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How do state legislators view higher education in New England?
The results of the 1984 NEBHE Survey of New England State Legisla-
tors, conducted with the suppori and collaboration of the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education, the National Conference of
State Legislatures and the Caucus of New England State Legislatures,

reveal their priorities in a number of important respects.

Over half of New Fngland’s 1323 state legislators responded. The
respondents are almost unanimous, nine out of ten, in citing the quality
of higher education in the region and in pointing out its importance to
the economy (98 percent). They favor a variety of tax incentives, sup-
ports and exemptions, all designed to aid higher education, and they
also tend to favor support of private higher education through state
scholarships and research grants—a point of greater issue in the past.
Ninety-three percent of legislators believe that higher education can
and should play a major role in helping to retrain New England's
labor force for its ongoing revolution in high technology and its antici-
pated applications. They seem confident that such retraining can be
coordinated at the regional level.

With each question the survey clearly uncovers legislative willing-
ness to seek ;mproved modes of support for higher education at the
community, corporate and state house levels with particular emnhasis
on incentives for collaboration in behalf of the higher education enter-
prise that will produce the kind of skilled graduates or research appli-
cations beneficial to economic development.

The survey results make clear that much better communication
needs to take placc among leaders in government, industry and educat’on
(only 24 percent believe there is enough communication). According to
nine of every ten respondents, higher education needs to do a better
job of explaining its programs to legislators and provide them with
improved information on institutional effectiveness.

The overriding tone throughout the report is one of legislative
good will and respect towards our colleges and universities and their
future significance. It is well that this strong pcsitive mood exists, for
New England is about to undergo a severe challenge in the retraining
and re-educating of its adult workforce in the face of increasing
demands by industry for new skills and capabilities, and in the face of
a rapid decline in the number of high school graduates each year from
now to the end of the century. Business, of course, plays the primary
role in providing training and retraining for jobs. State government
has the responsibility to define the public policy interest and acts as a
catalyst in behalf of citizens. The job retraining role ought to be
among the concerns of the modern university, as pointed out by Presi-
dent Clark Kerr of the University of California in his famous 1963

. ;
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. Godkin Lectures at Harvard when he said the modern university
created in the 1870's emphasized research and “occupational training.”
This is decidedly not to suggest that all undergraduate programs

~ should be occupational in nature. Our graduate research trainirg, the
source of much of our technological innovation, is itself built on
rigorous undergraduate education in the liberal arts and sciences.

Nevertheless, public sentiment nationally and in New England
clearly is calling for fulfillment in the 1980's of the promise of a
modern multipurpose system of higher education. Continuing educa-
tion programs, because of their flexibility and adaptability, offer great
potential for development of job retraining courses. But retraining pro-
grams must also be rigorous. The appropriate questions to be resolved
by higher education, government and business will increasingly focus
on the quality of retraining offered, and for whom, and at what cost;
not whether the priority itself is appropriate: The realities of demog-
raphy and technological competition demand a creative response at all
levels of higher education, and require the close collaboration with indus-
try and government that state legislators seem fully prepared to offer.

In 1982, Senator Robert ]. McKenna, Chairman of the New
England Board of Higher Education wrote in his foreword to Financing
Higher Education: The Public Investment (NEBHE): “What we must
now do is emphasize that higher education is not only good in itself,
but also that, either in the short run or, more importantly, in the long
run, investment in higher education must result in substantial augmen-
tation of the economic base of a particular state and of the New
England region. My own impression is that the value of the invest-
ment in higher education has not been fully understood intellectually
and certainly not in terms of the emotion-laden response of legislators
and governors when the chips are down and they must cope with a
shortfal]l in taxes or an excess in expenditures in the state budget.” In
reviewing the 1984 survey results, Senator McKenna commented, “1 am
very encouraged by the evidence of progress since 1982. The climate
for public investment in higher education has improved markedly and

rapidly throughout New Engl_ang.”

We are deeply gratified by the cooperation 705 legislators throughout
New England provided in responding to this effort, ‘and believe the
results are indicative of an emerging period of collaboration based upon
the attitudes revealed by the survey and the public policy options
thereby suggested.

John C. Hoy

President
New England Board of Higher Education

Boston, Massachusetts
October 1984
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NEBHE's 1984 Survey of New England State Legislators provides
insight into their attitudes and concerns regarding several key issues in
higher education. The survey addresses five major topics in higher
education: (1) quality; (2) role in economic deveiopment; (3) finance;
(4) commuiication between educators and legislators, and (5) role in
retraining mid-career workers. A similar study of New England leader-
ship was done by NEBHE in 1980 including college and university
presidents, corporate executives, legislative leaders and the region’s six
gOVernors.

e Legislators score 98 percent in believing that higher education is
vital to New England's economy, virtually identical to the high
score recorded by the region's leadership overall in 1980.

e Three-quarters of legislators favor increased state funding for coi-
leges and universities and an even larger number, nine-out of ten,

support tax incentives for industry to contribute to higher education.

e Nearly nine out_of ten legislators support High-Technology Morrill
Act legislation in their own states.

¢ Nine of ten legislators are impressed with the quality of New
England’s higher education, considerably higher than the two-
thirds who think well of the quality of higher education overall in
the United States.

¢ Communication between legislators and educators has improved
since 1980 but still falls far short of the mark.

e Nine of ten legislators want academia to fumish better data to
government than it has been getting. -

e Legislators recognize the need for retraining of workers with obso-
lete skills and nine of ten believe institutions of higher education
have an important role to play in retraining for high demand
occupations.

Highlights
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Summary Analysis

1. Quality of Higher Education

Summary: Legislators hold the quality of higher education in New
England in high regard. Ninety percent of the respondents believe the
quality of higher eduaation in MNew England is excellent or good, and
very few feel it is fair or poor. Ey comparison, only two-thirds think
the overall quality of higher education in the United States is excellent
or good and 30 percent rated it fair.

Responses:

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality of
a college or university education in New England?

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t Know

CT (N=117) 24.8% 61.5% 11.1% — 2.6%
MA (N =103) 35.9% 56.3% 6.8% - 1.0%
RI (N=82) 35.4% 58.5% 4.9% — 1.2%
ME (N=103) 38.5% 54.4% 5.8% 1.0% ~

MNH (N=173) 42.2% 49.1%, 6.4% — 2.3%
VT (N =108) 27.8% 60.2% 11.1% — 9%
Totals (N = 686) 34.7% 56.0% 7% 1% 1.5%

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality of
a college or university education in the U.5.7

Excellent " Good Fair Poor Don't Know
CTIN=119 7.6% 51.3% 36.1% — 5.0%
MA (N=102) 10.7% 57.3% 30.1% 1.0% 1.0%
RI(IN=83) 15.7% 57.8% 24 1% — 2.4%
ME (N=104) 106% 54 8% 30.8% — 38%
NH (N=173) 15.6% 47 .4% 30.1% 2.9% 4.0%
VT (N=108) 9.3% 59.3% 26.9% 1.9% 28%
Totals (N =690) 11.7% 53.8% 30.0% 1.2% 3.3%
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II. Role of Higher Education In Economic Development

Summary: Legislators are nearly unanimous in believing that higher
education is either very important. or fairly important to the New
England economy. These opinions held by legislators reflect the views
of the general public in New England as well as in other regions of
the country. A 1983 poll of the general public co-sponsored by NEBHE
and conducted by the Group Attitudes Corporation of New York City
.indicated that 91 percent of New England residents and 87 percent of
the U.S. population as a whole feel it is important that the resources
of colleges and universities be applied to economic growth in their
state. Eighty-six percent of,legislators view higher education as an
industry in the region’s economy, ahead of the 80 percent of regional
leaders who held that view in NEBHE's 1980 leadership survey.

N

Responses:

Question: How important do you think New England’s institutions of
higher learning are to the economy of the region?

very Fairly Not too  Not important Don*

Important important Important at ail Know

CT(IN=-1201 65.8% ] 30.0% 31.3% — 8%
MA (N=103 85.4% 14.6% — —— —

RE (N 82 75.6% 20.7% 249, — 1.2%
ME (N = 105) 78.1% 20.0% 1.9% — ~
NH (N=178) 87 1% 11.8% 1.1 % — ~
VT N=109) 86.2% 11.9% 1.8% _ —

Totals (N = 697) 80.3% 17.6% 1.7% 3%

Question: Some people think of New England’s higher educational
institutions as an industry in the region’s economy. Do you agree with

this view?
Yes No
CT IN=115) 75.7% 24.3%
MA (N =101) 92.1% 7.9%
RI (N=81) 82.7% 17.3%
~ ME (N=102) 87.3% 12.7%
NH (N~ 138) 83.1% 16.9%
VT (N =109) 93.6% 6.4%
Totals (N = 674) 85.5% 14.5%
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i HI. Financing Higher Education

~3 Summary: A large majority of legislators support increased state

funding for colleges and universities and overwhelmingly favor tax
incentives for industry to help education. On balance legislators favor -

rt for private institutions through tax incentives, scholarship pro-
grams and financial aid for scientific and technological research. In
addition, 87 percent favor a statg level “High Technology Morrill Act”
to provide matching grants for business and educational partnerships
‘to strengthen science, engineering and technology in colleges and uni-
versities. A majority believe university land should be exempt from
property taxes and that local communities as a result should be reim-
bursed by the state for part of the tax revenue they lose.

Responses:

Question: If someone suggested increasing state funding for colleges
and universities, what would be your response to the suggestion?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know

CT IN=120} 26.3% 45.0% 15.0% . 5.0% 6.7%

MA (N = 100) 29.0% 53.0% 11.0% 4.0% 3.0%

h RI (IN=78) 34.6% 42 3% 15.4% 1.3% 6.4%
ME (N = 104) 28.8% 52.9% 9.6% 2.9% 5.8%

N (N =175) 44.6% 30.3% 13.1% 4.6% 7. 4%

VT (N=107) 13.1% 52.3% 20.6% 7.5% 6.5%

Totals (N - 684) 31.0% 4 b 14.0% 4.4% 6.1%

Question: Do you support special tax incentives to encourage corporate
contributions to educational institutions (e.g., equipment, personnel
and facilities)? .

Yes No
CT(IN=117) . 89.4% 10.6%
MA (N ~94) 95.7% 4.3%
RI (N=76) S90.8% 9.2%
ME (N =96) 90.6% 9. 4%
NH (N=15; 91.7% 8.3%
VT (N ~95) 90.5% 9 5%
’ Jotals {(N=022) 91.5% 8.5%

)
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Question: Do you think state government should provide scholar-
ships to students attending private colleges and universities?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don%t

- Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know

CT (N=119) 19.3% 41.2% 22.7% 15.1% 1.7%
MA (N ~ 102) 28.4% 37.3% 13.7% 14.7% 5.9%
RI (N = 80) 25.0% 33.8% 22.5% 13.8% 5.0%
ME (N = 103) 8% 33.0% 27.2% 21.4% 10.7%
NH (N=177) 15.8% 28.2% 22.6% 26.0% 7.3%
VT (N={11) 33.3% 26.1% 23.4% 8.1% 9.0%

Totals (N = 692) 21.0% 32.8% 22.1% 17°5% 6.6%

Question: Do you think state governmerit should provide financial
support for scientific and technological research at private colleges and

universities?
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know
CT(IN=119) 12.6% 47.1% 26.9% 10 . 2.5%
MA (N =101) 19.8% 46.5% 19.8% 2.8 5.9%
RI(N~82) 24.4% 42.7% 20.7% 8.5% 3.7%
ME (N = 104) 13.5% 47 1% 21.2% 10.6% 7.7%
NH (N=177) 15.3% 33.3% 26.0% 15.8% 9.6%
VT (N=110j 13.6% 37.3% 24.5% 11.6% 10.9%

Totals (N =693) 16.0% 41.4% 23.7% 11.8% 7.1%

Question: At the national level, the High Technology Morrill Act
proposes to establish a matching grants program to strengthen science,
engineering and technology in our colleges and universities by provid-
ing “federal assistance for joint initiatives” of private industry, educa-
tional institutions and state governments. Would you support similar
legislation in your own state?

Yes No
CT {IN=103) 86.4% 13.6%
MA (N=-93) 93 5% 6.5% .
RI (N =75} 90.7% 9 3%
. ME (N -95) 90.5% 9.5% .
NH (N =166) 83.1% 16.9%
VT IN=101) 83.2% 16.8%
Totals (N=633) 87.2% 12.8%

By



Question: Do you think colleges and universities in your state should
be exempt from paying real property taxes on land they own that is
used for educational purposes?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know
CTIN=-116) 41.4% 40.5% 13.8% 2.6% 1.7%
MA (N=103) 26.2% 43.7% 20.4% 4.9% 4.9%

RI (N -82) 35.4% 331 % 18.3% 12.2%
ME (N = 104) 47.1% 30.8% 13.5% 4.8% 3.8%
NH (N =176) 50.0% 24.4% 14.8% 7 4% 3.4%
VIIN=111) 38.7% 37.8% 12.6% 6.3% 4.5%

1.

Totals (N =692) 41.0% 34.2% 15.3% 6©.2% 3.2%

Question: Some people feel that the property tax exemption is a
well-deserved benefit for campuses, but that states may need to reim-
burse localities for part of the tax revenues lost. Do you agree with

this view?
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don’t
Agree Agree Disagree Dis.gree Know
CT (N=120) 32.5% 40.0% 15.8% 9.2% 2.5%
MA (N =100) 21.0% 49.0% 20.0% 6.0% 4.0%
KI {(N=82) 14.6% 43.9% 11.0% 28.0% 2.4%
ME (N~104) 19.2% 46.2% 15.4% 15.4% 3.8%
’ NH (N=178) 21.9% 37.6% 19.1% 16.9% 4.5%
VI {(N=T111) 16.2% 45.0% 18.9% 16.2% 3.6%
Totals (N =695) 21.4% 42.9% 17.1% 15.0% 3.6%

IV. Communication Between Educators and Legislators

Summary: Unfortunately, educators and legislators communicate with
each other less than each thinks desirable. In the 1980 NEBHE leader-
ship survey only 23 percent reported satisfaction with the extent of
communication between institutions of higher education and govern-
ment. Response from legislators in this year's survey was almost identi-
cal. An even smaller percentage of legislators report satisfaction with
the data supplied by colleges and universities for evaluating the effec-
tiveness with which they use tax revenues. Less than a third of
legislators had been contacted by representatives of New England's
institutions of higher education and just over a quarter had taken the
initiative to contact educators to discuss how to use their respective
resonrces to mutual advantage.

BEST COPY AVAILER: 13
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Responses:

Question: Do you agree with the view that there is enough com-
munication between New England’s higher educational institutions and
the regions legislators on how they can help each other?

Yes No
CT(IN=116) 22.4% 77 6%
MA (N = 100) 22 0% 78.0%
RI (N =8BO) 15.0% 85.0%
ME (N =99) 20.2% 79.8%
NH (N=174) 20.7% 79.3%
VT (N=105) 41.0% 59.0%
Totals (4 = 674) 23.6% 76.4%

Question: Have you been contacted by any representatives of New
England's higher educational institutions to discuss how to use your
respective resources to mutual advantage?

A
A

?

\ ‘ Yos No
CT (N = 117) 29.1% 71.9%
MA (N=101) 43.6% 56.4%
RI (N=82) 15.9% 84.1%
ME (N=103) 27.2% 72.8%
NH (N=174) 25.3% 74.7%
VT (N~ 109 41.3% 58.7%
Totals (N =686) 30.3% 69.7 %

Question: Have you taken the initiative and contacted any represen-
tatives of New England's higher educational institutions to discuss how
to use your respective resources to mutual advantage?

Yes No
CT (N=~118) 29.7% 70.3%
MA (N=101) 46.5% 53.5%
RI (N=82) 24.4% 75.6%
ME (N ~99) 25.4% 74.7%
NH (N=173) 23.7% 76.3%
VT (N=111) 20.7% 79.3%
Totals (N =684) 27.9% 72.1%

14
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Question: “Government must be supplied with better data vy
academia if it is to judge the effectiveness with which higher education
uses the tax revenues it receives.” Do you agree with this statement?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don‘t

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know
CT (N=119) 48.7% 42.0% 5.0% 8% 3.4%
MA (N =101) 49.5% 43.6% 3.0% - 4.0%
RI (N=83) 66.3% 20.5% 3.6% 4.8% 4.8%
ME (N~ 103) 50.5% 39.8% 7.8% — 1.9%
NH (N=179) 55.3% 31.8% 8.4% 2.8% 1.7%
VT (N=109) 50.5% 37.6% 3.7% 2.8% 5.5%
Totals (N «694) 53.2% 36.0% 5.6% 1.9% 3.3%

Question: Certain economic trends for both public and private higher
education in your state, the region and the nation may be important.
Would information on the following be useful? (Percentage responding
“yes".)

Faculty Federal Grants Total

Trends in: Tuition Salaries  and Contracts Expenditures Other
CT (N=104) 89.4% 784% 86.5% 86.3% 76.7%
MA (N =94) 95.7% 77.4% 91.5% - 87.9% 75.0%
Rl (N=76) 90.8% 86.1% 92.1% 84.5% 84.2%
ME (N =96) 90.6% 81.3% 89.4% 81.7% 75.0%
NH IN=157) 91.7% 77.9% 91.8% 88.5% 64.7%
VT (N=95) 90.5% 80.9% 87.9% 86.8% 64.5%
Totals (N=622) 91.5% 79.9% 90.0% 86.2% 72.4%

V. Role of Higher Education in Retraining Mid-career Workers

Summary: Legislators agree that there is an important need for the
retraining of workers with obsolete skills in their respective states and
that it is important that institutions of higher education assist in this
retraining. Two-thirds believe that New England colleges and universi-
ties are doing a good job in meeting the labor force needs cf private
industries in the region. This represents a notable gain over the 47
percent favorable response by legislators to this question in 1980.
Clearly higher education has been responding to industries’ needs and
legislators recognize that fact.

While the overwhelming majority of retraining programs actually
in New England two-year and four-year colleges seem to be aimed at
workers of age 45 or ynder, most legislators see the greatest need for
retraining at age levels between 35 and 55. Legislators are divided in
their views on the appropriate method for funding retraining. Almost
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half indicate they would support direct funding of vocational education
while over 40 percent feel that tax incentives or other benefits should
be provided tc the private sector. Legislators indicated the lowest sup-
port for subsidies to individual workers to pay for retraining.

Responses:

Question: What importance would you assign to the need for retrain-
ing programs for workers with obsolete skills in your state?

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don't
Important Important  Unimportant Unimportant Know
(T (N=120) 71.7% 25.0% 8% 2.5% —
MA (N = 102) 74.5% 25.5% — —
RI(N=82) 84.1% 13.4% 2.4% — —_
ME (N« 109 61.9% 33.3% 31.8% - 1.0%
NH (N« 176} 74.4% 27.2% 2.6% H%
VT (N=110) 71.8% 24.5% 2.7% 9% -

T()‘dh (N = 695) 72.8% 24.2% 2.2% 6% 3%

Question: In your opinion, which age group most needs retraining

programs?

Age: 26-35 36-45 46-55 56+

CT (N=106) 8.5% 27.4% 613% 2.8%

A MA (N = 90) 8.9% 42.2% 46.7%  2.2%
Rl (N =76) 3% 48.7% 40.8%  5.3%

ME (N - 94) 10.6% 47.9% 37.2%  4.3%

NH (N = 144) 15.3% 45.1% 36.1%  3.5%

VT (N~ 96) 14.6% 438% 385%  3.1%

T()fd]% (N = 605) 11.1% 42 2% 43.20/0 3.5%

L3

Question: How important do you think it is that institutions of
higher education in your state directly assist in retraining workers for
occupational skills that will be in demand by industry?

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don’t

Important important  Unimportant Unimportant Know

CCTIN=T117) 53.0% 36.8% 7.7% 1.7% .9%
MA (N~ 101) 65.3% 29.7 % 5.0% — —

RI(N~81) 67.9% 23.5% 4.9% 2.5% 1.2% —_—

ME (N=105) 61.0% 29.5% 8.6% - 1.0%
NH (N =177) 66.1% 28.2% 4.0% 1.7 % —

VI (N=109) 59.6% 31.9% 2.8% 9% 2.3%

Totals (N =690) 62.2% 30.4% 5.4% 1.2% 9%

BEST COPY AVAil ¢
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Question: How would you rank New England’s colleges and universi-
ties on helping to meet the labor-force needs of private industries in

the region?
Excellent Good 1Fair Poor Don't Know

C (IN=120 7.5% 50.8% 35.0% 3.3% ' 33%
"AA (N=101) 17.8% 67.3% 11.9% 1.0% 2.0%
RI (N=83) 12.0% 53.0% 25.9% 1.2% A 8%
ME (N=104) 13.5% 48.1% 26.9% 7.7% 1.8%

= NH (N=176) ’ 10.8% 58.0% 25.6% 2.8% 28%
VT IN=110} 8.2% S50.0% 35.5% : 9% 5.5%
Totals (N =694) 1.4% 54.8% 27.4% 29% 3.6%

Question: What do you think is the most cost-effective way to
finance job retraining?

Invest in Subsidies to Tax

voc Ed Individuals incentives Other
CT(N=112) 29.5% 9.8% 53.6% 7.1%
MA (N=89) 30.3% 13.5% 49.4% 6.7%
RI (N =78) 38.5% 9.0% 43.6% 9.0%
ME (N=98) 62.2% 2.1% 27 6% 5.1%
NH (N« 162) 56.8% 7 4% 32.7% 3.1%
Vi (N=100) 42.0% 5.0% . 49.0% 4.0%
Total» (N =639) 44.6% 8.1% 41.8% _ 5.5%

Question: Would you support a coordinated system for labor retrain-
ing in New Cnglund?

Yes No
CT (N=105) 89.5% 10.5%
MA (N=93) 93.5% 6.5%
RI (N=78) 91.0% 9.0%
ME (N=77) 90.9% 9.1%
NH (N =158) 90.5% 9.5%
VT (N =98) 83.7% 16.3%
Totals (N = 609) 89.8% 10.2% -
P
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NEBHE 1984 SURVEY OF NEW ENGLAND STATE LEGISLATORS

Political scientists frequently describe the legislative branch of
state government as the most idiosyncratic and leas* likely to form
lasting regional ties. This New England legislative opinion poll suggests
otherwise. :

The 1984 Survey of New England State Legislators reflects certain
common interests of NEBHE, the Fund fo. the Improvement of Post-
secondary Education (FIPSE) and the National Conference of State
Legislatures (NCSL). FIPSE has provided a three-year grant to NEBHE
for a series of legislative briefings, state seminars and special publica-
tions designe< to help legislators define the role of higher education in
the develorment of the new knowledge-intensive, high-tech economy
of New England. NCSL has supported NEBHE's effort to collect and
disseminate information bearing specifically on the retraining of New
England’s mid-career work force.

The 1984 legislative survey thus includes questions related to
issues of common concern to government, industry and higher education
as well as items focused specifically on the retraining of New England’s
work force. One Rhode Island state senator wrote in reaction to
NEBHE's inititiative in this field, “I'm a brand-new legislator but I do
have a sincere interest in job training and the role colleges ana univer-
sities should play in working with government, business and industry.
Great ideal”

National studies on the legislative process confirm that in view of
their excessive work loads and limited staff support, what legislators
want and need most is informed pclicy analysis, synthesis, and, where
possible, bottom-line conclusions to cnlignten their deliberations. For
NEBHE to satisfy those needs in the area of higher education, survey-
ing the legislators directly as to their attitudes, preferences and level of
knowledge was 1 logical place to start the grant project.
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.Legislative Rate of Response

It is noteworthy that in the total unierse of 1323 legislators in
the six states, over 50 percent responded, an achievement that is
nothing short of remarkable for such a large group not not@fcr its
docility. The rates of return by state-v-ere as follows:

N
\\
. N
Total Number Number Responding Percentage
-) 167 120 64.2%
MA ' 200 4 52.0%
Ri 150 83 " 55.3%
ME 184 105 57.1%
NH o 424 181 42.7%
vT 178 112 62.9%
Totals 1323 705 53.3%

Although not a strictly representative sample, it is clearly 2 sig-
nificant and diverse one, a fact that renders even more impressive the
surprising degree of unanimity of some of the reported opini ms.

Role of Higher Edueation in the Eccnomy

Legislators are nearly (98 percent) unanimous in kelieving that
higher education is either very important or fairly impostant to the
New England economy (Table 1), a figure nearly identical to the 97
percent of New England’s leadership who théught so in NEBHE's 1980
survey. Eighty-five percent agree (Table 2) that higher education itself
is an important industry, again approximating the percentage of
leaders who believed so in 1980. They also agree (97 percent) that
there is an important need for tne retraining of workers with obsolete
skills in their respective states (Table 19) and that it is important (92.6
percent) that institutions of higher education assist in this retraining

(Table 20). There is some restlessness about translating retraining ideas

into action as expressed by participants at NEBHE's December 1983
conference at the John F Kennedy Presidential Library and as noted

by a Maine legislative leader in her survey response: “Too much talk—

no action on this iss.e.’
In respect to economic development, legislators reflect the views
of the general public in New England as well as in other regions of

the country. A 1983 1l of the general public co-sponsored by NEBHE

and carried out by Group Attitudes Corp. of New York City indicated
that 91 percent of New England residents and 87 percent of the U.S.
population as a whole feel that it is important that the resources of
colleges and universities be applied to economic growth in their states.
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Educators’ Attitudes Towards Retraining

The overwhelning agreement among legislators that higher education
should participate directly in the retraining of workers is not matched
among all areas of higher education. A 1984 NEBHE survey of the
directors of continuing education in the 257 chartered institutions of

‘higher education in New England producxd the 101 responses reported

in Appendix 1. While virtually all the respondents from two-year col-
leges (public and private) and most of the respondents from four-year
public colleges saw retraining as somewhat or very important, more
than half the respondents from private four-year colleges felt that
retraining programs were either unimportant or not applicable to
them. No doubt private institutions view themselves as educators of
managers and other professionals rather than as trainers or re-trainers
of workers. Some of the legislators responding to this questionnaire
have cautioned (see summary following Table 27) that business, not
government or higher education, should be managing the effort at retrain-
ing and that high schools and vocational technical community colleges
not four-year collegés are the appropriate locus for retraining efforts.

Yet the facts are that the population of the southern tier of the
New England states, at least, is aging more rapidly and growing more
slowly (see Appendix 3 and 4) than that of the country as a whole
and will be experiencing a dramatically greater decline in the number
of high school graduates from now to the end of the century. If a revolu- _
tion in high technology is to be carried out, it will have to be carried
out in substantial part by present members of the work force. We can-
not build our new industrial revolution with the hands and minds of
the next generation alone. There simply will not be enough of them.

So the issue of retraining is a live one and higher education and
government are already involved. Of 36 public colleges responding to :
the survey noted above, 27 reported operating one or more retraining ("'
programs while 29 of the 65 private colleges responding reported one
or more such programs. ,

The Need for Better Communication

Unfortunately there is less communication among educators, legis-
lators and business leaders than each see as desirable. In the 1980
NEBHE leadership survey only 23 percent reported being satisfied with
the extent of communication between institutions of higher education
and government. Table 8 of this year’s survey reports a virtually iden-
tical response from legislators. An even smaller percentage (11 percent)
reports being satisfied with the data being supplied by colleges and
universities as a basis for judgment on funding (Table 16). At the same
time legislators are impressed with the quality of education in New
England (Table 3B), overwhelmingly favor tax incentives to industry to
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help education (Table 5), favor increased funding of colleges and uni-
versities (Table 11) and, also tend to favor help to private institutions
through support of scholarship programs (Table 12) or scientific and
technological research (Table 13). Not surprisingly the majority sup-
ports property tax exemptions for university land used for educational
purposes (Table 14), but more surprisingly a majority also supports
the idea of state reimbursement to local communities for part of tax
revenue thus lost (Table 15).

Quality of New England Higher Education

The generally high regard in which legislators hold the quality of
higher education in New England is apparent in a comparison of
Tables 3A and B with 90 percent of the respondents rating New
England colleges as good or excellent while only 65 percent of colleges
in the nation at large receive such a rating. A clear two-thirds majority
of legislators believe that these same New England oolleges are doing a
good or excellent job in helping to meet the labor-force needs of
private industry in the region (Table 4), up from the 47 percent favor-
able response to essentially the same question in the 1980 leadership
survey. Clearly, higher education has begun to respond and legislators
recognize that fact. A Connecticut state senator says, “Your questionnaire
has brought to my attention a resource I have not used : Jequately and
that is the special departments that deal with human services and
economics in our institutions of higher learning. Whv should we
overlook this area of information and assistance? I intend to start
some inquiries today.
It is quite possible that the recognition of the positive response
from higher education explains at least in part the rather dramatic 87
percent “yes” response (iable 7) to the question of whether legislators
favored a state level “High Technology Morrill Act” to provide a
matching grants program to strengthen science, engineering and
technology in our institutions of higher education.
New England’s strength has always been found in higher educa-
tion, technology and human resources. It is not surprising then that
New England's legislators share common concerns with President
. , Reagan’s Commission on Industrial Competitiveness which is scheduled
N to make its recommendations in December, 1984. John Young, chair-
man of the Commission and president of the Hewlett-Packard Com-
pany, emphasizes human resources as one of the five major national
factors affecting America’s international industrial competitiveness. The
human resource factor, according to Young, takes into account cost,
quality and supply, especially in engineering and science, which greatly
influence the ability of the nation and its states to compete both over-
seas and at home.
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A Coordinated System of Labor Retraining

As for the funding of retraining per se (Table 22), the legislators
were split between the idea of direct funding of vocational education
(44.6 percent) and tax incentives or other benefits to the private sector
(41.8 percent) with the idea of subsidies to individual workers to pay
for retraining substantially less popular (8.1 percent).

The legislators gave a strong vote of support for the idea of a
coordinated system for labor retraining in New England (Table 25)
with 89.8 percent announcing themselves in favor. Such unanimity is
essentially consistent with the high degree of support reported by a
sample of the New England public (1983 Group Attitudes Corporation

~ Survey) to a question about their reactions to the idea of interstate
cooperation in academic program offerings and tuition breaks. People
appear to realize that greater interstate cooperation in eduaation and
training leads to better information, more choices, and improved job
opportunities for themselves. Seventy-nine percent of New Englanders
favored such cooperation as compared to 68 percent in the national
sample. A House member in the state of Vermont emphasizes a
regional and state approach over a centralized program. He points out,
“New England is somewhat unique in terms of its problems with
unemployment. I therefore feel strongly that a regional approach to
job skill retraining would be better than one which Washington may
devise. After we have a regional approach it should be broken down
more to states and regions within the states. Colleges and universities
which provide technical training should be encouraged to cooperate—
ones that do not should be encouraged to expand (we need more col-
leges which provide people with job skills).”

who Needs to be Retrained?

While the overwhelming majority (88 percent) of retraining programs
actually in being in New England two-year and four-year colleges seem
to be aimed at workers of age 45 or under (Appendix 2), many legis-
Jators (46.7 percent) see the greatest need for retraining at age levels
above 45 (Table 21). To the extent that the “high-tech revolution” will
affect not only the high-tech industry itself but workers in all indus-
tries and to the extent that New England workers in manufacturing
have a median age of more than 50, the retraining of the post 45-ers
seems a legitimate concern, ‘

Legislators admit that they are not well informed about model
legislation for retraining programs with only 15 percent (Table 24)
indicating that they are aware of such legislation. Their primary
sources of information about retraining needs (Table 23) appears to be
the government itself (cited by 62.8 percent), followed by the print
media (57.2 percent), committee staff (41.3 percent), organized labor
(39.7 percent), and television (25.4 percent).

’
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Legislative Information Sources

Sources of information cited as most helpful in making general
judgments about funding for higher education (Table 17) were, in
order: 1) data demonstrating the application of college resources to
economic development in your state; 2) annual data demonstrating
proficiency in student learning; 3) first-hand visits to college campuses;
4) oral testimony by college officials, and 5) visual presentations by
cullege officials. Economic trend information about tuition, federal
contracts and grants and total expenditures is viewed as especially
useful to legislators (Table 6).

Influences regarded as most important for decision-making about
funding for higher education were ranked on the average as follows
(Table 18): 1) constituents; 2) legislative colleagues; 3) committee chair-
persons; 4) legislative leadership, and 5) the governors. It is interesting
in the light of the findings o note again that the legislators’ positive
opinions about higher education closely parallel those of the public
surveyed by the Group Attitudes Corporation as cited above. The

legislators are indeed in touch with their own constituents.

Education Level of Réspondents'

The survey questionnaire asked respondents about their own
educational backgrounds (Table 27). Roughly two-thirds of the legisla-
tors were college graduates and one-third were not. Responses to each
question of the survey were tallied against educational level of the
respondent. Responses of college graduates were almost identical with
those of non-college graduates on all questions but two. Legislators
who had not graduated from college held a higher opinion of the
quality of higher education than those who had graduated, but ironi-
cally were somewhat less inclined to increase funding for it.
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What, then, in summary, emerges from this legislative survey?
New England legislators, like members of the general public in New
England, see their colleges and universities as vital to the economic
development of the region. They are favorably disposed to direct aid
to higher education or special incentives to industry to move retraining
programs forward, but they feel strongly the need for better communi-
cation among government, higher education and business and better
information about retraining needs, retraining programs and model
legislation on retraining. They are strongly disposed to regional ool-
laboration on retraining programs. A House member of the Massachu-
setts legislature puts it this way: “] am very pleased that you are
seriously re-evaluating the role of higher education in the workplace
for retraining our constituents. I see no conflict in colleges pursuing

‘both academic horizons and realistic job skills; surely society will be
the great beneficiary of such bold educational ventures.’

Reading between the lines of the questionnaire one senses a
strong, positive, if not totally uncritical attitude of good will toward
both higher education and business. One senses an earnest desire for
better communication among the sectors of government, business and
education and for better interchange of good information about educa-
tional and training needs and opportunities. But beyond all this one
senses a regional loyalty and an enthusiasm for regional economic and
educational development. The public, the legislators, higher education
and business all seem ready to pitch in if appropriate programs are
designed for each of the parties concerned. Is not now the time to take
advantage of common concern and mutual respect and translate it into
effective public policy? In the words of a House member of the New
Hampshire legislature, “Keep up this kind of initiative and soon con-
crete proposals and graphic results will follow.”
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TABLES
NESHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 1
Inmortanceqof Higher Education to the Economy
2 .
Question: How important do you think New England’s institutions of higher leaming are to
the economy of the region? .
Very Fairly too  Not Important Don't
fmportant Important important at Know
CT (IN=120) 65.8% 30.0% 313% _ - 8%
MA (N=103) 85.4% -14.6% — — —
RI (N=82) 75.6% 20.7% 2.4% — 1.2%
* ME (N =105) 78.1% 20.0% 1.9% — —
NH (N=178) 87.1% 11.8% 1.1% — —
VT (N~ 109) 86.2% 11.9% 1.8%
Totals (N -697) 80.3% 17.6% 1.7% — 3%
v

A

VERY IMPORTANT
80.3

Y OTHER
10

FAIRLY IMPORTANTY
i76

Sum of percent grouped by category

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
. Table 2

Higher Education as an Industry

’
Question: Some peuple think of New England’s higher educational institutions as an
industry il the cegion’s economy, Do you agree with this view? .
Ys ¥ No
CT (N=115) 75.7%  24.3%
MA (N ~101) 92.1% 7.9%
RI (IN~81) 82.7% 17.3%
- ME(N-102) 87.3%  127%
NHAN-138  B31% , 169% \
b VT (N~-109) 93.6% 6.4%
Total (N = 674) 85.5%  14.5% ..
PERCENT i x (“".j‘t K ' -
g = ) .
: | . ~
s0 — S , .
R ” L
w —
- ) §
3
0 — |
- ‘ “— .
AN . .
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0
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STATE
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators’
Table 3A

Quality of Higher Education in the US.

]

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality of a college or university
education in the US.? ‘ .

Exceltent Good Fair Poor Dont Know
CT IN=119) . 7.6% 51.3% 36.1% — 5.0%
MA (N =102) 10.7% 57.3% 30.1% 1.0% 1.0% \
RI (N=83) ©15.7% 57.8% 24.1% — Z.4%
ME (N =104) 10.6% 54.8% 30.8% — 3.8%
NH (N=173) 15.6% 47.4% 30.1% 2.9% 4.0%
VT (N=108) 9.3% - 59.3% 26.9% 1.9% 2.8%
Totals (N = 690) 11.7% 53.8% 30.0% 1.2% 3.3%
~
GOOD
538
EXCELLENT
1.7
.OTHER
45
FAIR
300

Sum of percent grouped by category

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
27

DA

e

.‘\‘i



BEST COPY AVAILABLE -

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 3B

Quality of Higher Education in New England

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality of a college or university
education in New England?

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t Know

CT(IN=117) 24.8% 61.5% 11.1% — 2.6%
MA (N=103} 35.9% 56.3% 6.8% . — 1.0%
Ri (N=-82) 35.4% 58.5% 49% — 1.2%
ME (N=103) 38.5% 54 .4% 5.8% 1.0% —

NH (N=173) 47.2% 49.1% 6.4% — 2.3%
VT (N =108} 27.8% 60.2% 11.1% — 9%
Totals (N = 686) 34.7% 56.0% 7.7% g% 1.5%

EXCELLENT
34.7

OTHER
16

FAIR
77

GOOD
56.0

Sum of percent grouped by category




NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 3C

Quality of Higher Education in Your Own State

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality of a college or university
education in your own state?

o
Excellent Good Fair foor Don’'t Know
CT (N=115) 23.5% 60.9% 13.0% 9% 1.7%
MA (N =102} 60.8% 36.3% 2.9% — —_
RI (N=79) 27.8% 54.4% 16.5% — 1.3%
ME (N = 101) 16.8% 631.4% 19.8% — —
NH (N=171) 22.2% 56.7% 18.7% 1.2% 1.2%
VT (N=108) 21.3% 65.7% 12.0% e 9%
Totals (N=676) 28.0% 56.5% 14.2% 4% 9%
PERCENT RAFINGS OF EXCELLENT' BY STATE
8 —
-4
]
o — ’
0 —
1
20 -: '
—d
—4 l
0 —
T MA RS ME NH VT TOTAL

STATE
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 4

Higher Education Meeting Labor Force Needs

Question: How would you rank New England’s colleges and universities on helping to meet
the labor-force needs of private industries in the region?

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don'’t Know
CT (N=120) 7.5% 50.8% 35.0% 3.3% ' 3.3%
- MA (N =101) 17.8% 67.3% 11.9% 1.0% 2.0%
RI (N ~83) 12.0% 53.0% 28.9% 1.2% 4.8%
ME (N = 104) 13.5% 48.1% 26.9% 7.7% 3.8%
NH (N~=176} 10.8% 58.0% 25.6% 2.8% 2.8%
VI (IN=110) 8.2% 50.0% 35.5%. 9% 5.5%
Totals (N = 694) 11.4% 54.8% 27 .4% 2.9% 3.6%
CATEGORY PERCENT

EXNCELLENT
GOKOMY 548
FAIR

_P()()R

19

(ON'T KNOW 16
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 5

Tax Incentives for Corporate Contributions to- Education

Question: mmmemmmmcmm
educational institutions (eg., equipment, personnel and facilities)?

Yes No

CT(IN=117) 89.4% 10.6%
MA (N -94) 95.7% 4.3%
RI (N=76) 90.8% 9.2%
ME (N =96) 90.6% 9.4%
NH (N=157) 91.7% 8.3%

VT (N =95) 90.5% 9.5% .
Totals (N~622) 97.5% 8.5%
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 6

Information Useful to Legislators

Question: Certain economic trends for both public and private higher education in your
state, the region and the nation may be important. Would information on the

foltowing be useful? (Percentage responding “yes™) o
Faculty  Federal Grants Yotal
Trends in: Tuition Salaries  and Contracts Expenditures Other
CT (N=104) 89.4% 78.4% 86.5% 86.3% 76.7%
MA (N =94) 95.7% 77 .4% 91.5% 87.9% 75.0%
Rl (N ~76) 90.8% 86.1% 92.1% 84.9% 84.2%
ME (N =96} 9.6% 81.3% 89.4% 81.7% 75.0%
NH (N =157) 91.7% 779% - 91.8% 88.5% 7 64.7%
VT (N =99) 90.5% 80.9% 87.9% 86.8% 64.5%
Totals (N=622) 91.5%% 79.9% 90.0% 86.2% 72.4%
CATEGORY ' o , * PERCENT

TLITION 91.9
FACUETY SALARIES 799
60 CGRANTYCONTR X0
TOTAL £APENDITUR 86 2

OTHER

Y 0 40 Ly 80 100
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- NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Table 6A
Tabulation of responses to “Other” in Question No. 6

information on: T MA Ri ME NH VT Total -
Scholarship and Financial Atd 3 1 1 2 2 9
Community Services 1 1 1 3
State Appropriations for

Public Colleges o 2 2 1 5
Graduate Placement ' 5 1 4 1 2 13
College Enroliment Predictions 2 3 2 1 8 )
College Administrative Costs 2 3 1 6
College Endowments 1 2 2 5
Miscellaneous 8 7 5 10 8 2 40
Total 14 15 13 19 19 9 89
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators .

Table 7

State Level High Technology Morrill Act

Question: At the national level, the High Technology Morrill Act

matching grants program to strengthen science,

mrcmmwmmmWMfwnmmw

proposes to establish a

and technology in

dpﬁva&mmry,eﬁmﬂuﬂmmdmwmﬁd
support similar legisiation in your own state?

Yes
CYT (N=103) 86.4%
MA (N =93) 93.5%
RI (N =75) 90.7%
ME (N =95) 90.5%
NH (N = 166) 83.1%
VT (N=101) 83.2%

Totals (N=633) 87.2%

No
13.6%
6.5%
9,3%

9.5%
16.9%
16.8%

12.8%

Sum of percent grouped by category

31
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 8

Communication Between Higher Education and Legnslatures

Question: Do you agree with the view that there is enough communication between New

WWWWMMMNW&MMMM s
can help each other? . o
Yes No

CT (N=116) 224%  776%

“ MAN=100) 220%  78.0%

RI (N = 89) 150%  85.0%

ME (N =99) 20.2% 79.8%

NH (N=174) 207%  79.3%

VT (N = 105) 410%  59.0%

Totals (N=~674) 23.6% 76.4%

FREQUENCY

60

olllllll

TOTAL

’ 3
o bl geasngd

8

LEGEND: Au:tt S YES
PERCENTAGES BY STATE
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators ,
Table 9 .
~ Contacts from Higher Education
Question: Have you been contacted by any representatives of New England’s educa-
tional institutions to discuss how to use your respective resources to mutual
advantagel :
Yes No ’
CTIN=11D) 29.1% 71.9%
MA (N =101) 43.6% 56.4%
RN ..'82) 15.9% 84.1%
ME (N=-103) 27.2% 72.8%
NH (N=174) 25.3% 74.7%
VT (N=109) 41.3% 58.7%
Totals (N = 686) 30.3% 69.7%
PERCENT
50 ~

0
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 10

Legislators’ Contacting of Higher Education

R )
Question: mmmmmmmwmdm
Wmmmmm&scwhowtommmiw
resources to mutual advantage!
Yes No -
CT (N=118) 29.7% 70.3% :
MA (N=101) 46.5% 53.5%
Ri (N=82) 24.4% 75.6%
ME (N ~99) 25.4% 74.7%
NH (N=173) 23.7% 76.3%
VI(N~111) 20.7% 79.3%
Totals (N =~ 684) 27.9% 72.1%
PEENT
0
..{

3
logaalaa ety des ey
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
~Table 1 -

Increasing Funding for Higher Education

Question: ummamummmwmumu@mmmm
would be your response to the suggestion?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Domt

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know

CT (N=120) 28.3% 45.0% 15.0% 5.0% 6.7%
MA (N -~ 100) 29.0% 53.0% 11.0% 4.0% 3.0%
RI (N=78) 34.6% 42.3% 15.4% 1.3% 6.4%
ME (N =104) 28.8% 52.9% 96% 2.9% 5.8%
NH (N=175) 44.6% 30.3% 13.1% 4.6% 7.4%
VT (N=107) 13.1% 52.3~ 20.6% 7.5% 6.5%

Totals (N - 684) 31.0% 44.4% 14.0% 4.4% 6.1%

PERCENT

100

5
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Table 12

CT(IN=119)
MA (N=102)
Ri (N ~80)

ME (N=103)
NH (N=1727)
VI (N=111)

Totals (N ~692)

41.2% 22.7%
37.3% 13.7%
33.8% 22.5%

33.0% 27.2%
28.2% 22.6%
26.1% 23.4%

32.8% 22.1%

15.1%
14.7%
13.8%

21.4%
26.0%
8.1%

17.5%

10.7%
7.3%
9.0%

6.6%

PERCENT

Sum of percents kr “strongly” and “somewhat” agree)

33
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 13

Public Support for Research in Private Institutions

R N R T ITIN

and technological research at private colleges and universities? o

w‘,i PR

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Dont
CTIN=119) 12.6% 47.1% 26.9% 10.9% 2.5% 4
MA (N=101) 19.8% 46.5% 19.8% 79% 5.9% ‘

RI (N=82) 24.4% 42.7% 20.7% 8.5% 3.7%

L

ME (N = 104) 13.5% 47.1% 21.2% 10.6% 7.7%
NH (N=177) 15.3% 33.3% 26.0% 15.8% 9.6%
VT IN=110) 13.6% 37.3% 24.5% 13.6% 10.9%

Totals (N = 693) 16.0% 41.4% 23.7% 11.8% 7.1%

PERCENT ' o

80

STATE
(Sum of percents for “*strongly’’ anxt “somewhat’’ agee )
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NEBHE 1984 Surveyv of New England Legislators
Table 14

Property Tax Exempt!on

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Dot
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know
CTIN=116) - 41.4% 40.5% ° 13.8% 2.6% 1.7%
MA (N -v103) 26.2% 43.7% 20.4% 4.9% 4.9% .
Ri (N=82) 35.4% 34.1% 18.3% 12.2% —
ME (N = 104) 47.1% 30.8% 13.5% . 4.8% 3.8%
NH (N~176) 50.0% 24.4% - 14.8% 7.4% 3.4% .
VIIN=11D) - 38.7% 37.8% 12.6% - 6.3% 4.5% )
Totals {(N=692) o 41.0% 34.2% _15.3% 6.2% 3.2%
PERCENT .
. i
~ _
.s . w"i— . . A
] |
- ‘q' . ‘
= .
, . ) t ’ .
] |
0 -
. ! cT MA ] . ME
, . : STATE T
, (Sx'm of percents for “strongly” and “somewhal” agree.)
g
[ |
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
| Table 15

Partial State Reimbursement for Property Tax Exemption
Question: Some people feel that the property tax exemption is a well-deserved benefit for

campuses, but that states may need to reimburse localities for part of the tax
revenues lost. Do you agree with this view?

Strongly Somewhat ' Somewhat Strongly Don't

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know

CT(IN~120 3125% 40.0% 15.8% 9.2% 2.5%

MA (N = 100) 21.0% 49.0% 20.0% 6.0% 4.0%

RI N=82) 14.6% 43.9% 11.0% 28.0% 2.4%

ME (N =104) 19.2% 46.2% 15.4% 15.4% 318%

NH (N=178) 21.9% 37.6% 19.1% 16.9% 4.5%

YT (IN=111) 16.2% 45.0% 18.9% 16.2% 3.6%

Totals (N =695) 21.4% . 42.9% 17.1% 15.0% 3.6%
PERCENT

Z

60

40
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(&) MA R ME NH vT TORAL
STATE

(Sum of percents for “strongly” and “somewhat” agree.)




Question: “Government must be supplied with better
effectiveness with which higher education uses

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 16

Better Data from Academia

Do you agree with this statement?

aden;in if
tax revemes

is to judge the
receives”

Strongly Somewhat Scmewhat Strongly Don't

: Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Know

CT (IN=119) | 48.7% 42.0% 5.0% .8% 3.4%
MA (N=101) 49.5% 43.6% 3.0% -— 4.0%
RI (N=83) 66.3% 20.5% 3.6% 4.8% 4.8%
ME (N~103) 50.5% 39.8% 7.8% —_ 1.9%
NH (N=179) 55.3% 31.8% 8.4% 2.8% 1.7%
VT (N=109) 50.5% 37.6% 3.7% 2.8% 5.5%
Totals (N =694) 53.2% 36.0% 5.6% 1.9% 3.3%

CATEGORY PERCENT

STRONG AGREE 532

SOME AGREE i6Q
SOME DISAGREE 56

19

STRONG DISAGREE

DONT KNOW

IHHIUH]HHIHHI”HHWI]H”]HH]THHHH]!HHHH]
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10

20

30

A0

50

60
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 17

Preferred Modes of Studying Higher Education

n your view, which of the following is most helpful to you in making decisions
about funding higher education? (Please rank in order of priority, 1 =most helpful
and 5 =least helpful.) -

Question:

a. Visits to college campuses initiated by college officials *hat provide a tour of
the facilities and information about programs

Oral testimony by college officials before legislative committees

A visual presentation highlighting the main points of testimony

. Data demonstrating the application of college resources to further economic
development in your state

Annual data demonstrating proficiency in student leaming

an o

m

f. Other
Median Rank*
Data Re Data Re

Visits to Oral Visual Economic Student
Median Rank of:  Campuses Yestimony  Presentation Development Proficiency -
CT(IN=117) 2.7 3.5 34 1.9 24
MA (N=~92) 3.3 31 39 1.5 2.2
RI(N=81) 2.6 3.2 3.5 2.2 2.2
ME (N =100) 3.2 3.0 3.4 1.7 2.5
NH (N<161) 2.3 2.6 3.2 23 29
VT (N =105) 2.5 28 34 2.2 3.2
Totals (N =656) 2.7 3.0 3.4 1.9 2.5
Overall Ranking 3 4 5 1 2

* Within each category half the respondents indicated a higher ranking than the one reported
here and half indicated a lower ranking. :

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 17A

Tabulation of responses to “Other” in Question No. 17

a MA Ri ME NH \%} Total
Impact on budget 3 ‘
General Knowledge 1
Input from Students 1
Data on Student Activity

~N oD

1
2 1
1

after Graduation 2 1 1 2 2 8
Miscellane ws 6 4 4 7 6 2 29
Totals 11 6 9 12 11 8 57

a 44

i 85
.p"{.’:‘ﬁﬁ



NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 18

Influences in Decision Making

Question: mmwmmimmmmmmmmmmw
mdh&dme&xMMMMomfdhmml-mim
5

=least important.)
Median Rank*

‘ Legislative
MedianRankingfor: Governor Leadership
CT (N=115) 4.4 35 27
MA (N =94) 3.3 33 2.2
RI(N=77} 34 19 34
ME (N =102 35 3.2 3.2
NH (M~ 156) 4.2 31 2.2
VT (N=106) 3.7 3.6 2.8
Totals (N = 650) 3.7 3.2 28
Overall Ranking 5 4 3

25
2.7
28

2.4
24
26

2.5
2

Constituents
1.8

1.9
1.8
1.8

1.8
1.6

18
1

«Within each category half the respondents indicated a higher ranking than the one reported

here and half indicated a lower ranking.

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Table 18A
Tabulation of responses to “Other” in Question No. 18

a MA RI ME NH \1] Total
Personal Opinions/Experience 3 5 8 6 9 8 39
College People 1 2 4 1 6 4 18
Needs of Students 4 3 8 2 17
Budget/Costs 2 2 2 1 7
Available Funds 2 1 3 2 8
Analysis of Data 1 1 1 2 3 3 11
Committees 4 2 6
Miscellaneous 6 4 2 8 2 3 25
Totals 19 12 20 22 35 23 131

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Table 19

Importance of Retraining Prgrams

Question: What importance would you assign to the need for retraining programs for
workers with obsolete skills in your statel

Very
Important

CT (N=120) 71.7%
MA (N - 102) 74.5%
RI (N =82) L 84.1%
ME (N = 105) 61.9%
NH (N =176) 74.4%
VT (N=110) 71.8%
Totals (N =695) 72.8%

Somewhat Somewh=t Very Don't
important  Unimprtant Unimportant Know
25.0% 8% 2.5% —
25.5% — — —

13.4% 2.4% —

33.3% 3.8% — 1.0%
27.2% 2.8% — 6%
24.5% 2.7% 9% —
24.2% 2.2% 6% 3%

VERY IMPORTANT
728

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
242

Sum of percent grouped by category

46
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 20
Higher Education and Retraining
Question: How important do you think it is that institutions of higher education in your »
mamtymmmmmmxwmmmmnbem
demand by industry? :
Important important  Unimportant Unimportant Know .
CT IN=117) 53.0% - 36.8% 7.7% 1.7% 9% :
MA (N=101) 65.3% 29.7% 5.0% - -~
Ri (N=81) 67.9% 23.5% 4.9% 2.5% 1.2% ;
ME (N = 105) 61.0% 29.5% 8.6% - 1.0% ‘
NH (N=177) 66.1% 28.2% 4.0% 1.7% —
VT (N=109) 59.6% 33.9% 2.8% 9% - 2.8%
Totals (N = 690) 62.2% 30.4% 5.4% 1.2% 9%

VERY IMPORTANT
62.2

OTHER
21

SOMEWHAT

UNIMPORTANT
54

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
304

Sum of percent grouped by category
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 21

Age and Retraining

Question: In your opinion, which age group most needs retraining programs?

Age: 26-35 3645 46~55 56+
CT (N = 106) 85% 27.4% 61.3% 2.8%
MA (N =90) 89% 42.2% 46.7% 2.2%
Rl (N =76) 5.3% 48.7% 40.8% 5.3%
ME (N =94) 10.6% 47.9% 37.2% 4.3%
NH (N - 144) 15.3% 45.1% 36.1% 3.5%
VT (N =96) 146% 43.8% 385% 3.1%

Totals (N = 606} 11.1% 42.2% 43.2% 3.5%

-

' Age 36-45

42.2
Age 26-35
11
Age 56+
35

Age 46-55

432

Sum of percent grouped by category

A |
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 22

Method of Financing Retraining

Question: What do you think is the most cost effective way to finance job retraining?

Invest in Subsidies to Tax
Voc Ed Individuals Incentives Other

CT IN=112) 29.5% 9.8% 53.6% 7.1%

MA (N =89) 30.3% 13.5% 49.4% 6.7%
Rl (N=78) 38.5% 90% = 43.6% 9.0%
ME N=98)- .= -  622% 5.1% 27.6% 5.1%

CONHAN=162) /- . 568% - - - - 74% - 3T 3%

VT AN="100) 42.0% 5.0% 49.0% 4.0%
Totals (N = 639) 44.6% 8.1% 41.8% 5.5%

INVEST IN VOC D
44.6

SUBSIDIES
a1

OTHER
55

TAX INCENTIVES
418

Sum of percent grouped by ca’egory
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Table 22A
Tabulation of responses to “Other” in Question No. 22

a MA (] ME NH vT Total

Split Cost (Government :
and Industry 1 1 5 2 9
Individual Payment 3 1 4
Combination of all answers 1 2 1 2 6
Miscellaneous 3 4 8 2 6 3 26
Totals 7 8 9 3 13 5 45

47
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators )
Table 23 °

Sources of Information on Retraining Needs

Question: What sources do you rely on for information concerning job retraining needs?

Committee Organized Newspapers Government :
Staff labor  Magazines v ‘Bureaus Other :
CT (N=120) 45.0% 48.3% 55.0% 15.0% 70.8% 18.3%
MA (N =104) 57.7% 48.1% 47.1% 17.3% 72.1% 9.6%
RI (N=-83) 24.1% 38.6% 59.0% 26.5% 60.2% 8.4%
ME (N = 105) 42.9% 42.9% 61.9% 34.3% 57.1% 23.8% i
— | NH (N=-181) 387%  35.9% 58.0% 24.3% 58.6% 16.6% . .
VT (N=112) 37.5% 26.8% 61.6% 36.6% 59.8% 9.8% \ R
by i TR
Totals (N =705) 41.3% 39.7% 57.2% 25.4% 62.8% 14.9% "‘
CATEGORY PERCENT .
\
COMMITTEE STAFF 413
ORCANIZED LABOR 97
NEWSPAPIRS - 572
MAGATINES
TV 254
COVT BUREAUS 628
QTHER 149
10 20 30 40 50 o0 70
/
I | E
Q
ERIC 48 51
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Table 23A
‘Tabulation of responses to “Other” in Quefhm No. 23

a mMA R ME NH VI Towl

Industry 142 1 7 9 3 36
Personal Opinion -4 1 2 4 3 2 16
Constituents N 3 1 1 2 8 1 16
Local Goverment Officials 3 1 4 8
JTPA Officials * 2 2 4
Miscellaneous 6 2 5 6 13 4 36
 Totals 27 1" 10 21 37 10 116

) 52



NEBHE 1984 Survey « New England Legislators
Table 24

Awareness of Model Legislation in Retraining

/
Quejt7:_ re you aware of any model legislation for retraining programs?

/ Yes No
CT (N =106) 15.1% 84.9%
/ MA (N-98)  255% © 74.5%
/ RI (N=77) 14.3% 85.7%
, ME (N = 100) 20.0% 80.0%
/ NH (N=167) 12.6% 87.4%
/ . VT (N = 108) 5.6% 94.4%
/ Totals (N = 650) 15.1% 84.9%

PERCENT

>
-
=

[
[}

-
=3

lLlllleJJJllllllllLLlllllllll

[+

BEST COPY AVA{I AR

Q : 50 53




PR S T L S L A TR P2 S S © S I A - et e T e ST R SR T RE
1’ N BERSUEl
.
-
=
x
' i
5
-
A
A3

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators | ' -
Table 25 o

Coordinated System for Retraining in New England

Question: Would you support a coordinated system for labor retraining in New England?

. Yes No
CT (N=105) - 89.5% 10.5%
MA (N =93) 93.5% 6.5%

i T e s

RI (N=78) 91.0% 9.0%
ME (N=77) 90.9% 9.1%
NH (N=158) 90.5% 9.5%
VT (N-98) 83.7%  16.3% :
Totals (N =609) 89.8% 10.2%
i
f
PERCENT A.-‘
100 = ..
.
-
80 -
]
60 ~
4
]
0 -
0
0 -




- e i [ . -~ T " . O T oo - - B N U PR e A P - ARASL AR % o
R R s T R T . Tk

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 26

Respondents’ Affiliation

Question: In which chamber of the legislature do you serve?

House Senate

CT (N~118) 81.4% 18.6%
MA (N=101) 80.2% 19.8%
RI (N=83) 67.5% 32.5%
ME (N =104) 80.8% 19.2%
NH (N=178) 98.9% 1.1%
VT (N=109) 91.7% 8.3%

Totals (N =692) ,85.5% 14.5%

PERCENT
100 —1
—
80 -
-
60 =
-
40 —
~
-
20 -
-
—
.
¢/

TOTAL

T

STATE
(Percent "House')
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 27

Respondents’ Level of Schooling-

‘ [

Question: Indicate the highest level of schooling which you have completed.

Non Some College Graduate

College, College Graduate Degree
CT (N=119) 5.9% 16.8% 36.1% 41.2%
MA (N =100) 8.0% : 15.0% 24.0% 53.0%
Rl (N=82) 4.9% 18.3% 18.3% 58.5%
ME (N=105) 12.4% 26.7% 35.2% 25.7%
NH IN=177) 13.0% 24.9% 35.6% 26.6%
VT (N=109) 20.2% 17.4% 36.7% 25.7%
Totals (N ~692) 11.7% 20.4% 32.1% 36.4%

SOME COLLEGE
204

NON COLLEGE
m

COLLEGE GRADUATE
' 32.1

1

GRADUATE DEGREE
364

Sum of percent grouped by category

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
summary of General Comments

Good questionnaire—good luck 1 -3 3 3 4 3

Poor questionnaire 4 1 1 1 1

w

Need more info about and

coordination with secondary
ed—(Don’t have colleges do
work of secondary schools) 1 6 3 2 2

17
11

13

Only the small specialized

state tech schools a i
ate for retraining ofm 1 1 1 1 1

Only industry & Labor can

really retrain work force (in

place) (Gov't. should not

attemg* to manage the

retraining) 1 4 3 3

11

Gov't should function only as

catalyst between education
& industry 1 1 2 1

Gov't & ed need better com-

munication . 1 4

Retraining a personal respon-

sibility 2 1 1

Don't give higher ed more

money without better cost
controls 1 2 3 1 1 1

Regional use of training

acilities including high

schools (less dup?ication) 3 1 2
Need for better manpower

counseling . 3 i 1

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Other comments include the following:

1. Video retraining courses for home or public libraries

.

2. Better agreement between labor and management needed on retraining
3. Business, not government should pay for retraining

O BN o A

_Need for region-wide data base on training and retraining
Use universities as a resource for manpower information

. Design retraining 50 as to attract new industry

Generate better business climate to retain present jobs

. Keep politics out of funding for higher ed

. Fund the essentials not the frills

10. Basic skills (including reading and writing) more important than job-specific ones

n

More in-state coordination needed probably from state universities

12. Don't retrain the unemployed for non-existent jobs
13. Need for new tax structure and new tax incentives
14. Private colleges need public support

15, Private colleges don't need public support



APPENDICES

Appendix 1

Itespome‘mmiom“%at importance does your institution assign to the need for
retraining programs for workers with obsolete vocational skills in the community which you
serve! (Circle one letter.)

Public Private

Institutions 2Yr 4 2 Y 4Yr
Very Important 13 5 5 8
Somewhat Imporntant 7 6 7 10
Somewhat Unimportant - 1 — 6
Very Unimportant — - 1 3
Not Applicable 1 3 1 24

Total 21 15 14 51

Source: NEBHE 1984 Survey of Directors of Continuing Education

Appendix 2

Composite Age Distribution of Participants in Retraining Programs at 56 New England
Institutions of Higher Education

Age
25 or below 14%
26-35 39%
36--45 35%
46-55 10%

56 or above 2%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Appendix 3

Yotal Population for US. and New England States, 1979 to 2000

Growth Rate (Percent)

1970-80 1980-90 1990-2000
Total U.S. 11.4% 11.2% 8.7%
New England 4.2 6.4 4.4
Connecticut 2.5 1.4 -1.1
Massachusetts 0.8 2.1 0.3
Rhode Isiand -0.3 2.9 -0.2
Maine 13.2 17.4 13.9
New Hampshire 24.8 24.4 28.5
Vermont 14.8 20.7 16.9

Source: George Masnick and John Pitkin, ““The Changing Population of States and Regions,”
(Cambridge, Mass: The Joint Center for Urban Studies, August 1982).

\

Appendix 4

Pattern of Projected High School Graduates 1981-2000:
Percentage Change from 1981

1986 1988 1992 1999
United States --14 -10 -2 -9
Connecticut - 18 17 -39 -3
Massachusetts -17 - 18 - 42 -35
Rhode Island’ - 21 -19 -41 =31
Maine -16 -13 - 30 -22
New Hampshire ~-12 -7 -32 -19
Vermont -11 -3 -22 -5

Source: High School Graduates: Projections for the Fifty States (1982-2000) by William R.
McConnell, Norman Kaufman, Boulder, Colorado: 1984, Western Interstate Com-
mission for Higher Education
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England State Legislators

The 1984 Survey of New England State Legislators reflects certain common
1nterests of NEBHE, the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
(FIPSE) and the National Conference of State Legislatures (!CSL) FIPSE has
provided a three-year grant to NEBNE for a series of legistative briefings,
state seminars and special publications designed to help Tegislators define
the role of hgher education in the development of the new “high tech® economy
of New England. The NCSL has supported NEBHE's effort to collect and
dissemtnate information bearing specifically on the retraining of New
England’'s mid-career work force. The legislative survey thus includes general
items of common concern to government, industry and higher education as well
as items focused specifically on the retraining of New tngland s work force.

It is noteworthy that of 1323 legislators surveyed over 50% responded, an
achievement that is noang short of remarkable for such a large group not

noted for 1ts responsiveness to surveys. The rates of return by state were as

follows:

Total Wumber Number Responding Percentage
cT 187 120 64.2%
MA 200 104 52.0%
RI 150 83 - 55.3%
ME 184 08 57.1%
NH 424 181 42.7%
VT 178 - ‘nz- T 82.9% T
Total 1323 705 53.2%

The high level of regional response to an educational survey is
unprecedented and renders even more impressive the suprising degree of

unaninit,y of some of the reported opinions.

60



o Legislators are nearly (98%) unanimous in belfeving that higher education
is efther very important or fafrly fmportant to the New England econoly (Tadle
1), and 86.5% agree (Table 2) that higher education {tself is an important
1ndustry They also agree (97%) that there is an 1lportant need for the
retraining of workers sith obsolete skills in their respective states (Table
19) and that it §s important (92.63) that institutions of higher education
assist 1n this retraining (Tabie 20).

o In these respects they reflect the views of the general public in New
England as well as in other regions of the country. (A 1983 poll of the
general public co-sponsored by NEBHE and carried out by Group Attitudes Corp.
of New York City indicated that 91% of New England residente and 87% of the
U.S. population as a whole feel that it is fmportant that the resources of
colleges and universities be applied to econdnic growth in their state.)

o Only 65% of legislators rate the quality of higher education in the U.S.
as good or excellent ‘(Table 3a). Over 90% give these same positive ratings to
New England 1ﬁst1tutions, however (Table 3b). Ratings of *excellent” for
their own states' colleges and universities range from 16.8% for Maine to
60.8% for Massachusetts.

e New England colleges and universities are rated as doing a generally good
(54.8%) or excellent (11.4%) job of meeting the labor force needs of private
{ndustries in the region. This 663 total compares with a 47% favoradble
response to essentially the same question in 8 1980 survey. App;rently higher
education has begun to respond and legislators recognize that fact.

e Legislators overuhalningly (91.5%) favor tax incentives for corporate
contributions to higher education (Table 5) and they strongly (87. 2!) favor a
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state level "High Techno1ogy Morrill Act® involving matching grant programs to
strengthen science and enggneering in colleges and universities (Table 7).
Not'suprisinQIy & good majority (75%) favor exempting colleges and
universities from local property taxes (Table 14), but more surprisingly a
majority (64%3) also favors state reimbursements for at least part of the local
revenue thus lost (Table 15).

o A majority of legislators (54%) favors providing state scholarships to
students attending private colleges although positive responses vary from 41%
in Maine to 66% in Massachusetts (T§b1e 12). A majority (573) also favors
state support for scientific and technological research at private colleges
and universities with positive responses varying from 49% in New Hampshire to
67% in Rhode Island.

» In response to a general question about increasing state funding for
colleges and unfversities seventy-five percent indicate a positive disposition
with affirmative responses varying from 653 in Yermont to 82% in Maine (Table
1). |

o VY mn asked if there is enough cowunicaﬁon between leaders in higher
education and legislators only 24% of the latter responded affirmatively, a
figure almost fdentical to that obtained in a 1980 survey (Table 8).
Percentages of positive response varied from a low of 15% in Rhode Island to a
high of 413 in Yerwont. Only 303 of all legislators reported having been
approached by a representative of higher educaéion (Table 9) and only 28% of
legislators reported taking the initiative in approaching college or

university officials in matters of mutual concern (Table 10).
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o A large majority (89%) of legisiators agreed that “government must be
supplied with better data by academia 1f it is to judge the effectiveness with
which higher educaton uses the tax revenues it receives” (Table 16). The
kinds of information that legislatofs would 1ike to receive (ranked in order
of helpfulnes#) are 1) data showing the impact of college resources on state
economic development; 2) data demonstrating student proficiency; 3)

1nfornation from actual visits to campuses, 4) oral testinony from college
officials and 5) visual presentations highlighting such presentations (Table

17). Most important influences on decision making about the funding of higher

education were ranked as follows: 1) constituents; 2) legislative colleagues;
3) committee chairpersons; 4) legislative Jeaders and 5) the governor (Table
18).

e On the issue of retraining of workers almost half of all legisiators

 indicated that the greatest needs for retraining were in the age groups above

forty-five. Legislators were about equally dividgd in their preferences for
the financing of retraining between offering tax incentives to industry
(41.8%) and direct state investment in vocational educational programs (44.6%)
with only 8.1% preferring subsidies to individuals (Table 22). Preferred
sources of information about retraining needs were (in order) 1) government
agencies, 2) the print media, 3) committee staff, 4) organized labor, and 5)
television (Table 23).

.

® Only 15% of legislators reported being aware of model legisiation for
retraining programs but a surprising 89.8% indicated that they would support a
coordinated regional system for labor retraining in New England. Such
unanimity may be less surprising when it 1s compared with thevresponse of a
sample of the New England public (1983 Group Attitudes Corporation Survey) to

a question about their reactions to the idea of interstate cooperation in
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academic program offerings. Seventy-nine percent of New Engla@dﬁrs favored
such cooperation as compared to sixty-eight percent in the paifonal'sa:ple.

The survey questionnaire asked respondents about their own educational
backgrounds (Table 28). Roughly two-thirds of the 1e§1slators were college
graduates and oﬁe-thifd were not. Responses to each question of the survey
were tallied against educational level of the respondent. Responses of
college graduates were almost identical with those of non-college graduates on
all questions but two. Legislators who had not graduated from college held a
higher opinion of the quality of higher education than'those who had
graduated, dbut ironically, were somewhat less inclined to increase funding for
it.

The overwhelming agreement among legislators that higher education should
participate directly in the retraining of workers is not matched among all
areas of higher education. A 1984 NEBHE survey of the directors of continuing
education in the 257 chartered institutions of higher education in New England
produced the 101 responses reported in Appendix A-1. While virtually all the
respondents from two-year colleges (public and private) and most of the
respondents from four-year public colleges saw retraining as somewhat or very
important, more than half the respondents from private four-year co11ege§ felt
that retraining programs were either unimportant or not ipplicabIe to them.
These latter ih;titutions tend to see themselves as educafors of‘naqagegs and
other professionals rather than as trainers or re-trainers of workers. Some
of the legislators responding to this questionnaire have cautioned (see
summary following Table 28) that business, not government or higher education,
should, be managing the‘effort at retrﬁining and that high schools and

vocational technical junior colleges not four-year colleges are the

appropriate locus for the retraining.

Yet the facts are that the population of the southern tier of the New

England states, at least, is aging more rapidly and growing more slowly (See
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Appendix A-2 and A-3) than that of the country as a whole and will be
experiencing a dramatically greater decline in the number of high school
graduates from now to the end of the century. If a revolution in high
technology is to be carried out it will have to be carried out in substantial
part by present members of the work force. We cannot build our new fndustrial
revolution with the hands and minds of the next generetion alone, there simply
will not be enoubh of them.

So the issue of retraining is a 1ive one and higher education and
government are already jnvolved. Of thirty-six public colleges responding to
the survey noted above twenty-seven reported operating one or more retraining
programss while twenty-nine of the sixty-five private colleges responding
reported cne or pore such programs. Several educators suggested that the
mid-career worker needed a thoughtful consideration of theAhistoricaI context
of the high tech revolution and its potential purposes, good and bad, not
merely mastery of its technical skills. Business itself has suggested that
the skills most desired in new employees are the ability to read with
understanding and to think and write with clarity. Optimal curricula for
re-training are obviously stiil evolving.

What, then, in sumsary, emerges from this legislative survey? New England
legislators, 1ike members of the general public in New England, see their
colleges and unfversities as vital to the economic developﬁent of the region.
They rate their quality as good or excellent but their response to retraining
needs as less good though improving. They are favorably disposed to direct
aid to higher education or special incentives to industry to move retraining
programs forward, but they feel strongly the need for better communication
among government, higher education and business and better information about
retraining needs, retraining programs and mode] legislation on retraining.

They are strongly disposed to regional collaboration on retraining programs.

.65

o
-2



Reading between the 1ines of the questionnaire one senses a strong,
positive, 1f not totally uncritical attitude of good will toward both higher

education and business. One senses an earnest desire for better communication

among the sectors of government, business and education and for better
interchange of good information about educational and training needs and
opportunities. But beyond all this one senses a regional lo)‘!alt,y and an
enthusiasm for regional economic and educational development. The public, the
legislators, higher education and business all seem ready to pitch in if
programs are appropriate for each of the parties concerned. Is not now the

time to take advantage of common concern and mutual respect?
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MPORTANCE OF HIGHER EDUCATION TO THE ECONOMY
SUM OF PERCENT GROUPED BY CATEGORY ' ' -

Question! How important do you think New England’s
institutions of higher learning are
to the economy of the region?

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators (N=697)s TABLE 1
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Question:

hiyher learning are to

CT (N=120)
MA (N=103)
RI (8'82)

ME (N=105)
NH (N=178)
VT (N=109)

Totals(N=697)

U P TR st NP

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators

Tabie 1

Importance of Higher Education to the Economy

How {mportant do you think New England's institutions of

the economy of the region?

Yery Fairly Not too Not Important Don't
Important Important Important at all Know
65.8% 30.0% 3.3% - .8%
85.43% 14.6% - - -
75.6% 20.7% 2.4% - 1.2%
78.1% 20.01 1.9% - -
87.1% 11.8% 1.1% - -
86.2% 11.9% 1.8% - -
80.3% 17.6% 1.7% - .33
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ALITY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE U.S.

SUM OF PERCENT GROUPED BY CATEGORY

’ | EXCELLENT .
’ SO 11.7 . |
| OTHER “ ‘
4.5 C
- . | §
| - : P
Questic ! What is your personal impréssion of the | o .
overall quality of a college or university education ,
in the U.S5.7 | : - ;

NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators (N=690): TABLE 38 =~ 7
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 3A
Quality of Higher Education in-the U.S.

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality of
a college or university education in the U.S.?

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't Know
CT (N=119) 7.6% 51.3% 36.1% - 5.0%
MA (N=102) 10.7% 57.3% 30.1% 1.0% 1.0%
RI (N=83) 15.7% 57.8% 24.1% - 2.4%
ME (N=104) 10.6% 54.8% 30.8% - 3.8%
NH (N=173) 15.6% 37.4% 30.1% 2.9% 4.0%
VT (N=108) 9.3% 59.3% 26.9% 1.9% 2.8%
Totals (N=690) n.73 53.8% 30.0% 1.2% 3.3%
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QUALITY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN NEW ENGLAND

SUM OF PERCENT GROUPED BY CATEGORY

EXCELLENT
34,7
Ok
' OTHER
: 1.6
\ FAIR
X © 7.7
" " RN oY
GOOD ) R
56 l

Questiont What 1s your personal impression of the
overall quality of a col{; e or university education
in New England?

NEBHE 1984 Surveg’of New England Legislators (N=686)¢ TABLE 3B
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 3B
Quality of Higher Education in New England

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality
a college or university education in New England? -

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't Know

CT (N=117) 24.8% 61.5% 11.1% - 2.6%
MA (N=103) 35.9% 56.3% 6.8% - 1.0%
RI (N=82) 35.4% 58.5% 4.9% - 1.2%
ME (N=103) 38.5% 54.4% 5.8% 1.0% -

NH (N=173) 42.2% 49.1% 6.4% - . 2.3%
YT (N=108) 27.8% 60.2% 11.1% - 9%
Totals (N=686) 34.7% 56.0% 7.7% 1% 1.5%




JUALITY OF HIGHER EDUCATION. IN YOUR OWN STATE

RATINGS OF 'EXCELLENT' BY STATE

ERCENT
30 ) b

1

0 7]

20 7]
0 -
cT fA RI ME NH uT TOTAL
STATE
\\\ Questiont What is your personal impression of the
overall quality of a col{)ge or university education

in your own state?

NEBHE 1984 Survey &f New England Legislators (N=676)¢ TABLE 3C
\
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NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 3C |
Quality of Higher Education in Your Own State

Question: What is your personal impression of the overall quality of
a college or university education in your own state?

Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't Know

CT (N=115) 23.5% 60.9% 13.0% .92 1.7%
MA (N=102) 60.8% 36.3% 2.9% - -

RI (N=79) 27.8% 54.4% 16.5% - 1.3%
ME (N=101) 16.8% 63.4% 19.8% - -

NH (N=171) 22.2% 56.7% 18.7% 1.2% 1.2%
YT (N=108) 21.3% 65.7% 12.0% - 9%
Totals (N=676} 28.0% 56.5% 14.2% 4% 9%



IIGHER EDUCATION MEETING LABOR FORCE NEEDS P

CATEGORY PERCENT
EXCELLENT 11.4
GOOD 54.8
FAIR 27.4
POOR 2.9
DONT KNOU 3.6

e

PERCENT

Question: How would you rank New England’s colleges and
universities on helping to meet the labor-force needs of
private industries in the region?

NEBHE 1984 Survey of Nsw England Legislators (N=6S4): TABLE 4

1




NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legislators
Table 4
Higher Education Meeting Labor Force Needs

Question: How would you rank New England’'s colleges and universities
on helping to meet the labor-force needs of private industries in the

region?
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't Know
CT (N=120) 7.5% 50.8% 35.0% 3.3% 3.3%
MA (N=101) 17.8% 67.3% 11.9% 1.0% 2.0%
RI (N=83) 12.0% 53.0% 28.9% 1.2% 4.8%
ME (N=104) 13.5% 48.1% 26.9% 7.7% 3.8%
(NH (N=176) 10.8% 58.0% 25.6% 2.8% " .8%
VT (N=110) 8.2% 50.0% 35.5% 9% 5.5%
Totals (N=694)  11.4% 54.8%  27.4% 2.9% 3.6%
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NCREASING FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

ERCENT
00

50
.

TOTAL

MA RI ME NH
STATE

Queation! If someone suggested increasing
state funding for colleges and universities,
what would be your response to the auggestlon?
(Sum of percents for ®strongly® and *somewhat’ agree.)

NEBHE 1984 SURVEY OF NEW ENGLAND LEGISLATORS (N=684)¢ TABLE 11




NEBHE 1984 Survey of New England Legisiators
Table 1

Increasing Funding for. Higher Education

Question: If someone suggested increasing state funding for colleges
and universities, what would be your response to the suggestion?

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't

Agree _Agree Disagree  Disagree Know
CT (N=120) 28.3% 45.0% 15.0% 5.0% 6.7%
MA (N=100) 29.0% 53.0% 11.0% 4.0% 3.0%
RI (N=78) 34.6% 42.3% 15.4% 1.3% 6.4%
ME (N=104) 28.8% 52.9% 9.61 2.9% 5.8%
NH (N=175) 44.6% - 30.32 13.1% 4.6% 7.4%
VT (N=684) 13.1% §2.3% 20.6% 7.5% 6.5%
Totals (N=684)  31.0% 44.4% 14.0% 4.4% 6.1%




News ...

NEW ENGLAND BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION

45 Temple Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02111

(617) 357-8620

FOr IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Selby Holmberg

New England Legislators Reveal Overwhelming
Support for Higher Education - Survey Shows

New England state legislators have revealed a positive attitude toward the
region's colleges and universities - and a willingness to enact legislation to
foster high technology development and academic research as well as to aid in
funding retraining programs at institutions of higher education - according to a
recent survey conducted by the New England Board of Higher Educatfon (NEBHE) and
the Caucus of New England State Legislatures.

More than 50 percent, an unusually high percentage, of New England's 1323 state
legislators responded to the NEBHE survey, which sought to assess legislative
attitudes toward higher education, the New England economy and the midcareer
retraining of workers. The NEBHE survey was conducted with the support of the Fund
for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) and the National Conference
of State Legislatures (NCSL). The Caucus of New England State Legislatures, a group
composed of legislative leaders in the six New England states, co-sponsored the
survey and encouraged the unusually strong response of lawmakers to it.

Legislators responding to the survey showed surprising unanimity in their

opinion of higher education’s contribution to the region’s economy. Ninety percent

(More)
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New England Legislators Reveal Overwhelmin
SEppoF% for Ejgher‘tducation - Page ¢ .

gave good or excellent ratings to the quality of New England's colleges and

universities, while only 65 percent gave the same ratings to the quality of‘higher
education in the U.S. generally.

John C. Hoy, NEBHE president, said of the general attitude revealed by the
survey: “Legislative inquiry into the effectiveness of higher education in New
England will be demanding, but farsighted; the focus of legislative attention 1s
now on future quality, not past quandity.”

Legislators seemed predisposed to have a high regard for higher education,
since roughly two-thirds are college graduates, while one-third are not. But
responses of college graduates were almost identical to those who were not, with
two exceptions: legislators who had not graduated from college had a higher opinion
of the quality of higher education than those who had college degrees, but were
less inclined to increase funding for it.

Almost all legislators, 98 percent, indicated that they considered higher
education to be important to the New England economy. Ninety-seven percent also
agreed that thers is an important need for the retraining of workers with obsolete
skills. While 66 percent of legisiators felt the region's higher education programs
are presencly helpful in training the young to meet New England's labor force
needs, 85 percent placed special emphasis on the need for retraining programs for
obsolete workers, a 20 percent increase over those responding to a similar NEBHE
survey in 1980. Ninety-eight percent felt that it is important that institutions
of higher education assist directly in providing retraining.

Support for legislation includes the enactment of stage-leve1 High Technology
Morri1l Acts involving matching grants designed to strengthen science, engineering
and technology programs in the region's colleges and universities. Legislators also

indicated strong support for tax fncentives to encourage corporate contributions to

(More)
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Support for Higher Education - Page 3

educational institutions; support for institutional exemptions from propérty taxes

and, surprisinaly, support for state reimbursements for part of revenues lost by
socal communities as a result of those exemptions. Further, legislators indicated
support for a coordinated system of wc «force retraining in New England.

In spite of considerable support fér higher education by legislators, there
were some complaints. Most'legisIators, 76.4 percent, indicated that there is
inadequate communication between educators and government, and 89.2 percent believe
academic institutions should supply legislators with botter data with which they
can judge higher education's effectiveness in using the tax revenues it receives.

Hoy, said of the overall legislative attitude revealed in the survey, *While
very positiye about the quality of New England colleges, legislators still want
better hard evidence to support their own vision of higher education’'s importance
to this state. The key question they appear to ask is: How do we know the
region's students are learning what they need to know - that the public investment
is paying of f?"

Legislators revealed they were willing to use more than words to help higher
education contribute to ine growth of the Ney England economy. Efyhty-seven percent
of legislators reSpoﬁding to the survey indicated they would support a state-level
High-Technology Morrill Act, providing assistance for joint initictives between
private industry, educational institutions and state governments.

Further, 91.5 percent of the region's legislators said they would support tax

incentives to encourage corporate contributions of equipment, personnel and
facilities for technology training at colleges and universities. Almost 90 percent
also favored a coordinated system for labor retraining programs offered by the
region’s educational institutions.
Other revelations indicating strong general support for higher education
included the fact that a strong majority of legislators (75 percent) favor
(More) 81 -
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exempting colleges and universities from local property taxes, and more

surprisingly, a majority (64 percent) also favor state reimbursements for at least
part of the local revenue thus lost to municipalities.

A majority of legislators (b4 percent) favor providing state scholarships to
students attending private colleges and 57 percent also favor state support for
scientific and technological research at private colleges and universities.

According to Hoy, legislative response to the NEBHE survey, particularly with
regard to the retraihing of the workforce, parallels recently published data
showing that the populations of the southern three statés are aging more rapidly
and growing more slowly than that of the country as a whole.

"If New England's knowledge-based economic revival is to continue it will
require substantial expansion of continuing education and retraining programs for
mature members of the work force,” Hoy says. “we cannot continue to expand the new
technical and service industries with the hands and minds of the next generation
alone. There simply will not be enough young people. In New England, mature workers
require targeted opportunities for retraining and upgrading of their skill and
competence. Legislative attitudes on this question are very encouraging.”

These findings represent a sample of several themes to be released in a final
report of the 1984 NEBHE Survey of New England Legislators. For more information

and/or a copy of the complete report, enclose a check for $5.00 payable to the New

. England Board of Higher Education, 45 Temple Place, Boston, MA 02111.

NEBHE is a congressionally author{zed regional, non-profit agency that seeks to
encourage cooperation qnd efficient use of resources among colleges and
universities in New England. Basic funding 1s provided by the region's six states
and New England-based corporations.
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