768 -0.1% u.9 n.s
Static 1977 72 1.5% 782 0.8% 1.3 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.0% 776 +0.0% -0.2 n.s
' 1975-1977 72 +0.4% 768 -0.1% 1.0 n.s
2-Year Priva:e
Static: 1978 s 17 0.0% 15 7 0.2% -1.4 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.0% 149 +0.07% -0.6 n.s
1976-1978 17 +0.07% 146 ~-0.0% 0.4 n.s
1975-1978 17 +0.0% 144 +0.0% -0.4 n.s
Static 1977 17 0.0% 149 0.2% -1.4 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +0.07% 146 -0.0% 0.8 n.s
1975-1977 17 +0.07% 144 +0.07% -0.3 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 .9 0.0% 601 0.2% -2.6 n.s.
Change: 1977-4978 9 =0.17% 593 -(.0% -0.3 n.s
1976-1978 9 -0.2% 583 +0.0% -0.7 n.s
1975-1978 9 +2.0% 574 -0.0% 1.1 n.s
————————————— e e s g = - — -— e e —— —_ o — -—-‘—-. — e o -
Static: 1977 9 0.1% 593 0.2% 0.7 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.1% 583 +0.0% -1.3 n.s
1975-1977 9 +0.1% 574 -0.0% 1.1 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
*** = probability < .0001
)
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Indicator 28: Institutional Support Expenditures/Current Fund Expenditures
4

Distressed Not Distressed
Coliege Sector and in 1978 in 1978

Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
Mean M2an

4-Year Private

Static: 1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Private

Static: 1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Public

-
Ea

Static: 1978

1977-1978
1976-1378
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

not significant

probability < .0l

probability < .00l
<

probability .0001




Indicatc s 29: Operation and Maintenance Expenditures/Current Fund Expenditures

College Sector and Diizrigigd Notigiig;gssed
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Scatic: 1978 72 10.4% 791 10.0% 0.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.5% 782 +0.3% -2.2 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -0.1% 776 +3.6% -1.9 n.s.
1975-1978 72 +1.1% 768 +0.5% 0.6 n.s
Static 1977 72 10.9% 782 9.7% 1.0 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.4% 776 +0.3% 0.1 n.s.
1975=-1947 72 +1.6% 768 +0.3% 1.2 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 R 12, 4% 158 11.9% 0.3 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 5 +0.2% 149 +0. 4% -0.2 n.s.
1976-1978 17 ) 4l 147 +0. 5% 0.6 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +1.7% 144 +0.47 0.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 12.27% 149 11.67% 0.4 n.s.
Change: 1976~-1977 17 +1..0% 147 +0.2% 1.1 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +1.57% 144 +0.3% 1.1 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 9.07% 601 10.8% -1.5 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.1% 593 +0.1% 0.0 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +1.2% 583 +0.4% 1.0 n.s
1075-1978 ?Z{ +1.87% 574 +0.67% 1.1 n.s
/ ]
Static: 1577 79 8.9% 593 10.7% -1.57 n.s. _
o x,
Changze: 1976-1977 9 +1.1%2 . 583 _ +0.3% 1.1 n.s.
1975-1977 .9 +1.7% 574 +0.6% 1.1 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
*** =n probability < .000l

) ‘)
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Indicator 30: Public Service Expenditures/Current Fund Expenditures /

Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t=-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4~Year Private
Static: 1978 72 0.7% 791 0.9% -0.6 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.1% =782 +0.1% -0.7 n.s.
1976-1978 72 +0.0% 776 +0.17% -0.0 n.s.
1975-1978 72 +0.07% 768 +0.1% -0.1 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 ' 0.8% 782 0.8% 0.1 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.2% 776 +0.07% 1.2 n.s.
1975-1877 72 +0.27% 768 +0.0% 0.6 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 0.7% 158 0.7% 0.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-19738 17 +0.17 149 +0.17% 0.2 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +0.1% 146 +0.27% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +0.37% 144 -0.1% 1.3 a.S.
Static: 1977 17 0.6% 149 0.6% -0.1 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -0.1% 146 +0.17% -1.1 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +0.27% 144 -0.0% 0.5 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 2.3% 600 1.9% 0.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 -0.87% 592 +0.17 -0.8 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -0.1% 582 +0. 3% -0.3 n.s.
19751978 9 +0.67% 573 G.17 0.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 3.1% 592 1.7% 0.9 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 +0.7% 582 +0.17% 4 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +1.4% 573 -0.2% 1.5 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l ‘.)r
%% = probability < .0001 o)




Indicator 3l: Incerest Payments on Plant Debt/Current Fund Expenditures

Distressed Not Distressed
Colleg% Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 3.5% 791 2.37% 2.9 *
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.67% 782 -0.2% -Q.9 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -0.5% 776 -0.2% -0.2 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -0.1% 768 -0.5% 1.1 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 4,0% 782 2.47% 2.9 *
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.1% 776 -0.2% 0.7 n.s.
1975-1977 72 +0.5% 768 -0.3% 1.5 n.s.
“2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 3.0% 158 1.97% 1.3 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 -1.3% 149 +0.0% -1.4 n.s.
1976-1978 17 -0.2% 147 -0.3% 0.1 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -2.3% 144 -0.7% -0.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 4,27 149 1.9% 1.9 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 +1.1% 147 -0.0% 1.0 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -1.0% 144 -0.4% -0.4 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 8.27% 600 1.5% -8.0 k&K
Change: 1977-1978 9 -0.1% 592 -0.2% 2.9 n.s
1976-1978 9 -0.1% 582 -0.2% v.l n.s
1975-1978 9 -0.17% 573 -0.3% 1.2 n.s
Static 1977 9 0.3% 592 1.7% -7.7 kkk
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.0% 582 +0.0% -0.6 n.s.
1975=~1977 9 -0.1% 573 -0.1% 0.1 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*%* = probability < .00l
k% =

probability < .0001

Q ’ 5 ¥a,
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Indicator 32:

Instructional Expenditures/FTE Student

College Sector and Diizrigigd Not'DiT;;gssed
Form of Indicator =1 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4=Year Private
Static: 1978 - 72 $1,531 790 $1,499 0.3 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$43 780 +$14 0.8 n.s
1976-1978 72 +520 773 -$3 0.4 n.s
1975-1978 72 +$51 767 -$42 1.9 n.s
Static: 1977 72, $1,488 781 $1,486 0.0 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 =523 773 -518 -0.1 n.s
1975-1977 72 +58 766 -$52 . 1.0 n.s
. S~
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 $1,430 158 $950 1.9 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 +$297 149 -514 1.7 n.s
' 1976-1978 17 +5243 L47 =527 1.8 n.s
1975-1978 17 +$226 144 -$187 2.3 n.s
Static: 1977 17 $1,134 149 $972 0.9 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 -$54 147 -$13 -0.7 n.s
1975-1977 17 -571 144 -$171 1.1 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $1,250 601 $1,219 0.2 n.s
Change: 1977-1973 9 +$35 592 +$30 0.7 n.s
1976-1976 9 +$143 583 +$92 0.6 n.
1975-1978 9 ~5184 574 -$50 -1.1 n.
Static: 1977 9 $1,216 592 $1,188 0.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +$108 582 +560 0.6 n.s
1975-1977 9 -$218 573 -$83 -1.2 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .01 ]3?
** = probability < .001
*hkk =

probability < .0001




i Indicator 33: Unrestricted Scholarships/FTE Student

College Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Form of Indicator in 1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean ﬁ,
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 $287 790 $226 25 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$32 780 +$4 1.8 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -$15 775 +51 -0.9 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -$72 768 +$12 -2.5 n.
Static: 1977 72 $255 781 $224 1.3 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 =547 775 -$3 -2.4 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -$104 767 +57 -3.5 *%
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 $175 158 $91 1.5 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +$22 149 -$1 0.4 n.s
1976-1978 17 +511 146 +S$4 0.1 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -$1 144 -$18 0.3 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 $153 149 $94 1.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -§11 146 +$0 -0.3 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -$23 144 -$22 ~0.0 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $16 601 $14 0.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 -$6 592 -$0 -0.6 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -$10 583 +52 -1.1 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +S0 574 -85 0.9 n.s
Static: 1977 9 $22 592 $15 0.5 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 -$4 582 +$2 -0.7 n.s
1975-1977 9 +$6 573 -$4 0.5 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l .
*%%* = probability < .000l *
O
« -115- )
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Indicator 34:

Educational and General Expenditures/FTE Student .

Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 $4,766 790 $4,089 2.9 *
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$262 780 +543 1.9 n.s
1976-1978 72 +5268 775 +583 1.1 n.s
1975-1978 72 +$278 768 +542 1.3 n.s
Static: 1977 72 $4,503 781 $4,037 2.1 n.s ‘
Change: 1976-1977 72 +$6 775 +$36 -0.2 n.s
1975-1977 72 +$16 767 +$5 0.1 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 $4,090 158 $2,904 3.5 *%
Change: 1977-1978 17 +$520 149 +$35 1.9 n.s
1976-1978 17 +$535 147 +$44 2.4 n.s
1975-1978 17 +$832 144 -$265 3.5 *k
Static: 1977 17 $3,570 149 $2,894 1.9 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +$15 147 +$9 0.0 n.s
1975-1977 17 +$313 144 -$284 1.9 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $2,523 601 $2,413 0.5 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +$58 592 +$69 -0.1 n
1976-1978 9 +$378 583 +$235 0.9 n
1975-1978 9 +5$8 574 -$20 0.1 n.s
Static: 1977 9 $2,464 592 $2,341 0.5 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +$31¢ 582 +$163 1.1 n.s
1975-1977 9 =-$50 573 -595 0.2 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l 1.):)
**% = probability < .0001 ~
-116-




Indicator 35: Current Fund Expenditures/FTE Student

Distressed Not Distressed
Colleg% Sector ard in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
_ N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 $5,855 790 $5,088 2.7 *
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$268 780 +$38 1.8 n.s.
X 1976-1978 72 +5286 775 +568 1.3 n.s.
1975-1978 72 +3165 768 +$9 0.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 $5,587 781 $5,046 2.0 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 +518 775 +$27 -0.1 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -$103 767 =521 -0.5 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 $4,850 158 $3,575 2.8 *
-
Change: 1977-1978 17 +5501 149 +562 1.6 n.s. b
1976-1978 17 +$467 167 +$60 1.2 n.s. /
1975-1978 17 +5681 144 -5283 2.8 * -
Static: 1977 17 $4,350 149 $3,548 1.8 n.s.
_Change: 1976-1977 17 -$34 147 -$2 -0.2 n.s.
1975-1977 17 +$181 144 -$328 1.5 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $2,689 601 $2,606 0.6 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +567 592 +$77 =-3.0 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +54.11 583 +5252 1.0 n.s.
1975~1978 9 +522 574 -511 0.2 n.s
Static: 1977 9 $2,622 592 $2,526 0.4 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 +$343 582 +5171 1.2 n.s.
1975-1977 . 9 =345 573 -594 0.2 n.s.
a.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l )
** = probability < .00l
#*% = probability < .0001
f‘
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Indicator 36: Research Expenditures/Full-Time Faculty Member

College Sector and
Form of Indicator

——

Distressed
in 1978

Not Distre
in 1978

ssed

Mean

Mean

t-value

Prob.

4-Year Private

Static: 1978
1577-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

Static:

Change: 1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Private

Static: 1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-19:7

2-Year Public

Static: 1278
1977-1978
1976~-1978
1975~1978

étacic:

Change: 1976--1977
1975-1977

— —

n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability .001
**% = probability < .0001

<
<




. . 4
Indicator 37: Unrestricted Scholarships/Tuition Revenues
Colleéé Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Form of Indicator ‘ in 1978 in 1978 t-value 'rob.
N Mean N Mean
4~Year Private ;
Static: 1978 72 12.27% 791 9.0% 2.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 T72 +1.0%2 , 782 -0.1% 1.6 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -0.9% 776 -0.4% -0.5 n.s.
1975-1978 71 -2+ 6% 768 " -0.1% -1.4 n.s.
________________ — e mmm e ——m———— - _—
Static: 1677 72 11.1% 782 9.27% 1.8 n.s.
Change: 1976-}977 72 -1.97 776 -0.27% -1.8 n.s.
1975-1977 71 -3.6% 768 +0.0% =-2.1 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 9.7% 157 5.9% 1.2 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.5% 148 -0.5% -0.0 n.s.
1976~1978 17 -3.1% 146 +0.3% -0.9 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -3.6% 143 -1.2% ~0.7 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 10.3% 148 6.4% 1.2 n.s.
Charge: 1976-1977 17 -2.5% 146 +0.0% -0.7 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -3.1% 143 -1.5% -0.7 .8
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 3.7% 599 5.5% -0.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 -1.5% 591 -1.3% -0.1 n.s.
1976~1978 9 -3.5% 579 -0.7% -0.9 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -2.2% 569 -4.6% -0.6 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 5.2% 591 6.8% -0.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 ~-2.0% 579 +1.5% -1.2 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -0.7% 569 -2.3% 0.4 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .01
**% = probability < .00l
*4% = probability < .0001
-1194 32




Indicator 38:

Scholarships/Tuition Revenues

Not Distressed

Distressed
College Sector and
Form of Indicator in 1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private |
- wZ
‘Static: 1978 72 25.4% 791 18.9% 2.3 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 . +2.3% 782 -0.5% ~ 1.7 .S,
1976-1978 72 +2.0% 776 -0.5% 1.3 n.s
1975-1978 71 -0.2% 73 +0.8% ~-0.4 n.s
Static: 1977 72 23.27% 782 19.4% 1.6 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.27% 776 +0.0% -0.2 n.s
- 1975-1977 71 -2.5% 768 +1.37% -1.4 n.s
/
2-Year Pfivate ]
StaticL 1978 17 17.1% 157 20.17% -0.5 n.s
{
Changé: 1977-1978 17 -4.3% 148 =0.4% -1.0 n.s
I 1976-1978 17 ~-1.0% 146 -0.8% -0.0 n.s
; 1975-1978 17 +1.57% 143 +0.77% 0.2 ‘n.s
-._.7 ____________________ T e
SCatﬁc: 1977 17 21.47 148 20.2% 0.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +3.4% 146 -1.33 = 0.8 n.s
: 1975-1977 17 +5.9% 143 \16\2% 1.0 n.s
\
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 29.0% 599 66.5% -0.9 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +8.6% 591 +0.9% 0.4 n.s
1976-1978 9 +3.5% 579 -2.0% 0.4 n.s
1975-1978 9 +7.97% 569 =24.4% 1.1 n.s
Static: 1977 9 20. 47, 591 66.5% -1.3 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 ~-5.1% 579 -0.5% -0.4 n.s
1975-1977 9 -0.7% 569 -22.9% 0.9 n.s
n.s. = not significant N
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .COl 1»’ 2
*#%% a probability < .0001 v
Q
ERIC -12C-
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Unrestricted Current Fund Balance/CurrenE Fund Exbenditures

Indicator 39:

| >

Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and in 1978 in 1978 i
Form of Indicator s t-value Prob.
N Mean N - Mean
4-Year Private Y
) Static:, 1978 72 -22.5% 791 CL2% .-6.5 Kk
Change: 1977-1978 72 -5.3% . 782 +0.1% -2.0 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -9.7% 776 .17 =2.2 n-s
1975-1978 o Undefined
Static: -1977 72 17.3% 182 1.0% -4.9 *kk
N / -
Change: 1976-1977 72 -4.57% 776 -0.9% -1.3 n.s
1975-1977 Undefined
2-Year Private
- Static: 1978 17 -24.67 158 17.97% -5.4 xkk ©
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.2% 149 -0.37% 0.0 n.s
1976-1978 17 -6.97% 147 +0.9% -1.1 n.s.
1975-1978 Undefined T —
Static: 1977 17 -24.57% 149 18.57% -5.9 *kk
Change: 1976-1977 17 -6.8% 147 11.2% -1.6 n.s
- 1975-1977 Undefined
r
2-Year Public
] Static: 1978 G 23.77% 601 13.8% 0.5 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +3.8% 593 +0. 1% 1.0 n.s '
1976-1978 9 +11.0% 583 +0.1% 1.9 n.s
1375-1978 Undefined £
———————————————————————————— ' QO GRS g UG !
Static: 1977 9 19.9% 593 13.7% 0.4 n.s
;
Change: 1976-1977 9 +7.2% 583 +0.0% 1.y n.s "
1975-1977 Undefined
n.s. = not significant Note: This variable cannot be computed for 1975
¢ * = probability < .0l because restricted and unrestricted current fund
*% = probability < .00l balances were not differentiated before 1976.
k% -~probability < .Q001
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Indicator 40:

Current Fund Balance/Current Fund Expenditures

probadilizv < L J0CL

Lo .-
vate collepes and therelore this fndicator .35 assa~ed
to be related fo uilstress for privdate .. 1.-2us 4mg c1n-
not be velidated fcr those coliuges in these %11, -=s.

-122- 135

" College Sector and Diiﬁrﬁgiga Notigiigggssed
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Pri§ate
g
Static: 1978 72 -18.4% 791 5.8% -7.3 k%%
Change: 1977-1978 72 -4,1% 782 +0.2% -1.8 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -8.2% 776 -0.6% -2.1 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -11.3% 768 +1.7% -3.1 *
Static: 1977 72 -14.3% 782 5.5% -5.4 kK
Change: 1976-1977 72 =4.1% 776 -0.5% -1.3 n.s
1975-1977 72 -7.1% 768 +1.7% =2.5 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 =22.7% 158 22.8% -5.7 *kk
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.4% 149 +0.9% -0.3 n.s
1976-19758 17 -7.3% 147 +0.5% -0.9 n.s
1975-15/8 17 -26.2% 144 +8.5% -2.2 n.s
Static 1977 17 -22.3% 149 22.2% -6.2 k%K
Change: 1976-1977 17 -6.9% 147 -0.4% -1.0 n.s
1975-1977 17 -25.8% 144 +7.8% -2.2 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 25.8% 601 15.6% 0.6 n.s
Change: 1977-1973 9 +4.17% 593 +0.3% 0.9 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +11.4% 583 +0.0% 1.8 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +10.1% 574 +0.0% 0.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 21.7% 593 15.3% 0.4 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +7.3% ,583 -0.3% 1.7 n.s
1975=1977 9 +6.17% 574 -0.0% 0.4 n.s
1.8, = rot significant Note: Extreme decreases in rn2 ratio of a <urrent Iui.
* = probactlity < .01 oalance to current furd e.vendituces wer J rhree-wor
** = probibilicy < 0! oseriod (1973-1978) couoied with a negat. e .urrent .1l
I ) culance (1975, were usea to ldentir: drstr2ss

. ¢ A |




Y
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Indtcator 4l: GCurrent Fund Balance + 20% Endowment
o Balance/Educational and General Expenditures
College Sector and . Dii;rigigd Notiiiigggssed
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 -14.8% 91 22.4% -7.7 *kk
Change: 1977-1978 72 -4.3% 782 +0.0% -1.5 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -10.6% 776 -1.5% -1.9 n.s.
- 1975-1978 72 -15.2% 768 +0.4% -2.9 *
Static: 1977 72 -10.5% 782 22.4% -6.9 #kk
Change: 1976-1977 72 -6.3% 776 -1.3% -1.4 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -10.9% 768 +0.6% -2.6 n.s.
2-Year Private
Ao
Static: 1978 17 -20.17% 158 34.5% -5.2 %kk
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.6% 149 +0.3% 0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 17 -7.0% 147 -3.17% -0.3 n.s.
1975-1978 17 =26.1% 144 +5.3% -1.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 -20.7% 149 34.7% -5.5 Kk
Change: 1976-1977 17 -7 6% 147 -3.3% -0.4 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -26.7% 144 +5.3% -2.2 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 28.7% 601 17.0% 0.6 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +4.9% 593 +0.27% 1.1 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +13.8% 583 -0.1% 2.1 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +12.3% 574 +0.1% 0.6 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 23.8% 593 16.8% 0.5 n.s.
Change: 1976=1977 9 +8.97% 583 -0.27% 1.8 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +7.4% 574 +0.27% 0.4 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .01
*% = probability < .00l
*x* = probability < .0001l l
I)r\
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Indicator 42: Net Change in Current Funds/Current Fund Revenues N

College Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Form of Indicator in 1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 ~6.2% 791 0.5% -3.8 *k
Change: 1977-1978 72 -3.9% 782 -0.17% -1.8 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -5.7% 775 -0.7% -2.0 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -5.0% 768 +0.87% =2.5 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 -2.3% 782 0.7% ~-1.8 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 -1.8% 775 -0.6% -0.5 n.s.
1975-1977 72 ~-1.0% 768 +0.87% -0.9 n.s.
2-Year Private
Scatic: 1978 17 -2.6% 158 1.67% -1.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +1.4% 149 -0.5% 0.5 n.s
1976~1978 17 +2.7% 147 -1.1% 0.8 n.s
1975-1978 17 -6.0% 144 +0.9% -1.0 n.s
Static: 1977 17 -4.0% 149 2.n7 1.9 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 +1.4% 147 -0.6% 0.3 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -7.47 144 +1.2% -1.3 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 4,0% 601 1.8% 0.9 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 ~-1.4% 593 +0.6% ~-1.8 n.s
1976-1978 9 +7.47% 583 -0.7% .8 n.s
1975-1978 9 +2.9% 574 -0.4% 1.0 n.s
Static: 1977 9 5.4% 593 1.3% 1.3 n.s.
Change: 1376-1977 9 +8.8% 583 -1.2% 0.9 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +4.27% 574 -1.0% 2.4 n.s
n.s. = not significaat
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l
Q *%* = probability < .000l 1'}7
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Indicator 43: Endowment Market Value/Current Fund Expenditures

- Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
+-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 33.5% 791 65.3% =-4.7 kkk
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.4% 782 -2.2% 1.0 n.s
1976-1978 72 -2.6% 776 -4.0% 0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -4.5% 768 -3.3% -0.3 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 33.8% 782 68.3% ~-4.9 kkk
Change: 1976-1977 72 -2.2% 776 -1.8% -0.1 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -4.1% 768 -0.7% -0.8 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 21.8% 158 34.2% ~0.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +0.97% 149 -2.6% 1.6 n.s.
1676-1978 i7 +2.47% 147 -7.2% 1.1 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +0.5% 144 -9.2% 0.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 17 20.9% 14° 37.5% -1.3 n.s.
Change: 1976~1977 17 +1.5% 147 -4.67% 0.8 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -0.5% 144 -6.6% 0.6 n.s.
2-Year Puolic
Static: 1978 9 0.4% 600 0.97% -1.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.1% 592 +0.2% ~-0.4 n.s.
1976-1978 ¢ +0.07% 582 +0.2% -0.7 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -0.0% 573 +0.4% -1.4 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 0.3% 592 0.6% ~-1.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.1% 582 -0.0% -1.1 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -0.1% 573 0.2% -1.6 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = srobability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l
*** = probability < .000l
1ar~
V]




| Indicator 44: Endowment Market Value/FTE Student .

- Distressed Not Distressed
Colleg? Sector and in 1978 in 1978
Form of Indicator t-value  Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 $2,231 790 $4,127 -3.5 %%
Change: 1977-1978 72 +$171 780 -5133 1.9
1976-1978 72 =827 775 -$223 0.7 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -$251 768 -$271 0.0 n.s.
Static: 1977 72 $2,060 781 $4,307 -4.4 - bk
Change: 1976-1977 72 -$.98 775 -389 -0.4 n.s.
1975-1977 72 ~-$422 767 -$123 -0.7 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 $939 158 $1,665 -1.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 +596 149 -$153 1.7 n.s.
1976-1978 17 +5$168 147 -$121 0.9 n.s.
1975-1978 17 +382 144 -$322 1.1 n.s.
Static 19,7 17 $843 149 $1,871 -1.6 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +872 147 +$34 0.1 n.s.
1975-1977 17 ~-$814 144 -$5164 0.4 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $8 600 $28 -1.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +$1 591 +59 -0.8 n.s.
1976-1978 9 =$§1 582 +$13 -1.3 n.s
1975-1978 9 -$1 573 +514 -1.4 n.s
Static: 1977 9 $7 591 $17 -1.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 -$2 581 +$4 -2.0 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -$2 572 +$5 -1.5 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l ]. "
** = probability < .00l A
*%k% = probability < .0001




Indicator 45:

Net Change in All Funds/FTE Student

College Sector and Diizrfgigd NotigiT§§ESSEd
Form of Indicator = t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 -$8 790 $667 ELA %kt
Change: 1977-1978 72 -$351 780 -$41 -0.9 n.
1976~-1978 72 -$50 775 -$47 -0.0 n.
1975-1978 72 -$379 768 +$157 -1.7 n.s
Static: 1977 72 $343 781 $711 -1.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 72 +5301 775 -58 0.9 n.s
1975-1977 72 -$29 767 +$194 -0.5 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 $206 158 $422 -1.1 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 -$147 149 +$13 -0.5 n.s
1976-1978 17 +5778 147 +$37 0.8 n.s
1975-1978 17 +$33 144 -$131 0.4 n.s
- Static: 1977 17 $353 149 $417 -0.3 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 +$926 147 +$22 1.0 n.s
1975-1977 17 +$181 144 -$147 0.7 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 $337 601 $261 0.4 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +$120 592 -$100 2.0 n.s
1976-1578 9 -$777 583 -$417 -0.7 n.s
1975-1978 9 -§711 574 -$234 -1.0 n.s
Static: 1977 9 $217 592 $360 -1.1 -
Change: 1976-1977 9 -$897 582 -$327 -1.1 n.s.
1975-1977 9 -5$831 573 -$132 -1.5 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l
**%* = probability < .0001
O
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Indicator 46:

Plant Assets/Current Fund Expenditures

Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and in 1978 {0 1978
Forr of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 547.0% 791 385.3% 1.9 n.s
Chaage: 1977-1978 72 -6.97% 782 -2.7% -0.0 n.s
1976-1978 72 -6.5% 776 -17.8% 0.1 n.s
1975-1978 72 -8.1% 768 -26.17 0. n.s
Static: 1977 72 553.9% 782 388.7% 2.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 72 +0.47% 776 -15.8% 1.0 n.s
1975~1977 72 -1.2% 768 -26.0% 0.5 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 460.47% 158 402.97% 0.8 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 +1.5% 149 -14.1% 0.6 n.3
1976-1978 17 +40.87% 147 +10.1% 0.7 n.s
1975-1978 17 -141.0% 144 -58.7% -0.5 n.s
Static 1977 17 458.9% 149 426.57 0.4 n.s
Change 1976-1977 17 +39.,4% 147 +23.6% 0.4 n.s
1975-1977 17 -142.4% l44 -47.1% -0.6 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 290.9% 601 284.0% 0.1 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 -6.0% 593 +9.5% -1.0 n.s
1976-1978 9 -5.67% 583 +8.37% -0.7 n.s
1975-1978 9 -6.0% 574 +3.2% -0.3 n.s
Static 1977 9 296.97% 593 275.47 0.4 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 +0.4% 583 -2.47% 0.1 n.s
1975-1977 9 -0.07% 574 =5.1% 0.1 n.s
p.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
*% = probability < .00l
*k*% = probability < .0001 1 1_1
-128-




. Indicator 47: Plant Debt/Plant Assets

College Sector and Dii;rigigd NotiDifgggssed
Form of Indi.ator L t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 72 33.6% 790 23.7% 4.8 * k%
Change: 1977-1978 72 -0.9% 781 -0.8% ~-0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 72 -1.5% 775 -1.7% 0.2 n.s.
1975-1978 72 -1.5% 767 -3.0% .5 n.s
Static: 1977 72 34.5% 782 24,47 4.1 *kk
Change: 1976-1977 72 -0.7% 776 -1.0% 0.5 n.s.
1975-1977 72 -0.6% 768 -2.1% 1.5 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 25.8% 158 19.17% 1.2 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 L7 -1.5% 149 -3.1% D.6 n.s.
1976-1978 - L7 =2.1% 146 -2.3% a.1 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -4,3% 143 -1.8% -1.1 n.s
Static: 1977 17 27.3% 149 22.47% 0.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 17 -0.6% 146 +0.9% -0.5 n.s.
1975-1977 17 =2.7% 143 +1.37% -1.4 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 4.07% 600 22.6% -3.0 *
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.9% 592 -2.2% 3.0
1976-1978 9 +0.5% 582 -2.4% 2.1 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +0.3% 573 , -4.87% 3.5 *
Static: 1977 9 3.1% 592 18.6% -6.7 *kk
Change: 1976-1977 9 -0.4% 582 -0.1% -0.2 n.s
1975-1977 9 -0.67% 573 -2.6% 1.8 n.s

n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
AkX m

probability < .0001
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Indicator 48: Debt on Plant/Current Fund Revenues

Distressed . Not Distressed
College Sector and in 1978 in 1978

Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
Mean 2 Mean ;

4-Year Private
Static: 1978
1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

Static:

Change: 1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Private

Static: 1978

1977-1978
1076-1978
1975-1978

1976-19&7
1975-1977

2-Year Public

Static: 1978
1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

Static:

Change: 1976-1977
1975-1977

not significant
probability < .0l
probability .001
probability .0001
C

-

=
=




Indicator 49: Payments on Principal of Plant Debt/Principal Owedv

College Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Form of Indicator in 1978 ia 1378 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean _
4~-Year Private
Static: 1978 69 3.8% 732 . 8.2%2  -4.5 Hekk
-
Change: 1977-1978 67 -1.5% 718 +0.17% " ~-1.5 n.s.
1976=1978 66 -2.3% 710 -0.7% -0.9 n.s.
1975-1978 67 -2.5% 703 +0.6%27 -1.7 n.s.
Static: 1977 67 5.2% 720 8.1% =2.4 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 66 -0.8% 712 -0.8%2 - -=0.0 n.s.
1975-1977 66 -1.1% 705 +0.6% ©=1.0 n.s.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 L4 10.6% 113 11.4% -0.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 L3 -2.9% 106 +0.4% -1.3 n.s.
1976-1978 H +0.57% - 49 -3.2% 0.9 n.s.
1975-1978 13 -0.1% 96 -15.47 0.8 n.s
Static: 1977 13 13.9% 108 12.3% 0.2 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 12 +1.5% 169 -4.0% 1.3 n.s.
1975-1977 13 +2.7% 96 ~-15.3% 1.0 n.s.
2-Year Public
Statice 1978 4 71.2% 340 LL.7% =0.4 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 3 -1.1% 322 +2.2% -0.4 n.s.
1976-1978 3 ~1.1% 309 -0.0% -0.1 n.s.
1975-1978 3 -0.9% 296 +0.7% -0.2 n.s.
Static: 1977 3 3.2% 330 11.5% -5.2 *
Change: 1976-1977 3 +0.0% 314 -0.2% 0.2 n.s.
1975-1977 3 +0.27% 299 +0.8% -0.6 n.s.
n.s. » not significant
* = probability < .0l
*%* = probability < .00l
*#%* = nrobability < .000l 144
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, Indicator 50: Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment

Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and {n 1978 ° {n 1978

Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
Mean N Mean

4-Yeagr Private

1978 1,426

Static:

Chauge: 1977-1978 72 -3.7% 782 +3.3% -3.3 **
1976-1978 72 -6.87% 779 +5.2% -3.9 **
1975-1978 72 -8.97% 772 +12.97 -5.5 kkk

_q—__——_—__...—-——-—___—-__._____.—-——_—.———_—_‘——-—-—_—-

1976-1977 5 .S.
1975-1977 72 -4.7% 771 +10.0% -4.0 kkk

2-Year Private

Static: 1978 17 286 158 533 -3.1 *

Change: 1977-1978 17 -7.9% 149 +3.67% -2.3 n.s.
1976-1978 17 -6.97% 147 +7.27% -1.8 n.s.
1975-1978 17 -7.3% 144 +31.6% -3.2 *

e e o e o o - — — o —— — = eme - e = amm e e —m e S = S Sm e S

Static: 1977 17 330 149 527 -2.3 n.s.

1976-1977 17 +0.47% 147 +3.5% -0.5 n.s.

Change:
1975-1977 17 +1.1% L44 +29.77% -2.7 *

2-Year Public

Static: 1978 9 767 601 3,348 -9.6 *kk

Change: 1977-1978 9 £1.3% 593 +2.8% -0.3 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -10.2% 586 +0.3Y% -1.6 n.s..
1975-1978 9 +6.17% 578 +22.1% . -1.6 n.s.

e et o e m—m — Em —— - A — — = —— - — — = - e e e e — = e e = e T e e e e S eSS

Stacic: 1977 9 747 593 3,324 -9.8 Kk

Change: 1976-1977 9 ~-11.4% 585 -2.0% -1.7 n.s-
1975-1977 9 +6.1% 577 +19.57% -1.5 n.s.

1

2.8, ®» act significant Note: Unlike most of the other indicators, which rave
* » probabtlicy & .0V tieir cnange forms computea as a_simnle differercz in
*» = srobaoilicv £ .N01 values between vears, change on this indicator 15 .om-
#x% & srobabilicy £ .2001 outea 33 percent chunge in vilue between years.

hote: Extrem2 decreases L enrollment over “nree vear<
(1975-1978) were used to ilenti.v distress ind therefore
‘12 cnange forT of th's Lndiat-r s assumed T Se relat:c

zo Jlstress and cannct ba validarel v tnese nal.ses,
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Indicator 51l: Part-Time Enrollment/Total Enrollment

®
Distressed Not Distressed
College Sector and {n 1978 {n 1978
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4+-Year Private
Static: 1978 72. 18.3% 791 21.5% -1.3 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 72 +0.7% 782 +0.6% 0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 72 +1.7% 779 +0.9% 0.9 n.s.
x _ 1975-1978 72 +3.17% 772 +1.8% 1.2 ms.
Static: 1977 72 17.6% 783 20.8% -1.4 n.s,
Change: 1976-1977 72 +1.07 779 +0.27% 1.0 n.s.
1975-1977 72 +2.4% 771 +1.1% 1.3 n.s.
2-Year Private .
Scatic: 1978 17 17.2% 158 18.7% -0.3 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 17 -0.7% 149 +1.7% -1.1 n.s.
1976-1978 /17 +1.7% 147 +0.1% 0.6 n.s.
1975-1978 / 17 +2. 3% 144 ~1.6% 1.2 n.s
Static: 1977 ( 17 17.9% \ 149 17.8% 0.0 n.s.
— Change: 1976-1977 \ 17 +2.3% 147 -1.3% 2.2 n.s.
. 1975-1977 17 ' +2.97% 144 -3.0% 2.0 n.s.
‘ -
2-Year Public
' Static: 1978 9 42.2% 601 52.6% ~-1.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-19738 9 +1.9% 593 +2.2% -0.1 n.s.
1976-1978 9 +6.37% 586 +4.17% 0.7 n.s.
1975-1978 9 +3.0% 578 +3.9% -0.2 n.s.
Static: 1977 9 40.37% 593 50.3% -1.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 +4.37% 585 +1.9% 0.8 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +1.1% 577 +1.6% -0.1 n.s.
n.s. » not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l )
Rkk
= probability < .0001
o 1‘463
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Indicator 52: Uzclassified FTE Students/Total FTE Students P

Dis. essed Not Distressed

College Sector and

Form of Indicator in }978 _in 1978 _ t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
A N
4-Year Private -
Static: 1978 72 5.97% 791 4. 2% 1.3 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 72 +1.1% 782 -0.1% 1.1 n.s
1976-1978 72 +1.67 779 +0.17% 1.4 n.s
1975-1978 7 +2.37 772 +0.8% 1.1 , n.s
—————————————————— —r o — — . S am— — v — e — — —— T ammp e e m— e ——
Static: 1977 72 4.8% 783 4.3% 0.6 n.s
Change: 1976-1377 72 +0.5% 779 +0.1% 07 n.s
1975-1977 72 +1.27% 771 +0. 87 0.4 n.s
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 17 2.0% 158 2.7% -0.4 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 17 - +0.6% 149 -1.0% 1.6 n.s.
. 1976-1978 17 -2.1% 147 -0.4% -1.1 n.s &
1975-1978 17 -0.67% 144 -0.2% -0.6 n.s
; Static: 1977 17 1.4% 149 3.8% -2.0 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 17 -2.7% 147 +0.6% -1.5 n.s.
1975-1977 17 -1.2% 144 +0.87% -1.4 n.s
2-Year Public - -
¢ Static: 1978 9 7.0% 601 9.5% -0.5 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 9 +1.7% 593 +1.0% 0.2 n.s
1976~1978 9 +3.7% 586 +1.1% 0.5 n.s
1975-1978 9 -0.1% 578 +2.2% -0.5 n.s
Static: 1977 9 5.3% 593 8.5% -0.8 n.s. -+
Change: 1976-1977 9 +2.0% 585 +0.1% 1.3 n.s
1975-1977 9 -1.87% 577 +1.1% -C.6 n.s
n.s. = not significant
* & probability < .0l | i
** = probability < .00l 147
X *** = probability < .000l
(S “«
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. Indicatér 53: Full-Time Faculty Members

College Sector and Distressed Not Distressed
Form of Indicator ) in,1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
‘ N 4 Mean N Mean
4-Year Private " '
Static: 1978 71 40 776 74 -8.1 Kk k
¥ Change: 1977-1978 71 +7.9% 766 +5.1% .6 n.s
, 1976-1978 69 +0.5% 743 +6.87% -1.9 n.s
1975-1978 71 +3.5% 747 +8.0% -0.8 n.s
____________________ ,‘*——-——-_—_‘-_‘—“—'_"——
Static: 1977 71 40 769 73 -7.5 *kk
* Change: 1976-1977 69 -1.8% - 742 +3.3% -1.4 n.s.
1975-1977 71 -2.0% 747 +4.87% -1.4 n.s.
2-Year Private
N i
Static: 1978 16 13 148 22 -3.0 *
Change: 1977-1978 16 -10.4% 138 +8.0% =2.2 n.s
1976-1978 15 -12.7% 131 +12.6% -3.5 *
1975-1978 1 -6.5% 129 +29.6% -2.1 n.s
Static: 1977 16 15 138 22 -2.3 n.s
Change: 976-1977 15 T +1.3% 130 +3.1% -0.2 n.s.
1975-1977 . 16 +5.17% 129 +20.4% -0.9 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 38 598 113 -7.7 *kk
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.6% 584 +3.2% -0.6 n.s
1976-1978 9 +10. 5% 568 +11.3% -0.1 a.s
1975-1978 9 +11.8% 557 +19.9% -0.9 n.s
Static: 1977 9 39 585 109 -6.8 * k%
Change: 19761977 9 +9.0% 568 +7.7% 0.3 n.s.
1975-1977 9 +11.4% 557 +16.0% -0.3 n.s.
n.s. = not significant Note: Unlike most of the other indicators, which have
* = probability < .0l their change forms computéd as a simple difference in
** = nprobability < .001 values between years, change on this indicator is
*%** = probability < .0001 computed as percent change in valve between years.

-11313




Indicator 54: FTE Students/Full-Time Faculty Member P
College Seccer and Disttessed Not Distressed
Form of Tandicator in 1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
_ N Mean N Jiean
4=Year Private
Stati~: 1978 71 16.5 775 21.2 -4.9 * K
Change: 1977--1978 71 -1.7 764 -0.8 -1.1 n.s
.376=-1978 69 -1.6 742 -0.4 -1.3 n.s.
1975-1978 71 -2.3 747 4+0.9 -2.4 n.s.
Sratic 1977 71 18.2 768 22.7 -3.4 Fk
Change: 1976-1977 69 02 742 -0.0 -0.2 n.s.
1975-1977 71 -0.6 747 +1.6 -1.8 n.s
2-Year Privace
Static: 1978 16 24.0 148 30.4 -1.8 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 16 +1.4 138 -0.8 0.6 n.s.
1976-1978 15 +2.4 131 -2.9 1.3 n.s.
1975-1978 16 +0.1 129 +2.4 -0.6 n.s.
Static: 1977 16 22.6 138 30.2 -2.5 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 15 +0.2 130 -1.9 0.9 n.s
1975-1977 16 -1.2 129 +3.5 -1.6 n.s
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 9 20.6 598 29.7 -2.6 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +0.7 583 -0.1 0.4 n.s.
1976-1978 9 -4.6 568 -3.5 -0.4 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -0.2 557 +0.1 -0.2 n.s
static: 1977 9 19.9 584 27.5 -4.5 *%
Change: 1976-1977 ’ 9 -5.3 567 -3.3 -1.J n.s.
1975=1977 9 -0.9 556 +0.4 -1.0 .S,
n.s. = not significanc .
* = probability < .0l .
** = probability < .00l
%% = probability < .000l ] 4'}

ERIC
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indicator 55: Mean Salary of Full-Time Faculty Members

I (standardized to a 9-month academic year)
College Sector and Diigrigigd Notigiigggssed
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Yean N Mean
4=-Year Private
i Static: 1978 67 $12,624 730 $14,704 -7.9 kK
Change: 1977-1978 67 -$340 710 -$52 -2.5 n.s.
1976-1978 67 -5872 715 =844 -6.7 * k%
1975-1978 67 -$1,500 708 -$119 -9.3 * %
Static: 1977 69 $12,982 740 $14,777 -6.8 ks
Change: 1976-1977 69 -3533 728 -$11 4.7 Kk
1975-1977 69 -$1,127 717 -$76 -7.4 *k*k
_-Year Private Y
Static: 1978 13 $10, 434 137 $10.938 -0.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1973 C13 -$330 126 +$73 -2.0 n.s.
1976-1978 13 -$478 126 -$77 ~-1.8 n.s
1975-1978 13 -51,381 120 -$255 -3.9 whk
Static: 1977 16 $10,602 129 $10,940 -0.5 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 15 -5194 124 +$81 -1.3 n.s.
1975-1977 16 -$1,017 119 -$261 -4.5 ks
2-Year Puplic
Static: 1978 9 $12,910 585 $15,796 -2.6 *
Change: 1977 1978 9 -$651 567 +$136 -1.4 n.s.
1976-1978 9 ~-$219 558 +$198 -1.3 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -$2,110 542 +$206 -6.1 * %%k
Static: 1977 g $13,561 577 $15,642 -1.9 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 9 +5433 560 +$77 0.8 n.
1975-1977 9 -$1,459 546 +$85 -2.7 n.s

n.s; : n°tb3;$21§icint01 Note: Extreme decreases in mean faculty salaries over
% = g:gb:b;litzlz .OOl three years (1975-1978) were used to identify distress
xk% = probability z 0001 and t.erefore the change form of th.s indicator is

assumed to be related to distress and cannot be
validated by these analyses.

SUES R17




s
Indicator 56: Public College Tuition for In-State Undergraduates <
.
College Sector and Dii;rfgigd Nocigiigggssed
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean

4=Year Private

Static: 1978
NOT APPROPRIATE

Change: 1977-1978
197+-1978
1975-1978

- v . ms v D iy mm  —n  mmmm  —mm  mm mm o — - —— m— . mn S e e e S ms R o e e e o

Static: 1977

Change: 1976-1877
1975-1977

2-Year Private

Static: 1978
NOT APPROPRIATE

Change: 1977-1970
1976-1978
1975-1978

—— e m . —m v e - - —— . m mm - — = o ——n e tem - - mn e mm e e e e e — T TS e e = e

Static: 1977

Change: 1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Public

Static: 1978 9 $314 598 $297 0.3 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 9 +$31 589 -$2 1.1 n.s.
1976-1978 S +§2& 577 ~$0 1.1 n.s.
1975-1978 9 -S14 567 -$62 1.6 n.s
Static 1977 9 $283 592 $294 ~-0.2 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 9 -$6 580 +$1 -1.0 n.s.
1975-1977 9 ~-$45 570 ~$61 0.6 n.s.
n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .01
** = probability < .00l
*%% = probability < .0001

151
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[ ]
» Indicator 57: Public College Tuition for Out-of-State Undergraduates

n .

College Sector and iiﬁrﬁgigd Notigligggssed

Form of Indicator t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean

4=-Year Private

Static: 1978

Cnange: 1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

Static: 1977

Change: 1976-1977
1975-1977

NOT APPROPRIATE

- . o o A . — — — — . m— . m — o —— o — = e o em o

2-Year Private

Static: 1978

Change: 1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

Static: 1977

Change: 1976-1977
1975-1977

NOT APPROPRIATE

2-Year Public

Static: 1978

Change: 1977-1978
1976~1978
1975-1978

Static: 1977

Change: 1976-1977

9 $783 596 $1,017 -1.4 n.s
9 +238 586 +85 0.6 n.s
9 -56 576 +$32 ~-0.5 n.s
9 +571 566 +$34 0.3 n.s
9 $745 588 $1,012 -1.6 n.s
9 -544 576 +525 -2.3 n.s.
9 +$33 565 +$31 0.0 n.s.

1975-1977

n.s. = not significant
* = probability <
** = probability <
**%* = probability <

.01
.00:
.0001




Indicator

58:

Private College Tuition for Undergraduates

College Sector and
Form of Indicator

Distressed
in 1978

Mean

Not Distressed
in 1978

Mean

t-value

Prob.

4-Year Private

Static:

Static:

Change:

1978°

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

.976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Private

Static:

Static:

Change:

1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

2-Year Public

Static:

Static:

Ch=nge:

1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

NOT APPROPRIATE

not significant
probability <
probability <
probability <

.0l
.001
.0001
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Indicator 59:

» Private College Tuition for Graduate Students

College Sector and Diiﬁrfgggd NotiﬁiT;;gssed
Form of Indicator t-value Prob.

N - Mean N Mean

+=Year Private

Static: 1978 15 $2,479 239 $2,302 0.7 n.s
Change: 1977-1978 15 -S$14 229 +$35 -0.6 n.s
1976-1978 14 +560 219 +$98 -0.3 n.s
1975-1978 14 +$152 211 +5147 0.0 n.s
Static: 1977 16 $2,419 240 $2,279 0.6 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 15 +$56 227 +3$51 0.0 n.s
1975-1977 15 +$131 218 +$97 0.3 n.s

2=-Year Private

Static:

Change:

1978

1977-1978
1976-1978
1975-1978

1976-1977
1975-1977

NOT APPROPRIATE

2=-Year Public

Static: 1978
NOT APPROPRIATE

Change: 1977-1978
1976-1978
1675-1978

Static: 1977

Change: 1§76-1977
1975-1977

n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
*** a probability < .000l
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Indicator 60: Room Charges for Students -
College Sector and Distressed ' Not .lstressed
Form of Indicator in 1978 in 1978 t-value Prob.
N ean N Mean
4-Year Private
Static: 1978 68 $617 732 $604 0.5 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 68 -316 721 +$3 -3.3 *
1976-1978 67 -520 719 +S9 -2.2 n.s.
1975-1978 66 -§23 714 +S11 -2.6 *
* Static: 1977 - 63 $634 723 $602 1.4 a.5.
Changa: 1976-1977 67 =53 719 +$5 -0.8 n.s.
1973-1977 66 -$5 714 +$8 -1.1 n.s.
2-Year Private ’
Static: 1978 16 $641 118 $541 1.7 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 16 -$41 117 -$7 -1.2 n.s.
1976-1978 15 +517 115 -3$3 0.4 n s.
1975-1978 15 -$19 113 -S$1 -0.3 n.s.
Static: 1977 16 $682 119 $550 1.6 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 15 +$61 117 +$4 1.3 n.s.
1975-1977 15 +525 115 +S$3 0.4 n.s.
2-Year Public
Static: 1978 2 §724 135 $431 2.7 *
Change: 1977-1978 2 -$9 130 -3$3 -0.2 n.s.
1976-1978 2 +$16 129 +$3 0.2 n.s.
1975-1978 2 +S$3 120 +52 0.0 n.s
Static: 1977 2 $733 131 $433 2.8 *
Change: 1976-1977 2 +525 129 +$5 0.4 n.s.
1975-1977 2 o +S812 120 455 0.1 n.s.
n.s. * not significant Ii):B
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
*** = probability < .000l
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’ Indicator 61: Board Charges for Students
College 3ector and Dii;rigigd NOtiDiT;;gSSed
Form of Indicator 1 t-value Prob.
N Mean N Mean
4=Year Private
Static: 1978 66 $793 718 $776 1.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 66 -$8 709 -$12 0.4 n.s.
1976-1978 65 -$27 706 -S10 -0.7 n.s.
1975-1978 64 +$0 702 -$1 0.1 n.s.
Static 1977 68 $798 712 $790 0.5 n.s
Change: 1976-1977 67 -516 707 +30 -0.9 n.s.
1975-1977 66 +$12 702 +$10 0.2 n.Se.
2-Year Private
Static: 1978 14 $777 109 §774 0.1 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 14 +$43 107 -$12 1.1 n.s.
1976-1978 13 +$54 105 +58 0.7 n.s.
1975-1978 13 +$59 104 -33 0.9 n.s.
Static: 1977 15 §727 110 $779 -1.1 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 14 +58 108 +$16 -0.4 n.s.
1975-1977 14 +$5 107 +$4 0.0 n.se.
2-Year Public
Stacxc: 1978 2 $794 124 $681 1.0 n.s.
Change: 1977-1978 2 +$92 119 -$15 0.¢ n.s.
1976-1978 2 +$119 117 +S7 1.3 n.s.
1975-1978& 2 +$108 113 +514 1.0 n.s
Static: 1977 2 $702 121 $690 0.1 n.s.
Change: 1976-1977 2 +$27 118 +$26 0.0 n.s.
1975-1977 2 +$16 114 +$27 -0.1 n.s.

n.s. = not significant
* = probability < .0l
** = probability < .00l
*%* = probability < .000l , o




