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The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education is an independent, nonprofit, non-
partisan organization. It is not affiliated with any government agency, political party, or college or university.
The National Center conducts policy research and fosters public awareness and discussion of public policy
issues affecting education and training beyond high school. The purpose of the National Center’s studies and
reports, including Measuring Up 2002, is to stimulate public policies that will improve the effectiveness and
accessibility of higher education.

The National Center was established in 1998 with founding grants from The Atlantic Philanthropies and
The Pew Charitable Trusts that supported the initiation of its programs, including the state-by-state report card.
These grants enabled the National Center to launch the report card project, to design its methodology, and to
test its feasibility through a ten-state prototype. The Ford Foundation has also provided core and specific proj-
ect support to the National Center. Refinement of the report card methodology, extension of it to all 50 states,
and the publication and dissemination of Measuring Up 2002 has been made possible by a major grant from
the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation that has been matched by The Atlantic Philanthropies, the
Carnegie Corporation of New York, the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, The Pew Charitable
Trusts, and the William R. Kenan, Jr. Charitable Trust, respectively. A grant from The Andrew W. Mellon
Foundation supported an external, independent review of the report card data and methodology.

Measuring Up 2002 was made possible by these grants. The statements and views expressed in this report,
however, do not necessarily reflect those of the funders, and are the responsibility of the National Center for
Public Policy and Higher Education.
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Measuring Up 2002

By James B. Hunt Jr.

MEASURING UP 2002 1S THE SECOND in this series of biennial, state-by-state, 50-state report cards
from the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education. Our goal in issuing these report cards is to
assist states in improving higher education opportunity and effectiveness.

Measuring Up 2&02 updates Measuring Up 2000. As in the earlier report, state
higher education systems are evaluated, compared, and graded in five categories of
performance; preparation, participation, affordability, completion, and benefits. All states are
given an Incomplete in the sixth category, learning, due to the lack of relevant information
on which to base the grades. In assessing performance, these report cards include the

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

that offer education and training beyond high school in each state.
As with the earlier report, the grades in Measuring Up 2002 are important because they tell each state
how it compares with others, and they challenge eac.h state to raise its performance. This new report, however,
adds a new and critical dimension: each state can now compare its own results with those in the earlier
edition, Measuring Up 2000. Every state should seek to raise its performanc_e vis-a-vis the rest of the nation

and to improve its earlier performance—much as a marathon runner strives to win each race while




constantly improving his or her personal best time. The public, as well as state and education leaders, can
now use these report cards for both purposes.

We know that dramatic changes in the most complex state policy and educational areas seldom occur in
two years. But two years is often sufficient to reveal whether or not we are moving in the right direction.

“The largest gains Measuring Up 2002 gives elected officials, educational and civic leaders, and the general public in

since the 2000 report
R RU R R L Ll each state much of the information they need to determine the direction of performance.

category, preparing

VUL W ISR U §inplemented by state-specific data, this report can, we believe, tell them whether they are making
be able to enroll and

succeed in college.”

headway, are stalled, or are regressing in meeting the educational needs of their residents.

Three Overall Messages in Measuring Up 2002
Looking at all 50 states, I draw three conclusions from Measuring Up 2002 about the status of American
higher education.

First, and most encouraging, is that the largest gains since the 2000 report are in the first graded category,
preparing young Americans to be able to enroll and succeed in college, co?e elements of college opportunity and
quality. More young Americans—although still not nearly enough—are now taking high school courses that
prepare them for college.

m Massachusetts had the best overall performance in college preparation.

m In 30 states, student preparation for college improved.



m Seven states—Kentucky, Maine, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oregon, Tennessee, and Virginia—
improved on five preparation indicators: young adults eamning a high school diploma or a GED
diploma by age 24, 8th graders’ proficiency on math, low-income 8th graders’ proficiency on math,

high school students taking and scoring well on college entrance exams as well as the Advanced

“Although
preparation for
Placement tests. college has improved,
the proportion of

W West Virginia led the nation in increasing the numbers of high school students taking upper-level Ame_ricans participating
in college-level

education and trainin
math and science courses, as well as the number of 8th graders taking algebra. has not.” g

Because many states made progress in preparation, their gains did not always result in higher grades.
These improvements, however, clearly signal that these states are on the right path. Nonetheless, progress across
the United States has been slow and there are many state examples of backsliding as well as improvement. Also,
opportunities to take a challenging high school curriculum that prepares young students for college-level work
are unevenly distributed among states and within them, even within states that perform best.

Second, for the nation as a whole, comparisons with the prior report card, Measuring Up 2000, were
mixed. Although preparation for college has improved, the proportion of Americans participating in college-
level education and training has not. Some states experienced leveling off or even slippage in college
participation. Improvements i}n the completion category were slight, and the addition of 2 measure of six-year
baccalaureate degree completion rates did not markedly improve grades. State performance on affordability

measures improved, but most of the progress made in the period covered by this report card (2000 and prior)
Q

12 1



may well have been lost in the months immediately preceding the release of Measuring Up 2002, as many
states have responded to revenue shortfalls with steep tuition increases and insufficient investments in student

financial aid (see William Trombley’s essay on page 60).

“Higher education
opportunity and its

Third, our major finding confirms that of the earlier report card: Higher education opportunity and

benefits remain
IR G LGI  its benefits remain unevenly distributed among states. The chances of any American to be adequately
among states.”

prepared for college, to find affordable college opportunity, and to enroll in and complete a program of
education or training beyond high school vary enormously from state to state and within states. Far too often,
the accidents of geography, income and race still trump talent and motivation.

It is noteworthy that two states—Kentucky and Utah—have improved their performance in all five

categories since Measuring Up 2000, setting a standard of improvement for the other 48 states.

Some Progress in Méasun’ng Student Learning
Measuring Up 2002, as did its 2000 counterpart, gives each state an “Incomplete” in student learning. Few
would dispute that leaning is the most important outcome of higher education, but states lack sufficient
information about it to make national comparisons similar to those in the other five graded categories. This was
the case in 2000 and it remains so in 2002.

We have now, however, started to address this issue. In late 2001, and with the support of The Pew Charitable

Trusts, an invitational National Forum on College-Level Learning was convened to discuss the problems of the

S
W



“Incomplete.” The attendees—business leaders, governors and former governors, and higher education
leaders— agreed on the importance, even urgency, of gathering better information about the knowledge and
skills of college graduates. They considered both short- and long-term ramifications and strategies, which
Margaret Miller and Peter Ewell describe in their essays in this report (see page 69). The short-term question is
what can be known by using information that is available or can be produced at the state level. As the National
Forum recommended, we have begun in Measuring Up 2002 with a single-state prototype.

As we were seeking to develop a prototype, we needed a state that would volunteer to focus on college-level
learning, We sought a pioneer that would move beyond the known, conventional proxies—certificates, degrees,
and credit hours—to the less explored territory of knowledge and skills. As has so often been the case in recent
years, the State of Kentucky and Governor Paul Patton were willing and able to offer national leadership in a
key area of higher education reform. Governor Patton had participated actively in the National Forum and
supported its recommendations. The Kentucky example that is featured in Measuring Up 2002 (see page 79) is
a first step in the long journey toward a direct focus on the “education capital” that results from education and
training beyond high school. The focus is necessary, for knowledge and skills are integral to our civic life as well
as our economic well-being in the competitive, knowledge;based, global marketplace of the 21st century. We will
add additional states and information about student learning in future report cards. On behalf of the National

Center, I extend my appreciation to Governor Patton and the State of Kentucky for their leadership.
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Conclusion
In Measuring Up 2002, we find significant improvements in preparation for college and very modest
improvements and declines in the other performarnce areas. The substantial gains in preparation suggest that

the school reform movement is beginning to pay off, and they confirm our conviction that educational

“America’s promise is
to offer
high-quality

progress is possible when the states and the nation focus attention, investment, and leadership on it. But

education and
HETLNETII I much remains to be done. The schools have been and remain the nation’s highest priority, and their
school for all who can

benefit.”
improvement is a necessary, although not sufficient, condition for greater college opportunity and

effectiveness. America’s promise is to offer high-quality education and training beyond high school for all who
can benefit. Measuring Up 2002 shows that this remains a promise unfulfilled—one that requires the

sustained attention of state policy leaders.

A =t

James B. Hunt Jr.
Chair, The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education
Former Governor of North Carolina
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Measuring Up 2002

INTRODUCTION

By Patrick M. Callan

TWO PERSPECTIVES have informed our work at the
National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education since
its inception in 1998:

m The prospects—economic, civic, and social—of
individuals, communities, states, and nations depend
as never before on the availability and effectiveness of
education and training beyond high school; and

® The primary public policy responsibility for American
education resides with the states.

These perspectives converge in the Measuring Up series of
state-by-state, 50-state report cards published by the National
Center every two years. We have created this series to
encourage and support state leaders in their efforts to expand
and improve college-level opportunity and effectiveness—a
challenge in every state. In Measuring Up 2002, as in
Measuring Up 2000, indicators and grades are used to
evaluate and compare the educational condition of each
state’s population—how well the people of the state are being
served by education and training after high school. We seek
the attention of the public and state leaders on issues of
performance by focusing on statewide educational resulls
rather than on particular colleges and universities. And we
encourage a focus on results, not on effort, reputation, or
input proxies.

Americans enrol! in—and support—an impressive array
of some 4,000 public and private colleges and universities for
many reasons. Not the least of these is the strong relationship
between higher education opportunity and employment that
supports 2 middle~class life. For individuals, education and
training beyond high school have become avirtual
prerequisite for full participation in the economic, civic, and
social benefits of our nation. Moreover, nations, states, and
communities now require a college-educated populace in order
to compete in the global economy. These are the realities of
the knowledge-based global marketplace—realities grounded
not in the pronouncements of educators or government
policymakers or researchers, but in labor markets.

Recent reports based on the 2000 census offer powerful
confirmation of the relationship of college education to the
economic prospects of individuals:'

m Two groups of Americans have not
participated in the economic gains of
the past 25 years: those with only a high
school education, whose real incomes
have remained flat; and those who have
not completed high school, whose real
incomes have actually decreased.

m The incomes of individuals with some
college education, associate degrees,
bachelor’s degrees, and advanced
degrees have increased both in real
terms and in comparison with those
with less education. For example, in
1975 the annual income of a worker with a bachelor’s
degree averaged 1.5 times that of a high school
graduate. By 1999, the advantage had increased to 1.8
times.

s Compounded over a lifetime, these differences in
educational level represent average lifetime earnings
of $1.2 million for a high school graduate, $1.5
million for those with some college education but no
degree, and $2.1 million for bachelor’s degree holders.

@ These “premiums” for college education grew during
the 1990s, while the numbers of Americans who
attended and completed college were also increasing,.

The demand for higher levels of knowledge and skills
threatens to outpace supply. Demographic and economic data
project slow growth of the labor force, as the baby-boomers
retire and as the demands for college-educated workers grow.
Labor shortages could be felt as the economy emerges from
the current recession, and may well persist for two decades.
Even the most conservative workforce projections predict a
significant shortage of qualified workers between now and
2020 in jobs that will require at least some college?

16

“Willing or not, our
nation and its states
are in an international
economic race

to develop human
talent—to raise the
knowledge and skill
levels of societies and
communities.”
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What, one may ask, does all this talk of labor markets,
demand and supply, and the world economy have to do with
the indicators and grades in Measuring Up 2002? The answer
is everything. Willing or not, our nation and its states are in an
international economic race to develop human talent—to
raise the knowledge and skill levels of societies and
communities. In this country at least, winning that race will
require economic growth and employment that will maintain
and enhance middle-class lifestyles. In contrast to earlier

® International comparisons confirm that other nations
have emulated, pursued, and, in some instances,
surpassed the United States. Despite some
improvements in the past decade, our country is not
the world leader in providing college access or in
college degree attainment.* Other nations are
responding more rapidly and more effectively to
the need to raise the education and skill levels of
their populations through college-level education

times, the broad dispersion of and training,
higher levels of knowledge and
Profile: American skills—not just the education of a Our policymakers and our colleges and universities are
Higher Education small number or an elite—is confronted with a major shift—and one that will bear greatly
required by this new knowledge- on our economic and civic vitality in the early decades of the
Collngw and Universities L based, global economy. The 215t century, We must reappraise the prevalent dé faco
o Four thousand colleges and universities Measuring Up series tracks the i o )
offer degree-granting programs, ) : approach of educational and public policy that guided the
o 15% are public 4-year institutions. performance of states in meeting nation for 50 years after World War I1. Roberts T. Jones,
o 26% are public 2-year institutions. this challenge. president of the National Alliance of Business, puts the
* 43% are private 4-year institutions. challenge well:
* 16% are private 2-year instittions. w  Measuring Up 2000 and
Studeats i(i) 02 gxamin.e :fifgher . “The academy’s long-standing emphasis on identifying
« Thirteen million students are enrolled ucation as ‘_t ects the lives and promoting the very best students directly conflicts
at the undergraduate level. of most Americans— with the growing moral and economic imperative to
o 42% attend public 2-year colleges including, but not limited to, maximize the economic achievement of all students.
and universities. the handful of students who Even the most rigorous programs and courses will be
¢ i;au?ivmeiifi:ﬁc 4-year colleges att?"d an elite college.or judged less by the numbers of students they ‘weed out’
« 20% attend private 2- and dyear Em‘:y&xﬁ ﬁlrilccm’ and more by their abxht):,io educate the greatest number
colleges and universities. . to the highest standards.
 Forty percent of undergrad are colleges near their homes,
enrolled part-time. and many attend part-time. As a nation we recently determined that we could leave no
o One third of all undergraduates are The national picture of higher 114 behind educationally. The lesson of the knowledge-

older than 24 years of age; 70% of this
group are enrolled part-time.

o One third of all undergraduates are
non-white; non-white students are
more likely than white students to be
enrolled part-time.

Appropriations for Higher Education
o State and local governments provide
about $66 billion annually for higher
education, an increase of 26%
(in constant dollars) since 1992.

Sources: For institutions and students: U. S. Department
of Education, Digest of Education Statistics 2001
(Washington, D.C.: 2002). For appropriations: Center
for Higher Education and Finance, Grapevine: A
National Database of Tax Support for Higher
[Education, State Higher Education Appropriations,
199293 and 2000-01 (Normal, IL: fllinois State

education as it serves all
Americans is reflected in the
Measuring Up grades; it is
one of unevenness and even
mediocrity.

The reputation of American
higher education as “the best
in the world” is derived from
that of a few elite institutions
and from the research
contributions of a small
number of universities. This
reputation has little to do with
higher education as most
Americans experience it

17

based, global economy is that establishing—and even
achieving—this goal is only a first step. A second step is
needed: Many more adults must be much beffer educated
beyond high school. Without this next step, harsh economic
consequences will befall undereducated individuals, states, and
communities. The mediocre national results and modest
improvements reported in Measuring Up 2002 strongly
suggest that states and the higher education system are
underperforming in meeting today’s educational, economic,
and civic needs.

Three further observations:

s State financial support for both public schools and
colleges grew during the 1990s. Increased
appropriations for schools were usually closely
connected to explicit public policy goals, such as
raising student achievemnent and teacher quality. In
contrast, increases for colleges usually lacked such an
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explicit policy base. This difference might partially
explain why the greatest improvements shown in
Measuring Up 2002 are found in the area of
preparation.

m A not-uncommon belief is that the underperformance
of higher education will automatically self-correct if
preparation improves. This myth is not supported by
Measuring Up 2002. Improved preparation is clearly
one of the conditions for higher education
improvement, but major gains are unlikely without
sustained, strategic attention to ensuring college
access, to keeping cost and price affordable, and to
improving student persistence and completion.

m Although this report does not deal with the current
recession or its impact, the state budgetary travails of
recent months point to an ongoing dilemma for policy
makers and higher education leaders: Appropriations
are “discretionary” in state budgets, and during
recessions this status often permits disproportionate
reductions in higher education budgets and steep
tuition increases. However, college is no longer
discretionary for Americans who aspire to employment
that will lead to a middle-class life for themselves or
for their children.

Measuring Up 2002, then, presents a portrait of states
and their colleges and universities in transition between great
successes in the second half of the 20th century and the
emerging unfamiliar demands of the 21st. I believe that two
aspects of this transition are critical. Firs?, in the recent past,

education and training beyond high school was just one of
many routes to the American middle class. Now, for most
Americans, the alternative routes available to
earlier generations no longer exist. Second,
earlier policies promoted broad access and
college opportunity, albeit somewhat poorly
defined, for many, and excellence for a selected
few. Now, I believe, policies must recognize that
there are many dimensions of excellence, and
that college opportunity must be a vehicle for
raising the knowledge and skill levels of

most adults.

“We must reappraise
the prevalent de facto
approach of
educational and public

policy that guided the
nation for 50 years after
World War 1l.”

Notes:
1 Jennifer Cheeseman Day and Eric C. Newburger, Current Population
Reports, The Big Payoff: Educational Attainment and Synibetic
Estimates of Work-Life Eamings (Washington, D.C: U. S. Census Bureau,
July 2002).
2 pnthony P Camevale, “The Economic and Demographic Roots of
Education Reform,” in National School Board Journal (NSBA), October
2001, p. 4. “Tomorrow's Jobs,” reprinted from the Occupational Outlook
Handbook, 2002—2003 Edition (Washington, D.C.: U. S. Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, February 2002, Bulletin 2540-1).

5 Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, Education
at a Glance: OECD Indiicators (Paris, France: 2001 Edition).

4 Roberts T Jones, “Facing New Challenges: The Higher Education
Community Must Take the Lead in Addressing the Dramatic Pace of
External Change,” in National CrossTalk, Vol. 10, No. 3, Summer 2002
(San Jose, CA: National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education),
p. 10.
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Measuring Up 2002

For the past six years, Governor Paul Patton of Kentucky has initiated
and implemented a far-reaching state program of reform and strategic
investment in bigher education—the most ambitious in the nation. He is
currently the chair of the National Governors Association.

A Message from Governor Paul Patton:

1 AM PLEASED TO JOIN Governor Jim Hunt and the National Center for Public Policy
and Higher Education in the release of Measuring Up 2002.

This report card challenges states and their leaders, as it challenges America, to respond to the demands of 2
knowledge-driven, global economy. It challenges higher education leaders to articulate a vision of higher
education that is more responsive, more efficient, and more relevant to today’s realities and tomorrow’s
needs. Our workers must now compete with workers the world over. To compete successfully, we must
advance our mental power. Only higher education can equip our people with the knowledge and skills that
will make us productive in the new economy.

In Kentucky, we have accepted these challenges. We recognize the pivotal role that education and training
beyond high school must play in laying the foundation for economic opportunity, prosperity, and a high
quality of life in the 21t century. The core of our agenda parallels that of Measuring Up: enhancing college
preparation for more of our people; enrolling more of our residents in education and training beyond high
school; encouraging those enrolled to complete their programs; keeping our colleges affordable; and gaining
the economic and civic benefits that characterize a well-educated state. Our goal is to enhance the knowledge
and skills of our population, not just increase the number of educational certificates and degrees. It was
because of this goal that we volunteered enthusiastically to work with the National Center on student
learning. The initial results are described in this report card. We have far to go and much still to learn, but
Measuring Up 2002 affirms that Kentucky has set the right course for more inclusive and effective
postsecondary education. '

Each state is unique, of course, but the agenda of the Measuring Up series is so broadly relevant a template
that all can work within it. Kentucky is doing so, and so can every state and the nation. Measuring Up 2000
stimulated and reinforced our drive for improvement in Kentucky, and it is being used for that purpose by
many governors and legislators throughout America. I welcome the 2002 edition and particularly its
emphasis on improvements by each state, as well as comparisons among states. I encourage my fellow
governors, as well as legistators, business leaders, and colleges and universities to use Measuring Up 2002
as a powerful tool for improvernent.

Paul Patton
Governor, State of Kentucky
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Measuring Up 2002

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT MEASURING UP 2002

Who is being graded in this report card, and why?
Measuring Up 2002 grades states—not individual colleges
and universities—on their performance in higher education.
The states are responsible for preparing students for higher
education through sound K—12 systems, and they provide
most of the public financial support—$64 billion in 2001—
for colleges and universities. Through their oversight of public
colleges and universities, state leaders affect the number and
kinds of education programs in the state. They determine the
limits of financial support and often influence tuition and fees
for public colleges and universities. They determine how much
state financial aid to make available to students and their
families, which affects students attending public and private
colleges and universities. And state economic development
policies influence the income advantage that residents receive
from having some college experience or a college degree.

Why is a state-by-state report card needed for

higher education?

Measuring Up provides state leaders with objective
information they need to assess and improve higher
education. After the publication of Measuring Up 2000 two
years ago, state leaders for the first time could objectively
assess comparative information on state performance in
higher education—information that helps identify the
strengths and weaknesses of higher education in their state.
Many state leaders have used this information as a starting
point to gather additional performance information about
higher education in their state, and to build support for
improvements in higher education.

This newest report card on higher education (1) provides
state leaders with a picture of the strengths and weaknesses of
higher education in their state in relation to other states, and
(2) identifies areas of improvement or decline since the last
report card.

Who is this report card for?

Measuring Up was developed for governors, legislators,

and other state officials charged with responsibility for
higher education. It is also made available to higher
education leaders, business leaders, the media, and members
of the general public who care about the performance of
hichor aducation.

What is graded in the report card?

The report card grades states in six performance categories:
academic preparation, participation, affordability, completion,
benefits, and student learning.

Preparation measures how well a state’s K12 schools
prepare students for college-level education and training. The
opportunities that residents have to enroll in and benefit from
higher education depend heavily on the performance of their
state’s high schools.

Participation addresses the opportunities for state residents
to enroll in higher education. A strong grade in participation
generally indicates that the state residents have high
individual expectations for education and that the state
provides enough spaces and types of educational programs for
its residents.

Affordability measures whether students and families can
afford to pay for higher education, given economic
circumstances, financial aid, and the types of colleges and
universities in the state.

Completion addresses whether students continue through
their educational programs and earn certificates or degrees in
a timely manner. Certificates and degrees from one- and two-
year programs as well as the bachelor’s degree are included.

Benefits includes the economic and societal benefits that
the state receives as the result of having well-educated
residents. ’

Learning is intended to address the level of educational
capital that states possess as a result of their policies for
education and training beyond high school. High performance
in this category would indicate that states are developing talent
to its fullest.

Why do all the states receive an Incomplete for their
performance in student learning?

Measuring Up 2000 gave all states an Incomplete in student
learning because there are no common benchmarks for
student learning that would allow meaningful state-by-state
comparisons. This yeas, Measuring Up 2002 likewise gives all
states an Incomplete in this area, for the same reason.
However, recent efforts to develop better measures of college-
level learning are promising (for more information, please see
“A Message from Governor Paul Patton,” page 18, “Measuring
Up and Student Learning,” page 69, and “Grading Student
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WHAT’S NEW IN MEASURING UP 2002

There are two elements of state progress provided in Mestring Up 2002: grades and
“Improvement since Measuring Up 2000” (for results, see the National Picture section,
pages 24-34).

Grades measure 4 state’s performance in relation to other states. An improvernent in a state’s
grade shows that the state performed better compared to other states.

“Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 measures a stale’s progress in relation to its own
previous results. This measure compares each state’s results on the indicators in Measuring Up
2000 to its results in Megsuring Up 2002. If a state is described as making “improvement” in a
performance category, then it made progress on the majority of indicators in that category.

NEW INDICATORS*

Preparation

K12 Course Taking

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course

K-12 Student Acbievement

8th graders scoring at or above "proficient" on the national assessment exam in science

Completion
Completion
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of college entrance

Benefits

Economic Benefils

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population with some
college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

REVISED INDICATORS '

Participation

Working-Age Adulls

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of pastsecondary education (previous
definition included 25- to 44-year-olds)

Affordability

Reliance On Loans

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year (previous definition included
all students rather than undergraduate students only)

* The weights of indicators within performance categories have been adjusted slightly to
accommodate these new indicators.

¥ For detailed information on changes to these indicators, changes in calculating indicators, and
other definitional issues, see Technical Guide: Documenting Methodology, Indicators, and Data
Sources for Measuring Up 2002 at www.highereducation.org,

Leaming,” page 73). The degree to which studehts’ skills and

abilities are improved as a result of states policies for
education and training beyond high school is perhaps the

most important criterion for measuring state performance in

higher education. The Incomplete in leamning highlights a
gap in our ability to make systematic state-by-state
comparisons in this area.

How are states graded?

States receive grades in each performance category. Each
performance category is made up of several indicators or
quantitative measures—a total of 34 in the five categories.

Grades are calculated based on each state's performance on

these indicators, relative to other states (see page 23).

What information is provided but not graded?

The State Profiles provide important information that is not
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graded—either because the data are not available for all the
states or because the information, though useful, is not based
on performance outcomes. For instance, the State Profiles
highlight gaps in state performance in providing opportunities
for various income and ethnic groups, and they identify
substantial changes in state performance over the last ten years.
In addition, the “Improvement since Measuring Up
2000 information summarized in the National Picture
section (pages 30~34), shows which states have improved
their results in each performance category in the data years

- 1998 to 2000, and which states have not improved their

results. This progress, while useful in tracking change within
each state, is not included in grading.

Additional information—for instance, the state’s
population, the size of its economy and its system of higher
education—that is helpful in providing a context for
understanding performance is provided on the National
Center’s Web site at www highereducation.org,

What sources of information are used to determine the
grades?

All the information in Measuring Up 2002 was collected
from national, reliable sources, including the U.S. Census and
the U.S. Department of Education. All data are the most
current available for state-by-state comparisons (in most cases

- from 2000), are in the public domain, and were collected in

ways that allow effective comparisons among the states. The
technical guide (available at www highereducation.org) has
information about sources for each indicator.

What do you mean by “higher education”?

Higher education refers to all education and training beyond
high school, including all public and private, two- and four-
year, nonprofit and for-profit institutions.

Why are private institutions included in the report card?
Measuring Up provides states with an overall picture of their
performance in higher education. Since private colleges and
universities play a crucial role in providing opportunity and
helping students achieve their educational goals, state higher
education policy should be responsive to the opportunities
offered by private institutions. Most states provide financial aid
for students who enroll in either public or private colleges and
universities; some states provide direct support to their private
colleges. Measuring Up documents the effects these state
policies have on opportunity for and achievement in higher
education in the state.

Do states receive “credit” for effort or for facing difficult
economic or educational circumstances?

No. The grades are based solely on performance. Since we base
performance on outcome measures, states do not receive credit
for effort or for facing difficult economic or educational



circumstances, only for results. On the National Center’s Web
site, however, “leading indicators” are provided in State
Profiles, including economic projections and societal
measures, to identify some of the long-term policy challenges
facing the state.

Does Measuring Up take into account new state policies
that have recently been introduced?

Measuring Up reports on performance and changes in
performance. New state policies often do not change
performance immediately. As these policies influence state
results, changes will be reflected in the indicators and grades.

Is it possible for a state to receive a higher grade but to
make “No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000"?

Yes. Since grades measure how states perform relative to other
states, a state’s grade can improve or drop depending upon the
performance of other states—even f its own results on the
indicators, or performance measures, remain constant or decline.

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

What grading scale is used?

As shown in “How We Grade States,” the grades are based on
the familiar 100-point scale: An “A” represents a score of 90 or
above, and an “F” represents a score below 60 (see page 23).

Why do we include both five-year and six-year bachelor’s
degree completion?

The five-year degree completion indicator refers to first-time,
full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within five
years of finishing high school, whereas the six-year indicator
refers to first-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s
degree within six years of enrolling in college. The six-year
measure refers to all students, not just recent high school
students entering college. '

Does the report card use data unique to a particular state?
Measuring Up 2002 uses data that are comparable for all

the states. As a result, some states may find that their own
internal data present a fuller picture of the states strengths
and weaknesses in higher education. The National Center
encourages states to add their own data to the report

card’s categories to create a more detailed picture of

state performance.
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What happens if data are missing for a state?

When information is not available on a particular indicator,
we assume, for the purposes of grading, that a state is doing
no better or worse on that particular indicator than it is on the
other indicators in that performance category.

However, the report card uses the most recent data
available. In the event that a state has reported data in
Measuring Up 2000, but not in Measuring Up 2002, the
data from Measuring Up 2000 are used since they are the
most recent data available for state-by-state comparisons.

Are there some sources that have not updated their data
since the last report card?

Yes. For instance, in relation to the preparation category, the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) conducts
surveys regularly but has not conducted surveys in reading
and writing proficiency since Measuring Up 2000. Therefore,
these indicator results remain unchanged. Also, in relation to
the benefits category, the National Adult Literacy Survey
(NALS) is now being administered as the National Assessment
of Adult Literacy (NAAL), but its results are not yet available.
For these indicators, results from the previous edition of the
report card are reported in this edition as well.

To what extent do the grades reflect the wealth or the race
and ethnicity of the state’s population?

An independent analysis of Measuring Up 2000 data showed
that factors like wealth and economic vitality had about a 25%
influence on grades, and that race and ethnicity had about a
10% influence. (See A Review of Tests Performed on the Data
in Measuring Up 2000, by Peter Ewell, available at

www highereducation.org.)

How does the report card account for the migration of
people across state lines?

Migration affects two of the performance categories:
participation and benefits. One of the indicators in the
participation category accounts for the migration of young
people, but the other indicator, due to limitations in the
collection of the data, does not. To provide a context for the
grades in participation, please see net migration for each state
reported in the State Profiles section of Measuring Up 2002
on the National Center’s Web site (wwwhighereducation.org).
In the benefits category, states receive credit for having an

educated population since states reap the economic and
societal rewards whether or not residents received their
education in that state. With the exception of the benefits
category, all other graded performance categories recognize
states for developing rather than importing talent.

Does the report card evaluate graduate education

and research?

No. Colleges and universities perform many valuable functions
besides those measured in Measuring Up 2002, including

- research, graduate and professional education, public service,

and economic development. Measuring Up focuses on
education and training through the bachelor’s degree because
this is an area where all states have major policy
responsibilities whether or not they have substantial
commitment to other higher education functions. Systematic
measures for the evaluation of research and graduate
education are already available on a national basis.

How frequently are the report cards published?
Every two years. The next report cards will be released in 2004
and 2006.

How can I find out more about the report card or about
my state’s performance?

Visit the National Center’s Web site at

www highereducation.org to:

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

» Compare states on their grades and indicator results in
each performance category.

o Compare states on their improvement since Measuring
Up 2000.

« Compare states on contextual information (such as
demographic indicators and higher education
appropriations).

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

* Download all or parts of Measuring Up 2002.

« Link directly to the sources that gathered the data.

e Obtain technical information for indicators, weights,
and calculations.

* Find out more about the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education.
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HOW WE GRADE STATES

State grades (A, B, C, D, or F) in the five performance
categories are based on that state’s performance relative to
other states.

Step 1. Identify indicators
Indicators, or measures, are selected for each performance
category—preparation, participation, affordability,
completion, and benefits. All indicators used in Measuring Up:
o are important in assessing performance in the category,
o are collected regularly by reliable, public sources that
follow accepted practices for data collection,
o are comparable across the 50 states, and
o measure performance results.

Step 2. Weight indicators
Each indicator is assigned a weight based on its importance to
the performance category.

Step One:
IDENTIFY

Step 3. Identify top states for each indicator

State results, or raw scores, on each indicator are converted to
an “index” scale of 0 to 100, using the top five states as the
benchmark. This establishes a high, but achievable standard J' sepluo:
of performance. ‘

Step 4. Identify best state for each category

State scores for each category are calculated from the state’s
results on the indicators and the indicators’ weights. These
category scores are converted to a “category index” scale of 0
to 100, based on the performance of the top state in the
category.

Step 5. Assign grades
Grades are assigned based on the category index scores, using

a grading scale common in many high school and college
classes.

Step Three:
. JDENTIFY
! Y0P STATES

FOR EACH
" INDICATOR

Step Four:
" IDENTIFY
:  BESTSTATE
1 FOREACH
Y

Step Five.
{ ASSIGN
3 GRADES

HOW WE MEASURE IMPROVEMENT

“Improvement since Measuring Up 2000” (described as
“Improvement”’ or “No Improvement”) measures a state’s
progress in relation to it's own previous results.

1. Compare each state’s results* on the indicators
in Measuring Up 2000 with its results on the
indicators in Measuring Up 2002

Measuring Up 2000 provided results on 30 indicators, or
measures, of state performance in higher education.
Measuring Up 2002 provides updated results for each state.

2. Determine whether the state’s performance on
each comparable indicator improved or declined
since Measuring Up 2000

3. In each performance category, identify whether
the majority of each state’s results improved

With the weights of indicators taken into account, if the
majority of a state’s results increased, then the state made
“improvement” in that performance category.1L If the majority
of a state’s results did not increase or remained the same, then
the state made “no improvement” in that performance category.

For more information about indicators and
calculations, see Technical Guide: Documenting
Methodology, Indicators, and Data Sources at
www.highereducation.org.

s The results, or raw soores, are the numerical values that each state receives on each indicator. (To see how results are converted to grades, see “Grading,” page 189.)
T The “majority” here is a weighted majority. Each indicator is assigned the same weight as in grading (see “Grading,” page 189). The enly exceptions are in those

adjusted proportionately.

performance categories where indicators have been added or refined, or where updated state information was not available; in those cases, the weights are
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. PREPARATION

NATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS: PREPARATION
How adequately are students in each state being prepared for
education or training beyond bigh school?

Most young people in the United States attain a high
school diploma, but the courses they take and the level of
mastery they show over core subjects vary widely among
states. In only a few states do large proportions of students
take rigorous courses, demonstrate high levels of

PREPARATION

High School Completion
High School Credential

K-12 Course Taking

Math Course Taking achievement, and graduate from high school.
Science Course Taking
Algebra in 8th Grade High School Completion

Math Course Taking in 12th Grade
K-12 Student Achievement

Most states perform well in assuring that young people
attain a high schoo! diploma or a General Education

;{fdi:?gs;:zm Development (GED) diploma by age 24. But there are
Science Proficiency large gaps in the attainment of different ethnic and
Writing Proficiency income groups within states.

Math Proficiency ameng Low-Income « States range from a high of 95% (Maine) to a low of
College Entrance Exams

74% (Arizona) on the percentage of their residents

who eam a high school diploma or a General

Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24.

* In 18 states, more than 90% of young people have a high school
or GED diploma. In 29 states, more than 80% have one.

» In Arizona, 87% of white young adults have a high school or GED
diploma, compared with 59% for all other races.

« In Georgia, 98% of young adults from high-income families have
a high schoo! or GED diploma, compared with 61% of young
adults from low-income families.

Advanced Placement Exams

Grades measure a state’s performance in relation to other states.

‘THE NATIONAL PICTURE: 2002 SNAPSHOT

K-12 Course Taking

Students who take and do well in rigorous high school courses tend
to enroll in and graduate from college in greater numbers than other
students. State performance on these measures indicates that a

low proportion of all students are taking these kinds of

challenging courses.

* The best-performing state in math course taking is North
Carolina, where 61% of students take at least one upper-level
math course. In New Mexico, the percentage of students who do
so is about half that, 31%.

« [n only 13 states do more than half of all high schoo! students
take an upper-level math course. No states reach this threshold in
science course taking. ’

K~-12 Student Achievement
The demonstrated proficiency of students on national assessments,
college entrance exams, and Advanced Placement exams varies widely;
for some of these tests, performance in the best states is four times that
of the lowest-scoring states. Gaps within states are also high.
« In Connecticut, 44% of eighth graders score at or above proficient
on national assessments of writing, In Mississippi, only 11% do so.
« Among all Connecticut eighth graders, the proportion
demonstrating proficiency on national math assessments is 34%.
However, the proportion of low-income eighth graders in
Connecticut doing so is only 7%.

REST CNPY AVAIN API ©

[ Connecticut, Massachusetts, Montana, New Jersey, Utah, Wisconsin [] Alaska, Colorado, lllinois{,v lowa, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New
, Uampshire, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Vermont, Virginia, Washington .C}California, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio,
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egon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, West Virginia, Wyoming D Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Mississippi, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee [BLouisiana
Massachuselts s the top-performing state in preparation.
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NATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS: PARTICIPATION Enrollment among different groups within states is highly uneven,
Do state residents have sufficient opportunities to enroll in * In Colorado, 30% of white 18- to 24-year-olds are enrolled in
education or training beyond bigh school? higher education, compared with 15% for all other races.
The opportunity to enroll in higher education varies widely across *In Sout.h Carolma, 55%, 9f 18-1o 24-yearjolds
) L from high-income families are enrolled in
states. Within states, large gaps exist in the rates of enrollment ) ’ i
> o higher education, compared with 16% of 18- to PARTICIPATION
of young people by ethnicity, family income, and level of ; o
parents’ education . 24-year-olds from low-income families. Young Adults
’ » In Alabama, 52% of 18- to 24-year-oldswhose . High School to College Rate
Young Adults parents went to college are enrolled in college- Young Adult Enrollment
In most states, less than half of high school students go on to college level education, compared with 17% of 18- to 24- Working-Age Adults
right after high school. year-olds whose parents did not go to college. Working:Age Adult Enrollment
» In only five states do more than half of high school freshmen Working-Age Adults

complete their diplomas and continue directly on to higher
education. In most states, between 40 and 50% of high school
freshmen complete high school and go on to higher education

The proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled
part-time in education or training beyond high school is very low
throughout the United States, and there are wide disparities

- ately. among states
* g;%gﬁgﬁgfm 30% o all young aduls (ages 18 t0 24) are * In New Mexico, 6% of working-age adults are enrolled part-time

in college-level education or training programs. In Montana, only

* The proportion of high school students who finish high school 1.5% are

and go on to college in Massachusetts (54%) is almost double the
proportion who do so in Arizona (28%).

» 43% of young adults (ages 18 to 24) in Connecticut are enrolled
in higher education, while only a quarter of those in Arkansas are.
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Grades measure a state’s performance in relation (o other states.
[ Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Jersey, New Mexico, Rhode Island [] Arizona, California, Colorado, Delaware, Hawaii, lowa, Maryland, Michigan, New
Q **ampshire, New York, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming L) 1daho, Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, North Carolina, Ohio,
E MC ‘tlahoma, Utah, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia D Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, Montana, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas [t} Georgia
Massachusetts is the top-performing siate in participation. , 25
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THE NATIONAL PICTURE: 2002 SNAPSHOT

AFFORDABILITY

NATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS: AFFORDABILITY
How affordable is higher education for students and their families?

In all states, students and families are required to pay

AFFORDABILITY betantial vortion of ther oennll
asu portion of their income to enroll in
F Abili Pay
;;ilnymumwl&mgsy higher education. Few states offer both low-priced
At Public 4-Year Colleges colleges and significant amounts of financial aid
At Private 4-Year Colleges targeted to low-income students and families.
Strategies for Affordability . e
Need-Based Financial Aid Family Ability to Pay
Low-Priced Colleges A family’s ability to pay for college is determined by the
Reliance on Loans share of family income needed to pay for tuition, fees,
Low Student Debt room and board, and other college expenses—minus

financial aid.

o Students and families in Utah pay a smailer portion of their
income for college than famities in any other state. A
combination of low tuitions, substantial financial aid, and solid
family incomnes means that Utzh residents need to devote an
average of about 16% of their income to attend public institutions
and 21% to attend private institutions.

* The proportion of family income required to pay for higher
education at public four-year institutions in Vermont is 38%—
compared with 16% in Utah.

In many states, tremendous gaps exist among income groups
concerning their ability to pay for college. _
o Low-income families in Rhode Island must devote 76% of their

incomne, after financial aid, to pay for college at two-year

Grades measure a state’s performance in relation to other states.

institutions. In contrast, high-income families need to devote
only 7%.

o In New York, low-income families would pay 211% of their family
income to attend private four-year institutions. High-income '
families devote just 18% of their income.

Strategies for Affordability

Most states make a comparatively low investment in need-based
financial aid (aid directed to low-income students and their families).
The average performance of the top five states in providing need-based
financial aid is four times the average performance for the rest of

the states.

« The top-performing state in providing need-based financial aid,
Illinois, provides more grant aid than the federal government to
Illinois residents. Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Minnesota also
provide more need-based grant aid than the federal government.

« Four states (Alaska, Georgja, South Dakota, and Wyoming)
provide no need-based financial aid to state residents.

* Only four states (California, Colorado, ILlinois, and Virginia) offer
both low-cost colleges and high levels of need-based aid.

Reliance on Loans
* In six states, the average loan amount borrowed by
undergraduate students is less than $3,000 annuaily. In one state,
the average amount borrowed is above $4,000 per year

Note: Many states received a lower grade on affordability in Maasuréng Up 2002 than in 2000. State
grades measure how well a state performms in refationship to other states. Califoria's exceptional
performance since Measuring Up 2000 resulted in 3 lower grade for most other states.

[ california [ llinois, Minnesota, Utah, Virginia ‘€ Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Washington, Wisconsin
, M Alaska, Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, Pennsylvania,

California is the top-performing state in affordability.
a9

LS
MC ‘uth Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Wyoming [F] Alabama, Delaware, Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia
IText Provided by ERIC 6
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NATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS: COMPLETION The completion of certificates and degrees varies widely within states

Do students make progress toward and complete their as well:
certificates and degrees in a timely manner? » For every 100 black students enrolled in
Wisconsin, 11 recei i . .
In only a few states do large majorities of first-time, full-time students mons.m , 11 receive 2 cemﬁcate or degree. In COMPLETION
o s ) comparison, for every 100 white students Persistence

graduate from four-year institutions within five or six years. The : . )

letion of certificates and d¢ ies widel d enrolled, 17 receive a certificate or degree. Students Retuming at 2-Year Colleges
oggul‘p;]enon ° cates and (Egrees varies WICE'y amon Al » For every 100 Hispanic students enrolled in Students Returning at 4-Year Colleges
WiLhin sites. Illinois, 10 receive a certificate or degree. For Completion N
Persistence every 100 white students enrolled, 16 receive a B“;’;‘i’: Degree Completion in

» In only half of the states do more than 50% of first-year students certificate or degree. Bachelor's Degree Completion in

at community colleges return for their second year. 6 Years

Completion ' All Degree Completion

» In 27 states, less than half of first-time, full-time college students
complete a bachelor’s degree within five years of graduating from
high school. Similarly, in 24 states, less than half of first-time,
full-time students complete a bachelor’s degree within six years of
enrolling in college.

» Completion at four-year institutions, even in top-performing
states, is low—in no state do more than 70% of students complete
a degree within five or six years of enrollment.

* In Alabama, 24 certificates and degrees are awarded for every 100
students enrolled. This is more than double the number awarded
in Nevada (9) per 100 students.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Grades measure a state's performance in relation to other states.
[ Alabama, lowa, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Washington [E] Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, [llinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maine,
@ aryland, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina, South Dakota, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming (G Arizona, Arkansas, California,
E l C‘)lorado, Hawaii, Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, West Virginia D' Louisiana, New Mexico [E] Alaska, Nevada
New Hampshire is the top-performing state in completion. 27
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THE NATIONAL PICTURE: 2002 SNAPSHOT

" BENEFITS

NATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS: BENEFITS
What benefits does the state receive as a result of having a bighly

educated population?
The percentage of the state population with a bachelor's
BENEFITS " degree varies dramatically from one state to another—as
Educational Achievement do the resulting economic and civic benefits to the states.
M:li;:m Bachelors Degree or Educational Achievement
Economic Benefits » In Massachusetts, 36% of state residents have a
Increased Income from bachelor’s degree—double the 18% who have one in
Bachelor's Degree West Virginia.

‘c“i:‘“:;‘:“;:" from Some College § o 1) 14 states, at least 30% of state residents have 2

c ), .y
Population Voting bachelor's degree. In only one state (West Virginia) do
Charitable Contributions less than 20% of state residents have this degree.
Adult Skill Levels Large gaps also exist within states. '
Quantitative Literacy » [n Colorado, 41% of the white population has a
Prose Literacy bachelor’s degree, compared with 15% for all
Document Literacy other residents.

» [n seven states, the percentage of the white population
with a bachelor's degree is more than double the
percentage for all other residents.

Grades measure a state’s performance in relation to other states.

Economic Benefits

« In Maryland, the total amount of personal income generated in
the state is increased by 13% due to the population with a
bachelor’s degree. In Wyoming, the increase is only 5%.

« All education and training beyond high school, even if it does not
result in a bachelor’s degree, can have economic benefits for the
state. In four states (Michigan, Delaware, Oregon, and
California), the total amount of personal income in the state is
increased by four percent or more as a result of state residents
attending college without attaining a bachelor's degree. In four
states (Missouri, Montana, South Dakota, and West Virginia) on
the other hand, the increase is less than one percent.

Civic Benefits
Some states with more highly educated populations tend to have
higher levels of civic benefits, such as voting and charitable giving,

« In Minnesota, where 32% of the adult population has a bachelor’s
degree, the rate of voting is the highest in the nation. Charitable
giving among residents in the state is also among the highest in
the nation. '

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

[ California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Rhode Island [ Arizona, Hawaii, Illinois, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Washington 'C} Alabama, Alaska, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico,
@ e York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin D Arkansas, Georgja, Maine, Missouri, North Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Wyoming {E] West Virginia

E MC Colorado is the top-performing state in bengfils.
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NATIONAL HIGHLIGHTS: LEARNING
What do we know about student learning as a result of
education and training beyond high school?

The degree to which students’ knowledge and skills improve as a result
of their education and training beyond high school is a key criterion
for measuring state performance in higher education. Al states receive

an Incomplete in this category, as there is no information available to LEARNING
make state-by-state comparisons. For more information about this
topic, please see “Measuring Up and Student Learning” by Margaret
Miller (page 69) and “Grading Student Learning” by Peter Ewell 7
(page 73). a
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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| Measuring Up 2002

| THE NATIONAL PICTURE: [MPROVEMENT SINCE MEASURING UP 2000

PREPARATION

Since Measuring Up 2000, 30 states have improved in the
majority of measures in preparing students for education and
training beyond high school. A substantially higher proportion
of students in grades 9 to 12 are taking upper-level math and
science. Also, more 11th and 12th graders are taking and scor-
ing well on college entrance and Advanced Placement exarus.
Twenty states have made no progress or have declined in the
majority of measures in this performance category.

30 States Have Improved in the Majority

of Measures

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada,
New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and West Virginia

4 States Have Improved in All Measures

Maine, New York, Tennessee, and Virginia

MEASURING PROGRESS

Grades measure a state’s
performance in relation to
other states.

Improvement since
Measuring Up 2000

(described as “Improvement” or
“No Improvement”) measures a
state’s progress in relation to its own
previous results.

31

. Examples of Improvements from Measuring

Up 2000 to Measuring Up 2002

8th grade students taking Algebra
Arkansas: 8% to 23%
California: 21% to 33%
Indiana: 8% to 11%
West Virginia: 19% to 24%

Oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level
math course

Alabama: 27% to 34%

Texas: 46% to 56%

West Virginia: 42% to 56%
Oth to 12¢h graders taking at least one upper-level
science course

Alabama: 19% to 23%

New York: 28% to 34%

Utah: 30% to 36%

West Virginia: 26% to 39%
8th graders scoring at or above proficient on the national
assessment of math

Alabama: 12% to 16%

Kentucky: 16% to 21%

Louisiana: 7% to 12%

North Carolina: 20% to 30%
Number of scores that are 3 or bigher on an Advanced
Placement subject test per 1,000 bigh school juniors
and sensors

Arkansas: 33 to 50

Oklahoma: 42 to 69

South Dakota: 38 to 54

Wyoming; 19 to 40

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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PARTICIPATION

Since Measuring Up 2000, 30 states have improved in the
majority of measures in providing opportunities for residents
to enroll in education and training beyond high school. The
gains in this performance category, however, are relatively
small. Twenty states have made no progress or declined in the
majority of measures in enrolling residents, especially young
adults, in educational programs beyond high school.

30 States Have Improved in the Majority

of Measures

Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,
Idaho, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico,
North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
~ South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Vermont,
Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming

7 States Have Improved in All Measures

Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Missouri, Nevada, New Mexico, and
South Carolina

Examples of Improvements from Measuring
Up 2000 to Measuring Up 2002

High school freshmen enrolling in college within four years
in any state

Louisiana: 31% to 35%

Maine: 39% to 43%

North Carolina: 34% to 40%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college
Idaho: 27% to 32%
Nevada: 20% to 24%
New Mexico: 25% to 30%
South Carolina: 30% to 37%

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some hpe of
posisecondary education

Arkansas: 2.1% t0 2.7%

Nevada: 4.4% t0 5.4%

New Mexico: 4.9% to 6.0%

MEASURING PROGRESS

Grades measure a state’s
performance in relation to
other states.

Improvement since
Measuring Up 2000

(described as “Improvement” or
“No Improvement”) measures a
state's progress in relation to ifs own
previous results.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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il THE NATIONAL PICTURE: [MPROVEMENT SINCE MEASURING UP.2000.

e

B T ALt

AFFORDABILITY :

Since Measuring Up 2000, 41 states have improved in the
majority of measures in providing students and families with
an affordable higher education. Since the most recent data
used to calculate affordability are from 2000, these improve-
ments reflect the gains made in the late 1990s. Unfortunately,
these gains are likely to slip away due to recent tuition increas-
s, declines in family income, and decreased state support for
higher education (see “Tuition is Rising as States Face Budget
Difficulties,” by William Trombley, page 60).

41 States Have Improved in the Majority of
Measures

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Hlinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, and West Virginia

. Examples of Improvements from Measuring

Up 2000 to Measuring Up 2002

Percent of income needed to pay for college expenses
minus financial aid at communily colleges (note: drop in
percentage denotes improvement)

Georgia: 23% to 18%

Maine: 3300 to 2300

Maryland: 26% to 20%

Missouri: 23% to 17%

Utah: 20% to 16%

Wisconsin: 23% to 17%
Percent of income needed lo pay for college expenses
minus financial aid at public four-year colleges and uni-
versities (note: drop in percentage denotes improvement)

Arkansas: 24% to 20%

Georgia: 24% to 18%

New York: 36% to 30%

Virginia: 27% to 21%

Percent of income needed to pay for college expenses

minus financial aid at private four-year colleges and uni-
versities (note: drop in percentage denotes improvement)
Maine: 86% to 63%
Vermont: 73% to 61%
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a per-
cent of federal Pell Grant aid to low-income families
Arkansas: 21% to 34%
Florida: 10% to 16%
South Carolina: 24% to 36%

11 States Have Improved in All Measures

Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Missouri, Oklahoma, Texas, and Virginia

MEASURING PROGRESS

Grades measure a state’s
performance in relation to
other states.

Improvement since
Measuring Up 2000
(described as “Improvement” or
"No Improvement”) measures a
state’s progress in relation to its own
previous results.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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'COMPLETION |

Since Measuring Up 2000, 26 states have improved on the
majority of indicators measuring student progress toward the
completion of their certificates and degrees. The level of
improvenent, however, is relatively small. Twenty-four states
have made no progress or have declined in the majority of
measures in this performance category.

26 States Have Improved in the Majority of |
Measures

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Delaware,
Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Kentucky, Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Vermont, Washington, and Wyoming

5 States Have Improved in All Measures
Alabama, Arkansas, Idaho, New Hampshire, and Utah

Examples of Improvements from Measuring
Up 2000 to Measuring Up 2002

First-year communily college students returning their
Second year

Delaware: 40% to 48%

Washington: 38% to 49%

West Virginia: 42% to 52%

Certificates, degrees, and diplomas awarded at all colleges
and universities per 100 undergraduate students
Alabama: 18 to 24
Arizona: 141017

MEASURING PROGRESS

Grades measure a state’s
petformance in relation to
other states.

Improvement since
Measuring Up 2000

(described as “Improvement” or
“No Improvemnent’) measures a
state’s progress in relation to its own
previous results.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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{ THE NATIONAL PICTURE: IMPROVEMENT SINGE MEASURING UP.2000

Since Measuring Up 2000, 29 states have improved in the
majority of measures in the benefits that accrue to the state as
a result of having an educated population. Most of the
progress has been in the percentage of the population holding
a bachelor’s degree, and in the economic benefits to the state
as a result of this high level of education.

29 States Have Improved in the Majority
of Measures

Alabama, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii,
Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico,
New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
and Wisconsin

14 States Have Improved in Almost
All Measures

Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, North
Dakota, Texas, Utah, and Wisconsin

MEASURING PROGRESS

Grades measure a State’s
performance in relation to
other states.

Improvement since
Measuring Up 2000

(described as “Improvement” or
“No Improvement”’) measures a
state’s progress in relation to its own
previous results.

|58

. Examples of Improvements from Measuring

Up 2000 to Measuring Up 2002

Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or bigher
Kentucky: 20% to 22%
Louisiana: 20% to 23%
South Dakota: 24% to 27%
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percent-
age of the population bolding a backelor’s degree
Delaware: 10% to 12%
Hawaii: 7% to 9%
Indiana: 7% to 9%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Alabama has improved in
preparing students for education beyond high school, yet its performance remains poor when compared with other states. The percentage of
Alabama’s young adults eaming a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24 is still fairly high. A
higher proportion of Alabama high school students take upper-level math or science courses. And 8th graders—especially those from low-
income families—have improved their performance on national assessments of math.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. A lower proportion of Alabama residents now
enroll in education or training programs beyond high school than reported in Measuring Up 2000. The percentage of high school
students who go on to college immediately after high school is still low. A fair percentage of Alabama’s young adults (ages 18 to 24)
enroll in college-level education. But part-time enroliment of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) in education or training beyond high
school is very low, and has dropped notably since Measuring Up 2000.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Alabama has

improved in lowering the share of family income required to attend 2 public two-year, four-year, or private college or university.
Alabama provides almost no need-based financial aid for students from low-income families. Although Alabama improved in this
category, other states improved more, so Alabama’s grade dropped.

3 Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Alabama has

improved to become the top-performing state in the proportion of students completing certificates and degrees relative to the number
enrolled. The percentages of first-year students at two- and four-year colleges returning for their second year have also increased.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The proportion of Alabama residents with
a bachelor's degree has increased since Measuring Up 2000, but the economic gains to the state are comparatively smaller than in other states.
Alabama residents’ contributions to the civic good are very high, as measured by charitable contributions and the percentage of residents who vote.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

ALASKA

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Alaska has seen some improvements in preparation
since Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. The state has become a top performer in the
percentage of young adults who earn a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24. However, the
large proportion of high school juniors and seniors who take and score well on college entrance exams shows a decline, as does the very low
proportion performing well on Advanced Placement tests.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A very low percentage of Alaska’s
students go on to college immediately after high school. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, a fair percentage of young adults (ages 18
to 24) are enolled in college-level education. The proportion of Alaska’s working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled in education or
training beyond high school is also fair

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Alaska continues to compare well with the best-
performing states on the share of family income required, after financial aid, to attend public two- and four-year colleges and
universities. Alaska also retains its top standing on the same measure for private four-year institutions. However, the state still makes
no investment in financial aid for low-income students and families. Because other states improved more in this category, Alaska’s
grade dropped.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Compared with Measuring Up
2000, an even lower proportion of college students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number of students enrolled. An extremely
low percentage of first-time, full-time college students complete a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. The percentage of first-
time, full-time students who earn the degree within six years of enrolling in college is very low.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The proportion of Alaska residents with a bachelor's degree has
decreased since Measuring Up 2000, and the economic benefits to the state are low. However, state residents contribute to the civic good, as measured
by charitable contributions and voting; the state is a top performer in the percentage of residents who vote.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a siate's performance in relation to other states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
EMC “No Improvement”) measures a stale's progress in relation {0 tls own previous resulls,
== 26 35
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ARIZONA

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the proportion of Arizona’s

young adults who earn 2 high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24 has dropped. Yet the state has

improved considerably in the percentage of 8th graders—including the lowest-income students—doing well on national assessments of
math. The proportion of high school juniors and seniors taking and receiving high scores in college entrance and Advanced Placement exams
has also increased. Yet because of other states' greater improvement, Arizona's grade has dropped.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, a very low

percentage of Arizona high school students enroll in college immediately after high school. The proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24)

who enroll in college-level education is also low, and has declined since the earlier report. However, Arizona continues to be a best-
performing state in the percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school.
Arizona made no improvement in this category, but because other states declined, it received a higher grade.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The share of family income required, after
financial aid, to attend Arizona’s public four-year colleges and universities has decreased, although it remains fairly high compared
with other states. Arizona continues to make almost no investment in financial aid for low-income students and families. However,
Arizona is among the best-performing states in the low share of income that the state's poorest families need to pay to attend
community college. While the state has improved in the category, other states’ greater improvement resulted in a lower grade
for Arizona.

. Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. A fairly high proportion of Arizona students
= now complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled, showing considerable improvement since Measuring Up 2000. The fair
proportion of first-year students at community colleges retuming for their second year has also improved. The percentage of freshmen at public and
private four-year colleges and universities who retum for their sophomore year remains high. A low percentage of first-time, full-time college students
earn their bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school. But a fairly high percentage of first-time, full-time college students complete the
degree within six years of enrolling in college.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A fair proportion of Arizona residents have a bachelor’s
degree, and the economic benefits to the state are also fair. A low proportion of residents vote, but the state ranks very well relative to other states as
measured by charitable contributions.

Learning, Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

| ARKANSAS

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Although Arkansas has improved in preparing students

for education beyond high school, the state's overall performance in this area remains poor. The proportion of Arkansas' high school students

who take upper-level math and science courses has increased since Measuring Up 2000. The proportion of 8th graders taking algebra has
risen, but remains fair compared with other states. The proportion of students taking and scoring well on Advanced Placement exams has

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. A fair proportion of Arkansas' high school students
g0 on to college immediately after high school. The percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in college-level education
has improved, though it remains very low. The percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who enroll part-time in education or
training beyond high school has also improved, though it is very low as well.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Ackansas has
lowered the share of family income required to attend public two- and four-year colleges. The state is a top performer in the low share
of family income required, after financial aid, for students to attend the state’s private institutions. Yet the state still invests little in
financial aid for low-income students. Because other states have improved more in this category, Arkansas’ grade dropped.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The large proportion of Arkansas' first-year
students at two- and four-year colleges and universities who return for their second year has increased since Measuring Up 2000.
A very low percentage of first-time, full-time college students earn a bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school, an increase
since the earlier report.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Arkansas has seen some improvements in benefits since
Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. The proportion of state residents with a bachelor's degree has
increased, but it still remains very low compared with other states, and the economic benefits to the state are low. Arkansas residents contribute
substantially to the civic good as measured by charitable giving,

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a slate's performance in relation to otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC6 “No Improvement") measures a state's progress in relation 1o its own previous resulls.
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CALIFORNIA

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, California has
become a top performer in the percentage of 8th graders enrolled in algebra. However, a low percentage of high school students enroll in upper-
level math and science courses. Also, the proportion of California’s low-income 8th graders who score well on math assessments has dropped.
The proportion of high school juniors and seniors who take and score well on Advanced Placement tests has increased.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. California has seen some improvements
in participation since Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. The percentage of students
who enroll in college immediately after high school has dropped considerably. However, the proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24)
who enroll in college-level education s still large. And the proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in
education or training beyond high school has increased.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Califomia shows improvement in

providing financial aid to low-income families. California families must still devote a high share of family income, after financial aid,

to attend public four-year colleges and universities. However, the very low share of family income that the state’s poorest families need
to pay for tuition at community colleges makes California far and away the top performer in this category.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Califomia is a top-performing state in the

. percentage of freshmen at public and private four-year colleges and universities who retum for their sophomore year. A very large
percentage of first-time, full-time college students attain a bachelor's degree within six years of enrolling. The proportion of

undergraduate students who complete certificates and degrees, relative to the number enrolled, remains low.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, a high percentage of
California residents have 2 bachelor's degree, and the economic benefits to the state are very high. California is also a top-performing state in the
economic benefits from residents who have some college education but do not have a bachelor's degree. California residents contribute to the civic
good, as measured by charitable contributions.

Learning, Based on available information on student leamning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

COLORADOD

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Colorado has seen some improvements in
preparation since Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. A fair proportion of 8th graders
score well on national assessments of math. The state remains a top performer in the proportion of high school students who take and score
well on college entrance exams. Although a low proportion of high school students take and score well on Advanced Placement tests, the state
has improved on this measure.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Colorado has improved

on the proportion of students in the state who go on to college immediately after high school. Also, a very high percentage of working-age
adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school. But the proportion of young adults (ages 1810 24)
who enroll in college-level education has decreased.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Colorado has
lowered the proportion of family income, after financial aid, required to attend public two- and four-year colleges and universities. But
the state invests little in need-based financial aid for low-income students and their families. Because other states have improved
more in this category, Colorado’s grade has dropped.
Y Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. A fair percentage of Colorado’s first-year
==="""  community college students retumn for their second year, an improvement since Measuring Up 2000. The percentage of first-time,
full-time college students who eam their bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school remains only fair. The state has improved in
the proportion of students completing certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade, Relative to other states, Colorado is now the top

performer in this category. Colorado is a top-performing state in the proportion of residents with a bachelor’s degree, but the benefit to the state’s
economy has decreased. State residents contribute substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leamning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons. -

Q Grades measure a state's performance in relation o other stales. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
EMC “No fmprovement”) measures a state's progress in relation to ils own previous resulls.
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Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Connecticut remains one of the top-performing

states in preparation. Since Measuring Up 2000, a higher proportion of high school students are taking upper-level math and science courses,

and the state is a top performer in 12th graders enrolled in upper-level math. The state is also  top performer in the percentage of 8th graders

enrolled in algebra, and in the proportion of th graders who perform well on national assessments in math, although the proportion of low-
income 8th graders who score well on those tests is very low. The state is also a top performer in the proportion of high school juniors and
seniors who take and score well on Advanced Placement exams.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The proportion of high school students in
Connecticut who go on to college immediately after high school has increased since Measuring Up 2000. The state is a top performer in
the percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolled in college-level education. But a low percentage of working-age adults (25 to 49)
enroll in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Connecticut has improved on every measure in

this category, but because of other states’ greater improvement, Connecticut's grade dropped. Families devote a moderate share of
family income, after financial aid, to attend public two- and four-year colleges. And the state has become a top performer in
investing in financial aid for low-income students and families.

E,  Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Connecticut continues to bea
top performer in the proportion of freshmen at the state’s public and private four-year colleges and universities who retum for their

sophomore year, as well s in the proportion of first-time, full-time students who eam a bachelor's degree within five years of completing high school.

However, the state’s performance dropped substantially in the proportion of first-year community colleges students who retum for their second year.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Connecticut continues to be a top performer in the percentage of
residents who have a bachelor's degree, and in the economic benefits to the state. State residents continue to contribute substantially to the civic good;
the state is a top performer in charitable giving. However, because other states improved more in this category, Connecticut’s grade dropped.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons,

DELAWARE

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. The percentage of Delaware's young adults

2% eaming a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24 remains very high, and has increased since
EX- * Measuring Up 2000. But the proportion of the state’s high school students who take and score well on college entrance exams remains low.
The proportion who take and score well on Advanced Placement tests has increased, but is still only fair.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Delaware has seen some improvements in

participation since Measturing Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. A fairly good proportion of

high school students go on to college immediately after high school. The proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolling in college-
level education has increased. But Delaware's standing has dropped to fair in the percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49)
enrolling in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the share of

family income, after financial aid, that Delaware students and families must pay to attend public two- and four-year colleges and
universities has increased. Also, the state's poorest families must now pay a higher proportion of their income to attend the state’s
lowest-priced colleges. And Delaware provides very little need-based financial aid to low-income families.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Delaware
has achieved top-performing standing in the percentage of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities who retum for their
sophomore year. A very high proportion of first-time, full-time college students complete their bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling. The
proportion of undergraduate students completing certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled remains only fair.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A good proportion of Delaware residents have a bachelor’s
degree, up from Measuring Up 2000, and the state s a top performer in the level of economic benefits the state receives. The state’s residents
contribute substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and especially charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

\
T C Grades measure a state's performance in relation 1o other siates. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
- “No lmprovement”) measures a stale's progress in relation lo s own previous resulls.
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FLORIDA |

©_  Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Florida has improved in this category since Measuring

& U 2000. The percentage of young adults who ear a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 2%is
very high, and has increased. The percentages of high school students who take and score well on college entrance and Advanced Placement
exarns have also increased.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000. Compared with Measuring Up 2000, a lower percentage of Florida
students go on to college immediately after high school. A fair proportion of the state’s young adults (ages 18 to 24) now enroll in college-
level education. A fairly low percentage of adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. The share of family income required, after
financial aid, to attend two-year colleges is fairly high. The share of income that the state's poorest families need to pay to attend the
lowest-priced colleges has decreased since Measuring Up 2000, but remains high relative to other states. The state's investment in
need-based financial aid remains very low. Because of other states’ greater improvements in this category, Florida's grade dropped.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Florida is a top performer in the
proportion of first-year students at community colleges who retum for their second year. Also, a very high percentage of freshmen at
four-year colleges and universities retun for their sophomore year. The percentage of first-time, full-time college students who eam
e, a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school is still only fair, and has decreased since Measuring Up 2000. Yet a
large proportion of college students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

- Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The proportion of Florida residents who have a bachelor’s degree has
increased since Measuring Up 2000, but the economic benefits to the state are fairly low. State residents contribute substantially to the civic good, a5
measured by voting and especially by charitable contributions.

Learning, Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Georgia’s performance in this category, although only

fair, has improved since Measuring Lp 2000. The percentage of Georgia's young adults who eam 2 high school diploma or General
Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24 remains high. A larger proportion of high school students in the state take and score
well on college entrance and Advanced Placement exams, although the state’s performance on those measures remains poor

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. The percentage of Georgia high school
students who go on to college immediately after high school remains very poor compared with other states, but it has improved since
Measuring Up 2000. A very small percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education, and Georgia's
performance on this measure has dropped. The proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who enroll part-time in education
or training beyond high school shows an increase, but remains very low.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Georgia has
improved in lowering the share of family income that students and families must pay, after financial aid, to attend public two-year
colleges, Georgia is a top-performing state on the same measure for public fouryear colleges and universities. However, Georgia
makes no investment in need-based financial aid for lower-income students, and this contributes to the state’s poor grade. Because
. other states improved more in this category, Georgia’s grade dropped.
e Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The percentage of first-time, full-time
college students who eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school remains low in Georgia, and has decreased since
Measuring Up 2000. Yet the proportion of students completing centificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled has increased, and is now
very large.
Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. Only a fair proportion of Georgia residents have a bachelor’s
degree, and the economic benefits to the state are véry low, State residents contribute to the civic good, as measured by the fair percentage who vote,
and by the state’s very good level of charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

o Grades meastre a state's performance in relation o otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “fmprovement” or
MC “No Imprrovement”) measures a stale's progress in relation to ifs own previous resuls.
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Hawaii has seen some improvements in preparation
since Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. The state shows no improvement in the very

low proportion of 8th graders who score well on national math assessments. Also, a very low percentage of 8th éraders perform well on

national science exams. However; the proportion of Hawaii’s 11th and 12th graders taking and scoring well on Advanced Placement exams
has improved.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A fairly low proportion of Hawaii's high
school students go on to college immediately after high school, decreasing since Measuring Up 2000. Hawaii is now a top performer in
the percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in college-level education. The proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to

49) who enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school remains low.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Hawaii compares well with the best-performing
states in the share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend two-year colleges. However, the share of family income
needed to attend four-year colleges is fair, despite improvement. Hawaii is now a top-performing state in the low share of income that

the state's poorest families need to pay to attend the state’s lowest-priced colleges. However, because other states improved more in this
category, Hawaii's grade dropped.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The proportion of first-year
community college students in Hawaii who retum for their second year has improved since Measuring Up 2000, but remains only
fair. A high proportion of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities return for their sophomore year. A very low proportion of first-time, full-time
college students eam a bachelor's degree within five yeass of finishing high school. Yet the proportion of undergraduate students who complete

certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled has increased, and is fairly large.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The percentage of Hawaii residents who have a bachelor’s degree has
increased, and the economic benefits to the state have also improved. State residents contribute to the civic good, particularly as measured by

charitable contributions.
Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Ljp 2000, the proportion of Idaho's

high school students taking upper-level science has increased, although it i still very small. Similarly, a fair proportion of high school students
in the state are taking upper-level math. The proportion of 8th graders taking algebra has increased but remains low. However, a fairly large
proportion of 8th graders, including low-income 8th graders, perform well on national assessments of math and especially science.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. A fairly low proportion of Idaho’s high school
students go on to college immediately after high school. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the proportion of working-age adults
(ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school remains very low. But the percentage of young adults

(ages 18 to 24) enrolled in college-level education has increased notably, to a fairly large proportion.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Compared with Measuring Up 2000, the share
of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend Idaho’s public and private two- and four-year colleges and universities has
decreased; the state now performs well on each of these measures. However, Idaho continues to invest almost nothing in financial aid

for low-income students and families. Idaho’s grade dropped because of other states' greater improvements in this category.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, 1daho has
) improved the percentage of freshmen at fouryear colleges and universities who retum for their second year. Also, the proportion of
et undergraduate students who complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled is very high. But the proportion of

first-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling in college is only fair.
Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The percentage of Idaho residents who have a
bachelor’s degree remains low, and the economic benefits to the state are very low. A good percentage of state residents vote, and charitable
contributions are good. :
Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not passible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

o . Grades measure a stale's performance in relation o otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvemend”) meastres @ stale's progress tn relation o its own previous results.
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ILLINOIS

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. lllinois’ 8th graders perform fairly well on national
assessments of math, but low-income 8th graders perform very poorly on these exams. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, Illinois remains a
best-performing state on the proportion of high school students who score well on college entrance exams. However, the percentage of high
school students taking and scoring well on Advanced Placement exams is low.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000,

the proportion of high school students in Illinois who go on to college immediately after high school remains high. A fairly high

percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. Illinois retains its top-performing standing in the proportion
of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. In [llinois, the share of family income needed,

after financial aid, to attend the state's community colleges has decreased since Measuring Up 2000, as has the share of income

needed to attend public four-year colleges and universities. Also, Illinois remains a top-performing state in investing in financial aid to
Jow-income fanilies, However, the share of income that families must spend to attend the state’s private four-year institutions has
decreased. Because other states improved more in this category, Illinois’ grade dropped.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, 2
o large proportion of first-year students at two-year colleges in Illinois retum for their second year, and a very large proportion of

" freshmen at four-year institutions retun for their sophomore year. The proportion of first-time, full-time students eaming a bachelor's
degree within five years of finishing high school remains high. But the percentage of college students who complete certificates and degrees relative to
the number enrolled remains only fair. Illinois made no improvement in this category, but because other states declined, it received a higher grade.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A high proportion of Illinois residents have a bachelor’s
degree, while the economic benefits to the state are fair. Illinois residents contribute substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and
charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leamning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Indiana has seen some improvements in
preparation since Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. The state shows a decline in the
proportions of high school students taking upper-level math and science. While the state has had some improvement in the proportion of 8th
graders taking algebra, that proportion remains very low. A very high percentage of 8th graders score well on national math assessments, but
a low percentage of low-income 8th graders perform well on those tests. A higher proportion of Indiana’s high school students take and
score well on Advanced Placement exams, but this proportion is very low compared with other states.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the percentage of
Indiana’s high school students who go on to college immediately after high school has improved and is now high. A good percentage of
young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. But the proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who enroll
part-time in education o training beyond high school remains very low.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. The share of family income needed, after
financial aid, to attend Indiana’s public two- and four-year colleges and universities is fair. The share of income required for private
four-year institutions is high, although it has improved. Indiana continues to invest a fair amount in financial aid for low-income
students and families, but the share of income that the state’s poorest families need to pay to attend community colleges is very
high, Because other states improved more in this category, Indiana’s grade dropped.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the
proportion of Indiana’s freshmen at four-year colleges and universities who return for their sophomore year remains very high. A fair proportion of
first-time, full-time college students eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. And the state still performs well on the
proportion of undergraduate students who complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. The proportion of Indiana residents who have a bachelor's
degree is fairly low, but the economic benefits to the state have increased and are fair. State residents contribute to the civic good, as measured by

voting and charitable contributions.
Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.
L Grades meastre a stale's performance in relation to otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
EMC “No Improvement”) measures a state's progress in relation lo ifs own previous resulls. 4l
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A fairly high percentage of high school
students in lowa take upper-level math courses and a very high percentage take upper-level science courses. The percentage of 8th graders who

score well on national math assessments is very high. And the proportion of 12th graders who take and score well on college entrance exams is
good, despite a slight drop.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, lowa retains
its top-performing standing in the proportion of high school students who go on to college immediately after high school. The percentage
of young adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in college-level education remains high. Although the proportion of working-age adults (ages

25 10 49) who enroll in education or training beyond high school is fairly low, it has increased.

Affordability: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, lowa

compares well with the best-performing states in the share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend the state’s public two-
and four-year colleges and universities. However, families must pay a fair share of income to attend private four-year institutions. lowa

is a top-performing state in undergraduates’ low reliance an debt to finance their higher education. Because of other states’ greater

improvements in this category, however, lowa's grade dropped.
Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. A fair proportion of [owa’ first-year students
at two-year colleges retum for their second year. A very high percentage of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities return for

their sophomore year. A very large proportion of first-time, full-time students eam a bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing
high school-—an improvement since Measuring Up 2000. Likewise, a very large proportion of undergraduate students complete certificates and
degrees relative to the number enrolled—also an improvement.
Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The proportion of lowa residents who have a bachelor’s
degree has improved since Measuring Up 2000, but remains fair. The state has low economic benefits. [owa residents contribute substantially to the
civic good, particularly as measured by the percentage who vote.

Learning, Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Kansas is a top performer in the proportion
of 8th graders who score well on national math assessments; low-income 8th graders also score well on these tests, Consistent with Measuring

Up 2000, the state retains its top-performing standing in the proportion of 12th graders who take and score well on college entrance exams.
But a very low proportion of 11th and 12th graders take and score well on Advanced Placement tests.

e
el

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Kansas has seen some improvements in

participation since Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. The proportion of high school

students who go on to college immediately after high school has decreased, but it remains high. Kansas has improved to become a top-
performing state in the percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolled in college-level education or training, The percentage of
working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who enroll in education or training beyond high school has decreased, but it remains high.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Kanisas compares very well with the best-

performing states in the share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend public two-year colleges. Kansas also performs

very well on the share of income needed for public four-year colleges and universities. However, Kansas still invests very little in
financial aid for low-income students and families. Because other states improved more in this category, Kansas' grade dropped.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000,
' good proportions of first-year students at two- and four-year colleges and universities in Kansas retun for their second year. The

proportion of first-time, full-time students who eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school remains fairly low, The
proportion of undergraduate students who complete centificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled has declined.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. A good proportion of Kansas residents have a bachelor’s degree,
though this proportion has slipped since Measursng Up 2000. The economic benefits to the state are low. State residents contribute to the civic good,
particularly as measured by the very large percentage of charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a siale's performance in relation lo ofber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No lmprovement”) measures a state's progress in relation lo ils own previous resulls.

" n BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The proportion of Kentucky's young adults earning a high
school diploma or 2 General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24 has improved since Measuring Up 2000. A very high

proportion of high school students enroll in upper-level math. However, the percentage of 8th graders taking algebra and the percentage of
high school students taking upper-level science have dropped since the earlier report. The math proficiency of 8th graders remains poor but
has improved notably. Because of other states' greater improvernents in this category, Kentucky's grade has dropped.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Kentucky improved in this category since

Measuring Up 2000, but its performance is fair when compared with other states. A slightly higher proportion of students enroll in
college immediately after high school. A higher proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) are enrolled in college-level education. And a
higher percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) aré enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Kentucky families

are spending less of their income, after financial aid, to attend the state’s public and private four-year colleges and universities. The

state remains in very good standing in the share of family income required to attend community college, and has improved in need-
based financial aid provided to low-incorne families. Because of other states’ greater improvements, however, Kentucky's grade

has dropped.

#.  Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Kentucky's performance in completion has

improved since Measuring Up 2000, but remains fair. A larger proportion of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities are
returning for their sophornore year, but a smaller proportion of first-year students at two-year colleges are returning for their second year. Kentucky has
improved in the proportion of first-time, full-time college students eaming their bachelor's degree within five years of completing high school. Also a
larger proportion of undergraduate students are completing certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since the 2000 report, the proportion of Kentucky residents with a
bachelor's degree has increased, and the state’s economy has benefited. Kentucky residents contribute substantially to the civic good, as measured by
charitable contributions and the percentage of residents who vote. Overall, Kentucky's performance is fair in this category.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Louisiana has
increased the percentage of high school students who take upper-level math and science courses—up to 2 high proportion for the math, but
the percentage taking science remains fairly low. The proportion of 8th graders taking algebra has fallen steeply since the earlier report and
remains very low. The percentage of 8th graders who perform well on national math assessments remains very low. And the proportions of
11th and 12th graders who take and score well on college entrance and Advanced Placement exams remains very low.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The percentage of high school students in

Louisiana who go on to college immediately after high school has improved, but remains low. A fair percentage of young adults (ages 18
to 24) enroll in college-level education. The proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolling in education or training beyond
high school is very low.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Louisiana performs well in the share of income

needed, after financial aid, to attend public four-year colleges and universities. However, the share of income needed to attend private
four-year institutions is very high. Also, Louisiana continues to invest virtually nothing in financial aid for low-income students and
families. Because of other states’ greater improvements in this category, Louisiana’s grade dropped.

it  Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Louisiana has seen some improvements in
G T completion since Measuring Up 2000, but has not improved in the majority of measures in this category. A good proportion of
freshmen at four-year colleges and universities retum for their sophomore year. The proportion of first-time, full-time college students earning
a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school has increased, but this proportion is very low compared with other states. Only a fair
proportion of undergraduate students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled, and that measure has dropped since the
- earlier report. '
Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The proportion of Louisiana residents who have a bachelor's degree
has improved substantially since Measuring Up 2000, but is still low. Also, the economic benefits to the state are low. Louisiana residents contribute
substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

o Grades measure a state's performance in relation 0 otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
E MC “No fmprovement”) measures a stale's progress in relation 1o s own previous resulss.
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Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Maine has improved

to top-performing standing on the proportions of 8th graders and low-income 8th graders performing well on national math assessments. Also,
a high proportion of 8th graders score well on science assessments. Maine has improved the percentages of high school students taking and
scoring well on college entrance and especially Advanced Placement exams, but both remain low.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A large proportion of high school
students in Maine go on to college immediately after high school. But a low proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-
level education. Also, a low proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the share of
family income needed, after financial aid, to attend Maine’s public two- and four-year colleges and universities has decreased, but the
share of income required is still high. Also, the state makes a very small investment in financial aid for low-income families, and poor

families are required to pay a very large share of their income to attend the state’s lowest-priced colleges.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, Maine
retains its top-performing standing in the proportion of first-year community college students who return for their second year. The
percentage of first-time, full-time students who complete a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school is large, but
=X it has dropped since the 2000 report, Only a fair proportion of college students complete certificates and degrees relative to the
number enrolled, and this also has dropped. :
Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The proportion of Maine residents who have a bachelor's degree

has decreased since Measuring Up 2000, and it remains low, The state receives low economic benefits from this education. Maine residents contribute
substantially to the civic good: the state is a top performer in the percentage of residents who vote, and charitable contributions are very good.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Bl MARYLAND

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Maryland has
improved substantially in the percentage of 8th graders who perform well on national math assessments. The proportion of low-income 8th
graders performing well on these tests has also improved, but is still very low. A high proportion of high school students take and score well on
college entrance exams, up from the 2000 report. Maryland has retained top-performing standing on the proportion who take and score well
on Advanced Placement exams.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the

proportion of Maryland’s students who go on to college immediately after high school remains fair. A large percentage of young adults
(ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. And a large percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in

education or training beyond high school. But Maryland's performance on both latter measures has slipped since the earlier report.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Maryland performs well on the share of family
income required, after financial aid, to attend public two-year colleges; and the share of income required to attend the state’s public
four-year colleges and universities has decreased. Maryland invests very little in financial aid for low-income families. And the state’s

poorest families must spend a very high share of their income to attend the state’s lowest-priced colleges. Because of other states’ greater

» improvements in this category, Maryland’s grade dropped.

e Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up
2000, the proportion of first-time, full-time college students in Maryland who eam a bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school

remains high. Also, a very high proportion of college students complete a bachelor's degree within six years of enrolling in college. However, a low

propartion of undergraduate students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The proportion of Maryland residents who have a
bachelor's degree remains very high, and Maryland remains 2 top performer on the economic benefits that the state enjoys. State residents contribute
substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not passible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

o . Grades measure a siale's performance in relation to otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No hmprovement”) measures a state's progress in relation lo #f5 own previous resulls.

A neaTOORY AVAIL ABLE




Measuring Up 2002

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Massachusetts has seen some improvements
in preparation since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures. The state remains a top performer in the percentages of high
school students taking upper-level math and science courses. The state is a top performer in the percentage of 8th graders who take algebra,

and has improved to top-performing standing in the percentage of 8th graders who perform well on national math assessments, although the
proportion of low-income 8th graders who score well on those tests is very low Massachusetts also is a top-performing state in the proportion
of 11th and 12th graders who take and score well on college entrance and Advanced Placement exams.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The state remains a top performer in the
proportion of high school students going on to college right after high school. A very high percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) in
Massachusetts enroll in college-level education. And, the proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who enroll in education or
training beyond high school has increased. Massachusetts made no improvement in this category, but because other states declined, it
received a higher grade.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Massachusetts does not perform well on the
share of family income required, after financial aid, to attend public and private two- and four-year colleges and universities, though
the state has improved on these measures since Measuring Up 2000. Likewise, the state does not compare well with other states on
the share of income that the poorest families must pay to attend the lowest-priced colleges, though the state has improved on this

measure too, Because other states improved more in this category, Massachusetts” grade dropped.

e Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade, Massachusetts retains its top-
performing standing in the proportion of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities who return for their sophomore year. The state also
remains a top performer in the proportion of first-time, full-time college students who complete a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high
school. In addition, Massachusetts is a top performer in the proportion of first-time, full-time college students who complete 2 bachelor’s degree within
six years of enrolling in college.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Massachusetts remains a top performer in the proportion of
residents who have a bachelor's degree. Also, the economic benefits to the state have increased. Massachusetts residents contribute substantially to the
civic good: the state is a top performer in charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

MICHIGAN

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Michigan has seen some improvements in
preparation since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The state shows no improvement in the
percentage of 8th graders who perform well on national math assessments. Fair proportions of high school students take upper-level math and
science courses. Michigan has increased the proportion of high school students who take and score well on Advanced Placement exams;
however, this proportion is very low.
Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A fair proportion of Michigan high i
school students go on to college immediately after high school. Also, a fair percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll :
part-time in education or training beyond high school. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, Michigan retains its top-performing i
standing in the percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in college-level education. o

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, Michigan ’
remains a top-performing state on the share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend private four-year colleges and }
universities. Also, the share of income needed to attend public four-year institutions has decreased since the earlier report, but it is ;
high compared to other states. The state invests very little in financial aid for low-income families, and the state’s poorest families
must pay a high share of their income to attend the state’s lowest-priced colleges. Because of other states’ improvements, Michigan’s
% wrade droppd.
7™~ Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. A very high percentage of freshmen at g
four-year colleges and universities return for their second year in Michigan. And  very large proportion of college students eam a
bachelor's degree within six years of enrolling, But only a fair percentage of first-year community college students return for their second year. And a
fair proportion of undergraduate students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.
Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The proportion of Michigan residents who have a bachelor's degree
is fait, but the state is a top performer in the economic benefits to the state. Michigan residents contribute substantially to the civic good, s measured
by voting and charitable contributions,

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.
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Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Low proportions of Minnesota high school students take
upper-level math and science courses, and the state’s performance on both measures has decreased since Measuring Up 2000. However, the
percentage of 8th graders taking algebra has increased, though it remains very low. The state is now a top performer in the proportions of

8th graders scoring well on national math and science assessments, and in the percentage of low-income 8th graders scoring well on the
math tests.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the
proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) in Minnesota who enroll in college-tevel education remains large. But the proportion of high
school students who go on to college immediately after high school is now only fair. Also, a very low proportion of working-age adults

(ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Minnesota is now 2 top performer in the low
share of family income required, after financial aid, to attend public two- and four-year colleges and universities. Consistent with

Measuring Up 2000, the state is a top performer in investing in financial aid for low-income families. However, Minnesota’s poorest

families are required to pay a very large share of income to attend the state’s lowest-priced colleges. Because of other states’ greater
improvements, Minnesota’s grade dropped.

k. Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Large proportions of first-year

: students at two- and four-year colleges and universities return for their second year in Minnesota. A high percentage of first-time, full-
time college students eam a bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school. And 2 large proportion of undergraduate students complete

certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Minnesota has improved slightly in the very high proportion of state
residents who have a bachelor’s degree, and the economic benefits to the state also have increased since Measuring Up 2000. State residents
contribute substantially to the civic good: Minnesota is a top-performing state in the percentage of residents who vote, and charitable contributions are
very good. Because of other states’ greater improvements in this category, however, Minnesota’s grade dropped.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A very large proportion of Mississippi’s high
school students take upper-level math, up substantially since Measuring Up 2000, and the state is still a top-performing state in the

proportion of high school students taking upper-level science. However, the proportion of Mississippi's 8th graders who perform well on
national math assessments remains very low, and the percentage of low-income 8th graders who score well on those tests is even lower.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the
proportion of high school students in Mississippi who go on to college immediately after high school remains low. And the proportion of

working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled in education or training beyond high school remains very low. But the proportion of young
adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolled in college-level education has gone up, and is now targe.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Mississippi performs well on the low share of
family income needed, after financial aid, to attend public two-year colleges in the state. But the share of income needed to attend
public four-year colleges is fairly high. Also, the state invests almost nothing in financial aid for low-income families, and the states
poorest families are required to pay a large share of income to attend the state’s lowest-priced colleges. Mississippi's grade dropped
because of other states' greater improvements in this category.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 ~ No Change in Grade. Large proportions of first-year
eoais students at two- and four-year colleges and universities return for their second year in Mississippi. The proportion of first-time, full-

time college students eaming 2 bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school remains low. However, a good proportion of
undergraduate students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change In Grade. The proportion of Mississippi residents who have a
bachelor’s degree has gone down since Mesuring Up 2000, as have the economic benefits to the state. But Mississippi residents contribute
substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a stale's performance in relation to other states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
EMC “No lmprovement”) measures a slate's progress in relation to iis own previous resulls.
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MISSOURI

Preparation: Improvement since Measurlng Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The percentage of Missouri high school students who take
upper-level math courses has improved since Measuring Up 2000, and is high. The percentage taking upper-level science is also fairly high. A

fair proportion of 8th graders take algebra, up from the earlier report. However, the proportion of 8th graders who perform well on national
math assessments is low, while the percentage of low-income 8th graders who score well is even lower, and it has not improved.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Missouri has improved in all participation measures

since Measuring Up 2000. A fair percentage of high school students go on to college immediately after high school. A fair percentage of

young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education o training, And a low proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 t0 49)
enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Missouri has
improved to top-performing standing in the low share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend public two-year colleges.

The state performs well on the share of income needed to attend public four-year colleges and universities, but it does not perform

well on the share of income needed to attend private four-year institutions. Missouri compares very well with other states on
undergraduates’ low reliance on debt to finance their higher education, but the state invests very little in financial aid for low-

incorne families.

;' Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Missouri
has improved on the fair proportion of first-time, full-time college students who complete a bachelor's degree within five years of

finishing high school. Also, a good proportion of undergraduate students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The large proportion of Missour residents who have a bachelor’s
degree has held steady since Measuring Up 2000, but the econornic benefits to the state are very low. State residents contribute substantially to the
civic good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Montana is 2 top-performing state both in the

proportion of 8th graders and in the proportion of low-income 8th graders who score well on national math exams. Montana 8th graders are

also among the nation’s best on national science exams. Although a very low proportion of Montana’s 11th and 12th graders score well on

Advanced Placement tests, the proportion who take and score well on college entrance exams remains high, despite a slight decline.
Montana’s already high performance did not improve, but compared to other states its grade increased.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A good proportion of Montana high

school students go on to college immediately after high school. Likewise, 2 good proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in
college-level education. However, a very low percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll in education or training beyond high
school, lower now than in Measuring Up 2000.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Compared with Measuring Up 2000, Montana
families now pay a lower share of their income, after financial aid, to enroll in the state’s public and private four-year colleges and
universities. Yet they pay a larger share of their income to attend community colleges than reported two years ago. And compared
with other states, these proportions are all high. Montana’s investment in financial aid for low-income students and families has
increased slightly since the earlier report, but it remains among the lowest in the nation. Because other states improved more in this
e category, Montana’s grade dropped.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A good proportion of undergraduate students in
Montana complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled, and the state has improved on this measure since Measuring Up 2000.
But the state shows no change in the very low percentage of first-time, full-time college students who eam a bachelor’s degree within five years of
finishing high school.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. A fair proportion of Montana residents have 2 bachelor’s degree,
and the economic benefits to the state are low. Montana receives very good civic benefits from its residents, as measured by charitable contributions

and the percentage of residents who vote. :
Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.
Q Grades measure a state's performance in relation 0 other states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvement”’) measures a state's progress in relation lo iis own previous resulfs. e
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NEBRASKA |

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, Nebraska
remains a top performer in the proportion of high school students who take upper-level math courses, and a good proportion of students take
rigorous science courses. Nebraska 8th graders perform very well on national assessments in math, with the exception of low-income 8th
graders, whose scores have fallen markedly. A large proportion of high school juniors and seniors are taking and scoring well on college
entrance exams, but this proportion has decreased since Measuring Up 2000.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Nebraska has seen some improvements
in participation since Meastring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The state is now a top performer in the
proportion of high school students who go on to college immediately after high school. Also, 2 high percentage of working-age adults
(ages 25 10 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school. But the proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24)
enrolled in college-level education, while still high, has dropped since the earlier report.

Affordability: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Nebraska has seen some improvement in
affordability since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures. Nebraska compares well with other states in the share of
family income needed, after financial aid, to attend public community colleges. But the share of income required to attend public
four-year colleges has increased since the earlier report. Also, Nebraska's investment in financial aid to low-income families is still
extremely low, though it has increased.

i Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, 2 low
proportion of first-time, full-time students in Nebraska receive a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. A fair percentage of first-
tire, full-time students complete the degree within six years of enrolling in college. A good proportion of students complete certificates and degrees
relative to the number enrolled, and that measure has increased notably since the earlier report. ’

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 ~ Lower Grade. Compared with other states, a fairly high proportion of Nebraska
residents have a bachelor's degree, but the economic benefits to the state are low. The state’s residents contribute substantially to the civic good, as
measured by voting and charitable contributions. .

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000. Since Measuring Up 2000, the proportion of high school students in Nevada
taking upper-level math courses has increased, but the percentage of 8th graders taking algebra has declined, and both measures are low. The

proportion of high school juniors and seniors taking and scoring well on Advanced Placement exams is up substantially from the earlier
report, but remains very low. The similar measure for college entrance exams is also low.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The proportion of Nevada high school students who

g0 on to college immediately after high school is very low, but has improved since Measuring Up 2000. Also, a larger percentage of young
adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. Nevada has top-performing standing in the proportion of working-age adults
(ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Nevada has
seen no improvement in the share of family income that students and families pay to attend public two- and four-year colleges and
universities. And Nevada’s very low investment in financial aid to low-income families has declined fusther since the earlier report.
Nevada compares well with the best-performing states, however, in the low share of income that the state’s poorest families must pay
to attend the lowest-priced colleges in the state.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A very high proportion of

” freshmen at four-year colleges and universities return for their sophomore year in Nevada. But a very low proportion of first-time,
full-time college students eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. And a small proportion of students complete

certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The proportion of Nevada residents with a bachelor’s degree

has increased since Measuring Up 2000 as have economic benefits to the state —but Nevada's performance on both measures remains low. State
residents contribute substantially to the civic good, especially as measured by charitable contributions.

-

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a state's performance in relation o ofber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Hmprovement”) measures a stale's progress in relation 1o &5 own previous results.
8
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuning Up 2000, the proportion of
New Hampshire’s young adults who eam a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24 has decreased,
but it is still very large. A good proportion of high school students perform well on college entrance exams.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Compared with Measuring Up 2000, a larger
proportion of New Hampshire high school students go on to college immediately after high school. However, the proportion of young adults
(ages 1810 24) enrolled in college-level education has declined, and is fair. A low proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll

part-time in education or training beyond high school.
Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. New Hampshire students and families now
pay a lower share of their income, after financial aid, to attend public and private two- and four-year colleges and universities than
reported in Measuring Up 2000. But compared with the best-performing states, New Hampshire performs poorly on each of those
measures. Also, New Hampshire invests very little in financial aid to low-income families. New Hampshire’s grade remains low in this
category because other states have had greater improvements.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. New Hampshire has improved on every
measure in this category since Measuring Up 2000. The state remains a top performer in the proportion of first-year students at

% two- and four-year colleges who retumn for their second year. New Hampshire retains its top-performing standing in the proportion
) of students who complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled. The state is now also a top performer in the
proportion of first-year, full-time students who earn a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The large proportion of New Hampshire residents with a bachelor’s
degree has increased since Measuring Up 2000, and the economic benefit to the state has also climbed, although it remains low. State residents
contribute substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. New Jersey has seen some improvements in
preparation since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The percentage of students who earn a high
school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24 has decreased, though this percentage is very large compared
to other states. The proportion of New Jersey students who take and perform well on college entrance exams, and especially Advanced
Placement exams, is high, and has increased.

A4 Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. New Jersey is still a top performer in the percentage
of students who go on to college immediately after high school. The state also has top-performing standing in the proportion of young

‘ adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in college-level education. And the percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled in
education or training beyond high school has increased since Measuring Up 2000.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. New Jersey does not compare well with the best-
performing states in the share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend two-year colleges and public four-year
institutions, although the state has improved in both of these ability-to-pay measures since Measuring Up 2000. New Jersey still
makes among the nation’s highest investments in providing need-based financial aid to low-income families. However, because
other states have improved more in this category, New Jersey's grade dropped.

"""~ Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up
2000, a very high proportion of first-year students at two-year colleges and four-year colleges and universities retum for their sophomore year
in New Jersey. A good proportion of first-time, full-time college students eamn their degrees within five years of finishing high school. But 2 fairly low
percentage of undergraduate students complete their certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. New Jersey remains a top-performing state in the percentage of
residents holding a bachelor's degree, and has become a top performer in the economic benefits to the state. State residents contribute substantially to
the civic good; New Jersey is a top-performing state in charitable giving. However, because other states improved more in this category, New Jersey's

grade dropped.
Learning, Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.
Q Grades measure a state's performance in relation to other stales. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
E MC “No Improvement”) measures a stale's progress in relation lo #s own previous results. 49
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. New Mexico has seen some improvement in
preparation since Meastring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. A high proportion of young adults earn a high
school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24. But very low percentages of high school students take upper-
Jevel math and science courses, and these percentages have dropped. A low proportion of high school students take and do well on college
entrance and Advanced Placement exams, although the figures on the latter have improved notably since the earlier report.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. New Mexico has improved to become  top-
performing state in the percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school.
The percentage of high school students going on to college immediately after high school has also increased. And the proportion of young
adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolled in college-level education has increased.

Affordability: No Improvement since Meassuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. New Mexico has seen some improvement
in affordability since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The state has improved on the share
of family income required, after financial aid, to attend its public four-year colleges and universities, which enroll the majority of
the state's students, But New Mexico has declined on the same measure for public two-year colleges, and college-level education
has becarme more expensive for the state's lowest-income families. New Mexico provides little need-based financial aid to low-
income families.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. New Mexico has slightly improved the
percentage of undergraduate students eaming certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled. But the state has seen little change in the
proportions of first-year students at two-year colleges and at four-year colleges and universities retuming for their second year. Although New Mexico
improved in completion, the state’s performance is low compared with other states.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since the 2000 report, New Mexico has improved the
proportion of residents who have a bachelor's degree, and the economic benefits to the state are fair. New Mexico continues to receive good civic
benefits from its population, as measured by voting and charitable contributions. New Mexico's performance in this category is fair compared with
other states.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Y. Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. New York shows substantial improvement in the

b, percentage of high school students who enroll in upper-level math and science, and in the proportion of 8th graders scoring well on national

B assessments in math. The percentage of high school juniors and seniors who take and score well on Advanced Placement tests has aiso
improved since Measuring Up 2000, making the state a top performer on that measure.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. A fairly high percentage of students in New York

g0 on to college immediately after high school. A high proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. But a
low proportion of working-age adults (25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school. New York made no
improvemnent in this category, but because other states declined, it received a higher grade.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000. New York families must devote a very large share of family income,
after financial aid, to attend public and private two- and four-year institutions, but the state's performance on these measures has
improved since Measuring Up 2000. New York also continues to make a high investment in financial aid for low-income students.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. New York is a top performer in the
proportion of first-year community college students who return for their second year. A very high proportion of freshmen at four-year
colleges and universities retum for their sophomore year. A fairly large proportion of first-time, full-time college students earn 2
e bachelor's degree within five years of completing high school. Also, a high proportion of undergraduate students complete
certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 ~ Lower Grade. A high proportion of New York residents have a bachelor’s degree,
while the economic benefits to the state are fair. The civic benefits New York enjoys from its population, as measured by charitable contributions, make
the state a top performer on this measure. Because other states improved more in this category, New York's grade dropped. '

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a stale's performance in relation to other stales. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvement’) measures a state's progress in relation lo sis oum previous resuls.
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NORTH CAROLINA |

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. In North Carolina, 8th graders now perform well in
national assessments of math, showing marked improvement since Measuring Up 2000—particularly among the lowest-income students.
The state retains its top-performing standing in the percentage of high school students who enroll in upper-level math. Although the
proportion of high school juniors and seniors taking and receiving high scores on Advanced Placement exams remains only fair, the state has
also improved notably on this measure.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, North Carolina has

increased the percentage of high school students who go on to college immediately after high school. However, a slightly smaller

proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) are now enrolled in college-level education. A low percentage of working-age adults (ages 25
to 49) enroll in education or training beyond high school, but the state’s performance on this measure has improved substantially.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. North Carolina now performs very well on the

share of family income required, after financial aid, to attend both public two-year colleges and four-year colleges and universities,

which together enroll three-quarters of the students in the state. North Carolina has become a top-performing state in the low share of
income that the poorest families need to pay to attend lowest-priced colleges. However, because other states have shown more
improvement, North Carolina’s grade has dropped; North Carolina’s overall performance in this category is fair.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. A very high proportion of North
Carolina’s freshmen at four-year colleges and universities return for their sophomore year—continuing the results posted in
Measuring Up 2000. However, compared with two years ago, a lower proportion of undergraduate students complete certificates and degrees relative
to the number enrolled. A very high percentage of first-time, full-time college students eamn a bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling,

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. North Carolina continues its low standing in benefits, even
though the state shows some improvement in the proportion of state residents with a bachelor's degree, and in the economic benefits to the state. The
state continues to reap civic benefits from its residents, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

B NORTH DAKOTA

Preparation: Improvement since Measwuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade, Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, North
Dakota remains a top performer in the proportion of young adults who earn a high school diploma or a General Education Development
(GED) diploma by age 24. The state has improved the large proportions of high school students who take upper-level math and science
courses, North Dakota retains its top-performing standing on the proportion of low-income 8th graders who score well on national
assessments of math. Also, a large proportion of high school students take and score well on college entrance exams.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Compared with Measuring Up 2000,
a lower proportion of North Dakota high school students go on to college immediately after high school, yet the state retains its top-
performing standing on this measure. The proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolling in college-level education is also down
but remains good. The proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school
remains very low
Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. North Dakota has improved and continues to
perform well on the share of family income, after financial aid, required to attend public two- and four-year colleges and universities,
which enroll maost of the state's students. On the same measure for private four-year institutions, North Dakota has improved to
> top-performing standing. Also, undergraduates borrow relatively less for their education than in other states, making North Dakota
” a top-performing state on this measure as well. Because other states improved more in this category, however, North Dakota’s
grade dropped.
Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the percentage of North
Dakota college students eaming a bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school has dropped and remains very low. But North Dakota
retains its top-performing standing in the proportion of students who complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A fair pmpbrtion of North Dakota residents now have a
bachelor’s degree, up since Measuring Up 2000. The economic benefit to the state has also increased, but remains very low. North Dakota is a
top-performing state in the percentage of residents who vote.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

L Grades measure a siale's performance in relation o ofber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvement”) measures a stale's progress in relation 10 its oun previous resulls.
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, a large
proportion of Ohio high school students take upper-level math courses, but the percentage enrolling in upper-level science remains very low.
The state is  top performer in the proportion of 8th graders who score well on national science assessments. The percentage of high school

juniors and seniors taking and scoring well on college entrance tests remains very high, while the same measure for Advanced Placement
exams remains very low.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The proportion of high school students in Ohio who
g0 on to college immediately after high school remains only fair—consistent with the results of Measuring Up 2000. A good percentage
of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. The proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time

in education or training beyond high school has increased, but remains low.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, families in Ohio
now spend a smaller share of income, after financial aid, to attend public two- and four-year colleges and universities—yet that share
remains high compared with other states. Also, students and families must spend a very large share of family income to attend private
colleges and universities, Ohio invests very little in financial aid for low-income students and families. Because other states improved
more in this category, Ohio’s grade dropped.

A Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. High proportions of Ohio’s first-year

; students at two-year colleges and at four-year colleges retun for their second year, but those figures have declined since Measuring Up

2000, The proportion of students who complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled remains fair A good proportion of first-time,

full-time college students earn 2 bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A fair proportion of Ohio residents have bachelor’s
degrees, and the economic benefits to the state are fair. Ohio residents contribute substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and
charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

B OKLIHOMA

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 ~ No Change in Grade. Oklahoma has seen some improvements in

preparation since Meastiring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The percentage of 8th graders who take algebra
has increased, but remains very low. The percentage of high school students taking an upper-level math course remains only fair, and the
proportion taking upper-level science has dropped lower. Higher proportions of high school juniors and seniors are taking and scoring well

on college entrance and Advanced Placement exams, but the state scores poorly on both of these measures.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the proportion of

0klahoma high school students who go on to college immediately after high school has increased, although it remains low. The
percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in college-level education has dropped and is now fairly low. A fair proportion of

working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. Oklahoma is now a top performer on the low
share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend public two- and four-year colleges and universities. However, the state still
invests very little in financial aid to low-income students and families. And Oklahoma does not compare well with other states in the

large share of income that the poorest families must pay to attend tHe lowest-priced colleges. Because other states improved more in
. this category, Oklahoma's grade dropped.
srere Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The proportion of Oklahoma's first-
year students at two- and four-year colleges who return for their second year has increased since Measuring Up 2000. However, a low proportion
of first-time, full-time college students eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. Also, the proportion of students completing
certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled has increased, but remains only fait

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The proportion of Oklahoma residents with a bachelor’s degree,
while fairly low, has increased since Measuring Up 2000, and the economic benefits to the state are low. Oklahoma residents contribute substantially

1o the civic good, as measured by voting and especially by charitable contributions.
Learning. Based on available information on student leaning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

o Grades meastre a siale's performance in relation to other siates. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
EMC “No Improvement”) measures a state's progress in relation to sis own previous resulls.
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Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the percentage of 8th graders
in Oregon who take algebra shows improvement, but the percentages of high school students taking upper-level math and science remain

Jow. The state has become a top performer on the proportion of 8th graders who score well on national math assessments, and the state’s
performance has increased notably on the same measure for low-income 8th graders.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Oregon has seen some improvement in
participation since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The small percentage of high school students
who go on to college immediately after high school has dropped. The proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in college-
Jevel education has also decreased. However, the proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who enroll part-time in education or
training beyond high school, while still low, has increased. Oregon made no improvement in this category, but because other states
declined, it received a higher grade.
Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Oregon shows
improvernent in decreasing the share of income, after financial aid, that students and families must pay to attend public two- and
four-year colleges and universities. Yet relative to other states, this share is still very large. Also, Oregon invests even less in
financial aid for low-income families than reported in 2000. Because other states have improved more in this category, Oregon’s
Y grade dropped.
Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, 2

fair percentage of first-time, full-time college students in Oregon eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. The proportion of
undergraduate students completing certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled has increased, but remains fair compared with other states.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. A fair proportion of Oregon residents have a bachelor’s degree, and
the econormic benefits to the state are fair. The state is also a top performer in economic benefits to the state as a result of the proportion of residents
who have attended at least some college but have not earned a degree.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

| PENNSYLUANIA |

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, a very large
proportion of Pennsylvania’s young adults earn a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24. The
proportion of high school students taking and scoring well on college entrance exams has increased, but remains small. The proportion of
high school students taking and scoring well on Advanced Placement tests, while still very low, has improved markedly.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The proportion of Pennsylvania high school
students who go on to college right after high school has increased since Measuring Up 2000, and is high. The percentage of young
adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolling in college-level education remains high. Also, the proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49)

enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school, while still very low, has increased substantially.

Aﬁordhbility: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The share of family income required, after
financial aid, to attend four-year institutions in Pennsylvania has dropped since Measuring Up 2000, but it remains very high
compared with other states. Pennsylvania is now a top performer in financial aid to low-income students. But the share of income the
state’s poorest families must pay for tuition at the state’s lowest-priced colleges does not compare well with other states. Because other
states improved more in this category, Pennsylvania’s grade dropped.
ooy  Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up
T 2000, Pennsylvania performs very well on every measure in this category. The proportion of first-year students at community
colleges returning for their second year remains very high. The state is a top performer on the proportion of first-time, full-time college students
who complete a bachelor's degree within six years of enrolling. And Pennsylvania retains top-performing standing on the proportion of students
completing certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. The proportion of Pennsylvania residents with a bachelor's
degree is fairly high, and the economic benefits to the state are very good. State residents contribute to the civic good, particularly as measured by
charitable contributions.

Learning,. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

o Grades measure a state's performance in relation to other siates. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No hmprovement") measures a state's progress in relation o ils oun previous resulls.
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RHODE ISLAND

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the proportion of
Rhode Island 8th graders who score well on national math assessments has increased, but the same measure for low-income 8th graders has
declined markedly, The percentages of Rhode Island high school students taking and scoring well on college entrance exams and on Advanced
Placement tests show improvement, but remain low.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Compared with Measuring Up 2000, 2

larger proportion of Rhode Island’s high schoof students go on to college immediately after high school. Also, a large proportion of young
adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. Rhode Island retains its top-performing standing in the proportion of working-age
adults (ages 25 t0 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The share of income that Rhode Island

students and families pay, after financial aid, to attend the state’s public and private four-year colleges and universities remains very

high, although it has gone down since Measuring Up 2000. Also, Rhode Island's investment in financial aid for low-income students
has dropped and remains very low.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade. Rhode Island performs very well
on every measure in this category. A very high proportion of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities retum for their second
year. Also, the state is a top performer in the proportion of first-time, full-time college students who eam a bachelor’s degree within
six years of enrolling in college.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. A high percentage of Rhode [sland residents have 2 bachelor's
degree, and the economic benefits to the state are good. Rhode Island residents contribute substantially to the civic good; a high percentage of the
population votes and Rhode Island is a top performer in charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

| SOUTH CAROLINA

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, South Carolina has increased
the proportion of 8th graders who score well on national math assessments, but this proportion remains very low. The performance of low-

income 8th graders on these math exams is also very low. South Carolina has increased the proportion of high school juniors and seniors who
take and score well on college entrance and Advanced Placement exams. Because other states improved more in this category, however, South
Carolina’s grade dropped.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, 2 low

proportion of high school students in South Carolina go on to college right after high school. Likewise, the percentage of working-age
adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school is still very low. But a good proportion of young
adults (ages 18 to 24) are enrolled in college-level education, up since the earlier report.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The share of family income that South Carolina
students and families must spend, after financial id, to attend the state's two-vear colleges has decreased notably, and is now fairly low
compared with other states, However, the share that they must pay to attend public and private four-year colleges remains fairly high.
The state’s investment in financial aid for low-income families is very low. South Carolina has improved on most affordability
measures, but because other states improved more, South Carolina’s grade has dropped.
L Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up
' 2000, large percentages of South Carolina’s freshmen at two- and four-year colleges and universities return for their second year, A
fairly high proportion of first-time, full-time college students earn a bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school. A high proportion of
first-time, full-time students finish their bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling in college. And a large proportion of students complete
certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled,
Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. A small proportion of South Carolina residents have a bachelor’s
degree, and the economic benefits to the state have decreased since the earlier report. But the state receives good civic benefits from its population,
especially as measured by charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

o Grades measure a stale's performance n relation to otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement™ or
EMC “No fmprovement”) measures a state's progress in relation to if5 oum previous resulls,
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| SOUTH DAKOTA

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. South Dakota has top-performing standing in the

proportion of young adults who earn a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24. The percentages
of South Dakota high school students who enroll in upper-level science and math courses have increased. However, the proportion of 8th
graders who enroll in algebra has dropped markedly and is very low.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The large proportion of South Dakota students who

g0 on to college immediately after high school has increased since Measuring Up 2000. The proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24)

who enroll in college-level education remains good, despite a slight decline. The percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who
enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school has also improved, although it is still very low.

Affordability: No Improvement since Measurlng. Up 2000 - Lower Grade. South Dakota compares well with the best-

performing states on the share of family income required, after financial aid, to attend public two- and four-year colleges and

universities. However, attendance at the state’s private institutions requires a high share of family income, compared with other states.
South Dakota is a top-performing state on the low average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow for their higher
education. But South Dakota provides no financial aid to low-income families.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. The percentage of South Dakota

%.  freshmen at fouryear colleges retuming for their sophomore year has decreased since Measuring Up 2000, and is now fair. The
proportion of first-time, full-time college students who earn a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school has

increased, though it remains fairly low. The percentage of students who complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled is very high.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, a higher proportion of South Dakota
residents have 2 bachelor's degree, yet compared with other states this performance remains fair. The economic benefits to the state also have
improved, yet remain very low. The state receives good civic benefits from its population, as measured by voting and charitable contributions. Because
other states improved more in this category, South Dakota's grade dropped.

Learning,. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Relatively few Tennessee high school students take upper-
level math or science. The proportion of 8th graders, including low-income 8th graders, scoring well on national math assessments has
increased notably since Measuring Up 2000, but remains very low. A fairly high proportion of high school seniors take and score well on

college entrance exams, but the proportion taking and scoring well on Advanced Placement exams remains very low, despite an increase.
Because other states improved more in this category, Tennessee’s grade dropped.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. The percentage of high school students in
Tennessee who go on to college right after high school is low, and has dropped since Measuring Up 2000. However, a fair proportion of
young adults (ages 18to 24) now enroll in college-level education, showing substantial improvement since the earlier report. The

proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled in education or training beyond high school has increased, although it
remains very low.

affordability since Measuring Lp 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The share of family income, after
financial aid, that families and students must pay to attend two- and four-year colleges has increased and is now fairly large. The
L% share of income they must pay to attend private four-year colleges shows improvement but remains high. Tennessee’s investment in
™. financial aid to low-income students and families remains very low.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring LUp 2000, good percentages
of Tennessee’s freshmen at two- and four-year colleges and universities retumn for their sophomore year. A fair proportion of first-time, full-time college
students eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. The proportion of students completing certificates and degrees relative to
the number enrolled remains only fair, but has increased since the earlier report.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Tennessee has seen some improvement in benefits since
Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures. The low percentage of residents who have a bachelor’s degree has not improved, and the
economic benefits to the state remain low. State residents contribute to the civic good, particularly as measured by charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learing, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.
Q Grades measure a state's performance in relation to otber states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvement”) measures a Slate's progress in relation lo is own previous resulls.
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Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, Texas has substantially
improved the proportion of high school students who take upper-level math, so that now it is 2 top-performing state on this measure. A fair

proportion of 8th graders now score well on national math assessments, up from the earlier report, but relatively few low-income 8th graders
score well on these tests. Texas is a top performer in the percentage of 12th graders taking upper-level math.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the

percentage of high school students in Texas who go on to college right after high school remains very low. A small proportion of young

adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education, showing a decrease since the earlier report. Also, a small proportion of working-age
adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school. Texas made no improvement in this category, but
because other states declined, it received a higher grade.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Texas compares well with other states in the

share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend the state’s two-year colleges. But the share of income needed to attend

public and private four-year colleges and universities is large compared to other states. The state’s investment in financial aid for low-
income families has increased, but remains very low. Because other states improved more in this category, Texas' grade dropped.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. A high percentage of freshmen at four-year

¥ colleges and universities return for their sophomore year in Texas. But a low proportion of first-time, full-time college students
eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school. The proportion of students who complete certificates and degrees

relative to the number enrolled, while remaining faily low, has improved.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. The proportion of Texas residents who have a bachelor’s degree has

increased since Measuring Up 2000 and is now fairly large; the economic benefits to the state also have increased. State residents contribute to the

civic good, as measured by charitable contributions; but a low percentage of the population votes. '

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Utah is a top performer in the percentage of high
school students taking upper-level math, and has improved the percentage taking upper-level science as well. Utah is the top-performing state

in the proportion of 8th graders taking algebra, but since Measuring Up 2000, the proportion of 8th graders from low-income families who
demonstrate proficiency on national assessments of mathematics has dropped. Utah improved the percentages of students taking and scoring
well on college entrance and Advanced Placement exams.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the proportion

of Utah's students who go on to college immediately after high school has dropped. But Utah's performance improved slightly in the

proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enrolled in college-level education. The percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49)
enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school has also increased. Utah's overal| performance in this category is fair

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Utah is now a top performer on the low share of
X family income required, after financial aid, to attend public two- and four-year colleges, and it is the top-performing state on the same
x measure for private four-year colleges. However, because other states have shown more improvement, Utah's grade has dropped. Utah
. still makes almost no investment in financial aid for low-income families.

, ;. Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Utah's performance in this category, though
e~ only fair, has improved. A large proportion of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities return for their sophomore year. But a
low proportion of first-time, full-time college students receive a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, 2 larger proportion of Utah residents
have a bachelor's degree, and the economic benefits to the state are fair. Utah residents continue to contribute substantially to the civic good, as
measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systemnatic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a stale's performance in relation to other stales. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvement”) measures a stale's progress in relation {o ils own previous results.
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Vermont has improved in preparation since

Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. A fair proportion of high school students take upper-level math; a
fairly low proportion take upper-level science, and this proportion has decreased. A small percentage of low-income 8th graders score well on

national math assessments, but the state is now a top performer in the percentage of 8th graders who score well on national math and
science assessments. Although Vermont shows substantial improvement in the proportion of high school juniors and seniors taking and
scoring well on Advanced Placement exams, that proportion remains very low compared with the best-performing states.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the proportion of
Vermont's students who go on to college immediately after high school has declined, yet remains fair compared with the best-performing
states. The proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) who enroll in education or training beyond high school remains low. But a

good proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education, and this figure has increased since the earlier report.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The share of family income, after financial aid,
that Verment's families and students must pay to attend public four-year colleges and universities has decreased since Measuring Up
2000, but remains very high. Vermont has improved in the share of income required to attend private four-year institutions, but that
share remains very high. The state has increased its investment in financial aid for low-income families, but the share of income
required of the poorest families to attend the lowest-priced colleges is very high compared with other states. Because other states
improved more in this category, Vermont’s grade dropped.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Vermont scores very high on most measures in this
category, The state retains its top-performing standing in the proportion of first-time, full-time college students who eam a bachelor's degree within
five years of finishing high school. And the state is now also a top performer in the proportion of students who complete certificates and degrees
relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measwuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A very large proportion of Vermont residents have a
bachelor's degree, up from Measuring Up 2000, but the economic benefits to the state are very low. State residents contribute substantially to the civic
good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student leaming, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Virginia has improved its performance in most measures
of preparing students for college. National math assessments of 8th graders have improved, especially for low-income students. Virginia shows
some improvement in the proportion of students taking and doing well on college entrance exams, and has improved to top standing in the
percentage of students who take and score well on Advanced Placement tests.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Virginia's performance in participation has
changed little, but relative to the results of other states, the state’s grade improved. A fair proportion of Virginia's students go on to college
immediately after high school. A fair proportion of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. Similarly, a fair
percentage of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school.
Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Virginia's performance in this category has
improved since Measuring Up 2000, and the state is now among the best-performing states in the low share of family income
required, after financial aid, to attend two-year colleges in the state. Virginia also now performs well on the share of family
income required, after financial aid, to attend public four-year colleges, which enroll the majority of the state’s students. Virginia's
investment in financial aid to low-income families remains very low, but the state is now a top performer in providing low-priced
education to the state’s poorest families.
et Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up
2000, a large proportion of Virginia’s first-year students at two-year colleges, and a very large proportion at four-year colleges and universities,
return for their second year. A large proportion of first-time, full-time college students complete their bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing
high school. But only a fair proportion of undergraduate students receive certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.
Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. The proportion of Virginia’s residents with a bachelor’s degree
remains high, while the economic benefits to the state are low. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, Virginia compares very well with other states on
charitable contributions,

Learning. Based on available information on student leamning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Grades measure a stale's performance in relation to other siates. lmprovement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or -
“No fmprovement”) measures a state's progress in relation (o its own previous resulls.
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. Washington has improved in preparation since

Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The state has seen no improvement in the proportion of young

adults who eam a high school diploma or a General Education Development (GED) diploma by age 24. The proportion of high school seniors

taking and scoring well on college entrance exams remains high, up since the earlier report. The proportion taking and scoring well on

Advanced Placement exams has improved substantially, but remains very low. Washington made no improvement in this category, but
compared to other states its grade increased slightly.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. A low proportion of high school students in
Washington go on to college immediately after high school, a decrease since Measuring Up 2000. Also, the percentage of working-age
adults (ages 25 to 49) enrolled part-time in education or training beyond high school remains very low. But a good proportion of young
adults (ages 18 to 24) now enroll in college-level education, up from the 2000 report.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the share
of family income required, after financial aid, to attend Washington’s public two- and four-year colleges and universities is still fairly
low, However, the share of income needed to attend private four-year institutions remains very high, even though it has dropped. And
the state does not compare well with the best-performing states on the share of income that the state’s poorest families pay to attend
the lowest-priced colleges. Washington has improved in most measures in this category, but because other states improved more,
Washington's grade dropped.
Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. Washington remains 2 top-performing state in the percentage of
freshmen at public and private four-year colleges and universities who retum for their sophomnore year. The state is also a top performer in the
proportion of first-time, full-time college students earning their bachelor’s degree within six years of enrolling Also, a high proportion of students
complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the percentage of
Washington residents who have 2 bachelor’s degree remains high. But the economic benefits to the state have decreased, and are low, State residents
contribute substantially to the civic good, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Preparation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Higher Grade. West Virginia has become a top performer in the
proportion of high school students taking upper-level math and science courses, showing substantial improvement on both these measures
since Measuring Up 2000. A good proportion of 8th graders now take algebra, also up considerably since that report. However, the state still
performs poorly, despite improvement, on the proportion of low-income 8th graders who score high on national math assessments.

Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Higher Grade. A fair proportion of students in West Virginia go on

to college immediately after high school, up from Measuring Up 2000. The percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) who enroll in
college-level education has dropped substantially. A very low proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in
education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, West Virginia shows

improvement in decreasing the share of family income, after financial aid, that families and students must pay to attend the state’s

public four-year colleges and universities, but the share is still high compared with other states. Although the state has increased its
investment in financial aid for low-income families, it still performs very poorly on this measure. However, West Virginia compares
very well with the best-performing states on undergraduates’ low reliance on debt to pay for higher education. Because other states

improved more in this category, West Virginia’s grade dropped.
= Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - Lower Grade. The proportion of West Virginia freshmen
at two- and four-year colleges who return for their sophomore year is high. However, the proportion of first-time, full-time college students who
earn a bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school has decreased and is now very low. The proportion of students completing
certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled also has dropped, and is now only fait

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, the percentage of
West Virginia residents who have a bachelor's degree remains very low, and the economic benefits to the state are also low. State residents contribute to
the civic good, as measured by charitable contributions, but only a fair percentage of the population votes.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

Q Grades measure a siale's performance in relation o other stales. mprovement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvement”) measures a state's progress in relation to fis oum previous resulls.
g
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Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Wisconsin is 2 top-performing state on both
measures of high school students taking upper-level courses, in math as well as in science. And Wisconsin remains a top performer on the
percentage of 12th graders who take and score well on college entrance exams.

Participation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the

proportion of Wisconsin students who go on to college immediately after high school has dropped, but it remains good compared with
other states. Also, a good percentage of young adults (ages 18 to 24) enroll in college-level education. But a fairly low proportion of
working-age adults (ages 25 to 49) enroll part-time in education or training beyond high school.

Affordability: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Wisconsin retains its top-performing standing
on the low share of family income required, after financial aid, to attend public four-year colleges and universities. In addition, families

and students pay a relatively low share of their income to attend public two-year colleges. However, the state’s poorest families must pay

a very high share of their income to attend the state’s lowest-priced colleges. Wisconsin still compares very well with the best-performing

states on undergraduates’ low reliance on debt to pay for higher education. Because of the improverents of other states in this category,
Wisconsin's grade dropped.

Completion: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Wisconsin has seen some

B, improvements in completion since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. A high percentage of
freshmen at four-year colleges and universities return for their second year. The proportion of first-time, full-time college students who

eam 2 bachelor’s degree within five years of finishing high school has improved and remains high. The state has seen no improvement in the

proportion of students who complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled.

Benefits: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. A fair proportion of Wisconsin residents have a bachelor’s degree, up
from Measuring Up 2000, the economic benefits to the state are fairly low, despite some improvement. Wisconsin is top-performing state on the
percentage of residents who vote. Because other states improved more in this category, however, Wisconsin's grade dropped.

Learning, Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

N WYOMING |

Preparation: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Wyoming has seen some improvement in
preparation since Measuring Up 2000, but not in the majority of measures in this category. The state has improved in the percentage of 8th
graders performing well on national math assessments, though that percentage remains fair compared with the best-performing states. A good
proportion of 8th graders perform well on national science assessments. But the percentage of high school students taking upper-level science
is very low, as is the percentage of 8th graders taking algebra. '
Y. Participation: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 - No Change in Grade, Consistent with Measuring Up 2000, a
¢ fair proportion of students in Wyoming go on to college immediately after high school. The proportion of young adults (ages 1810 24)
who enroll in college-level education has increased; that measure is now high. But the proportion of working-age adults (ages 25 10 49)
enrolling part-time in education or training beyond high school has dropped and is now low.

Affordability: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Wyoming compares well to
the best-performing states in the share of family income needed, after financial aid, to attend the state’s public two-year and four-year
colleges and universities, The state remains a top performer on undergraduates’ low reliance on debt to pay for higher education. But
Wyoming makes no investment in financial aid for low-income students and families.

Completion: Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — No Change in Grade. Consistent with Measuring Up 2000,
P 4 |arge proportion of Wyoming’s first-year students at two-year colleges and at its four-year university return for their second year
Also, a large proportion of students complete certificates and degrees relative to the number enrolled, and this figure has improved since the
earlier report. But a low proportion of first-time, full-time college students eam a bachelor's degree within five years of finishing high school.

Benefits: No Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 — Lower Grade. Since Measuring Up 2000, the percentage of Wyoming residents
who have a bachelor’s degree has decreased; the economic benefits to the state also have decreased and are very low. But the state receives good civic
benefits from its population, as measured by voting and charitable contributions.

Learning. Based on available information on student learning, it is not possible to make systematic state-by-state comparisons.

o Grades measure a stale's performance in relation o other states. Improvement since Measuring Up 2000 (described as “Improvement” or
MC “No Improvement”) measures a siale's progress in relation o ifs oun previous resulls.
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TUITION IS RISING AS STATES FACE BUDGET DIFFICULTIES

By William Trombley

WHEN MISSOURI GOVERNOR BOB HOLDEN announced

last spring that the state would be unable to make 60% of its May

and June payments to Missouri’s 31 public colleges and

universities because of a huge state budget deficit, campus

officials were stunned. The money withheld ranged from

$500,000 at tiny Linn State Technical College to more than

$41 million at the four-campus University of Missouri system.
Since the academic year was almost over and most of

this money already had been spent or committed, “there

was a lot of shell shock,” said Robert Stein, associate

means undergraduates will be paying, on average, 14.3% more

~ than they did a year ago.

The university also has offered early retirement to 2,000
faculty and staff members, hoping to reduce the payroll by 400
to 500 people. Several academic programs have been
eliminated at the flagship campus in Columbia and at the
university’s medical school.

Some Missouri campuses have been forced to tap into
reserve funds. “Over a 10-year period, we had accumulated a
‘rainy day fund’ of about $3 million and it was all paid out in

commissioner for a single day,” said Ivy Locke, vice president for finance at
IF academic affairs at the Southeast Missouri State.
g - Missouri Coordinating Truman State University, ranked high among Midwest
gL Board for Higher regional universities in the annual U.S. News & World Report
:5, ! Education. “Everybody survey, suffered 2 $6 million cut in its state appropriation last
é was in a tailspin, year and faces at least another $4.6 million reduction this
} trying to figure year Truman has left 40 faculty and staff positions unfilled,
out what options resulting in an increase in the student-faculty ratio.
they had.” “We’re reducing some services and others will take
Several campuses longer,” said President Jack
ordered immediate Magruder. “We've managed .
hiring freezes. Others so far but I can tell you “Since _"!any of
dipped into carefully the long term doesn’t these tuition and
hoarded reserve funds.  look good.” , fee increases have
Southeast Missouri There is no money for occurred in the
State University Missouri’s “Funding for last few months,
Jack Magruder, president of Truman State University, in Missouri.  declared 2 “fiscal Results” program, which they are
emergency,” allowing  has given financial rewards  ETIEGHIACHRLRUTE
administrators to dismiss even tenured professors. At least one to campuses that have affordability
campus—Harris-Stowe State College, in St. Louis, ran out of improved their graduation grades reported in

money to pay its bills. and retention rates, among Measuring Up
This was the third reduction in Missouri higher education other criteria. 2002.”

spending during the 2002 fiscal year, for a total of $286 “We are still committed

million—representing 37% of all the cuts Governor Holden to performance assessment,”

and the Legislature made to balance the budget. Holden also
ordered a 10% reduction in the colleges’ “core budget” for
2003, and warned that more money might be withheld if state

revenues do not pick up.

To cope with the cuts, campus officials have increased
tuition and fees by § to 25%. The four University of Missouri
campuses raised undergraduate tuition by 8.4% and tacked on
an additional surcharge of nine dollars per credit unit. This
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said Commissioner of Higher Education Kala Stroup, “but
realistically, without the resources, where is the incentive for

campuses to do better?”

“qt really has been devastating,” said Sandra Kauffman,
chair of the higher education coordinating board and 2
former state legistator. “Al of the gains of the past five or
six years have been lost. Every institution has been very

adversely affected.”



Kauffman said she was “surprised and disappointed” by
the lack of political support for higher education.

“We tried to make the case that it was shortsighted to
make such deep cuts in postsecondary education because these
[campuses] are the economic engine for the state,” she said,
“but it was as if they just were not listening.”

The Missouri experience has been repeated across the
country, as the recession and the aftermath of the September
11 terrorist attacks have eaten into state revenues. In July, the
National Conference of State Legislatures estimated that the
gap between revenues and spending in the 50 states was at
least $36 billion for the 2002 fiscal year and predicted the gap
would widen to $58 billion in 2003.

Tennessee ran out of money last summer, suspending
most state operations for several days and causing summer
sessions at both the University of Tennessee and the State
University and Community College systems to end prematurely.

Kentucky Governor Paul Patton and the Legjslature have
been unable to agree on a budget, so the state is proceeding
under an “executive spending plan,” which includes about a
one percent cut in higher education spending for the 2003
fiscal year, on top of a two percent cut last year.

At this writing, California is almost two months past its
budget deadline, with Governor Gray Davis and Republicans
in the Legislature still at odds over how to deal with the state’s
whopping $23.6 billion deficit. So far, only modest cuts in
higher education spending have been proposed and there are
no plans to raise tuition, which has been frozen for seven
years, But administrators are apprehensive.

“We can escape this year but next year could be very
difficult” said Charles B. Reed, chancetior of the 23-campus
California State University system. ‘“We will need both a tax
increase and a fee [tuition] increase.”

State officials have asked both the California State
University and the University of California systems to prepare
for draconian 20% cuts in the 2003—04 budget.

In many other states, however, governors and legislatures
have already cut higher education spending because it is one
of the few discretionary items in most state budgets. As in
Missouri, college and university officials in many states have
responded with substantial tuition and fee increases, making
higher education less affordable for all. Some states also have
trimmed their student financial aid budgets, which means
low-income students will find it more difficuit to pursue
education beyond high school.

Since many of these tuition and fee increases have
occurred in the last few months, they are not reflected in the
affordability grades reported in Measuring Up 2002.

Some of the tuition increases are steep: Texas A & M will

o charge freshmen and other new students 27% more than a

year ago, Ohio State 19%, and the University of Illinos at
Urbana-Champaign 10% plus a $1,000 surcharge for
freshmen. On Kansas public campuses, the average increase
will be 21%, in Iowa 19%. The Legislature in the State of
Washington has authorized tuition increases of up to 16% in
the four-year schools,
up o0 12% in the
community colleges.

Virginia colleges
and universities, which
lost $288 million in
state support for the
next biennium, expect
to make up half of that
loss through tuition
increases.

The interplay
between budget cuts
and higher tuitions is
illustrated by the
experience of Clemson
University, South
Carolina’s 17,000
student land-grant
institution.

When the Legislature trimmed 10% from Clemson’s 2002
fiscal year appropriation, the Board of Trustees voted to raise
undergraduate tuition by $1,500 for fall 2001—an increase
of 42%.

But Governor Jim Hodges vetoed all the higher education
spending cuts, restoring $6 million to the
Clemson budget. This led the trustees to reduce
the tuition increase midyear for the 200102
academic year from $1,500 to $900, which still
represented a 25% increase. However, a
subsequent cut of $10 million in state funds left
Clemson worse off than before, so the trustees
then increased tuition for the 2002—03

Stewart Bowman

Governor Paul Patton of Kentucky.

“Same of the tuition
increases are steep:
Texas A & M will charge
freshmen and other new
students 27% more than
a year ago, Ohio State

acadernic year by 14.6%. ) '
The consequence of ll this is that Clemson 19%, and the University

in-state undergraduates will be paying $5,834 of Illinois at Urbana-

this year. When room and board, books, Champaign 10% plus a

$1,000 surcharge for
freshmen. On Kansas
public campuses, the
average increase will be
21%, in lowa 19%. ”

supplies, and other necessities are added, an
undergraduate year at Clemson is likely to cost
at least $15,000, or about what it cost to attend
a private college or university not many

years ago.
Campuses also have imposed new

mandatory fees and have increased already-

existing charges. Texas A & M students will pay a new $400
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Axel Koester

“Increasingly, students
and their families are

depending on loans to
finance college costs.”

Chancellor Charles B. Reed of the California State

University system.

“academic enhancement” fee, while the University of Texas at
Austin has adopted an “infrastructure fee” that starts at $300
and increases to $860 over four years. (This fee is being
challenged in court.) Technology fees have been introduced at
some schools, increased at others.

Budget cuts and tuition increases are
having a devastating effect on community
colleges in almost every state, said George
Boggs, president of the American Association of
Community Colleges, an advocacy group based
in Washington, D.C. for the two-year colleges.
“Costs are going up just as there is greater
demand from people who can’t find jobs er
need retraining or can’t get into crowded four-year schools,”
Boggs said. '

Some community colleges are limiting enrollment by
eliminating classes and laying off part-time instructors,
among other measures. “For us, turning away students is like
a doctor not saving lives,” Boggs told the Chromicle of Higher
Education in July. “My level of concern for our open-access
mission is growing by the day.”

As campuses scramble to compensate for budget cuts, they
are imposing faculty and staff hiring freezes, offering early
retirement incentives, hiring fewer part-time faculty members,
even dismissing some tenured professors.

The two-year, $288 million reduction in spending for
higher education in
Virginia means “there
will be 350 fewer
faculty members in the
classrooms,” said Don
Finley, executive
director of the Virginia
Business Higher
Education Council.
“Most of this will be
through attrition and
not filling vacant
positions, but, however
it is done, this means
fewer and larger
classes for Virginia
students.”

lowa State University has trimmed 209 faculty and staff
positions by merging academic departments, terminating
some degree programs, and, in a rare move in academic
bureaucracies, eliminating a campus vice president’s position,
said Mark Chidister, assistant to the president for budget
planning and analysis.
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Almost all part-time faculty positions have been wiped out
at Northern Iowa University, while full-time faculty members
have agreed to accept smaller raises than their union contract
calls for.

Instead of increasing enrollment this year by two percent,
as planned, Northern Iowa hopes to trim enrollment by
strengthening financial aid criteria and reducing the number
of credits that students need to graduate. “I see no other
choice,” said President Robert Koob. “We think we have a
social contract to give [students] a quality education after they

" enroll. This is how we’ll do it until changes are made at the

state level.”

Although few have been as open about it as Northern
lowa, many other institutions have taken steps to curtail
enrollment. The University of Oregon has increased the grade-
point-average requirement for entering freshmen from 3.0 to
3.25 and the grades must be earned in a specific set of pre-
college courses. The 23-campus California State University
system, expecting at least 20,000 additional students this
fall, has tightened its requirements for community college
transfer students.

As tuition and fee charges rise, so does the need for student
financial aid. In the 2002 fiscal year, 4.4 million students
received federal Pell Grants, which pay up to $4,000 to
students, most of whom come from families with annual
incomes of less than $40,000. The total cost of the program
was $10.7 billion. Next year it will cost more, as there has been
a nine percent increase in the number of Pell Grant
applications, instead of the usual one or two percent.

In 1979, the maximum Pell Grant paid for 77% of a
student’s tuition and room and board costs at a public four-
year institution, according to the U.S. Department of
Education, but now it pays for only about 40% of those costs.

While a few states (California, [llinois, Minnesota, New
York, and Pennsylvania) have generous need-based grant
programs, most states have inadequate programs and a few
have none at all. Even Illinois, faced with a budget deficit of
more than $2 billion, has trimmed $38 million from its
Monetary Award Program for needy students. Grants for fifth-
year students were eliminated altogether and all other grants
were trimmed by five percent.

Merit-based scholarships, awarded without regard for
financial need, have gained favor over need-based grants in
several states, Lasing Ground, a recent report from the
National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, noted
that in 1981, “91% of state financial aid was allocated on the
basis of need or a combination of need and academic
qualifications.” By 1999, only 78% of state aid “took need
into account.”
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However, some of these scholarship programs, which are
largely funded with state lottery proceeds, have begun to run
into trouble as lottery revenues have declined.

Increasingly, students and their families are depending on
loans to finance college costs. In 1981, loans accounted for
45% and grants for 52% of federal student financial aid, but by
2000, loans accounted for 58%, grants only 41%, Lasing
Ground reported.

In the 1999-2000 academic year, the median debt
accumulated by public university graduates was $15,375 and
for private schools it was $17,250, according to the American
Council on Education. This level of debt might not deter
middle~class and upper-middle-class students from going to
college, but many believe it is likely to discourage many
students from lower-income families.

Some believe the current round of budget cuts, tuition
increases, and heavy student borrowing is just the latest turn
in the boom-or-bust cycle that has plagued colleges and
universities, especially public ones, for decades. They are
hopeful, if not confident, that when national and state
economies improve, the money will flow again.

But others believe a
fundamental change is
taking place, one that
threatens the nation’s
commitment to
equality of educational
opportunity beyond
high school. '

“I believe there has
been an undeniable
shift toward asking the -
students to pay more of
the cost,” said Kala
Stroup, the Missouri
Commissioner of Higher
Education. “Many of us
have been worried
about this for years and
now it has happened.”

¥
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Missouri Commissioner of Higher Education Kala Stroup.

William Trombley is senior editor at the National Center
for Public Policy and Higher Education.
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Measuring Up 2002-Will Higher Education Lead or Follow?

MEASURING UP 2002 AND INSTITUTIONAL LEADERSHIP

By David W. Breneman

A PUZZLING ISSUE surrounding this 50-state report card
on higher education concerns the response of college and
university leaders to it. Like Measuring Up 2000,
Measuring Up 2002 evaluates state performance, rather
than institutional performance, in higher education. As such,
the report card series is  potentially revolutionary device,
shifting the focus of state policy away from individual college
and university budgets and toward the state’s population and
how well (or poorly) it is
served. How should college

As a first step, consider how the National Center hopes to

 change the state conversation about higher education policy.

Without undue exaggeration, it is fair to say that in most states
at most times the debate about state policy has been focused
primarily on the size of the state higher education budget and
how it is allocated to colleges and universities in the state.
When the nation was building its system of higher
education—a period that extended well into the 1980s—it
was reasonable for the policy debate to center on institutional
development and support. Central to the National Center’s

and university leaders react vision is the belief that this period has ended, and that a new
to this shift in focus? set of questions needs to drive state policy, questions focused on
Before the first report opportunity and the performance of the system as people

card was released in pursue higher education. In this new world, it is of less
November 2000, there importance that Western State University receive as much
was considerable revenue as Eastern State University, than it is that state
nervousness among the residents are able to
higher education member participate in the o )
associations headquartered  work and benefits The report card series
at One Dupont Circle, in that accrue to those is a potentially
Washington, D.C. Aflerthe  with higher learning,  [RUGIIINUEIS AL IR
report came out, however, The National Center shifting the focus of
relatively little was heard is optimistic that state policy away from
from either the associations ~ Measuring Up will individual college and
or from colleges and move state policy university budgets and
universities. Does this silent debate in this toward the state’s
;‘;“m“mea“%mm‘ dir;zm“' Early population and how

' y-stale report card on evidence SUgests well (or poorly) it is

m ‘2:’;’;:’“”’; :;‘ ::;; “:;:,"’;f:‘? ;:”:’c’b‘;f‘ © of the higher education has little that in many states, served.”
National Advisory Panel for the Report Card. relevance to college the focus of policy

presidents, or is it that discussion is ;

institutional leaders had no clear precedence on how to
respond? Are college presidents, provosts, deans, and faculty
indifferent to the values embedded in the report card, or do
they see the statewide measures as beyond the power of any
campus to influence? Should the National Center seek to
engage college and university leaders more actively, or is
institutional leadership largely irrelevant to the policy focus of
the report? As Measuring Up 2002 is released, it seems timely
to raise these questions.

beginning to change in response to the measures of the report
card. What opportunities does this new policy environment
offer college and university leaders?

There are, of course, divergent views on this question. One
view is that institutional leadership is largely irrelevant at
best—retrograde at worst—when it comes to broad change in
higher education. Indeed, the history of our enterprise reveals
that higher education is inherently conservative when it comes
to its own activities, and that it only changes when pressed by
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external forces, such as state or federal governments,
demography, the economy, or technological advance. In
this view, the National Center will succeed or fail based on
its ability to influence state legislators, governors, and
influential leaders from industry, rather than college and
university leaders.

Others find it odd to think that institutional leadership is
irrelevant or should be ignored when new directions in state
policy toward higher education are being debated and formed.
These of this opinion believe that the agenda and values put
forward by the National Center in its report card series—that
is, greater opportunity and improved performance in higher
education—are shared by most participants in higher
education, and that the voice of college presidents, provosts,
deans, and faculty can productively be enlisted to promote and
shape this agenda. True, Measuring Up does not include
measures pertaining to graduate education and research, not
because these activities are unimportant, but because they are

already measured and reported by other groups. Nor does the
report card stress institutional measures of academic quality,
such as enrollment selectivity, but these measures are
emphasized by other evaluators. In this regard, Measuring Up
can never become the central guide to institutional policy, and
it does not aspire to that role. By shining its light on key
measures of opportunity and performance at
the state level, however, it offers an
opportunity for college and university leaders
to work with governors and legislators to
improve the performance of each state on
these essential objectives.

The National Center receives financial
support from several foundations, and its
Boand of Directors strongly supports the
report card project. Funds are in hand to
produce report cards in 2004 and 2006. Time will tell how
significant an impact the Measuring Up series will have on
state policy toward higher education. But for those who
endorse a statewide agenda that calls for increased opportunity
and improved performance in higher education, why not help
to promote and shape it? A number of us associated with this
effort hope that this time around, the voices of educational
leaders will be heard.

“A number of us
associated with this
effort hope that this

time around, the
voices of educational
leaders will be heard.”
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Measuring Up 2002-Will Higher Education Lead or Follow?

COLLEGE PRESIDENTS AND HIGHER EDUGATION POLICY

By Robert H. Atwell and Jane V. Wellman

Robert H. Atwell is president emeritus of the . . . .
American Council on Education. Jane V. Wellman national and federal dimension as

is a senior associate at the Institute for Higher well. Yet the leaders in the higher
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AFTER A TIME when the elementary and secondary
education agenda has dominated the public policy agenda,
the next decade promises to be a time of increased attention to
postsecondary education. Several very serious issues are
already clearly on the agenda: how the next generation of
students will be accommodated (through distance learning,
community colleges or four-year
institutions); how their education
will be financed; how quality will be
assured: and how the effectiveness
of teaching and learning will
be measured.

Most of this will occur at the
state level, but there will be a

education establishment, notably the
presidents of major institutions, are not prepared to enter into
conversations about public policy and higher education.
Accustomed to speaking only on matters of institutional self-
interest, most presidents have opted out of the larger policy
conversations at both the national and state level.

In their absence, governors and legislators (and, more
often, their staffs) are making decisions about how to
accommodate—and pay for—the next generation of college
students, about institutional governance, and accountability
structures, These decisions would benefit from the thoughtful
participation of college presidents, who know a good deal
about what works (or doesn’t) in higher education. Without
their involvement, the results will almost inevitably be a
continuation of status quo patterns for higher education,
usually to the advantage of politically connected research
universities and selective private colleges, and to the detriment
of community colleges and low-income students.

College presidents do an effective job of advocating for the
interests of their institutions, but they rarely venture into larger
policy issues. And it is almost unimaginable for a president to
advocate a public policy initiative which, while better serving
the larger interests of the state or the nation, could be seen as
having an adverse effect on the institution he or she serves.

But the public interest and institutional self-preservation
and promotion are not always in harmony: Both are worthy
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causes, but they are occasionally in conflict, and they certainly

. are not synonymous. For instance, the major issues that will

frame the higher education public policy agenda for the next
decade are not single institutional or sector interests, but ones
that transcend K—12 and all of higher education: how to
maintain quality and integrity in the college degree in
market increasingly driven by student consumers; whether
distance learning and technical education are viable
alternatives to the baccalaureate degree for the majority of
new students; roles and responsibilities of the federal and state
governments with regard to student aid; and preparing future
faculty. The issues are not confined to educational policy, but
affect the intersection of educational policy with larger issues
of state finance.

There are very few college or university presidents in the
country who are prepared to step up to lead public policy
agendas on these issues. As one point of evidence, consider the
reactions to Measuring Up 2000 on state performance and
higher education, issued by the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education, which was greeted with what
could only be called deafening silence from the college and
university presidents.

Those who did speak

up generally did so “Accustomed to

to critiize the report speaking only on

fﬁiﬂ:ﬁ;ﬁ;‘f matters of institutional
self-interest, most

performance .

between institutions college presidents have

and sectors within opted out of the larger

states. The message policy conversations at

from college both the national and

presidents seems to state level.”

be that statewide

priorities in

preparation, participation, affordability, completion, benefits
and leamning— the elements of the report card—are either
not relevant or are someone else’s problem.

There are reasons why this generation of leaders is so loath
to play a public policy role, and not all of the problem
originates within higher education.



* Their most important responsibility is to raise and protect
the resources available to their institution. This means
fundraising from public and private sources. The last
thing any politically astute president would want to do
(and most are quite politically astute) is to take positions
which their employers and other public and private
patrons might find offensive. Keeping one’s head down
seems wiser than taking risks.

o The jobs of system heads—those public sector jobs for
presidents and chancellors who have primary responsibility
for working with the state and federal governments and for
overall institutional planning—have becorme almost
impossibly politically complicated. Many of these
presidents and chancellors live with uncomfortable
ideological divisions within their boards, as well as tepid
support from campus presidents and faculty within the
institutions. They learn to survive by picking two or three
issues where they have the best chance of making a
contribution before their political capital runs out. Since
they have just about the same chance of being hit by fire
from the rear as from the front, this leaves them with little
maneuvering room in public policy arenas.

o Institutional autonomy is viewed in almost theological
terms, and this translates into the view that the path to
excellence is to be found through competition and
promotion of individual institutions rather than through
collaborations across sectors. College presidents and
institutional governing boards have generally resisted
efforts to strengthen state higher education planning and
policy agencies, viewing them as extensions of a state
bureaucracy bent on seeking power for their own
promotion. Never mind that weak state coordinating and
planning capacity results in an ultimate strengthening of
the power of governors and legislators, who are forced to
preside as final arbiters in the Darwinian atmosphere of
state decision-making, In this atmosphere, the politically
strongest—those with the strongest alumni base, the best
football tearns, and the biggest capacity to marshal
extramural funding—are best able to prevail.

o At the federal level, where there is little general
institutional funding, presidents generally defer to the
Washington associations to represent their interests on
public policy issues. However, it is very difficult for
membership-based associations to do much to advance
any agenda which advantages one sector over another and
leads to publicly embarrassing squabbling between
institutions. The associations have learned to navigate
around the most sensitive issues by deferring to “lead
associations” to carry the water on their collective behalf

(such as community colleges on workforce development,
or research universities on graduate education). This
leaves them in an almost entirely reactive posture, and
they typically fire up their public policy capacity only to
kill the occasional wacky idea that emanates from some
think tank or staff member. The agenda that emerges has
a weary predictability to it, and almost guarantees that
new initiatives are ones that fit well within the existing
division of labor in higher education. Since the cross-
sector issues that require new attention do not fit within
that division, the status quo prevails.

o The last two decades have been characterized by a
de-emphasis on public policy solutions in all areas of
government except for elementary and secondary
education. This has been a time of romance with the
presumed benefits of market-based
approaches—in contrast to those that are
regulated or managed. This hasn’t been
all bad in higher education, and has
helped to get rid of (or to reduce the roles
of) some of the overly regulatory state
agencies. But the industry has become
accustomed to viewing public policy as a
zero-sum game to be played almost
entirely defensively: The job is to protect
the status quo, increase institutional
funding, and stamp out bad ideas.

How would we get from here to there, given all the factors
at work that inhibit presidential participation in a serious
agenda of public policy affecting higher education? Progress
would begin with a willingness on the part of governing
boards to encourage their chief executives to participate in
public policy debates that go beyond—and even occasionally
work against—institutional self-interest. That is a big order,
but without such encouragement, presidents will continue to
hunker down.

A second route is to be sure that in every state there is at
least a coordinating mechanism with responsibility for
statewide planning and accountability reporting for K16
education. This does not mean a return to “super boards” with
governing as well as broad policy authority, but it does require
new attention to the importance of planning and
accountability structures that cross institutional and sector
boundaries. In addition, states should have organizations
which bring together public and private college presidents with
public school superintendents, chief state school officers, and
higher education coordinating bodies. These organizations
may require some state funding and should be charged with
addressing the kind of issues identified by Measuring Up.

“The last thing any

president would want to
do is to take positions

which their employers

and other public and

private patrons might
find offensive.”
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The last time America paid serious attention to the public
policy agenda of higher education was in the 1960s—a time
of building of institutions and programs. The junior colleges
were vastly expanded in number and became community
colleges with a broadened mission, and the “multiversities”
grew and prospered. The student aid programs and the
partnership between the federal government and the
institutions were shaped. That agenda was championed by
leaders in government at both the state and national level, but
it was importantly shaped by sitting college presidents such as
Clark Kerr at the University of California, Reverend Theodore
Hesburgh at Notre Dame, and Robert McCabe at Miami-Dade
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Community College, who had credibility both with their peers
and with elected officials. They spoke not just on behalf of
their particular institutions, but about all of higher education
and the social good.

The generational policy course has almost been run, and 2
new agenda needs to be built—one that is capable of guiding
decisions for the next 20 years. Political will and intellectual
capacity are needed from within higher education to step up to
the responsibility.
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Measuring Up 2002—College-Level Learning

MEASURING UP AND STUDENT LEARNING

By Margaret A. Miller

AS THE NATIONALLY TELEVISED SYMPOSIUM that
announced the release of Measuring Up 2000 in November
2000 drew to a close, the participants focused on topics that
particularly captured their attention. Highest on their list was
the Incomplete that the national report card had given to all
states for student learning, The leaders present—from
business, education, and public policy—swere astonished at
and disturbed by how little Measuring Up could report about
the skills and knowledge of college students.

This lack of information about, as one participant said
that day, “the essential outcomes of higher education” does
not stem from indifference. Several national higher education
organizations have been examining the levels and kinds of
learning that colleges produce. These projects include:

o the American Association for Higher Education’s
longstanding Assessment Forum, which disseminates
good practices in assessment by, among other means,
an annual national conference;

e The Pew Charitable Trusts’ Quality of Undergraduate
Education project and various writing assessment
projects, all linking assessment to the improvement of
undergraduate education;

o Indiana University’s National Survey of Student
Engagement, 2 measure of good educational practice
that has surveyed over 160,000 college students at over
470 colleges and universities (and a newly developed
version of the survey for community colleges);

o the Collegjate Results Inventory, a survey developed by
the Institute for Research on Higher Education at the
University of Pennsylvania of almost 3,900 college
graduates from 87 institutions,

o an effort by RAND and the Council on Aid to Education
to develop a value-added assessment of undergraduate
learning, '

e the American Association of Colleges and Universities’
general education assessment project; and

¢ regional accreditation associations’ increasing
insistence that institutional effectiveness be documented
in terms of student learning,

The accreditation efforts are perhaps most promising, due to
their impact on institutional behavior. But all of these
projects—innovative and exciting as they have been—have
been too piecemneal to yield a coherent picture of what it
means to have a college education.

A number of initiatives have also been undertaken from
outside the academy to determine how well adults are
prepared for work, civic responsibilities, and family life. In
1990, for instance, then—Secretary of Labor Lynn Martin
brought together corporate, labor, and education leaders to
form the Secretary’s Commission on
Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS).
Their work led to the report What Work
Requires of Schools. Another group, the
National Skills Standards Board,
continues to identify the knowledge,
skills, and abilities students need to
perform well in a growing range of
professions in the global economy. And
the Equipped for the Future (EFF)
project of the National Institute for
Literacy has been attempting to
determine the literacy needs of adult
Americans since 1993.

The EFF project was prompted by
the National Education Goals,
formulated in 1990 by then-President
George Bush and a group of governors
(including then-Governor Bill Clinton)
and ratified by Congress in 1994. These
goals reflected a broad national consensus about what
Americans should know and be able to do in the new
millennium. Goal Six, the only one that focused on adults,
said that “by the year 2000, every adult American will be
literate and will possess the knowledge and skills necessary to
compete in a global economy and exercise the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.” In order to reach this goal, the
President and governors set the following objective: “The
proportion of college graduates who demonstrate an advanced
ability to think critically, communicate effectively, and solve
problems will increase substantially.”

Margaret A. Miller is Project Director of the
National Forum on College-Level Learning.



For several years after the National Goals were developed,
extensive discussions took place about how we might define
and measure critical thinking, communication, and problem
solving. But while 2 system of testing designed to assess the
literacy of schoolchildren was developed, no nationwide
attempt was made to do so for college students.

Instead, the most concerted attempts to assess the learning
of college students were occurring within individual states,
where the primary responsibility for education lies. As states
increased their investments in higher education (from $21
billion in 1980 to $64 billion in 2001), their interest in those
investments grew as well. From the late 1980s through the
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1990s, the states established a variety of
assessment programs in their public colleges
and universities—some focused on individual
student certification, others on institutional
improvement, and still others on
accountability. Consequently, several states
now have information about the learning of
students in their public colleges and
universities, and some of these even have
comparable information across their public
institutions.

But few states, if any, know about the
learning of their graduates of private
colleges—or about the intellectual capabilities
of their college-educated residents, regardless
of where they were educated. Moreover, the
information that states do gather about
collegiate learning is specific to each state; it
cannot be used to compare performance
relative to other states. As Measuring Up 2000
made clear, it is only in the context of these
kinds of comparisons that a state can know
whether its level of performance is good or
bad news.

After the publication of Measuring Up
2000, The Pew Charitable Trusts sponsored a
project to investigate how to address the issue
of college-level learning. As the project
director, and counseled by an advisory
committee (see sidebar), I interviewed higher
education leaders across the country. [ asked
each of thern whether or not this was the time
to undertake a systematic, nationwide
assessment of college-level learning, and if so,
how we might go about it. It soon became

clear that selecting the questions to be addressed by such an
assessment would determine the worth of the undertaking, the
kinds of information to be sought, the appropriate groups to
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assess, and the policy uses to which the information might
be put.

For instance: Do we care most about certifying the
performance of individual students? Are we interested in how
well, individually or collectively, institutions in the states foster
learning? Or do we want to gauge the intellectual skills of the
college-educated residents in each state—the educational

capital they bring to —

bear on the state’s [r

economic and civic B “Several states now
 problems—wherever  EIEILRRIINENTTIEL I

they might have been  [SUCREEIGTIENES I

educated? If the "in their public colleges

interest s in * and universities.”

individual

certification, every

student should be tested on skills relevant to that certification.
If the focus is on the effectiveness of a state’s institutions, a
representative sample of students in each institution or state
should be assessed regarding what they learned in college. To
get at the educational capital question—that is, what
productive value do college-educated residents add to a state’s
resource base?>—measures of the functional intellectual skills
of the population at large are needed. And the policy
entailments of each of these questions also differ: individual
certification and institutional effectiveness have most
relevance for higher education policy, whereas the educational
capital question might be addressed through policies on adult
literacy or even economic development.

All of these discussions about assessing college-level
learning culminated in Novernber 2001, when a group of
business, higher education, and policy leaders met at the
National Forum on College-Level Learning in Purchase, New
York (see sidebar). The group considered the same questions
that had been raised in the preceding months: Was it time to
assess college-level learning in such a way as to permit state-
by-state comparisons? If so, what questions should such an
initiative answer?

Despite the considerable financial challenges that the
states currently face, the forum participants concluded that
such an effort was so long overdue that it should begin now.
They also agreed that the most pressing questions that might
be addressed were those about the collective effectiveness of
each state’s institutions and the educational capital embodied
in its college-educated residents. Finally, they made some
suggestions about how the initiative might proceed, both in
the short and long-term.

The most immediate strategy they endorsed was to collect
information from existing licensure tests and graduate school
and professional school admissions examinations. While
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recognizing the limitations of such an approach (the
unrepresentative nature of the test-taker groups being the most
important problem), the participants concluded that, given the
credibility of these tests with both those who take and those
who rely on them, they were a good place to start. They also
thought that other instruments that have already been widely
administered, such as the National Assessment of Adult
Literacy (NAAL) and the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE), could provide additional information.
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Other measures also exist that have yet to be administered
systematically across the states. The forum participants
suggested that a group of states pilot a model using some of
these measures, such as the Collegiate Results Survey and
WorkKeys, a series of tests of the intellectual capabilities of
people moving into the workplace. The forum thought that in
the long run, business and higher education should work
together to develop a new instrument that would measure
functional intellectual skills of college-educated people, such
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“Few states, if any,
know about the
fearning of their

graduates of private

colleges—or about

the intellectual
capabilities of their
college-educated
residents, regardless of
where they
were educated.”

as those identified in National Education Goal Six: the
capacities to communicate, solve problems, and think critically.
Since the forum, the advisory committee to the project,
working with the National Center for Public Policy and Higher
Education, has been developing a prototype for measuring
college-level learning and testing it using data
. from Kentucky. (For a full description of the
| prototype, see “Constructing Indicators: A
Proposal for Discussion,” page 77.) The model,
limited to existing sources of information, is
based on results from licensure and admissions
tests, information generated by the Kentucky
administration of the National Adult Literacy
Survey, and results previously generated by the
| National Survey of Student Engagement. All of
this information is placed in the context of
national results on those measures.
Meanwhile, a new two-year grant from The
Pew Charitable Trusts will extend the project to
several additional states. The goal in this phase
will be to improve the quality of the data and add more
measures. This pilot should provide a better understanding of
how to assess the educational capital that states have in their
college-educated residents and the effectiveness of their higher

education systems in contributing to that capital. The results
will be described in Measuring Up 2004. If the pilot has been
successful, and if the National Center is able to gather the
same information from most other states by 2006, it should be
able to assign grades on college-level leaming in Measuring
Up 2006.

Although the current grant does not support it, work
should continue during and beyond the grant period to
develop a new state-level measure of the general intellectual
skills of the college-educated. The suggestion by forum

" participants that this be a collaborative effort of higher

education and business is a good one. Just as war is too
important to be left to the generals, so education is too
important to be left to the educators. We need the means to
measure our states’ and nation’s collective capacity to meet the
challenges of the coming era. In the National Assessment of
Educational Progress we have charted the uneven, sometimes
faltering, and largely unchanging student learning in primary
and secondary education. We need to track learning beyond
high school as well, and it is not too soon to begin.
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GRADING STUDENT LEARNING: YOU HAVE TO START SOMEWHERE

By Peter T. Ewell

IN MEASURING UP 2000, the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education awarded all states an Incomplete
in student learning because there were no common
benchmarks that would have allowed for meaningful state-to-
state comparisons. This year, the National Center made the
same decision, for the same reason. Two years was not enough
time for states and national organizations to create the
assessment tools and systems needed to collect credible
information on college-level leaming,

Two important developments, however, are causes for
optimism. First, the report card issued in 2000 has, as we had
hoped, stimulated valuable discussions among governors, state
legislators, and business leaders about college-level leaming.
Some governors and legislators were startled to realize that
their states do not have answers to key questions about the
knowledge and skills of their residents—information that is
important for developing an adaptive workforce, maintaining
meaningful citizen participation, and promoting active
community life. Many business leaders were startled as well,
finding it “outrageous” that a report card on higher education
could say nothing about the knowledge and skills of those who
had completed at least some education beyond high school.
Second, these discussions among policymakers have provoked
new thinking about approaches to constructing statewide
indicators of adults’ competencies in such areas as critical
thinking, communications skills, quantitative literacy, and
problem solving.

EDUCATIONAL CAPITAL: A KEY STATE RESOURCE
In Novernber 2001, The Pew Charitable Trusts sponsored a
National Forum on College-Level Learning, which brought
together a high-profile group of business, political, and
educational leaders to discuss the value of creating the
infrastructure for assessing college-level leaming, During the
forum, a consensus developed that this was a worthy goal—
but not just for the sake of knowing something about
academic achievement. Instead, policymakers in both the
public and private sectors emphasized the importance of being
able to monitor “educational capital”—the store of our
nation’s high-level knowledge and skills, which affects every
contour of our political, economic, social, and cultural life.
,  Inour personal life, making wise choices that affect our
IK‘IC rell-being has become more and more challenging. For
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- understand the perspectives

instance, people must make complex choices among health
care plans, telephone services, credit card companies, and the
like. Possessing the intellectual tools of reasoned judgment
and information literacy is
no longer a luxury. Being
deprived of them is a
notable social injustice. In
public life, meanwhile, the
challenge of citizenship is
increasingly formidable. To
make decisions about
national issues, citizens
more than ever need to
become more global in
their thinking, to

Dennis Brack, Black Star

and limits of religion and
ideology, and to think
historically. Meanwhile, the
21st century workplace
demnands sophisticated problem-solving skills, while the
dramatic demise of Enron reminds us that inattention to the
ethical dimension of work can have profound social and
€CcoNomic Consequences.

States need to be able to assess the educational level of
their residents, to help guide new investment in higher
education, to identify subpopulations that require special
attention, and to ensure equitable access to educational
opportunities. Data on educational capital could also be used
to build support for new initiatives in higher education, much
in the way that national leaders have used international
rankings in science and mathematics to rally support for
initiatives to address deficiencies in those disciplines.

Taking a statewide approach to assessing educational
capital would sidestep an obstacle that has derailed earlier
attempts to measure college-level learning: Colleges and
universities resist attempts that seek to compare institutions,
because they fear the repercussions for institutions that
perform poorly. But if the objective is to measure the
educational capital of the state—for the purpose of creating i
state policies that will improve the performance of graduates
from a4l institutions—the dynamic is different. Institutions ;
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“Many business
leaders were
startled . . . that a
report card on higher
education could say

nothing about the
knowledge and skills
of those who had
completed at least
some education beyond
high school.”

could participate positively in an effort to define high national
standards and help all states set their priorities for higher
education.

BASIC QUESTIONS ABOUT EDUCATIONAL CAPITAL
In order to craft their state’s higher education policies, state
leaders need information that will help them answer the
following questions.

What are the current ability levels of state
residents, especially those who have
attended college?

State policymakers need information about
their state’s general store of educational capital
and also about strengths and weaknesses in
particular kénds of abilities—for example,
communications skills or quantitative skills—
and the distribution of these abilities across
geographic regions and among demographic
groups. This information would help
policymakers identify current deficiencies and
project the increment in educational capital
that their state could realize by making
investments that increase college enrollments.

What contributions do the state's colleges and universities
make to the stock of educational capital?

The colleges and universities, both public and private, located
within a state are the principal partners in producing and
increasing educational capital. State leaders therefore need to
know about the competencies of students who graduate from
these institutions. Are they well-enough prepared to obtain
appropriate employment? to enroll in graduate studies? to
enter professional schools? State leaders also want to know
whether their state is a net importer or net exporter of
educational capital: Is their state retaining a good share of its
new college graduates or are large numbers of them moving
out? Is their state attracting and retaining college graduates
from other states?

How do the state’s learning outcomes compare to national
standards and to the outcomes achieved in other states?
Many states set their own standards for educational
achievement. For example, every state has its own standards
for licensing schoolteachers; even when several states use the
same test, each sets its own passing score. To determine
whether their state’s college graduates meet the highest
standards, policymakers need to know not only how many
residents take postgraduate admissions examinations or
professional licensing examinations, but also how well these
residents score in comparison to national standards and to the
scores of residents in the best-performing states.

What efforts are being made by the state’s public and
private colleges to promote better learning?
Decades of research have identified “good practices” in
undergraduate instruction that significantly enhance learning;
these include student-faculty interaction, high levels of
academic challenge, active and collaborative learning, and a
supportive campus environment. Policymakers can provide
institutions with support and incentives for adopting practices
that enhance student achievemnent.

Comparative data in each of these domains can help states

" determine where they stand and in which areas investment of

additional resources is likely to make the largest difference.
Comparative data on educational capital can also help state
leaders build a public case for making these investments.

MEASURING EDUCATIONAL CAPITAL
The National Center’s decision to not assign grades for student
learning reflects the insufficiency and unevenness of the
available data. Creating instruments that can be used to assess
such skills as critical thinking and problem solving will take
considerable effort, time, and money. But there are also stores
of useful data that could be incorporated into the analysis of
educational capital if ready access were provided to
researchers. And some meaningful comparisons could be
made if more states chose to participate in important data-
collection initiatives that are already under way.

The following review suggests how indicators of state
educational capital might be constructed and what
information these indicators could yield.

Population Assessments
The only national measure that examines the abilities of the
general population is the National Adult Literacy Survey
(NALS), last administered in 1992. This measure is due to be
updated in 2003; the new instrument will be called the
National Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL). These
assessments address three “literacies” that are critical for
effective functioning in the workplace and society: prose,
document, and quantitative, Both instruments allow
comparisons between the performance of adults who attended
college and those who did not, although the levels of ability
examined by NALS and NAAL are modest. (Results of the 1992
survey suggest that not all college graduates perform as well as
we would like them to, even on these basic tasks.)
Oversampling to obtain valid and reliable state-level estimates
is technically possible, and many states have done so. State-to-
state comparisons based on NALS/NAAL are limited, however,
because some states choose not to participate.

Data on educational attainment (years of schooling) are
available from the decennial census. Educational attainment



is, of course, only a very broad and indirect measure of
educational capital.

What we can do now is use the NALS information on
literacies to examine the relative abilities of those who
attended college and those who did not—both absolutely
and in terms of the “added value” of college attendance in
a particular state.

What is needed for the future is an instrument for
examining levels of ability that are more sophisticated
than those measured by NAAL, and a means to ensure that
as many states as possible participate.

Assessments of the Abilities of College Graduates
There are no measures of college-level leaming that are
systematically administered to the nation’s college graduates. A
few states collect information of this kind, but only for public
institutions. The examinations used in these states are also
rather limited in assessing higher-order abilities like critical
thinking and problem solving, Ideally, we would want
assessments that measure both “academic” applications of
advanced skills (in physics or history, for instance) as well as
“real world” applications (for example, those useful in
workplace and other settings).

The model for this instrument might be the widely
respected National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), currently used to measure learning in K—12 schools.
Possible candidates include the Zasks for Critical Thinking
examination, developed by New Jersey in the late 1980s; the
Work Keys examination program developed by ACT to assess
work-related skills (though it would be desirable to adapt this
exam to test higher levels of ability); and the “Value-Added”
assessment battery now being pilot-tested by the Council on
Aid to Education (CAE), a subsidiary of the RAND Corporation.
All three of these approaches go beyond simple multiple-
choice testing,

What we can do now is administer some of these
assessments on statewide samples of students to explore
their appropriateness.

What is needed for the future is a serious development
effort to create a counterpart to the NAEP for higher
education within the next ten years.

Licensure and Admissions Examinations

Many college graduates take various examinations as a
prerequisite for entrance to graduate study or a profession.
Scores on these examinations, however, cannot be used to
directly measure a state’s educational capital because each test
is designed to meet a specific set of purposes. Moreover,
different proportions of college graduates in different states

take these examinations, and these differences in participation
rates will affect any composite measure of statewide
performance. These measurement difficulties can be mitigated
somewhat by looking at the number of individuals in each
state who achieve a particular level of attainment rather than
calculating each state’s mean performance scores.

There are also practical obstacles to using scores from
these examinations, because each is governed by a different
authority with its own policies about access to data. Some
authorities release results only in aggregate form, using
statistical measures unique to that examination. Others allow
researchers to access the raw data files, which permits the
direct calculation of comparable statistics, and some will
supply researchers with the statistics they request. A few do not
allow access to their data in any form.

What we can do now is use information from available
licensure and admissions examinations to demonstrate
the concept of “readiness for advanced practice” as an
element of educational capital in selected areas.

What is needed for the future is to extend access t0
licensure and admissions examination information so
that it can be used for public policy purposes.

Indirect Measures

Several surveys containing questions that
indirectly measure student leamning are now
administered to college students across the
nation. The National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE) and the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement
(CCSSE) contain items that tap the “good
practices” known to promote better collegiate-
level learning. The NSSE has been
administered to large numbers of about-to-
graduate four-year college seniors across
many states; the CCSSE is just getting started.
The Collegiate Results Survey (CRS),
administered to college graduates by
Peterson’s Guide, includes items on self-reported learning and
current activities. The results of these surveys, although they
represent only indirect measures of college-level leamning, can
be used to supplement direct measures.

“States need to be
able to assess the
educational level of
their residents, to help
guide new investment
in higher education, to

identify subpopulations
that require special
attention, and to
ensure equitable
access to educational
opportunities.”

What we can do now is compile state-level results from
the NSSE on educational “good practices” for those states
that have sufficient data coverage.

What is needed for the future is to extend the
administration of the NSSE and CCSSE to all states, and
administer the CRS (or similar surveys) to national
samples of college graduates.
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LOOKING FORWARD

Creating new instruments to reliably assess college-level
learning will require considerable time and effort; part of the
problem is that we still have inadequate instruments for
assessing skills like critical thinking and problem solving, But
individual states can improve their ability to monitor their
educational capital by taking two steps right now: (1) states
that have not participated in existing national surveys such as
the NAAL could elect to do so, and (2) states could work
proactively to induce testing and licensing authorities to open
their databases to researchers seeking to improve the state’s
store of policy-relevant information. With more data in hand,

77

state leaders could begin to realistically assess the mix of key
abilities among their citizens in relation to state economic and
workforce development plans. They could use these data to
help persuade firms in key industries to locate in their states,
direct state investments to remedy identified gaps in workforce
skills, and adjust their plans to respond to changing economic
conditions on an ongoing basis. These immediate actions will
admittedly not give us the measures we will ultimately need to
monitor and improve the nation’s store of educational capital.

But we have to start somewhere.
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CONSTRUCTING INDICATORS: A PROPOSAL FOR DISCUSSION

CONSTRUCTING INDICATORS OF

EDUCATIONAL CAPITAL

It is possible to illustrate a preliminary set of indicators of
educational capital, despite incomplete and unsatisfactory
data. The National Center selected Kentucky for this example
because it has collected and made available more data than
most states and, perhaps more importantly, because its state
leaders believe that benchmarking state performance in
collegiate learning is 2 valuable tool for policymaking.

The indicators of educational capital used in this
illustration follow from the four policy questions discussed in
Peter Ewell's essay. Each indicator is calculated for Kentucky
and then compared to a national benchmark for all 50 states.
The propased weights represent informed speculation on the
relative value of the indicators in terms of credibility and
policy importance. These weights would need to be reviewed,
of course, as new information becomes available. For
" example, if a college-level counterpart to the NAEP were to be
developed and its results were deemed credible, the proposed
weighting could be reduced for the more problematic data
supplied by admissions and licensure tests.

Abilities of College-Educated Residents
(Weight = 20%)

o College-educated residents with advanced liferacy.
Calculated as the number of individuals who have
completed at least some college-level work and who score
four or higher (out of a possible five) on the NALS
assessment, compared to the total number of individuals
who have completed at least some college-level work.
(Indicator Weight = 15%)

o Value-added of college attendance. Calculated as the
difference between the literacy levels on the NALS
assessment of those individuals who have completed at
least some college-level work and those who only
completed high school. (Indicator Weight = 5%)

These indicators are calculated independently for each of the

three subscores of the NALS—prose literacy, document literacy,

and quantitative literacy—and the Kentucky Adult Literacy
Survey (KALS), an equivalent assessment that uses the same
methodology as the NALS.

Institutional Contributions to Educational Capital
(Weight = 35%)

o College graduates with advanced abilities. This indicator

cannot be calculated for Kentucky or the nation in 2002
because there is no suitable assessment instrument. The
measure would be calculated as the number of college
graduates scoring above a particular level on an
appropriate assessment, compared to the total number of
college graduates. For example, results might be reported
in terms of key abilities (such as communication and
problem solving) identified by the National Education
Goals Panel. (Indicator Weight = 20%)

o College graduates ready for advanced practice.
Calculated as the number of college graduates who have
either passed a licensure examination or achieved a
nationally competitive score on a standardized graduate
admissions examination, compared to the total number of
college graduates. Ideally, these indicators would be
reported separately for () licensure examinations at the
four-year college level, (b) licensure examinations at the
two-year college level, and (c) graduate admissions tests.
(Indicator Weight = 10%)

o Graduates reporting high levels of ability. This indicator
cannot be calculated for Kentucky or the nation in 2002.
With data drawn from a measure like the Collegiate
Results Survey (CRS), it would be calculated as the
number of respondents reporting a high level of ability as
a proportion of the total number of survey respondents.
(Indicator Weight = 5%)

Quality of Educational Outcomes (Weight = 30%)
o Performance of college graduates on tests of advanced
abilities. This indicator cannot be calculated for Kentucky
or the nation in 2002 because there is no suitable
assessment instrument. The measure would be calculated
by comparing the mean scores of Kentucky graduates to
those of the nation’s graduates, and scores would be broken
down by area of performance. For example, they might be
reported in terms of key abilities (such as communication
and problem solving) identified by the National Education
Goals Panel. (Indicator Weight = 20%)
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o Performance of college graduates on tesis for advanced  Creating and Reading a State Profile
practice. Calculated as the aggregated mean scores or pass The results of this exercise are shown in the accompanying

rates of Kentucky graduates on licensure and admissions table. Although the data are unsatisfactory and incomplete,
examinations, compared to those of the nation’s the table illustrates how a comparative profile of state
graduates. Ideally, these indicators would be reported performance with respect to educational capital might be
separately for () licensure examinations at the four-year constructed. Even this barest of profiles suggests several themes
college level, (b) licensure examinations at the two-year for policymakers to consider:
college level, and (c) graduate admissions tests. (Indicator o Verbal literacy levels for Kentucky's college-educated
Weight = 10%) residents are better than average. The abilities of high-
~ school educated Kentuckians are well above average in
Good Practices in Undergraduate Education these areas, especially in younger age groups—possibly
(Weight = 15%) reflecting the impact of recent K12 reform programs. But
o Good practices in four-year colleges. Calculated as the Kentucky remains well below the nation in quantitative

aggregated benchmark scores of all respondents to the
NSSE in Kentucky, compared to those of the nation.
Indicators are reported separately for each of the five NSSE
benchmarks, and are weighted by the number of full-
time-equivalent (FTE) students enrolled at the
participating institutions. (Indicator Weight = 7.5%)
Good practices in two-year colleges. This indicator
cannot be calculated for Kentucky or the nation in 2002. If
CCSSE data were available, the indicator would be
calculated as the aggregated benchmark scores of all
respondents in Kentucky, compared to those of the nation.
Indicators would be reported separately for each of the
CCSSE benchmarks, and would be weighted by the FTE
enrollment of the participating institutions. (Indicator
Weight = 7.5%)

literacy levels despite these reforms.

o Kentucky’s higher education outcomes and good practices
are only average, perhaps a bit below average. Colleges
and universities in Kentucky do not appear to have kept
pace with K-12 reform.

o Kentucky’s educational institutions contribute more to the
vocational/professional dimension of the state’s
educational capital than to the more “academic”
dimension of preparing graduates for further study.
Kentucky is well below the national average with respect to
the absolute numbers of students taking competitive
admissions examinations and, despite fewer test-takers, is
also somewhat below average in performance.
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KENTUGKY

Sample Index Scores for Measures of Educational Capital

Nation Kentucky
Abilities of College-Educated Residents*
College-educated residents with advanced literacy
Prose 100 116
Document 100 118
Quantitative 100 89
Value-added of college attendance
Prose 100 101
Document 100 9%
Quantitative 100 9
Institutional Contributions to Educational Capital
Graduates with advanced abilities
Communication n/a n/a
Problem solving n/a n/a
Graduates ready for advanced practice
LicensuresT 100 153
Competitive admissions¥ 100 25
Graduates reporting bigh levels of ability a n/a
Quality of Educational Qutcomes
Performance of graduates on tests of advanced abilities
Communication n/a n/a
Problem solving n/a n/a
Performance of graduates on tests for advanced practice
Licensure tests 100 103
Admissions tests* 100 9
Good Practices in Undergraduate Education
Good practices in four-year colleges®
Level of academic challenge 100 97
Active and collaborative learning 100 9
Student interaction with faculty 100 102
Enriching educational experiences 100 97
Supportive campus environment 100 98
Good practices in two-year colleges n/a a

*  Calculated from the 1992 National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) and the 1995 Kentucky Adult Literacy Survey (KALS).

1 Calculated from licensure test scores in nursing, respiratory therapy, radiology, and physical therapy.

1 Calculated from admissions test scores including GRE, GMAT, and MCAT.

$ Calculated from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) national sample for 2000 and 2001, weighted by the
E MC number of full-time-equivalent students per institution.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) : . Alabama 2000 Alabama 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 84% 82% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 21% 34% 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 19% 23% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 12% 13% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 40% 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national assessment exam:

in math 12% 16% 34%
in reading 2% 2% 38%
in science - 22% 42%
in writing 17% 17% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 2% 5% 2%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 127 127 201
exam per 1,000 high schoot graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 47 48 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Performance Gaps: lnAlabmm.a!nmlw%ofl&m%—ywol_nkﬁmnm@mfmmﬂshmamghsdnﬂammimemdmmmmhnﬂb

Noter Alabarma requires all high school students to take four years of math, science, social studies, and Englishvlanguage ans. Students must pass algebra one, geometry and biology before eaming a
high school diploma.

PARTICIPATION [ D+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Alabama 2000 Alabama 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enroiling in college within 4 years in any state 35% 35% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 3% 3% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 4.0% 2.7% 5.4%

1Data for Msasuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year oids.
Performance Gaps: \n Alabama, of 18- to 24-yearoids whose parents have some college education, 52% enroll in college, compared to 17% of those whose parents did not attend oollege.

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Alabama 2000 Alabama 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 22% 21% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 25% 23% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 47% 44% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 1% 1% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 18% 18% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,509 $3,216 $2,928
4Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs all students, not just

Note: In tha Affordability catagory, the lower the figures the batter the performance for &il indicators except for “State grant ald . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universitlies
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 51% 56%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 23% 26%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14% 17%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 10% 1%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

112%
47%
28%
18%
12%

CCOMPLEWON (Ao

PERSISTENCE (20%) Alabama 2000
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 44%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 72%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time Students completing a bachelor’s degree within  years of high 45%
school completion .

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of -
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 18
per 100 undergraduate students

Alabama 2002

49%
74%

46%

46%

24

Top States 2002

63%
83%

66%

61%

21

CBeNEFTS (C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) : . Alabama 2000
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 21%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 53%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage dectaring charitable gifts 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-teve! literacy skills:
quantitative n/a
prose n/a
document n/a

Alabama 2002

23%

8%

1%

55%
91%

n/a
n/a
n/a

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

Change over Time: In Alabama from 1989 © 1999, the proportion of the population with a bachelor's degree increased from 17% to 23%. Gaps in Data: The data marked va are not available because Alabama

declined to participate in the survey

Indicators in italics are new for 2002,
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

{2
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PREPARATION [B+

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Alaska 2000 Alaska 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 89% 94% 9%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math courss na na 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course na n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na n/a 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the _national assessment exam:

in math 30% 30%" 34%
in reading na na - 38%:
in science - n/a 42%
in writing na n/a H%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national na na 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 183 169 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 96 92 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Charge over Time: In Alaska from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds with 2 high school credential increased from 90% to 94%. Gaps in Datax The data marked rv/a are ot availzble because Alaska
dedlined to participate in the surveys.

PARTICIPATION [ D+

YOUNG AQULTS (60%) Alaska 2000 Alaska 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in coilege within 4 years in any state 26% 24% 54%

1A8- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 3% 31% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.9% 4.1% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ars for 25- to 44-year olds.
Note: In 1998, 67% of sudents going on 1o college enolled out of state

aPFORDABLITY D

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Alaska 2000 Alaska 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 21% 20% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 22% 21% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 30% 32% 32%
STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 0% 0% 108%
aid to low-income families
Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 14% 14% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart $3,422 $3,064 $2,928

$Data for Measuring Up 2000 include alf students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the batter the performance for ell indicators except for *Stats grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY ) e -

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at publlc 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/unlversities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 47% 50% 79%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21% 23% 35%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14% 15% 2%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 1% 15%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 10%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPLETON | F ]

PERSISTENCE (20%) ' - Alaska 2000 Alaska 2002 Top Slates 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year n/a n/a 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universitieé returning their sophomore year na n/a 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within § years of high n/a 19% 66%
school completion

First-time, tull-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 25% . 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 1 10 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Gapsx‘nData‘l‘mdmmarkaimammavaﬂzblebemmemdmhihdmpaxﬁdpammdnmmdnmlplesimmmosma.ll.

CReweRns G

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Alaska 2000 Alaska 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 27% 27% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 9% 8% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the papulation - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 57% 60% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 83 % 83% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative na n/a 28%
prose na nfa: 28%
document na n/a 26%

GapsinMaﬂmdmamaﬂmdNammmﬂabhbemmMaﬂuMhdmpaﬂdpmhhmm

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Arizona 2000 Arizona 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 7% 73% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course n/a nfa 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-levet science course na nfa 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra n/a n/a 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 18% 21% 34%
in reading 28% 28% 38%
in science - 24% 42%
in writing 21% 21% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 8% 9% 2%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 123 132 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 67 72 197

1,000 high school juniors and seniors
Pbﬁrnmwﬁ‘qxlnmmofwhiml&mZMoﬁkhawalﬁylsdmluuhlﬁzLa)rwamdm99%forallo&umoaAmmdl&m%ymmhkﬁmnmghmfmﬂbhmalﬂghsdmlae—
dmtizl,mnmamimﬂ)%dﬂmfrmnlmv—irmhmﬂis0fl&m%yuwldsvdmepamshawmmllegeatmﬁmmhawamghmlauimﬁala)rwamdmss%ofﬂmewlmpamsdidm
attend college. Cbtmgamn'me:lnNimmfmml989tnl999,thepmponionofl&mzé-ywoldswimalﬁghaimlaedenﬁaldmwaifmm%%mB% Gaps in Data: The data marked 1v/a are not avail-
able because Arizona declined to partiipate in the survey.

PARTICIPATION | B-

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Arizona 2000 Arizona 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 28% 28% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 21% 26% 1%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- o 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 47% 5.5% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Charge over Time: In Arizona from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-yearolds enrolled in college decreased from 31% to 26%.

AFFORDABILITY [D-

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Arizona 2000 Arizona 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 24% 23% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 27% 25% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 49% 54% 32%
STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 2% 2% 108%
aid to fow-income families
Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 9% 8% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart $4,038 $3,573 $2,928

2Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs ail students, not just

Nota: In the Affordability category, the lowsr tha figures the bettar the performanca for ai indicators except for “Stats grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY ‘ )

Percent of family Incoma needed to pay for college at communlty at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financlal ald: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 53% 58% 128%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21% 30% 63%

for 20% of the population with middle income 18% 20% 40%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 11% 13% 26%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 15%

Nota: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPLETION | G+

PERSISTENCE (20%) Arizona 2000 Arizona 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college Students retuming their 2nd year 45% 48% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 73% 72% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 44% 44% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 49% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 14 17 2

per 100 undergraduate students

CewEens -

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Arizona 2000 Arizona 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 25% 26% 35%

. ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 9% 9% : 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population - 3% 4%

with some college (including an associate's degres), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 41% 40% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 89% 88% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 23% 23% 28%
prose 23% 23% 28%
document 21% 21% 26%

PerfommwGap:lnAﬂm&&Z%dMﬁM&m&ymwkthmabad\dmmmrmmdmlZ%forallo&nrm

T

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q@ 'Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

—PREPARATION- |

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) ) Arkansas 2000 Arkansas 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 85% 84%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 46% 51%

th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 27% 29%

8th grade students taking Algebra 8% 23%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 11%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%) .
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 13% 14%
in reading 23% 23%
in science - 23%
in writing 13% 13%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na %

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationaily on SAT/ACT college entrance 120 120
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 33 50
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Top States 2002
94%

571%
39%
30%
56%

34%
38%
2%
31%

1%

201

197

Change over Time: In Arkansas from lmmm,hpmmdm@ﬁwmmWNMWﬁumdmsmmSl%—dnfwrhhigimirmmmpmuimodﬂmFm

lmbm,hpmndm@mmmemMmm11%m29%—dxelﬂglmnuwemmmdmodusum

paRTCIPATON | D+ ]

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Arkansas 2000 Arkansas 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 39% 39%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 26% 24%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationT 21% 2.7%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ars for 25- to 44-year olds.

Top States 2002
54%

41%

54%

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Arkansas 2000 Arkansas 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 20% 17%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 24% 20%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 45% 39%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 21% 34%
aid to low-income families '

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 12%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year* $3,345 $3,055

Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa all students, not just undergraduates.
Note: in the Affordability category, the lowsr the figures the better the parformancs for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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Top States 2002

16%
18%
32%

108%

8%

$2,928



INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY o

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 37% 42% 92%

for 20% of the population with jower-middle income 19% 22% 42%

for 20% of the population with middie income 14% 17% 28%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 12% 19%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 13%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPLETION | G-

PERSISTENCE (20%) Arkansas 2000 Arkansas 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 54% 55% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 67% 70% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 32% 38% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 35% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colieges and universities 15 16 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CReNERTS [D-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Arkansas 2000 Arkansas 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 18% 20% 35%

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resut of the percentage of the population 6% 6% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 47% 46% 60%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 86% 85% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Aduits demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 16% 16% 28%
prose 13% 13% 28%
document 12% 12% 26%

Cbangeoml'imelnArlwsasfmml989m1999,dnp|opurﬁmof!}npqxumix1wimabaddorsdqyeeimm$dﬁmnlé%mw%—mefmmhhigl-mixmcompamimomm

e

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

 CALIFORNIA

S PREPARATION | G- ______________

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) ) Californla 2000 Callfornla 2002 Top States 2002

18- to 24-year-olds with a high schoo! credential 81% 83% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 36% 34% 57%
oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 20% 18% 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra 2% 33% 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 26% 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 17% 18% 34%
in reading 22% 22% 38%
in science - 15% 42%
in writing 20% 20% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 5% 4% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 123 135 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates .

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 14 169 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Charge over Time: In California from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-yearokds with 4 high school credential increased from 78% to 83%—the fifth highest increase compared to other states.

S PaRnceaTon | 8

YOUNG AOQULTS (60%) Callfornia 2000 Callfornia 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrofling in college within 4 years in any state 43% 34% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in coliege 38% 36% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-oids enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 43% 4.9% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

—— e —————————————

MRORDBLITY A

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Callfornla 2000 Callfornla 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 26% 24% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 31% 28% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 73% 7% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pelf Grant 3% 47% 108%
aid to low-income families ’

Share of income that poorest famifies need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 4% 3% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year* $4,361 $3,543 $2,928
\) 4Data for Measuring Up 2000 include ail students, not just underynfluatcs.
E l C Not: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the batter the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as & percent of federal Pell Grant 2id.”
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INCGME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 56% 64% 190%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 29% 33% 90%

for 20% of the population with middle income 18% 21% 53%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 12% 14% 3%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 8% 20%

Nota: Data are from 2000-01.

cowpLEToN |6 |

[T T

PERSISTENCE (20%) California 2000 Callfornia 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 48% 48% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 83% 84% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 53% 53% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of - 60% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 13 14 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENERTS | A-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%). Callfornia 2000 Callfonia 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 29% 30% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total persona income as a result of the percentage of the population 11% 11% 12%

holding a bachelor's degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 4% &%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 44% 44% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 89% 89% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 24% 24% 28%
prose 24% 24% 28%
document 21% 21% 26%

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186,
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles
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“PREPARATION (B — ——

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Colorade 2000 Colorado 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 86% 82% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course n/a nfa 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course n/a n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na na 30%

12th graders taking at least ane upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 25% 25%" 34%
in reading 30% 30% 38%
in science - na 42%
in writing 27% 2% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 1% 11%* 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 204 209 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 98 123 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Performance Gaps: In Colorado, 90% of white 18-lo%yearol(khmalﬁglsdmlaahmd,axmamimﬂ%fmaﬂodnmmdl&m%ml&ﬁmpmmmhmmmﬂegzaﬁmﬁm%%hm
a high school credential, compared to 67% of those whase parents did not attend college. Ghange over Time: In Colorado from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-yearolds with a high school credential
decreased from 85% to 82%. Ggps in Datax The data marked rv/a are not available because Colorado declined to particpate in the surveys.

| PARTICIPATION | B '

YOUNG AOQULTS (60%) Colorado 2000 Colorado 2002 Top States 2002
High schoo! freshmen enrofling in coliege within 4 years in any state 38% 39% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolfing in college 29% 26% T A%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 4.3% 49% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ars for 25- to 44-year olds.

AFFORDABILITY [ C-

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Calorade 2000 Colorado 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 21% 19% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 22% 20% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 57% 61% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 48% 43% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 13% ‘ 11% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%) - ’ .

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,823 $3,633 $2,928
#Data for Measuring Up 2000 include & students, not just

Note: In the Affordability category, the lowsr tha figures the better the parformance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant &id.”
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S USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

INCOME GROUP

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community
expenses minus financial aid: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 42%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 10%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6%

Note: Oata are trom 2000-01.

at public 4-year

colleges/universities

4%
23%
15%
11%
7%

al private 4-year
colleges/universities

144%
70%
4%
29%
19%

Fooveienon ¢

PERSISTENCE (20%)
1st year community college students retumning their 2nd year

Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year

COMPLETION (80%)
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities
per 100 undergraduate students

- Colorado 2000

42%
4%

49%

15

Colorado 2002

47%
75%

49%

47%

16

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

2

CBENEFTS (A

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections

Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts

ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)

Adults demonstrating high-leve! literacy skifls:
quantitative
prose
document

Colorado 2000
35%

9%

55%
87%

48%
46%
36%

Performance Gaps: In Colorado, 41% of white 25- o 65-yearolds have a bachelor's degree, compared to 16% for all other races.

CLEARNNG 11

Colorado 2002

36%

8%

1%

53%
86%

48%
46%
36%

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
2%

28%
28%
26%

Indicators in jtalics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q  Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

CONNECTICUT

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Connecticut 2000  Connecticut 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 92% 92% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! math course 49% 53% 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! science course 33% 35% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 28% 28% 30%

12th graders taking at least ane upper-level math course ) - 66% 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 31% 34% 34%
in reading 42% 42% 38%
in science - 35% 42%
in writing 44% 4% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scofing at or above “proficient” on the national 9% 7% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 175 189 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 157 196 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Performance Gaps: In Connectiat, 78% of white high school students take upper-level math courses, compared to 45% of black students and 33% of Hispanic students. Also, 78% of white high school students take
upper-level science courses, compared to 39% of black students and 32% of Hispanic students.

PARTICIPATION | A-

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Connecticut 2000  Connecticut 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 44% 48% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 42% 43% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 4.0% 37% 54%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Pepformance Gaps: In Connectiaut, 50% of white 18- to 24-yearclds enroll in college, compared to 26% for all other races. wawmﬂmh(‘amem’wtﬁunl989ml999,dnpnpunimof18-m24—ymml(h
enrolled in college increased from 28% tn 43%—the second highest increase cormpared to other states.
Noter In 1998, 51% of students going on to college enrolled out of state.

AFFORDABILITY |G-

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Connecticut 2000  Conneclicut 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 22% 20% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 28% 25% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities . 69% 61% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)

State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 81% . 96% 108%

aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 15% 13% 8%

RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year* $4,313 $3.71 $2,928

)
E T C Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa alf students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better tha performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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- INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financlal ald: colleges colleges/universitles colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 48% 60% 159%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 2% 27% 68%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14% 17% 38%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income . 9% 12% 24%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5% 7% 16%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

[ooweLenoy s

PERSISTENCE (20%) Connscticut 2000  Connecticut 2002  Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 62% 48% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 84% 83% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 66% 65% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 61% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ail colleges and universities 16 17 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Ceewerns A

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Connscticut 2000  Connscticut 2002  Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 33% 35% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 10% 11% 12%

holding a bachelor's degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 52% 50% 60%
0Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 92% 92% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative na n/a 28%
prose na n/a 28%
document na n/a 26%

Pezfommnyh&mmh&MdMﬁmZ&m&ywokkhmabadﬂmmmmlS%fura.llotham Gaps in Data The data marked n/a are not available because Connectiot
declined to participate in the survey.

Gl 1 ]

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q@ Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

B e

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . . Delaware 2000 Delaware 2002 Top States 2002

18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 90% 92% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

9th to 12th graders taking at ieast one upper-ievel math course 39% 39%" 57%
9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 25% 25%" 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra 25% 25%" 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 18% 19%" 34%
in reading 25% 25% 38%
in science - n/a 42%
in writing 22% 2% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 6% 6% 2%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationaily on SAT/ACT college entrance 132 . 129 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates :

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 124 145 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Change over Time: In Delaware from 1989 to 1999, the propartion of 18- to 24-yearokds with 2 high school credential increased from 88% to 92%. Gaps in Dataxr The data marked /2 are nol available becaise

Delaware declined to participate tn the surveys.

T
YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Delaware 2000 Delaware 2002 Top Slates 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 44% 42% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college . 26% 30% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)
25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 6.3% 4.1% 5.4%

10ata for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

§ AffoRoARITY [ F

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Delawars 2000 Delaware 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collagés ' 20% 22% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 28% 29% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 1% 1% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)

State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 15% 8% 108%

aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 14% 8%

RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $4,053 $4,039 $2,928

Q ] 1 Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs all studants, not just undergraduates.
E MC Note: In the Affordability category, tha lower tha figures tha battar the parformance for all indicators axcept for “Stata grant aid . . . as a percent of fedaral Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED T0 CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community "at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 55% 73% 104%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 2% 31% 43%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15% 20% 28%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 14% 19%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7% 9% 12%

Nota: Data ars from 2000-01.

cowpienon (5 ]

PERSISTENCE (20%) Delaware 2000 Delaware 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 40% 48% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities raturning their sophomore year 82% 83% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 67% 67%" © 66%
school completion . Co
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 60% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ali colleges and universities 16 16 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Performance Gaps: Fot every 100 black students enrolled in college in Delaware, 11 receive 2 degree or certificate. In comparison, for every 100 white studens enrolled, 17 receive a degree or certificate.

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) ) Dolawars 2000 Delaware 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 26% 28% 35%

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 10% 12% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 4% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 46% 49% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 91% 91% . 92%
AOULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adutts demonstrating high-level literacy skills: :
quantitative 36% 36% 28%
prose 35% 35% 28%
document 31% 31% 26%

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
feasuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

“PREPARATION { C+ — -~ —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Florida 2000 Florida 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 84% 85% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course n/a n/a 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course n/a n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra n/a na 30%

12th graders taking at least ang upper-level/ math course - nfa 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 17% 17%* 34%
in reading 23% 23% 38%
in science - na 42%
in writing 19% 19% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 6% 6%* 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 142 148 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 120 150 197
1,000 high scheol juniors and seniors

Gaps in Datax The data marked Va are not available because Florida declined to participate in the surveys.

pRTOPATON [ D~

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Florida 2000 Florida 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 29% 28% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 30% 3% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolied part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.5% 3.6% 5.4%

10ata for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year olds.

AFFORDABILITY (- |

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Florida 2000 Florida 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 24% 23% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 26% 23% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 66% 62% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)

State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federa Pelf Grant 10% 16% 108%

aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest famities need to pay for tuition at fowest priced collegés 14% 13% 8%

RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)

Average foan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year¥ $3,841 $3,082 $2,928

Q #Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa il students, not just undergraduates.
E l C Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the batter the parformance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of fedoral Poll Grant aid.”
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. INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY )

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: : colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 52% 51% 150%

for 20% of the population with lower-middie income 26% 26% 70%

for 20% of the population with middie income 17% 17% 44%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 11% 12% 28%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7% 7% 18%

Nota: Oata are from 2000-01.

T

PERSISTENCE (20%) Florida 2000 Florida 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 61% 63% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 80% 79% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 52% 51% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 53% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 18 18 21

per 100 undergraduate students

| BENEFTS[C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Florida 2000 Florida 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25-to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 24% 27% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 6% 7% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 3% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 45% 45% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 87% 86% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 21% 21% 28%
prose 18% 18% 28%
document 16% 16% 26%

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.

For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, eic.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

GEORGIA
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Geargia 2000 Georgia 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 85% 84% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course na nfa 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course n/a nfa 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na nfa 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - nfa 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 16% 19% 34%
in reading 25% 25% 38%
in science - 23% 42%
in writing 23% 23% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 3% 5% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 104 117 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 86 - 115 197
1,000 high schoo! juniors and seniors

kqﬁnmme(;qutln(imrgja,%%dls-mzwmmwkmfmﬁahmammmmmdmmﬁ%dmmlon-irmmfmiﬂs.dl&mzé—mokkwkxmpammhave
some college education, 97% have 2 high school credential, compared to 6% of thase whase parents did not atend college. Gaps in Datax The data marked n/a are not available because Georgia declined o partici-

pate in the survey.

T

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Georgia 2000 Georgia 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 3% 31% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 26% 24% 1%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 1.8% 21% 5.4%

1Dats for Measuring Up 2000 ars for 25~ to 44-ysar olds.

| aFFORDABLIY [D

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Georgla 2000 Gaorgla 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collegés ) . 23% 18% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 24% 18% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 56% 55% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income famifies as a percent of federal Pell Grant 0% 0% 108%
aid to Jow-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 1% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart $3,857 $3,346 $2,928

#0ata for Measuring Up 2000 includs all students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better the performance for il indicators axcept for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Poll Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY :

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 41% 43% 136%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 1% 2% 62%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14% 13% 37%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 9% 9% 25%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 6% 16%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

Scowelemon B

PERSISTENCE (20%) Georgla 2000 Georgla 2002 Top Slates 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 53% 55% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 74% 73% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 46% 42% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time Students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of - 40% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ail colleges and universities 17 19 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CReNEPTS |0 ]

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Georgla 2000 Georgla 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 26% 25% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 7% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increass in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 44% 43% 60%
Of thase who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 89% 89% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-leve! literacy skills:
quantitative 14% 14% 28%
prose 13% 13% 28%
document 11% 1% 26%

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Q Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) } Hawall 2000 Hawall 2002 Top States 2002

18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 93% 92% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course nfa nfa 57%
th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course nfa n/a 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra nfa nfa 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - na 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math : 16% 16% 34%
in reading 19% 19% 38%
in science - 15% 42%
in writing 15% 15% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 7% 8% 2%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 126 135 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 106 12 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors '

Gaps in Data: The data marked Va are not available because Hawaii declined to partidpate in the survey

PARTICIPATION [B-

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Hawail 2000 Hawall 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enroliing in college within 4 years in any state 46% 37% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 37% 42% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enroiled part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 3.3% 3.6% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25~ to 44-year olds.
Note: In 1998, 30% of studenits going on to college enrolled out of state.

AFFORDABWTY JD

FAMILY ABILITY TG PAY (50%) ) Hawall 2000 Hawall 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colieges 22% 19% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 28% 24% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 50% 46% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 2% 2% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuiﬁonA at lowest priced colleges 10% 9% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year¥ $3613 $3,474 $2,928

4Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa all students, not just undergraduates.
\) Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the bettar the performanca for all indicators except for “Stata grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.*
E lC Noke: Hawaii provides tuition waivers rather than state grant aid to sudents with financial need.
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‘ INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY . - .

Percent of lamily income needed to pay for college at community
expenses minus financial ald: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 49%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21%

for 20% of the population with middle income 13%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 9%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

60%
26%
17%
1%
%

at publlc 4-year
colleges/unlversities

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

118%
49%
31%
20%
12%

compETON |G

PERSISTENCE (20%)
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year

Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year

COMPLETION (80%)
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ali colleges and universities
per 100 undergraduate students

Hawaii 2000

40%
76%

42%

16

Hawali 2002

44%
73%

37%

48%

16

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

2

CeEweems B-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
holding a bachelor's degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections

Of those who ftemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts

ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)

Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative
prose
document

Gaps in Data: The data marked /a are not available because Hawaii declined to participate in the survey

Hawali 2000

26%

%

46%
89%

n/a
n/a
n/a

Hawail 2002

29%

9%

2%

4%
90%

n/a
nfa
nfa

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, eic.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Qo Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State, Profiles
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) - . Idaho 2000 ldaho 2002 Top States 2002

18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 86% 87% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%) .

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 41% 41% 57%
Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 16% 17% 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra 19% 20% 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 26% 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math na . 2% © 3%

in reading na n/a 38%

in science - 38% 42%

in writing na nfa 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na 17% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 152 162 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 45 62. 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

CGharge over Time: In kdaho from 1989 to 1999, the propartion of 18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential increased from 83% to 87%. Gaps in Data: The data marked /2 are not available because [daho

dedtined to participate in the survey.
CPARTICIPATION [C-
YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Idaho 2000 Idaho 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 7% 37% 54%
18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college ' 21% 32% - 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%) -

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.7% 3.0% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to &4-year ofds.
Charge over Time: In kiaho from 1989 to 1999,hpmmdl&mzw%mwmwkpmmmmmﬂ%—ﬂnﬁmmgtmmmmMW

AFFORDABLITY [D- |

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) : Idaho 2000 ldaho 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collagéS' 19% 17% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 22% 20% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 53% 39% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 2% 2% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 11% 11% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year* $3,094 $3,172 $2,928

#Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students. not just undergraduates.
Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better the performanca for al) indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as & percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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* INCOME GROUPS USED TG CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed fo pay for college at community
expenses minus financial aid: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 37%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 20%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6%

Note: Oata are from 2000-01.

at public 4-year
colleges/universities

41%
23%
16%
12%
%

PERSISTENCE (20%) Idaho 2000
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year na -
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 62%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 29%

schoo! completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of -
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all coileges and universities 18
per 100 undergraduate students

quinmmmmdmmmmtmﬂabkbmmhmmhﬁmfmlda}nmmmuﬂ.

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Idaho 2000
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 21%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 7%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 53%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 83%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Aduits demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 24%
prose ' . 28%
document 23%

Idaho 2002
n/a
67%
31%

43%

19

Idaho 2002
23%

6%

2%

50%
83%

24%
28%
23%

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

75%
46%
35%
26%
17%

Top Slales 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

21

Top States 2002
35%

12%
4%

60%
2%

28%
28%
26%

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

feasuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . iliinals 2000

18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course
Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course
8th grade students taking Algebra

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:
in math
in reading
in science
in writing
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national
assessment exam in math

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

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

Gaps in Data: The data marked v/a are not available because Illinois declined to participate in the surveys.

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Iliinois 2000

High school freshmen enrolling in coflege within 4 years in any state
18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college

WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)
25- to 49-year-olds enrolted part-time in some type of postsecondary education’
10ats for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

Performance Gaps: In Lllinois, 40% of white 18- to 24-yearolds envollin college, compared to 21% for all other races.

87%

na
na
na

na
na

na
na

207

49%
35%

4.7%

liinols 2002

218

125

48%
3%

49%

Top States 2002
94%

57%
39%
30%
56%

- 34%
38%
42%
31%

21%

201

197

T

liinols 2002

Top States 2002
54%

4%

5.4%

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) iilinols 2000

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges

at public 4-year colleges/universities

at private 4-year colleges/universities

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of fadaral Pell Grant
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges

RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart

Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa aif students, not just undergraduates.

Nota: In the Atfordability category, the lower the figures tha battar the performance for all indicators except for “Stata grant aid . . .
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Illinols 2002
21% 19%
24% 23%
52% 51%
124% 132%
12% 12%
3417 $3,379
as a porcent of federal Pell Grant aid.”

Top States 2002

16%
18%
32%

108%

8%

$2,928



INCOME GROUPS USED TG CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expanses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 44% 54% 130%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21% 25% 56%

for 20% of the population with middle income 13% 17% 33%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 9% 12% 23%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 15%

Nota: Data are from 2000-01.

o COMPLETION | _

PERSISTENCE (20%) llinols 2000 Iitinols 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 53% 52% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 78% 76% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 55% 53% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 55% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 15 16 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Performance Gaps: For every 100 Hispanic sudents enrolled in college in Ilinois, 10 receive a degree or centificate. In comparison, for every 100 white studens envolled, 16 receive a degree or certificate.

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Iilinols 2000 Iliinols 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 28% 28% 35%

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 8% 9% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increasa in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor’s degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 50% 51% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 90% . 89% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Aduits demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 24% 24% 28%
prose 22% 22% 28%
document 20% 20% 26%

T

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) - . Indiana 2000 Indlana 2002 Top Siates 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 89% 89% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 45% 44% 57%

ath to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 3% 30% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra : 8% 1% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 29% 56%

K~12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math ) 24% 31% 34%
in reading n/a n/a 38%
in science - 35% 42%
in writing n/a n/a 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the nationai 8% 13% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 123 128 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 45 60 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

G@inﬂdaﬂndﬂzmaﬂcalﬂamrﬂavaﬂabhhemmhﬂlmdedhﬂmpaﬂdpmmﬂ\emmm

PARTICIPATION [ C+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Indlana 2000 Indiana 2002 Top Siates 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 41% 8% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 33% 35% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education’ 2.6% 2.9% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year olds.
Change over Time: In Indiana from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-yearolds enrolled in college increased from 24% to 35%—the fourth highest increase compared to other states.

APORDABLITY D+

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) - Indiana 2000 Indiana 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid: :

at community colleges 23% 22% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities ’ 26% 24% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 53% 52% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 7% 8% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 18% 16% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,355 $3,155 $2,928

2pata for Measuring Up 2000 includs all students, not just undergraduates.

Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better the performance for all indicators except for "State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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;* INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Parcent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year
expenses minus financlal aid: colleges colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 50% 55%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 24% 26%

for 20% of the population with middle income 16% 19%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 12% 14%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7% 9%

Note: Oata are from 2000-01.

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

128%
56%
35%
25%
17%

COMPLETION | B~

PERSISTENCE (20%) Indlana 2000
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 54%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 77%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 49%

school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of -
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 17
per 100 undergraduate students

Indiana 2002

46%
1%

47%

53%

18

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

2

CBENERTS (G

EOUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Indiana 2000
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 22%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 7%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate's degree), but not a bachelor’s degres

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 48%
0f these who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 85%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 23%
prose 22%
document 20%

Charge over Time: In Indiana from 1989 1999, the proportion of the population with a bachelor's degree increzsed from 17% to 24%.

Indiana 2002

24%

%

1%

4%
83%

23%
22%
20%

Top Stales 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002,
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org,
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) ) lowa 2000 lowa 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 88% 9N% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 45% 45% 57%

ath to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! science course 35% 35% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na nfa 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - nfa 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 32% 32%* 34%
in reading na n/a 38%
in science - n/a 42%
in writing na n/a 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na n/a 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 176 169 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per - 38 45 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

cwmﬁ'mlnlmfmm1wwm.hmmdmm|mmmw4wmmmmmmmssx Gaps in Data: The data marked n/a are not available because
Towa declined to participate in the surveys, or it did not report the data by grade level

PARTICIPATION [ B+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) lowa 2000 lowa 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 54% 53% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 34% 35% 4%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education’ 3.0% 3.2% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year olds.

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) lowa 2000 lowa 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 20% . 19% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 19% 19% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 49% 46% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 60% 60% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 16% 16% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,405 $2,933 $2,928

+Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs l.ll students, not just undergraduates.

Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better tha performance for all indicators except for “Stata grant &id . . . as a percent of federal Peli Grant aid.”
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"~ INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of famlly income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financlal ald: colleges colleges/unlversitles colleges/universitles
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 43% 42% 110%

for 20% of the population with lower-middie income 22% 22% 53%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15% 15% 3%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 11% 2%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 15%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPLETION |A |

PERSISTENCE (20%) lowa 2000 lowa 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 49% 48% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 82% 81% 83%
COMPLETION (80%) .

First-time, full-time Students completing a bachelor's degrae within 5 years of high 58% 59% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degrse within & years of - 61% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 19 20 21

per 100 undergraduate Students

CBENEFTS |G+

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) lowa 2000 lowa 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 25% 27% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 6% 7% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some collegs (including an assaciate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 56% 58% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 88% 87% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 28% 28% 28%
prose 23% 23% 28%
document 21% 21% 26%

Clxzrgeoml’:’mehlmﬁunl%hl”,hmomnmdhpqnﬂzﬁmwim:bzdﬂm@mmmmmzm

CLEARNNG (1

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.
Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
ERIC




Measuring Up 2002: State Proj'ilesM ‘

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Kansas 2000 Kansas 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 92% 90% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course na n/a 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course na n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra ' wa nfa 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K~12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math na 34% 34%
in reading 35% 35% 38%
in science . - n/a 42%
in writing na n/a 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or abave “proficient” on the national na 17% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 188 201 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 33 45 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

G@inmmmmmammmhblebmmmchdhdmpmﬁdpmmhm

PARTICIPATION [ A-

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Kansas 2000 Kansas 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 47% 45% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolfing in college 38% 39% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 4.7% 43% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Performance Gaps: anznss.oflS—m%ymmhkwtmpmmhavestxmwllegzahmmSi%mUMwlhge,wmpmuim%%dﬂmwtmpmmsdidrmeﬂegz

aFFoRDABITY G-}

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Kansas 2000 Kansas 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 17% 17% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 19% 19% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 43% 41% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 17% 17% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart $3,391 $3,115 $2,928
Q #Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa all students, not just d
E l C Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures tha battar the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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" INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 39% 44% 98%

for 20% of the population with lower-middie income 19% 21% 46%

for 20% of the population with middle income 12% 14% 28%

for 20% of the poputation with upper-middie income 9% 10% 20%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5% 6% 13%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

T

PERSISTENCE (20%) Kansas 2000 Kansas 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 54% 51% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 70% 73% 83%
COMPLETION (80%) .

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degres within 5 years of high 46% 45% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 47% 61%
college entrance )

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 18 17 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEAITS | C+

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Kansas 2000 Kansas 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 30% 29% 35%

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 9%. 8% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 51% 50% 60%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 88% 87% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-leve! literacy skills:
quantitative 21% 21% 28%
prose 18% 18% 28%
document 16% 16% 26%

CleaRNNG | 0

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) o Kentucky 2000 Kentucky 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 85% 86% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 50% 53% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 34% 29% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 17% 12% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 16% 21% 34%
in reading 29% 29% 38%
in science - 29% 42%
in writing 21% 21% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 4% % 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 130 137 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 50 69 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

wagvmﬁm[nl(amrkyfrunlmmm,ﬁmpnmtﬁmuﬂﬂghsdmlsuxhnslemlnmhmuxssimmsedfxunSS%mB% Gaps in Datar The data marked 1v/a are not available

T

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Kentucky 2000 Kentucky 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 36% 37% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 3% 33% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.4% 2.8% 5.4%

1Data for Measuting Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Change over Time: In Kentucky from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds enrolied in college increased from 24% to 33%.

AFFORDABLITY (€

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Kentucky 2000 Kentycky 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income {average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 17% 17% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 21% 19% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities : 44% 40% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 33% 37% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 14% 13% 3%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,327 $2,987 $2,928

Data for Measuring Up 2000 include ail students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Affordability category, the lowsr the figures the batter the performance for all indicators except for *Stats grant aid . . . as a percent of federa! Pefl Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED T0 CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at publlc 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 40% 43% 102%

for 20% of the population with lower-middie income 20% 21% 44%

for 20% of the population with middle income 13% 15% 27%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 8% 10% 17%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5% 6% 11%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPETON G

PERSISTENCE (20%) Kentucky 2000 Kentucky 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 57% 51% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 70% 1% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 3% 43% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 38% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colieges and universities 15 15 2

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFITS [C-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Kentucky 2000 Kentucky 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 20% 22% 35%

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 6%- 7% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increass in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population - 3% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 49% 50% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 87% 85% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-levet iiteracy skills:
quantitative na n/a 28%
prose na n/a 28%
document na n/a 26%

G@ﬁnmhdmmad(aimmmmihbhbemmkmnﬂqdedhwdmpamdpmmﬁnsm
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.
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Measurbzg Up 2002: State Profiles

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Loulslana 2000 Loulsiana 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 82% 82% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Qth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 43% 46% 57%

gth to 12th graders taking at feast one upper-level science course 21% 23% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 10% 6% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 7% 12% 34%
in reading 18% 18% 38%
in science - 18% 42%
in writing 12% 12% 31%
Low-income Bth graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national 3% 4% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance ' 117 118 201
exam per 1,000 high schooi graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 26 3 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

lbﬁwmuo‘qas[nlmisim9l%ofvmlte18-m24-mokktmwahighsdmluuhtﬂalmnpmuim68%fmaﬂodmm Clmgemmmlouklmﬁuml%)mlm,ﬂnpmpomdl&m
24yearokds with a high school credential increased from 78% to 82X Gaps in Data: The data marked 1va are not availzble.

PARTICIPATION [ D

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Loulsiana 2000 Loulsiana 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolfing in college within 4 years in any state 3% 35% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrofling in college 32% 32% 1%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education’ 2.2% 2.3% 5.4%

10ata for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
fo Gaps: In Louisi 4b%dvdﬂtel&m%mokkmﬂmmllege,axmmnimn%fmaﬂouummo,Ss%ofl&mzé—ymohtﬁwntﬁgtﬂmnfmﬂsumummﬂegmm 18%

bhed

of those from low-income families. wmmmmﬁmmmm1m,mmmd1&m%mmmummmmmmmm

AFFORDABILTY D

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Louisiana 2000 Loulsiana 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community cofleges 18% 17% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 24% 21% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 79% 83% 32%
STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Peli Grant 1% 1% 108%
aid to low-income families
Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 13% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year¥ $3,654 $3,208 $2,928

+Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs ail students, not just

Note: In the Affordabifity category, the lower the figures the better the performanca for all indicators except for "State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 41% 52% 230%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 18% 23% 86%

for 20% of the population with middle income 12% 15% 49%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 8% 10% 3%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5% 6% 19%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

GOMPLETION D+

PERSISTENCE (20%) Louisiana 2000 Louisiana 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year n/a 43% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colieges/universities retuming their sophomore year 69% 69% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bacheior’s degree within 5 years of high 28% 32% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students complating a bachelor's degree within 6 years of - 34% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 18 16 2

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFMS |C-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Loulsiana 2000 Loulsiana 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 20% 23% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 7% 8% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 50% 52% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 89% 87% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level fiteracy skills:
quantitative 18% 18% 28%
prose 16% 16% 28%
document 13% 13% 26%

CLEARNING | I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.

For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
@  Measuring Up at wwwhighereducation.org.

ERIC

]

6 115

[ T2



Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

PREPARATION

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) Naine 2000 Maine 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 2% 95% 84%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-tevel math course na na 5T%
Sth to 12th graders taking at lsast one upper-leve! science course nla ] 3%
8th grade students taking Algebra na na 0%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - na 56%
K~12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:
in'math 3% 32% %
in reading 42% 42% 38%
in science - % 42%
in writing % 3% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 18% 20% 21%
assessment exam in math
Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 12 127 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates
Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 7 101 19

1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Charge over Time: In Maine from 1969 10 1999, the peoportion of 18- 1 24-yearolds with a high achool credential increzsed frorn 88% 1 95%—the third highest increase compared 10 other states.
Gaps in Datx The dats marked n/a are not seaitshie becmse Maine declined 10 participse in the sarvey.

PARTICIPATION

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) ) Maine 2000 -Maine 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enroliing in college within 4 years in any state 39% 43% 54%

18- to'24-year-olds enroliing in college 35% 28% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 48-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 36% 34% 54%

10ata tor Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 4é-year olds.
Notex In 1998, 43% of students going on 10 coliege enralled out of state.

AFFORDABWTY JF

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Maine 2000 Mains 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:
at community colleges 3% 23% 16%
at public 4-ysar colleges/universities 30% 5% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 86% 63% 2%
STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to fow-incoms families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 28% - 40% 108%
ald to low-income famities
Share of income that poorest famifies need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges %% “21% 8%

RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduats students borrow each year$ $3,617 $3,205 $2.928

4Data for Measuring Up 2000 inchide al sients, oot jist sndergradatss.
Nots: in the Atfordabifity category, the lower the fipures the bettar the pertormance for all indicators except for *State prant 2id . . . a3 & parcent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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Bl INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY
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Percent of family income needed fo pay for coilege at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: collages colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 52% 55% 152%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 26% 28% 70%

for 20% of the population with middle income 18% 20% 44%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 12% 14% 29%

for 20% of the population with the highest income % 9% 19%

Note: Oata are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Maine 2000 Maine 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 65% 63% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 76% 76% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 60% 56% 66%
school completion
First-tims, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 56% 61%
college entrance

17 16 21

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities
per 100 undergraduate students

CBENERTS [ D+

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Maine 2000 Maine 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 23% 22% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%) .

Increase in total personal income as a resutt of the percentage of the population 6% 6% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachslor's degres

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 58% 59% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 7% 86% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative na n/a 28%
prose na n/a 28%
document n/a n/a 26%

‘Gaps in Data: The data marked 1va are not available because Maine declined to particpate in the survey.

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Yeasuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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" Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles
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“PREPARATION -
HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Maryland 2000 Maryland 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 94% 88% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%) v
gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course na n/a 57%
gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course n/a ~nfa 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra n/a nfa 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - nfa 56%
K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:
in math 24% 29% 34%
in reading 31% 31% 38%
in science - 28% 2%
in writing 23% 23% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 6% 7% 21%
assessment exam in math
Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 154 166 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates .
Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 154 197 ) 197

1,000 high school juniors and seniors

F\vﬁwmuaqxlnMa:ylzm.%%dls-m%ywokkﬁunlﬂghﬁmmﬁamﬂ!eshzwutﬂghsinﬂauhmﬂuxmmdmﬁ%dmmIow-irmxefmﬁlk Gaps in Data. The data marked n/a are
ot available because Marytand declined to participate in the survey.

PARTICIPATION | B+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Maryland 2000 Maryland 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 43% 1% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 42% 35% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 4.6% 44% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25~ to 44-year olds.
Notex In 1998, 36% of students going on to college enolled out of state.

AFFORDABILTY | D-

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Maryland 2000 Maryland 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:
at community colleges 26% 20% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 28% 25% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 60% 58% 32%
STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 40% 42% 108%
aid to low-income families )
Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 17% 15% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $4.121 $3,703 $2,928

4Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs & students, not just undergraduates.
Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures th better tha performance for all indicators except for *State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant 8id.”
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B INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community
expenses minus financial ald: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 50%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 23%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

60%
27%
17%
12%
%

at public 4-year
colleges/universities

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

149%
63%
36%
25%
16%

COMPLETION [B-

PERSISTENCE (20%)
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year

Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year

COMPLETION (80%)
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high

school completion

First-time, full-time students complating a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities
per 100 undergraduate students

Maryland 2000

55%
83%

58%

14

Maryland 2002

58%
83%

58%

55%

14

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

21

Meeners (A

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
holding a bachelor’s degree

Incrsass in total parsonal income as a result of the percentage of the population
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 nationai elections

Of thase who ftemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts

ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)

Adults demonstrating high-tevel literacy skills:
quantitative
prose
document

wmmmmmwammmmmmmmwmmnm

Maryland 2000

37%

14%

51%
92%

na
na
n/a

Maryland 2002

34%

13%

2%

52%
91%

n/a
na:
n/a

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

CleaRNNG L

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, eic.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) , Massachusetts 2000 Massachusetis 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-oids with a high school credential 9% 9% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course . 59% 56% 57%

Oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 37% 39% . 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 33% 30% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course . - nfa 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math . 28% 32% 34%
in reading 36% 36% 38%
in science - 42% 42%
in writing : 31% 31% 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above "proficient” on the national 7% 1% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 180 193 201
axam per 1,000 high school graduates ' : .

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 153 188 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Gaps i Datax: The data marked va are not available.

PARTICIPATION [ A

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Massachuselts 2000 Massachusetts 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 54% 54% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 38% 38% 1%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- 10 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.8% 4.4% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ars for 25- to 44-year olds.
Note: In 1998, 30% of stdents going on to college enolled out of state.

AFFORDABILTY |D-

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Massachusslts 2000 Massachusets 2002  Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 21% 21% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 27% 25% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 79% 78% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income famities as a percent of federal Pell Grant 2% 90% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 19% 16% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year¢ $4719 $3,819 $2,928
0ata for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just

Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better the parformanca for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of faderal Pal] Grant 8id.”
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B INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

CBENEFTS [ A-

Massachusalis 2000 Massachusetis 2002 Top States 2002

CLEARNNG [0

Percent of family incoms needed to pay for coilege at community
expenses minus financial aid: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 52%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 24%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 9%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

at public 4-year
colleges/universities

61%
28%
17%
1%
7%

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

206%
87%
47%
30%
19%

PERSISTENCE (20%) Massachusetts 2000 Massachuselis 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 57% 58% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 83% 84% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 65% 66% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 63% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 18 17 21

per 100 undergraduate students

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)

Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 34%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%) .
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 9%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 nationai elections 51%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 92%
ADULT-SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 20%
prose : 22%
document 20%

36%

10%

2%

53%
91%

20%
2%
20%

35%
12%

4%

60%

28%
28%
26%

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org,
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

CPREPARATION (B

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Michigan 2000 Michigan 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 91% 89% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 44% 4% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 29% 29%* 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 27% 27%* 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - na 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 28% 28% 34%
in reading na na 38%
in science - 37% 42%
in writing na na 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na 9% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 175 178 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 74 93 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Gaps in Datex The data marked n/a are not available because Michigan dedined to participate in the surveys.

PARTICIPATION [ B+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Michigan 2000 Michigan 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrofling in college within 4 years in any state 41% 42% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college : 40% 39% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrofled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 4.4% 4.2% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year oids.

AFFORDABILITY [ D+

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Michigan 2000 Michigan 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 23% 20% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 28% 26% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 42% 38% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Peil Grant 50% 48% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 14% 14% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,339 $3,01 $2.928
' Q Data for Measuring Up 2000 include atl students, aot just undergraduates.
E l C Note: In the Affordability category, the lowsr the figures the batter the performance for ail indicators except for “State grant aid . . . a5 8 parcent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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B INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY ) ‘

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income ' 49% 63% 95%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 22% 28% 41%

for 20% of the population with middie income 13% 17% 25%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 9% 12% 17%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 1%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Michigan 2000
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 50%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 7%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 51%

school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within & years of -
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 15
per 100 undergraduate Students

Michigan 2002 Top States 2002

49% 63%
78% 83%
47% 66%
55% 61%
15 2

CBENEFTS B+

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Michigan 2000
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 24%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 11%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%) .
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 54%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 91%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 25%
prose 20%
document 16%

Michigan 2002 Top States 2002

25% 35%
12% 12%
4% 4%
55% 60%
89% 92%
25% ] 28%
20% 28%
16% 26%

CLEARNNG | I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q@ Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Minnesata 2000 Minnesota 2002 Top States 2002

18- to 24-year-olds withla high school credential 90% 92% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

9th to 12th graders taking at teast one upper-level math course 38% 36% 57%
ath to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 23% 22% 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra 12% 13% 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 35% 40% 34%
in reading 37% 37% 38%
in science - 42% 42%
in writing 25% 25% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 20% 27% 2%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 189 192 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 63 81 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

l‘\wﬁzﬂmumhMimaota,%%ofwiﬁml&wZWOkkhmamghsimluuhmzLampmdmﬁ%fmaﬂodﬂrm Gaps in Daia: The data marked 1va are not available.

PARTICPATION [ C+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Minnesata 2000 Minnesota 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 46% 41% 54%
18- to 24-year-olds enrofling in college 36% 37% 41%

WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)
25- to 49-year-oids enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.2% 3.1% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year olds.

AFFORDABITY [B

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Minnesota 2000 Minnesota 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for coliege
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 19% 16% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 20% 18% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 52% 47% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFDRDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 109% 108% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 19% 17% 8%
RELIANCE ON LDANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,168 $3,011 $2,928
Q #Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs ail students, not just
E MC Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the battar the performance for alf indicators except for *State grant aid . . . as a porcant of faderal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community
expenses minus financial ald: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 37%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 18%

for 20% of the population with middle income 12%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income %

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5%

Note: Oata are from 2000-01.

39%
19%
13%
10%
6%

at public 4-year
colleges/universities

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

116%
52%
31%
2%
15%

PERSISTENCE (20%)
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year

Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year

COMPLETION (80%)
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities
per 100 undergraduate students

Minnesota 2000

58%
80%

50%

19

Minnesota 2002

55%
80%

54%

52%

19

Top States 2002

63%
83%

66%

61%

2

CBENERTS A~

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
holding a bachelor's degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections

0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts

ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)

Adults demonstrating high-leve! literacy skills:
quantitative
prose
document

Gaps in Data: The data marked /2 are not available because Minnesota dedlined to participae in the survey.

Minnssota 2000

31%

9%

66%
92%

na
na
na

Minnesota 2002

32%

10%

2%

66%
9%

n/a
na
nfa

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
2%

28%
28%
26%

WARNNG I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

o Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Mississippl 2000 Mississippl 2002  Top States 2002

18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 83% 84% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 49% 55% 57%
oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 41% 42% 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra 13% 14% 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%) .
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national assessment exam:

in math 7% 8% . 34%
in reading 19% 19% 38%
in science - 15% 42%
in writing 11% 1% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 2% 3% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 88 89 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 26 27 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

ChrgvmnmalnMwsippiﬁunl%)m%,hmqmm&h!ghxﬁmlmﬂamuhngmbdmhmmmimmms% Gaps in Datax The data marked n/a are not available.

T

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Mississippl 2000  Mississippi 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 36% 34% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 32% 34% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.2% 2.4% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Charge over Time: In Mississippi from 1989 o 1999,hpmnm&18-m24—ywokhmlhihmlhgzhnmimZz%to%%—dxeduxdmymimwmmmumﬁnﬂm

AFFORDABILTY [D

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Mississippi 2000  Mississippi 2002 Top Stales 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges - 15% 19% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities ’ 25% 22% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 48% 43% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 1% 1% 108%
aid to low-income families

Shara of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $3,237 $2,858 $2,928

$Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower ths figures the battar tha parformancs for all indicators except for “Stata grant aid . . . as & percent of foderal Pell Grant aid.”
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B INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community
expenses minus financial ald: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 43%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 23%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

48%
26%
18%
12%
%

at public 4-year
colleges/universities

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

103%
49%
30%
20%
13%

PERSISTENCE (20%) Mississippl 2000
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 59%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 74%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 45%

school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of -
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and dipiomas awarded at all colleges and universities 16
per 100 undergraduate students

Mississippl 2002

58%
74%

44%

44%

17

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

2

CBENERTS [ C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Mississippl 2000
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 23%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 7%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population -
with some college {including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 nationai elections 48%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 89%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-levef literacy skills:
quantitative na
prose na
document na

Mississippi 2002

22%

%

3%

50%
87%

na
na
na

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
2%

28%
28%
26%

Charnge over Time: In Mississippi from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of the population with a bachelor’s degree increased from 15% to 22%—the second highest increase compared to other states.
G@smmmmwmammmhblebmmMﬁs@iddiMmpammhw

ClEARNING | L
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Missour] 2000 Missouri 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high schoo! credential 90% 93% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 49% 51% 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! science course 31% 31% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 19% 22% 30%

12th graders taking at least ane upper-level math corse - na 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 22% 22% ‘ 34%
in reading 29% 29% 38%
in science - 36% 42%
in writing 17% 17% 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 9% 9% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 175 175 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 41 57 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Change over Time: In Misouri from 1990mm,nupmmdmy:mmmwnumﬂmmmm36%wsm Gaps in Data The data marked 0/2 are not available. ’

T

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Missourl 2000 Missouri 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 36% 39% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college - 30% 32% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 35% 3.7% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year olds.
mmhmdl&m%mdﬁmmmmmﬂmms%mummllega.mnwu‘llo 19% of those whose parents did not attend college.

AFFORDABILTY | D+

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Missourl 2000 Missouri 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 23% 17% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 24% 22% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 50% 47% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 15% 19% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 13% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3910 $3,208 $2,928

#Data for Measuring Up 2000 include ail students. not just undergraduates.
Noto: In tha Affordability category, the lower tha figures the botter the parformance for il indicators excopt for “State grant 2id . . . as & percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY :

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at communlty at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities cofleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 39% 50% 117%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 18% 23% 50%

for 20% of the population with midd!e income 12% 16% %

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 9% 12% 22%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 15%

Note; Data are from 2000~01.

COMPLETION [B-

PERSISTENCE (20%) Missouri 2000 Missouri 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 55% 54% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retumning their sophomore year 75% 75% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 46% 48% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 50% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 17 17 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFTS [D+

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) . Missouri 2000 Missouri 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 28% 28% 35%
ECONOGMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resutt of the percentage of the population 8% 6% 12%
holding a bachelor's degree
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 0% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 53% 56% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 86% 85% 2%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-leve! literacy skills:
quantitative 18% 18% 28%
prose 16% 16% 28%
document 12% 12% 26%

CLEARNNG [

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Qo Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up.’?()();?: State Profiles
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Montana 2000 Montana 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 9% 91% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! math course na n/a 57%

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-fevel science course na na 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na n/a 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

In math : 33% 37% e A%

_ in reading o 38% 38% 38%

in science - 46% 42%

in writing . 25% 25% 31%

Low-income 8th graders scoring at or abo&a “proficient” on the national o n/a 25% 0%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance ' 172 170 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates . :

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 48 59 ) 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

wmmmmummmmmmwmmmmmnndmmmnw

PARTICIPATION | D+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Montana 2000 Montana 2002 Top States 2002
High schoo! freshmen enrolting in college within 4 years in any state 46% . 46% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 35% 36% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in Some type of postsecondary educationt 1.8% 1.5% 5.4%

1Data tor Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

APFORDABLTY | P

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Montana 2000 Montana 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 23% 25% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities - 28% 26% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 49% 48% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federa} Pell Grant 1% ™ 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 20% 22% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,182 $3,161 $2,928

4Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergradustes.
Nota: In the Affordability category, the fower the figures the batter the performance for all indicators except for *Stata grant aid . . . as a percent of faderal Pell Grant aid.”
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B INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY - -

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: collages colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 59% 59% 117%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 29% 30% 54%

for 20% of the population with middle income 18% 20% 3%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 13% 14% 22%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 8% 9% 15%

Nots: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPLETON [ C

PERSISTENCE (20%) Montana 2000 Montana 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year na na 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 69% 67% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 37% 37% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 38% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 16 18 . 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Gaps in Data: The data marked 1/a are not available.

CBENEFMS [ C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Montana 2000 Montana 2002 Tap States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 27% 27% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 8% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%

with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degres

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%) .
Residents'voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 60% 58% 60%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 84% 83% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative na na 28%
prose na na 28%
document na na 26%

mmmmmmwammmhmmmmmmmmw

CLEARNNG 1

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q@  Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Nabraska 2000 Nebraska 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high schoot credentiat 9% 92% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 61% 60% 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! science course 33% 34% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra nfa 18% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-lgvel math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 31% 31% 34%
in reading na n/a 38%
in science - 36% 42%
in writing na n/a 31%
Low-income 8th graders scering at or above “proficient” on the nationat 19% 15% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 189 180 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 31 33 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Chmgvmﬂmthd:raskaﬁmnlwmm.mepmpmﬁmofmmsdmlmmmhngzmbanmmhmmsé%mMmﬂmmhmmmeumFm
1wmm,nmmdmmmmsmwmmwm 16% to 34%—the second highest increase on this measure. Gaps in Data: The data marked n/a are not avail-
able because Nebraska dedlined to participate in the surveys, o it did not report the data by grade level

pARTICPATON | A

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Nebraska 2000 Nebraska 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 51% 52% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 40% 36% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolted part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 4.2% 4.4% 5.4%

PData for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year olds.

AFFORDABLITY [D

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Nebraska 2000 Nebraske 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of ail income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collagés 20% 18% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 21% 22% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 47% 46% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income famities as a percent of federal Pel! Grant 11% 13% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%) )
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,505 $3,033 $2,928

Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.

Note: In the Affordability category, th lower the ligures tha batter the parformance for il indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of fsderal Pell Grant aid.”
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" INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY )

Percent of family income needed to pay for coliege at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 43% 51% 114%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21% 24% 51%

for 20% of the population with midd!e income 13% 16% 31%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 9% 1% 20%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 14%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Nebraska 2000 Nebraska 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year n/a 52% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 74% 76% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 43% 43% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students complating a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 44% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 16 17 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFTS | C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Nebraska 2000 Nebraska 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 28% 28% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the poputation 7% 6% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%

with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 53% 52% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 80% 89% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-leve! literacy skills:
quantitative n/a n/a 28%
prose n/a n/a 28%
document n/a n/a 26%

mmmmmmmwammmbmmmwmmmmmnm

CLEARNNG | L

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used becanse updated state information was not available.
Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
l: lillc Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Nevada 2000 Nevada 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 7% 78% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 32% 34% 57%

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 25% 25% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 17% 13% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-lgvel math course - n/a 56%

K~12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national assessment exam:

in math na 20% 34%
in reading 24% 24% 38%
in science - 23% 42%
in writing 17% 17% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the nétional na 6% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 131 132 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 66 81 197
1,000 high schoo! juniors and seniors

begvawr"thmdahun1989m1999,hpmmd18-mz&yarokbvmhahlghsdmlmdmm&%mMFm19wmm,ﬂnpmpoﬁondhlghsdmlsumstzldng
upperJevel science courses increzsed from 14% to 25%. qushMaT’mdalzmz.rka!Namm!zvaﬂzblebmmNevadaddﬁn‘lmpmdpmmﬂnstmorildldm:qmthdmbym&levd.

PARTICIPATION | C+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Nevada 2000 Nevada 2002 Top States 2002
High schoo! freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 25% 26% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 20% 24% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 4.4% 5.4% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ars for 25- to 44-year olds.
Noter In 1998, 35% of students going on to college enrolled out of state.

AFFORDABILITY [ D+

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Nevada 2000 Nevada 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of al income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community cotleges : 23% 22% 16%

at public 4-year colleges/universities 23% 23% 18%

at private 4-year colleges/universities 43% 52% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 33% 27% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 10% 10% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeari $3,469 $3,460 $2,928

4Data for Measuring Up 2000 include ail studsnis, not just undergraduates.
Note: In the Atfordability category, the lower tha figures tha better the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of faderal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY .

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at publlc 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 48% 51% 120%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 25% 26% 60%

for 20% of the population with middle income 17% 18% 40%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 11% 12% 27%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7% 7% 16%

Nota: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Nevada 2000 Nevada 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 49% 49%* 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 73% 75% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 39% 29% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students complsting a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 3% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 9 9 21

per 100 undergraduate Students

Wmd@thmlNMﬂMmMmmlhgemM&GMa@mormﬂmmuxrpambrmylmvdﬂmsnmIBmmsmuﬂwa@eeormﬁm

CBENEFTS | C-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Nevada 2000 Nevada 2002 Top Stales 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 21% 22% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 8% 8% 12%

hotding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 3% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national efections 40% 40% 60%
0Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 86% 86% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 22% 22% 28%
prose 20% 20% 28%
document 16% 16% 26%

CLEARNNG [V

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.
Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
) Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . New Hampshire 2000 New Hampshire 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-oids with a high school credential 89% 86% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course n/a n/a 57%

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course n/a n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra n/a n/a 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national assessment exam:

in math n/a n/a 34%
in reading n/a n/a 38%
in science - n/a 42%
in writing n/a n/a H%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national n/a n/a 1%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 158 166 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 97 108 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

wmmmwmwamthmmﬂmwmmmmhm

PARTICIPATION | B-

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Naw Hampshire 2000 Nsw Hampshire 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 43% 44% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 37% 33% 4%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationT 3.3% 3.6% 5.4%

1Data for Measusing Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Note: In 1998, 51% of students going on 1 college enrolled out of state.

AFFORDABILIY [ F

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) New Hampshira 2000 New Hampshire 2002  Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 27% 24% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 30% 29% 18%
at private 4-year cofleges/universities 61% 58% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pefl Grant 9% 7% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 29% 26% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $4,089 $3,740 $2,928

+$Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.
Nots: In the Affordability category, the lowsr the figures the better the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . a5 2 percent of faderal Pell Grant aid.”
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Bl INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABIUTY TO PAY

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financlal aid: coileges colleges/universitles colleges/universitles
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 57% 68% 142%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 27% 32% 64%

for 20% of the population with middle income 18% 21% 40%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 12% 15% 26%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7% 9% 16%

Nota: Data are from 2000-01.

T

PERSISTENCE (20%) New Hampshiro 2000 New Hampshire 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college Students returning their 2nd year 64% 67% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 79% 80% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time Students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 65% 66% 66%
school completion :

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 61% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ail colleges and universities 21 21 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFTS (B |

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) New Hampshire 2000 New Hampshirs 2002  Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 30% 31% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population % 8% 12%
holding a bachelor's degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%

with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 51% 52% 60%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 87% 87% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative n/a n/a 28%
prose n/a n/a 28%
document n/a n/a 26%

a@smmmmmmmmammmhblemmwummmmwmmnw

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
o Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . New Jarsay 2000 New Jarsay 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential ' 92% 90% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%) '

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course na n/a 57%

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course na na 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra n/a na 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national assessment exam:

in math na ' na 34%
in reading n/a n/a 38%
in science - na 42%
in writing n/a n/a 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national n/a na 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 163 173 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 148 181 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

mmmmmmmwammmmmmwmmmmnm

T

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Now Jerssy 2000  New Jersay 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 54% 54% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 39% 41% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.1% 32% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

Performance Gaps: In New Jersey, 48% of white 18- to 24-yearolds envoll in college, compared to 29% for all other races. mmmmmmﬁunlwmm,hpmﬁmdl&m%ymol&
enrolled in college increased from 31% to 42%.

Note: In 1998, 44% of students guing on to college enrolled out of state.

AFFORDABLTY [C-

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Naw Jorsay 2000  New Jersay 2002  Top States 2002

Parcent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colladas 23% 22% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 29% 27% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 56% 51% 32%
STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income famiies as a percent of federal Pell Grant 106% 106% 108%
aid to low-income families
Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 17% 17% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,579 $3,369 $2,928

Q #Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.
E MC Nats: In the Affordability category, the lower the figurss the bettar the performancs for al indicators except for "Stats grant aid .. . as & percent of faderal Pell Grant aid.”
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B INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Parcent of famlly [ncome needed to pay for college at communlty at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financlal ald: colleges colleges/unliversities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 54% 67% 133%

for 20% of the population with lower-midd!e income 24% 30% 56%

for 20% of the population with midd!e income 15% 19% 32%

for 20% of the population with upper-middte income 10% 13% 2%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 8% 14%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

T

PERSISTENCE (20%) Now Jorsay 2000  New Jorsey 2002  Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 58% 60% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 84% 81% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time Students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 58% 58% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time Students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 58% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all coileges and universities 14 14 2

per 100 undergraduate students

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Now Jorsay 2000  New Jorsey 2002  Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degres or higher 33% 34% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

[ncrease in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 11% 13% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)

Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national eections 45% 45% 60%

Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts . 94% 3% 92%

ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)

Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:

: quantitative 23% 23% 28%

prose 21% 21% 28%
document 20% 20% ) 26%

CLEARNING |

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.

For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
@  Measuring Up at wwwhighereducation.org,
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . New Maxico 2000  New Mexico 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 79% 83% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! math course 34% 31% 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 1% 19% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 18% 17% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 36% 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 14% 13% 34%
in reading 24% 24% 38%
in science - 20% 42%
in writing 18% 18% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 7% 6% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 127 126 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 46 66 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

PARTICIPATION [ A

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) New Mexico 2000  New Maxico 2002  Top Statas 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 35% 37% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 25% 30% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 4.9% 6.0% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

A

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Now Maxico 2000  New Mexico 2002  Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 19% 20% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 27% 23% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 66% 75% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 27%: 25% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowast priced colleges 9% 10% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year* $3,412 $3,000 $2,928

#Data tor Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.
Nots: in the Affordability category, the fower the figures the btter the performance for i indicators excapt for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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B - INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of famlly income needed to pay for col

lege at community at public 4-year at private 4-year

expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 45% 51% 187%
for 20% of the population with lower-middie income 23% 26% 84%
for 20% of the population with middle income 15% 17% 50%
for 20% of the poputation with upper-middle income 10% 12% 32%
for 20% of the population with the highest income T 6% 8% 2%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

T

New Mexico 2000  New Maxico 2002  Top States 2002

PERSISTENCE (20%) .

1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 52% 52% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 69% 69% » 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 30% 29% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachalor’s dagree within 6 years of - -36% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 12 13 A

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFMS (C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)

) ‘ Now Mexico 2000  New Mexico 2002  Top Stales 2002

Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 23% 24% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 9% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%

with some college (including an associate’s degree),

but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 50% 50% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 84% 83% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative n/a n/a 28%
prose na n/a 28%
document n/a n/a 26%

Performance Gaps: Tn New Mexico, 38% of white 25- to 65-yearolds have a
dedlined to participate in the survey.

bachelor's degree, compared to 11% for all other races. Gaps in Data: The data marked Va are not available because New Mexioo

CLEARNNG [ 1

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation o
For more state information (State Context, Leading

Q Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.

f grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

ERIC
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . New York 2000 Now York 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high schoo! credential 85% 87% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%) '

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 43% 48% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 28% 34% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 14% 14%* 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam: X . :
in math = 22% 6% - o 34%

in reading 34% 34% 38%
in science - 30% 42%
in writing 21% 21% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the nationa! na 12% ’ 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 172 179 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates :

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 164 ) _ 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Charge over Time: in New York from 1990 to 2000, the proportion of high school students talding upper-level math courses increased from 34% to 48%. From 1990 to 2000, the proportion of high school students
taking upperfevel science courses increased from 24% 1 34%. ansmmmmmmmmmmbhmmmmmammhmmndnmmhdamb/mdem.

T

YOUNG ACULTS (60%) Now York 2000 New York 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 4% 43% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 35% 37% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- 1o 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.4% 3.4% 5.4%

10ata for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

AFFORDABILTY | F

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Now York 2000 New York 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colladas 35% 30% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 36% 30% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 85% 7% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 2% 92% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 33% 28% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $4,357 $3,511 $2,928

4Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs il students. not just underyraduatas.
Note: In the Affordability category, the lowsr the figures the battar the parformance for &l indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of fderal Pell Grant 8id.”
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B INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/unlversities collages/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 76% 74% 211%

for 20% of the population with lower-middie income 3% 32% 81%

for 20% of the population with middle income 20% ’ 2% 46%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 13% 14% 29%

for 20% of the population with the highest income % 8% 18%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Naw York 2000 New York 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 62% 63% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 78% 78% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 53% . 53% 66%
school completion ’

First-tims, full-time students complsting a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 52% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 19. : 18 : 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENERTS |G

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) ' New York 2000 New York 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 31% 31% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%) . ‘

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 9% 9% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%

with some college (including an associate’s degres), but nota bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national efections 46% 46% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 94% 93% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 19% 19% 28%
prose 18% 18% 28%
document 15% 15% 26%

CLEARNING 1

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . North Carolina 2000  North Carolina 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 86% 87% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 59% 61% 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course A% 30% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 27% 25% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - % 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math . -20% 30% " 34%
in reading 31% 31% 38%.
in.sciance - ‘ 2% © 42%:
in writing 27% 2% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 6% 13% ‘ 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 108 123 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 113 149 197
1,000 high schoo! juniors and seniors

mmnmmmmammmm1989m1m,hmmd1&mwmammlmammmmmsm 1990 to 2000, the proportion of high school students
uhngwbdmhmmhmmsnmﬂ%—hmhdmwstmmdmoﬂum From 1mmm,hmmdmmmlmmwmmmmm
from 16% to 30%—the third highest increase on this measure.

T

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) North Carolina 2000 North Carolina 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 34% 39% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 32% 3% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%) '

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 29% 3.5% 5.4%

10ats for Msasuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-ysar olds.

mfanmo‘aptmNmamHmdl&mM-ymrolc‘kMpamshz\emwﬂepahm%%amﬂmwlleg.wmpamim16%dﬂmzwtmepammdidmm

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) North Caroling 2000 North Carolina 2002  Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 21% 18% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 2% 20% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 56% 58% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 26% 3% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 6% 8% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year¥ $3,650 $3.380 $2,928

#Data for Measuring Up 2000 include aff students, not just undergraduates.
Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the betler the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as 8 percent of federal Pefl Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABIUTY TO PAY

Parcent of family income needed to pay for college at community at publlc 4-year at private 4-year
expensas minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universitles
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 43% 46% 147%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21% 23% 65%

for 20% of the population with middle income 13% 15% 38%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 9% 10% 25%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5% 6% 16%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) North Carolina 2000 North Carolina 2002  Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 52% 51% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returing their sophomore year 80% 80% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 56% 57% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of - 56% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ail colleges and universities 19 17 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFTS (D

EOUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) North Carolina 2000 North Caroling 2002  Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 23% 24% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (256%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 9% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 47% 46% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 89% 88% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-leve! literacy skills:
quantitative 11% 11% 28%
prose 11% 11% 28%
document 9% 9% 26%

CLEARNNG [ 1

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . North Dakota 2000  North Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 95% 95% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 51% 53% 57%

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 32% 34% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 13% 15% 30%

12th graders taking at least ane upper-level math course - 53% 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 33% 31% 34%
in reading na n/a 38%
In sclence - 40% 42%
in writing na nfa 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 22% 21% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT coilege entrance 172 176 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 28 36 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors v

mmnmmmmm1mmm,hmmdmmlmmmwmmmmmmmm Gaps in Data: The data marked va are not availzble
because North Dakota dedined to participate in the assessments.

PARTICIPATION | B

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) North Dakota 2000  North Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 63% 59% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 43% 38% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 1.8% 1.9% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year oids.
Noie: North Dakota has a large concurrent enroliment program, through which high school students can accumulate college credit

AFFORDABLTY [D

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) North Dakota 2000  North Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 22% 19% 16%

at public 4-year colleges/universities 23% 20% 18%

at private 4-year colleges/universities 30% 27% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 8% 3% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 17% 18% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart $2,923 $2,776 $2,928

Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just

Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the batter the performance for il indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY YO PAY

Percent of famlly income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year al private 4-year
expenses minus financlal aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 42% 44% 63%

for 20% of the poputation with lower-middie income 2% 23% 32%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14% 16% 19%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 1% 13%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 10%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPLETION |B

PERSISTENCE (20%) North Dakota 2000  North Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year na na 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 74% 73% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 40% 37% 66%
schoo! completion

First-time, full-time students complating a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 42% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 20 20 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Performance Gaps. For every 100 Hispanic studen's envolled in college in North Dakota, 13 receive a degree or certificate. mampaﬂsnforemyl(!)wmmmmmmudwmaveadegmormﬁm
Gaps én Datax The data marked rva are not available.

CBENEFITS | C+

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) North Dakota 2000  North Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 26% 28% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 6% 7% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 61% 63% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 87% 86% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative va va 28%
prose na na 28%
document na na 26%

Gaps tn Data: The data marked v are ot avalable because North Dakota decined to participatein the survey

ClEARNING | D

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

“Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.

For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
o Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . . Ohlo 2000 Ohlo 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-oids with a high school credential 90% 89% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 47% 47% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! science course 24% 20% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 19% 22% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math n/a 3% 34%
in reading n/a n/a 38%
in science - 41% 42%
in writing na n/a 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national n/a 10% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 184 190 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 67 77 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

qumnm’lhedatzmz:hdn/amrmmihbleba:usdmﬁdimimpmdpammhmmysmildidmrqnnhdmbygmhlewl

PARTICIPATION | C+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Ohlo 2000 Ohlo 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 39% 40% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 34% 33% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.0% 3.3% 5.4%

1Data tor Measuring Up 2000 ars for 25- to 44-year olds.
Performance Gaps. In Ohio, S'I%ofls-mzé—yurokhﬁmnmynmxmfmuheimmllmmll@,ampmdmmdﬂmeﬁmn low-income famnilies.

AFFORDABLITY [F

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Ohlo 2000 Ohlo 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 26% 24% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 30% 29% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 59% 54% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 39% 38% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 23% 19% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,597 $3,378 $2,928
$Data for Measuring Up 2000 include alf students, not just

Nota: In the Atfordability category, the lower tha figuras the batter the performance for all indicators except for “Stats grant aid. . . as & percent of federal Pefl Grant 2id.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY &

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities cofleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 59% 1% 142%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 26% 31% 59%

for 20% of the population with middle income 16% 20% 34%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 1% 14% 23%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7% 9% 15%

Note: Data are trom 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Ohlo 2000 Ohlo 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 59% 56% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 76% 75% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 54% 54% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 50% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ail colleges and universities 16 16 21

per 100 undergraduate students .

CBENETS | C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Ohlo 2000 Ohlo 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 23% 25% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 9% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor’s degres

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 52% 51% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 84% 83% 2%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 23% 23% 28%
prose 21% 21% 28%
document 20% 20% 26%

Chuguwa-ManNOfmmlw)mlm.ﬂnpnponimdﬂnpop\ﬂzﬁmwimabadﬂoﬁdegmmmm%m%%

T

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
easuring Up at www.highereducation.org,
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TPREPARATION | D+ — — — — —— —______

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETIDN (20%) . Oklahoma 2000 Oklahoma 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high schoo! credential 87% 86% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 43% 43% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 25% 24% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 8% 9% 30%

12th graders taking at least ane upper-level math course - nfa 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math na 19% 34%
in reading 29% 29% 38%
in science - 26% 42%
in writing 25% 25% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national ' na 8% 2%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 134 138 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 42 69 197
1,000 high schoo! juniors and seniors

Chwgawﬂmmoldzhnmzfmmlmmm.hmmdmmmmwwmmmmmlS%m%%——dwﬁmmgimmmmwmmodum
qulnDda’nmdatamadcedn/ammmﬂzblebwnneoldalmzmdkmmpmupmmﬂws«morudﬂm@mﬂwdmbymlwd.

PARTICPATION [ G+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Oklahoma 2000 Oklahoma 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 35% 37% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 32% 28% 41%
WDRKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education! 3.8% 3.9% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
bewwm(;qt&moklalum,ofl&w%yamlckvdmpmhmmwlhpahmSl%mHMmllep,ampamimmdh)seMmepmdidthmﬂep.

AFFORDABIITY [C

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Okiahoma 2000 Oklahoma 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 18% 17% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 2% 17% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 47% 45% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 18% 16% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 13% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year¥ $3,364 $3,067 $2,928

+Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Atfordability category, the lower tha figures the batter the parformancs for &/l indicators except for *State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pel) Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 38% 38%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 19% 19%

for 20% of the population with middle income 13% 14%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 9% 10%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 5% 6%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

113%
48%
31%
20%
13%

PERSISTENCE (20%) Oklahoma 2000
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 45%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 69%
COMPLETION (30%) '

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 40%

school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within & years of -
college entrance

- Centificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 15
per 100 undergraduate students

Oklahoma 2002

4%
1%

39%

37%

15

Top States 2002

63%
83%

66%

61%

2

CBENEFTS | C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Okiahoma 2000
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 22%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 7%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 49%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 90%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 20%
prose 19%
document 14%

Okiahoma 2002

24%

8%

2%

49%
88%

20%
19%
14%

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.
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PREPARATION | C— —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Oregon 2000 Oragon 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 75% 83% 94%
_ K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)
oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 40% 37% 57%
gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 20% 19% 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra 22% 23% 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 26% 32% 34%
in reading 33% 33% 38%
in science - 33% 42%
in writing 27% 27% 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 12% 16% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 11 154 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 51 62 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

}bﬁnmo‘qmlnmw%dwhiml&mzé—ymrokkhaveahighsdmluuhmzlmnmuim&%braﬂoﬁumofl&mzé-wml&mmmmmlhpahnmmhmamgh
school credential, compared to 62% of those whose parents did not attend college. Gaps tn Datax The data marked /2 are not avaitable.

PARTICIPATION [ D+

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Oregon 2000 Oregon 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 35% 32% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 26% 25% 1%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.9% 3.4% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Change over Time: In Oregon from 1989 © 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-yearolds enrolled in college decreased from 30% to 25%.

AFFORDABLITY [F

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Oregon 2000 Oregon 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collegés 27% 25% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 30% 2% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 71% 72% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 23% 23% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 16% 15% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart $3,822 $3,430 $2,928
Q ‘ #0Data for Measuring Up 2000 includo all students, not just undergraduates.
E MC - Note: In the Attordability catagory, the lower the figures the batter the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . .. as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TG PAY . .

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 59% 69% 185%

for 20% of the population with lower-middie income 28% 32% 79%

for 20% of the population with middle income 18% 21% 47%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 12% 15% %

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7% 9% 20%

Note: Oata are from 2000-01.

COMPLETION [C

PERSISTENCE (20%) Orsgon 2000 Oregon 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 43% 40% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 78% 79% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 51% 51% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 50% 61%
college ntrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 14 15 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Performance Gaps: For every 100 black students enrofled in college in Oregon, 10 receive a degree or certificate. In comparison, for every 100 white students enrofled, 14 receive a degree or certificate.

CBENEFTS (B

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Oregon 2000 Oregon 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 24% 26% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%) '

increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 9% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 4% 4%

with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor’s degres

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 54% 54% 60%
Of those who itemiza on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 83% 83% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
guantitative n/a n/a 28%
prose n/a n/a 28%
document n/a n/a 26%

mmmmmmmmmmubhmommimdmmmhw

I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Pannsylvania 2000  Pennsylvania 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credentiat 88% 89% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)
Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course na n/a 57%
9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course na n/a 39%
8th grade students taking Algebra n/a n/a 30%
12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - nfa 56%
K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:
in math na na 34%
in reading na n/a 38%
in science - n/a 42%
in writing na n/a 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na n/a 21%
assessment exam in math
Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 126 135 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates
Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 76 100 197

1,000 high school juniors and seniors
mmmmmmmwammmhmmmm@mmmmmnm

PARTICIPATION [ B-

YDUNG ADULTS (60%) Pennsylvania 2000  Pennsylvania 2002  Top Slates 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 43% 47% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 36% 37% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education® 2.8% 3.0% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Pennsylvania 2000  Pennsylvania 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid: ’

at community colleges 24% 22%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 30% 30%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 64% 63%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 98% 111%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 19% 18%
RELIANCE DN LDANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year¥ $3,909 $3,463

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.

Note: In tha Affordability category, the fower the figures the better the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of faderal Pell Grant aid.”

1355

16%
18%
32%

108%

8%

$2,928
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Parcent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 51% 70% 159%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 24% 32% 68%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15% 21% 41%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 15% 27%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 9% 18%

Nots: Data ars from 2000-01.

COMPLETON A

PERSISTENCE (20%) Pennsylvanla 2000  Pennsylvania 2002  Top Slates 2002

1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 68% 61% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 82% 82% 83%
COMPLETION (80%) i

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 62% 60% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachalor’s degree within 6 years of - 61% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 20 21 2

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEATS |B-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Pennsyivanla 2000  Pennsylvania 2002  Top Stales 2002

Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 26% 28% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
[ncrease in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 9% 11% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 47% 47% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 9% 90% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 23% 23% 28%
prose 19% 19% 28%
document 18% 18% 26%

Ch@auﬁmln?ausylmﬁzﬁmn19&»1999.dnpnpomdﬂrpqm!aﬁmwimabadﬂmmirmml%mm—&nﬁmmgtmhmmmnodnm

CLEARMING (|

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
‘ For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Yeasuring Up at www.highereducation.org.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CPREPARATION (€ — — —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Rhode Island 2000  Rhods Island 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 86% 88% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! math course nfa nfa 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course nfa n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra nfa nfa 30%

12th graders laking at least one upper-level math course - n/a 56%

X-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national assessment exam:

in math 20% 24% 34%
in reading 30% 30% 38%
in science - 29% 42%
in writing 25% 25% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the nationat 8% 7% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 131 136 201
exam per 1,000 high schoot graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 92 102 197
1,000 high schoot juniors and seniors

a@mwamaummwammmmhmmummnmwmmnw

PARTICIPATION [ A

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Rhode Island 2000  Rhode Island 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrotfing in college within 4 years in any state 46% 47% 54%

18- to 24-year-oids enrolling in college 36% 36% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolied part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 4.6% 5.1% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year oids.
Change over Time: In Rhode Island from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college increased from 26% to 37%.
Notz: In 1998, 37% of students going on to college enrolled out of state.

APFORDABLTY | F

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Rhode Island 2000  Rhode Island 2002  Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for colege
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colieges 21% 28% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 37% 35% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 86% 81% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)

State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 20% 19% 108%

aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 19% 18% 8%

RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $4,081 $4,000 $2,928

Q 4Data for Measuring Up 2000 include alf students, not just undergraduates.
E MC Nota: In the Aflordability category, the lower the figures ths batter the performance for ail indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of fedaral Pell Grant 8id.”

,
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college - at community
expenses minus financial aid: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 76%

for 20% of the population with lower-middte income 30%

for 20% of the population with middle income 17%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 12%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 7%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Rhode Isiand 2000  Rhode Island 2002  Top States 2002

1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year

COMPLETION (80%)
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high
schoot completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degres within 6 years of
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ali colieges and universities
per 100 undergraduate students

qublwcmda!amadmwamnxmﬂzbhbmmhsampksizeforw Island was too small

CBENEFITS | A-

Rhode Island 2000  Rhode Isiand 2002  Top States 2002

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal incoms as a result of the percentage of the population
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections

Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts

ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)

Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative
prose
document

mmmmmmmmmmubhmmwmmammmm

CLEARNNG (I

at public 4-year
colleges/unlversities

93%
37%
21%
15%
9%

at private 4-year
coileges/universities

223%
84%
46%
31%
20%

n/a nfa 63%
80% 81% 83%
66% 64% 66%
- 65% 61%
20 19 21

30%

10%

55%

na
na
n/a

31%

10%

3%

54%
92%

na
na
na

35%

12%

4%

60%
2%

28%
28%
26%

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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SOUTH.CAROLINA,

1o}

CPREPARATION [ D+

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . South Carolina 2000 South Carolina 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 88% 85% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course n/a n/a 57%

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course n/a n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra n/a n/a 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - nfa 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math : 14% 18% 34%
in reading 22% 2% 38%
in science - - 20% 42%
in writing 15% 15% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na 6% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 89 106 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 105 M 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

WMG@&InSwmc:mllm.98%dlsmwmmmmfmﬂbhmamwmmdmml'dmm&ﬂmmbw-hmnefmﬂ]ia Gaps tn Data: The data marked
1v/a are not available because South Carolina dedlined to participate in the survey

PARTICIPATION [ D+

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) South Carolina 2000  South Carolina 2002  Top Slales 2002
High schoo! freshmen enrolling in coliege within 4 years in any state 32% 33% 54%

18- to 24-year-oids enrolling in college 30% 37% 4%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education’ 2.5% 2.9% 5.4%

10ata for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

Performance Gaps: In South Carolina, 43% of white I&mzé—ymrolthmﬂmmuemmxpmaimﬁ%fmaﬂwmﬂ'rmmo,Ss%ofls-m%ywohhﬁunmgﬁmumfanﬂismummuemmmmm
16% of those from low-income families. wmmmmmmm1999m1m,mmmmd1&mummmummwmmmmm—nmymmmpmd
to other states.

AFFORDABLTY [ D+

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) South Carolina 2000 South Carolina 2002  Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 22% 18% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 27% 26% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 48% 45% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 24% 36% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $3,542 $3,284 $2,928

$Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa all students, not just undergraduates.
Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the bettar the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of faderal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universities calleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 39% 57% 105%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21% 29% 52%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14% 20% 3%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income 9% 14% 22%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 9% 15%

Nota: Data are from 2000-01.

COMPLETION B

PERSISTENCE (20%) South Carolina 2000 South Carolina 2002  Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 53% 53% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 76% 7% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 52% 52% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 54% ' 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 17 17 bal

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFTS [ C

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) South Carolina 2000 South Carolina 2002  Top States 2002

Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 24% 24% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population 9% 8% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelors degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 51% 53% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 90% 89% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative n/a n/a 28%
prose n/a n/a 28%
document n/a n/a 26%

Change over Time: In South Carolina from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of the poputation with a bachelor’s degree increased from 17% o 24%. Gaps in Data: The data marked 1/ are not available because
South Carofina declined to participate in the survey.

CLEARNING [

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles

SOUTH.DAKOTA .

CPREPARATION (€ — —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . South Dakota 2000  South Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 91% 93% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at teast one upper-leve! math course 45% 47% 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! science course 34% 35% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 12% % 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 38% 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math na n/a 34%
in reading na n/a 38%
in science - n/a 42%
in writing na n/a 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na n/a 21%
assessment exam in math
Number of scores in the top 20% nationalfy on SAT/ACT coftege entrance 139 151 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates
Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 38 54 197

1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Mmﬂammmmm}mﬂ%dﬂﬁmlﬂghﬁmlmmmuhuppehdmzhmmmmmaim%%ofmmmm Change over Téme: In South Dakota from 1989 to 1999, the
p@mﬂmdls-m%ywokkvdmam@mmﬂmmmmwmmmmmmwﬁm Gaps in Datax The data marked Va are not available because
South Dakota declined to participate in the assessments.

PARTICIPATION [B-

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) South Dakota 2000  South Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 45% 48% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrofling in college 37% % 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.5% 2.8% 5.4%

10ata for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

CAFFORDABILTY [ F |

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) South Dakota 2000  South Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collagés n/a 20% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 22% 20% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 51% 44% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 0% % 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 25% 23% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average foan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year ¥ $3,113 $2,928 $2,928
Q 4Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs &l stucents, not just undergraduates.
E MC Nota: In the Atfordability category, the lower the figures the better the performanca for &ll indicators excapt for “State grant &id . . . as & percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY ' .

Percent of family Income needed fo pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expensas minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universitles collages/universitles
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 4% 4% 103%

for 20% of the population with lower-middie incoms 2% 2% 49%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15% 16% 32%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie incoms 10% 11% 2%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 14%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) South Dakota 2000  South Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year na na 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 68% 65% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 41% 45% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 42% 61%
college entrance '

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 18 19 2

per 100 undergraduate students

Gaps in Datax: The data marked 1va are not available.

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) South Dakota 2000  South Dakota 2002  Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 24% 27% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
increase in total personal income as a result of the parcentage of the population 5% 6% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 0% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 58% 55% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 86% 85% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative n/a n/a 28%
prose n/a n/a 28%
document n/a n/a 26%

thgvowrM!nSmnhDahxaﬁunIWDIM,hpmmdhwﬂﬂmmmawM&gmmﬁm 17% to 27%~—the highest increase compared to other states
wmmmmmwammmhmmmmmmmdmmnw

| LEARNING

Ammmmmllegemmmﬁn&mmmuﬂmmmhgﬂmﬂegaﬂmmmmﬁﬂmmhmlhymmmdmmm(W).Mmm
compared with national averages for the same tests.

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CPREPARATION [D-— —— — —— —————______

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Tennesses 2000 Tennesses 2002  Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 86% 89% 94%
K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course na 35% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-lvel science course na 19% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na 0% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - na 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math o 15% 17% 34%
in reading 26% 26% 38%
in science - : 25% : 42%
in writing 24% 24% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 5% 7% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 148 158 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 67 86 ' . 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

chwgvuwnmmmmﬁun1gs9m1999,ﬂnpmpomdwmzmmwmammmmmmmmmwmmmwum
qummﬂwdzhmdwin/ammmkmmmmmmmhwmndﬂmmnhwwmm

PARTICIPATION [ D+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Tennessea 2000 Tennessea 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 34% 33% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 21% 32% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 25% 2.9% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 ara for 25- to 44-year olds.
Change over Time: In Tennessee from 1589 o 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college increased from 23% to 32%.

A

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Tennesses 2000 Tennassea 2002  Top States 2002
Percent of income {average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collaghs 19% 21% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 23% 24% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 57% 54% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 16% 20% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 13% 13% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average toan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,609 $3,209 $2,928

*Data for Measuring Up 2000 inciude all students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . a5 a percent of federal Pefl Grant 2d.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financlal ald: colleges colleges/universities colleges/universities
for 20% of the popuiation with the lowest income 48% 54% 133%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 24% 27% 61%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15% 18% 7%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 12% 24%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7% 15%

Note: Data ars from 2000-01.

T

PERSISTENCE (20%) Tennesses 2000 Tennessee 2002  Top Slates 2002
1st year community coilege students returning their 2nd year 54% 54% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 74% 73% 83%
COMPLETION {80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 45% 47% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 47% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at alf colleges and universities 14 15 21

per 100 undergraduate students

CBENEFTS D+

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT {30%) . Tennasses 2000 Tennesses 2002  Top Slates 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 21% 21% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personaf income as a result of the percentage of the population 7% 8% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 3% 4%
with some college (including an assaciate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degres

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 45% 44% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 88% 86% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 17% 17% 28%
prose 14% 14% 28%
document 14% 14% 26%

ClEARNING (L

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Q Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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“PREPARATION [ G — —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Texas 2000 Texas 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high schoot credential 81% 80% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 46% 56% 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 26% 24% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na na 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 56% 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math . C21% 24% 34%
in reading 28% 28% 38%
in science ’ - 23% 42%
in writing 31% 31% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national 6% 1% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 125 134 201
axam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 86 122 197
1,000 high schoot juniors and seniors

Change over Time: In Texas from lmmmnmdmmmmmwmzhmmmm5s%msex-dmﬁmnmymmwaxmmmm From 1990 to
mhmdmmmmwwmmmwm 17% to 24%. G@stnmmdmmmmmmﬂabbmmwndmpammhm

PARTICIPATION | D+

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Toxas 2000 Texas 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 32% 31% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 30% 21% 4%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolied part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.2% 3.5% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Performance Gaps: in Texas, 56% of 18- 1 24-yearaids from high-income famibes enroll in college, compared to 20% of those from low-income families.

AFFORDABLITY [0~

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Texas 2000 Texas 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at communty colleges 21% 20% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 25% 24% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 57% 55% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 13% 19% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 10% 9% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each yeart $3,636 $3.220 $2,928

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all studsnts. not just undsrgraduates.
Nota: In the Affordability catagory, the lowsr the figures the bstter tha perlormancs for all indicators except for *State grant aid . . . as & percent of federal Peil Grant &id.*

165



INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY i

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community
expenses minus tinanclal ald: colleges
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 47%

for 20% of the population with Jower-middle income 23%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

56%
27%
19%
12%
1%

at public 4-year
colleges/universities

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

137%
61%
37%
24%
15%

COMPLETION [C- |

PERSISTENCE (20%)
1st year community cotlege students returning their 2nd year

Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year

COMPLETION (80%)
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities
per 100 undergraduate students

Texas 2000

41%
73%

43%

14

Toxas 2002

41%
74%

41%

45%

14

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

2

CBENEFTS [C:

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%)
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
holding a bachelor’s degres

Increasa in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections

0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts

ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)

Aduits demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative
prose
document

Pbﬁnm(mlnm%%dmmlibﬁmkkhmnbﬁnbrsdegme,mmu!mm%fmaﬂwnm

Texas 2000

25%

%

40%
86%

19%
18%
16%

Texas 2002

21%

10%

3%

41%
84%

19%
18%
16%

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
2%

28%
28%
26%

I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, eic.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q@ Measuring Up at www highereducation.org.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CPREPARATION [ A —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Utah 2000 Utah 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 91% 90% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 50% 57% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 30% 36% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 54% 53% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 42% 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 24% 26% 34%
in reading 31% 31% 38%
in science - 34% 42%
in writing 21% 21% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national 17% 15% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 148 152 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 158 169 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

lbﬁvmm(.'aptlnUuh.dl&mlé-yw-ohkwtmpamshmmaﬂlmednmm%%Mwamﬂlsdmlauhmiwmmﬂ%ofmmmdﬂmzmﬂmmAbo,59%dwhlre
m@ﬂmlmmsmmmmmmmammml%dwcm

PARTICIPATION [ €

YOUNG AQULTS (60%) Utah 2000 Utah 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 40% 34% 54%
18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 3% 34% 41%

WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)
25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary adu::ationT 3.4% 3.6% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- 1o 44-year olds.
Change over Time: In Utah from 1989 o 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-yearolds enrolled in college decreased from 37% to 34%.

AFFORDABILTY [B

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Utah 2000 Utah 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collegias 20% 16% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 17% 16% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 20% 21% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 3% 3% 108%
aid to tow-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 10% 11% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $3,390 $3,002 $2,928

$Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa all students, not just undergraduates.
Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures tha batter the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant 8id.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY .

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/unlversities colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 36% 35% 46%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 17% 17% 2%

for 20% of the population with middle income 12% 13% 16%

for 20% of the population with upper-middie income - 9% 9% 12%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 6% 8%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

T

PERSISTENCE (20%) Utah 2000 Utah 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 40% 40%* 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 66% 73% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high - 29% 37% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 52% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities o7 18 21

per 100 undergraduate students

Abta-(‘mmlammuuhmzybelﬂgtnﬂmnmmsmwhhnmm@lmwmﬂagsmﬂmﬂmlﬂsformmmﬁﬂﬁﬂamn&m:’:ﬂmmmmnplanadegm

CBENEFTS B

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Utah 2000 Utah 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degres or higher 28% 3% 35%

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 9% 12%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 2% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor's degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 46% 48% 60%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 91% 90% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative na n/a 28%
prose na n/a 28%
document na n/a 26%

mmmmwmmwamMMhmuuhmnmmmnw

CLEARMNG (I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

“Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.

For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Q feasuring Up at www.highereducation.org,
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Measuring Up 2002: State Profiles
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CPREPARATION [ B- —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Vermont 2000 ~ Vermont 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 93% 91% 94%

K~12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course } 42% 41% 57%

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 29% 27% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 20% 21% 30%

12th graders taking at least ons upper-level math course - 39% 56%

K~12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 27% 32% 34%
in reading na nfa 38%
in science - 40% 42%
in writing na nfa 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na 14% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT coliege entrance 144 147 20
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 80 106 197
1,000 high schoo! juniors and seniors

wtnmmmmmwammmahmmmmpmmmmm

PARTICIPATION [ C+

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Vermont 2000 Vermont 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 42% 40% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 30% 34% 4%
WORKING-AGE AGULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.9% 3.2% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Nobe in 1998, 54% of students going o to aollege enrolled out of state.

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Vermont 2000 Vermont 2002 Top States 2002

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community collegﬁs 26% 28% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 39% 38% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 73% 61% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 83% 91% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 24% 26% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $4,172 $3,942 $2,928

$Data for Measuring Up 2000 includs all students, not just
Nota: In tha Affordability category, the lower the figures the batter the performance for ail indicators except for “Stats grant 8id . . . as & percent of faderal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of famlly income needed to pay for college at community at publlc 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universitles colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 66% 89% 154%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 3% 41% 67%

for 20% of the population with middle income 20% 27% 40%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 14% 19% 27%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 8% 12% 18%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Vermont 2000 Vermont 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year na na 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 79% 7% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 68% 65% 66%
school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 60% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 18 20 21

per 100 undergraduate students

G@smwmmmwammmhbhmﬁwmleimhmmmmﬂ

CBENEFTS [B-

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Vermont 2000 Varmont 2002 Top States 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 30% 33% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 7% 7% 12%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degres), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 56% 58% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 83% 82% 92%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skils:
quantitative na na 28%
prose na na 28%
document na nfa 26%

qumwmmmmwammmhbhmmddmmmmmhm

CLEARNNG

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.

*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.

For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, eic.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Q ‘feasuring Up at www.highereducation.org.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CPREPARATION [By

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) ’ . Virginia 2000 Virginia 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 86% 88% 94%

K~12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course na na 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-leve! science course na na 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na na 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - na 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 21% 26% 34%
in reading 33% 33% 38%
in science - 31% 42%
in writing 27% 27% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 5% 8% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 135 148 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 163 211 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

winmmmmwammmwbmw@mmmmwmhw

PARTICIPATION B

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Virginia 2000 Virginia 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 41% 41% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in coflege 34% 31% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 3.9% 42% 5.4%

1Dats for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-ysar olds.
Charige over Time: In Virginia from 1389 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-yearolds enrolled in college dacreased from 34% to 31%.

T

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Virginia 2000 Virginia 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 20% 16% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 27% 21% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 49% 43% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 42% 45% 108%
aid to low-income famities

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at iowest priced colleges 13% 8% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,861 $3,474 $2,928

#Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undergraduates.
Nota: In the Atfordability category, the lower tha figures the bettar the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of faderal Pell Grant 8id.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year
expenses minus financlal ald: colleges colleges/universitiss
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 39% 50%

for 20% of the population with iower-middle income 18% 23%

for 20% of the population with middle income 12% 15%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 8% 10%

for 20% of the popuiation with the highest income 5% 6%

Note; Data are from 2000-01.

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

109%
47%
28%
18%
12%

PERSISTENCE (20%) Virginia 2000
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 55%
Freshmen at 4-year collages/universities retuming their sophomore year 81%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 59%

schoo! comptetion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of -
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 16
per 100 undergraduate students

Virginia 2002

55%
82%

59%

58%

16

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

2

CBENEFTS B

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Virginia 2000
Poputation aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 3%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the poputation 9%
holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degres

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 nationat elections 43%
0f those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifis 89%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Aduits demonstrating high-leve! literacy skills:
quantitative n/a
prose n/a
document n/a

wmmmmmmmmmuzbhmwmdﬁmmmmmnw

Virginia 2002

30%

8%

3%

44%

n/a
n/a
n/a

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

CLEARNING [V

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more énformation? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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CPREPARATION [B- — — —

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Washington 2000  Washington 2002  Top Slales 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 87% 87% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-ievel math course na n/a 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course n/a n/a 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra n/a n/a 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - na 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 26% 26%" 34%
in reading 32% 32% 38%
in science - n/a 42%
in writing 25% 25% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national 12% 12%* 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationaily on SAT/ACT college entrance 159 164 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 56 79 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

G@shmﬂwdmmaﬂmdmmmmﬂzbkbmmwdmmcbiimdmmdmmhw

PARTICIPATION [ G- |

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Washington 2000  Washington 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 42% 37% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 32% 33% 4%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.9% 3.0% 5.4%

1Data tor Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Performance Gaps: mwmmmdl&nzmhmmykmfmmﬁﬁmummlhgwmm17%ofﬂwsefmmlow-imxmfamﬂim

AFFORDABITY [C-

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Washington 2000 ~ Washington 2002  Top Stales 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 21% 20% 16%
at public 4-year cofleges/universities 23% 23% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 61% 57% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 60% 68% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 14% 14% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $3,704 $3,447 $2,928

+Data for Measuring Up 2000 includa al students, not just undergraduates.
Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better the performance for 2/l indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of family income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colleges colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 49% 54%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 22% 24%

for 20% of the population with middle income 15% 16%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 12%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7%

Note; Data are from 2000-01.

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

144%
60%
37%
5%
17%

COMPLEMON A

PERSISTENCE (20%) Washington 2000
1st year community college students returning their 2nd year 38%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 84%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 5 years of high 50%

school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of -
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at ail collages and universities 18
per 100 undergraduate students

Washington 2002

49%
83%

56%

61%

18

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

2

CBENERTS (B

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Washington 2000
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 30%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 9%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an assaciate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 53%
Of those who itemize on federa! income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 86%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 28%
prose 26%
document 26%

Washington 2002

30%

8%

2%

52%
85%

28%
26%
26%

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
9R2%

28%
28%
26%

CLEARMNG [

Indicators in itatics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

Q@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . West Virginia 2000  West Virginia 2002  Top Slates 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 89% 90% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

gth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 42% 56% 57%

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 26% 39% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 19% 24% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 55% 56%

K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 14% 18% 34%
in reading 27% 27% 38%
in science - 26% 42%
in writing 18% 18% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national 6% 8% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 114 112 201
axam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 37 46 197
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Change over Time: In West Virginia from l%)mlm,hpnwmdls-m%yamhtwimaM@lsdmlauhﬁdMM%%h%—hmﬂh@ﬂhnmmm@&imodﬂmFm
l%)m?l!ﬁ,&wmwﬁmdmghsdmlmmsmhngqmbdmﬂlmmmmmmm%—hﬁmmmMWMﬁBm 1990 to 2000, the proportion of high schoo! students
m@emummmmmmmm—nmmmm

PARTICIPATION [ C-

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) West Virginia 2000 Waest Virginia 2002  Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 38% 40% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 35% 3% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 2.4% 2.5% 5.4%

1Data tor Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

AFFORDABILTY [F

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Weast Virginla 2000 West Virginia 2002  Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 24% 26% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 29% 26% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 63% 56% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 23% 29% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 19% 19% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $3,297 $3,067 $2,928

40ata for Measuring Up 2000 include all students, not just undargraduates.

Nota: in the Affordability catagory, the lower the figures the batter the parformance for all indicators except for *Stata grant aid . . . as & percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY - ' .

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at publlc 4-year
expenses minus financlal ald: colleges colleges/unlversities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 60% 59%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 29% 29%

for 20% of the population with middle income 19% 20%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 13% 14%

for 20% of the population with the highest income % 8%

Note: Data are trom 2000-01.

at private 4-year
colleges/universities

141%
63%
38%
24%
16%

PERSISTENCE (20%) West Virginia 2000  West Virginia 2002
1st year community college students retuming their 2nd year 42% 52%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities retuming their sophomore year 73% 72%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time Students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high 44% 38%

school completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 38%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 17 16

per 100 undergraduate students

Top States 2002

63%
83%

66%

61%

21

Performance Gaps: For every 100 black snudents enrolled in college in West Virginia, 11 receive a degree or certificate. In comparison, for every 100 white students enrolled, 16 receive 2 degree or certificate.

CBENEFTS | F .

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%}

Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 17%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 7%

holding a bachelor’s degree

Increase in total personal income as a resuit of the percentage of the population -
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 43%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 82%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Aduits demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative 13%
prose 10%
document - 8%

18%

6%

1%

44%
80%

13%
10%
8%

Wast Virginia 2000  West Virginla 2002  Top Stales 2002

35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

mmmmwawmzﬁunlwmlm,ﬂwmmmdhwﬂmwﬂubadﬂorsdememmaiﬁom 12% to 18%—the third highest increase compared to other states.

I

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
*Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used becanse updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

@ Measuring Up a1t www.highereducation.org.
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CPREPARATION | A-— — ——

HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Wisconsin 2000 Wisconsin 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high schoo! credential 9% 90% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

oth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 55% 56% 57%

ath to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 37% 37% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra 17% 18% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 52% 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national assessment exam:

in math 32% 32%" 34%
in reading 33% 33% 38%
in science - n/a 42%
in writing 28% 28% 3%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national na n/a 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 192 193 201
exam per 1,000 high schoo! graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 80 102 197
1,000 high schoo! juniors and seniors

Chtgvuwﬁmansmmnﬁunl%mlm,hpmmdl&mmohtwmamghmlamﬁdmm%%m% Gaps in Datar The data marked 1/a are not available because
Wisconsin dedined to participate in the assessments.

PARTICIPATION [ B

YOUNG ADULTS (60%) Wisconsin 2000 Wisconsin 2002 Top States 2002
High school freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 46% 44% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 40% 34% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary educationt 3.7% 3.7% 5.4%

1Data for Measuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.
Change over Time: In Wisconsin from 1989 to 1999, the proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds enroiled in college decreased from 37% to 34%.

AFFORDABILTY [ €

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Wisconsin 2000 Wisconsin 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of ail income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 23% 17% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 18% 18% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities 50% 50% 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 58% 66% 108%
aid to low-income families .

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 16% 17% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year$ $3,268 $3,089 $2,928

#Data for Measuring Up 2000 include all studants, not just

Nofa: In the Affordabifity category, the lower the figures the better the performance for all indicators except for “State grant aid . . . as a porcent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY - : o

Percent of family income needed to pay for collage at community at public 4-year at private 4-year
expenses minus financial aid: colieges colleges/universities colleges/universitles
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 41% 43% 123%

for 20% of the population with tower-middle income 19% 20% 55%

for 20% of the population with middle income 12% 13% 32%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 9% 10% 22%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 6% 15%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

PERSISTENCE (20%) Wisconsin 2000 Wisconsin 2002 Top States 2002
1st year community college students returing their 2nd year 45% 50% 63%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 80% 81% 83%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachetor’s degree within § years of high 54% 56% 66%
schoot completion

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 54% 61%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at alt colleges and universities 17 17 21

per 100 undergraduate students

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Wisconsin 2000 Wisconsin 2002 Top States 2002
Poputation aged 25 to 65 with bachelor's degree or higher 25% 26% 35%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%)

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 8% 8% 12%

hotding a bachetor's degree

Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 1% 4%
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree

CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 56% 59% 60%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 88% 87% 2%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Aduits demonstrating high-evel literacy skifls:
quantitative 26% 26% 28%
prose 25% 25% 28%
document 19% 19% 26%

CLEARNNG |1

Indicators in itatics are new for 2002.

“Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for
Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION (20%) . Wyoming 2000 Wyoming 2002 Top States 2002
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 88% 87% 94%

K-12 COURSE TAKING (40%)

Sth to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course nva 40% 57%

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course na 21% 39%

8th grade students taking Algebra na 16% 30%

12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course - 41% 56%

K-12 STUOENT ACHIEVEMENT (40%)
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam:

in math 22% 25% ) 34%
in reading 29% 29% 38%
in science - 36% 42%
in writing 23% 23% 31%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient™ on the national 11% 15% 21%

assessment exam in math

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance 150 149 201
exam per 1,000 high school graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 19 40 197
1,000 high schoo! juniors and seniors

lbﬁrm(}qmmwymﬁn&@%ofukﬂmhlghmlmmmmWhelmmemammmdbmmm,mdmmmmlmmemMm
pared to 8% of black sndents. m«wmmmmgﬁmnlwm1999,d’npmpoﬂimofl&mZWoﬁmmam@mlumwwmmmMFmlmmm,hpmpom
dmmlmmmemﬁmmz%mm—mmmwmmmmm

PARTICIPATION

YOUNG AOULTS (60%) Wyoming 2000 Wyoming 2002 Top States 2002
High schoo! freshmen enrolling in college within 4 years in any state 41% 42% 54%

18- to 24-year-olds enrolling in college 30% 34% 41%
WORKING-AGE ADULTS (40%)

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled part-time in some type of postsecondary education? 3.9% 3.6% 5.4%

1Data for Msasuring Up 2000 are for 25- to 44-year olds.

Note: In 1998, 30% of students going on to college enrolied out of state.

AFFORDABIITY [D

FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY (50%) Wyoming 2000 Wyoming 2002 Top States 2002
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses minus financial aid:

at community colleges 19% 19% 16%
at public 4-year colleges/universities 22% 20% 18%
at private 4-year colleges/universities na na 32%

STRATEGIES FOR AFFOROABILITY (40%)
State grant aid targeted to low-income families as a percent of federal Pell Grant 1% 0% 108%
aid to low-income families

Share of income that poorest families need to pay for tuition at lowest priced colleges 12% 12% 8%
RELIANCE ON LOANS (10%)
Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year} $2,965 $2,973 $2,928

#Data forMeasuring Up 2000 include all students, not just

Note: In the Affordability category, the lower the figures the better the performanca for ail indicators axcept for “State grant &id . . . as a percent of federal Pell Grant aid.”
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INCOME GROUPS USED TO CALCULATE 2002 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY e

Percent of family Income needed to pay for college at community at public 4-year
expenses minus financial ald: colleges colleges/universities
for 20% of the population with the lowest income 44% 45%

for 20% of the population with lower-middle income 21% 22%

for 20% of the population with middle income 14% 15%

for 20% of the population with upper-middle income 10% 1%

for 20% of the population with the highest income 6% 7%

Note: Data are from 2000-01.

at private 4-year

* colleges/universities

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

CcoPETION [B

PERSISTENCE (20%) Wyoming 2000 Wyoming 2002
1st year community coltege students returning their 2nd year 56% 55%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year na 76%
COMPLETION (80%)

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 5 years of high na 4%
school completion .

First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of - 50%
college entrance

Certificates, degrees and diplomas awarded at all colleges and universities 17 19

per 100 undergraduate students

Top States 2002
63%
83%
66%

61%

21

CBENEFTS (D

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT (30%) Wyoming 2000 Wyoming 2002
Population aged 25 to 65 with bachelor’s degree or higher 24% 22%
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (25%) '
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population 6% 5%
holding a bachelor’s degree
Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population - 1%
with soms college (including an associate's degres), but not a bachelor’s degree
CIVIC BENEFITS (25%)
Residents voting in 1998 and 2000 national elections 60% 58%
Of those who itemize on federal income taxes, the percentage declaring charitable gifts 82% 79%
ADULT SKILL LEVELS (20%)
Adults demonstrating high-level literacy skills:
quantitative n/a n/a
prose na na
document n/a na

mmmmmmmmmm@hmmmmmmnm

Top States 2002
35%

12%

4%

60%
92%

28%
28%
26%

CLEARNING [0

Indicators in italics are new for 2002.
“Data from Measuring Up 2000 were used because updated state information was not available.

Need more information? For an explanation of grading see page 189. For source information about each indicator, see page 186.
For more state information (State Context, Leading Indicators, Facts and Figures, etc.) or technical information, visit the Web site for

@ Measuring Up at www.highereducation.org.
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Measuring Up 2002
STATE COMPARISONS: INDEX SCORES — PREPARATION

- High . | Math | Science| Algebra | Upper-Level gL Math | ( Adv
Category  School | Course | Course | in 8th Math in Math Reading | - Science | Writing - | Proficiency | Enttance | Plac

Category| Index. - Credential | Taking | Taking [ Grade | 12th Grade | Proficiency | Proficiency| Proficiency| Proficiency| among Low-| .k ns | | Exa

 Grade | Score | - (20%) | (10%) | (15%) [ (10%) (5%) (4%) (4%) (4%) {4%) | Incame (4%) )
Alabama D- 61 87 60 59 43 70 47 55 52 55 24 63 25
Alaska B+ 87 100 83 83 83 83 88* 83 83 83 83 84 47
Arizona D 66 78 63 63 63 63 62 74 57 68 43 66 37
Arkansas D+ 67 90 89 74 7 20 H 61 55 2 33 60 25
California C- " 88 60 46 110 46 53 58 36 65 19 67 86
Colorado B 85 87 82 82 82 82 75* 79 82 87 52 104 63
Connecticut A 100 98 93 90 93 117 100 111 83 142 33 94 99
Delaware C+ 77 98 68" 64* 83" 74 56* 66 74 n 29* 64 74
Florida C+ 7 91 73 73 73 73 50" 61 73 61 29 74 76
Georgia C- 70 89 67 67 67 67 56 66 55 74 24 58 58
Hawaii C- 72 98 69 69 69 69 47 50 36 48 38 67 62
Idaho C- " 93 72 44 67 46 79 68 90 68 81 81 KYJ
llinois B+ 89 93 85 85 85 85 79 85 " 85 57 109 64
Indiana C- 72 95 77 7 7 52 91 69 83 69 62 64 30
lowa B 83 97 79 90 80 80 93* 80 80 80 80 84 23
Kansas B 85 96 82 82 82 82 100 92 82 82 81 100 23
Kentucky C- 72 92 93 74 40 69 62 76 69 68 38 69 35
Louisiana F 56 87 81 59 20 54 35 a7 43 39 19 59 17
Maine B+ 89 101 86 86 86 86 94 11 88 103 95 63 51
Maryland B+ 88 93 84 84 84 84 85 82 67 74 3 83 100
Massachusetts A 100 97 98 100 100 96 94 95 100 100 52 96 95
Michigan B 83 95 m 74* 90* 79 82 79 88 79 43 89 47
Minnesota B~ 81 98 63 56 43 77 118 97 100 81 129 96 )
Mississippi D 66 89 96 108 47 64 24 50 36 35 14 44 14
Missouri B- 80 99 89 79 73 76 65 76 86 55 43 87 29
Montana A- 90 97 86 86 86 86 109 100 110 81 119 85 30
Nebraska B 84 98 105 87 60 80 9 80 86 80 " 90 17
Nevada D 63 84 60 64 43 61 59 63 55 55 29 66 !
New Hampshire B 83 91 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 83 55
New Jersey A 97 96 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 87 92
New Mexico D- 61 89 54 49 57 64 38 63 48 58 29 63 33
New York B 86 93 84 87 a 82 76 89 " 68 57 89 102
North Carolina B+ 89 92 107 77 83 138 88 82 64 87 62 61 76
North Dakota B 84 101 93 87 50 94 91 81 95 81 100 88 18
GOhio C+ 78 94 82 51 73 75 91 75 98 75 48 95 39
Oklahoma D+ 67 91 75 62 30 64 56 76 62 81 38 69 35
Oregon C 73 89 65 49 7 70 94 87 79 87 76 77 3
Pennsylvania B- 81 95 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 67 51
Rhode Island C 76 94 73 73 73 73 " 79 69 81 33 68 52
South Carolina D+ 67 91 64 64 64 64 53 58 48 48 29 53 57
South Dakota C 76 100 82 90 30 67 73 73 73 73 73 75 28
Tennessee D- 62 94 61 49 0 59 50 68 60 77 33 79 44
Texas C+ 79 85 98 62 76 100 Al 74 55 100 52 67 62
Utah A 100 96 100 92 177 76 76 82 81 68 ! 76 86
Vermont B- 80 97 72 69 70 70 94 76 95 76 67 73 54
Virginia B+ 89 93 85 85 85 85 76 87 74 87 38 74 107
Washington B- 80 93 76 76 76 76 m 84 76 81 57 82 40
West Virginia C+ 79 96 98 100 80 98 53 n 62 58 38 56 23
Wisconsin A- 90 96 98 95 60 93 94* 87 86 90 86 96 52
Wyoming C- 70 92 70 54 53 74 74 76 86 74 I 74 20

* Numbers refer to data from Measuring Up 2000, because updated state information was not available.
@  edbold numbers refer to best-performing states. Italicized numbers mean that the state is missing data; the italicized value is based on an average of the state’s other scores in the category. For more information

E l C ‘urces and grading, see page 186.



Measuring Up 2002

How to Read These Tables
The tables on these pages display index scores for all indicators on which grades are based.

The category index score is
calculated from the state’s index

scores on all the indicators.
res indicators The index scores are based on state

performance on the indicators.
The category grade is based

on the category index score.

High Math
Category - . School Course

Category| Index - Credential Taking
:Grade Score (20%) (10%)

State Name
Saetine | B % [/

Indicators have been assigned wedghts based
on their importance, which is informed by
research and policy experience.

Indexing. Indexing is a statistical method that allows for accurate comparisons of different
measures, All indicator results have been converted to an indexed scale of 0 to 100, with the
third-best state (median of the top five) scoring 100. This establishes a high, but achievable stan-

dard of performance.

Grading Scale

A 93andabove B— 80-82 D+ 6769
A 90-92 C+ 77-79 D 6366
B+ 87-89 C 7376 D— 60-62
B 838 ¢ 70-72 F Below60
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

STATE COMPARISONS: INDEX SCORES — PARTICIP,

High School Young

Category - to Callege Adult

Category Index Rate . Enroliment

Grade Score (40%) C(20%)
Alabama D+ 67 64 74 5
Alaska D+ 69 45 74 76
Arizona B- 81 51 61 102
Arkansas D+ 67 73 59 50
Califomia B+ 87 64 87 91
Colorado B 85 12 62 91
Connecticut A- 9 88 104 68
Delaware B 84 79 72 76
Florida D+ 69 52 76 68
Georgia F 55 57 59 40
Hawaii B- 82 69 101 67
Idaho C- n 69 78 55
lllinois A 97 90 79 92
Indiana C+ 17 80 84 55
lowa B+ 88 99 85 59
Kansas A- 92 83 95 80
Kentucky C- 70 68 79 52
Louisiana D 64 65 78 43
Maine C+ 78 81 68 63
Maryland B+ 87 76 84 82
Massachusetts A 100 100 91 82
Michigan B+ 89 78 93 78
Minnesota C+ 78 76 89 58
Mississippi D 65 63 82 46
Missouri C+ 78 73 76 68
Montana D+ 69 86 87 28
Nebraska A 97 96 86 83
Nevada C+ 78 48 59 100
New Hampshire B- 82 82 79 67
New Jersey A- 92 100 100 59
New Mexico A 95 69 72 112
New York B 83 81 90 64
North Carolina C+ 7 73 74 66
North Dakota B 84 110 92 36
Ohio C+ 7 75 80 61
Oklahoma C+ 7 68 68 73
Oregon D+ 67 59 60 64
Pennsylvania B- 82 87 88 57
Rhode Island A 99 88 88 95
South Carolina D+ 69 61 88 54
South Dakota B- 80 90 82 51
Tennessee D+ 68 62 77 54
Texas D+ 68 58 64 66
Utah C 76 64 82 68
Vermont C+ 7 75 81 60
Virginia B 84 76 75 78
Washington C- 72 69 80 57
West Virginia C- 70 75 75 47
Wisconsin B 84 81 81 69
Wyoming B- 81 78 82 67

Notes: Red bold numbers refer to best-performing states. For information about sources and grading, see page 186.

183



Measuring Up 2002
STATE GOMPAIIISONS INDEX SGOHES AFFORDABILITY

Family Ability to Pay (50%)

Category . At At Public At Private Need-Based. L:t)'w;Pric

Category index Community 4-Year 4-Year Financial Aid College
. Grade Score Colleges* Colleges* Colleges* . (20%) ! " {20%) 10%).
Alabama F 57 78 75 74 1 4 91
Alaska D 63 83 83 100 0 59 96
Arizona D- 62 4l 69 59 2 a7 82
Arkansas C 74 95 88 83 32 67 96
Califomia A 100t 68 62 2 44 293 83
Colorado C- 72 88 87 53 39 74 81
Connecticut C- 7 83 71 53 89 64 78
Delaware F 54 75 60 78 8 60 72
Florida D- 60 71 77 52 15 64 95
Georgia D 65 91 a5 58 0 71 88
Hawaii D 65 84 72 70 2 92 84
Idaho D+ 69 94 89 81 1 72 92
Hlinois B 85 88 76 63 123 70 87
Indiana D+ 69 74 72 61 72 51 93
lowa C 73 85 90 70 56 51 100
Kansas C- 72 97 92 78 16 71 94
Kentucky () 74 95 92 80 34 62 a8
Louisiana D 63 97 82 39 1 70 91
Maine F 56 70 69 51 37 40 91
Maryland D- 62 80 70 56 39 54 79
Massachuselts D- 62 78 71 4 83 52 77
Michigan D+ 68 83 68 85 45 60 97
Minnesota B 85 100 100 68 100 49 97
Mississippi D 64 85 78 75 1 66 102
Missouri D+ 67 98 81 68 18 71 91
Montana F 51 65 67 67 6 37 93
Nebraska D 66 90 80 70 12 67 97
Nevada D+ 68 75 76 61 25 82 85
New Hampshire F 45 67 61 56 6 31 78
New Jersey C- 72 74 64 62 98 49 87
New Mexico C- 70 83 77 43 24 84 98
New York F 56 55 59 2 86 30 83
North Carolina C 75 89 88 55 29 100 87
North Dakota D 65 87 87 118 3 46 105
Ohio F 55 68 61 59 3 43 87
Oklahoma () 74 98 102 71 15 67 95
Oregon F 53 66 60 44 21 54 85
Pennsylvania D+ 67 76 59 51 102 44 85
Rhode Island F 43 58 50 40 18 46 73
South Carolina D+ 67 91 68 4l 33 67 89
South Dakota F 59 83 87 73 0 3 100
Tennessee D- 61 79 74 60 19 62 91
Texas D+ 67 81 72 59 17 89 9
Utah B 86 103 108 156 3 75 98
Vermont F 56 59 47 52 84 KYi 74
Virginia B- 81 102 85 75 2 100 84
Washington C- 70 80 77 57 63 58 85
West Virginia F 57 63 68 57 27 43 95
Wisconsin C 76 94 95 65 61 49 95
Wyoming D 66 85 87 0 0 66 98
* Weights within the Family Ability to Pay indicators are based on enrollment by type of institution. The zero score for Wyoming on Family Ability to Pay at Private 4-Year Colleges is weighted at zero, and as a result does not affect the state’s
overall grade for affordability.

+ M- 1 Index Score is over 100.
l: M C d bold numbers refer to best-performing states. For information about sources and grading, see page 186. .
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STATE COMPARISONS: INDEX SCORES — COMPLETION

Students Students Bachelor’s Bachelor's

Category Returning at Returning at Degree Completion -| Degree Completion Degree -
Category Index 2-Year Colleges 4-Year Colleges within 5 Years within 6 Years ... | - Completion
Grade Score {10%) (10%) (15%) (15%) -~ (50%)

Alabama A 9 77 89 70 74 116
Alaska F 43 43 43 29 40 48
Arizona C+ 78 7 86 66 80 80
Arkansas C- 72 88 85 58 56 75
California C+ 7 76 101 80 98 65
Colorado C+ 77 75 90 75 77 75
Connecticut B+ 87 76 100 98 100 80
Delaware B 86 76 99 101+ 98 77
Florida B+ 88 100 95 78 86 87
Georgia B 84 88 87 63 66 94
Hawaii C 75 70 87 56 78 79
Idaho B- 80 80 81 46 70 93
Illinois B- 80 82 92 81 89 75
Indiana B- 82 74 93 1Al 86 84
lowa A 93 77 98 90 99 94
Kansas B- 80 81 88 69 76 82
Kentucky c 73 82 85 66 62 73
Louisiana D+ 68 68 83 48 56 75
Maine B 84 100 92 85 90 78
Maryland B- 80 92 99 89 90 67
Massachusetts A- 91 92 101 101 y 103 83
Michigan C 76 79 93 72 90 70
Minnesota B+ 88 88 96 83 85 89
Mississippi C+ 79 92 89 67 72 80
Missouri B- 82 86 90 73 81 82
Montana C 76 76 80 57 62 85
Nebraska C+ 79 84 91 65 7 83
Nevada F 54 79" 91 45 61 42
New Hampshire A 100t 106 97 100 99 102
New Jersey B- 81 95 98 88 94 69
New Mexico D 63 83 83 45 58 61

New York B+ 88 100 94 81 84 88
North Carolina B 85 81 97 87 91 80
North Dakota B 84 84 87 57 69 97
Ohio B- 80 89 0 82 82 76
Oklahoma (0 70 75 85 60 61 72
QOregon C 75 64 95 78 82 70
Pennsylvania A 98 97 99 92 100 100
Rhode Island A 95 95 97 97 105 91

South Carolina B 84 84 93 79 88 83
South Dakota B- 82 82 78 69 69 92
Tennessee C+ 77 87 88 I n 74
Texas (o 70 65 89 62 74 69
Utah C+ 79 63" 88 56 85 86
Vermont A 97 97 93 99 98 98
Virginia B 84 87 98 89 95 76
Washington A 90 78 100 85 100 88
West Virginia C- 72 83 86 58 62 75
Wisconsin B 85 79 97 85 88 82
Wyoming B 84 88 91 62 81 89

* Numbers refer to data from Measuring Up 2000, because updated state information was not available.
Q + Actual Index Score is over 100. ) ] o o ) )
. Notes: Red bold numbers refer to best-performing states. Itaticized numbers mean that the state is missing data; the italicized value is based on an average of the state’s other scores in

E l C the category, For information about sources and grading, see page 186.
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STATE COMPARISONS: INDEX SCORES — BENEFITS

Adults with Increased Income Increased Income from ) : -

Category . Bachelor’s from Education: Education; Some Coflege or | Population | - Charitable | Quantitative | Prose | Documel

- ‘Category | Index Degree or Bachelot’s Degree Associate’s Degree Voling Coniributions Lileracy’ ' Litéracy Literacy

3 Grade Score - Higher (30%) {15%) (10%) (12.5%) (12.5%) {6.7%) | (6:7%) | (6.6%)
Alabama C 73 66 65 4 93 9 72 72 72
Alaska C+ 79 76 66 57 100 91 78 78 78
Arizona B- 80 73 75 83 68 9 81 84 80
Arkansas D- 60 58 48 31 77 92 57 46 45
Califoria A- 90 86 9 100 73 9 86 87 82
Colorado A 100 102 68 28 89 93 17 164 138
Connecticut A- 90 100 94 36 84 100 88 88 88
Delaware A 99 80 100 103 83 99 129 125 119
Florida C 76 7 59 79 76 94 75 65 62
Georgia D+ 68 2 58 60 73 9 48 47 4
Hawaii B- 80 82 7 60 74 97 79 79 79
Idaho C 74 65 52 56 83 90 87 100 87
IIlinois B- 81 80 73 56 85 96 84 80 76
Indiana c 74 68 72 40 83 90 81 79 76
lowa C+ 79 75 55 51 97 94 98 84 80
Kansas C+ 78 82 67 59 84 95 76 64 60
Kentucky C- 72 62 54 74 83 93 70 70 70
Louisiana C- o 65 64 65 86 95 64 56 49
Maine D+ 68 63 4 35 99 94 67 67 67
Maryland A 94 93 106 51 87 99 92 92 92
Massachusetts A- 90 104 85 52 89 99 70 79 7
Michigan B+ 87 72 97 110 92 97 87 73 60
Minnesota A- 90 92 79 52 i1 98 88 88 88
Mississippi c 76 63 57 94 84 95 74 74 74
Missouri D+ 67 80 46 7 93 93 64 56 44
Montana C 75 77 68 2 97 90 74 74 74
Nebraska c 76 81 53 38 87 97 74 74 74
Nevada C- 72 61 66 83 67 93 78 70 61
New Hampshire B 83 89 66 53 88 95 81 81 81
New Jersey B+ 89 97 103 46 76 101 81 7 n
New Mexico c 75 69 74 49 83 90 73 73 73
New York C+ 78 88 76 35 78 101 67 64 58
North Carolina D+ 68 68 72 57 78 95 38 40 34
North Dakota C+ 79 79 56 52 106 93 78 78 78
Ohio C 76 n I 50 86 90 81 77 76
Oklahoma c 74 68 69 66 83 96 I 68 53
Oregon B 85 74 76 100 90 90 83 83 83
Pennsylvania B- 81 79 87 59 80 97 83 68 70
Rhode Island A- 90 87 81 84 91 100 88 88 88
South Carolina c 76 68 63 68 89 97 75 75 75
South Dakota D+ 68 76 46 2 92 92 66 66 66
Tennessee D+ 69 60 67 74 74 94 60 50 52
Texas C+ 78 77 83 75 68 92 66 65 60
Utah B 84 87 72 61 81 98 82 82 82
Vermont B- 81 93 57 36 96 89 79 79 79
Virginia B 83 87 68 76 74 96 81 81 81
Washington B 85 87 68 49 88 92 100 95 100
West Virginia F 53 50 52 16 74 87 45 35 31
Wisconsin C+ 78 73 68 30 99 94 93 90 72
Wyoming D 66 63 2 37 98 86 65 65 65

Notes: Red bold numbers refer to best-performing states. Itaticized numbers mean that the state is missing data; the italicized value is based on an average of the state’s other scores in the category.
'Q' “ mmation about sources and grading, see page 186,
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