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The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education is an independent, nonprofit, 

nonpartisan 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 2000, is to stimulate public policies that will improve the effectiveness and accessibility

of higher education. 

The National Center was established with a 1998 founding grant from The Pew Charitable Trusts that sup-

ported the initiation of its programs, including Measuring Up 2000. This grant 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 project 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

2000 has been made possible by a major grant from the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation that has been

matched by 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 has supported an external, independent review of the report card data and methodology.

Measuring Up 2000 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 solely the responsibility of the National Center for

Public Policy and Higher Education.



The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education is grateful to many individuals and organizations

for their advice and assistance in the development of Measuring Up 2000. The responsibility for creating, 

developing and producing the report card, however, rests entirely with the National Center. 

The National Center was advised about the feasibility of comparing state performance in higher education by

an independent Report Card Feasibility Study Committee, who met in 1998 and 1999 and recommended the 

project to the National Center’s Board of Directors in April 1999. The National Advisory Panel for the Report Card,

listed on the following page, was established in 1999. David Breneman chaired both the Feasibility Study

Committee and the National Advisory Panel. Emerson Elliott, Margaret Miller and Richard Wagner served on the

Feasibility Study Committee and the National Advisory Panel. 

The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) conducted the first 

external review of methodology and data for the report card project. NCHEMS President Dennis Jones and

Senior Associate Peter Ewell served as Senior Consultants to the report card project. NCHEMS Senior

Associate Aims McGuinness, Jr., conducted a survey of state policy initiatives. Peter Ewell and Paula Ries,

Research Associate at NCHEMS, surveyed states on student learning and assessment initiatives. 

Charlotte Kuh, Executive Director at the National Research Council’s Office of Scientific and

Engineering Personnel, conducted the final external review of the data and methodology in July and

August of 2000. Anthony P. Carnavale, Vice President for Public Leadership at the Educational Testing

Service, analyzed state economic benefits for the report card. 

Public Agenda conducted the state-by-state public opinion research included in Measuring Up;

President Deborah Wadsworth, Senior Vice President Stave Farkas, and Senior Research Associate Anthony

Foleno developed and directed the surveys. The research on employer satisfaction was conducted by Robert

Zemsky, Director, and Daniel Shapiro, Director of Research, at the Institute for Research on Higher

Education, University of Pennsylvania. 

Jay Diskey of Diskey & Associates, Dennis Hunt of Pacific Visions Communications, and William Tyson

of Morrison & Tyson Communications advised and assisted the National Center on the communications

and dissemination of Measuring Up 2000. 

The National Center is indebted to the following individuals for assistance with data and methodology:

Clifford Adelman, Office of Educational Research and Improvement at the U. S. Department of Education;

Paul Barton and Richard A. Fry, Education Testing Service; Rolf Blank, Council of Chief State School

Officers; Dennis Carroll and Drew Malizio, National Center for Education Statistics, U. S. Department of

Education; Phil Kauffman and Laura Horn, MPR Associates, Inc.; Tom Mortenson, Postsecondary Education

Opportunity and the Center for the Study of Opportunity in Higher Education; Julie A. Noble, ACT; Steve Reder,

Portland State University and National Institute for Literacy; Larry Stern, Yupin Bae, Karen Bricker, and Steve
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Over the last 60 years, our country has made remarkable progress in higher education. After World War II, our

historic commitment to veterans expanded and redefined college opportunity. Our inclusive policies continued

throughout the 20th century, embracing baby boomers, older, nontraditional students, and the civil rights 

movement, and positioning our country for leadership in the information age and the global

economy. America has led the world in providing opportunities for its citizens to develop their

talents through education and training beyond high school. 

Credit for this progress is as widely distributed as its benefits. Our state and federal 

governments, our public and private colleges and universities, our two- and four-year colleges,

and our academic and vocational-technical institutions have made this progress possible. And

credit must be given to the American people who have responded to each expansion of 

educational opportunities since the GI Bill, raising the level of education of each generation in the second half

of the 20th century.

But much is left to be done. This first state-by-state report card on higher education, Measuring Up 2000,

was created to assist the nation and each state in assessing and addressing the challenges that lie before us. The

need to develop the talents of our citizens has accelerated even faster than the expansion of college opportunity

and enrollment. As we enter the 21st century, the clear signal from the new economy is that education and

training beyond high school are now prerequisites for employment that can support a middle-class lifestyle. This

FOREWORD
By Governor James B. Hunt Jr.

Measuring Up 2000
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signal is no mere rhetoric; it is a message from the labor markets. Americans with high school education or less

have seen their real incomes decline over the past quarter century. Broad educational opportunity is as critical

for the nation and states as it is for individuals. The economic and civic prospects for communities, states, and

nations that fall behind educationally are dim.

For all these reasons, this first report card focuses on comparing the performance of each state in key areas

related to education and training through the baccalaureate degree. The emphasis here is on states because in

the American system the states bear primary responsibility for higher education policy and for support of higher

education. States also play an important role in providing financial assistance to students in public and private

higher education. And it is to the states that Americans look first for responsibility for elementary and secondary

education that prepares their children to benefit from educational opportunities after high school. 

As a governor, I’ve learned that the things we keep track of, count, and monitor tend to be the ones

we improve. This state-by-state report card was developed to give the American public, elected officials,

and the higher education community a measuring stick to compare higher education performance and

opportunity across states. The grades compare each state with the best performing states in each graded category.

This gives every state a “real world” standard of comparison. It encourages every state to strive for the standard

set by Utah in preparing its young residents for college; by Delaware in providing young and older students with

opportunities to participate in education and training beyond high school; by California in assuring that college

is affordable; and by New Hampshire in the success of students completing their degrees and certificates. 

“As a governor,
I’ve learned that the
things we keep track 

of, count, and monitor
tend to be the ones

we improve.”
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Here are a few of the key conclusions I draw from Measuring Up 2000:

■ Despite the accomplishments of American higher education, its benefits are unevenly and often 

unfairly distributed, and do not reflect the distribution of talent in American society. Geography,

wealth, income, and ethnicity still play far too great a role in determining the educational 

opportunities and life chances of Americans.

■ State and national efforts to improve preparation for college and participation in higher education 

have made a difference. Not surprisingly, these areas of performance where the most progress has

been made are the ones that have received the greatest attention in recent years. Affordability and

degree and certificate completion have received less attention, and the consequence has been a 

slippage in affordability and little or no progress in raising the proportion of students who achieve

their higher education goals. 

■ Every state, including those with high grades, can and should improve their performance in 

higher education. 

■ Crucial information that would enable states to monitor important trends is not currently collected.

It is particularly disappointing that so little is known about the most important outcome of higher

education—student learning. 

As Measuring Up 2000 was being completed, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and

Development (OECD) reported that three countries—Norway, Britain, and the Netherlands—have surpassed 
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James B. Hunt Jr.
Governor of North Carolina
Chair, The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education

the United States in the proportion of young people who graduate from college. The United States was the world

leader in higher education in the 20th century; can we maintain leadership in the 21st century? We can, but 

the international findings show that we will have to work even harder to maintain leadership. Much of

the responsibility for the future belongs to the states. I believe that the record of the last century shows that

states can and will respond, and it is my hope that Measuring Up 2000 can assist them as they seek to

enhance education for all of their residents. 

In closing, I emphasize that Measuring Up 2000 is about something more concrete than the

abstractions of state and national pride in our colleges and universities. It is about real people, millions 

of them whose educational aspirations are exemplified by five individuals who are striving under very 

different circumstances to achieve the American dream. Their stories, interspersed among charts and tables,

remind us of the realities behind the numbers. Statistics are essential to understanding and resolving important

issues and problems, but Measuring Up 2000 is ultimately about the impact—or absence—of education in

the lives of individual Americans. We cannot remind ourselves too often that Amy Lei, Jennifer Pegg, Vernita

Small, Cale Sweeney, and Amanda Weitzel are the reasons why the issues addressed here are so important and

the consequences of our policy decisions so great.

“Broad educational
opportunity is as 

critical for the nation
and states as it is 

for individuals. The
economic and civic

prospects for 
communities, states,
and nations that fall
behind educationally

are dim.”



THE NATIONAL CENTER for Public Policy and Higher
Education is an independent, nonprofit, nonpartisan organiza-
tion. It was established in 1998 to stimulate effective public
policy through research, analysis and more inclusive and
robust public conversation about higher education’s role in
American society. Supported by philanthropic foundations, the
National Center is not affiliated with any institution of higher
education or government agency.

At the National Center’s inception, its founding Board of
Directors and staff found that two key concepts emerged from
extensive formal and informal discussions with leaders from
government, business, education, and the nonprofit sector.
First, the quality of life of Americans and the civic and economic
future of the country depend more than ever before on the
availability and effectiveness of education and training after
high school. For most Americans, college is no longer one of
many routes to middle-class life, but a requirement for
employment that makes such a life possible. Between 1977
and 1997, the average income of high school graduates

decreased by 4% in real dollars, while the
income advantage associated with having a 
college degree instead of only a high school
diploma increased by 28%. For communities,
for the states, and for the nation, the complexity
of modern life—a new global economy, the
information age—requires ever-increasing 
levels of knowledge and skills. The world 
marketplace is transformed almost daily by
technological change, and Americans are
increasingly being expected to pursue ongoing
training. The fact is that our country cannot

sustain prosperity in the 21st century or maintain and
enhance its democratic values and institutions without an
educated citizenry.

Second, although powerful global economic and techno-
logical forces drive the demand for more and better education,
America’s response—in contrast to that of other major 
industrial nations—must be found primarily in our institu-
tions, communities and states. Within our federal system, the
public policy responsibility for education lies principally with
the states. States largely determine who is prepared and 

INTRODUCTION
By Patrick M. Callan

Measuring Up 2000

qualified for college by their control of public schools. States
provide most of the direct financial support to—and oversight
of—public colleges and universities, and give significant
direct and indirect support to private ones through student
financial aid, tax exemptions and, in some instances, direct
appropriations. States determine the organizational structures
of public higher education, can shape the relationships
between higher education and the public schools, and can
encourage coordination between public and private higher
education. Federal initiatives are significant, but only the
states have the means and the broad responsibility for 
ensuring opportunity for education, training and retraining
beyond high school. Currently:

■ Seventy-eight percent of American college students 
are enrolled in public colleges and universities, 
institutions created by and financially dependent on
state governments.

■ States provide 46% of the financial support for public
colleges and universities and approximately 29% of the
total support for all public and private colleges.

■ State and local appropriations for higher education
exceed $57 billion.

■ States’ financial aid for students at public and private
colleges and universities exceeds $3 billion annually. 

States are enriched by their investments in higher education,
and those with highly educated populations reap extensive
economic, cultural and civic benefits. 

The growing importance of higher education imposes
ever-greater responsibility on the states than in the past. They
must ensure that the nation’s gateways to success—our 
colleges and universities and postsecondary training centers—
are increasingly accessible to all motivated Americans who 
can benefit from college opportunity. In this report card and
elsewhere, the National Center defines higher education as
education and training beyond high school, including two-
and four-year, public and private, and nonprofit and for-
profit institutions.

I cannot emphasize too strongly my belief that these 
two core concepts will overarch virtually all public policy 
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“For most Americans,
college is no longer
one of many routes 
to middle-class life, 
but a requirement for

employment that makes
such a life possible.”



discussions and decisions during the next several decades: 

■ Higher education has become virtually the only 
gateway to fully participate in our nation’s prosperous
economic and civic life. 

■ The states have the primary responsibility for public
policy in education. 

These concepts led the National Center to this first state-
by-state report card. They suggested the importance of evaluat-
ing and comparing higher education performance among and
between the states, for—despite numerous rankings and 
comparisons—state policy leaders lack a critical tool. Useful
comparative measures of state performance in higher 
education are few and narrow, and none gives either state 
policymakers or the general public the impetus and informa-
tion needed to improve public policies. We and others in the
field of higher education policy are frequently asked, “How
does my state compare with others in higher education?” and
“How do the opportunities we provide compare with those
available to residents in other states?” Our answers have been
inadequate. Students, workers and families who are considering
options for college can examine a wide range of institutional
rankings and comparisons. And there are studies that evaluate
and compare the status and progress of higher education
among nations. But not even the best information about 
individual institutions or national performance can adequately
address these questions for states.

Measuring Up 2000 offers systematic state-by-state 
comparisons of performance to the residents of each state, 
particularly to those responsible for forming public policy. In
this first edition, we focus on education and training beyond
high school and through the bachelor’s degree. These are the
functions of higher education in which state responsibilities
and resources are most deeply vested, and for which systematic
methods for comparison and evaluation are least adequate.

Our path to Measuring Up 2000 led the National Center’s
Board, staff and advisors through careful examination of 
several comparative studies of state performance in other
areas—public school education, the condition of children, 
fiscal management of the public sector, and state participation
in the new economy. The most effective ones, we concluded,
shared a number of characteristics:

■ They placed primary or exclusive emphasis on results,
outcomes and performance, rather than measuring
effort or progress.

■ They relied heavily on quantitative measures or indi-
cators, rather than only on the opinions or judgements
of the authors or sponsors.

■ They were prepared by independent organizations not
connected directly to the providers of public services or
the responsible state policymakers.

■ They presented, interpreted and distributed findings to
a broad public audience that included, but was not
limited to, specialists, professionals and policymakers.

■ They were repeated at regular intervals to monitor
progress or regression.

■ They began with the most reliable, timely and 
relevant information available, and worked to 
refine and improve data and methodology in each
successive edition.

The National Center has sought to incorporate these 
characteristics in Measuring Up 2000. As David Breneman
describes in his essay, this report is the culmination of a two-
and-a-half-year process. Measuring Up 2000 is, we believe, a
major step toward more effective state educational policy, but it
is only the first step. We hope that national and state efforts
will create more powerful measures of educational perform-
ance than are now available—measures needed for sustained
efforts to improve higher education in each state. The National
Center is committed to this goal, and to at least
two further editions of Measuring Up, in 2002 
and 2004.

The six graded categories—preparation,
participation, affordability, completion, benefits
and learning—provide a state policy frame-
work for education and training through the
bachelor’s degree. Each cluster represents
aspects of education over which states exercise
substantial policy influence. And for each 
cluster, with the exception of student learning,
there are sufficient data to compare perform-
ance across states. Grades in each category are derived by
benchmarking all states against those that perform best in
that category. The “A” through “F” grades, therefore, evaluate
each state against a “real world” standard that has been
achieved by the highest performers. This grading methodology
was selected over others that were considered, such as setting
an arbitrary standard or grading on the curve. Hence, both 
the methodology and the title of Measuring Up were chosen
to encourage high, but demonstrably achievable, levels 
of performance.

It is, of course, the prerogative and responsibility of every
state to define its aspirations, and to set its goals in each 
performance category. Measuring Up 2000 will, we hope,
encourage states to be explicit about often-vague goals and
priorities. We urge them to use state-specific data to augment
the comparative analysis offered here, and to target education
policy, funding and accountability on improvement of 
performance. Better information is not an end in itself. The
purpose of information, evaluation and comparison is 
constructive change and improvement on a state-by-state basis. 
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“The growing 
importance of higher
education imposes

ever-greater 
responsibility on 
the states than in 

the past.”



There is ample evidence that states are moving toward a
more proactive policy posture in higher education. As they do,
it is our hope that Measuring Up 2000 will encourage them
to define problems and choices by first assessing the educa-
tional conditions of the people of the state. Crucial questions
include: “How well are state residents prepared for education
and training beyond high school?” “What proportion of them
enroll in and complete programs?” A state policy or budget
approach that focuses exclusively on the needs, aspirations

and efficiencies of institutions is unlikely to
reach the broader questions of who is being
served and who is not. 

An obvious premise of Measuring Up 2000
is that policy conversations about higher educa-
tion should begin with issues of precollegiate
preparation. From the state perspective, the
quality of higher education depends heavily on
the extent to which its elementary and secondary
system equips its young residents for college-level
learning. A challenge for state policy leaders, as

well as for educators, is to view the entire education system
from the perspective of those who must negotiate its levels 
and structures. For students, the continuum of learning should
be the central reality, not organizational boxes that divide 
education for purposes of administration, policy, funding,
accountability and regulation. Many cultures and attitudes
that undergird the divided—sometimes fragmented—
structures are residuals of an earlier era when the student who 
progressed from high school to college was the exception
rather than, as now, the rule. These structures and divisions

may still have utility, but our times call for greater emphasis
on the educational continuum—what happens in elementary,
middle and high school is directly relevant to the quality of
higher education. Similarly, the quality of the public schools
cannot be isolated from that of higher education. 

A second premise of Measuring Up 2000 is that state 
performance in higher education depends on the contribu-
tions of all the diverse higher education institutions in the
state—public and private, two- and four-year, academic and
vocational-technical, campus-based and distance-based, non-
profit and for-profit. Whatever the array of colleges and other
institutions, all are part of the picture of state performance
painted by Measuring Up 2000. Whatever the array, states
have policy approaches that can encourage institutional 
performance to improve state performance. Such approaches
can range from direct appropriations to student financial
assistance to contracts, and all deserve consideration. 

This first state-by-state report card on American higher
education poses a set of policy issues about the development of
human talent that are crucial to the success of the states and
nation. These issues are formulated at the state level, where
primary public policy responsibility for education is lodged.
They reflect the economic and civic conditions of the early
twenty-first century. We would like readers to find both hope
and challenge in Measuring Up 2000—hope because the
document reflects the great accomplishments of the last half-
century, and challenge because great gaps in opportunity and
educational achievement remain with us, gaps that all too
often are related to geography and to family and individual
wealth and income. 

“Measuring Up 2000
will, we hope, 

encourage states to 
be explicit about 

often-vague goals 
and priorities.”
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Who is being graded in this report card, and why?
Measuring Up 2000 grades the states on their performance in
higher education. States are responsible for preparing students
for higher education through sound K–12 systems. The states
provide most of the public financial support—more than 
$57 billion in 1999—for colleges and universities. Through
their oversight, or governance, of public colleges and universities,
state leaders shape 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 decide how much state-based financial aid
to make available to students and their families, and they
determine the eligibility requirements for aid—which affect
students attending both public and private colleges and uni-
versities. And state economic development policies influence
the income advantage that residents receive from holding a
college degree. 

Many other publications offer ratings and rankings of 
colleges around the country. Measuring Up grades states—
not individual colleges and universities—on their perform-
ance in higher education because it is the states that establish
the basic guidelines for education and training beyond high
school. 

Why is a state-by-state report card needed for
higher education? 
Measuring Up 2000 provides state leaders with objective
information they need to assess and improve higher 
education. State leaders have access to many types of 
comparative information on economic trends, children’s
health, and K–12 education. Through Measuring Up, state
leaders for the first time can access comparative information
on state performance in higher education—information that
can help them identify the strengths and weaknesses of higher
education in their state. 

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 higher education. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT MEASURING UP 2000 

Measuring Up 2000

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, profit and nonprofit 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 must 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. 

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
K–12 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 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.
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Benefits includes the economic and social benefits that the
state receives as the result of having well-educated residents. 

Learning is included to address the academic achievement
of students in college-level education and training programs.
All the states receive an Incomplete in this category.

Why do all the states receive an Incomplete for
their performance in student learning? 
How much and what students learn in college is perhaps the
most important criterion for measuring success in higher 
education. Despite assessment activities in many states, 
however, there are currently no common benchmarks for 
student learning that would allow meaningful state-to-state
comparisons. The Incomplete grade highlights a gap in our
ability as a nation to say something meaningful about what
students learn in college. (See “Grading Student Learning:
Better Luck Next Time,” page 174.) 

What information is provided but 
not graded?
The State Profiles provide important informa-
tion that is not 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 different income and
ethnic groups as well as substantial changes in
state performance over the last ten years. The
State Profiles also provide information on the

state’s population, its economy, and its system of higher 
education—information that is helpful in providing a context
for understanding performance. 

Do states receive “credit” for facing difficult 
circumstances? 
No. The grades are based solely on performance. In the State
Profiles, however, “leading indicators” are provided, and these
include economic projections and social measures that identify
some of the long-term policy challenges facing the state. 

What sources of information were used to 
determine the grades?
All the information in Measuring Up 2000 was collected
from national, reliable sources, including the U.S. Census and
the U.S. Department of Education. All data are the most cur-
rent available (in most cases from 1998), are in the public
domain, and were collected in ways that allow effective 
comparisons among the states. (See page 185 for information
about sources for each indicator.) 

Does Measuring Up take into account promising
state policies that have recently been introduced?
Some state policies—for example, the type and level of 
financial aid the state provides to its residents—can have an
immediate effect on performance. Other state policies—for
example, attempts to address the historic underrepresentation
of low-income students—may not yet be reflected in the 
performance data. Recent policy initiatives are highlighted in
“Some States to Watch” (page 162). 

How is state performance determined?
Each performance category includes several indicators or
quantitative measures—a total of 30 in the five categories for
which grades are given. Grades were calculated based on each
state’s performance on these indicators, as explained in “How
We Grade.” 

Does the report card grade on a curve?
No. The grades are determined by comparing each state to the
best-performing states for each indicator. 

What grading scale is used?
As shown in “How We Grade,” 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. 

Does the report card use data unique to a 
particular state?
Measuring Up 2000 uses data that are comparable for all 
the states. As a result, some states may find that their own
internal data present a somewhat different picture of the 
state’s 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. 

What happens if data are missing for a state?
When information is not available on a particular indicator,
we assume that a state is doing no better or worse on that 
particular indicator than it is on the other indicators in that
performance category. In effect, the missing score is imputed
from the scores on those other indicators. 

To what extent do the grades reflect the wealth or
the race and ethnicity of the state’s population?
The National Center’s analysis indicates that about 25% of the
distribution of grades across the 50 states is associated with
factors like wealth and economic vitality. About a tenth is 
associated with race and ethnicity. 

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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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, net migration for each state is reported
in the State Profiles. In the benefits category, states receive
credit for having an educated population since states reap the
economic and social 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 2000, including
research, graduate and professional education, public service,
and economic development. This first edition of 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 evaluation and comparison of collegiate 
education and training have not been developed on a 
national basis, as is the case, for instance, with research and
graduate education. 

How often will the report card be published?
Every two years. The next report cards will be released in 2002
and 2004. 

How can I find out more about the report card?
To learn more about Measuring Up 2000, please visit the
National Center’s home page at www.highereducation.org. At
this web site you can: 

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

■ Compare indicator scores and state grades for any 
performance categories. 

■ Obtain source and technical information for 
indicators, weighting, and calculations. 

■ Download the entire report card. 

■ Link to other important sources on higher 
education policy. 

■ Find out more about the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education. 

Step 1. Identify the indicators

Indicators, or measures, are selected for each 
performance category—preparation, participation, 
affordability, completion, and benefits. All indicators 
used in Measuring Up: 

• are important in assessing performance in the 
category,

• are collected regularly by reliable, public sources 
that follow accepted practices for data collection, 

• are comparable across the 50 states, and 
• measure performance results. 

Step 2. Weight indicators

Each indicator is assigned a weight based on its 
importance to the performance category. 

Step 3. Identify top states for each indicator

State results on each indicator are converted to a scale 
of 0 to 100, using the top five states as the benchmark. This
establishes a high, but achievable standard 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 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 scores, using 
a grading scale common in many high school and college
classes.
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