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PREFACE

Increasing emphasis is being given to the collection of
data pertaining to college students. Other studies have been
made in order to explain various characteristics of student
behavior~-such as, why students enrolled in a certain insti-
tution and what are the reasons for drop-outs and transfers,
Tabulated data pertaining specifically to the origin of stu-
dents enrolled in colleges and universities in the various
states have been used to describe some general patterns of.
student migration,

The purpose of this study is to determine, on the basis
of more detailed analysis, some of the economic aspects
associated with the nonresident student. The relationship
of family income of students and nonresident enrollment has
been revealed. Employment patterns of some college graduates
have been compared on the basis of residence, and various
cost aspects of providing education for out-of-state students
have been determined.

More and more recognition of the importance of the
economics of education has prompted the study of the prob-
lems involved with the financing of higher education., Some
of the aspects associated with the nonresident student need

to be presented in a framework based on economic thinking,

iii



The application of sconomic théory to varioug aspects involved
with the nonresident studeﬂt and the out-of-state fee is
presented in the second chapter mainly to accommodate those
readers whose trainihg is not primarily economic in nature,

| Indebtedness is acknowledged to members of‘my advisory
committee for their time, suggestions, comments, and guidance;
to theﬁfollé@ing for their cooperation and assistance in
providing data used in this study: Dr, E, T, Dunlap,
Dr, John J, Coffelt, and Mr, Dan S, Hobbs, Oklahoma Staté
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Placement Services, Oklahoma State University; Dr. H, B, Brown,
Ok1lahoma University; Mr., R, Girod, Registrar, Oklahoma State
University; and to Mrs, Helen Lowe for her editing and typing
and to Mr, James Roberts for his assistance‘in pefforming
the many calculations, o ‘
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Educators are faced today with an increasing college
enrollment., The increasing enrollment results from a com-
bination of three forces: the number of college-age youth
is increasing rapidly, a larger percentage of high school
graduates are desiring more education, and more college
graduates are seeking advanced degrees.

New buildings and facilities have been erected on
college campuses to meet the needs of the increasing enroll-
ment, These additional building and other costs have been
accompanied by higher tuition charges., Higher tuitions for
out-of-state students may have been sometimes suggested as
a means to alleviate some of the pressure caused by the

increasing enrollment,

Statement of the Problem

In an attempt to solve the continuing problem of
increasing enrollment, administrators and legislators may
propose further alterations in the pattern of nonresident
fees. Restricting the movement of students among the states
is problematic in itself, The migration of out-of-state stu-

dents is an integral part of the problem of increasing



enrollment, but the restriction of student migration is not
the solution to the enrollment problem.
In a recent letter from a representative of one of the

educational compacts,l

the migration of students was recog-
nized as a problem: |

This problem [the migrating student] is certain to

be with us for sometime, , ., and gill continue

to be a concern of this commission,
Some states are initiating vigOrdus‘méaSbres to control the
immigration of students. This action is usually defended by
rationalizing that the schools are:o#ercrowdéd; therefore,
the nonresident student should be ke?t out. |

The basic problem is to idenﬁiinthe econaomics of #arious
factors pértaining to the migtati#n of the nonreéident stu-
dent, There are many aspects of this'{ssue that requiré
specific identification, First of all, what are the economic
implications associated with restricting the mobility of stu~
dents? Sécond, are nonresident students a homogeneous group;
that is, are students from contiguous states characteriSti-
cally theisame as students from noncontiguous states? Spe~
cifically, are there differences in family ihtome?;that:
influence does proximity of institutions to stateiboundéries
have on the énf611ment of nonresident students‘froﬁ‘diffefent
geographic éréaé? Third, what are the cost issue$¥involved?
Fourth, in what way are course offerings affected by the
attendance of nonresident students? And finé;ly;‘whét‘are

the postgtaduafe employment plans of nonresidenﬁvétudehtsvas



compared to the plans of resident students after graduation?
These are some of the questions that need to be answered.

A framework based on economic theory identifies the
theoretical nature of the out-of-state student tuition and
some of the economic characteristics or factors associated
with the migrating student. A nonresident fee charge should
be identified as a tariff, The concept of marginal cost as
it is associated with the charging of a nonresident fee is
most relevant and should be properly emphasized. Those who
are responsible for making policy should be cognizant of the

economic aspects and effects of interstate student charges,

Purposes and Objectives of the Study

The general purposes of the study are as follows:

1, To provide legislatures and commissions with analyti-
cal information for the development of sound public policy as
it pertains to the out-of-state student,

2, To aid various institutions in acquiring a better
understanding of their role in providing higher education for
the out-of-state student.

3. To suggest methods by which regional cooperation
can be useful,

4, To indicate the national aspects of the problem.

Corollary objectives are also sought as follows:

1. To apply economic theory to the nonresident fee in
order to identify its theoretical nature and to recognize its

economic aspects,
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2, To identify some of the economic factors or charac-
teristics associated with the migrating student. This will
permit the testing of various propositions that may be use-
ful guides for policy proposals,

3, To identify employment patterns based on the plans
of graduating students,

4, To provide policy makers with an understanding of
the marginal cost principle as applied to the out-of-state
student enrollment in the various class and course offerings

of an institution,

Scope of the Study

The main interest of the study is centered on the state-
supported institutions and the nonresident undergraduate
students, However, to provide as comprehensive a picture as
possible, the analysis includes some investigation and com-
parison at the graduate level and information pertaining to
private institutions. Studying the effect of the out-of-state
fee is accomplished by theoretical implication. A major part
of the analysis concentrates on studying the students in the
Oklahoma institutions, but the more general analysis attempts

to encompass the fifty states,
Me thod
Theoretical Procedure

The theoretical procedure involves identifying,

developing, and formulating a framework for the ec¢onomics of



the nonresident fee. Appropriate economic concepts are
adapted to the case of the out-of-state tuition charged
college students., The approach used to study the effects

of the nonresident fee is deductive in nature.
Empirical Procedure

Description

General observations pertaining to the migration of
college students are presented as an introduction to the
various areas of investigation. Patterns of migration in
selected states are observed, some trends and levels of fees
are noted, and various characteristics of the Oklahoma stu-
dent are included for formal reference. The analyses pertain-
ing to Oklahoma are prefaced by a descriptive presentation

summarizing the data collected.

Comparisons and Analyses

Regional comparisons and analyses are made regarding
fees, enrollment, and other characteristics., Other analyses
utilize correlation methods to determine the relationship

between fees and nonresident enrollment,

Investigation by Hypothesis

Several propositions are investigated by formulating
hypotheses, which are examined empirically., The hypotheses
are then accepted or rejected on the basis of the evidence,

It must be recognized that this approach to investigating



economic phenomena is not to be identified as testing a
statistical hypothesis even though the methods of approach
are similar,

The general nature of the propositions subjected to this
hypothesis approach is concerned with determining if income
is associated with migration of college students. The
investigation relies on the data collected by the Oklahoma
State Regents for Higher Education. The data on first-time
freshmen enrolled in Oklahoma colleges and universities for
the fall of 1962 is subjected to chi-square analysis in order

to test the hypotheses.
Procedure of Conclusions

Each chapter is concluded with a summary which emphasizes
the significant observances and findings based on the various
methods outlined previously. Various recommendations, sugges-
tions, and policies which have been proposed by others will
be recognized and evaluated in light of the findings of this
study. The conclusions will then be used as a basis for

suggesting policy.
Limitations

General Limits of the Data and the Approach

The collection of data pertaining to the many reasons
that students migrate is beyond the financial capacity of an

individual researcher., Even if data were available which



took into consideration most of the factors associated with
migration, there is the significant "nonresponse'" of those
students who did not migrate yet might have migrated and
obtained education if there were no differential in fees.

In addition, current or detailed data are not available which
reflect the movements or attitudes of the Oklahoma residents

who migrate to other states for education,

Limits of Inference

The majority of the analyses pertain to the census of
selected populations of interest. Sampling procedures are
not employed; therefore, no broad inference should be made
from the various findings. Inference can be used if one
assumes that the observations made represent a sample from a

universe relating to time,
Sources of Data

The main sources of data consulted in the study are as

follows:

1, Home State and Migration of American College Students,

Fall 1958, published by the American Association of Collegiate
Registrars and Admission Officers.

2., Questionnaire (Form 3-C, Student Record Form) used
by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education to collect
data on the first-time freshman enrolled in Oklahoma institu-

tions of higher learning for the fall of 1962,



3. Oklahoma State University Employment Survey Cards
used by the Placement Services Office to collect employment
data on the 1963 graduates.

4., Class cards of students enrolled for the spring
semester of 1963 at Oklahoma State University and the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma.

The following are other sources of reference which were
used:

1. Periodic studies and reports published by various
government agencies, offices, commissions, and private and
public institutions,

2, Robert C, Story, Residence and Migration of College

Students, 1949-50, Office of Education, Federal Security

Agency.

Approach by Chapters

Chapter I is introductory in nature and prescribes the
technique for and approach to the study. Chapter II includes
the theoretical treatment, Chapter III presents some general
observations as background material for more specific inves~-
tigations, Chapter IV outlines certain aspects of fees as
they are related to migration, Chapter V concentrates on
the geographic origin of students in general. It concludes
with a detailed study of the origin of nonresident students
in Oklahoma, including a thorough breakdown by type of insti-

tution. Chapter VI is concerned with the relationship of the



students' family income with migration. A general analysis
is performed, concluding with a detailed study pertaining to
Oklahoma institutions. Chapter VII contains an abbreviated
study of the geographic employment patterns of college gradu-
ates, both resident and nonresident. The employment study
encompasses data obtained from a survey which collected
responses from graduating students at Oklahoma State Uni-
versity. Chapter VIII presents a case study of class and
course enrollments with particular reference to the marginal
cost concept and its relevance to the out-of-state students,
Chapter IX contains a summary of findings and proposals,

conclusions, and suggestions,
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Footnotes

11n a discussion of interstate authorities, an educational
compact is usually classified as a quasi-authority. Some
agencies have been designated quasi-authorities because of the
ways by which they are financed, but an educational compact
is included in those types of "interstate agencies which are
authorities in name but are quasi-authorities in fact because
of the kind of functions they perform.,"” In terms of func-
tions, compacts would thus be described as "study and recom-
mendatory agencies,"” Cf. Richard H. Leach, "Interstate

Authorities in the United States," Law and Contemporar
Problems, School of Law, Duke UniveTsity, XXVI (Autumn, 1961),

-]

2Letter addressed to H, B. Baltz from T, F, Lunsford,
Director of Special Regional Programs, Western Interstate
Commission on Higher Education, April 2, 1963,



CHAPTER 1II

THE APPLICATION OF ECONOMIC THEORY
TO THE NONRESIDENT FEE

Prosperity in this country has brought with it high
incomes ‘and great increases in spending power in the form of
income left over after necessities have been purchased. For
a period after World War II, industrial capacity was stimu-
lated by the tremendous pent-up demand for consumer neces-
sities, The war resulted in a shortage of automobiles,
appliances, and houses., Now, in the early sixties, the
shortages created by the depression and the war are largely
satisfied. Consumer spending has shifted away, relatively,
from these key industries toward many, many things-~-services,
sports, do-it-yourself projects, cultural activities, travel,
and education. This shift in consumer spending and the
increased financial ability of families to send their chil-
dren to college prompted economists to evaluate the adjustment

needed in the nation's allocation of resources,

Recognition of the Economics of Education

The increased financial ability of families and the
urgent need for more education have resulted in the direction

of many recent studies toward the economics and financing of

11
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higher education. The growing concern about higher education
in the United States is apparent. Many recognize that edu~
cation and research play a vital role in our modern éociety°
The rising costs of education demand additional funds which
must compete with the funds needed for other increasing
public services. These increasing demands upon the tax
dollar are resulting in a more careful look at the purposes
for which appropriated funds are to be spent. In this area
of the allocation of limited resources, the work of econo-
mists is most vital.

Conventional methods which have been used are inadequate
to cope with problems facing education today. Educators are
drawing on their own professional capabilities and on the
skills of other disciplines, of which economics is one, The
broad issues of policy confronting educators are determined
in the light of other considerations, but the costs and eco-
nomic benefits require application of economic techniques.,

Educators are realizing the importance and need for
assistance from other disciplines. There is no reason that
the approach to problem solving in education cannot take on
the form of the operations research method. Operations
research teams developed because the complex problems being
encountered in other areas required the knowledge and skills
from various disciplines to solfe the problems,

Not only is financing of education a major problem
presently facing the providers of education; but the |

increasing importance on furnishing programs for the superior
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student, besides making the finanéing even more acute, has
required that attention be diverted to other probiems;
Depending upon the manner in which scholarships are granted
and administered, various scholarship plans will influence
the enroilméﬁt ﬁatterns of the gifted or honor students among
various institutions} Because‘bf the concern in providing
the honor Stﬁdent with maximum freedom of choice, the result-
ing enrollment patterns have caused controversy among edu-
cators, However, when investigating the choice of the
majority (or average) students, there is less concern about
their freedom of choice fdr education° The diminution of
freedom of choice is due to the various barriers which
restrict the majority of students from migrating interstate

for their education, Reference is made specifically to the

out-of-state tuition as the barrier imposed by the states.

Identifying Education
Education, Its Broad Classification

Goods and services are broadly classified into two
groups: those which render immediate satisfaction to con-
sumers are called consumer goods, and those involved in pro-
duction over the longer period of time are called investment
goods,

Education‘can be thought of as a consumer good, for it
is called into existence by consumer demand. Some consumption

of education is private in nature because people value it in
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itself and spend their money on it; they make decisions either
to buy an evening class in amateur photography or to buy a
new coat,

Private demand for education would be satisfied if it
attracted resources into the field up to the point at which
the last dollar invested yielded no more and no less than
the last dollar invested in all other alternatives. This
equating of margihal productivity per dollar’s worth of
resources is the economic test of allocating resources
adequately, This test is not being satisfied in all instances.

Education is also public consumption, too, to the extent
that all levels of government decide to spend some of their
revenue on education rafﬁer than on other public goods such
as health services or cultural projects,

Professor Schultz of the University of Chicago, however,
claims that

« o o much of what we call consumption constitutes

investment in human capital, Direct expenditures

on education, health, and internal migration to

take advantage of better job opportunities are

clear examples,*#

Education is an investment, for it is a means of acquiring
skills and abilities for the individual which yield him a
material return. People invest in themselves by seeking edu-
cation which identifies it as private investment, The state
also provides education to a large degree which, in this case,
would identify it as public investment,

Obviously, education is both an investment and a consumer

good. However, recent literature is concerned more with
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education as an investment than as a consumer good,

Theodore W, Schultz, in his recent book, The Economic Value

of Education, maintains that, contrary to the recent treand,
the delineation of costs between these two classifications
remains unsettled, He concludes by emphasizing:

In practice, thus far, in estimating the rate
of return to schooling from earnings, all the costs
of schooling are treated as if they were an 'invest-
ment' in such earnings, and none are allocated to
*consumption,' although it is obvious that for much
schooling such a unilateral allocation is unwarranted,’

It is obvious that no clear-cut dichotomy can be made
when labeling education; furthermore, the classification of
education may not be the only issue needing consideration,
One writer has distinguished between the importance of edu-
cation as an investment and as consumption by the effect it
may have on policy decisions. Vaizey has written the
following:

Oddly, enough, however, what label we choose to
give education affects policy decisions., For if
it is consumption, then it can be reduced at times
of economic stringency with no long-term effects
on the economy; while if it is investment it may
be that more should be spent on it than people at
present Treally want to because in the long-run it
affects (profoundly, perhaps) the rate of economic
growth, If education is investment; and ‘accumu-
‘late, accumulate' is, as Marx said, the first law
of capitalist society, then education should be so
abundant that knowledge and wisdom should be running
out our ears, While if it is consumption, then 4
affluence should have led to educational abundance,

Contrary to Vaizey's pessimistic outlook, Machlup seems

to show in his book, The Production and Distribution of Knowl-

edge in the United Statés, that there may be a relative trend
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toward abundance of education as reflected by his estimate
that in 1958 almost 29 per cent of the édjusted Gross

National Product was spent on "knowledge productiona"5

Education, A Specialized Classification

The doctrine of a minimum of interference in interstate
commerce is accepted, In fact, interstate restriction on
commerce is deemed unconstitutjional. Yet, an interference or
barrier is allowed to exist between the states when it is con-
cerned with the product called education., A Justice of the
Supreme Court included intelligence as a commodity when he
defined commerce and hence interstate commerce. In a decision
pertaining to interstate commerce, Justice Johnson, in his
concurring opinion, added:

Commerce, in its simplest signification, means an

exchange of goods; but in the advancement of society,

labor, transportation, intelligence, care, and

various mediums of exchange become commodities, and

enter into commerce; the subject, the vehicle, the

agent, and their various operatiogs, become the

objects of commercial regulation.

It is not difficult to align education with intelligence,
One economist has expressed the relationship between intelli-
gence and education in the following way:

Intelligence in the economics of education corre-

sponds to 'land' in classical economics=--the natural

resources which the economy brings into production,
Is education to be treated with less emphasis than other

commodities which are subject to the regulation of interstate

commerce?
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Economic Significance of Education
As an Interstate Commodity
One could raise a question also on the legality of
practicing discrimination in the form of the differential in
tuition charged resident and nonresident college students.,

In John F. Due's book, Government Finance, discrimination

against citizens of other states is included in the section
pertaining to the implied restrictions on the taxing power
of the states., Professor Due relates the equal-protection
clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment to "the prohibition of
discrimination against citizens of other states; residents

"8 The discrimi-

and nonresidents must be treated equally,
natory nature of the 6ut~of~state fee seems apparent.
Recently the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Educa-
tion (hereafter referred to as WICHE) has labeled interstate
student charges as '"artificial tariffs."”

WICHE has also pointed out that some of the barriers
to student§ seeking education in the public institutions
create problems because of the higher proportion of students
in the West enrolling in the public institutions, The
charging of an out-of-state fee is characteristic of the
public institution, Public institutions enroll almost 60
per cent of the students in the United States; in the West,
more than four out of five are enrolled in public collegeso9
WICHE convened in the spring of 1962 to discuss the

complex issue of out-of-state students in public colleges

and universities. In their report, Qut-of-State Students in
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the West's Public Colleges and Universities, arguments for

lowering interstate restrictions are listed., The opening
statement of the list shows clear recognition of the problem.
It reads as follows: "State barriers to out-of-state students
constitute artificial interstate "tariffs’ and 'quotas’ on
educational opportunity in the U. So"10 To identify the out-
of-state tuition as artificial or superficial when the effects
are not artificial is hardly appropriate. The distinguishing
features of the '"tuition tariff" are presented in the next
section in order to outline some of its effects,
The Nonresident Fee Versus the
Conventional Tariff

The conventional tariff placed on commodities produced
outside a country's boundary is used to prevent the importing
of these commodities which compete with the home-made goods
in the domestic market., In the case of the conventional
commodity, the tariff is used to restrict entry of the com-
modity, Nevertheless, domestic producers and sellers aim to
export as much of their product as possible., In the case of
education, the seller does not desire the goods to be purchased
by "foreigners'" or, if you prefer, to be exported.

Qut-of-state fees charged nonresident students in the
market for a college education are not tariffs in the conven-
tional sense. Unlike the practice of paying a penalty on a
commodity which is imported, the nonresident student is

charged an additional fee for receiving a service, education,
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which is likely to be exported. In other words, a penalty
is imposed on exporting by nonresidents in contrast to the
penalty imposed on importing in the case of the conventional
foreign commodity.

The most obvious effect of the protective tariff on a
conventional good is that it raises the prices of commodities
protected by it., The increase in prices represents a gain to
domestic producers, at least in the short run, and a loss to
consumers, Of course, the tariff on education does not cause
the price to be higher for all consumers; the price charged
the domestic consumer is not affected. But the price is
higher for the out-of-state students, who as consumers must
bear some loss, relative‘to resident consumers., The issue
is clearly one of discriminatory subsidizing,

One may get the impression that out-of-state fees are
an "artificial" tariff; however, the effects are essentially
the same as a true tariff on a conventional commodity., A
commodity, education, is not allowed to "flow'" entirely
unrestricted over geographic boundaries with the exception
that resident students are not subjected to a penalty for
exporting education, The commodity, education, is not
restricted from entry; in fact, most states encourage
individuals who have acquired education to become permanent
"cifizenso"

The apparent financial reasons for levying a tariff on
nonresidents seems only natural and necessary, It seems at

first to be plain horse sense based on simple logic. No one
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is eager to subsidize others for the cost of their education,
When facilities seem to be limited, some means of rationing
is usually appropriate. The simple solution in this case is
to charge nonresidents a higher fee, defending it on the
grounds that taxpayers do not desire to subsidize the educa-
tion of the out-of-state student, |

The immediate effects are probably harmless, at least
to the individual state levying the tariff. But the fact is
that other states will retaliate and have done so, Because
the states have followed the tariff levying policy, the volume
of interstate immigration of college students stands at a pro-
hibitively low level, Furthermore, public institutions can
suffer from the lack of "cosmopolitanism' among their student
bodies; they are accused of "provincialism," Retaliation by
the states, in effect, influences students to receive their
education within their home state. The effects of‘this_policy
are analogous to the policy of tariff retaliation involved
with conventional goods. One ecbnomist concluded that.'
“tariff retaliation will however reduce the welfare of all
countries,"1l This conclusion is generally accepted by most
students of foreign trade. There is no reason to believe
that the practice of tariff retaliation in education does not
have some effect on reducing the welfare of students and
parents, -

It is feasible that some states could have scales of

educational plants which are operating where marginal costs
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are below the resident tuition. Nonresident fees force many
students to stay in the home state which causes marginal
costs to be above the tuition, Not only does the structure
of nonresident fees in this country restrict freedom of oppor-
tunity for many of the college "citizens," but the lack of
mobility in individuals seeking education can be detrimental
to accomplishing the optimum allocation of resources needed
to provide ample education.

The main argument for out-of-state barriers derives
support from the financial reasons mentioned previously,
Local taxpayers are strongly against state tax funds being
used to subsidize part of the cost of educating students from
other states, This feeling of taxpayers has led to the easy
solution of an across-the-board hike in nonresident tuitions.
WICHE recently indicated some danger in any ''sweeping solution"
to a group of dissimilar problems, Their solution suggested
a rational approach based on selective action, They warned
against an across-the board restriction by a tariff;

for example, a "quota" may be placed on all non-

residents, when a few states supply most of the
out-of-state applicants to the state's colleges,

12
It seems that "sweeping solutions" would contribute to the
loss of consumer welfare,

Trade restrictionism is usually advocated as a frankly
nationalistic policy., The arguments which suggest that aggre-
gate world production would be greatest under free trade

usually make little impression on those who advocate restric-

tionism; their objective is not world welfare but national
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well-being., The restriction on education in the form of
interstate fees seems to suggest a similar "nationalistic
type" policy at the state level.,

It is widely accepted that a policy of free trade from
the point of view of the consumer is beneficial, since it
contributes to higher standards of living, even though some
producer groups may be adversely affected by foreign trade.
Applying one of Adam Smith's views to the education market
seems to make the solution simple, If one accepts Adam Smith's
view that the interest of consumers and the general welfare
are identical, the case against trade restrictions appears
to be conclusive. Smith said: |

Consumption is the sole end and purpose of all

production; and the interest of the producer

ought to be attended to, only so far as it may

be necessary for promoting that of the consumer,

The maxim is so perfectly self-evident igat it

would be absurd to attempt to prove it,
A similar view was expressed by Professor Simons as follows:

All the grosser mistakes in economic policy, if

not most manifestations of democratic corruption,

arise from focusing upon the interests of people

as producers rather than upon their interests as

consumers., One gets the right answers usually

by regarding simply the interests of consumers, 14
The views of these two men, when applied to the problem facing
many consumers of education, seem no less appropriate,

Excise and processing taxes are sometimes preferred to
tariffs because they are easier to legislate and administer

and because they are not likely to create as much suspicion

in the mind of the public. On economic grounds, however,
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these taxes are no less objectionable than tariffs, for they

are being used for precisely the same reasons,15

The Nonresident Fee as a Rationing Device

Prices, fees, surcharges, taxes, and tolls are used in
many cases for rationing out the available supply of the good
or service, In general, prices have two functions: they
serve as rationing devices to prevent excessive use of the
goods, and they also provide means of covering the costs of
rendering the service. The practice of levying nonresident
fees is classified as an "indirect rationing device" as
opposed to a "direct rationing device,'" which may be in the
form of a quota., In the instance of higher education, it is
apparent that the nonresident tuition charge levied by most
institutions of higher learning is for the purpose of ration-
ing out the available space and is not primarily a financing
device to cover the full cost of the facility,

The nonresident fee may be analyzed as an excise tax and
as a use tax, which are forms of "rationing" familiar to stu-
dents of public finance. In the case of these two forms, the
emphasis is put on rationing as a restrictive device, since
there seems to be a fear of excessive use of educational
facilities by nonresident students which would create a

shortage for resident students.,
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The OQut-of-State Fee Analyzed as an Excise Tax

Besides the additional revenue that is acquired from the
nonresident fee, the main purpose of this fee as a specific
excise tax is to ration or regulate. These types of fees or
""taxes'" have a direct purpose of reducing consumption of
education by nonresidents,

The popular image of an excise tax being fully shifted
to the consumer is displayed in Figure 1. The diagram is the
familiar one of industry supply and demand. The brices and
quantity before the tax are shown as Py and Qp, the price and
quantity after the tax as P, and Q,. The tax is in the amount
of P;P,. The imposition of the tax results in a higher price
for consumers. The higher price:causes a decrease in the
quantity demanded, The industry supply curves indicate that

long-run average costs are constant,

Price
A
Py S2
|
|
, ]
P1 7 S1
] i
] |
1 !
: ! D
¥ ] }
QZ Ql
Quantity

Figure 1, A Picture of the Excise Tax Shifted to
the Consumer,
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This analytical representation of an excise tax on a
consumer good can be directly transformed to display the
case of the nonresident "tax'--the out-of-state tuition,

Let D be the demand for domestic education by nonresidents,
The imposition of an out-of-state fee at P, above the resi-
dent tuition of P, reduces the quantity of domestic educa-
tion demanded by out-of-state students., Thus, the out-of-
state tuition acts as a direct rationing device by deterring
a quantity of nonresident students from enrolling in the
domestic institutions,

Charging out-of-state students a higher fee for enrolling
at state-supported institutions reflects, in effect, results
similar to a specific excise tax. The reciprocal action of
all states charging a higher fee to nonresidents restricts
mobility of students seeking higher education by preventing
students somewhat from migrating to other geographic areas
for their education, Some people contend fhat "admission to
college study for all students should depend primarily on

ability, not_ge_ographyq"16

The Nonresident Fee Analyzed as a Use Tax

Goods are sometimes purchased out of state in order to
avoid the state sales tax on commodities., But an adminis-
trative problem arises with the collection of a sales tax on

goods bought outside the taxing jurisdiction and brought into
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the state, In fact, states are barred by the federal consti-
tution from applying their sales taxes, as such, to interstate
purchases,

Some states employ a use tax, which is essentially a tax
on those commodities which are bought out of the statevand
conveyed into the state and are subject to the in-state tax,
The enforcing of a use tax is aimed at preventing those domes-
tic consumers who purchase taxable commodities out of the
state from escaping the domestic state taxes., Use taxes are
enforced on a limited number of goods, such as, automobiles
and items purchased from mail-order houses,

The charging of an out-of-state fee tends to suggest
some features of the use tax, although operating in a reverse
fashion., The nonresident fee acts as a "use tax" to the
extent that}nonresidents are taxed for acquiring a product
out of state, In this case, the state which is foreign to
the consumer, rather than the state in which the consumer
resides, levies the tax, The "tax" serves as an equalizer
or compensator for the burden borne by residents of the state

in which the education is supplied.

Qut-of-State Student Char es, A Case of Price

DIscrimination ax1m121ng

Charging an out-of-state student fee is similar to price
discrimination; charging different prices to different con-
sumers for the same commodity. This analysis is made, not

for the sake of controversy, but to establish a theoretical
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foundation. A review of indifference curve analysis is
presented where appropriate: this framework is then used to

study the case of differential student charges.
Indifference Curves

An indifference curve indicates the relationship of
equivalent satisfaction of a consumer in possessing various
combinations of two different goods. A family of indifference
curves show the various relative magnitudes of satisfaction
of the consumer for various combinations of the goods,
Principles of rational choice imply that indifference curves
slope downward to the right, are convex to the origin, and
do not intersect,

The marginal rate of substitution expresses the rate of
exchange of one commodity for another keeping satisfaction
constant, This definition cerresponds to the slope of a
curve, Since the indifference curve is convex to the origin,
the marginal rate of substitution is decreasing, As one
commodity increases unit-by-unit, any other commodity substi-
tutes for it at a decreasing rate if the level of consumer
satisfaction is to be maintained, The degree of convexity
increases as the goods are more complementary, approaching
and "L" shaped type of relationship, The indifference curve
becomes a straight line in the case of goods which are
perfect substitutes,

The application of indifference analysis to education

begins with symmetrical indifference curves which reflect
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equal preference for the two types of education, A stronger
preference for one of the commodities over the possible range
of choices would be reflected by asymmetry of the indifference

curve,
An Indifference Curve for Education

The choice made between the education obtainable in two
institutions in different states may be displayed as an
individual's indifference curve., The reality of a student
obtaining educational credits from two schools located in
different states is questionable. There are numerous students
who transfer from one college to another., It is usually
recommended that students complete graduate work at another
institution. But the situation where a student could acquire
education from two schools simultaneously is illustrative of
a more realistic aggregative relationship developed later.
Suppose there are two colleges which are located adjacent to
each other, Further, suppose that the only thing separating
the two campuses is the boundafy line between two states, It
would not be uncommon for students to desire to enroll in
classes of the two schools simultaneously., This situation
is especially true if the nonresident school offers courses
which are not offered in the resident institution. The
opportunity for cooperation and limited restrictions between
the schools for such interchanges to operate freely are

assumed,
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Two individuals might be selected whose preferences for
education at the two different public institutions are dis~-
played as in Figure 2, Student "X" resides in State "X" and
student "Y" resides in State "Y,"

Education in - BEducation in
State Y State Y
\

Education in _ Education in
State X » : State X
STUDENT 'Y? STUDENT *'X°

Figure 2, Indifference Curves for Education

As is noted, the indifference curves reflect a symmetry
of preference. Also displayed are the price lines repfesenting
the relative prices of education for students in the two
states, The price lines indicate that different prices are
charged the different students, Here student "X" is being
charged a high price for education in State "Y" and a low one .
for education in State "X." Recall that the real price or
the cost of education "X" is the amount of education "Y" that
the student must give up. The slope of the price line tells

us how much of one good the consumer can get by giving up
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some of the other. The different prices represent nonresi-
dent and resident tuition,

If the student's income available for education increases
and the prices of the two units of education remain the same,
the price line will move upward parallel to itself, On the
other hand, a change in the price of education at one of the
schools will result in the price line rotating about one of
its intercepts. Most families probably have a limit on the
amount of family income that can be budgeted for education.

In this analysis the total credit hours that any particular
student is allowed to enioll is also limited at any particular

time °
Price Discrimination in Education

It can be shown that a transition from price discrimi-
nation between residents and nonresidents to a single price
for both would increase consumer (student) welfare. If the
trick of inverting student "X's" indifference curve is
employed, diagrams (Figure 3) fémiliar to students of‘éco=
nomics are formed. |

In Figufe 3a the tybically cigar-shaped area indicates
the possibility of gain for both consumers. If one price
ratio were to prevail somewhere between the two ratiosbunder
price discrimination, both consumers would be on highér
indifference curves at a point such as ne |

In this instance, assume that a student attempts to

enroll in a fixed amount of education (the normal 16 hours
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per semester) in order to maximize satisfaction by minimizing
time to complete requirements for the degree. The indiffer-
ence curves show that students of both states have equal
preference for education from either state. In this case,
students will seek to purchase education which is cheaper.
The student in State "Y" consumes all his education in State
"Y;" and, similarly, the student in State "X" consumes all
his in State’"X." When prices are equal, each student can
increase satisfaction by exchanging until they each acquire
education equally from each state,

The optimal allocation of educational units has been
reached; neither individual can increase satisfaction without
decreasing the .satisfaction of the other., This happens auto-
matically through the market when the same fee is charged to
the students; the fees, in effect, carry out the process of
barter between the students., Thus, a transition from price
discrimination to a single price fﬁr residents of different
states increases consumer welfare. However, total education
and total receipts from fees remain constant so that producer
welfare is undiminished,

A case of a student who has a stronger preference for
out-of-state education is depicted in Figure 3b. When prices
are relatively higher for out-of-state education, those stu-
dents who prefer'out=of~state education restrict the quantity
of education to the levels of X; and Y; (for simplicity, no
education is assumed to be sought from the home state); but,

when prices are equal, these students will acquire the normal
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load of X, and Y; for a fixed amount of money spent on
education, The consumption of education is increased to the
normal 1oéd; which increases‘thé‘total amount of education,
consumer welfare and even perhaps, total fee receipts,

Stronger preference for resident education is shown in
Figure 3c. When prices afe relatively higher for outwof-
state education, students obtain all of their education in
their home state at the 1eyeis.9f X; and Y1° But, when prices
are equaip there is an opportunity for students td incfease
satisfactionwby exchanging sdme resident instruction for out-
of-state instruction., The resulting mixture of education is
the quantity of Y, apd Xé for students residing in State Y
and is X, and Y} for the student in State X, Even though the
total amount of education obtained is not increased, there
is an increase in consumer Qelfare with no decreasévin fee
receipts. o

The analysis is more realisiic when one replaces the
individual indifference curves with a group indifference
curve developed on the basis of an all or none choice of one
or the other for each student., This curve reflects a com-
posite or aggregate indifferénce of many students who each
may have only the choice of afteﬁding one school or the
other, not both simultaneously. Such a composite curve for
education may be derived by using the technique employed by
William A, Koivisto in constructing a group indifference

curve, 17
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The maps of indifference curves, as depicted in Figure 4,
are selected examples representing the most usual cases. The
presence of a small proportion of the students in the state
preferringvfesident education is shown in Figure 4a. Con-
sumption of both out-of-state and résident education could be
increased with a resulting increase in consumer welfare when
fees are equated., The levels for students in State Y increase
from Y, to Y2 and from X! to X} Students in State X increase

1 2°
their levels from Xl to X2 and Yi to Y;, The total amount of
education sought is naturally increased since the price of
education preferred by most of the students is being decreased
relative to price of education in the home state. Whether or
not total fee receipts change depends on the relative change
in quantity relative to price changes., The case illustrated
in Figure 4a indicates a likelihood of an increase in fee
revenue at a decrease in revenue per unit,

Even when a large percentage of students prefer education
in the home state, as shown in Figure 4b, there is an increase
in total education consumed and fee receipts. This increase
from Xi to X% and from Yi to Yé iS due to the relative
decrease in out-of-state fees.,

Generally, producer welfare is not significantly affected.
It is likely that producer welfare is not diminished at the
expense of significant increases in consumer welfare. There

is some possibility of adverse effects on producer welfare

when there is a predominant preference for out-of-state

education.,
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Conclusions

The single price for resident and nonresident students
suggested by this analysis seems to entail the provision of
more education to maximize consumer satisfaction, If educa-
tion faces increasing costs, a higher base price may be
needed, The results of this analysis may therefore suggest
an increase in resident tuition to ration total education.,
This is not as drastic a measure as it may first appear, and
discriminatory pricing is reduced. James Buchanan is among
the group who felt that an increase in fees for higher edu-
cation, short of full-cost pricing, '"might lead to a more

efficient over-all allocation of resources,"18

The Nonresident Fee, A Discriminatory Device

Discrimination exists in many communities. Some people
are subjected to social discrimination because they live on
the other side of the tracks, They are not entitled to social
intercourse with the elite because they do not possess the
supposedly pecuniary affluence. The real reason for discrimi-
nation is disguised by geographic location.

When one observes the practice of charging a nonresident
fee for higher education, he finds that the nonresident stu-
dent is discriminated against because of his geographic origin,
The fee is merely the means or vehicle for accomplishing the

~desired differentiation. In the case of pure price
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discrimination, price is the discriminatory device for
maximizing some quantity, not to differentiate in order to
restrict or minimize some quantity,

In discriminating in higher education on the basis of
geographic location, one should be cognizant of the relation-
ship between the demand for education and distance. The
demand for higher education is influenced by distance between
origin of the student and the educational institution,

State education commissions have conducted studies which
indicate that the institutions within the state attract stu-
dents according to distance, The analysis of resident enroll-
ment by counties and institution within the state suggests
that demand for higher education is closely associated with
distance. One would suspect that a similar analysis based
on states would be indeterminate or interrupted by the state
boundaries, since a nonresident fee is involved. Preliminary
investigation suggests that distance is a strong factor, even
when migration is subject to a penalty, It seems that if
distance is a significant factor, it is not desirable to
restrict the acquiring of education on a geographic basis,

It does not make sense to allow an "iron curtain" in education
to exist in this country.

Let us briefly observe what occurs by using a
hypothetical example, Suppose that two schools are located
as depicted in Figure 5. The state boundary is also indicated.
If distance is an important influence in choosing a college,

the individual living at location X should be indifferent
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M
Boundary

® os

Figure 5. A Hypothetical Example of Institutional
Location

(other things being equal) to choosing his fesident insti-
tution at location D and the out-of-state institution located
at 0S. Yet, a tariff barrier might be instrumental in influ-
encing a choice to attend the school at D, What if he prefers
the course of instruction at the institution located at 0S?
Furthermore, if he resides at point Y, how strong an influence
is distance over the higher or additional fee at the
institution at 0S?

It seems that institutions of higher learning should
have some responsibilities to their local and surrounding
community, even though there might be a political boundary.
Furthermore, it seems that nonresident students, on the
whole, are discriminated against in degrees rather than being
segregated into one large category. Proximity establishes
varying degrees of discrimination., Those students located
close to state borders, especially where a neighboring state’s
institution is also close to the border, must pay the same
price as those who live in states located across the nation,

The students in neighboring states derive a demand that is
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associated with these relatively shorter distances or
proximity and not necessarily with financial ability,

It might appear at first that this association ought to
enable an institution to charge a higher fee to students of
neighboring states in order to achieve perfect discrimina-
tion, One must be reminded, however, that the suppliers are
not attempting to maximize ufilization by the nonresident
students, but he is attempting to control their utilization,
At the same time, suppliers implicitly feel their responsi-
bility for furnishing education to the surrounding communities.

One must not overlook the case of discrimination as a
desirable practice. The conceptdéf'the two~part tariff is
applied to the nonresident fee, A pricing structure which
would make users pay for each unit consumed on a per-unit
basis in addition to a basic or fixed charge is referred to
as a two-part tariff.1? Usually the per-unit fee represents
the marginal cost for each unit supplied. The marginal cost
in most instances would be a positive amount. In the case
of a bridge, the marginal cost is zero. This rule works
satisfactorily on a type of service in which most potential
customers will not be deterred from making some use on the
basis of the standby charge; otherwise, the desired results
are not attained, If the service is of such type that the
quantities which various persons use differ widely, a heavy
standby charge may be regarded as inequitable, since the
average cost for those making relatively little use of the

service 1s high.,
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This method is a simplified version of perfect
discrimination of rates whereby charges on each user would
be adjusted to obtain the entire amount that the person would
pay for the service and still use it.

A parallel exists between the two-part tariff and the
charging of a nonresident fee, The fact that all students
pay a basic fixed charge with the nonresident paying an
additional fee, perhaps at some sort of a marginal cost rate,
on the surface appears as a two-part tariff in the pricing
of education. It is hard to believe that all the greater
benefits accrue only to the nonresident students, In this
case, the additional charge takes the form of a tax on some-
thing other than the consumption of the service. Generally,
resident and nonresident studehts consume the same number
of semester hours for the normal load. Thus, the practice
of consuming additional units is not applicable,

W. A, Lewis indicated that the two-part tariff is merely
an alternative to price discrimination. The workability of
the plan depends on the assumption that price discrimination
is practicable., Furthermore, it is made clear that the two-
part tariff is an alternative plan where varying charges are
based on some rateable ability to pay and implies the identi-
fication of different consumer groups based on their amounts
of consumptiono20

While discrimination may have substantial advantages
from the standpoint of resource allocation, it is generally

regarded as inequitable among the various customers because
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some persons would be paying more than others for the same
service, Likewise, the establishment of a system of per-

fectly discriminatory rates is administratively difficult,

Pricing,qf Education Purchased by Nonresidents
Restating the Ability-to?Pay}Principle

Two general approaches to the problem of equity in the
field of tax burdens are usually encountered in the study
of public finance., These approaches are essentially alter-
natives to differentiating circumstances and determining
appropriate treatment of persons in varying circumstances.
One approach is based on benefit received and proration of
the burden accordingly. The other approach is the concept
that has some relevance to this study. The ability-to-pay

approach tends to establish tax burdens on the basis of the
degree of taxpaying ability possessed by various persons,
John Due includes the ability principle under equity con-
sideration and recognizes ability as follows:

By "ability,"”in present-day usage, is meant

simply economic well-being or the overall level

of living enjoyed by taxpayers. The principle

that accepted standards of equity require that

persons who have the same ability to pay should

pay equal amounts of taxes and that persons who

have greater ability should pay more to the

government than those who are less _well off is

today almost universally accepted.2l

Furthermore; Due states:

The present day justification, for the ability
principle is simply the fact that, from all
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indications, it is in accord with consensus of

attitudes toward equity in the distribution of

real income and of tax burden,
This principle has been restated in order to apply it to the
realm of education and the out-of-state fee,

There are three measures of econbmic well-being: income,
personal wealth, and amount spent. Income is the measure
that is most relevant to this study. There seems to be some
idea that the pattern of the migrating student may reflect,
or is related to, the income level of his family, It is
logical to associate to some extent the distance a student
travels for his education and the ability to pay for his
education. Generally, one would suspect the farther one is
displaced, the greater the ability. There is no strong justi-
fication to say that it is consistently related to miles; in
fact, state boundaries may not even be a good measure. Prox-
imity and population density may be strong factors responsible
for the attendance of nonresident students at various
institutions, |

It does not seem equitable, therefore, to penalize
students by charging an additional fee because they live
across a geographic boundary. Family income is the relevant
criterion for establishing a varying rate. In many cases,
students attend school at institutions in neighboring states.
Usually the school is located close to the state border, and
there is some population concentration in the adjoining state,
It is natural and may be even more economical for students to

attend school in the adjacent state, If those nonresident
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students from contiguous states come because it is advan-
tageous financially, they should be treated differently from
those who may travel from several states away, which may
reflect an even greater financial ability,

In concluding, there may be evidence to support charging
a nonresident fee in cases in which ability to pay is closely
associated with the displacement of nonresident students,
In other words, the same fee should not be charged to all
nonresidents, At one time Seymour Harris wrote:

An ideal system might be a multi-price system:

prices to be adjusted according to need and

ability., The able and needy student should

pay nothing, and even receive subsidies to

cover living costs; the wealthy and lazy or

mediocre student (and the wealthy and able)

should pay the full costs of his education,?23
Professor Harris has altered the position cited as it pertains
to full cost pricing, His proposal, however, may be applica-
ble to the out-of-state charge and the nonresident student,

Marginal Cost Principle and Pricing as It Applies

to the Nonresident Student

The optimum level of prices constitutes resources being
allocated most efficiently. This optimum level of prices
means that marginal costs equal prices, When supply of a
commodity is lacking, price or average revenue is above mar-
~ginal cost with consumers willing to purchase additional
units, The cost of supplying an additional unit is less than

the price consumers are willing to pay; and, as a result,

total consumer satisfaction could be increased,



44

In the atmosphere of perfect competition, there is a
tendency for forces to cause output to be at a level where
marginal cost is equal to average revenue or price. In the
case of a monopoly or a government enterprise, there is no
automatic tendency for output to be extended adequately.,
Qutput is restricted to a level where marginal cost is less
than price.

Establishing a price by policy which would be equal to
marginal cost poses ‘little difficulty for increasing cost of
a monopolistic firm., The policy for treating decreasing cost
firms is, however, a difficult problem, In order for marginal
cost to be equal to price, in the case of decreasing costs,
the producer will be producing an output where marginal cost
is below average cost; thus, a loss is incurred, This 1loss
may be offset by a subsidy or taxation, The following two
figures are typical displays of thése two conditions of
increasing and decreasing costs. Linear costs are assumed
for ease of presentation,

Under conditions of monopoly, the price of the consumer
would be set at P with a cost of C, as shown in Figure 6; thus,
a profit of PCP'C', Output is obviously restricted, for at
the price P consumers are willing to pay more for an additional
unit than the cost to produce it., This restriction results in
an inefficient allocation of resources. Public policy should
force a firm to produce at an optimal output where average

revenue equals marginal cost, which results in a larger output,
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Price

MR AR

Quantity
Figure 6. Marginal Cost Pricing and the Increasing
Cost Firm
a lower price, and the reduction of monopolistic profits,
The producer's costs are recovered; that is, there is no loss
incurred,

Establishing output where marginal cost equals marginal
revenue, in the case of decreasing costs, also results in a
restriction of output indicated at point K in Figure 7. When
output is forced to the point where marginal cost equals aver-
age revenue, point E, a loss is incurred, for marginal cost
is less than average cost. As part of public policy, the
loss should be compensated by a subsidy or taxation,

Optimum allocation and use of resources and, thus,
optimum standards of living, can be accomplished by applying
the principle of marginal cost pricing, provided that the

following three requirements are met:
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Quantity
Figure 7, Marginal Cost Pricing and the Decreasing
Cost Firm

1. The marginal monetary costs of producing the service
covér all marginal social costs, |

2. No indirect community benefits accrue,

3, Prices are equal to marginal costs in other sectors
of the economy. .

The second requirement ié most relevant to studying the
pricing of education, The use of the marginal cost rule is
complicated if benefits accrue to society in addition to thé
benefits which accrue to the individual. When marginal cost
pricing results in restriction of production below optimum,
prices should be set below marginal cost in order to insure
greater use,

If the services of higher education are to be charged

for at all, the indirect benefits justify the setting of
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prices below marginal cost and the covering of the remaining
cost by taxation. The exact extent to which price should be
set below average cost can be determined only on the basis

of an estimate of the significance of the indirect benefits,

In the case of the nonresident students, there may be
a strong argument for establishing that there are no indirect
benefits to the community in the state in which the nonresi-
dent acquires his education, Of course, some of the more
obvious indirect benefits will tend to accrue to the community
where the nonresident resides after graduation., Most people
will agree that this argument reflects strong provincial
feelings. However, for the nation as a whole, the argument
is weak,

The second requirement supports the charging of a
nonresident fee below marginal cost on the same basis as
established in the case of services of higher education in
general. This then seems to be a basis for eliminating the
existing differences in resident and nonresident fees, even
if one assumes there is a marginal cost in providing education
to nonresidents,

It may seem that the charging of a nonresident fee is
analogous to the case of charging a toll for crossing a bridge,
which has a marginal cost of zero. A. M. Henderson clearly
presents the case against charging a toll for crossing a
bridge.

A bridge costs a certain sum to build and the cost

is not thereafter affected by the number of times
it is used. The marginal cost is nothing and the
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average cost simply represents the spreading of
the fixed cost over a variable number of users,
« o o Any toll charged will prevent the bridge
being used on some occasions. But the cost of
using a bridge, once it is built, is nothing and
the loss of those people who are prevented from
crossing it, is a loss which is not compensated
by a gain to anyone else, The best use of
resources available is then obtained if everyone

who wants to CEgss the bridge does so, and a toll
prevents this.

In providing edugation for the nonresident, marginal cost

is probably not continuously zero as it was in the case of the

bridge.

It is likely that the marginal cost curve is reflected

by a stair-step pattern as shown in Figure 8.

Marginal
Cost

Enrollment

Figure 8., A Theoretical Marginal Cost Curve
Applicable to the Nonresident Enrollment

There is no additional cost in providing education for non-

resident students as long as the accumulation of nonresident

students is not great enough to create the need for another

section,

The marginal cost rises sharply each time an

additional section is created, It then continues to be flat

as long as marginal cost is zero,

If marginal cost is not zero, it is worthwhile to

emphasize that indirect benefits accrue to the society. These
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benefits support pricing education, even to nonresidents,
below marginal cost in order to develop more minds,
Professor Seymour Harris presents a hypothetical case
which is concerned with the producer's costs which suggests
that the charging of an out-of~state fee is not clearly or
entirely justified on a cost basis.
The issue is, not average, but marginal costs,
When, for example, marginal costs are less [The
logic seems to suggest the word "less'" should
be "more."] than, say, $500 today for large
institutions, a tuition of $500 means a loss of
revenue, But the institution may gain on those
who enter paying say, $500 where marginal costs
~are, say, $400. Hence the net gain of the higher
fees is measured by the excess of fees over addi-
tional costs of those in residence, against the
losses resulting from the nonentries who might

have paid more than marginal costs if fees were
lower, 25

Summarz

The thinking of many educators is being directed toward
realizing the importance and need for more teaching of eco-
nomic understanding in high schools as well as colleges. The
lack of economic understanding may be partially responsible
for the limited use of economic techniques in solving prob-
lems in education and other areas. The increasing demand for
education by our society, to some extent, has demanded prob-
lem solving based on economic analysis. Recently, an
increasing number of studies pertaining to problems facing
educators have been approached by economists and/or others

using economic analyses.
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Education is a product which can be classified as a
consumer good or an investment good; recently, the investment
aspects of education have been emphasized. Education, how-
ever, can be uniquely included in the class of interstate
commodities, because the charging of a nonresident surcharge
identifies it as a commodity subject to an interstate tariff,

Unlike the conventional tariff, which places a penalty
on importing goods, the nonresident fee acts as a tariff on
exportation of a good. Most students of economics are aware
of the reduction of consumer welfare which results from the
use of tariffs. Charging the nonresident students an addi-
tional fee disguises the surcharge so that it is not easily
recognized as an "interstate tariff."

The nonresident fee acts much like an excise tax and
has characteristics similar to the use tax. The indifference
curve analysis suggests that equal fees should be charged
to both resident and nonresident students in order to elimi-
nate the discriminatory aspects of the nonresident fees and
to increase satisfaction,

Certain aspects of pricing education for nonresident
students may be justified on the basis of the ability to pay.
The usual policies suggested by the classical marginal pricing
analyses do not strictly apply; therefore, establishing a
nonresident fee at even as high as the marginal cost level
is not in the best interest of society, Because of the

indirect community benefits which accrue as a result of
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education, the marginal cost of providing education for
nonresidents resembles the toll charges for a bridge; in
both instances, the marginal cost is close to zero. The
issue is not, theoretically, one of average cost but one

of marginal cost,
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CHAPTER 111
GENERAL ASPECTS OF MIGRATION

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the general
aspects of student migration in colleges and universities
and to outline the conditions pertaining to enrollment of

nonresident students,

Explanation of Student Migration

- The determination of all of the reasons that students
migrate to other states for their education would entail a
comprehensive study too expensive and time consuming for an
individual researcher, Even if such a study were conducted,
the conclusions would be questionable because of the apparent
and inherent nonresponse bias. The list of explanations given
here for student migration, in all likelihood, would be simi-
lar to or corroborate the reasons which would be discovered
through a more comprehensive study. Therefore, the various
factors listed will be assumed as the reasons that students
migrate out of state for their education.

WICHE has summarized some of the reasons students migrate
by giving the following explanations:
. o Some (students) want to study in programs

not offered in their home states; others want to
attend college where their parents were educated;

54
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still others wish to enroll in a church-related
college, or one they consider distinguishing in a
specific field. Many simply want to learn from
new sights and new people or just to get away from
home, Many others are not "residents'" where they
attend college only because their families have
not lived there long enough to earn legal resident
status. All of these reasons reflect the trend
toward increasing mobility among the American
people, who travel and move their_homes in
greater numbers than ever before,l

The Coungil of State Governments lists another faétor
influencing the pattern of migration which should be identi-
fied and included in the list of factors explaining
migration, The Council states:

One factor which influences the pattern of student
movement out-of-state is institutional location,

The Council recognized further the importance of institu-
tional location at the undergraduate level:

The influence of proximity of institutions and rela-
tively small differentials in tuition rates on the
movement of students across state lines probably is
more important at t%e undergraduate level than at
the graduate level. ‘ '

Similar observations of student migration were made by

J. S, Saundle,

« ¢« o Sometimes, it may be for educational reasons,
Again, it may be due to the proximity of the

college, At another time, it may be to study under

some particular professor to get a certain point

of view. Then, too, certain students might want

to go to a particular school because of cultural,
social, economic, or family ties, Generally speak-~

ing, many students like to go away from their home

state to get an education for the prestige it brings
them. It may be in keeping with the statement: "A 4
prophet is not without honour, save in his own country."

Other factors are total cost of education and the

relative level of the resident fee compared to the nonresident
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fees, Those states which have a higher proportion of private
institutions generally tend to have relatively higher tuitionm,
Some students discover that it is advantageous financially

for them to migrate to a state characterized by a predominantly
public higher educational system. In order to take advantage
of a nonresident fee which is significantly lower than the
resident fee, students migrate to such a state. In connection
with this is the tendency for students to migrate to a par-
ticular area where they feel that living costs are somewhat
lower than in their home state, This is true especially

where distances do not allow them to commute, and where they
must live away from home in any case,

Another factor in student migration is academic admission
requirements. Some students are unable to satisfy the admis-
sion requirements in their home state. Consequently, they
seek enrollment §n schools of other states where the admis-
sion requirements may not be as restrictive. Scholarshipsp
based on academic or athletic performance, are also responsible

for some student migration,

Limiting Migration

Three methods are usually employed to limit participation
of out~-of-state students in state institutions of higher
learning. Residence classification, admission policies, and
policies determining nonresident tuition are utilized as means

of restricting students,
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The definition of residence and the criteria used in
determining a student's residence vary greatly from one insti-
tution to another. Evidence used in establishing resident
status ranges from such factors as length of residence in the
state and employment pursuit in the state to such factors in
age and resident status of the spouse. Waivers are granted
in some instances for military persomnel, public school
teachers, and graduate students,

Some students, who are classified as nonresident, are
allowed to enter as residents. This special consideration
varies among the institutions. At times the children of
alumni or children of faculty are given preferential treatment
in regard to admission and fees,

Some institutions utilize direct quotas based on a
percentage of the student body to determine the number of
out-of-state students who may enter, Some schools practice
a policy of admitting only those out-of-state students who
satisfy higher academic standards than those required of
their resident students, This practice of admitting the
better out-of-state students may result in a student body
in which a greater proportion of the upper strata is
nonresident students,

Most public institutions charge a nonresident fee, which
is a method of restricting students., In fact, all land-grant
colleges and state universities in the fifty states, except
the University of Hawaii, charge nonresident tuition. Non-~

resident tuition, like student residence, is established or
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determined in various ways. Some tuition policies attempt

to establish the nonresident fee on the basis of cost, even
varying the fee for the different colleges of the university.
In some cases, the nonresident fee is not charged in the
summer session; in other instances, the amount of the non-
resident fee is influenced by the charges of the institutions
. in neighboring states.

Some of the reasons for establishing nonresident tuition
are obvious:

o o o to equalize the cost of instruction between

parents who live in the area which partially supports

the college by taxes, and . . . parents who live out-
side the geographic limits and are thereby exempt

from such taxes,

The increase in nonresident fee by states may be

for the purpose of getting additional money with

which to help run their state schools,

The three types of limiting policies outlined previously
are interrelated as follows:

They may be designed so that ome policy reinforces

another or so that one mitigates against the effect

of another. For example, the policy to establish a

high nonresident tuition differential may be offset,

at least in part, by a less restrictive definition

of residence. An institutions's approach cannot be

explained in terms of tuition differentials, admis-

sion quotas, or definitions of residency, as iso-

lated factors, but only as a combination of policies

in these three areas,

These three policies indicate that educators and
legislators are cognizant of the potential contributions
that nonresident students may make and are appreciative of
the national and international character of the educational

enterprise.,
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Recognition of the Desire and Need for Migration_}

Various opinions set forth the need for a mixed student

body. One writer has.explainedz

o o , OUr states are dependent upon one another
"for their supply of students with varied backgrounds
and experiences, so that each camgus in the nation
may avoid a narrow provincialism,

WICHE has stressed that this mixture is important for the
undergraduate years as well as for the graduate years. Pri-
vate institutions actively recruit to insure a favorable
cross~-sectioning of students. It has been claimed:

Institutions of higher education generally pride
themselves on havins a student body from different

geographic origins,
The Council of State Governments has commented:

It is desirable that college students have the
opportunity to know students from all sections
of the United States and from foreign lands,
o« o o the stimulation of the diverse student
body promotes intellectual inquiry., . . .
limiting enrollment to residents of a single
state fosters a provincialism which is incon-
sistent wifg the nature and goals of higher
education,*

The Coordinating Committee for Higher Education in Wisconsin

has stated:

« o o as for out-of-state tuition charges, the
coordinating committee recognizes the educational
and social values to be derived from daily associa-
tion between students from Wisconsin and those

from other States and nations and is therefore of
the opinion that it would be unwise for the State
of Wisconsin to establish charges so high as to
discourage the free interchange of students between
Wisconsin and other states and natioms,

It is most important to recognize that the high degree

of mobility of the American people is a reflection, in part,
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of the mobility of college students. An address to the
Association of Governing Boards of State Universities and
Allied Institutions included the following comment:

« o o » the pressures have now increased them
[nonresident fees] to a point where they have

now become truly significant with respect to this
very interesting characteristic of our institutions
of higher education, namely, a social mobility
which is also a characteristic of our American
society, Our American society is in fact the only
one in the world which has this high degree of
social fluidity or mobility which is characteris-
tic of all sections of our country., Families
think nothing of moving two or three times in the
course of a lifetime, and of course the children
in the families spread all over. 2

Another writer has emphasized the importance of mobility for
the individual and the nation when he stated:

A student may receive and use his education in

different areas from the one where his parents

reside, and the national benefits from his educa-

tion will probably be diffused throughout the entire

society. Only if the greatest mobility of educa-

tional resources is allowed can students obtain

the greatest returns for themselves and the nation,13

There are advantages in promoting migration, In addi-
tion to the educational value, migrétion makes it possible
for schools to limit the specialized programs offered in each
state without depriving residents of any state of the oppor-
tunity to pursue specialized programs. The high costs of
instruction of specialized courses make it prohibitively
expensive to provide a complete range of professional and
specialized programs within each state., Instead, each state

is able to develop a strohg specialized program in particular

fields and rely upon other states to develop other specialized
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programs, Through this combination and cooperation, all
benefit by such educational opportunities.

The Committee on Institutional Cooperation, formed in
1958 by eleven Midwest Universities, has announced plans to
create an "Academic Common Market" designed to:

o o o enable students to move freely from one

school to the other to make use of libraries,

laboratories, and teachers in their fields of

study. . . » One feature of the plan is to

allow the different universities to specialize

in certain_areas through concentration of

resources, '
Schools under the auspices of WICHE plan to launch a similar
program in 1964, The plan will allow students in their
respective states to enroll in specialized programs,15

There are two other values which a state derives from
enrolling nonresident students. The first pertains to non-
resident graduate students who are granted assistantships;
"the economic benefits of their services to the institutions
may exceed the cost of their education,"16 Secondly, the
nonresident students may remain and contribute during many
of their productive years to the social and economic environ-
ment of the state. One study concluded;

« o o we made a study several years ago to see what

percent of the out-of-state students stayed in the

state to teach (those in teacher education). We

found 84 per cent of those who were graduated stayed1

This was slightly higher than for resident students, 7
It is recognized that, in the case of teacher education, most

nonresident students are seeking their teacher training in the

state in which they plan to remain; and they are attempting
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to acquire their teaching certificate for that state, Con-
sequently, they teach in the state in which they received

their education,

Evidence of Migiation in the United States

A comprehensive picture of the nationwide pattern of
student migration is created in this section. A detailed
analysis of student enrollment is made from the data published

in 1958 by the American Association of Collegiate Registrars.,
An Aggregate Representation of Migration

Various charts are constructed which are based on a
_ classification of students by type of institution--public or
private, The first chart shows the enrollment of students in
public institutions; the second shows the enrollment of stu-
dents in private institutions, Each chart is divided into
three parts which display the enrollment by types of
students~-~professional, graduate, and undergraduate. The
percentage of students enrolled in the home state, those
enrolled outside the home state, and students from other
countries are also shown for the various types of studentsa18
In Figure 9 and Figure 10 one observes that approximately
11 per cent of the undergraduate students attending public
institutions were enrolled outside their home state, as com-
pared with almost 30 per cent in private institutions. The
percentages can be compared with the 17 per cent for all

19

institutions, Almost half of the students enrolled in
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professional programs in private institutions were comprised
of nonresident students. Only a little over 17 per cent of
the professional students in public institutions came from
outside the home state. The difference in graduate enroll-
ment in private and in public institutions was not as
striking.,

Figure 11 illustrates migration of undergraduate college
students from contiguous states as a percentage of total
undergraduate nonresident students by type of institution--
private and public. The number of out-of-state students
enrolled in private institutions was a little over twice the
number enrolled in public institutions. 1In private institu-
tions a slightly greater percentage of nonresident students
came from contiguous states than in public institutions; the
percentage was roughly one-half in both instances.

The enrollment of first-time undergraduate students in
all institutions, as shown in Figure 12, was compared on the
basis of public and private schools. The proportion of non-
resident students enrolled in private institutions was sig-
nificantly greater than the proportion of the nonresident
students enrolled in public instifutionso The percentages
were almost the same as in the case of all undergraduates
(Figures 9 and 10).

Figure 13 compares enrollments in liberal arts colleges
and universities, The bar chart is presented to show the
enrollment of first-time undergraduate students. Approximately

one-fifth of the students enrolled in universities were from
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Figure 12, Home State and Migration of First-
Time Undergraduate Students in Private and
Public Institutions, Fall 1958, (Compiled

from Home State and Migration of American
College Students, Fall 1958, lables 16 and 17,)




Enrolled in
| Home State

X§ Enrolled Outside
S;}\ Home State

-7l Students from

Son e

lde%2e) Other Countries

Totan Number
of Students

Total Number
of Students

77.5%
74,08
UNIVERSITIES ' LIBERAL ARTS
| : COLLEGES

Figure 13, Home State and Migration of First-
Time Undergraduate Students in Universities
and Liberal Arts Colleges, Fall 1958. (Com-

piled from Home State and Migration of Ameri-
can C011e§e18tudent§7FaIl IéSE,,TabIES D-10

and D=1
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outside their home state. In liberal arts colleges almost
one-fourth of the students were enrolled outside their home
state. Although the difference was not great, the liberal
arts colleges enrolled a greater percentage of students from
oufside the state than did the universities., It would nor-
mally be anticipated that universities would tend to enroll
a larger proportion of nonresident students. In many states,
universities are located near the center of the state, while
many of the liberal arts colleges are situated closer to the
stafe boundaries. Therefore, the libeial arts colleges may
have the greater opportunity to attract a large number of
students from adjacent states,

A similar comparison between universities and liberal
arts colleges based onbthe enrollment of all students rather
than first-time undergraduate students is illustrated in
Figure 14, It is shown in Figure 14 that, for both types of
institutions, about one-fifth of all students came from
outside the home state. |

Figure 15 shows that for undergraduates enrolled in
their home state approximately the same ratio of men and
women attended public institutions, Only one-third of the
men and women who remained in their home state attended
private institutions.

Figure 16 is presented to show the attendance by men
and by women in private and public institutions outside
their home state, Thevgreater portioh of men and women

enrolled in“private schools. The significant fact is that
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Figure 14, Home State and Migration of Students
in Universities and Liberal Arts Colleges,
Fall 1958, (Compiled from Home State and
M1§rat10n of American College Students,_Fall

ables D=1 and D-2,)
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Figure 15. Men and Women Undergraduate Students
Enrolled in Public and Private Institutions in the
Home State, Fall 1958, (Compiled from Home State

and Migration of American College Students, Fall
1958, %able T ) ' T B
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Figure 16. Men and Women Undergraduate Students
Enrolled in Public and Private Institutions Outside
the Home State, Fall 1958. (Compiled from Home
State and g%gration of American College Students,
Tall 1958, Table 7.0 — o
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three~fourths of the women attended private schools as com-
pared to two-thirds of the men, The explanation for this
high percentage of women attending the private institutions
outside their home state is partially due to parental
influence. When parents permit their daughters to attend
schools outside the state, they are likely to prefer private,
rather than public, institutions because many of the private
institutions are not coeducationél or have a religious
affiliation.

Figure 17 demonstrates the proportion of nonresident men
and women enrolled in private and public institutions as a
percentage of total undergraduates. The percentages in the
previous chart were based on either total men or total women
who migrated; in this chart, the percentages were based on
the total enrollment of undergraduate students, both meh and
women, enrolled in either the public or private schools.
Thirty per cent of all the undergraduates enrolled in public
institutions outside their home state were women, while in

private institutions 40 per cent of the students were women,
A State-by-State Representation of Migration

The purpose of this section is to show the general
movement of students into and from each state., Horizontal
bar charts demonstrate the rankings of states as to their
percentage of migration,

Two ratios were used as measuring devices to depiét the

variation of migration by states. The first ratio represents
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Figure 17, Men and Women Undergraduate Students
Enrolled in Public and Private Institutions Outside
the Home State as a Percent of Total Undergraduates
by Type of Institution, Fall 1958, (Compiled from

Home State and Migration of American College Students,
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the percent migration of college undergraduates from the

home state, that is, the number of students leaving the state
divided by the total number of students by home state. The
second ratio represents the percentage of migrant college
undergraduates in states--the number of students migrating

to a state divided by the total number of students attending
in that state, Separate computations were made and separate
charts were prepared for public and private institutionms,
which were ranked by state.

Comments on the computational results and charts produced
are followed by an analysis of rank correlation applied to
this same data. The coefficient of rank correlation was
calculated to determine the degree of similarity existing
between the ranking of states as to the percent migration of
undergraduates from home states and the ranking of states as
to the percentage of migrant undergraduates in the states.
This analysis was made to determine if those states which had
a large percentage of students leaving the state were generally
the same states which enrolled a large percentage of migrant
students, Again, the analysis and computations were based
on a separation between enrollment in private and public
institutions.,

There was a greater range or spread in the percent
migration from home state for private institutions than for
the public institutions, as depicted in Figures 18 and 19.

In the case of private institutions, Alaska, Nevada,

and Wyoming showed 100 per cent migration., This situation
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Alaska L4 3000 /71T 293 293
Nev. L0300 .0 S/ T 644 644
Wyo. [0 100.0 /70T LE LTI I 854 854
Ariz. [l 869 [T 1,890 1,604
Del. L 831 [T 1,920 1,596
e 79. 2,112 1,684
N. M. 69. 2,013 1,404
N. H, 2,959 2,025
Ve. 66. 1,754 1,165
Maine [l 60.6 [[/11LIILIEELTTLN 3,566 2,161
Idaho &i 59.9 3,627 2,173
Mont. 58. 2,750 1,618
Conn. Vl 53.2 24,120 12,837
Va. fL_ 33, 10.030 33,33;

N. J. %5 ZL. 555555555{1[| 57,105 s
- A o L5 5,537 2,351
Colo. [/ al.5 [[[[]][]] 6,662 2,738
Md. RV IR AT TERY 21,119 8,257
Kans . (. 3850 LI 8,657 3,286
W, Va, 36.6 [/111[A 7,358 2,692
Ore. 35.1 8,390 2,948
Wisc. 17,894 6,206
Nebr. 34.6 6,920 2,392
5D, 33.9 ///]) 3,772 1,280
Ark. 33l L 5,280 1,761
Fla. Vi TR 22,868 7,369
Ca. Y R 5 12,335 3,978
Wash, DC |// 30.9 //] T332 2,268
b % 29.4 74,597 21,911
Ind. LU 29 .1 20,164 5,872
Lowa LILLETITTLT) 28,3 17,790 5,027
Minon. AL 27.3 15,994 4,370
Mo. LLILOLLLLL]) 27 .3 19,981 5,461
Ky. L] 27 .0 13,543 3,660
Miss. 27.0 6,156 1,660
Ala, 27.0 10,383 2,801
Wash, 26.7 12,339 3,302
8, C. LILILEULLY 3% .1 10,080 2,595
Ohio LEELLELTEL) 25.3 52,762 13,355
Mich. 25.1 32,467 8,136
N. Y. 24.9 150,573 37,442
Tenn. 23.2 15,062 3,498
Okla. 21.6 11,942 2,576
Pa. 20.1 97,471 19,553
Mass. 18.7 60,672 11,350
La. 18.2 11,212 2,037
Calif. 18.0 47,195 8,497
N. C. 17.0 21,579 3,662
Tex. 11.8 36,720 4,337
Utah 10.7 4,621 494

Figure 18. Percent Migration of College Undergraduates From Home State

Enrolled in Private Institutions.in the U. 8., Fall, 1958. (Compiled from
e State and Migration of American College Students, Fall, 1958, Table 6.)
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PERCENT Total Students Leaving State
0 100 20 -39 40 50 by Home State for College
] | ] |
Wash, DC VA 3,927 1,238
Idaho P F 7,137 1,924
Nev. 2 2,614 646
Alaska 7 2,083 468
Md. LF 2.3 7 1] 10,180 2,167
Wyo. Vi i d R 4,621 978
N. J 2L 30,484 6,429
Mass 0.7 / 16,259 3,364
Iowa /[ 2y o 23,408 4,582
Del. 93 2,303 449
Va. LOAILL]) 18.5 17,696 3,267
I11 LI 18.1 69,377 12,577
Pa. [ 17.9 38,257 6,841
Mo. L 16.1 29,091 4,675
Fla. L] 14.3 30,340 4,349
Conn [ 14.0 13,681 1,917
Ark. LI 13.7 16,664 2,277
Vt. [ 13.5 2,672 361
B k. LI 13.0 3,393 442
N. M. (L] 11.6 10,970 1,270
Minn. 11,3 34,827 3,924
Ky. 1.1 23,588 2,620
§. D. LI 15 50 & 8,563 950
Nebr. L] 11.0 16,531 1,815
H. X. yii 10.8 117,456 12,733
8. €, LLLE: 10.4 11,792 1,243
Ga. L] 10.3 26,756 2,763
Tenn. LI 10.1 25,703 2,591
NN, LI 9.8 3,974 388
Wi G 9 38,36 3,596
nd. . 3 &
Mont . 8.3 8,331 775
Ore. [11]] 9.1 19,375 1,762
W. Va, L 9.0 18,236 1,636
N. C. LI 8.5 26,039 2,210
Ohio 1111 8.4 64,404 5,383
N. D. [ 7.9 10,389 817
Kans . ) 1:3 30,353 2.2l
Ala. /[ Tl . 28,514 2,075
Miss. ssﬁ 7.3 20,486 1,502
Wisec, 1.2 34,472 2,484
Colo, L 6.8 18,431 1,248
Wash. [l 6.0 32,022 1,914
Okla. 5.8 33,618 1,957
La. -1 33,548 1,708
Ariz. 4.6 20,387 932
Tex. 4.0 107,753 4,269
Utah 4.0 12,223 487
Calif. 3.2 206,916 7,687
Mich. 3.6 84,552 3,011
Figure 19. Percent Migration of College Undergraduates from Home State Enrolled

in Public Institutions in the United States for the Fall, 1958. (Compiled
from Home State and Migration of American College Students, Fall 1958, Table 7)
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existed because these three states either had no private
institutions or because no data existed for any such insti~-
tutions., Thus, all students who attended private institutions
left the state for this reason, Arizona and Delaware had

84.9 and 83.1 per cent (Figure 18) respectively. The smallest
percentages were slightly over 10 per cent for Utah and nearly
12 per cent for Texas, The median was roughly 33 per: cent.
The ratio for Oklahoma was far below the median, ranking only
eighth with 21.6 per cent,

In the case of public institutions, the ratios or
percentages did not vary as much; for instance, the highest
percentages were 37,6 per cent for Washington, D, C. and
about 27 per cent for Idaho, The smallest percentage was
3.6 per cent for Michigan, followed closely by California
with 3.7 per cent. The median was 10.6 per cent, Oklahoma
ranked seventh with 5.8 per cent,

The percentage of migrants in states also varied to a
greater extent for the private institutions than for the
public institutions, as shown in Figures 20 and 21. Vermont
had a high of 86.6 per cent of students migrating to the
state. With the exclusion of Wyoming, Nevada and Alaska,
which did not report any data for private institutions, North
Dakota ranked lowest with 12,5 per cent of the students
migrating into the state. The median was 29 per cent; and
Oklahoma, ranking seventh from the lowest, had a percentage

of 18.4,
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Minn. 36.7 18,354 6,730
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Ore. [0 381 /7R 8,253 2,811
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N. M .§f 850 4
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Ark. L) 26.3 4,773 1,254
Pa. L) 25.2 104,156 26, 238
Md. [P 24.3 16,994 4,132
5 TN 23.8 69,139 16 453
La. 22.2 11,789 25 "614
5. C. 22.2 9,615 2,130
Ariz. 21.0 362 716
i 19.7 140,958 27,827
Miss 19.3 5,574 1,078
Calif 19.0 47,754 9,056
Mich 18.6 29,899 5,568
Okla 18.4 11,481 2115
R, J 18.2 33,120 6 081
Tex, 173 39,140 6,75?
Mont. 16.9 1,362 230
N. D. 12.9% 489 61
Alaska 0.0 0 0
Nev, 0.0 0 0
Wyo. 0.0 0 0

Figure 20. Percent of Migrant College Undergraduate Students Enrolled in
Private Institutions in the U. S., Fall, 1958. (Compiled from Home State
and Migration of American College tuggn;a, Fall, 1958, Table 6.)
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Percentage of Migrant College Undergraduates Enrclled in Public
Institutions in the United States in the Fall of 1958.

(Compiled from
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The percentage of migrant students in states did not
vary as much for public institutions as it did for private
institutions. The highest percentages were 52.7 for the
District of Columbia and 37.1 per cent for Vermont, Massa-
chusetts ranked first with the lowest percentage of 2.3,
followed closely by New Jersey and New York. Oklahoma had
a median of 12,2 per cent,

A coefficient of rank correlation was computed by
matching: (1) the rankings of the states by their percentages
of migration of college undergraduates from the home state;
and, (2) the rankings of the states by their percentages of
of migrant undergraduates in the state. The coefficient of
rank correlation for private institutions rendered a value
of ,0384, while a value of ,0862 was established for the
public institutions. A much larger coefficient of .2941 was
determined when there was no separation of the data on the
basis of type of institution, 29

One may conclude, on the basis of the aggregate data,
that there is some relationship among states in that those
states which send a large percentage of students to other
states receive large percentages of out-of-state students.
The evidence is not as convincing when the data are separated

by type of institution,

Summazz

The reasons given for student migration included a desire

to be educated where parents were educated, the religious
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affiliation of a school, and relative costs, as well as
simply a desire to get away from home. Of course, scholar-
ships and admission requirements are also responsible for
migration.

Three methods are commonly used to limit the enrollment
of out-of-state students; these are residence classification,
admission policies, and nonresident tuition. Of these, the
charging of nonresident fees was the main concern of the
study. The most obvious reason for levying a nonresident
fee is to recover some of the cost from parents of nonresi-
dent students, who are exempt from paying the state taxes.

There is a strong desire of many educators to maintain
a sufficient proportion of nonresident students in order to
avoid a provincial atmosphere on their campuses., The social
mobility of today results in a greater potential of quasi-
nonresidents enrolling in our educational institutions. In
addition to the advantages of a mixed student body, costs
can be reduced by cooperating with other states in an aca-
demic common market; specialized programs offered at the
various institutions need not be duplicated.

Evidence of migration in the United States revealed
that private institutions enrolled proportionately a larger
number of nonresident students than public institutions,
However, the percentage of nonresident students who came from
contiguous states was approximately the same for private and

public institutions.
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The percentage distribution of students by residence
classification was approximately the same for universities
and liberal arts colleges. A comparison of the enrollment
of men and women indicated that approximately the same ratio
of men and women, who were enrolled in their home state,
attended public institutions. Of the undergraduate women
enrolled outside their home state, a greater percentage
attended private institutions than public institutions; this
percentage was greater for women than for men attending pri-
vate institutions outside their home state. Women as a per-
centage of students attending private institutions was
greater than women as a percentage of students attending public
institutions,

Two migration ratios were used to investigate the
variation of migration by states. One ratio represented the
percent migration of college undergraduates from the home
state; the other represented the percentage of migrant college
students in states. Ratios were computed for each state, and
they varied to a greater degree for private institutions than
for public institutions. The coefficient of rank correlation
for the ranking of the two ratios for private institutions
was not as great as the coefficient of rank correlation for

the two ratios for public institutions,
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CHAPTER IV

COMPARISON OF FEES AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP
TO MIGRATION

General observations indicate a tendency for nonresident
charges to be related to resident charges. A manuscript pre-
pared by personnel in the Office of Education indicated that
"the higher the resident charges, the higher the surcharge to
nonresidents,"} Furthermore, the data in the report indicated
that the relationship between the resident charge and the
surcharge to nonresidents appeared to be on both an absolute
and a percentage basis,

Data published in other sources indicated that generally
the larger the institution, the higher the fees, both resident
and nonresident.2 General observations showed that fees also
tend to vary according to geographic region,

The relationship between fees, enrollment, and migration
was investigated by analyzing tuition policies, trends in
fees, changes in migration as to type of student and geo-
graphic region, and changes in the migration status of states,
Correlation and regression techniques were employed to deter-
the presence of various relationships in selected institutional

data,

86
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Student Fees and Their Relationship
To Nonresident Enrollment

Most public institutions charge a nonresident fee. As
previously mentioned, all land-grant colleges and state uni-
versities charge a nonresident fee with the exception of the
University of Hawaii. The following exceptions to the gen-
eral practice of charging a nonresident fee indicate that
there is variation in the policies responsible for establish-
ing the nonresident fee: (1) In some universities the non-
resident fee depends on the college in which out-of-state
students enroll, (2) Graduate students are exempt from a
nonresident charge in the State of Iowa. (3) The University
of Indiana allows the children of alumni to attend and pay
only the resident fee., The authority for setting the nonresi-
dent fee rests with various state governing bodies--a state
board, commission or regents; state statutes; or a governing
board of the university,

The Office of Education showed in its latest report on
basic student charges that there were differences in the level
of fees charged resident and nonresident students at public
institutions.3 At the undergraduate level, the median tuition
for resident students was slightly lower than the median
charge for graduate students enrolled in public institutions.
At public institutions, the nonresident fee was approximately
the same for graduate and undergraduate students. At private

institutions the median tuition was approximately two hundred
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dollars higher for graduate students than for undergraduates.
Table I offers a summary of the various tuitions reported by

the Office of Education,

TABLE 1

MEDIAN TUITIONS FOR UNDERGRADUATE AND GRADUATE
STUDENTS IN 1962-1963 AT PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

INSTITUTIONS
Public
Resident Nonresident
Classification Fees Fees Private
“‘Undergraduate $170 $451 $690
Graduate $226 $468 $900

Source: Louis a., D'Amico and W, Robert Bokelman, Higher Edu-
cation Basic Student Charges, 1962- 1963, UT%TEE of
Education, Circular No. (Washington, D. C.,
1963), Chapter 2.

An analysis of data in the same report indicated that
there was some variation in charges to out-of-state students
by geographic region, Institutions were included in one of
the following four regions: North Atlantic, Great Lakes and
Plains, the Southeast, or the West and Southwest, Institu-
tions in the North Atlantic region reported the highest
charges at the five percentile points; namely, the 10th, 25th,
50th, 75th, and 90th percentile.

The North Atlantic institutions reported $381 at the 10th
percentile and reported a high of $706 at the 90th percentile,

The $706 for the 90th percentile was the highest figure for
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all regions for all percentile points, The lowest charge was
reported by the Great Lakes and Plains Region at the tenth
percentile in which a charge of $174 was recorded for all
public institutions, The Great Lakes and Plains regions also
recorded the lowest figure for three of the other four per-
centile points. The West and Southwest region reported the
lowest figure at the 75th percentile,

Public institutions in the West and Southwest region
charged, on the average, the lowest resident fee., A brief
look at the charges of private institutions showed that the
North Atlantic region had the highest resident fee being
charged, and the Southwest region showed the lowest fee for
their students,

Comparison of fees is not complete without an analysis
of the trend in fees--nonresident fees in particular, The
trend is that nonresident fees have been increasing; however,
this trend is not recent, as indicated in a study which
appeared in 1951:

Nonresident fees have been increased 117 per cent

in 128 tax-supported colleges and universities since

1941, 1In addition, 17 institutions plan to increase

their nonresident fees an average of 80 per cent

during the next 12 months,

Average tuition and fees in western public institutions showed:

Nonresident tuition and fee charges are far higher

than resident charges, and in Eecent years have

increased by a greater amount,

On the average, resident fees increased in the West by §$28

and nonresident fees increased by $78 from 1957 to 1962,
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Figures compiled from the WICHE's Fact Book on Western

Higher Education display the trend in resident and nonresident

tuition and fees at the western public institutions from
1957-58 to 1960-61. The average resident tuition and fees
for 1957-58 was $151 as compared to $179 for the average fee
in 1960-61 (an increase of 18.5 per cent), Nonresident tui-
tion and fees increased from $344 in 1957-58 to $422 in 1960-
61; this represents a 22.7 per cent increase.7 WICHE is cog-
nizant that the rise in nonresident tuition in western public
colleges has been more rapid than the rise in resident fees.,
The U, S, Office of Education has reported:

s o o While resident tuition fees rose in 1961, the

largest rate of increase was in nonresident Euition

and fees in state universities--11 per cent,
"There has also been a tendency to increase nonresident tui-
tion more rapidly than resident tuition" in the land-grant

9 1t is apparent that non-

colleges and state universities,
resident fees have increased more than resident fees in recent
years,

Analysis of the trend in nonresident fees pertaining to
the midwestern region is based on public universities and
colleges located in these states. The out-of-state enroll-
ment as a percentage of total undergraduate enrollment in the
state schools in the Midwest was compared with the nonresident
fees at these institutions for the years 1947, 1952, and 1957,
The state institutions which have registered with the Mid-

western Interstate Committee for Higher Education are indicated

in Figure 22, (No figures were available for Nebraska,)
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State Colleges and Universities in Eleven Midwestern States for the Years
1947, 1952, and 1957. (Compiled from The Council of State Governments, A
Report on Enrollments and Fees at State Colleges and Universities in the
Midwest, August 1958, Tables V and VIII,)
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Enrollment and fee data used in the chart are presented as
index numbers. The indexes were compiled from data appearing

10 In the case

in the Council of State Government's report.
of the eleven states for which data are presented, the non-
resident fee was at a considerably higher level in 1957 than
in 1947, The trend in the upward direction was supported by
the level of the nonresident fees in all eleven states in
1952, The greatest percentage increase in fees occurred in
Illinois where the increase was 234 per cent by 1957 over

the level in 1947,

Four states experienced an increase in the percentage
of nonresident enrollment in spite of the percentage increase
in the nonresident fees for the ten-year period. The greatest
enrollment increase occurred in North Dakota and South Dakota.
Nonresident enrollment in Missouri was lowest in 1952 of the
three years.

The change in the net migration status of the twelve
Midwestern states was investigated in regard to undergraduate
students enrolled in public institutions, Eight states had
a net positive migration status, and four states had a net
negative migration status. Of the eight states which had a
positive status in 1948, two changed to a negative status by
1958, Of the four states having a negative status in 1948,
three experienced a change to positive status by 1958, This
trend tends to de-emphasize the effect that nonresident fees

have on the nonresident student enrollment.11
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The pattern of change in the net migration status for
the forty-eight states and the District of Columbia was not

12 0f the

as dynamic as for the twelve midwestern states,
thirty-one states which were of a positive status in 1948,
only four became negative by 1958. Only seven of the eigh-
teen states which were of a negative status in 1948 changed

to a positive status by 1958, As a result, there was a net
addition of only three states which received more students
than left the state. Although this number was small, this
change occurred during a time when nonresident fees increased
significantly,

A study which dealt with a small group of colleges
indicated that the nonresident fee was a factor in reducing
enrollment by nonresident students. This was particularly the
case in the smaller school which usually charged the lower
fees and consequently served the poorer student. Saundle
summarized his findings as follows:

o s« « all reduction in nonresident student enroll-

ments are due to an increase in nonresident fee

alone, However, when a substantial raise was made

in non-resident student fee by a college in this

study, a reduction in non-resident student enroll-

ment usually followed the next year,

The students in the small colleges indicated

from this study, more than in the larger ones, seem

to feel the pinch of increase in the non-resident

fee, and drop out because of inability to pay. It

may be that many poor students seek their education

in small colleges.. Anyway the facts seem to point

in that direction,l3

Nonresident fees have increased steadily during the past

decade., This trend has had varied effects on the enrollment
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and migration of nonresident students., The overall effect

is not clear. Some speculation suggests that, after the peak
enrollment of veterans in our educational institutions follow-
ing World War II, many of our educational institutions may
have felt the pinch of finances due to the decrease in enroll-
ment and the consequent decrease in revenue. Educators sought
ways to replace the revenue lost from the veteran enrollment.
One way of increasing revenue which could easily be supported
was to increase the nonresident tuition. After the veteran
enrollment subsided and before the war babies began to appear
on college campuses, nonresident fees began to increase

significantly.

Changing Patterns in Student Migration

The change in migration of students by various major
categories is presented. The changes pertain to the data
in the 1949-50 migration study conducted by the Office of

14 and the AACRAO migration data for enrollment in

Education
fﬁe fall of 1958 in colleges and universities.l® The follow-
ing comparisons are restricted to undergraduate and graduate
students in private and public institutions.,

A graphic comparison is provided in Figures 23, 24, and
25, which show the patterns of the general classifications of
the 1958 data (as used in Chapter III) with the migration of
students in 1949-50, The general comparisons will be followed

by an investigation of changes in migration based on geo-

graphic areas. A comparison based on all institutions is
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portrayed in Figure 23, and Figures 24 and 25 show the change
in public and private institutions, respectively.

The overall percentage of undergraduate students outside
the home state has decreased slightly from 1949 to 1958. The
percentage of graduate students enrolled outside the home
state has declined a little more than twice as much as the
decline in undergraduate percentage. This change represents
a steady decline in the percentage of graduate students
enrolled outside their home state, for it has been reported:

In 1922-23 thirty-five per cent of all graduate

§tudgnts_werelgeing educated in out-of-state

institutions.
This 35 per cent in 1922-23 was compared to the level of 28
per cent in 1949 and 22 per cent in 1958,

In 1949 the enrollment of students in private and public
institutions was analyzed separately. In the case of public
institutions, the percentage of undergraduates enrolled in
schools outside the home state declined slightly as compared
to private institutions where the percentage of students
enrolled increased slightly for the period from 1949 to 1958,

A comparison of the graduate student enrollment in
private and public institutions, however, changed in the same
direction with a slightly greater percentage change in pri-
vate institutions. In comparing the enrollment of under-
graduate and graduate students, the percentage of nonresidents
enrolled was greater in the case of the private institutions,

Change in migration by geographic areas was compared on

the basis of the 1949-50 and the 1958 AACRAO study. In the
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1949-50 Office of Education study, the author summarized:
By and large students in the states west of the
Mississippi tend to ?igrate less than those of
the Eastern states,!
An analysis of the data furnished by these two studies was
completed by the Office of Statistical Information and Services

for the American Council on Education. The results as pub-

lished in their Fact Book on Higher Education showed that, as

one continues westward, there is a definite trend of a lower
percentage of all undergraduates migrating from their home
areas,18

A comparison of migration in nine selected regions in
the United States, as used by the Bureau of Census, is pro-
vided graphically in Figures 26 and 27, The first chart
pertains to public institutions; the second pertains to pri-
vate institutions; both show the percentage of college under-
graduates migrating from home state areas to the respective
types of institutions. The comparisons were based on data
in the Office of Education study of 1949-50 and the AACRAO
study in 1958. A general decrease in a regional migration of
undergraduates attending public institutions is indicated.
There was only one case of an increase in the percentage of
undergraduates in public institutions migrating from their
home areas from 1949-50 to 1958, This was Region No. 6,
the West North Central Region.

There was a marked contrast in the change of migration
in the private institutions, as shown in Figure 27. Four of

the regions showed increases in the percentage of migration
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in 1958 from 1949-50, with one showing no change. A change
or trend associated with a westward or eastward movement was
not apparent among the private institutions.

There was a significant change in the percentage of
migration in the Mountain Region., The percentage of college
undergraduates migrating from their home state areas in this
region increased by over 10 per cent, A higher percentage
of migration in the East results from the greater number of
private institutions in this area.

The decline in the percentage of migration in the public
institutions can be partially explained by the fact that the
public schools may be offering more programs than they did
in 1949-50. This partially eliminates the need to migrate
for a special curriculum. The decline can also be attributed
somewhat to the increase in the nonresident fees during the
past decade,

In the case of the private institutions, however, there
appeared to be a trend toward greater cosmopolitanism, as
evidenced by the regional analysis. This may reflect an
increase in family income, which makes it possible for more
families to send students to private institutions outside the
home state., It may also reflect a migration of students from
public institutions to private institutions because of higher
nonresident fees,

In conclusion, there was a definite trend in private

institutions to increase their proportion of out-of-state
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students; and public institutions have experienced a decline
in the proportion of nonresidents enrolled in their institu-

tions, at least on a regional basis,

Summarz

Not only were fees different for nonresident and resident
students; but fees were different, on the average, for under-
graduate and graduate students. Fees varied also among geo-
graphic regions. The schools in the North Atlantic Region
charged the highest average nonresident fee. Public institu-
tions in the West and Southwest charged, on the average, the
lowest resident fee. Most of the evidence supported a rising
trend in nonresident fees; however, increases in nonresident
enrollment were not unusual. Generally, there was a slight
increase in the number of states which received more students
than left the state; this was in a time of rising nonresident
fees. One study, however, concluded that the nonresident
enrollment decreased more in smaller schools than in larger
schools when the nonresident fee was increased substantially.

The percentage of nonresident undergraduates has declined
slightly since 1948, but the percentage of nonresident gradu-
ate students has declined more, This is consistent with a
trend which goes back as far as 1922-23. A comparison of
the change in nonresident enrollment of private and public
institutions showed opposite results, with the percentage

decreasing for public institutions from 1948-49 to 1958,
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A regional analysis showed public institutions have decreased
in the percentage of nonresident students for all but one of
of the nine regions as defined by the Bureau of Census. The
private institutions showed decreases in four of the nine

regions,
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lpata pertaining to tuition and enrollment at public
institutions in Iowa was provided by the State Board of Regents
in Iowa., Nonresident fee at Iowa State University increased
from $360 in 1952 to $600 in 1962. The nonresident enroll-
ment for the same period of time increased relatively the
same, At the State University of Iowa the nonresident fee
increased from $376 in 1952 to $620 in 1962; the nonresident
enrollment, however, increased slightly more, relatively.
The analysis of fees and enrollment at these two institutions
tend to point out that nonresident fees have little effect
on nonresident enrollment. In any case, the fee does not
cause a reversal in the trend of nonresident enrollment. As
a matter of fact, an increase in the percentage of nonresidents
at both institutions for the ten-year period was reflected by
the data, The data were included in a report in mimeograph
form entitled Survey and Comparisons of Tuition-fees, dated
October 30, 1952, -y

Nonresident enrollment and nonresident fees in the
thirteen Western states were subjected to correlation analysis.,
The migration of students among the thirteen Western states
was provided by the Western Interstate Commission for Higher
Education in their Fact Book on Western Higher Education
(Colorado, 1962)., Tncluded in the Fact Book were data
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pertaining to enrollment and fees for each institution
located in the Western states., Tuition for the various insti~-
tutions was weighted by the enrollment in each institution in
order to derive a weighted mean nonresident tuition for each
state, These weighted mean tuitions for each state were
correlated with the nonresident enrollment represented as a
percentage of the total enrollment in each state. The per-
centage of nonresident enrollment in the noncontiguous states
was correlated with the differential in the weighted mean
nonresident tuition and the weighted resident tuition of the
various states. The coefficient of correlation calculated
was zero., This tends to indicate that a causal relationship
between nonresident enrollment and the differential in non-
resident and resident fees is absent as far as the Western
states are concerned.,

12pata for Alaska and Hawaii were not available for 1948,
13Saundle, p. 87.
14 : : :
Robert C. Story, Residence and Mlﬁratlon of College
Students, 1949-50, Office of Education, Federal Security
Kgency, Misc, Circular No, 14, 1950,

15AACRAO, Home State and Migration,
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171bid., p. S.

18pmerican Council on Education, A Fact Book on Higher
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CHAPTER V
GEOGRAPHIC ORIGIN OF COLLEGE STUDENTS

College administrators recognize that the enrollment
of resident students is influenced by institutional location,
The enrollment patterns of nonresident students are not as
apparent. The origin of nonresident students was classified
in two groups--those from contiguous states and those from
other states--in order to test the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis: Undergraduate students who attend

colleges out of state tend to migrate principally

to contiguous geographic areas,

The patterns of the origin of resident students for various
states are summarized, These studies indicate the signifi-
cance that distance has on resident enrollment,

The approach used for studying the enrollment of resident
students is extended to the study of the nonresident students
on a state-by-state basis. Students were classified as origi-
nating from either contiguous or other states. Various ratios
of nonresident migration were used to test the above hypo-
thesis. The chapter is concluded with a detailed description

of the geographic origin of nonresident students in Oklahoma,

107
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Resident Students in Oklahoma and Selected States

Oklahoma

The enrollment of first-time freshmen in Oklahoma
institutions of higher education, expressed as a ratio of the
high school graduates by county, is illustrated in a self-
study report of the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Educa-
tion, In the fall of 1961 the first-time freshmen comprised

about one-fourth of all students enrolled in Oklahoma insti~-

1

tutions. The two state universities attracted first-time

enrollees from the greatest number of counties--nineteen
counties in central and north central leahoma,2 The influence
of the state-supported, four-year colleges was not as wide-
spread as the state universities, as indicated in the following
statement:

The majority of their freshmen students originated
from the three to four counties within commuting
distance of their respective institutional locations,
The state-owned two-year colleges drew the bulk of
their students from a smaller attendance area than
either the universities or the four-year colleges,
attracting the majority of their sgudents from

their home and adjoining counties,

In contrast,

The private institutions . , . drew a much larger
proportion of their students from the co&nty in
which the institution was located, . . o

One conclusion of the Oklahoma regents' report stated:

With the exception of Oklahoma State University and
Langston University, a majority of the resident
freshmen enrolled in institutions of the State Sys-
tem in Oklahoma live wgthin a 50-mile radius of the
college in attendance.
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When one investigates the geographic origin of all
students enrolled in Oklahoma institutions, as presented in
the self-study report, the pattern is similar to that for
first-time freshmen enrollees. The regents summarized their
findings pertaining to all students as follows:

. « o there was great variation between the state-
supported institutions and the private colleges in
the distances that students traveled in the fall of
1961 to enroll in the various types of institutional
situations. The private colleges were both more
local and more cosmopolitan in the composition of
their student bodies than were the public institu-
tions, More than four-fifths of all students
enrolled in these latter institutions came either
from the home county of residence or from outside
the state, leaving less than one-fifth of their
student bodies to be drawn from other Oklahoma
counties.©

That the public colleges were more regional
and less local in their attraction for students
was attested by the fact that 46.8 per cent of
the Oklahoma students who were on the campuses of
the public institutions traveled across one or more
counties to enroll, while only 16.3 per gent of the
students in the private colleges did so.
Specific analysis of the state of origin of the
nonresident students attending Oklahoma colleges and univer-

sities appears later in this chapter,
Selected States

Reports which contain data pertaining to origin of
resident students, either by county or other geographic
region, were available for Texas, Iowa, Kentucky, Florida,
and Nebraska, The data provided in these reports were inves-

tigated and summarized for each of the respective states.
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Texas

It is interesting to examine the pattern in Texas, a
state which is unique because of its relatively large land
area, In Texas, the effect of distance is easily isolated
from other factors responsible for student enrollment,

A report by the Texas Commission on Higher Education
published in March 19638 revealed the percentage distribu-
tion of the student body living within a 100-mile radius of
each of the nineteen fully state-supported senior academic
institutions. The median of these percentages, based on the
fall 1960 enrollment, was 72,3 per cent; the six highest
percentages were above 89 per centug

In the same report the commission prepared geographic
charts showing the distribution of students enrolled for the

10 The charts were constructed on the

1961 fall semester,
basis of six circular areas for each of the nineteen state-
supported institutions. The six circular areas are defined

as follows: (1) within a 50-mile radius of the school,

(2) a 50~ to 100-mile radius, (3) a 100- to 200-mile radius,
(4) a 200- to 300-mile radius, (5) 5.360- t6.400-mile radius,
and (6) an area beyond a 400-mile radius., There was a strong
tendency for the schools to attract a greater portion of their
students from the first defined area; this was true for four-
teen of the nineteen institutions. Two schools drew the
greatest portion of students from the 50- to 100-mile radius.

The University of Texas, A, and M, College of Texas, and

Prairie View A, and M. College attracted their greatest number
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from the 200- to 300-mile radius. (It is interesting to note
that, in Oklahoma, the agricultural university also drew a
larger portion of students from a wider area than did the
non-agricultural university.) The more dispersed patterns
may reflect the large range of specialized programs offered
in these latter institutions,

Not only did the greatest portion of students come from
the closest 50-mile radius in the majority of schools, but
there was also a definite trend for the number of students to
diminish directly with distance in terms of radius miles.
This relationship is more consistent for the smaller and

medium-sized institutions than for the larger ones.

Iowa

The Higher Education Studies in Iowa showed student

enrollment by home counties.11

Of the three public senior
colleges in Iowa, two were located in the only two counties
that had over sixteen students per thousand population attend-
ing Iowa public colleges in 1956.,12 One county was located in
the center of the state; the other was in the eastern portion,

A county outline map showing the number of students per
one thousand population was presented for those students who
attended college in Iowa and the six adjoining states in 1956, 13
Counties having the high figure of over sixteen students per

thousand population were concentrated in the northwestern part

of the state.,
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A map demonstrating the geographic distribution showed
the percentage of students in each county attending public
senior colleges in Iowa. Counties with high percentages--
ranging from 67 to 100 per cent--were concentrated around the
three public senior institutions,l4 A similar depiction,
which includes all public colleges in Iowa, also showed a con~
centration in the center part of the state.15 There was a
strong tendency for students to attend the institution closest
to home. Border counties had a very low ratio of students

attending institutions in the state,

Kentucky
A study of higher education in Kentucky, prepared by the

Legislative Research Commission utilizing maps, showed college
enrollment by counties on the basis of a "college-going rate,"
The college-going rate is the percentage of Kentucky high
school graduates who enter college in the fall immediately
following graduation. The college-going rates for each of the
114 counties are displayed on Map 1 of the studyol6 Of the
thirty-one counties in which an institution of higher learning
was located, only ten had a rate below the state average of
34,2 per cent, Only one county of the remaining eighty-three
counties had a rate above:the state average.

Map 7 showed the ratio of the 1960 Kentucky undergraduates
in Kentucky colleges from each county to the total number of
students who graduated from high school in that county from

1956 to 1960; the state average ratio was 19.2 per centol7
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Of the thirty-one counties in which an institution of higher
learning was located, only nine had a percentage below the
average. Of the eighty-three counties which did not have an
institution of higher learning within their boundaries,
slightly more than two-thirds had a percentage below the
state average.,

Both approaches indicate that the rate of college
attendance by county is influenced by the location of

educational institutions.

Florida

In the spring of 1963, the Board of Control in Florida
completed a report of the fall 1962 enrollment in the insti-
tutions of higher learning in Florida., In each of the four
state universities, more students came from the county in
which the school was located than from any other county in
the state., Enrollment of Florida students in Florida public
junior colleges generally followed the same pat'tern as that
for the state universities. Each of the private, degree-
granting institutions also drew the greatest number of students

from the county in which the school was situated,I3

Nebraska

The Nebraska Legislative Council prepared a study of
higher education in Nebraska in which it defined the college-
going rate in a manner similar to the definition of the
Kentucky commission., The Nebraska Council, however, called

it the '"college enrollment potential" or "CEP." Their report
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showed the percentage of the college enrollment potential for
each county as full-time undergraduates enrolled in Nebraska
institutions for the fall of 1959. The highest CEP's were
registered by those counties in which the state universities
or state teachers colleges were located. Other relatively
high CEP's were registered in those counties in which either
a private or a public institution other than the university

or teachers college was located.lg

Synopsis of the Selected States

In the studies prepared for these six states, proximity
of institutions was a strong factor in the enrollment of stu-
dents from within the state., An awareness of patterns within
the selected states prompted the investigation of the enroll-
ment of nonresident students in order to discover the influence
of institutional location on the enrollment behavior of such

students.

An Analysis of the Migration of Nonresident Students

The National Pattern of Migration with
Emphasis on the Contiguous States

The data published in the 1958 Home State and Migration

Study of AACRAO were used to calculate the "migration ratio"--
the ratio of the number of students migrating to a particular
state to the total number of students originating in the home
state of the migrating students. The ratios for each state

were calculated and displayed on maps of the United Stateso20

The analytical summaries of the maps are presented in Table II



TABLE II

SUMMARY OF MIGRATION RATIOS FOR CONTIGUOUS STATES
BY TYPE OF STUDENT AND INSTITUTION,
FALL ENROLLMENT, 1958

Contiguous State

Contiguous States With Highest Ratio
Total No. Ranked Per Per
Classification? Number In Top Five Cent Number Cent
All Institutions-~Grads 220 136 61.8 40 80.0
(Except Hawaii)
1st Time Undergrads--Colleges 209 143 68.4 43 89.6
(Excludes Nevada, Wyoming, and
Hawaii)
1st Time Undergrads--Universities 219 157 71,7 41 83.7
(Excludes Alaska and Hawaii)
Undergrads--Public Institutions 220 170 77.3 47 94.0
(Excludes Hawaii)
Undergrads--Private Institutions 208 159 76.4 47 100.0

(Excludes Alaska, Nevada, Wyoming, and
and Hawaii)

3Data was not available by classification for those states excluded.

Source: Appendix B,

STT
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and Table III, which focus on the migration of college stu-
dents in relation to contiguous states. The various categories
investigated include graduate students at all institutions,
first-time undergraduate students in universities or colleges,

and undergraduates in public and private institutions,

Percentage of States with the Highest Migration Ratio by
Type of Institution and Classification of Student

The map summaries presented in Table II show the total
number of contiguous states for each category and the total
number of times those contiguous states had a ratio which was
one of the five highest, The latter total is expressed as a
percentage of the first total. The table also shows on a
percentage basis, the number of times the state with the
highest ratios was a contiguous state,

The proportional number of times that the ratio of a
contiguous state was one of the five highest was approximately
the same for undergraduates in public institutions and for
undergraduates in private institutions--77.3 per cent and
76,4 per cent respectively., In each of the forty-seven states
having private institutions, the highest ratio occurred for a
contiguous state. This figure was also high in the case of
public institutions., The state from which the highest ratio
of students migrated was a contiguous state in forty-seven of
the fifty states.

The results were not consistent when comparing first-time

undergraduates in colleges with first-time undergraduates in
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universities., Universities showed the higher percentage
for the top five ratios; colleges displayed the higher
percentage for the highest ratio.

As shown in Table II, relative to the other four
categories investigated, the lowest percentages occurred in
the case of graduate students enrolled in all institutions,
as one would expect, Surprisingly, however, the absolute
level of these percentages was higher than expected. In
regard to the influence that contiguous states have in stu-
dent migration, there was no difference in public and private

institutions.

Percentage of States with the Highest Migration Ratio
According to Educational Compacts

Identical procedures were used to analyze the same data
based on geographic regions as encompased by the various edu-
cational compacts,21 The totals and percentages shown in
Table III are defined the same as those used previously in the
foregoing analysis. The only difference in this analysis is
that the data are grouped on a regional basis rather than on
a state~-by-state basis,

Included in Table III are the results pertaining to
undergraduates enrolled in public institutions. Enrollment of
students from contiguous states was most influential in the
Midwestern region as demonstrated by the high percentage of
contiguous states with the highest five ratios--87.3 per cent,

The group comprised of the independents had the lowest



SUMMARY OF MIGRATION RATIOS FOR CONTIGUOUS STATES
BY TYPE OF STUDENT AND INSTITUTION ACCORDING TO

TABLE III

EDUCATIONAL COMPACTS, FALL ENROLLMENT, 1958
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Contiguous
State with
Contiguous States Top Ratio
Total No. In Per Per
Classification No. Top Five Cent No. Cent
All Insts.--Grads
WICHE 55 28 50.9 8 67
MICHE 58 35 60.3 10 83
SREB 74 50 67.6 16 100
NEBHE 17 12 70.6 3 50
Independents 16 11 68.8 3 75
1st Time Undergrads--
Colleges
WICHE 44 - B 78,6 8 80
MICHE 58 41 70,7 12 100
SREB 74 47 63.5 13 81
NEBHE 17 14 82.4 6 100
Independents 16 8 50,0 4 100
1st Time Undergrads--
Universities
WICHE 54 33 61.1 7 64
MICHE 58 45 77.6 11 92
SREB 74 56 77.8 16 100
NEBHE 17 13 76.5 3 50
Independents 16 10 62.5 4 100
Undergrads~-Public
Institutions
WICHE 55 39 70,9 10 85
MICHE 58 51 87,9 11 92
SREB 74 56 75.7 16 100
NEBHE 17 13 76, 6 100
Independents 16 11 68.8 4 100
Undergrads--Private
Institutions
WICHE 43 32 74 .4 9 100
MICHE 58 48 82,8 12 100
SREB 74 54 73.0 16 100
NEBHE 17 14 82.4 6 100
Independents 16 11 68.8 4 100

Source: See Appendix B,
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percentage, which may be partially explained by the absence
of "compact" agreements,

Similar results occurred for undergraduates in private
institutions. In both the public and private institutions,
as shown in Table III, the Midwestern region had the highest
percentage of states with migration ratios in the top five;
however, the percentage figure was smaller for private insti-
tutions, In private institutions, as im.the case of public
institutions, a contiguous state had the-highest migration
ratio for each of the states.,

Some differences occurred when migration ratios for
first-time enrollees in the universities were compared with
the ratios for first-time undergraduates in colleges. The
New England region had the highest percentage of states for
colleges, and the Southern region had the highest percentage
of states for universities. The percentage of states with the
highest ratios for the Southern region was only siightly |
greater thén for the Midwestérh and New England regions,

Tablé III may be used to compare the differences in the
percentages of states with the highest migration ratios for
colleges‘or uﬁiVersities on a regional basis., In the Western
region, for ihstance, a higher percentage.of states was pre-
sent for colleges than for universities. This higher percent-
age may reflect, in part, the stronger influence of -colleges
in the Western states in attracting students from the con-
tiguous states. In the Midwestern and Southern regions, the

results are reversed.
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The results for graduate students in all institutions,
also depicted in Table III, showed a smaller dispersion in the
percentages, The New England region possessed the highest
percentage; the Western region had the lowest percentage., Not
once was there a percentage below the 50 per cent mark. This
emphasizes the importance of migration of college students
from contiguous states. The regional analysis tends to
designate differences in policy and regional characteristics
as to migration for the various types of institutions.

An Institutional Approach to Migration Patterns
with Emphasis on Oklahoma

The distribution of nonresident students atténding
Oklahoma institutions in 1963 is shown in Figure 28 by type
of institution., Nonresident students are divided into three
categorieé according to the area of their residence; these
categories are: (1) students from contiguous states, (2) stu-
dents from noncontiguous states, and (3) students from foreign
countries and U, S. territories,

The four-year state colleges had the greatest percentage
of nonresident students coming from contiguous states, The
private and municipal two-year colleges had the smallest per-
centage of students coming from contiguous states. The per-
centage of students from contiguous states enrolled in private
four-year colleges was 11.2 percentage points below the high
of 68.4 per cent for the public four-year colleges. The per-

centage of students from states other than contiguous states
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|1 Other State
Nonresidents
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ve”e %e¢] Territorial Nonresidents
PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

PRIVATE AND MUNICIPAL TWO-YEAR COLLEGES
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Figure 28, Clasification of Nonresident Students Enrolled
in Oklahoma Institutions in the Fall of 1963 by Type of
Institution., (Compiled from unpublished material on file

o

R

in the Oklahoma State Regents Office, Oklahoma City, Okla.)
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and foreign territories enrolled in private and municipal
two-year colleges was over 16 percentage points above the
percentage for state universities.

The seventeen state-supported institutions in Oklahoma
were arrayed according to the percentage of nonresident stu-
dents from contiguous states. All seven schools located
within thirty-five miles of the state boundary ranked within
the top eleven percentages.

Similar patterns resulted when only first-time freshman
students were analyzed, Figure 29 contains pie charts which
show the division of nonresident students. (Students from
foreign countries and U. S. territories were included in the
category of states other than contiguous.) The number of
nonresident students in private and municipal two-year colleges
was more evenly distributed than it was when all students were
considered,

A striking pattern of nonresident enrollment was
discovered in Florida due to the relative locations of the
two state universities. Florida State University, located
close to a northern border, enrolled a lesser number of non-
fesident students from the nonéontiguous states than the
University of Florida, which is located in the center of the
state., On the other hand, Florida State University enrolled
a larger number of nonresident students from contiguous states
than did the University of Florida,2?

At the graduate level, the public and private institutions

enrolled approximately the same number of resident students;
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Figure 29. First-Time Freshmen Nonresident Students from Contiguous States and
Other States, Territories, and Foreign Countries as a Percent of Nonresident
Enrollment for the Fall of 1962 by Type of Institution. (Office of the Oklahoma
State Regents for Higher Education, Oklshoma City, Gklahome.)
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but the private schools enrolled only seven of the slightly
more than eleven hundred students from out of the state,23

A candid summary of some patterns in the Midwest is
given in the following statement:

o o o a large Ohio enrollment of Michigan institu-
tions, The bulk of these students attended the
University of Michigan which is located near the

Ohio border, North Dakota enrolled a large number

of Minnesota residents at the University of North
Dakota and North Dakota Agricultural College, both
which are located on the Minnesota border. In this
connection, it may be of interest to note that in
1957 there was a relatively small differential
between resident tuition at the University of Minne-
sota and nonresident tuition at the two North Dakota
institutions. . . . In South Dakota there was a large
out-of-state enrollment from Iowa and Minnesota. The
University of South Dakota which is located on the
Iowa border, enrolled a large number of Minnesota
residents, Again, the differential between resident
tuition at the state universities in Iowa and Minne-
sota and non-resident tuition at the two South Dakota
institutions was relatively small,?24

The proximity of schools explains, to a great extent, the

migration of college students from contiguous states.,

Summarz

The resident student enrollment at Oklahoma institutions
showed that private institutions were both more local and
cosmopolitan than public institutions., The public institutions,
however, drew a greater number of students from outside the
county; and their enrollment was more'regional than the private
schools.

Resident enrollment patterns of various other states
suggested that student enrollment was strongly influenced by

institutional location.
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A study of the national pattern of migration, based on
migration ratios, emphasized the dominance of nonresident
student enrollment from contiguous states. A contiguous state
supplied, proportionately, the highest number of migrating
students for over 80 per cent of the states., In fact, for
undergraduates in private institutions, the percentage of
states was 100. The regional analysis indicated variation
in the degree of contiguous migration,

Institutional migration patterns were summarized for
Oklahoma by type of institution. The four-year colleges
enrolled, percentagewise, the greatest number of nonresidents
from contiguous states, The public institutions located
close to the state boundary ranked high in the percentage of
students enrolled from contiguous states, Summaries pertain-
ing to other institutional enrollments supported the strength
of a relationship between institutional proximity to state

boundaries and the enrollment of students from adjacent states,
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CHAPTER VI
INCOME AND THE MIGRATING STUDENT

Income obviously influences college attendance.
According to the Kentucky Legislative Research Commission,
""a higher relative income coincides with a higher relative
proportion of college enrollment among the states,"l

Often during the first half of this century, the
attainment of a college education was considered out of
reach, financially, for the lower income families; only
wealthy families could afford to send their children to
college. Today, education is available to sons of janitors,
unskilled laborers, tenant farmers, and many others through
expanded public facilities and relatively higher income
levels of the various occupations., One study indicated that
the rising income levels and their effect on increasing
relative expenditure for education will be the basis of
adequate financial resources to support higher education,?

The relationship between financial ability and college
attendance was not clearly specified in the studies encoun-
tered, Income and college enrollment were investigated on an
aggregate basis, with particular reference to family income

and student enrollment in Oklahoma colleges.

128
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Aggregative Analysis

The aggregative analysis was divided into three parts,
First, the conclusions of an earlier study were summarized
and evaluated., Second, an investigation by states was made,
utilizing the coefficient of rank correlation to determine
the degree of relationship which existed between the ranking
of state per-capita income and the ranking of the state's
percentage of undergraduate students migrating out of their
home state. Finally, the net-migration status of states was

related to the per-capita income of the states.
The Ostheimer Findings

In 1953, Richard H, Ostheimer conducted a study for the
Commission on Financing Higher Education,® The study dealt
with student charges and the financing of higher education,
Ostheimer related average charge paid by students to the
average percentage of attendance by nonresident students and
by students who emigratédo In summary he stated:

« o o » the evidence provides no reason for believing
that students migrated between states in order to attend
institutions which charged less than institutions in
their home states. To the contrary, the average student
who emigrated paid a higher charge than the student

who enrolled within the state, and migration was greatest
to states whose institutions charged the highest fees,
This accords with the fact that among private institu-
tions, the best institutions tend to charge high tuitions
and to enroll students whose homes are widely dispersed.
The imﬁlication is, of course, that what these institu-
tions have to offer in the way of prestige, a quality
education, a specialized service, or the like outweighs
their higher tuitions, and that migratiﬂg students
typically come from wealthier families.
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Ostheimer's conclusions seem biased and distorted, since
his analysis was based on the fact that "70 percent of the
emigres attended private institutions."® An analysis pertain-
ing to public institutions is more relevant and useful, espe-
cially as it pertains to any policy toward the out-of-state
fee, His implications about migrating students typically
coming from wealthier families were not based on a direct
investigation of family income and had no basis for meaningful

generalization,
Investigation by Rank Correlation

The forty-eight states were ranked according to the
percentage of students leaving the state to attend college.
These rankings were paired with the state's rank in per-
capita income. These paired rankings were the basis for
computing the coefficient of rank correlation in order to
determine the degree of relationship existing between state
per-capita income and the percent migration of college stu-
dents., If the states which rank high in per-capita income
are generally the states which rank high in the migration
percentage, the coefficient reflects a strong association
between income and the migration of students on a basis of
data by state.

The coefficient of rank correlation was computed for
the following three situations: (1) total college under-
graduates, (2) college undergraduates enrolled in public

institutions, and (3) college undergraduates enrolled in



131

private institutions. In no case was the coefficient greater
than ,25.° The coefficient for private institutions was ,156
as compared to the coefficient of .235 for public institutions,
The overall coefficient was .246,

Even though the coefficients were relatively low, which
suggests a weak relationship, the coefficient was somewhat
smaller for the private institutions. This is not generally
expected and indicates that income, as related to migration,
is a factor to be considered in public institutions,

The Relationship Between Per-Capita Income
and the Net-Migration Status of States

Table IV illustrates the relationship between the
positive states and negative states in respect to the per-

capita income rankings of the forty-eight states. In this

TABLE IV

RELATIONSHIP OF PER-CAPITA INCOME TO NET~-MIGRATION STATUS
OF STATES FOR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS, 1958

Per-Capita Income Rankings

Migration Status 1-8 9-16 17-24 25-32 33-40 41-48
Positive States 7 7 6 6 5 2
Negative States 1 1 2 2 3 6

Source: AACRAO, Home State and Migration of American Stu-
dents, Fall 1958 (Report prepared “by the Committee
on Research and Service, March, 1959), pp. 18-19.
California State Department of Education, California's
Ability to Finance __fber Education, 1960-1975 (Pre-
pared by the Techni Committe, 1961), Table 32,
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instance, .the postive states had more students enroll in
public institutions than leave the state to attend public
institutions. The negative states had more students leave
the state to go to public institutions than to come into the
state and attend public institutions. Per-capita income of
the states was ranked from low to high values; i.e., the
states with the lowest per-capita income would be ranked

1-8 in Table IV,

According to Table IV, a proportionately larger number
of positive-status states had a low per-capita income; the
negative-status states were states with high per-capita
income., The number of students who emigrated from states
with the high per-capita income exceeded the number of stu-
dents who immigrated to those states with high income, and
visa versa, Fewer students emigrated than immigrated where
the per~capita income was low, In general, a high per-capita
income was associated with negative-status states, This
reiterates that income is a factor to be considered in the
migration of college students to public institutions.

An Analysis of Oklahoma Students and Family Income
by Chi-Square Criteria

Recognition of the Problem and
Preliminary Investigation
There is a general consensus that the migrating student
represents a group whose family income is relatively higher

than that of the resident student. If this is true, the
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charging of an out-of-state fee may not be a strong deterring
factor for many students seeking education., Thus, attending
college out of the state may be considered a status symbol.

In this case, the charging of an out-of-state fee is justified
by the principle of ability-to-pay. There is, however, the
possibility that this ability to pay is not as strongly
relevant when the student comes from a contiguous state,

An analysis of students in the State of Oklahoma seems
apropos because Oklahoma typifies many states with a mixture
of public and private institutions, universities, and colleges,
The Oklahoma Regents for Higﬁer Education recently conducted
surveys from which the data pertaining to family income of
college students were extracted., Other states which indicated
interests along this line had not collected the data or did
not have the data published by institution.

Statistics on family income as associated with college
students enrolled in Oklahoma institutions were obtained
from the State Regents' office. These data, displayed in
Figures 30 and 31, show the general distribution of family
income of students attending Oklahoma schools. Figure 30
classifies family income of first-time freshmen students
according to resident and nonresident status. Figure 31
shows a breakdown of family income of first-time freshmen
enrolled in the various types of public institutions.

Proportionately, over twice as many nonresident
freshmen students as resident students enrolled in Oklahoma

institutions came from families in the §$10,000 or over income
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bracket. This indicated that, generally, nonresident students
came from families which were better able to pay the higher
nonresident tuition., This analysis will be extended in a
later section by separating the nonresident students into two
groups: those coming from contiguous states and those coming
from other than contiguous states.

In Figure 31 the distribution of the family income of
freshmen students is divided according to the three types of
public instituions., The patterns varied somewhat according
to the type of institution. A significantly larger proportion
of students from the high-income bracket attended the state
universities, and the distribution was almost identical for

the four-year and two-year colleges,

Testing an Income Hypothesis

Statement of the Hypothesis

The researcher formulates a hypothesis or tentative
explanation of phenomenon resulting from casual observations,
The next step is to test whether the hypothesis is or is not
true. Such tests are fundamental in making decisions about
populations on the basis of sample information and are very
often statistical in nature., Sometimes the test is not based
on a sampling procedure; therefore, it is not strictly a
statistical hypothesis. The approach, however, is similar,

The hypothesis to be tested in this chapter may be
classified as a statistical hypothesis in the sense that the

data represent a sampling of student enrollment in a time
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span. Any discrepancies of income over time can be easily
adjusted on the basis of real income., Changes in institutional
factors also require some adjustment,

A statistical hypothesis may be formulated for the sole
purpose of rejecting or nullifying it; such hypotheses are
often called null hypotheses, The null hypothesis for the
problem investigated here is as follows:

Hypothesis: 1Income is not a factor associated

with migration of college students to Oklahoma

institutions, especially, when proximity of

institutions and the contiguous geographic areas
are relevant,

Method of Invest;gation and the Evidence

Explanation of method. An analysis was made of the

family income level of 1962 first-time freshmen students
attending cdlleges and universities in Oklahoma, Several

3 by 3 contingency tables were constructed, and the chi-square
values were computed for two purposes: (1) to test whether
there existed a significant relationship between family income,
expressed in the three income categories, and enrollment of
resident and nonresident students; and, (2) to measure the
degree of relationship by computing the coefficients of
contingency.

The chi-square method is suitable for most cases in
which observations can be classified into discrete categories
and treated as frequencies. The chi-square values are used
in connection with testing the compatibility of observed and

expected frequencies in two-way tables known as contingency
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tables, A contingency table is usually constructed for the
purpose of studying the relationship, if any, between the two
variables of classification,

Once the chi-square criterion has shown that a correla-
tion between two qualitative variables is significant, the
strength of the relationship may be measured. Contingency
coefficients are similar to ordinary correlation coefficients
in that they are close to zero when there is no correlation
and close to one when the relationship is strong. (For a
3 by 3 table, the maximum value of the coefficient is ,816,)

The coefficients of contingency which were computed
measured the degree of relationship between family income
and the distance students traveled, expressed by the three
classifications of the states from which students came--
Oklahoma, contiguous states, and other states.

Adjustment and treatment of data. The data used for

testing the hypothesis were furnished by the Oklahoma State
Regents for Higher Education. The necessary data were
éxtracted from punched data cards which contained various
information pertaining to the first-time freshmen enrolled
in Oklahoma educational institutions for the fall of 1962,

The information came from replies made by first-time
freshmen students to a questionnaire containing a question
on family income. Their replies furnished income data accord-
ing to the three following classifications: (1) below $5,000,
(2) $5,000 to $10,000, and (3) $10,000 or over., The
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questionnaire also provided the‘student“s state of origin
based on the last high school attended.

The contingency table utilized the data according to
these classifications of the two variables, with two adjust-
ments, First, those students classified as nonresident
students who received scholarships were excluded. Second,
students from foreign countries were excluded.’ These data
used in testing the null hypothesis were considered as a
sample over time,

The computational procedure involved summarizing the
data into contingency tables for each of the following
classifications of undergraduate students:

(1) Students in all institutions

(2) Students in public institutions grouped according
to:

(a) all public institutions
(b) universities
(¢) four-year colleges
(d) two-year colleges
(3) Students in private institutions
(a) all private institutions
(b) universities and colleges
(c) private and municipal two-year colleges

(4) Students in institutions located in counties
adjacent to the state boundary,

The chi-square analysis was performed on the basis of the

categories outlined above,
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Computational Results and Findings

Table V‘cohtains the chi=square values and the
coefficients of contingency which were computed. The coeffi-
cients of contingency indicated a significant, though not
particularly strong, correlation between the two variables--
family income and geographic origin of students. The fact
that they were significant in each case was shown by means

of the chi-square criterion,

TABLE V

CHI-SQUARE VALUES AND COEFFICIENTS OF CONTINGENCY
FOR FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN ENROLLED IN OKLAHOMA
SCHOOLS OF HIGHER EDUCATION BY TYPE OF
INSTITUTION, FALL 19622

Institutional _ Chi- Coefficient of

Classification Squareb Contingency
All ’ 218,48% | ;1396
Public 255,42% . 1664
Universities: 126.16% .1918
A 73,54% .1855
B 124,50% 03027
4-Year 38,16% .1005
2-Year 23,09% 01077
Border Institutions 18,74% . 1085
Private 16,25% .0899
4-Year § Universities | 12,69% .0807
2-Year 14,74% _ . 1752

35ee Appendix C for contingency tables and calculations
of chi-square and coefficients of contingency.

PThe asterisk indicates a .05 level of significance,
based on the critical value of 99,4877,
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The relationship was relatively stronger»for public
institutions than for private institutions., Descriptive
charts (Figures 32, 33, and 34) display the relationships for
the previously mentioned two variables according to the vari-
ous classifications which were investigated. The various
income categories are displayed along with the classification
of students to demonstrate the relationship which was present,

Basically, the displayed patterns showed an increase in
the proportion of nonresident students who came from families
‘in the highest income group as the student came from the more
distant states, The proportion of students from the $10,000-
and-over group was larger for those students who came from the
noncontiguous states, = The only significant exception appeared
in the case of private and municipal two-year colleges,

Five of the public institutions were locatedbin counties

8 Students who came from con-

adjacent to the state boundary.,
tiguous states to attend those five institutions represented
proportionately a larger group in the lowest income bracket
than for all public institutions. These '"border institutions"
attracted proportionately more students, however, from the
highest income category than did either the state four-year
colleges or state two-year colleges, as a group, but less than
all public institutions. The difference in Oklahoma'’s per-
capita income of contiguous states may be significant for
border institutions. Another contributing factor may be the

relative location of the institutions in the contiguous state,

For example, East Central State College attracted only
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fourteen students from out of state, which represented less
than 1 per cent of its student body in 1961.% Such a small
number is due to the fact that the institution is centrally
located, However, those institutions located near the east-
ern border of Oklahoma may not receive as many students as
expected from Arkansas because the University of Arkansas is
located relatively close to the eastern border of Oklahoma.

Little difference appeared between the two state
universities in the distribution of the two groups of non-
resident students. The noticeably small proportion in the
middle income group for resident students in School B par-
tially explains the relatively large chi-square value
responsible for the relatively high coefficient of contingency
value of .3027,

The chi-square value was significant for all institutions
when only nonresident students were analyzed. The coefficient

was ,1396,

Conclusions

The null hypothesis--income is not a factor associated
with migration of college students to Oklahoma institutions,
especially, when proximity of institutions and the contiguous
geographic areas are relevant-- was rejected on the basis of
the chi-square criterion, Therefore, the evidence supported
the absence of independence between the two variabléSw- income
and the state of origin of students., As expressed by the
coefficient of contingency, the degree of relationship between

family income of students and the state of origin of students
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who attended Oklahoma schools of higher education was not
strong; however, the description of the income distribution

in Figures 32, 33, and 34 showed the relationship,

Summarx

The Ostheimer study inferred a relationship between
family income of students and the migrating student; it
suggested that the migrating student came from wealthier
families with no distinction between students migrating
to public or private institutions, The lack of a direct
investigation of family income and student resident status
seems to be a valid criticism of his approach.

Per-capita income of states was related to percentage
migration of college students by rank correlation procedure,
There was a stronger relationship for public institutions
than for private institutions.

The comparison of per-capita income ranking of states
to net-migration status of states showed a strong tendency
for states with high income to be the same states with a
negative status in regard to the public institutions,

The study of the Oklahoma freshman student and his
family income revealed the lack of independence between
various levels of income and geographic origin of the student.
Preliminary data indicated that a greater percentage of the
nonresident students came from families with income of $10,000
or over., The chi-square values for the various categories of

institutions were statistically significant., The coefficients
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of contingency, though not strong, indicated correlation
between income and origin of students. Generally, the degree
of relationship was stronger for public institutions than for
private institutions., Public institutions located close to
the state boundary attracted a larger percentage of students
with low income from the contiguous state than did all

public instituions in the state considered as a group.
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Footnotes

1
p. 23,

Kentucky Legislative Research Commission, Report No, 14,

251i P, Cox and Roger L. Bowlby, "Financing Higher Edu-
cation," The Michigan Economic Record, V, 10 (November, 1963),
po ‘20

3Richard H. Ostheimer, Student Charges and Financin
Higher Education (Columbia URiVersity Press, 1953).

41bid., p. 109-110. >Ibid., p. 108.

6See Appendix C for calculations,

7These adjustments explain any difference in enrollment
- figures based on unpublished material as presented in another
part of this study.

8The five schools are Panhandle A and M, Northwestern
State College, Northern Oklahoma Junior College, Northeastern
Oklahoma A and M College, and Southeastern State College,

Hobbs and Coffelt, p. 27.



CHAPTER VII

RESIDENCE OF STUDENTS AFTER GRADUATION

Taxpayers generally are not interested in paying the
cost of educating students who come from out of state;
however, as parents, they are willing to pay the cost of
educating their own children. There seems to be a conflict
of interest on the part of taxpayers. There are those
nonresident students who may remain in the state and be use-
ful in improving conditions in the state while there are
those resident students who may leave the state at a time
when they have become more productive.

Many college graduates leave the state in which they
were educated and seek employment in other states where
opportunities seem to be more abundant. This outflow of
college graduates is a burden to those states which are
unable to retain the needed skills of their own educated
youth, Parents may even encourage their children to leave
the state if they can be more productive or receive higher
returns elsewhere,

Many parents have accepted the responsibility of provid-
ing educational opportunities for their children, but whether
their children remain in the state after graduation is only

secondary to the main objective of parents.

149
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This point must be emphasized, for on the surface many
people argue that it is senseless for resident parents to pay
for the education of their children and then allow them to
leave the state after they have developed their intellect,
These critics suggest that graduates should be encouraged to
make a contribution to the development of the state which
supported their education to pay back some of the cost of
their education., As indicated, this may be only of secondary
importance to taxpaying parents; their main concern is to
help their children to provide for themselves in the future
as educated citizens,

Arguments have been presented which favor giving
nonresident students a more favorable treatment than they
receive because those who remain may assume a beneficial role
in the state's development. The future taxes paid by these
individuals will partially compensate the cost of their edu-
cation, Elimination of nonresident fees may be warranted
because:

. o o Students who come to a state for their

education may remain as residents and through use

of their skills and knowledge contribute to the

social and economic advancement of the state for

many years,

Two comments made by college presidents when asked about
current policies toward out-of~-state students at their schools
are as follows:

s o o We find that many of the students who have

come from other states tend to develop a liking

for the state and make every effort to become

permanent residents of the state after graduation,
If the resources of the state are to be developed,
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it is essential that aid be given in this manner

to the encouragement of population growth and in-

crease in the technical ang vocational skills

necessary for such growth.

« « o We made a study several years ago to see

what percent of the out-of-state students stayed

in the state to teach (those in teacher education).

We found 84 percent of those who were graduated

stayed, This was slightly higher than for resident

students .3

The geographic distribution of resident and nonresident
students after graduation was determined in order to establish
uesful guide lines for policies directed toward the nonresi-
dent student, The various distributions of students graduating
from Oklahoma State University in the spring of 1963 are
described to preface the analysis of the role of the students

after graduation,

Explanation of Data and Analytical Approach

The employment status and future plans of students who
graduated from Oklahoma State University in the spring of
1963 were recorded on survey cards collected by the Oklahoma
State University Placement Service Office.4 These employment
survey cards contained the information used in this analysis.
The survey card was primarily aimed at acquiring data per-
taining to the employment plans of students after graduation,
Plans which are not classified as employment plans, however,
are considered relevant also. The various other plans that
students may have had included marriage, military service,
and further education. The student responses recorded on

the survey cards were then related to the resident status of
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the student, This relationship was accomplished by utilizing
a coding procedure which identified resident, nonresident,
and foreign students with the various categories of antici-
pated plans., The coding also allowed subdividing according
to broad geographic situations.

Figure 35 shows a descriptive pattern in pie chart form
of the distribution of graduating students according to their
resident status, Figure 36 shows the distribution of these
students according to resident status and the three types of
degrees conferred; namely, associate, bachelor, and graduate
degrees. The proportional distribution of resident students,
nonresident students, and foreign students was similar to
those figures which represented the distribution of total
enrollment of students at Oklahoma State University.5

As indicated in Figure 36, the number of nonresident
students as a percentage of those who received associate
degrees was greater than the number of nonresident students
as a percentage of those who received bachelor degrees. As
expected, the percentage of nonresident students receiving
graduate degrees was higher than the percentages for those
receiving associate and baccalaureate degrees. This break-
down of resident and nonresident students according to the
type of degrees conferred was used to emphasize the relative
importance of these various categories as they were
investigated in the remaining analysis.

The analytical approach was divided into two parts, The

first part involved construction of classification tables in



3,3% 3 Foreign Students

———,

13.2%
Nonresident

Resident
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Figure 35. Geographic Origin of Students Who Received
Degrees in May, 1963, from Oklahoma State University.
(Compiled from Oklahoma State University Employment
Survey Cards and records in the Registrar's Office.)
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Figure 36. Geographic Origin of Students by Type of Degree Received from Oklahoma
~State University in May 1963. (Office of the Registrar, Oklahoma State Univer-
sity, Stillwater, Oklahoma.)
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order to determine the proportion of nonresident and resident
students whose anticipated plans reflected either to remain
or to leave Oklahoma. The first part was concluded with a
detailed analysis based on the various colleges located on
the Oklahoma State University campus,

In the second part of the analysis, the plans of
students were directly compared with nonresident and resident
status and the type of degree conferred. Mainly, the ana~-
lysis was accomplished by comparing various descriptive pie

charts.

Comparison and Analysis of the Anticipated
PTans of otudents and Their Resident Etafus

Once the student responses were extracted from the

employment survey cards and the resident status was verified
and related to the data, a coding was established which sum-
marized the information according to the eight categories
listed as follows:

(1) Resident students who stayed in the state,

(2) Resident students who went out of state,

(3) Nonresident students who stayed in Oklahoma,

(4) Nonresident students who went to their home state,

(5) Nonresident students who went to states other than
their home state or Oklahoma,

(6) Foreign students,
(7) Resident students whose plans were unknown, and

(8) Nonresident students whose plans were unknown.
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General Classification Tables

Frequency tables were constructed which showed the
number of resident and nonresident students who remained in
Oklahoma and who left Oklahoma after graduation., Table VI
contains data pertaining to graduating students according

to type of degrees obtained.

TABLE VI

MIGRATION OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED BACCALAUREATE
AND GRADUATE DEGREES AT OKLAHOMA STATE
UNIVERSITY IN THE SPRING, 1963

Classification Remained Left

Baccalaureate Degrees:
Nonresident students 25 59

Resident students 597 293

Graduate Degrees:
Nonresident students 6 38

Resident students 76 58

Source: Placement Office, Oklahoma State University.
Approximately 15 per cent of the nonresident and 55 per
cent of the resident students who received graduate degrees
stayed in Oklahoma. A greater proportion of nonresident stu-
dents who received baccalaureate degrees planned to remain in
Oklahoma than did nonresident students who received graduate

degrees.
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Students who received baccalaureate degrees from
Oklahoma State University were classified according to the
respective colleges at the school, Table VII shows the dis-
tribution of resident and nonresident students who remained

in Oklahoma and those who left the state,

TABLE VII

MIGRATION OF BACCALAUREATE DEGREE REDIPIENTS
OF OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY IN THE
SPRING OF 1963, BY COLLEGE

College
Classification Educ A&S Bus Eng Agr HEc
Resident students:
Remained in Oklahoma 96 138 118 65 113 67
Left Oklahoma 48 67 37 78 35 28
Nonresident students:
Remained in Oklahoma 3 3 1 13 5 0
Left Oklahoma 10 12 9 12 I 5

Source: Placement Office, Oklahoma State University,

The College of Engineering was the only college which
had a pattern contrary to the other colleges. A larger num-
ber of their resident students left the state than remained
in the state, and more nonresident students remained in Okla-
homa than left the state. Even though the number of
nonresident students leaving and staying was approximately

the same, the other colleges had an average of about one-fourth
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of the students staying in Oklahoma. The other colleges
showed much smaller proportions of resident students leaving
the state.
Generally, 40 per cent of the resident students,
excluding engineering students, left the state; and almost
55 per cent of the engineering students left the state.
With engineering students excluded, a greater proportion of
nonresident students left Oklahoma. A little over 50 per
cent of nonresident students who graduated from the College
of Engineering remained in Oklahoma.
Comparison of the Geographic Patterns of Resident
and Nonresident Students upon Graduation
The eight categories of classifying employment data,
described previously in this chapter, were the basis for
establishing a comparison of resident and nonresident student
patterns, The nonresident-student patterns and the resident-
student patterns were analyzed or investigated separately.
The overall differences between the resident and nonresident
students were identified. Figure 37 incorporates the six

pie charts used for the analysis.

Nonresident-Student Analysis

Nonresident students were analyzed according to four
categories: (1) those who went to states other than their
home state or Oklahoma, (2) those who stayed in Oklahoma,
(3) those who went to their home state, and (4) those whose

location was unknown.



NONRESIDENT STUDENTS - Total 200

6.2%
g /ﬂ'-‘-. 8.2% g
oM i - : ‘: :-:..‘. iy
18. 8% | A 27.4% 14 DTN
LTS 8\ Y 24. 37 {22, 5%,
+H s ansnsasenn | -23.3.7"_-‘ % .. [
Ny 18.9% AfHreay
56.2% 41.1% S H 34.,2% H
Associate Graduate Baccalaureate
(73) (111)

(16)

RESIDENT STUDENTS = Total 1271

Associate Graduate Baccalaureate
(76) (154) (1041)
Stayed in Oklahoma B went to Their Home State
77771 Employment Location Unknown [[—] Went to State Other Than Home State
or Oklahoma

Figure 37. Geographic distribution of Resident and Nonresident Students After
Graduating from Oklahoma State University in May of 1963 by Type of Degree.
(Compiled from Employment Survey Card, Placement Office, Stillwater, Oklahoma.)
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The patterns were basically the same for nonresident
students who received associate degrees and those who received
advanced degrees, The largest percentage of students in both
cases went to states other than their home state or Oklahoma;
the smallest percentage stayed in Oklahoma, and the second
smallest group went to their home state,

The pattern of those students who received baccalaureate
degrees, for all practical purposes, was diametrically oppo-
site the patterns of the students who received graduate and
associate degrees. All four categories were more evenly dis-
tributed for recipients of baccalaureate degrees than for the
other degrees, The largest percentage returned to their home
state; the smallest percentage went to states other than their
home state or Oklahoma. There was a significantly larger per-
centage of bachelor-degree recipients staying in Oklahoma com-
pared to the percentage of graduate and associate-degree
recipients remaining in Oklahoma. This can be partially
explained by the fact that many of the nonresident students
who received bachelor degrees planned to seek advanced degrees
in Oklahoma institutions,

Students who received graduate degrees or associate
degrees had a stronger tendency to move to states other than
their home state or Oklahoma than did students who received
baccalaureate degrees., A partial explanation of this may be
fewer opportunities for the more technical training of the
associate programs and the maturity of the graduate students

who are not as strongly attached to their home area,
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Resident-Student Analysis

Resident students were analyzed by type of degree
received and by the following three geographic categories:
(1) those who stayed in Oklahoma, (2) those who left Okla~-
homa, and (3) those whose location was unknown. The per-
centage of those staying in Oklahoma was relatively large
for all three degrees compared to the percentages for the
other geographic categories. These percentages, for all
practical purposes, were about the same in each case.

A large percentage of students who received graduate
degrees had plans to leave Oklahoma, and a relatively low
percentage of the group indicated unknown situations. Again,
the more definite plans and goals of graduate students

reflected the maturity associated with age.

Comparison of Resident and Nonresident Degree Recipients

In making a comparison between the resident and
nonresident patterns, it was necessary to re-group the non-
resident students in order to facilitate the comparison,

The two groups leaving Oklahoma after graduation were grouped
together because it enabled a more direct comparison with the
three categories of resident students,

The first analysis investigated the patterns of the
graduate recipients. Resident students who received advanced
degrees had a much better idea of their employment location
than did nonresidents who received advanced degrees, This

may be due to their familiarity with employment opportunities
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in their home state. The nonresident students, having been
away from their home state, were possibly not as much aware
of or as interested in the opportunities in their home state
as were resident students.

Those resident students who stayed in Oklahoma were
compared with those nonresident students who went back to
their home state, As expected, the percentage of nonresi-
dents returning to their home state was smaller than the
percentage of resident students who planned to remain in
Oklahoma,

Of those who received baccalaureate degrees, there was
about the same percentage of nonresidents who stayed in

Oklahoma as there were resident students leaving Oklahoma,

Summarz

A general comparison was made of resident and nonresident
students who remained in or left Oklahoma by type of degree
conferred. The analysis showed that, proportionately, more
nonresidents students receiving baccalaureate degrees remained
in Oklahoma than nonresident students who received graduate
degrees,

An investigation revealed that the College of Engineering,
contrary to the enrollment in other colleges at Oklahoma State
University, had more resident students leave the state than
remained; and a smaller number of nonresident students left

than remained in Oklahoma,



163

The post-graduation plans of nonresident students
receiving baccalaureate degrees were more evenly divided into
the four defined categories than was the case for the other
degrees conferred. The greater percentage of the associate-
degree recipients planned neither to stay in Oklahoma nor to
return to their home state.

For resident students, there was little difference in
the three categories by degrees received except that rela-
tively fewer advanced-degree recipients had indefinite plans,
Resident students had more certainty about their future plans

than the nonresident students,
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Footnotes

1Frederick and Greenburg, p. 1.

2WICHE, "Numbers of Nonresident Students," Part III,
discussion material for conferees (1961), p. 2.

3Ibid., p. 4.

4The survey card is included in Appendix D.

SSee Hobbs and Coffelt, Self-Study No. 3 for distribu-
tion of total enrollment of all students at Oklahoma State
University, p. 27,



CHAPTER VIII

THE EFFECT OF NONRESIDENT ENROLLMENT
ON CLASS OFFERINGS

Determining the marginall effect of accommodating or
restricting nonresident students can be useful to policy
makers. For instance, expenditures for faculty salaries
could be reduced by eliminating courses in which duplicate
sections have a substantial accumulation of nonresident stu-
dents, Courses without duplicate sections, however, could
not be eliminated by the withdrawal of the nonresident
students,

A recent article about the nonresident student referred
to a study which analyzed the actual course programs of non-
resident students at the University of Michigan.2 The
results of the findings are summarized as follows:

The elimination of the nonresident student would

cost money rather than save money, since the fee

income lost would be greater than the gavings from

reducing the size of the student body.

In light of these findings, it seems natural that the
study should have been supplemented with an analysis designed
to determine the costs associated with retaining nonresident
students on a resident feé.basiso Charging nonresident stu-

dents the resident fee would increase total enrollment, in

all likelihood, depending on the elasticity of demand for
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education by nonresident students. Applying simple deductive
logic to the results of the Michigan study seems to support
the theoretical implications of Chapter II, in which equal

fees for resident and nonresident students were suggested.

Procedural Qualifications

Data were secured from schools with different ratios of
nonresident to resident enrollments but with similar total
enrollments. A comparative analysis of the data was made to
establish the impact that the proportion of nonresidents had
upon the class offerings of the institution., The relationship
of the nonresident attendanﬁe.to course offerings was analyzed
on a marginal basis,

Class enrollments of students at the two Oklahoma public
universities were examined for the proportion of nonresident
students enrolled in each section of the courses offered.?

The difference in the percentage of the nonresident enrollment
at Oklahoma State University and Oklahoma University (approxi-
mately 12 and 21 per cent, reSpectively)5 was considered
sufficient basis for making a comparison,

Public institutions in Oklahoma must obtain approval
from the State Regents to offer a class with fewer than ten
enrolled. Therefore, it is relevant to examine the effect of
nonresident enrollment on classes which might fall into this
category without nonresident students. The marginal approach
was used to determine whether any classes could be dropped by

eliminating nonresident students. For courses with sections
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which could be eliminated, the marginal cost, theoretically,

is greater than zero,

The Analysis by Hypothesis

The usual method of stating and testing hypotheses was
employed., The two pairs of hypotheses which were tested are

listed, and the evidence and conclusions follow,
Hypotheses

Two main hypotheses were tested; each was divided into
two parts in order to make a separation between lower and
upper division courses.

The first pair of hypotheses, 1A and 1B, are as follows:

Hypothesis 1A: No additional lower division

single-section courses of less than ten students

results when undergraduate nonresident students

are eliminated from class rolls,

Hypothesis 1B: No additional upper division

single-section courses of less than ten students

results when undergraduate nonresident students

eliminated from class rolls,
The two hypotheses were tested by investigating the student
enrollment in courses which appeared to be marginal offerings
in the sense that they were single-section courses with less
than ten students when nonresident students were excluded,

The other pair of hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 2A: No additional sections of upper

division courses are offered mainly to accommo~

date undergraduate nonresident students,

Hypothesis 2B: No additional sections of lower

division courses are offered mainly to accommo-
date undergraduate nonresident students.



168

The testing of hypotheses 2A and 2B was approached by
determining the number of multiple-section courses in which
the accumulation of nonresident students exceeded the largest
section for each particular course. The total number of
multiple-section courses was determined in order to facilitate

a meaningful comparison.
Evidence

The data used for testing the hypotheses were derived
frﬁm the class enrollment figures obtained from the regis-
trar's office at Oklahoma State University and the data
processing center at Oklahoma University. The class enroll-
ments enumerated resident and nonresident separately.

Certain courses were excluded from the analysis because of
their special nature.® 1In order to observe differences due
to the disparity in the proportion of nonresident students
attending Oklahoma State University and Oklahoma University,
a separation of the evidence was maintained for the two
schools,

In testing the first pair of hypotheses, 1A and 1B,
single-section courses were enumerated according to lower-
and upper-division classification. Singlc-section courses
with fewer than ten students enrolled were listed. Next, a
count was made of the single-section courses with fewer than
ten students after nonresident students were eliminated. The
difference between these two enumerations provided the number

of "marginal courses." This procedure was applied to the
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class enrollment figures at both universities. A summary of
the tabulations is provided in Table VIII, which also shows

the marginal offerings expressed in relative terms.

TABLE VIII

NUMBER OF MARGINAL COURSES OFFERED AT OKLAHOMA STATE
UNIVERSITY AND OKLAHOMA UNIVERSITY, SPRING 1963
(Single-Section couses with fewer than ten,)

Number of Number when Marginal
Courses Nonresidents Courses
Classification Offered were Eliminated No, % Change
Oklahoma State Univ,
(12% nonresidents)
Lower Division 17 28 41 | 65
Upper Division 47 70 23 49
Oklahoma University
(21% nonresidents)
Lower Division 22 55 33 150
Upper Division 166 231 65 39

Source: Class enrollment data on file in registrar's office
of Oklahoma State University and office of data proc-
essing services at Oklahoma University,

According to Table VIII, Oklahoma University offered more
single-section courses than Oklahoma State University. The
most significant finding was the increase of single-section,
lower-division courses (marginal courses) at Oklahoma Univer-
sity when the nonresident students were eliminated, Combining
the upper and lower-division courses at the two universities

resulted in equal percentage increases in the marginal

singlc~-section courses.
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The criteria for testing hypotheses 2A and 2B involved
examining multiple-section courses on the basis of the accumu-
lation of nonresident students enrolled in each section, The
number of multiple-section courses in which the accumulation
of nonresident students exceeded the largest section of each
course was compared to the total number of multiple-section
courses which existed., The comparison was extended in order
to observe the difference in the proportion of nonresident
students at Oklahoma State University and Oklahoma University,
The results are summarized in Table IX; however, a listing of

the data according to college is provided in Appendix E.

TABLE IX

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF NONRESIDENT ENROLLMENT
IN MULTIPLE-SECTION COURSES FOR
SPRING, 1963

Classification M-S2 Courses Accumulation Total No. of
of N.R. Students Exceedsb M-S2 Courses
University Largest Section of Course

Oklahoma State University

Lower Division 5 (3.9) 127

Upper Division 3 (2:.9) 103

Total 8  (3:5) 230
Oklahoma University

Lower Division 52 (28.90) 63

Upper Division 10 (15.9) 186

Total 62 (24.9) 249

M-S stands for multiple-section,

PThe figures enclosed in parentheses denote the
percentage of multiple-section courses which the accumulated
number of nonresident students exceeded the largest section.
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Oklahoma State University and Oklahoma University offered
approximately the same number of multiple-section courses;
however, the ratio of lower-division to upper-division courses
was reversed, Oklahoma University had a significantly larger
number of multiple-section courses than did Oklahoma State
University in which an accumulation of nonresident students
exceeded the largest section, At Oklahoma University there
were over five times as many lower-division courses as upper-
division courses in which the nonresident enrollment exceeded
the largest section in the particular course.

The percentages of courses in which the number of
nonresidents exceeded the largest section for all courses at
Oklahoma State University and Oklahoma University were 3.5
per cent and 24.9 per cent, respectively, This disparity
shows that a nonresident enrollment of approximately 12 per
cent (at Oklahoma State University) would have relatively
little effect on the cost of education by eliminating the
nonresident students. But, 21 per cent (at Oklahoma Univers-
ity) of nonresidents indicates that approximately one-fourth
of the sections could be eliminated because of an accumulation

of nonresident students,
Conclusions

Hypotheses 1A and 1B stated that no additional courses
of less than ten students result when undergraduate nonresi-
dent students are eliminated. Both hypotheses are clearly

rejected, for there are a number of "marginal courses"
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created at both Oklahoma State University and Oklahoma
University., More "marginal courses'" resulted at the lower
division than at the upper division. This may be due to the
large number of lower-division "marginal courses'" at Oklahoma
University (see Table VIII). When the lower~division courses
of both institutions were combined, the percentage of mar~-
ginal courses increased 106 per cent; for the upper-division
courses, there was a 41 per cent increase. To a certain
extent, nonresident students support and are responsible for
certain courses being offered. Thus;, a broad curriculum is
provided for the resident students and is partially subsidized
by the nonresident students.

Hypotheses 2A and 2B were tested on the basis of
determining the accumulation of nonresident students in
multiple-section courses. These hypotheses stated that no
section of a course was offered mainly to accomodate nonresi-
dent students, From the evidence presented, these two
hypotheses were also rejected.

Both schools registered a larger number of lower-division
than upper-division courses which accumulated an excessive
number of nonresident students. The rejection of the hypo-
theses needs to be qualified because of the relatively greater
number of instances of over-accumulation at Oklahoma University
than at Oklahoma State University. This is partially explained
by Oklahoma University having a greater proportion of non-
resident students and a smaller average size of sections in

the multiple-section courses, as shown in Table X, Contrary to
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logical explanation, there was a smaller average number of
sections per course at Oklahoma University than at Oklahoma
State University. Because the average size of sections at
Oklahoma University was smaller than at Oklahoma State Uni-
versity, one would normally expect a larger average number
of sections per course at Oklahoma University; the larger
variety of courses offered at Oklahoma University partially

explains this inconsistency,

TABLE X

PERCENTAGE OF MULTIPLE-SECTION COURSES IN WHICH
NONRESIDENTS EXCEEDED THE LARGEST SECTION,
SPRING, 1963

Average Average Size
Classification Per Course of Section
Oklahoma University
Lower Division 9.48 28.02
Upper Division 4,10 22,50

Oklahoma State University
Lower Division 17.80 32,00

Upper Division 6,67 30,00

Source: Class enrollment data on file in registrar’'s office
of Oklahoma State University and office of data
processing services at Oklahoma University,

The rejection of these two latter hypotheses must be
evaluated, however, in light of the rejection of hypothesis
1A. A rejection of hypothesis 1A indicated the advantage of

having nonresident students to help support a broad offering.
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The rejection of hypothesis 2A suggested, however, the
possibility of additional costs because of the accumulation
of nonresident students, especially at Oklahoma University,
which had the greater percentage of nonresident students,

These conclusions have been focused toward policy making
and should be useful to legislators and administrators in
determining (1) whether they favor the support of a broad
curriculum partially supported by nonresident students, or
(2) whether they prefer a restricted offering without

nonresident students,

Summarz

| The number of 'marginal courses' at the two state
universities varied. Oklahoma University apparently offered
a greater number of courses than did Oklahoma State Univers-
ity which accumulated enough honresident students to justify
the elimination of some sections and thereby reduce costs.
Other evidence, however, supported the need for nonresident
students in order to help subsidize the variety of course
offerings at Oklahoma University,

The "marginal courses" at Oklahoma State University

had less effect on coufse offerings, mainly, because of the

smaller percentage of nonresidents enrolled.
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Footnotes

1The marginal approach is fundamental in economic
analysis, A '"change on the margin," a meaningful expression
to the economist, refers to the measure or degree of
differences resulting from the change in economic variables.

ZRobert L, Williams, "The Nonresident Student," College
and University, XXXIX, 2 (Winter, 1964), p. 161,

31bid., p. 162,

4Since the University of Colorado had close to 44 per
cent nonresident students in attendance, it was to be
included as one of the schools in the comparison., A request
for data, however, was denied because of plans to conduct
a similar study in Colorado.

SFrederick and Greenburg, p. 27,

6Thesis, defense or military science, applied music, and
applied teaching were excluded.



CHAPTER IX
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The basic problem of this study was to identify the
economics of various factors pertaining to the migration of
the nonresident student., The migration data which were avail-
able needed further investigation and analysis,

A summary of the findings pertaining to the broad issues
is given, and the conclusions are presented in a question-and-
answer form, The various questions which were stated in |
Chapter I, are answered on the basis of the findings of this
study, Brief reference is made to various poésible solutions
which have been proposed in related studies., Several recom-
mendations are made on the basis of the conclusions of this

study,

Summary of Findings and Conclusions

Provincialism is a strong force demanding restriction of
nonresident students, and cosmopolitanism is a desired element
on the college campus, Which of these two forces is dominant
depends on the point of view of the iﬁterest group, Taxpayers
do not want to subsidize nonresident students, but educators
and students favor mobility across state boundaries, In addi-

tion, there are those who are aware of the problem of state
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development and they are concerned about resident students

who leave the state after graduation, Parents are not

aroused too much about this development problem, but they

are mainly concerned about their children's future regardless
of the community in which they decide to reside., Another part
of the issue which needs to be recognized is the contribution
to the state rendered by nonresident students who remain in
the state. | |

The point of view of taxpayers se¢ems to have prevailed,
for nonresident fees have been increasing during the last
decade anq_the percentage of nonresident students has declined.
The decline in nonresident enrollment can be partially ex-=
plained by the increase in tuition and by the increase in
course offerings of the various state institutions, especially
the expansion of graduate programs,

In spite of the increased fees, the various patterns of
student migration indicated a strong desire on the part of
certain students to acquire education on an interstate basis,
The location of an institution influenced the enrollment of
many students==bbth resident and nonresident, Geographic
enrollment patterns of honresident students were similar to
the resident enrollment patterns, The main difference was
in the relative size of the political divisions involved,

In the case of the resident patterns, the county was relevant;
for the nonresident patterns, the state was the relevant

geographic area.
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A study of the geographic origin of students enrolled in
colleges and universities disclosed a heavy concentration of
students from the immediate area where the school was located.
This concentration was prevalent even among the nonresident
patterns with the presence of a nonresident fee, A state-by-
state analysis revealed the dominance of nonresident
enrollment from contiguous states,

The conclusions of this study are explicit in the answers
to the five groups of questions stated in Chapter I. The
questions and answers are enumerated in the following
paragraphs, |

1, What are the economic implications associated with
restricting the.mobility of students? Theoretically, the
charging of a nonresident fee results in the exchange restrice-
tion usually associated with a tariff. Unlike the conven-
tional tariff, which places a penalty on importing goods, the
nonresident fee acts as a tariff on exportation of a good--
namely, education., The nonresident_fee is a disguised inter-
state tariff on education which is discriminatory in nature,
Use of a nonresident fee to discourage students from crossing
state boundaries to acquire education restricts the free
movement of students and dimirishes consumer welfare with
little or no adverse effects on producer welfare.

2, Are nonresident students a homogeneous group; that
is, are students from contiguous states characteristically
the same as those from other states? Specifically, are there

differences in family income? What influence does proximity
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have on the enrollment of students from contiguous states?
These three questions are answered in reverse order,

The study of the migration of students in all states
indicated that there was a strong tendency for students to
migrate in greater proportion and‘to a stronger degree from
contiguous states than from farther awa&o

The study of family income of freshmen students enrolled
in Oklahoma institutions indicated that there was a relation-
ship between income and the distance of the state from which
the student originated, Higher family incomes were associated
- with nonresident students coming from non-contiguous states,
Nonresident students who attended Oklahoma schools were not
a hompgeneouéigroup in regard to family income and the geo-
graphic origin of the student. These findings about family
income should be used with an awareness of the dilemma of
interpersonal comparisons of individuals and the marginal
utility of::income° However, it seems safe to 'imply that an
increase in migration and consumer welfare is possible if the
financial barriers are eliminated, since at present it seems
that acquiring education out of state is‘”reservéd" for those
with the better financial ability,

These conclusions about income and origin of students
pertain only to students enrolled in Oklahoma institutions;
therefore no generalizations or inference should be made about
other states in regard to these findings and conclusions,

3. What are the cost issues? From a theoretical

standpoint, it seems that marginal cost rather than just
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average cost is revelant, Indirect community benefits which
accrue as a result of education should be considered if mar-
~ginal cost pricing is emphasized. Theoretically, the marginal
cost of instruction would be close to zero so long as no
additional teacher was needed to imstruct an additional
course section because there was not a large accumulation of
nonresident students. The marginal cost would increase
abruptly, however, when the enrollment of nonresident stu-
dents bECOmes excessive and requires the creation of another
course section, Abrupt increases in marginal costs were more
prevalent at the institution which had the higher percentage
bf nonresident students,

4, Are there any benefits to the course offerings
because of the attendance of nonresident students? The insti-
tution which had the higher percentage of nonresident students
also had an accumulation of nonresident students which may
justify the elimination of some courses, However, the pre-
sence of nonresident students was advantageous in supporting
a larger variety of courses than would otherwise have been
justified.,

5. What are the post-graduate plahs of nonresident stu-
dents as compared to plans of the resident students., The
post-graduate plans mainly pertained to employment; however,
plans for‘marriageg military service and further education
were included.

A proportionately larger number of nonresidents who

received baccalaureate degrees planned to remain in Oklahoma
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than nonresidents who received advanced degrees. The per-
centage of nonresident students who planned to return to

their home state was smaller than the percentage of resident
students who planned to remain in Oklahoma, Resident students
expressed more certainty about their plans than the nonresi-
dent students,

Generally, the students who were enrolled in the various
colleges at Oklahoma State University, except the College of
Eﬁgineering, expressed expected desires as follows: A large |
proportion of resident students planned to remain in Oklahoma
and a large proportion of the nonresident students indicated
plans to leave Oklahomga. This general pattern was reversed

in the case of the College of Engineering,

Proposals and Recommendations

A_summatyan‘proposals made by others is outlined.
Suggestions are made on the basis of the findings of the

analyses completed in this study.
A Summary of Proposals

The Western Interstate Commission forVHigher Edcuation
has indicated some of the possible solutions to the educational
economic problems associated with migrating college students,
These are briefly summarized as follows:

1, The first solution called for a placement bureau for

the purpose of coordinating the student migration among the
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public colleges in the different states., This solution would
be administratively cumbersome and expensive,

2, A plan of reciprocity suggested a solution on a
unilateral basis, These arrangements do exist in some
instances already, There is an allowance for nonresident
students from New Mexico to attend West Texas State Univer-
sity at the resident fee so long as the student lives within
a 50-mile rédius of the institution,

3. A clearinghouse procedure similar to the method used
in the banking system was proposed. This would require bal-
ancing of payments over a period of time between the states,
As the commission indicated, this procedure would be admini-
stratively elaborate and would be politically difficult to
establish in many states., However, the findings of this
study which established the high proportion of nonresident
students migrating from contiguous states suggest a simplified
approach to this clearinghouse procedure. Since there»is a
high dggree of migration on a contiguous-state basis then
there is an argument for elimination of nonresident fees for
contiguous states since at least on a proportional basis the
"accounts' among contiguous states are "balanced”,

4, A proposal was suggested that nonresident fees be
raised to approximately average costs and that liberal
scholarships'be awarded on the basis of financial need. This
proposal seems to agree with the ability-to-pay principle,

In addition, it does not restrict those who do not have the

financial ability to attend college out of state. This plan
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would relieve some of the burden of taxpayers in those states
which have a large number of out-of-state students, However,
the plan does not answer the question of how many nonresident
students to admit.

5, A placement plan called for a proceduré in which the
nonresident students are restricted from entry only when
qualified resident students are available. This does not
indicate the elimination of the higher fee for the nonresident
student and resembles a flexible quota plan,

6. Another solution advocated that a balance be
maintained between the number of students that a state sends
out of state and the number that it receives from other
states, This balance should be flexible so that the number
of nonresident students a state receives can be determined by
the number of resident students who attend elsewhere.

7. In the final solution, the commission proposed that
all qualified students be admitted regardless of their state
of residence. The procedure would minimize the educational
problems,

A fringe-benefit plan which appeared in the AAUP Bulletin,
was a policy of tuition reciprocity which would allow children
of faculty members of land-grant colleges and state universities
to attend as residents at other institutions,l Although it 1is
not a broad solution to the nonresident problem, it does place
emphasis on the importance of the nonresident fee as a

restrictive device,
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The administration of these various proposals would be
difficult, There are instances in which the various policies
would alleviate some of the burden associated with the
migration of students. A plan is needed which would be
‘adminstratively simple, equitable, politically feasible, and

economically sound,
Recommendations

The common market idea seems to have some popularity in
certain educational circles. For instance, institutions in
eleven Midwestern states have agreed on a common market in
which students may migrate from state to state in certain
‘programs without paying the nonresident fee. WICHE has
announced a regional program, known as the Western Regional
Student Program; which enables western students to enroll in
selected specialized programs in public institutions outside
their home state without paying nonréSident fees. The
Southern Rggidnal Educational Board has a policy in which the
home state pays the nonresident fee for particular types of
profe'ssiona'lueducationo The schools participating in the
Southern Regional Statistics Institute give resident credit
to nonresident students aﬁlthe nonresident fee. These pro-
cedures are a start in the right direction in the sense that
a framework forbcooperation exits which facilitates the
prescribing of solutions to problems which are regional in

scope.
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The solution to the migration problem must be approached
on a regional or national scale rather than on the basis of
"retaliating" because of the policy of an individual state
whose situation is atypical. Often the practice towards
nonresident students in Colorado is used as the excuse for
raising nonresident fees in other states., It is often
overlooked that Colorado is among the states which have the
highest percentage of nonresident students, The broad solution
to the migration problem should not be derived from an
isolated or special situation. Regional areas tend to have
more homogeneous problems and conditions. Solving the problem
on a regional basis may have an overlapping effect which may
pave the way for broader applications.

Colorado is concerned about the high rate of nonresident
attendance in its schools and prefers to-1limit it on the basis
of the classical argument, Yet, Colorado ranks high in the
states that receive a high proportion of state income from
theif tourist trade, Is this not an indirect way of having
nonresidents pay for their education in Colorado? It is all
right for the State of Colorado to receive income and support‘
its many industries from tourist spending because it is
endowed with the vacation climate, However§ Coloradc appar-
ently does not recognize or accept the fact that out-of-state
families support its schools through the taxation of income
earned from the tourist trade.

The use of quotas seems to have some advantage over the

nonresident fee. Quotas allow the handling of specific
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migration problems rather than solving different problems in
an across-the-board approach. A direct approach is reSpon=
sible for the Success of critical-path-scheduling methads
used in business and industrial activities.

The application of economic theory to the migration
problem of college students suggests that the nonresident
surcharge be eliminated. The political acceptance of this
policy would be difficult to obtain,

Eliminating nonresident fees for students from contigu-
ous states is an approach which resembles and has the
advantages of regional policies, The policy could be quasi-
reciprocal in nature. A simple agreement is all that would
be necessary. Many of the administrative details inherent
in other proposals would be practically nonexistent., The
effects of the policy would be extensive and would not
require complex negotiation among states.

A contiguous-state plan would be a step in the right
direction and would help alleviate the injustice and hard-
ship resulting from the nonresident fee, A contiguous-state
policy has strong support from the findings in this study,
which revealed the high rate of nonresident enrollment from
contiguous states.

The findings which established proportionately highér
family incomes of students from contiguous states than stu-
dents from Oklahoma but less than from noncontiguous states
seems to disfavor any proposal of eliminating the nonresident

fee. But a conclusion must be based on two other findings
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which are as follows: (1)'the tendency for a large degree

of migration from contiguous states, (2) the relatively lower
family income of students from contiguous states enrolled in
border institutions than in the public institutions, The
proportionately high family income of students from contiguous
states in view of the high rate of migration from contiguous
states seems to suggest that there may be a strong tendency
for students to migrate from contiguous states but many
students are denied the education of their choice unless

they have the additional financial resources.

Another proposal is to substitute a quasi-resident fee
for the nonresident fee., If the student enrolls in an out-
of-state college, payment of either the resident fee of his
home state or the resident fee of the college attended,
whichever is the higher, would be paid by the student. There-
fore, the nonresident student would pay a resident fee. This
procedure obviously would prevent sfudents from taking
advantage of the relative differences in fees among states.

The national aspects of education associated with the
interstate migration of students suggest a potential role of
responsibility for the federal government., The delineation
of the federal government's responsibilities between higher
education and elementary and secondary education has been
indicated by Kosaki, who stated:

Higher education, in contrast with elementary and

secondary education, is oftentimes considered as

a national, rather than a state, enterprise because

of the highly mobile college population and in
recognition of the fact that many advanced degree
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recipients and professional school graduates do not
receive their advanced training in their home state,

2
The national aspects of higher education in Kosaki's state-
ment implies support for the elimination of nonresident fees,
at least, at the graduate and professional level,

If the elimination of nonresident fees is not feasible,
there may be an opportunity for the federal government to
aid students of higher education. '"Many think of federal aid
to education and control as being synonymous terms,"> but this
would not be the case in the following proposal. The migrat-
ing student would receive a reimbursement from the federal
government based on the difference in his home state resident
fee and the nonresident fee of the state in which he attends
school, assuming the latter is the higher of the two fees.

The proposal as stated, however, would encourage states
to raise the nonresident fee without limit., It is; therefore,
proposed that the federal subsidy to the student be restricted
to nonresident students from contiguous states. This part of
the plan is supported by the two major findings in this study
as follows: (1) the high rate of contiguous migration and
(2) the ability to pay as indicated by the family income
associated with the distance students migrate,

Astronomical rises in the nonresident fee according to
this plan would be checked by the desire of educators to main-
tain a melting pot of students from all regions of the country,
Therefore, it would not be advisable for the nonresident fee

to be so high that it would restrict even the students from
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farther away, who generally have a greater ability to pay.
The second part of the plan would contain an additional
check on a high fee by establishing the subsidy at some
fixed multiple of the resident fee of the land-grant colleges
and state universities.

A proposal that would apply specifically to Oklahoma,
as well as other states which have state income taxes, is to
allow an income tax credit for nonresident students who
remain in the state after graduation. This proposal is
recommended in light of the employment plans revealed by the
graduates from Oklahoma State University in the spring of
1963 and would encourage graduates who possess productive
skills to remain in the state.

These recommendations are concluded with seveéral
suggestions for futher study of the migration problem.
First, it is recommended that the procedures of this study
be applied to the migration data currently being collected
by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Second,
an accounting study of the costs involved with the nonresident
fee and the migrating student should be undertaken. Third,
a study of producer welfare should be investigated more
thoroughly. Fourth, the migration ratios resulting from
this study should be studied to see if they can be applicable
to a clearinghouse approach., Fifth, it is encouraged that a
spatial econometric approach be attempted. Sixth, there may
be some merit in studying the income of students with some
adjustment for the per-capita income of the home state of

the migrating student.
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APPENDIX A
COMPUTATIONS OF COEFFICIENT OF RANK CORRELATION

The coefficients of rank correlation were computed
according to the following formula, where i is the algebraic
difference between the paired rankings:

r':l--é-g.(ﬁ)——

n(n? - 1)

The coefficient of rank correlation for undergraduates
in public institutions is based on the percentages in
Figure 19, page 78 of this study, (ﬁith the highest percen-
tage ranked as 1) which are paired with the percentages in
Figure 21, page 81, Using the preceding formula, the
coefficient was calculated as follows:

1 - 114,180
50(2500 - 1)

1

r'l

0862

The coefficient of rank correlation for undergraduates
in private institutions is based on the percentages in
Figure 18, page 77, which are paired with the percentages in
Figure 20, page 80. The coefficient was calculated as
follows:

=1 - 120,156
50(2500 - 1)

.= 0384
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Similar calculations were obtained for undergraduates
in all institutions, The coefficient was calculated as
follows:

£t =1 - 93,600
51(2601) - 1)

= ,2941
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APPENDIX B
CALCULATION OF MIGRATION RATIOS

The number of students who migrated to another state
was divided by the total number of students originating in
the home state. This procedure tended to compensate for
variation in the student population of states, The five
categories of students for which ratios were computed are
as follows:

1, Undergraduates in Public Institutions

2, Undergraduates in Private Institutions

3. First-Time Undergraduates in Colleges

4. First-Time Undergraduates in Universities
5. Graduate Students in All Institutions

The enrollment data was obtained from Tables 6, 7, 8, D-10,
and D-11 of the AACRAO study. The data was prepared for
processing by an IBM 1620 electronic computer, and calcula~
tion of the migration ratios were accomplished by the follow-
ing FORTRAN program: |

FORMAT (I2,12,F6.0)
FORMAT (I12,12,F4,0,F4,0,F4,0,F4,0,F4,0)
FORMAT (12,12,F8,6,F8,6,F8,6,F8.6,F8.6)
FORMAT (22H CARDS OUT OF SEQUENCE)
FORMAT (20H PROCESSING COMPLETE///)
"READ 1, NCOL, NSEQ, B
I =1
IF(NSEQ - 1) 30,15,30
15 READ 2,ICOL,ISEQ,Al,A2,A3,A4,A5
I=1+1
IF(NCOL - ICOL) 30,20,30
20 IF(ISEQ - I) 30,40,30

O U BN

30 PRINT 4
PAUSE
GO TO 10
40 C1 = Al/B
C2 = AZ/B
C3 = A3/B
C4 = A4/B

C5 A5/B
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K=1-1
PUNCH 3,NCOL,X,C1,C2,C3,C4,C5
IF(NCOL - 51) 50,70,70
50 IF(I - 11) 15,10,10
70 PRINT 5
PAUSE
GO TO 10
STOP
END

Each group of ratios for the five classifications are
separated by a title sheet, The listing of the states
across the page indicates the home state and the listing down

the table indicates the state the students migrated to.
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APPENDIX B--Continued

UNDERGRADUATES IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
~ CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGI A
| DAHO
ILLINOIS

" INDIANA
| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN

MISS

MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

ALABAMA
.000000
., 000000
.000257
»000282
.002391

,000951

.000102
.000000
.003368
007046
.000000
.000180
.000308
.000128
.000334
. 000848
.002160
.000000
.001131
.000000
,001028
.000051
,014658
.000282
.000051
.000128
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000334
. 000874
.000900
.000025
.000900
.000L11
.000025
.000077
.000025
.001388
.000025

- ,007483

.001182
.000102
.000000
,001902
.000077
, 000205
,000180
»,000077
.001337

ALASKA
.000421
. 000000
.008424
. 000000
,022746
.006318
.000421
», 000000
.000000
.000421

.004633 .

.000421
,000421
.000842
.000421
.000842
.000421
.000421
,002948
.000000
.001263
.000842
. 000000
.000421

. ,009267

000421
.000000
.000000
.000000
,001684
.001263
000000
.002527
.000k421
.001263
.038753
.000000
.000000
.000000
,000000
,000000
.001263
.000842
.000000
000421
. 085088
,000000
.000000
000421
.000000

ARIZONA ARKANSAS

,000134
.000000
.000000
.000179

.015536
,006151

.000134L
» 000000
.000224
.000179
. 000449

.000269

.000359
. 000449
,000942

. ,000000

.000179
. 000000
.001257
., 000000
.000628
.000179
.000179
.oookhq
.,000269
,000224
.000044L
. 000000
. 000044
.003996
.000898
.000000
. 00004L4

.000134

.000898
, 000404
.000000
» 000000
. 000044
.000089
,000179
.002379
,002200

.000000

000179
.000763
.000000
.000269
.000269
.000359

.001049
.000045
, 000502
.000000
,008397
,001140
.000136
,000000

.000775

.002464
.000091
. 000456
., 000547
.000273
,002053
.000502
.009401
. 000000
.001186
.000000
2001779
,000228
-009036
.00351k
.000136
.000319
. 000045
, 000000
.000000
,001004
.001095
.000319
. 000000
,000182
.015928
,000136
., 000000
. 000000
.000273
. 000091
. 007484
©031080
.000273
. 000000
.000365
.000410
., 000000
.000273
. 000091
,000365

201

CALIF
000074
.000090
.005510
,000098
000000
. 004364
.000192
.000003
.000082
.000133
,000909
.000185
.000283
.000263
.000385
.000047
.000133
.000007
.001150
000007
.000563
000189
00007k
.000220
000472
000181
.001000
000015
,000023
,001020
000567
.000090
.000066
.000228
.000519
.005269
.000031
.000003
,000059
.000086
.000055
.000898
,001725
.000011
.000256
001394
000000
,000232
.000236
.00020k4



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

COLORADO
.000039
.000119
.005223
.000478
.009929
.000000
.000159
.000000
.000319
.000279
.000438
.000398
.000797
.001036
. 003469
. 000039
.000438
. 000000
.001276
.000039
.001276
.000478
.000039
.001276
. 000797
.001874
.000000
.000000
.000039
.004226
.001076
.000079
.000279
.000398
.003190
.000558
.000039
. 000000
,000119
.000319
.000199
.002552
,001834
.000199
.000319
.000996
.000039
.000478
.001993
.000039

CONN
.000476
,000079
.000873
.000026
.003070
. 002964
.000000
.000158
.000952
.000952
.000185
.000291
.001217
.000476
.001005
.000211
.000211
.001561
.002011
.000661
.003546
.000185
.000185
.000264
,000211
.000105
.000026
.001402
.001085
.000502
.004816
,001693
.000105
.002381
,000582
. 000079
.001164
.001058
.001931
.000052
,000211
.000899
.000158
.003863
.004075
.000158
.000582
.000476
.000079
.001032

DELAWARE
001414
.000000
.000943
. 000471
.003065
,003301
.000471
. 000000
L001414
.002357
.000471
.000943
.001178
,000235
.000707
.000235
.000471
.000235
.013911
.000000
.008016
.000471
.000471
.000235
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000707
.001886
.000943
.005894
.007545
,000235
.006130
.000471
.000000
,012497
.,000000
.003301
.000471
.000943
.001886
.000000
.001178
L014619
.000000
.002593
.000943
,000471
.001650

FLORIDA
.012073
.000131
.000413
.000432
.002219
.017302
.004701
.001504
.000000
.016399
,000188
,000752
.001241
.000376
.000564
,003159
.002049
.000018
.002820
.000037
,002031
.000263
.003103
. 000545
. 000075
.000131
.000018
.000056
.000075
.000526
.001485
. 004005
. 000000
001711
.000526
.000018
.000319
.000075
.007127
. 000056
.004870
.002651
,000131
.000094
, 002952
.000112
,000771
.000658
, 000037
.001654L

202

GEORGI A
.023721
.000051
.000230
.000076
.002047
.000818
.000204
.000076
.008802
.000000
.000076
.000153
.000460
.000076
.000255
.001049
.000921
.000025
.001688
.000000
.0008L44
.000127
.000972
.000332
. 000000
.000230
. 000025
. 000000
. 000051
.000409
,001100
.003710
.000000
.000665
.000307
.000025
,000076
. 000000
.009263
.000025
.006090
.001100
.000051
.000000
.001381
.000204
. 000435
.000051
.000051
,002149



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATFOS

| DAHO
,000000
,000185
,002882
.000185
,016830
, 008554
.000092
,000000
,000000
,000278
.000000
.000371
. 000557
,000371
, 000836
.000092
,000092
.000000
,001394
,000000
,000836
,000371
.000185
.000092
. 006044
. 000464
. 000092
.000000
.000000
,001394
, 000743
.000000
,000092
,000278
. 000464
.015064
.000000
.000000
,000000
.000278
,000000
,001115
.093639
,000000
,000185
,022224
.000000
,000371
.000650
. 000650

ILLINOIS
.000270
.000055
.002473
.000402
. 004405
.006635
.000173
. 000000
.000653
.000305
.000396
.000000
.016599
.009296
.001625
.002230
.000340
.000013
.001014
.000013
012471
.001042
.000472
.002800
.000687
.000479
.000020
.000013
.000062
.001139
.000847
,000145
.000222
.005016
.001188
,000187
,000083
,000006
.000298
.000326
.000653
.000993
.000416
.000013
. 000465
.000312
.000069
.008949
.000396
. 000409

INDIANA
,000410
,000051
.001880
.000290
,003880
,003008
,000085
,000017
. 000974
.000410
.000222
.003418
.000000
.000598
,001093
.009537
, 000564
,000000
,001281
,000051
.010785
,000290
,000564
,000854
.000324
,000427
,000000
,000000
.000000
,000837
,000786
.000290
.000068
,012101
,000427
,000170
,000068
,000000
.000478
,000119
,001128
.,001128
,0004L4Y
,000000
,000256
,000239
,000119
.000974
,000136
.000410

| OWA
.000194
.000000
.001699
.000315
.007673
.006750
.000024
.000000
.000315
.000072
.000388
.003375
.000801
. 000000
.002209
.000145
.000194
. 000000
.001189
.000048
.001991
.006969
.000388
.026153
.000485
.024137
.000048
.000000
.000000
.001554
.000922
.000121
.000291
.000655
.001165
.000267
.000024
.000000
. 000072
.014230
.000194
.001262
.000655
. 000000
.000169
.000461
.000048
.002428
.000558
.000267

203

KANSAS
.000051
.000102
,002333
.000589
.005667
.008180
.000076
.000025
.000230
.000128
,000205
.000359
.000538
.000410
.000000
.000076
.000256
. 000000
.001102
. 000000
.001000
.000564
.000153
.011463
.000512
.003026
.000025
. 000000
.000000
.001487
.001025
.000025
.000025
.000359
.012361
.000205
.000076
.000000
.000076
.000025
.000153
.002179
.000384
.000000
.000333
.000333
.000000
.000179
.000153
.000205



ALABAMA

ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

{ OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

KENTUCKY
.001077
.000026
.000538
. 000053
.002290
,000943
.000107
,000000
.000808
. 002505
.000107
,001212
.007732
.000188
.000350
. 000000
.000727
.000053
,001212
.000000
.001481
.000080
.002290
. 000969
,000053
.000026
. 000000
,000000
. 000000

,000242

.000862
.000916
.000026
.026324
,000458
.00000C
,000107
. 000000
.000808
.000053
.009457
.001320
. 000107
. 000000
.002101
,000026
.001939
» 000350
. 000053
.000296

LA
.001675
.000000
.000379
,002837
.005206
~00109k
-0000k4
.000022
.000379
.001720
.000022
.000357
.000223
.000111
,000245
,000156
-000000
.000000
.000871
.000000
,000558
- 0000L4
,006256
.000357
.000022
.000067
., 000000
.000000
.000022
. 000402
.000737
.oook24
.000022
.000335
.001787
.000022
-000067
., 000022
.000201
.000022
. 000692
,009161
.000022
., 000000
.000536
.000134L
, 000000
.000223
., 000022
, 000558

MAINE
.000231
,000115
.001391
.000115
. 005450
.001971
,004058

.000115 -

.000695
.000463
.000347
.000347
.000927
.000579
.000927
. 000463
.000231
.000000
.003479
.000695
.003131
.000347
.,000000
. 000927
.000115
.000463
.000000
012176
.000231
.000347
.003363
.000579
.000115
,000927
.000695
.,000115
.000347
,000463
.001159
.000000
.000115
.001275
.000347
,001739
.001855
.000579

.000115 .

.000927
.000231
.000000

MARYLAND
000415
.000095
.000639
.000095
.002333
,002173
.000799
.002205
,00121L
.00300k4
.000191
,000351
, 000894
.000351
. 000543
.000607
.000127
.000095
.000000
.000031
.002620
.000159
,000191
000191
.000095
000159
.000000
000095
,000607
. 000543
001949
. 004346
.000095
.0029L0
000799
,000095
.004922
.000031
.002205
.000127
.000863
.001022
000735
.000127
.012977
,000127
.010260
.000831
.000127
,003452

204

MASS
,000169
.000013
.000585
»000039
.003224
.001872
.002808
.000091
.000793
.000338
.000143
.000585
.000689
.000286
.000364
.000208
.000091
.004317
.002171
.000000
.003016
.000169
.000091
.000156
.000208
.000169
.000000
. 006007
.,000312
» 000559
.002340
.000780
,000091
.001170
.000520
.000078
.000585
.001469
.000442
.000039
.000234
,000728
.000169
,002678

- .001547

.000143
.000104
.000416
.000117
,000273



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
10WA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WiSC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

MICHIGAN
.000102
.000085
,000897
.000076
.002197
.001607
. 000094
.000025
.000538
.000196
.000179
.000615
.002462
. 000478
.000316
.000606
.000170
.000017
.000906
.000025
.000000
.000401
.000128
.000333
.000145
.000162
.000008
.000008
.000042
.000487
.000606
.000111
.000111
.005223
.000359
.000085
.000051
.000017
.000162
.000051
. 000461
,000692
.000170
.000034
. 000487
,000153
,000119
,001632
.000453
.000265

MINN
.000098
.000078
,001082
. 000000
.005492
003405
.000118
.000000
.000255
.000177
.000236
.000374
.000413
004173
.000925
.000078
. 000059
.000019
.001240
. 000000
.002834
. 000000
.000059
.000196
.000787
. 000905
.000000
.000000
. 000000
.000354
.001102
.000019
.030593
.000334
.000393
.000118
.000059
.000019
.000059
.011949
.000078
.000925
.000374
. 000000
.,000236
.000570
.000019
.006221
.000118
, 000255

MISS
.008336
.000000
.000262
.001877
.004092
.000976
.000037
. 000000
,001051
.003191
.000037
.000413
.000413
.000187
.000337
.000563
LO14419
.000000
.000826
.000000
.000826
.000037
.000000
,000600
.000075
.000225
. 000000
.000000
. 000000
.000375
.000976
.000225
.000037
.000751
.001201
.000075
,000037
.000000
. 000488
. 000000
.007697
.003567
.000075
. 000000
.000488
,000112
.000037
.000262
.000075
.000788

MISSOURI
.000346
, 000040
,001243
,008115
.005750
.004180
,000163
,000020
,000407
,000693
.000183
.006830
.003486
,002344
.033726
.001427
.000611
.000000
.001406
.000000
.002446
.000346
,000999
,000000
.000428
.000937
, 000000
.000000
,000020
.000897
,001162
.000163
.000020
,002711
,004914
.000122
,000122
,000000
.000265
,000346
003303
,000203
.000020
,000428
., 000407
,000020
.001325
,000142
.000367

205

MONTANA
.000000
.000270
.003883
.000090
.008760
.010025
. 000090
.000000
.000180
.000180
.002528
.000270
.000812
.000722
.001625
.000180
. 000000
. 000000
.000722
.000000
.001083
003612
.000090
.000090
. 000000
.000903
. 000000
. 000000
.000000
.000722
L001174
.000000
.005960
.000270
.001174
.003793
. 000000
.000000
,000180
.000903
.000180
,001806
, 004064
. 000000
,000180
.010296
.000000
.000361
.001896
.000270



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

NEBRASKA
.000000
. 000000
.001961
.000085
.009255
.021027
.000042
.000000
.000127
.000298
.000767
.000298
.000853
.009084
.007208
. 000042
.000085
.000000
.001322
.000000
.001450
.000980
.000127
.001748
.000938
.000000
.000042
. 000000
.000000
.000853
.000895
,000042
.000341
.000426
,002132
,000213
. 000000
,000000
.000042
.006227
. 000000
. 002175
.000980
.000000
.000127
.000341
, 000000
.000767
.003795
.000085

NEVADA
,000613
.000000
.015039
.000613
.061694
.017802
.000306
. 000000
.000613
.000613
.005831
.000306
.001841
.000613
.001227
.000000
.000000
.000000
.003069
. 000000
.000613
.001227
.000306
.000613
.000920
.001227
.000000
.000000
.000000
. 004604
003069
.000306
.000000
.000000
.002455
,013812
. 000000
. 000000
.000000
.000306
.000000
.003376
.050337
.000000
.000306
.003990
.000306
.000000
.000306
.000000

N HAMP
.000144
,000000
,000433
,000000
.005196
.003031
.003031
,000288
.000577
.000433
.0001L4L
,000144
,001154
.000577
,000433
,000144
.000288
.004763
.00L4618
,006351
,003608
.000144
.000144
,000000
,000721
,000433
.000000
.000000
,000288
.000577
.003752
.000577
,000144
,000721
.000433
.000866
.000577
,000433
,001443
,000288
.000000
.000577
,000433
.005340
,001299
,000288
,000144
,000144
,000144
, 000000

N JERSEY
.001176
.000102
.000742
.000057
.002364
.002695
.000970
.003289
.001336
.001256
.000228
.000970
.001953
.000833
.001028
.001050
,000159
.001210
.002935
.000148
.005517
.000262
.000411
, 000502
.000296
.,000102
.000022
.000845
.000000
.000628
. 006704
.002729
. 000045
005048
,001107
. 000045
.006899
.000731
.002078
.000102
.000845
.000890
. 000456
.002570
.005905
.000148
001393
.000776
.000091
001416
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N MEXICO
.000231
.000000
.010250
.000847
011175
.023506
. 000000
. 000000
.000000
.000385
.000385
.000000
.000539
.000693
,002235
.000154
.000154
.,000000
.000924
.000000
.001078
.000000
.000308
.000539
.000385
.000154
. 000000
.000000
.000000
.001078
,000154
.000154
.000077
.005934
.000154
,000231
,000154
. 000462
.000000
.000154
.028978
.002620
.000000
.000693
.000847
.000000
,000462
.000231
.000385



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

NEW YORK N CAROL
.000649  ,000945
.000033 ,000021
,000880 ,000609
,000093  ,000063
.002978  ,001533
,002018  ,000714
.001063  ,000168
.000272 ,000105
.000895 ,001176
.001041 .004201
,000126  ,000000
.000791 . 000084
001466  ,000546
. 000488 . 000084
.000910 ,000378
,000671 .000588
.000235 ,000315
,000585  ,000000
.001772  ,002352
.000235 ,000000
,007221 ,0008L0
.000205  ,000063
.000246  ,000378
.000287  ,000021
.000227  ,000063
.000149  ,000189
.000000 ,000000
,000529  ,000021
.001220 ,000021
.000507 ,000231
.,000000 ,000903
,001306 ,000000
.000052 ,000000
.00453L4 L 000609
.000821 .000252
,000082 ,000042
,001802 ,000189
.000466  ,000000
.001074  ,013487
,000078 ,000042
.000347  ,005420
,000768  ,001029
,000317  ,000168
.002332  ,000021
.002489  ,004180
.000119  ,000126
,000425  ,000482
.001373  ,000210
,000074  ,000021
,001041 .003298

N DAKOTA
.000000
.000000
.001920
.000240
. 006400
.002640
.000000
.000000
.000160
.000240
.001120
.000240
.000480
,002160
.000960
. 000000
. 000000
. 000000
,000800
. 000000
.001040
.024961
.000000
.000480
,005680
.000960
.000240
. 000000
.000160
.001040
.000800
.000000
.000000
.000320
.000480
.000880
»,000000
.000000
.000000
.006400
., 000000
.001440
.000320
.000000
.000000
,001120
.000080
.001040
.000320
.000080

OHIO
,000230
.000025
.001246
.000023
.003448
,002381
.000196
.000051
.000811
, 000554
,000196
.000665
.007811
.000571
, 000486
.003201
.000076
,000025
.001425
,000000
,009689
,000110
.000187
.000239
, 000341
,000247
.000000
.000017
.000110
, 000640
,001417
, 000384
,000025
,000000
. 000409
.000085
,000520
,000008
.000418
.000102
,000554
.001135
,000221
,000025
,001195
,000162
.002065
,001374
,000102
., 000452
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OKLAHOMA
.000109
.000021
,001624
.002415
.006850
.002613
.000021
.000000
.000197
.000175
.000329
.000219
.000592
.000307
.008431
.000131
.000439
.000021
.000768
. 000000
. 000505
.000109
.000153
.001866
.000153
.000263
.000021
. 000000
.000021
. 001844
.000746
.000065
.000021
.000592
. 000000
.000241
.000087
.000000
.000065
.000043
.000614
.008563
.000109
.000000
. 000241
,000263
. 000000
.000197
.000219
,000373



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

I OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS

M1 SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

OREGON
.000036
.000180
.005477
.000000
.021225
.002270
.000180
. 000000
.000072
.000108
.004000
.000036
.000468
.000108
.000540
. 000000
. 000000
.000000
.001297
. 000000
.000360
.000288
.000144
.000108
.001009
.000180
.000108
. 000000
. 000072
.000468
.001045
.000072
. 000072
.000108
,000252
. 000000
.000000
. 000000
.000036
.000180
. 000000
.001009
.001369
. 000000
. 000072
.019388
.000000
,000180
.000216
.000216

PENN
.000420
.000029
.000891
,000117
.002948
.001591
.000361
.002292
.000781
.000596
.000184
.000405
.001864
.000302
.000810
.000773
.000243
.000147
.003758
.000058
.003699
.000147
.000265
.000412
.000412
.000117
.000029
.000125
.001886
.000751
.002793
.001569
.000103
.005785
.000604
,000088
.000000
000058
.001090
,000051
.000434
.000862
.000147
,000162
.003346
.000147
. 004746
.000508
.000206
.001002

R

| SLAND
.000336
.000000
.001904
,000000
,004256
,002352
.005040
,000112
.000560
.000784
.000336
,000224
. 000000
.000224
.000560
.000224
.000000
.002240
.004368
.005376
. 002464
.000224
.000336
,000224
.000112
.000224
.000000
L 004144
.000336
.000L448
.002576
.001568
.000000
.000336
,000224
,000112
.000784
.000000
.000896
,000224
.000336
.000560
.000336
.001120
,002016
.000000
,000112
.000224
,000112
,000336

S CAROL
.002521
. 000045
.000229
.000045
.001238
.000871
,000183
. 000000
,001742
.017057
. 000045
.000320
.000504
.000183
.000183
,000137
.000366
.000045
.002659
.000000
.000641
. 000000
.000229
.000091
. 000000
.000229
. 000000
. 000000
. 000091
.000229
.001558
.011738
.000000
.001192
.000366
.000000
. 000091
.000000
.000000
. 000000
.001971
.001192
. 000091
, 000000
., 00348L
.000137
. 000550
.000137
. 000045
. 003484
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S DAKOTA
.000000
.000081
. 002027
.000000
.008351
.010946
. 000000
.000000
.000081
.000324
.000567
.000567
.000648
.006567
.001864
. 000000
.000000
.000000
.001459
.000000
,001054
,010297
,000162
.001054
.002351
.010054
. 000000
.000000
.000000
.000972
.000810
.000081
.007297
.000405
.000729
.000891
.000000
.000000
.000162
.000000
,000000
.001702
.001054
.000000
. 000000
. 000891
. 000000
,000810
.002351
.000243



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

TENN
.008171
.000000
.000245
.002282
.003239
.001104
.000147
.000098
.001374
.008883
. 000000
.000834
.001104
.000269
.000466
.005398
.001595
. 000000
.001325
. 000000
.001521
.000098
.009668
. 000711
. 000049
.000073
.000000
.000000
.000024
.000343
.000834
.002650
. 000049
.001472
.001742
.000049
,000024
.000000
.001521
.000098
. 000000
.002110
,000122
. 000000
.002233
. 000049
.000147
.000294
.000073
,000785

TEXAS
.000214
. 000041
.000810
.000844
.004327
.002825
.000034
,000013
.000214
.000318
.000055
.000193
.000339
.000152
.000962
.000124
.001751
.000000
.000872
.000000
.000429
.000076
.000318
.000560
,000083
,000221
.000006
.000006
.000006
.,003129
.000588
.000096
.000013
.000221
.007450
.000069
.000027
. 000000
.000124
.000027
.000276
.000000
.000193
.000000
.000415
.000207
.000013
. 000090
.000096
.000422

UTAH
. 000059
.000000
,004691
.010451
.000000
.004513
.000000
.000000
.000059
.000178
.000950
.000059
.000118
.000178
.000415
. 000059
.000059
.000000
.000890
.000000
.000356
. 000059
.000000
.000059
.000831
.000118
.000178
.000000
.000000
.000534
.000475
.000000
. 000000
.000000
. 000415
.000593
. 000000
.000000
. 000000
»000059
. 000059
.000534
. 000000
. 000000
.000000
.001068
.000000
.000118
.000356
.000118

VERMONT
.000226
.000226
.008141
.000000
.003392
.005201
.003618
.000000
.001809
.000452
.000226
.000226
.001130
.000678
.001130
.000452
.000226
. 004296
.004522
.002035
.002713
.001130
.000000
. 000000
.000678
.000000
.000000
.018543
.000678
.000226
,008819
.001130
.000000
.001809
.,000226
.000000
.000904
,000226
.000226
.000000
.000226
.002487
.000226
. 000000
,000678
.000452
. 000000
,001130
,000226
. 000000

209

VIRGINIA
.001777
.000088
.000325
.000236
.002399
.002902
.000681
. 000414
.001629
.003050
.000088
.000385
.001184
.000503
.000977
.003050
.000118
. 000059
.008323
.000059
.003228
.000236
.000562
.000266
.000325
.000236
. 000000
.000148
.000503
.000473
.002369
.019253
.000059
.003791
.000651
. 000059
.002725
.000059
.003080
.000177
.012381
001125
.000325
.000148
. 000000
,000L14
.008323
.000622
.000207
. 006575



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
1OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

WASH
.000112
. 000496
.001150
. 000045
.012788
.001669
. 000202
.000000
.000090
.000067
.005503
.000202
.000180
.000180
.000338
. 000045
. 000045
. 000000
.001240
. 000000
.000383
.000270
.000067
.000135
.002278
.000112
.000000
.000000
.000022
.000496
.000811
. 000045
.000360
.000135
.000270
. 009946
.000067
. 000045
. 000045
.000202
.000248
. 000654
. 000744
.000022
.000202
. 000000
. 000045
.000135
.000067
.000135

W VIRG
.000664
.000039
.000390
,000039
.002657
.000976
.000078
.000000
.001172
.000195
.000429
.002032
.000351
.000351
003946
.000156
.000039
.002266
.000000
.001719
.000117
.000195
.000078
.000078
.000117
. 000000
. 000000
.000312
.001211
.001055
.000039
.016568
.000508
.000117
.000742
. 000000
.001289
.000039
,001211
.000859
.000117
.000000
.016686
.000078
.000000
.000429
.000039
000742

WISC
,000171
.000114
.001241
.000171
.003897
.003477
.000133
.000000
.000630
.000286
.000401
.002368
.002292
.002273
.000745
.000229
.000133
.000000
,001318
.000000
.009361
,007622
.000191
.000248
.000802
,000229
.000038
. 000000
. 000000
.000496
.001108
.000076
.000534
.002025
.000554
.000191
. 000057
. 000000
.000095
.000534
.000171
.001050
.000706
,000038
.000286
,000248
.000038
.000000
.000286
.000133

WYOMI NG
.000000
.000182
.003289
.000548
.010964
.055555
. 000000
.000000
,000182
.000365
.002558
.000365
.001096
.000365
.002741
.000182
.000182
. 000000
.001461
. 000000
.001096
.000182
.000182
.000913
.016812
.016081
,000182
. 000000
.000000
.002375
.001644
. 000000
.000730
.000182
,002192
.001096
. 000000
. 000000
. 000000
.014437
.000000
. 000913
034722
. 000000
.000548
.002923
. 000000
.000548
.000000
.000365

210

WASH D C
.000847
.000470
. 000941
.000094
.006211
.004423
.000188
.002164
.001882
.001600
.000752
.000752
.002070
.001035
.001035
.000658
.000000
.000094
.026070
.000000
. 004800
.000282
.000658
.000376
.000094
.000282
. 000000
.000188
.000658
.000658
,002352
.007529
.000188
.007811
.001129
.000470
.006964
.000000
.001882
,000188
,001882
,001223
.000752
.000564
.014588
.000282
.006870
.002164
. 000000
.000000
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APPENDIX B--Continued

UNDERGRADUATES IN PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARI1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDJANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

ALABAMA
.000000
.000000
.000077
.000720
.000900
.000051
.000385
.000000
.002545
.009592
.000025
,001851
.001208
.000360
.000128
.001800
L,006171
.000025
. 000642
.0017438
.000180
.000102
.003214
.001902
.000025
., 000051
. 000000
.000077
. 000642
.000025
,001440
.003163
. 000000
.000745
.000565
.000025
,000617
.000128
.001440
. 000000
.020984
.002725
.000180
.000077
.003780
.000077
.000025
.000231
.000000
,001260

ALASKA
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000421
.018955
.001684
.000421
.000000
.001263
.000000
.001684
,002527
.003369
.002527
.000421
.000421
.000000
.000000
.000000
.002527
.000421
.002527
.000000
.001684
.001263
.001263
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.003369
.000421
.000421
.002948
.000421
L014321
.000342
.000000
.000000
. 000421
.000421
.006318
.005897
.000000
. 000000
L0hk2122
.000421
.000421
. 000000
.001263

AR|ZONA
.000179
,000000
.000000
.000359
,0285583
001796
.000763
,000000
.000359
. 000044
.000134
,002963
,001571
.000853
. 000404
.000134
,000314
.000044
.000224
,002649
.000493
,000628
,000089
.001257
,000044
,000583
,000000
,000314
,000314
,000224
,001436
.000089
,000000
,000718
,000718
.000673
.001212
.000134
.000099
,000089
.000253
.003412
.,014683
, 000089
.000134
,000942
,000000
.000942
,000000
.000449

ARKANSAS
.001460
.000000
.000045
.000000
001460
000634
.000638
000000
.000821
.000912
.000000
.002327
001643
.000456
.000912
.000638
. 004 2Ly
.000045
.000136
.001643
.000319
.0001R2
,003057
.009721
,000000
.000502
.000000
.000091
.000091
,000136
001551
.001277
.000000
,000821
.003260
.000091
.000547
,000000
.000228
.000000
-012505
"013255
.000365
.000000
1002601
.000132
.000000
.000365
.000000
001004

212

CALIF
.000090
.000000
.000051
.000263
.000000
.001047
.000559
.000000
.000236
.000051
.000228
.002311
.001394
.000657
.000k441
.000074
.000165
.000051
.000165
.002296
.000539
.000476
.000031
001291
.000031
.000417
,000000
. 000449
.000425
.000070
.001662
.000173
.000011
.0007k4
.000243
.003166
.000779
.000133
.000043
. 000070
.000397
.001434
.006297
.000102
.000129
.003036
.000019
.000354
.000000
.000622



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHI GAN
MINN
MISS

- MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

COLORADO
.000199
.000000
.000638
.000558
.013517
.000000
.001914
.000000
,000558
.000079
.000199
.007735
.003748
. 004665
.010208
.000638
.000438
.000079
.000398
.006061
001674
,002791
. 000039
.007018
.000279
.008174
. 000000
.002272
.001036
.001196
.004027
,000279
.000039
001874
.003349
.001355
.001674
.000638
.000039
.000558
.001236
.006699
.006659
.000398
.000438
.002432
.000159
.001315
. 000000
.001036

CONN
.000211
.000000
.000000
.000026
.002143
.000979
.000000
.000052
.004896
.000317
.000000
.00L68L4
005848
.000688
.000344
.000423
.000555
.011935
.003996
.099880
.001376
.000714
.000052
.001270
.000026
.000132
.000000
,008151
.008892
.000052
.085563
.003440
.000000
011591
.000132
.000185
,025459
.024268
.000291
.000158
.000608
.000793
,000423
.012359
. 004843
,000291
.003175
.001429
.000000
.007066

DELAWARE
.000943
. 000000
.000000
.000707
.002122
.000471
.008252
.000000
. 004951
.002593
.000000
.003772
.006602
.000235
.000235
. 003065
.001178
.003772
.,025229
.034190
.001178
.000235
.000000
.003536
.000000
.000000
.000000
L004244
,011082
,000000
.035369
.013676
. 000000
.011789
.000000
.000471
148314
.003301
.000707
. 000000
.005187
.001178
.000707
.002122
.015562
.000707
.001886
.000943
.000000
.015798

FLORI DA
,011923
.000000
.000000
,000583
.001617
.000282
,001560
.000000
,000000
,021909
.000000
, 004946
.003911
.000545
,000206
,002482
.004419
.000206
,001466
,006939
,001053
,000639
,002708
.002369
.000018
.000225
,000000
,000733
,001278
,000000
.007447
.013540
,000000
.002896
, 000545
.000037
L00L814
,000601
.004964
,000018
,015252
.003385
,000940
,000319
.006243
.000225
.000432
.000883
,000000
,003817

213

GEORGIA
013741
.000000
.000000
.000460
.000665
.000179
.001484
.000025
.008035
.000000
. 000051
.001%16
.001407
.000127
,000051
.002149
.002738
. 000000
.00031°
.001944
.000179
.000051
.000972
.001714
,000000
. 000051
.000000
,000230
.000793
. 000025
.002431
.011003
. 000000
,001305
.000332
.000051
.001368
.000153
.008930
.000153
.022902
.003736
.000639
.000051
.006218
.000127
, 000000
.000179
, 000000
. 001944



ALABAMA

ALASKA
ARIZONA

ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHI GAN
MINN
MISS

M1 SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

| DAHO
. 000464
.000000
.000000
.000185
L014785
.002510
.000185
.000000
.000092
.008926
.000000
.003905
.002510
.000836
.002045
.000092
.000278
.000000
.000371
.003068
.000185
.000650
.000092
.001859
.001952
.001022
.000000
.000278
.000278
.000092
,001301
. 000092
., 000092
.001580
.000929
.019527
.000371
.000000
.000000
.000278
.000557
.001487
.093360
.000185
.000000
033940
.000000
.000929
.000000
.000743

ILLINOIS
., 000451
.000000
.000020
.000389
.003015
.002848
.001910
.000000
.003022
.000236
.000083
000000
.034004
.022518
.001368
.000868
.000750
.000083
.000423
.006357
.005002
.008893
.000222
-015605
.0000k1
.000771
.000000
001104
001181
.000055
005676
.000764
,000000
.0083303
.000667
.000243
002376
.000833
.000382
.000152
.002987
,001980
.000375
.000180
.000409
,000347
000048
©020483
000000
001674

INDIANA
.000461
.000000
.000000
.000649
,001350
.001025
.000957
.000000
.002580
.000170
.000068
.028373
.000000
.001794
.000376
.007230
.000769
.000017
.000205
.003093
.008512
.001675
.000239
.005931
.000000
. 000444
.000000
.000290
.000376
.000051
.003145
.000888
. 000000
.012716
.000649
.000085
.000461
.000205
,000119
.005230
.002119
.000341
,000017
.000905
.000239
.000307
.003743
.000000
.001076

1 OWA
.00004°
.000000
.000000
.000315
.002816
.003108
.000655
.000000
.000849
.000024
.000194
.023409
.007625
.000000
.004565
.000267
.000097
.000072
.000194
.002476
.003375
.015322
,000121
.011000
.000024
L01843]
. 000000
.000607
.000318
.000169
.001966
.000291
.000024
.002501
.000°01
.000704
.001019
.000242
.000072
.005196
.000752
.002039
.000412
.000000
.000412
.000509
.000048
.007697
. 000000
001117

214

KANSAS
.000153
.000000
.000025
.001359
.0028372
. 004975
.000538
.000000
.000230
.000102
.000102
.005642
.003846
.003333
.000000
.000359
.000230
.000000
.000230
.002667
.000461
.001128%
,000179
.025235
.000025
.006170
.000000
.000435
.000179
.000076
.001077
.000127
.000000
.001154
.010719
.000333
,001128
.000128
.000102
.000128
.000769
.004539
.000512
.000051
,000333
.000487
.000000
.001333
.000000
.000769



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

KENTUCKY
.001239
.000000
.000000
. 000404
.000646
.000215
.,001239
.000000
.002667
.000943
.000053
.003772
.013498
.000269
.000188
.000000
.000700
.000026
.000538
.002936
.000727
.000511
.000727
. 004445
. 000000
.000080
.000000
. 000404
.000754
.000026
.002721
.004014
.000000
.021689
.000161
.000134
.001374
.000080
,000996
. 000000
021177
.002155
.000107
.000053
.004176
.000107
.000269
.000754
.000000
.001454

LA
.003932
,000000
,000022
.001027
.001139
.000178
.000424
.000000
.000558
.000849
.000044
.002078
.001541
.000223
.000268
.000558
.000000
.000000
.000335
.001966
.000134
.000223
,002234
.001631
.000000
.000335
.000000
.000111
.000424
,000759
,001675
,000625
,000000
.000603
.000469
.000000
,000960
,000089
.000223
.000022
,002636
.013719
,000312
.000000
,001787
,000111
.000000
,000402
.000000
.000804

MAINE
.000463
.000000
.000000
.000000
.001739
.000695
.006958
,000000
.004986
.000231
.000000
.005682
.005914
,001043
,000115
.001043
.000347
.000000
,000927
.137655
,001507
.000695
.000231
,001043
,000000
,000811
.,000000
,012292
.003131
.000000
.020178
.001159
., 000000
,003479
,000347
,000115
,007422
.013916
.000000
,000000
.001391
,001043
.000231
.005914
,001159
,000463
,000115
.001739
.000000
. 004406

MARYLAND
.000319
000000
.000000
.000127
.002109
000479
.004059
,003611
.003483
.000926
.000031
004123
.005433
.0004k47
.000351
.001054
000415
.000703
.000000
016429
.00137h
,000511
.000191
.001086
000000
,000063
000000
.001566
,004123
000063
017387
011410
,000000
,010388
.000223
.000095
. 04126k
.002397
.000767
.000063
00234k
,00137L
.000k47
.001342
.013712
,000319
002173
,000575
.000000
.104008

215

MASS
.000130
.000000
.000013
.000013
.001690
.000806
.009999
.000000
.003432
.000195
.000013
.003770
.004096
.000429
.000234
.000715
.000234
.015513
.002314
.000000
.000306
.000325
.000000
.000741
.000026
.000130
.000000
.009079
.003237
,000039
,031052
.001261
.000000
.005721
.000091
.000169
011091
013945
.000052
.000039
.0004831
.000650
.000143
.012145
,001 404
.000195
.000676
.000832
.000000
.004564



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
wisC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RAT]0S

MICHIGAN
.000239
.000000
. 000000
.000453
.001487
,000410
.000777
.000008
.001402
,000213
.000017
.011276
014182
.001590
.000487
.000948
.000239
.000094
.000376
.003582
.000000
.002521
,000059
.002000
,000017
.000256
.000000
.000718
.000530
.000025
.004231
,000478
.000017
.008403
,000076
.000145
.001436
.000478
.000145
.000153
.001692
. 000948
.000316
,000205
.000512
,000239
,000170
. 004796
. 000000
,001102

MINN
.000059
.000000
.000000
.000019
.002441
.001693
.001496
.000000
,000767
.0000913
. 000551
011654
.005000
.017265
.000807
.000452
.000098
.000059
,000295
.005925
.002283
.000000
.000019
.002519
.000078
.003287
, 000000
.001712
.000610
.000019
.002913
.000137
.000236
.001889
,000118
.000570
.000925
.000452
.000019
. 004941
,0006839
,000%07
.000433
.000196
.000196
.001181
, 000000
.009784
. 000000
.001240

MISS
.008261
. 000000
. 000000
.001126
.000713
.000075
.000262
.000037
.000%63
.002065
.000112
.001952
.001502
.000337
,000137
.001164
.012954
. 000000
.000037
.000788
.000187
.000112
.000000
,001464
,000075
.000150
.000000
.000000
.000337
,000000
.0009383
,001164
.000000
,000788
.000375
.000037
,000300
.000112
. 000450
.000000
.013593
.005141
.000337
.000000
.002515
.000262
. 000000
.000300
.000000
.001126

MISSOURI
, 000407
.000000
.000122
.003466
.002528
.002834
,002895
.000000
,001325
.000224
.000142
.019962
.007911
.006708
,010949
.001529
.000999
,000000
,000428
.006932
.001243
.001855
.000754
. 000000
,000081
,002773
,000000
, 000836
.001529
.000101
, 004567
.000693
,000000
.003099
,004180
.000142
,001712
,0010R0
,000061
. 000346
L0049 1L
,006790
,000407
,000163
,001101
,000203
,000061
,001590
.000000
,001529

216

MONTANA
.000090
.000000
,000180
.000000
.008670
.007406
.000541
,000000
,000541
.000000
,002167
.00523°
.002709
.002528
.0057°0
,000000
.000090
.000000
.0001830
,0oL24Y
,001174
.021356
.000000
.004244
.000000
.002167
,000000
.003070
.000090
,000090
,002167
,000090
,001535
.000722
, 000541
.009302
,001174
.000270
.000090
.002257
,000541
,001716
.011299
,000090
.000451
.037572
,000000
.002077
.000000
,000993



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

1 0WA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

NEBRASKA
.000213
.000000
.000000
.000298
.005502
.009724
.000511
.000000
. 000255
.000000
.000170
.003316
.004137
,011601
.013264
.000938
.000127
.000042
.000298
.003241
.000298
. 005800
.000127
.012240
. 000042
.000000
.000000
.001023
. 000554
.000042
.003326
,000170
. 000042
.001364L
.002388
.000511
.000853
,000213
. 000042
.004435
.000639
.002644
.000469
.000042
.000298
.000938
.000127
. 003454
. 000000
.001279

NEVADA
.000000
.000000
.000306
.000000
069367
. 004604
.000613
. 000000
.001227
.000000
.003376
. 004604
.002148
.000613
.000000
,000000
.000306
.000000
.000920
.003683
.000613
.000920
.000000
.002762
.000306
,0013841
.000000
.000306
.000306
.000306
.002455
.000000
.000000
,003069
,003683
.001841
.000613
.000000
.000000
.000613
,001227
.077655
.000000
.000000
.003069
.000000
.000920
.000000
.000920

N HAMP
.000000
.000000
.,000000
.0001 44
.003752
.001154
.007938
.000000
.001876
.000000
.000000
.003752
.004763
.0001 44
.000433
.000577
. 000144
.023094
.000%66
151991
.000577
.000%66
.000000
.001443
.000144
,000000
.000000
.000000
.002886
.000000
.032765
.001443
. 000000
.005918
.000000
.000000
.007650
.015300
.000433
.000000
.000288
.001154
.000721
.012846
.001154
.000000
.000721
.001299
.000000
. 004041

N JERSEY
.000434
,000000
.000000
,000217
.001279
.001039
.007653
.001416
.006967
.000422
.000011
005734
.006328
.001107
.000468
.000932
.000399
.002524
.007436
L031411
.003266
.000593
. 000045
.001450
. 000045
.000011
.000000
.004306
.000000
. 000045
.091390
,005322
.000034
.012050
.000068
.000171
. 114007
L005414
.000719
,000011
.002478
. 000845
.000285
.004991
. 005048
. 000491
.003837
.000970
. 000000
.008703

217

N MEXICO
.000231
.000000
.000077
.000539
.013949
.008786
.000385
.000000
.000231
.000154
.000231
.001926
.001310
.001926
.002466
.000539
.000693
.000000
.000154
.003468
.001310
.000770
.000231
.005394
.000077
.002235
.000000
. 000462
.000770
.000000
.002620
.000308
.000000
.002080
.002851
.000616
.001156
.000077
.000000
.000000
.001001
.036608
.008940
.000308
.000385
.000539
.000000
.001078
.000000
.001310



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARTZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
I DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
1OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEX!CO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON

P ENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WiscC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

NEW YORK
.000440
.000000
.000000
.000093
»,001350
.000761

.007348

,000070
. 004948
.000332
000014
, 004683
,006120
.000675
000179
, 000466
000455
. 001425
.003157
,031023
,002571
. 000548
,000033
.000903
,000022
, 000074
. 000000
.002623
. 009341
. 000044
000000
.002257
00001
.010203
,00010k
000171
025418
, 004060
,000283
. 000089
.000877
000765
,000283
. 004687
,002578
000212
001272
.001048
.000000
, 005635

N CAROL
.001848
,000000
.00004L2
,000105
.000525
.000105
.000336
.000000
.003067
.006239
,000000
.002962
,001638
.000084
.000063
.005567
.000651
.000042
.001890
.000420
.000126
.000210
. 000441

- ,000000

.000168
.000000
.000273
.000819
.000021
,002226
.000000
.000000
.002163
.000126
.000084
.000147
.013424
.000000
.00926k4
.001344
.000945
.000021
,011617
.000147
.000126
.000273
. 000000
.003718

N DAKOTA
. 000000
. 000000
.000000
. 000000
,002880
J001440
,000160
. 000000
.000320
. 000000
.001280
., 004300
.003920
.007520
.001600
.000720
.000240
. 000000
.000160
,002080
,000320
.071685
, 000080
,002640
,001920
, 006240
. 000000
,000240
.000240
.000000
.001280
. 000000
. 000000
.000960
.000560
,002240
. 000400
.000080
,000080
,003080
,000160
.000720
. 000480
,000000
.000320
.005520
.000000
,002720
., 000000
.000640

OHI10
.000315
,000000
,000000
.000358
.0015656
.000529
.002526
,000000
,002595
,000213
.000008
,011960
.022537
. 000665
,000435
.00L4661
,000290
,000170
,001425
.009006
.008827
,001007
.000110
.003133
,000042
,000170
,000000
.001425
,001545
.000093
.009962
,002023
,000008
,000000
,000153
.000179
010244
.000896
,000256
,000000
.003423
,001391
.000307
,000298
,001801
,000153
.001852
.002518
,000000
,002791

218

OKLAHOMA

.000592
. 000000
.000043
.003118
.002371
.0014L71
.000746
.000000
.000307
.000087
.000065
.0024L59
.002986
.000790
.00L 194
.000153
.000900
.000000
.000153
.00274k4
.000131
.000263
.000461
.007339
.000021
,001295
. 000000
.000329
.000630
.000153
.001339
.000417
.000000
.000768
.000000
.000087
.000636
.000109
.000109
.000021
.001624
.014338
.000351
.000065
,000900
.000219
.,000000
.000219
.000000
.000378



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
M1CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
M1SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEX|CO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R 1SLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
W1SC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

OREGON
.000036
.000000
,000072
. 000252
.026054
.001369
.000792
.000000
,000144
.000072
.007207
.003711
.001765
.000684
.000864
.000108
.000216
.000036
.000252
,003099
.000216
.000792
.000000
.001333
.000180
.000756
.000000
,000540
.001549
.000072
.001405
.000108
.000036
,000576

000540

.000000
.000684
,000252
.000000
.000072
.000288
.001549
,010991
.000036
,000360
.035965
.000000
.000540
,000000
,000612

PENN
,000316
.000000
.000007
.000110
.001356
.000655
,004532
L,001415
,004282
.000243
.000022
.005704
,009301
,000L42
.000375
,000854
,000265
.000501
005461
.013273
.001842
000434
.000058
,001363
.000000
.000110
. 000000
,001591
.007377
.000036
.025169
.003677
.000022
.030004
,000287
,000110
,000000
,002211
.000619
.000051
,001945
.001326
.000221
.000972
.004385
,000198
.003906
,001061
, 000000
.005925

R ISLAND
.000112
.000000
.000000
.000112
.001232
.001232
.012096
.000112
.00L4816
.000224
.000000
. 004480
.003136
.000560
.000112
.000224
.000112
.008848
.001344L
.143033
.000784
.000336
.000000
.001904
.000112
.000112
.000000
,007616
003584
.000000
027777
.002576
.000000
.003584
.000000
,000112
.014560
.000000
.000112
.000000
.001120
,000784
.000672
.004704
.002016
.000336
.001904
. 000448
.000000
.006384

S CAROL
.004401
.000000
.000000
.000229
.,000779
,000091
.001054
.000000
.002888
.018203
.000000
.001558
.001054
.000137
.000045
.001696
.001696
.000045
.000504
.001971
.000183
. 000045
. 000458
.000596
.000000
. 000000
,000000
.000320
,000733
.000091
.001650
.053372
. 000000
.000825
. 000045
.000000
,001100
.000137
. 000000
, 000000
.,010133
.001283
.001375
.000091
.00779k
.000045
. 000045
.000091
.000000
,002200

219

S DAKOTA
.000000
.000000
.000081
.000162
.002594
.003810
.000324
.000000
.000810
.000000
.000486
.006310
.003729
.013135
.002432
.000324
.000081
.000000
.000162
.003000
.002189
.031784
.000000
.003243
.013378
.000000
.000405
.000162
.000324
.001216
.000000
000324
.000972
.000729
. 000891
.000324
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000972
.001297
.000081
,000081
,002108
.000000
.003081
.000000
001135



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
1OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MATNE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MI1SSOUR!
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R JSLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

TENN
.005889
.000000
.000049
.002380
.001325
.000269
.000957
.000000
.002036
.006576

. 000000 .

.003L84
002478
00029k
,000073
.009251
.002601
.000000
,000392
.002822
000613
000368
.005521
.003190
,000000
.000098
,000000
.000392
.001079
.000000
.002306
007511
.000000
. 003460
.000613
.000073
.001153
000147
.001595
.000000
.000000
.005987
. 000147
.000073
.008490
.000171
,000098
,000368
,000000
001521

TEXAS UTAH
.0007859 . 000000
. 000000 .000000
.000048 .000118
.000810 . 000000
.0021381 ,010214
.000907 . 001484
.000609 .000593
, 000000 .000000
.000463 .000118
,000290 .000000
. 000048 .000653
.001481 .001662
,001190 001484
.000235 .000356
.000505 .000356
,000173 .000000
.003199 . 000000
.000006 .000000
.000193 .000178
.001800 .001722
.000145 .000237
.000180 .000000
.000387 .000000
.002423 .000296
.000000 .000118
.000643 .000534
.000000 .000000
.000159 .000296
.000353 ,000237
.000152 .000113
001571 .002137
.000401 .000000
.000006 .000000
.000LBL .000593
.001918 .000356
.000152 .001306
. 000602 .000950
.000117 .000118
.000110 . 000000
.000000 .000000
.001738 .000118
.000000 .000415
.000519 ,000000
,000076 »000059
.001350 ,000000
.000318 .001840
,000103 .000000
.000318 .000000
.000000 .000000
.000761 .000653

VERMONT
. 000000
,000000
, 000000
.000000

.002261 .

.001356
.006105

~,000000

.002035
000000
.000000
.005201
.007668
.000678
.000678
.001130
.000000
.010628
.004070
.108322
,001130
.000678
,000000
.00090L
, 000904
.000000
000000
.018091
.003618
.000000
048620
,00090%
.000000
. 009045
.000226
.000226
,008819
.010854
000452
,000000
.001130
.001356
000226
.000000
. 000452
.000226
.000226
,001130
000000
,004070
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VIRGINIA
,001954
., 000000
. 000000
.000236
,001777
.000385
.002547
,000266
.003791
,003850
,000059
.003406
.ook117
,000414
.000385
,006190
.,000740
.000592
.007168
,007908
,000533
. 000503
. 000444
,001540
.000000
-,000088
. 000000
,000947
.003021
. 000000
.009952
L0L1350
. 000000
.005776
.000503
,000236
011522
.001214
.004383
.000029
.017535
.002399
.001421
,000622
, 000000
.003850
.001925
.000503
. 000000
.094223



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARTZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN

DELAWARE

FLORIDA
GEORGIA
1 DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
M1SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO

- OKLAHOMA

OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

WASH
.000022
.000000
. 000022
.000180
.017367
.001443
.001060
» 000000
.000180
.0000L5
.003293
003699
,001263
.000857
.000315
.000067
.000067

- ,000000

.000180
.003405
.001466

. .001623

,000000
.000879
000541
. 000541
.000000
. 000496
,000270
. 000045
.002323
.000112
,000022
,001037

. 000428
.021878 -

.000586

.000045

.000202
.000157
, 000157
.001217
.005300
.000067
. 000090
. 000000
»,000000
. 000541
., 000000
.000902

W VIRG
.000156
. 000000
.000039
.000703
.000859
.000195
.000859
.000000
.002422
.001211
.000078
.003907
.004103
.000078
.000156
.009339
.000312
.000039
.002071
.002852
.000820
.000234
.000000

.000664

.000000
.000000
.000000
.000273
,000820
.000078
.003712
.007033
.000000
.021766
,000195
.000156
.011488

.000586
.000000
006760
001055
000468
.000039
.012075
.000078
,000000
.000859
.000000
.006330

WISC
.000267
,000000
.,000019
.000171

.002617 ~

.002158
.001184
.000000
.001910
.000076
.000057
.028962
.010469
LO1L462
.000439
.000248
,000420
.000057
.000343
.004317
.004566
.025275
.000038
.003266
.,000019
.001814
.000000
.000534
.000573
.000114
.002903
. 000401
.000000
003400
.000171
.,000152
,001356
.000420
.000019
. 000477
.000974L
,001260
.000420
.000229
.,000171
.000573
.000057
.000000

.,000000 -

.001184

WYOMING
.000000
. 000000
.000182
.000548
.010732
.022478
.000730
.000000
.000548
.000000
.010416
.00L4751
.002192
.002010
.005847

.000548
.000000
.000365
.003289
.000365
.004020
.000000

., 004934

.007858
.011878
.000000
.000548
.000365
.000000

-,003106

. 000000
.000365

.001096

.004020
.003472

.000913 -

.000182
.000182
.001279
,001279
.003654
.031L432
.000000

.000000

.005482

-,000000

,002010
.000000
.001644
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WASH D C
.001035
.000000
. 000000
, 000094
,003105
., 000941
.008282
.000282
.004329
.001035
.001976
. 005552
.006400
,001129
,000188
,000376
. 000564
.001223
.017882
.034917
,000282
.000094

- .001505

.000000
.000470
., 000000
.003388
.005929
. 000000
.025317
011576
., 000000
L011482
.000188
.000188
.027952
L00kL 1L
.001129
.000188
+003294
.001694
L0014t
.001035
.017505
.0008L47
.00216L
.001035
. 000000
,000000
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APPENDIX B--Continued

FIRST-TIME UNDERGRADUATES IN COLLEGES



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARTZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRAS KA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA

WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

ALABAMA
.000000
.000000
.000766
.004596
.001532
.000000
,000000
.000000
,003830
,030898
.000000
.001276
,001787
,000255
,000510
.008L426
,017620
.000255
.003064
.002298
.000255
.000510
LO14811
.003830
.000000
,001021
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000255
.001276
.008171
.000000
.005362
.000766
.000000

.000766

. 000000
.003575
.000000
.071501
.007660
. 000000
.000255

-,018896

.000000
.001021
.000000
.000000
.001276

MIGRATION

ALASKA
» 000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
,021103
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
. 006493
.001623
.001623
.001623
.000000
.000000
,001623
.000000
.000000
.004870
.003246
.004870
.000000
,001623
.000000
.001623
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000

- .000000
.000000

.000000
009740
.000000
017857
.000000
.000000
000000
.001623
.001623
.006493
.001623
000000
.000000
022727
.001623
. 000000
.000000

.000000

RATIOS

ARI1ZONA
.008528
»000000
. 000000
.010660
.388059
0021321
0002132
.000000
,002132
.002132
.006396
.014925
.012793
.010660
.014925
. 000000
.000000
.002132
.002132
.014925
.006396
.008528
. 000000
.006396

- .002132

,010660
. 000000
. 000000

- .000000

.000000
.008528
. 000000
. 000000
.006396
.014925
.006396

,012793
.000000

.000000
.002132
.008528
.072494
.008528
.002132
.002132
.019189
.000000
.006396
.000000
.006396

ARKANSAS

0001846

., 0006000
. 000000
.000000
.002077
.000461
.000230
.000000
.000461
,001615
»,000000
.001385
.001615
.000461
.002308
.000692
017774
.000000
.000230
.001615
.000230

.000230

.009926
013157
»000000
,001846
. 000000
»000000
.000230
.000461
.000461

.000923

.000000
.001615
013157
.000000
.000L461
.000000
.000000
.000000
.018698
.029316
.000000

.000000

.006001
.000230
, 000000
.000230
.000000
.000923
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CALIF
.000452
.000565
.000263
,00124L4
.000000
.001545
,000490
.000000
,000226
.000150
.002676
.003619
.003129
.001508
002111
.000188
.000754
.000075
.000490
.003204
.001922
.002035

-,000113

,000829
.000113
.001432
.000000
. 000000

'0000188

.000037

- .001922
- ,000301
000000

.002299
.000490
01304k
.001244
.000037

-,000188

.000452
,001168
. 004448
.001093
.000377
.000867
.009425
.000150
.000452
.000000
.001206



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
" CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORG!A
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEX1CO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
'OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

COLORADO
.000841
.000841
.006728
.006728
,060555
. 000000
,002523
. 000000
.000000
.000841
.001682
.034482
.021867
025231
.097560
. 000000
005046
. 000841

- »002523

,012615
014297
014297
000811
020185
000841
055508
000000
000841
000000
004205
.007569
, 000841
.000000
.014297
.051303
.005887
004205
000000
.000000
,005887
010092
.037005
,005887
004205
.005887
.021867
.001682
,001682
000000
,001682

CONN
.000770
,000128
.000000
.000000
.001668
,000513
»,000000
,000513
.003593
.000641
,000000
,004235
.003465
.,001155
.000770
,000641
.000256
.017838
.006160
.067248
.001026
.001925
.000000
.001155
.000128
.000128
. 000000
,002310
.006160
.000000
.051976
, 004748
»,000000
.018095
.000128
.000641
.030800
.009881
.000256
.000256
.001155
.001155
.000000
.016042
,009881
.000000
.007058
.000256
.000000
.002823

DELAWARE
.008928
»000000
.,000000
.002976
.005952
.000000
.014880
.000000
.005952
.002976
. 000000
,002976
017857
.000000
.002976
.014880
. 000000
.017857
.077380
.080357
.008928
,000000
.000000
,008928
.000000
.000000
»,000000
.002976
.005952
.000000
.059523
.026785
. 000000
.032738
.000000
.000000
.267857
.000000
.008928
.000000
.020833
.000000
,000000
.002976
.095238
.000000
.014880
»,000000

.000000

.023809
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FLORIDA  GEORGIA
.070737  ,oLLkL35
,001657 .000209
,000000 ,000000
,007736 .001676
.003868 ,000628
.000276  ,000000
,003315 ,000000
,000552  ,000000
.000000 ,019702
.069908  ,000000
,000276  ,000209
,012710  ,001257
,014092  ,001886
,001381 ,000419
,001381 ,000628
,018237  ,006078
,017684 005868
,000276  ,000000
,009118  ,005030
011605  ,002305
,00k4L21 ,000209
,002763 .000419
,014921 .002095
,005802  ,001257
.000000 ,000000
,001105 .001047
,000000 ,000000
,000000 ,000209
.000552  ,000628
.,000000 ,000209
.010223 ,001467
042553 ,024313
,000000 ,000000
,010223 .003563
,002763 ,000838
.000552 .000000
.009671 .002095
,000276  ,000000
,023487 .024942
,000276  ,000419
,094224 .060364L
.015750 .003982
,000000 ,000209
.001381 ,000419
.039513 ,019073
,000552 ,000209
.003592 ., 000209
,001657 ,000419
,000000 ,000000
,006631 ,001047



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDI ANA
1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

- MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON

PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

| DAHO
»000000
.000773
»000000
.001547
.036377
.001547
.000000
.000000
. 000000
.000000
. 000000
,002321
. 004643
. 000000
.005417
.000000
.000773
.000000
.000000
.003095
. 000000
,002321
.000773
.003095
.005417
.000773
.000000
.000000
. 000000
.000773
.001547

.000000

.000000
.006191
.002321

047987

.000000
. 000000
.,000000
. 000000
.000773
.003095
.006191
001547
. 000000
,066563
.000000
.000773

.000000
.001547

ILLINOIS
.001511
.000525
.000197
.002365
.004993
.005912
,002168
- 000000
,004139
.000459
,000394
.000000
. 064516
.071611
005518
003284
.001576
.000328
.001116
.008935
.016227

.030418

.000459
.017935
,000197
.001445
»000000
»000131
.000131
.000131
006307

.000459

.000000
.018067
,001051
.001051
.005650
.,000000
.001511
.000591
.009394
.004401
.000065
.000591
.002102
.000394
.000394
.042835
»000000
.001511

INDIANA
.002402
.000600
.000000
.004205
,002202
.003003
,001201

~.000000

.008009
.000800
.000800
.042651
.000000
.006007
,001201
.033L440
,004805
. 000000
.001201
.005206

- .,019823

,007008
.001001
,012014
.000000
,001001
. 000000
,000000
.000000
.000000
.002803
.002002
.000000
.035642
.002202
.000200
.001802
.000000
.000200
.000400
.023628
.008810
.000000
.000000
.003804
.000800
.001601
.005006
.000000
.002202

[OWA "

.000000
,000000
.000000
.001L461
.007931
.005426
001461
.000000
.0010L43
.000208
.0010L43
.043206
.012940
000000
.012940
.000k417
.000208
.000000
.000626
.002295
.010853
.039031
.000000
.018367
.000000
.077019
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000417
.000626
.000208
.000208
.008140
.003339
.001878
,0010L43
.000000
000000
.019620
.0010L43
.005635
,000208
000000
.002504
.000626

.000208

.013358
»000000
.002713
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KANSAS
.000984
.000492
.000000
.004920
004674
.010578
.000246
. 000000
.000246
.000246
.000738
.008856
.010824
.008118
.000000
001476
001476
.000000
.000492
002214
.000492
003936
.000246
.071832
.0002L46
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000246
.000984
.000000
.000000
.002952
.042066
.000738
.001476
. 000000
.000246
.000246
.001968
.010086
.0002L46
.000000
.002706
.000246
.000000
.000492
.000000
.002214



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
IND1ANA
1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M| CHI GAN
MINN

MISS

MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRAS KA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO

- OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R {SLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
Wisc
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

KENTUCKY
,007692
,000284
.000000
.001709
,001709
.000284
.000569
,000000
,009401
,003988
.000284
. 008547
,051282
.001L424
,000854
.000000
.005128
,000000
.001139
.005413
,001709
.000569
.003133
,006552
,000000
.000284
,000000
.000000
.000284
.000284
.003988
,007122
.000000
,020797
,000284
.000284
.003418
,000854
.001994
,000000
,071794
.007407
.000000
,000000
.017948
.000854
.009116
,000854

.000000

.002279

LA

'0006024
.000000
.000111
.006693
001115
. 000446
.000000
.000000
,000557
,001004
.000000
.002231
.000669
.000000
,000780
.001004
.000000
.000000
.000669
.001227
.000111
.000223
.005020
,001004
.000000
,000780
.000000
.000000
000111
,001561

.000780
.000223
000000
00100k
.000780
.000000
.000669
.000000
,000334
.000111
.005131
.019076
, 000000
000000
.003904
.000000
.000000
.000334
.000000
.000000

MAINE

,001818
.001818
.000000
.000000
.003636
.000000
.021818
.000000
.009090
.001818
.000000
.007272
.000000
.001818
. 005454
.009090
.001818
,000000
.003636
.180000
.007272
.000000
,001818
.000000
.000000
.007272
.000000
.040000
.007272
.000000
.023636
.003636
.000000
.016363
.001818
.000000
.014545
.007272
.000000
-000000
.009090
.003636
.000000
.020000
S014545
.003636
.,001818
.003636
.000000
.016363

MARYLAND
.001937
.000000
.000000
,000322

,003874

001291
.009363
000000
002906

.001937

.000000
- 004843
~014207
,002583
,000968
.,002260
- 000645
- 000645
.0c0000
.033903
004197
.001937
- 000645
.000968
.000000
~000645
.000000
.000000
.001937
. 0006k45
-020665
~019696
.000000
.033580
~001291
- 00065
- 085889
.000322
-002906
.000322
010655
.005166
.000000
.00387k
-056829
.000968
012915
-00161k
.000000
.183403
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MASS

.000178
.000178
. 000000
.000178
.003757
.001252
.040257
.000536
.005009
.000536
.000715
009661
.007693
001431
002147

003041
.000357
.062LL4

011272
.000000
.002862

.001789
000178 -
.001610

.000000
000894
.000000
.018429

.005725
0000178

.06405%
,003757
.000000
023796
.000536
.000894
.030595:
020397
000536
.000357
.002504
,00286%2
.000000
0&687?
.007872
.000357
L006LLY
.001610

.OOOOOG
.007514



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARI1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

M1 CHI GAN
,000840
.000315
.000000
.002415
.002625
.000630
.001260
.000000
.003045
.000630
.000315
.024887
.039168
005985
.002100
.004410
.001680
.000525
,001470
.006720
.000000
.008505
.000105
.002730
,000210
.001470
. 000000
.000000
.000525
.000105
.006090
.000420
.000000
.026042
000420
.000840
.003780
.000000
.000525
,001050
.009135
.003360
.000000
. 000945
.002835
.000525
.001050
.009765
.000000
.002205

.000000

.000000

.000000

.000000

.000000

.000000

.000000
.000000

MISS
.030501
.000000
.000000
011619
.001452
.000000
.000000
.000000
.001815
.008714
.000000
.002178
.001815
.001089
.001089
+004357
.041394
.000000
.000363
.000363
.000363
,000726
.000000
.001815
.000363
.001452
.000000
,000000
.000000
.000000
.000726
.003631
.000000
.002541
,001815
.000000
.000726
.000000
.002178
.000000
. 054466
.015250
.000000
.000000
.009440
.000000
.000000
.001089
.000000
.001452

MISSOURI
.001773
. 000443
.~ 000443
.038802
.006208
.010864
.001995
.000000
.002882
000665
.000886
065853
.026607
.011086
,048558
.001773
.003547
.000000
.001330
.015077
,001773
.007982
.001995
.000000
.000221
.008425
.000000
.000000
.000221
. 000443
,004L43L
.000221
.000000
.011086
,012638
.000886
.002660
.000000
.000000
.001995
014412
.021064
»000000
.,001108
.005543
.000665
.000000
.004212
.000000
.001995
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MONTANA
,000000
,001141
,001141
,000000
,017123
.005707
.003424
.000000
,000000
,000000
,010273
,010273
,005707
.010273
,038812
.000000
L001 141
.000000
.000000
,009132
.002283
.101598
.000000
L011415
.000000
.009132
,000000
,000000
.000000
.000000
004566
.000000
007990
.002283
., 004566
.041095
L001141
.000000
.000000
,006849
L001141
.003424
L001141
.000000
.003424
,102739
,000000
.003424
.000000
.003424



ALABAMA
ALASKA
_AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHI GAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEX1CO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOM I NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIO0S

NEBRASKA
.000329
.000000
.000000
.000658
.004608
.,010533
000658
.000000
.000329
.000000
.000658
010204
011849
. 024687
048716
001645
,000658
.000329
.000000
001645
000329
.013166
.000329
.010533
000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
,000000
.003620
.000000
.000329
,002633
.007899
.000658
.001316
.000000
.000000
.021066
.000987
004279
.000000
.000000
.000987
,001316
.000658
.005266
.000000
002962

NEVADA
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
574468

. «000000

. 000000
,000000
.000000
. 000000
.085106
,021276
.042553

, 000000

,010638
,000000
000000
000000
.000000
021276
,010638
,010638
.000000
010638
000000
000000
,000000
.000000
000000
000000
000000
.000000
,000000
.021276
,010638
,042553
.010638
000000
000000
.000000
.010638

- +000000

095744
.000000

.000000

.021276
,000000
.000000
.000000
»000000

N HAMP
.000000

.000000

.000000
»000000
.003120
.001560
.017160
.000000
.001560
.000000
.000000
.004680
,004680
.000000
,006240
, 000000
.000000
»070202
.000000

- .159126

.001560
.006240
», 000000
,003120
.000000
.001560
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.043681
.004680
.000000
.029641
.000000
»000000
009360
.004680
.000000
.000000
,003120
.006240
.000000
,029641
.007800
.000000
.004680
.001560
.000000
.004680

N JERSEY
001941

.000342

. 000000
,001027
.001256
.001599
.020217
.001599
.006967
,001027
.000456

.010850

.006510
. 004568
.002969
, 00445,
,001370
.009251
.024900
,047858
,010279
.003083
. 000000

,001370

.000228

,000114

+000000
,001941

.000000 -

.000228
.087949
014391
.000114
.037578
.000114
.001027
.212678
.002284
,00228L
,000114
.010508
.001827
.000000
.011650
.023415
.000571
.012678
.001256
.000000
.013135

228

N MEX1CO
.000000
.000000
.002083
010416
,108333
.056250
.002083
.000000
.000000
+00L166
004166
.008333
016666
029166
.033333
.002083
004166
,000000
.002083
.014583

 ,016666

.006250
.006250
.022916
.000000
.018750
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.002083
.000000
.000000
.018750
.035416
.008333
.004166
.000000
.000000
.000000
.008333
2329166
.002083
.004 166
.004166
004166
,000000
~006250
.000000
.016666



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLCRADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGI A
| DAHO
§LLINOIS
INDI ANA

10WA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
' - LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MiCHIGAN
MINN
M1SS
MISSOUR!
MONTANA
NEBRASKA

NEVADA

N HAMP
N JERSEY
N MEX1CC
NEW YORK

N CAROL
N DAKCTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

NEW YORK
.001327
.000265
. 000000
»000303
,002580
.000910
,017718
,000265
. 00489k
.000796
000227
.006298
.007095
.002580
,001138
,002162
,001138
.004818
L01134k4
LOLH213
.004932
.001972
.000113
.000796
.000000
»000379
. 000000
.000872
,015783
.000265
000000
. 004742
. 000075
. 027925
,000189
.000986
061617
,002921
,000569
.000607
.003604
. 002655
»,000037
,012748
.011648
.000227
»004932
.001176
» 300000
.007398

N CAROL
, 004522
.000000
,000000
.000145
,000291
, 000000
.000000
,000000
,005252
.010796
.000000
,002918
,001604
,000145
.000583
.011380
,001750
.000000
,004377
.001604
.000291
000437
,000729
.000000
.000000
.000729
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000145
,001313
,000000
.000000
.004960
,000437
,000291
.003647
.000000
.033557
,000000
,023198
,002188
,000000
.000000
,026407
,000000
.000583
,000000
.000000
,004085

N DAKOTA
000000
000000
.000000
.000000
011065
.00k149
. 000000
, 000000
.000000
.000000
. 009681
012448
.013831
. 042876
,011065
.008298
.000000
» 000000
. 000000
.001383
.002766
511756
.000000
.008298
.013831
,031811
. 000000
.000000
»002766
»000000
.001383
»000000
.000000
.002766
.001383
.005532
,001383
»000000
.000000
038727
.001383
,001383
» 000000
»,000000
.001383
.020746
.000000
»005532
. 000000
.002766

OHIO
.002340
.000090
.000000

,001710
- .00k140

,001080
,003060
,000000
.003690
.000360
. 000090
.017641
. 055445
.001620
001350
L,016921
,000180
, 000450
.005940
017551
,016921
,003150
. 000540
.002790
.000000
.001080
,000000
,000180
.000270
,000270
,011071
.001980
. 000000
., 000000

- ,000990

.000270
.018541
,000810
.001440
.000000C
,013771
,003780
,000180
,00081¢
.007740
,000000
,011431]
,002160
. 000000
.003240

OKLAHOMA
.003157
.000000
. 000000
.017795
.003157
.00574L0
.000861
. 000000
.000861
.000287
,001722
.003157
.0077k3
.002870
.020091
.000861
,005166
.006000
.000574
.003731
»000000
001435
,001148
.035878
. 000000
,003L4L
, 000000
.000000
»000000
,00057h
,002296
.000000
.000000
.004879
,000000
.000287
.000287
,00000G
,000574
»000287
.009184L
»0549655
.000000
.000574
.006027
.000861
.000000
.000574
. 000000
.002009



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

OREGON
,000217
.001086
.000000
+000651
.036505
,001738
.000217
. 000000
. 000000
.000217
.017601
.002390
.001086
.000651
.001521
.000217
.000000
.000000
.000217
.002390
.000651
.002172
.000000
.001521
.000651
,001738
.000000
.000000
.003259
.000217
.000651
.000217
. 000000
.001521
.001303
.000000
,000651
.000000
.000000
.000217
.001086
.003476
.000000
.000000
.001521
.070621
- 000000
,000434
.000000
.001086

P ENN
.001420
.000193
.,000000
.000580
.001549
.000387
.006777
.001226
» 004002
.000451
.000258
,007164
,010715
.001161
.001420
.002711
.001355
,001678
.015233
.020849
.003162
.000903
.000322
.003227
.000000
.000580
.000000
.000000
.002775
.000064
,024528
.006519
.000064
. 084624
.000387
.000193
.000000
.000322
,001742
,000064
.005551
,002323
.000000
.002130
.020139
.000258
.016266
.000839
.000000
,006519

R ISLAND
.000000
,000000
.000000
.001321
.003963
.000000
.038309
.000000
.001321
.000000
.001321
.005284
.001321
.,001321
.000000
.001321
.000000
030383
.009247
. 163804
.002642
003963
.000000
.001321
.000000
.001321
.000000
.013210
.010568
.000000
.058124
.005284
.000000
.005284
.000000
.000000
.019815
.000000
.001321
.000000
,000000
.001321
.000000
.018494
.011889
.000000
.007926
.000000
.000000
.003963

S CAROL
008669
000000
.000000
.000597
000000
.000000
.000000
000000
003886
.034977
.000000
.001195
.001195
.000298
.000597
.002989
.000896
.000000
.002391
.001195
,000000
000000
.000298
,000000
,000000
000896
000000
,000000
000000
000597
.000597
087593
000000
.003288
,000000
000000
.000896
.000000
000000
,000000
.026905
.002690
.000000
.000000
025112
.000000
000597
.000000
.000000
.002989

230

S DAKOTA
.000000
.000000
.000830
.000000
. 006644
.007475
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000830
.005813
.008305
.040697
.007475
.001661
.000000
.000000
.000000
.001661
.008305
121262
.000000
.007475
. 006644
.028239
. 000000
.000000
.000000
.001661
.000000
.000000
.000000
.001661
.004983
.002491
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.002491
.000000
.000000
.000830
. 006644
.000000
.002491
.000000
.004983



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

TENN
.012286
.000000
.000170
.012116
.001706
.000341
.000341
.000170
.003754
.013310
.000000
.003412
.002901
.000170
.000511
016211
.007679
.000000
.001023
.001877
.001023
.000682
.017235
. 004607
.000000
.000341
.000000
.000170
.000000
.000000
.001194
.008020
.000000
.008191
.001706
.000000
,001194
.000000
.005290
.000000
.000000
.008191
.000000
.000170
.022184
.000511
.,000170
. 000000
.000000
,000853

TEXAS
,002649
000467
,000233
,005767
,004520
,002026
,000155
,000000
,001246
,001246
,000311
.003663
.002727
.000467
.002260
.000779
,012781
.000000
.000467
,002883
,000233
.000935
.000779
,005923
.000000
.002649
. 000000
.000000
.000000
,000857
.001636
.000389
,000000
.001558
011612
,000701
,001091
.000000
.000311
.000000
,007170
.000000
,000000
.000233
.008183
.000701
,000077
.000077
.000000
.001792

UTAH
.000000
.000000
.008583
.000000
124463
017167
.004291
.000000
.004291
.000000
017167
017167
.025751
.000000
.012875
.000000
.000000
.000000
.004291
,008583
.004291
.000000
.000000
.004291
.004291
.012875
.000000
.000000
.000000
.004291
.008583
.000000
. 000000
.012875
.000000
.042918
.008583
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.004291
.000000
.004291
.000000
034334
.000000
.000000
.000000
.008583

VERMONT
,000000
.,000000
.000000
.000000
.006535
.000000
.006535
.000000
»006535
.000000
»000000
.016339
.019607
.000000
,000000
.006535
.000000
045751
.026143
.196078
.006535
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
»,000000
,006535
.009803
.000000
.091503
.003267
.000000
.058823
.000000
.003267
.022875
.000000
.000000
.000000
.006535
.006535
.000000
.000000
.006535
.000000
.000000
.003267
,000000
.003267

231

VIRGINIA
.003641
.000383
.000000
.000000
.002108
.000383
.001725
.000575
005942
.005750
.000191
.002491
.004983
.000766
.00134]
011117
.000766
.000766
.018018
013417
.000575
.000958
.000191
.001916
.000000
.000383
.000000
,000000
.000383
.000000
.005750
.058654
.000000
.011500
.001725
.000191
.016101
.000000
.009775
.000191
.036802
.003258
.000191
.001341
.000000
.000575
.005367
.000383
.000000
.098907



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

WASH
.000000
,002874
, 000000
,001596
. 050463
.003193
.000638
.000000
,000638
.000000
,021079
.008304
. 004152
.000958
,002235
.000319
.000319
.000000
.000638
,004152
,008623
,010220
.000000
.000958
.002874
.003513
. 000000
.000000
.000319
. 000000
.003193
.000000
.000319
004471
,001596
.105078
,000638
,000000
.000000
.000319
.001277
L 004471
.000638
.000000
,001277
.000000
.000000
.003513
,000000
.001596

W VIRG
.000549
000274
,000000
,000824
.001374
.000000
.000549
, 000000
.003023
.002199
.000000
.004672
.003298
,000000
.000274
,018691
.000549
.000000
004947
.003023
.000549
,000274
.000000
,000274
.000000
.000549
.000000
,000000
,000000
,000549
.003298
,006597
.000000
JO43430
.000274
,000274
.009345
.000000
,001649
.000000
014293
001924
.000000
.000000
.021165
.000274
.000000
.000274
.000000
.003573

WISC
.000587
.000881
.000000
.001468
005581
011457
.002056
»,000000
.005287
.000293
.000587
.055522
043184
.081668
.001468
.002350
.002643
.000000
.000881
.009694
.033783
.124853
.000000
.004700
.000293
.006462
.000000
.000000
.000293
.000000
.004700
.000293
.000000
.012338
.001468
.000881
.003819
.000000
.000000
004112
.005287
.003819
.000000
,001468
.001468
.001175
.000881
.000000
.000000
.002056

WYOMING
,000000
.005988
.005988
.000000
.119760
.0778L4
.005988
,000000
.005988
.000000
041916
.005988
.005988
.017964
.083832
.005988
.005988
.000000
.000000
.011976
.000000
.035928
.000000
.017964
. 167664
113772
.000000
.,000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.005988
.000000
023952
.035928
.005988
.000000
.000000
.011976
.029940
.023952
041916
.000000
.000000
.065868
.000000
.005988
.000000
.011976

232

WASH D C
.005940
.000000
.000000
,000660
,005280
,001980
.009900
,005280
.005940
,001980
.000660
.005280
.012541
.003300
.000000
,001980
.000000
.004620
,052145
.0L026k4
.000000
.003300
.000000
.001320
.000000
,000000
,000000
.000000
,001980
.000000
,018481
,024422
.000000
,031023
,001320
.001980
L041584
.001320
.001980
.000660
L011221
.001980
.000000
,002640
.059405
.000000
.011881
.000660
.000000
.000000
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APPENDIX B=-=-Continued

FIRST-TIME UNDERGRADUATES IN UNIVERSITIES



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
|OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
M1SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

ALABAMA
.000000
.000000
.000802
.000200
.002007
.001003
.000602
.000000
.008831
.006623
. 000000
.001806
.002810
.000200
.000602
.000000
.008631
.000000
.000602
.002408
.002007
. 000200
005620
.000802
.000200
. 000000
.000000
. 000200
.001204
.001003
.001204
.004415
.000000
. 002007
.002810
.000200
.000802
. 000401
.001806
.000000
.011240
.006423
.001806
.000000
.001806
.000401
.000000
.001405
.000000
.007226

MIGRATION

ALASKA
.000000
.000000
.039473
.000000
.032894
.032894
.000000
.000000
013157
.000000
.026315
019736
.006578
.000000
.006578
.000000
.000000
.006578
.000000
.000000
.006578
.006578
.000000
.000000
.072368
.000000
. 000000
.000000
.000000
.006578
.000000
.006578
013157
.000000
.000000
.190789
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.052631
.000000
.006578
440789
. 000000
.006578
.006578
.000000

RATIOS

ARIZONA
.000427
. 000000
.000000
.000213
.016035
L011545
.000213
.000000
.000641
. 000000
.000641
,002138
.001496
.001069
.001069
. 000000
.000855
.000000
. 000000
.000855
.000855
.000213
. 000000
.001069
.000213
.000641
. 000000
.000213
.000000
.005772
000855
.000213
.000000
. 000641
.000427
.000641
.002779
.000213
.000213
.000213
.000000
.003848
.033140
.000000
.000213
.001496
.000000
001496
.000855
.000427

ARKANSAS
.003582
. 000000
.004030
.000000
.002686
.004030
.000895
. 000447
.004478
. 000895
.000000
.002686
.007165
.001343
.004926
.000895
«Q17913
.000000
.000895
.000395
.001343
000447
.026869
.010747
.000447
. 000447
. 000447
.000447
. 000000
.005821
003134
.003582
.000000
.000895
.036721
.000447
.001343
.000000
.000000
.000000
.018360
049261
.002239
.000000
.000447
.002686
.000000
001791
.000000
.000895

234

CALIF
.000605
.000000
.039268
.000495
.000000
.021754
.002368
.000000
.001376
.000165
.002423
.006609
004461
.002258
001431
.000385
.000826
.000000
.000275
.003084
.003139
.000771
.000440
,001817
.001872
.000936
.007214
.001652
001211
.006058
.004130
001211
.000165
.001707
003414
.030401
.000385
.000165
.000275
.000385
.006774
.049622
.000000
.000110
.012612
.000000
.002258
.001597
.003304



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
|OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHI GAN
MINN
MISS

M1 SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXI1CO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

COLORADO
.000223
.000000
.,019252
.000895
,010969
. 000000
.002014
.000000
.002462
.000000
. 000447
.004925
.005148
.003357
004477
.000000
.001119
.000000
.,000223
.002686
.003805
001119
.000000
.003134
.002014
004477
.000000
.002686
.001343
. 009402
.004253
.000895
.000671
.000671
.006268
.001567
.000223
.002014
.000000
. 000671
.000223
.010969
019923
,000223
.000223
.004477
. 000000
.001790
.003581
.001567

MIGRATION RATIOS

CONN
,001212
.000000
.003879
.000000
.011396
.008486
.000000
. 000484
.015518
,000727
.000242
.007032
009456
.002909
.001697
.000969
.001939
.001939
.002909
.096508
,009214
.000484L
.000242
.001212
.000727
.000969
. 000000
.015033
010911
001454
.056013
.008971
.000000
014791
.002909
.000242
.029340
.027885
.000000
.000242
.001939
. 004607
.002667
.009214
.003637
.001454
.000000
.000242
.017216

DELAWARE
.005924
,000000
,001184
., 000000
,001184
,002369
.005924
.000000
.013033
.000000
.001184
.,003554
.007109
,000000
.000000
.001184
.003554
.000000
.009478
,011848
,011848
,002369
,000000
,002369
,000000
.000000
.000000
004739
.005924
.000000
LO23175
014218
,000000
,010663
,001184
.000000
052132
.003554
.001184
.000000
.005924
.005924
,001184
.004739
.008293
.001184
,000000
,001184
.001184
.015402

FLORI DA
.017867
. 000000
.001922
.000339
.001583
.002487
.001357
.000565
.000000
.019337
000339
.006671
.004975
,001130
.000678
.003279
.008707
.000000
.000565
.003731
.003392
.000678
.002148
,002035
.000339
.000113
.000113
.001470
.001470
.001470
.004410
.016849
.000000
. 006445
.000452
.000000
.003618
.001243
.003844
.000226
.008481
.007011
.002940
.000226
.001357
.000791
. 000452
.003166
.000113
.006785

235

GEORGIA
.071880
.000000
.002329
.000332
,001663
.002329
.003327
.000000
.045257
.000000
.000332
.005324
.003660
.000000
.000332
.002995
.010648
.000000
.000332
.002662
.003660
.000665
.002662
.002662
.000000
.000998
.000332
.000998
.002662
.003327
»002995
024292
. 000000
.002662
.003327
.000332
.002995
.000332
.020965
.000000
.037603
.014642
.002995
.000000
.001996
001331
.000000
.000000
.000332
.010648



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDI ANA
| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

| DAHO
.000000
.000000
.008949
.000471
.012246
012246
.000000
.000000
.000471
.000471
.000000
.008478
.004239
.001413
.000000
.000471
+000471
.000000
+000471
.002826
.000942
. 000942
. 000000
.002355
.010362
.000471
.000471
.000471
.000000
.005181
,001413
.000000
.000000
.000471
.000942
.023080
.000471
.000000
.000000
.000000
. 000000
.001413
«396137
.000000
000471
.035798
.000000
.000000
.001884
,001413

MIGRATION

ILLINOIS

.000826
. 000000
.009737
.000688
.004363
.013642
.002158
.000000
.006706
.000413
. 000643
.000000
.041936
.030958
.002985
.001607
.001975
. 000000
.000459
.003720
.026640
.001883
.000734
.021588
.001423
.001745
.000091
.002158
.002434
.002985
+005925
.001240
.000413
.018235
004179
.000826
.001423
.001332
.000137
.000826
.001240
.003353
.002664
. 000045
,000413
.001240
. 000045
.035230
.001102
.003169

RATIOS

INDI ANA
.000480
.000000
. 004245
.000160
,002002
.003844
.000961
.000080
.005206
.000000
.000240
.022346
.000000
.002883
.001682
.011373
.001521
.000000
.000240
.001121
016419
.000720
.000320
.002883
.000720
.001041
.000000
.000480
.000240
.002002
.001762
.001121
.000240
.024189
,000640
.000240
.000560
,000640
.000240
.000000
.001521
.001682
.002322
.000000
.000160
.000881
.000000
.003764
.000160
001441

|OWA
.000166
.000000
.008658
.000999
.001665
.013486
,000166
.000000
.001332
.000000
.000000
.014818
006660
.000000
.004329
.000166
.001332
.000000
.000166
,001665
.004162
.007492
.000333
.008491
.001165
.035964
.000000
.001332
,000166
,006160
.001665
.001332
.000333
.001998
.004329
.001165
.000666
,000832
.000166
,036963
.000166
004995
.002497
.000000
.000166
.002497
.000000
.012820
.001998
.001665

236

KANSAS
.000000
.000000
007457
.000745
003728
017524
.000372
.000000
.001491
.,000000
.000559
.006338
L0044 7L
.001304
.000000
.000372
.000932
.000000
.000372
.002609
.002423
.001491
.000372
,006711
.001304
.005406
.000186
.000559
.000186
.005406
.001491
.000559
.000000
.000932
.020320
.000372
.000186
.000372
.000186
.000000
.000372
.009694
.004287
.000000
.000372
.001864
.000000
.002050
.000372
.001304



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
|OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

KENTUCKY
.005572
.000000
,004012
,000222
.000891
.000891
001114
.000000
. 004904
. 000668
.000222
, 006464
.037004
L001114
. 000445
.000000
.003343
. 000000
, 000000
,001114
. 004904
,000222
.003566
,006018
. 000000
.000000
,000000
.001783
,001560
.000668
,002452
.007356
.000000
.059964
,001783
.000000
.001560
.000000
.000000
,000222
. 024966
. 005795
.001337
.000000
.002674
.000222
.000000
,003120
.000445
.003343

MIGRATION

LA
.005899
.000000
.001747
.001747
.001966
.003714
.000873
. 000000
.002840
001747
,000000
.002184
.005025
.000655
.001092
. 000000
.000000
.000000
,000218
.001529
.002403
.000218
.005899
,001966
.000218
.000655
.000000
.000218
.000655
.001529
.000873
.003714
,000218
,001092
+007209
,000218
.001529
,000218
. 000000
.000000
.002840
.038890
,001092
.000000
.000655
.001092
.000000
.001310
.000218
.003932

RATIOS

MAINE
.000000
.000000
.006425
.000803
.003212
.000803
.009638
.000000
.012048
.000803
.001606
.004819
.007228
.000803
.000000
.000000
.001606
.000000
.001606
.128514
.005622
.000000
.000000
000803
.000803
,000803
. 000000
.036947
.003212
.001606
.016867
.002409
.000000
.003212
,000803
.000000
,008032
.006425
.000000
.000000
.000000
.003212
.001606
.002409
.002409
.000000
.000803
,004016
.000000
.006425

MARYLAND
.001360
.000000
,006120
.000000
.005440
,009860
.007140
010200
.015300
.002380
.000340
.007820
.011560
.001360
,001020
.001700
.001360
.000680
.000000
.013940
.010880
.000680
.000000
.002720
.001020
.000000
.000000
.005100
.009520
.002380
.026521
,036042
. 000680
,021081
,003060
,000000
047262
.005100
.001700
.000340
.000680
.006120
.007140
.001360
.023121
,001020
.006120
.004080
.000680
.108126

237

MASS
.000510
.000000
.003232
.000000
.005018
.004083
.008421
.000170
.009782
.000340
.000170
.003572
. 006464
.001786
.000510
.000595
.000340
.008251
.000850
.000000
.005869
.000510
.000170
.000935
.000510
.000340
.000000
.017778
.003402
.001871
.023137
.002636
,000170
.005784
.000765
,000170
.009271
.015991
.000340
.000000
.000510
.001531
.001020
004933
.001616
.001020
.000170
.001616
.000595
.007740



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS

M1 SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MICHIGAN
.000276
.000000
.004903
.000138
.002071
+004143
.001312
.000069
.005179
.000000
.000552
.008218
.015331
.002486
.000690
.001035
.000828
.000000
.000414
.001726
.000000
.001104
.000276
002417
. 000414
.000552
.000069
.001035
.000897
.001933
.003453
.001174
.000552
.023204
.001104
.000345
.000483
.001104
.000138
.000000
. 000414
.001864
.002002
.000207
.000276
.001035
.000000
.00773k
.002002
.002831

MIGRATION

MINN
.000123
»000000
.005202
.000123
,002725
.007927
.002229
.000000
.002849
. 000247
.000123
.008423
.005078
.012634
.001238
.000123
.000371
.000000
.000247
.003716
.003220
.000000
.000247
002477
.001610
.002601
.000000
.002972
.000867
.000990
.001858
.000371
.050910
.001858
.001486
.000371
.000867
.000867
.000123
.025764
.000247
.001486
.002105
.000000
.000123
.003096
.000000
011767
.000495
,001486

RATIOS

MISS
.032011
.000000
.002866
.000955
.0033L44
,001433
.000955
.000000
.007166
.001433
.000000
.005733
.005255
.000955
.000477
.000955
.063067
.000000
.000000
.001433
.002866
.000000
.000000
.001433
.000477
.000000
,000000
.000000
.000955
.002388
.001911
.002866
.000477
001911
.005733
000477
.000000
.000000
.000955
.000000
.020066
Lo16244
.003344
.000000
.000477
.001911
. 000000
.000000
.000000
.005255

MISSOURI
.001316
.000000
.008064
.007241
.004608
014154
.003949
.000164
.001974
.000493
.000000
.025345
.016951
.011520
. 068466
.000987
.003291
.000000
.000658
.003456
.005924
.000822
.002468
.000000
.000493
.003127
.000000
.001974
.003127
.003456
. 004443
.002139
.000000
009545
,014483
.000493
.001152
.001974
.000164
,001316
.003291
.015470
.003291
.000000
.000658
,000822
.000000
.006418
.000329
.002633

238

MONTANA
.000000
.000000
.008460
.000423
.009729
.018612
.000423
.000000
.000423
.000000
.001692
.003384
.001269
.002538
.001269
.000846
.000000
.000000
.000423
.003384
.002961

.005922
.000000
,001692
.000000
.002538
.000000
.004653
.000423
.001269
.000423
.000000
,003384
.001269
.002538
.006768
.001269
.000423
.000423
.000000
.000846
.004653
.034686
.000000
.000000
043147
.,000000
.001692
.002538
.001269



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR|ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS

M1 SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

NEBRASKA
.000000
.000000
.008605
.000000
.006812
. 048045
.000717
.000000
.001075
.000358
.001792
.007171
.005736
.029401
.024022
.000000
.000358
.000000
.000717
.003585
.004302
.002509
.000000
.006095
.002151

»000000

.000000
.003226
.001075
. 003944
.003226
.000000

.000000

.002509
,009680
.000717
.000358
.000358
.000000
015417
.000000
.006453
.007888
.000000
.000000
.001792
.000000
.008605
.011832
,002151

MIGRATION

NEVADA
.000000
.000000
.028242
.000000
048117
.015690
.001046
.000000
,001046
.000000
.002092
.003138
.002092
.001046
.001046
.000000
.000000
.000000
.002092
.000000
.000000
.001046
.000000
.003138
.000000
,005230
. 000000
.001046
.001046
.006276
.003138
.000000
. 000000
.000000
.001046
.024058
.002092
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.004184
151673
. 000000
.001046
.010460
.000000
.000000
.001046
.000000

RATIOS

N HAMP
.000000
.000000
.002830
.000000
.016981
.004716
.011320
.000000
.006603
.000000
.000000
004716
012264
.000943
.001886
.000000
,001886
,004716
.000943
120754
.006603
.000000
.000000
.000000
.001886
.000000
.000000
.000000
004716
.002830
.028301
.003773
,000943
.000943
.000943
,000000
004716
.006603
.000943
.000000
.000000
.000000
004716
. 005660
.001886
.000943
. 000943
.000943
.000943
.003773

N JERSEY
,002087
,000000
004771
.000099
.004075
,008648
,008151
.010736
.023063
,001888
.000497
,010140
.012625
.003777
.001590
.001590
.001192
.002485
.002286
.029326
.016204
.000198
.000497
003678
.000596
,000198
,000099
.011730
.000000
.001590
.102395
012327
,000000
,023262
,004274
,000198
106173
011134
.002485
.000298
.001988
.003578
.002783
.007754
005666
.001590
.000795
.004374
.000099
017397

239

N MEXICO
,000592
.000000
,021043
.000296
,008595
.017190
.000296
,000000
.000296
.000000
.,000592
,001185
,001778
,000889
,001481
,000000
,001481
.000000
,000000
.001185
.000592
.000296
,000296
.000889
.000889
.000889
,000592
.000592
.001481
.000000
L001481
,000592
,000000
,000592
,006816
,000000
.000296
.000000
,000000
,000296
,000296
. 0L0604
.021636
,000000
.000592
,000889
,000000
,001185
.000592
,002074



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDI ANA
| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

NEW YORK
.001707
.000000
.006286
.000232
. 004462
.007839
.009663
.001280
.022314
.002328
.000271
,010827
012767
.002988
.001591
.001319
.002173
,001823
.001901
039894
.025535
.000582
.000620
.002406
.000853
.000776
.000000
.007373
.013505
.002250
.000000
.007101
.000271
.025380
.003221
. 000426
.025613
.008498
001474
.000349
.001435
.003221
.002949
.008033
.004113
.001086
.000543
.006985
.000155
.013466

MIGRATION RATIOS

N CAROL
.004507
.000000
.004225
.000000
.001408
.000281
.001126
.000281
009295
014366
.000000
001971
.003661
.000845
.001126
.001126
.003098
.000000
.000845
.002535
.004225
.000563
.000845
,000563
.000281
.000563
.000000
.001126
.001971
.001971
.003098
.000000
.000000
.002253
,002253
.000281
.001408
.000000
.045352
.000000
,016056
.004225
.009014
.000281
.005633
.001408
.000281
.001126
.000000
017464

N DAKOTA
.000000
.000000
.008799
.001035
.004658
.008281
.000000
.000000
.002070
.000000
.002587
.006211
.004140
.008281
.003105
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.001552
.001035
.018115
.000000
004140
.017080
.004140
.001552
.001035
.000517
.001552
.000000
.000000
.000000
.,000000
.004140
.001552
.000517
. 000000
.000000
.002587
.000000
.,001035
.001035
.000000
.000000
.008799
.000000
.004140
.000517
.001035

OHIO
. 000416
.000000
.003502
.000166
.001167
.002918
.002710
.000208
004503
.000208
.000208
,008631
.020139
,001667
.000542
.003335
,000708
.000083
000416
.002710
016761
.000333
.000166
,002168
.000792
.000416
.000000
,001667
,001084
.001417
,006754
.002626
.000041
.000000
.000416
.000375
,004169
,001000
000166
.000166
,001167
,001834
,001000
.000083
.001084
,000625
,000291
,005920
.000166
.003127

240

OKLAHOMA
.000148
.000000
.002821
.007720
.003563
.005048
.001187
.000000
.001187
.000000
.000296
.002227
.004899
.000890
.009502
.000296
.002672
.000000
.000148
.001484
.000742
.000148
.000296
.002821
.000593
.001039
000148
. 000445
.000890
004751
.000LL45
.001187
.000148
.000742
.000000
.000593
.000Lk45
.000148
.000148
.000148
.000890
.023162
.002078
.000000
.000148
.000890
.000593
.000296
.001930
.000000



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDI ANA
I OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

OREGON
.000227
. 000000
. 006605
.000000
.026423
.004783
.001366
.000000
. 000455
.000000
.004555
.002961
.001138
.000227
. 000455
.000000
.000683
.000000
. 000455
.003872
.000455
.001366
.000227
.000455
.002050
.000227
.000227
,000683
. 000455
.000911
.001594
.000683
. 000455
.000683
.000227
.000000
.000683
,000227
.000227
.000000
.000227
.000683
»035535
. 000000
.000000
039407
. 000000
.000683
.000683
.001138

MIGRATION RATIOS

PENN
.000957
.000000
.006358
.000205
.002803
.003692
.004854
.007931
.015588
.000888
. 000546
.007520
.013879
.001367
.001229
.001640
.000957
.000683
.002939
.009708
011212
.000546
.000478
.003076
.002324
.000341
.000000
.003350
.011691
.002734
.031245
.007657
.000341
.029809
.002529
.000341
.000000
.005264
.001709
. 000068
.001367
.002803
.001914
.000683
.004033
.000820
,011828
.002392
.000615
.012853

R ISLAND
.000880
.000000
.002640
.000000
.002640
.004401
014964
.000000
.010563
.000880
.000880
.004401
.001760
.000880
.000880
.000880
.000880
.003521
.000000
.176936
.007922
.000880
.000000
. 004401
.000880
.000880
.000000
.023767
.003521
.000000
.024647
.005281
.000000
.000880
.000000
,000880
.013204
.000000
.001760
.000000
.000000
.000880
.004401
.005281
.000880
.000880
.000000
.000880
.,000000
.008802

S CAROL
005704
.000000
.000713
.000000
.000713
.000713
.001782
.000000
.008199
.019251
.000000
.001782
.001782
001426
.000000
.000000
.002139
.000000
.000713
.000713
.000713
.000000
.000000
.000713
.000000
.000356
.000000
.000713
.000356
.001069
.000356
.025668
.000000
.002495
.000713
.000000
.002495
.000000
.000000
.000000
.002852
.002852
.005347
.000000
005347
.000713
.000356
,000000
.000000
.008912

241

S DAKOTA
000000
.000000
.011481
.000000
.004592
.025258
.000000
.000000
.001148
.000000
.001148
.009758
.004592
.029276
. 003 kb4
.000000
.000000
.000000
,000574
004018
.001722
019517
.000574
.003kk44
.005740
.024684
.000000
.000574
000574
.006888
.000000
,000574
.004592
.000574
.004018
.002870
,000000
.000000
,000574
.000000
.000000
.002870
.008036
.000000
.000000
006314
.000000
.008610
005740
.002870



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

TENN
.019131
.000000
,001226
.002207
.001226
,001716
,001716
,000490
. 006867
L014716
.000000
,004660
,006131
,001226
.000245
,004415
,009811
.000000
,000490
,001962
.003679
.000490
.025263
.005396
.000000
,000000
,000000
. 000490
,002943
,001716
,003924
.013735
.000000
.006622
.003924
,000245
,001962
,000000
,001471
.000000
.000000
.016678
.002207
.000000
,004905
.000245
.000000
.000735
.000245
. 005641

MIGRATION

TEXAS
.000577
.000000
004149
.001628
.003414
.007353
.001050
.000052
.001260
.000157
.000105
.001838
.002626
.000630
.001418
.000525
.008036
.000000
.000157
.000630
.001523
.000210
.000630
.001785
.000157
.000315
.000052
.000315
+000525
.001890
.001050
.000052
.000735
015390
.000105
.000735
.000262
.000315
.000052
000892
.000000
.002416
.000000
.000210
.001103
.000000
.001050
.000262
.001523

RATIOS

UTAH
.000000
.000000
,012302
.000000
.007112
004421
.000961
.,000000
,000000
.000000
.000192
.001730
.000384
.000192
.000192
.000000
.000192
.000000
.000000
.000961
.000576
.000000
.000000
.000192
,000961
.000192
.000192
.000000
.000192
.000961
.000961
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000384
.001153
.000576
,000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000961
.000000
.000000
.000000
.002306
.000000
.000000
.000384
.000384

VERMONT
,001287
.000000
.009009
.000000
.000000
.002574
.015kk4k4
.000000
. 009009
.001287
.001287
.007722
.007722
.001287
.003861
.001287
.000000
.005148
.00257k
.082368
.003861
.000000
.000000
,001287
,001287
.000000
.000000
.027027
.005148
.001287
-024453
.000000
-000000
.007722
.000000
.000000
,005148
.006435
.000000
.000000
. 000000
,005148
.000000
. 000000
.000000
,003861
.000000
.002574
.000000
.005148

242

VIRGINIA
.007204
. 000000
.003430
.000343
.006518
.007890
.008233
.002058
.014408
.004802
.000343
.006861
.006861
.004459
.001029
,006174
.003087
.000686
.006861
.008919
.011663
.001029
.002058
.002058
.002058
.000000
.000000
L004116
.009262
.001029
,019210
.075471
.000000
014065
.003430
.000343
.024013
.003430
.006861
.000686
014751
.008576
.008919
. 000686
. 000000
.001372
.004116
.002401
.001372
. 157804



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDI ANA
| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

WASH
.000538
.000000
.004036
.000134
017085
.002018
.001479
.000000
.000269
.000000
.008206
.002959
.001479
.000538
.000807
.000000
.000403
. 000000
.000000
.002690
.001479
.000269
.000000
.000672
.004708
.000403
. 000000
.001210
.000403

.002690
.000134
.000807
000134
.000403
.020314
. 000941
.000000
.000000
. 000403
.000403
.001345
.017758
.000000
.000269
.000000
.000000
. 000941
.000403
.001748

MIGRATION

W VIRG
,000973
.000000
.004381
.000000
.000486
,001460
.003407
. 000000
.010223
.000973
.000486
006815
L014118
.001460
.000973
011197
.001460
. 000000
,001947
.003407
.010223
.000000
. 000000
.000973
.000000
.000000
.000000
.001460
002434
.003407
.007302
017526
,000486
.078383
,001947
.000973
017526
. 000000
. 003894
.000000
.005355
002434
.003894
.000000
044303
.000973
.000000
,002434
.000486
.009250

RATIOS

WISC
.000725
.000000
.005801
.000241
.003625
.008339
.001450
.000000
.004109
.000120
.000604
.019821
.010998
.007614
.000966
.000000
,001087
.000000
.000120
.003021
.014019
.000241
.003504
.003021
.001450
.000120
.000846
.000604
.001329
.002538
. 000483
.001208
.007130
.002054
.000604
.000846
.000725
.000000
.000725
.000483
.002658
.003504
.000000
.000241
.002054
.000000
.000000
.001087
.002538

WYOMING
.000000
.000000
.015820
.,000000
004995
.074937
,000832
.000000
.000832
.000000
.002497
.004995
.003330
.000832
.003330
.000832
,000832
.000000
.000000
.003330
.003330
000832
.000000
.000832
.030807
.009991
.000000
.001665
,000832
.004995
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000832
.002497
.002497
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000832
.000000
.002497
117402
. 000000
.000000
.003330
. 000000
.003330
.000000
.000000

243

WASH D C
.001316
.000000
.005266
.000000
.007241
.007899
.009216
.003949
.011849
.001974
.001316
.009874
.010533
.003291
.002633
.000658
.001974
.000000
.006583
.032258
.006583
.001316
.001316
.001316
.000000
.002633
.000000
.010533
.007899
.001974
,021724
.024358
. 000000
014483
.000000
.000658
.038183
.005924
.002633
.000000
.001316
,001974
.006583
.000658
014483
.001316
.001316
.007241
.000000
.000000
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APPENDIX B--Continued

GRADUATE STUDENTS IN ALL INSTITUTIONS



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

ALABAMA
.000000
.000000
.001342
.001342
.010738
.003131
.002237
.000000
.021476
.025503
.000000
.015212
.009843
.004026
.004026
006711
,020134
.000000
.001789
.008053
.009395
004474
.011633
.005816
.000000
.000000
.000000
. 000000
.002684
.002684
.026398
024161
. 000000
.009395
.002237
.000000
,005816
.000894
.000000
.000000
.112304
.033557
. 000447
. 000447
.008948
,002237
.000000
.005369
.000000
.012080

ALASKA
. 000000
.000000
.028571
.000000
128571
.042857
.000000
. 000000
.028571
.000000
, 000000
,028571
,014285
.028571
.000000
,000000
.000000
., 000000
,000000
042857
.000000
,028571
.000000
.000000
,028571
. 000000
.000000
, 000000
.000000
.000000
,071428
.000000
., 000000
.028571
.000000
, 042857
,000000
.000000
. 000000
. 000000
.000000
,014285
.000000
.000000
.000000
JA57142
.000000
085714
. 000000
,028571

AR|ZONA
000337
.000000
.000000
.000337
.037761
,005731
,000337
. 000000
,000674
.000337
.000000
,007080
.005731
,004720
.001348
.000000
,001348
.000000
,000337
, 004045
., 001685
,001011
.000000
,002022
.000000
.000337
. 000000
.000000
. 001348
, 004383
.006743
,001011
. 000000
,001011
,001348
,001011
.002697
, 000000
.000337
.000000
. 000674
., 009440
.007754
.000000
.000674
,001685
.000000
.002697
.000000

ARKANSAS
.005311
.000000
.000000
.000000
019726
,009863
.005311
.000758
.009104
.005311
.000758
.021244
,019726
.007587
.006069
.008345
.039453
.000000
.003034
.002276
.009863
.009104
.006828
.018209
.000758
.003034
.000000
.000000
.006069
+004552
.020485
012139
. 000000
007587
.020485
.000758
.006828
000758
.000758
.002276
.027314
. 130500
.000000
.000000
.003034
.000758
. 000000
.008345
.000000
.003793

245

CALIF
.000126
.000031
.006126
.000157
.000000
.004168
.001578
.000000
,000631
.000252
.000126
.004926
.003410
.002715
.000536
.000094
.000600
.000000
.000315
005968
.002905
.002273
.000063
.001610
.000252
.000473
.000315
.000063
.002936
.001357
,010831
.000821
.000031
.001894
.000315
.003284
.001705
.000315
.000031
.000189
.000568
.003126
.002936
.000063
.000189
005747
.000000
.001768
.000378
.003031



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR|ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS

M1 SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

COLORADO
.000363
.000000
.006906
.000000
,039621
,000000
,002181
,000000
,002908
,000000
.000363
,010541
.008724
.009451
,006543
.000000
,001090
,000000
.000363
.008724
. 008360
,005089
,000000
. 009451
.001817
,002181
,000000
,000000
.003998
,006543
,021446
,004362
,000000
.005089
,002181
,004725
,005089
.000363
.000363
.001090
,002181
.009814
,005452
,000000
,001090
.006543
.000000
,006179
.003271
.004362

CONN
.000321
.000000
.001125
.000160
.010768
.002089
.000000
.000321
.001928
,000160
.000160
.007875
,005625
003857
,001125
.000160
.001285
.000642
.000803
034715
.005785
.003857
.000000
.001607
,000321
.000642
. 000000
.000000
.003535
.000482
.216168
.004178
.000000
,004821
.000321
. 000482
.012696
003696
.000160
.000000
.001285
001446
.000000
001125
.001767
.000642
.000321
.,004178
.000160
.013018

DELAWARE
.000929
.000000
.000000
.000000
,006505
.000000
.002788
,000000
,002788
,001858
,000000
,008364
014869
.002788
,000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.003717
.013940
,010223
007434
.000000
.002788
.000000
.000929
,000000
. 000000
,008364
.000000
L042750
.00L64L6
.000000
.003717
.000000
.000929
115241
.000000
.,000000
.000929
.000929
.002788
,000000
,000000
,002788
,001858
,000000
,002788
.000000
.013940

FLORIDA
.006039
.000000
,001838
.000525
.018119
.003413
.003939
,000262
.000000
.01654k4
.000262
.013392
011292
. 004464
,002100
.003676
.013392
.000000
.002363
.013130
.010766
.002888
.002888
. 004464
.000000
.000262
.000000
.000525
,004726
.002363
.035714
.025735
.000000
.009716
.001313
.,000000
.011029
.000000
.000262
.000000
.018907
.023634L
.001050
.000000

. 00LL6L

.002363
.000262
.006039
.000262
.015756

246

GEORGIA
. 0248L4
.000000
.000414
.000828
.007453
.002484
.00L4140
.000000
.034782
.000000
.000414
.013250
.007867
.004968
.003312
.007039
.015320
.000000
.000828
014492
.007039
.001242
.002070
.002898
.000414
.000000
.000414
.000000
.005383
,000828
047619
.057556
.000000
.011180
.001656
.000000
.013250
.000828
.010766
.000414
.0L43064
.026501
.000414
. 000000
.003726
.000828
.000000
,006211
. 000000
.011180



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
|OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY

N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N ‘DAKOTA
oHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND -

S CAROL

S DAKOTA

TENN
TEXAS
UTAH

VERMONT .

VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WiSC
WYOMING

WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

| DAHO
.000000
. 000000
.025449
.000000
094311
. 026946
.001497

.000000
004491

.000000
.000000
.029940
.019461
.020958
.005988
.000000
.005988
.000000
,001497
,013473
. 025449
,011976
.000000
,001497
.008982
,001497
,002994
.000000
.00L491
.004491

.032934

008982
. 000000
,010479

. 002994

043413
.001497

.000000

000000
000000

- .002994

.010479
. 194610
.000000
.001497
.088323
»000000
.014970
. 000000
,011976

ILLINOIS
000248
000049
002240
.000348
015386

0005626 ’

,002041
.000199
.002041
2000697
,000149
.000000
.024498
,012298
.002589
.000946
.001444
. 000000
.000547
,007220
.012049
.005576
.000199
.017925
.000348
.000995

.000000 -

,000248
,002240
00124k
,014539
,001543
,000149
.005925
001493
.001294
.003983
.0008L6
.000597
,000398

.002240

.003485
.000946
.000000
.000597
.002091

.000000

.010954
.000298
005427

INDFANA
.000260
.000000
,001170
,000130
.013520
.004160

,002340.

.000260

.002730

.000910
.000000
.037181
»000000
.005720
,001300
.007280
.000520
.000000
.000390
.005330
.014560
.003120
.000000
.005590
.,000130
.000260
. 000000

- ,000130

,001950
.001040
.014300
.001300
,000130
014950
001040
000390
004290
.001300
000260
.000520
.002L70
.002210
000650

. 000000
.000520

.001690
. 000000

.006370

.000520
.005980

|OWA
,000393
. 000000
-004323
,001179
.030267
.026729
005503
.000000
.003930
,000393
.0007856
.043238
,019261
.000000
.007075
,002358
.002358
.000000
-000393
1012185
.017688
.034198
-000000
.027908
,002358
.025157
.000000
.000000
.007075
~007861
- 04009k
.003930
.000000
.011792
.002751
.003930
-006289
,000786
.000000

- .013757.

,004323
.009827
,001965
,000000
,000000
.009040
.000000
,017688
,001965

.011399

247

KANSAS
.000597
. 000000
.005676
.002987
.020914
»025993
.002390
. 000000
.002091
.000896
.001195
022706
.017926
.,018225
.000000
.000298
,001493
»000000
.000896
.008066
.011054
007469
.000298
.023005
.000000
.005676
.000000
.000000
.002390
.005975
.017926
.002091
. 000000

- ,003286

. 013444
.001493
.004780
.000298
.000298
.000896
.005377
.015536
.001493
.000000
.000597
.002390
.,000000
.012249
.000298
.006573



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR ZONA

ARKANSAS

CALIF
COLORADO
- CONN
DELAWARE
- FLORIDA
GEORGIA

, | DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY

LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
M1SS
M1SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRAS KA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEX1ICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHI0
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
“PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA

WASH -

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

KENTUCKY LA
.001887 .006851
,000000 . 000000
.001258 .000622
.000943  ,006228
008178  .010588
. 000943 .006540
.001887 ,001868
.000000 - 000000
.006605 .0040L8
.003774  ,004360
. 000000 » 000000
031141 .009031
.051273 .009654
.004718 .006540
.000314 .007162
.000000 .001245
.003145 .000000
. 000000 .000000
.000943 .000311
.006920 .004360
.00786k 007474
»,005033 .001557
,000629 . ,013080
. 009751 011211
, 000000 . 000000
.000314 .000622
.000000 ,000000
.000000 ~ ,000622
.002201° ,001245
.002516 ,002180
.019817 L014325
1011324  .006540
,000314 ,000000
069204 002802
0001572 000467]
,000314 ,000934
.004089  ,003737
.000000 .000000
.000314 000311
.000314 .000000

- .0hk0264 .009342
.009751 054811
,000943  ,000311
, 000000 .000622
.004089  ,001868
.000629 .001557

- .006605 .000311
004089 000311
.000314 - 000000
.009751

.008408

MAINE
.001763
.000000
003527
.000000
.024691

- ,010582

.010582
000000
.008818
,001763
.000000
.029982
.0L0564
017636
.003527
003527
000000
.000000
001763
162257
.028218
010582
000000
,001763
,000000
000000
.000000
.019400

- ,019400

,001763
169312

' 00088]8>
.000000
- .021164
- ,001763

.000000
.031746
. 024691
.000000
.000000

.001763

021164
.000000
.001763
.005291
.001763
.000000

- ,026455
»000000

.054673

MAR YLAND
000282
.000000
.000564
.000000
.01186L
.002824
.004519
,025423
004802
.003672
.000000
,010734
.009887
.005084
.000000
.001129

- ,000847

.000282

.000000
.015819
.010734
.003107
. 000000
,004519

. 000000 -

.000282
.000282

0000564 
011016
.001977

045197
.010451
. 000000
.009322

- ,001129

. 000561
-086158
.001977
.000282
.000282
.001977
-004802
.001129
.000000
005649
.002542

,002824

.005649
,000282
458474

248

 MASS
.000000
.000000
.001609
000378

- ,013724

.002555
.015806
.000283
.001987

,000283
- 000000

.011452
.007761

-.003312

,000662
,000189
.000946
.000283
.001987
»,000000
.009370
.003123

-,000283

,001514
,000473
.000378
. 000000
,003691

004827

.0010L41
.056128
.003975
.000000
000634]
.000662
L00ok164L
.014387
,006814
.,000094
.000094
.001514
.001798
.000378
000473

,002366

.001798
.000000

~.005300
.00009k4
L011168



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARTZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLOR I DA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
; LA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
M1SS
M1SSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRAS KA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXI CO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA

OHIO

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA

TENN -

TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
~ VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
Wisc
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

MICHIGAN
.000064
. 000064
.001218
.000320

.009877

.003399

. 000064
.000641
. 000448
. 000064
,013405
.010134
,ookoko
.000577
,000256
.000577
.000000
.000577
,006029
.000000
.002758
.000064
,002116
,000128
,000256
.000128
,000064
,001731
,001026
.010903
.001090

.000064 .

.006606
,000448
.000705
.002693
.000513
.000256
. 000064
.000897

.001795

.000448
.000064
. 000641
.001154
.000000
.006029
,000128
.004233

MINN

1,000297

.000000
.004756
.000297
.025564
.018430
.005053
.000000
+004453
.001486
,000297
.032996
.014268

- ,030915

.004756
.001486
.002080
. 000000
.002080
.015160
.012782
.000000
.000594
.010998
.000594
.006539
,000000
.000000
.006242
.001486
.030321
.001783
.028537
.007728
.001189
.001783
.005648
,000891
.001783
.005053
,002972
.007431
.001486
.000000
,001783
. 005945
. 000000
.019322

- ,000891

°012485

MISS MISSOURI
,018156  ,000835
,000000 000000
.,002793  ,002505
.003491 .003966
,013966 - ,020250
.,004189  ,010020
,001396  ,002087
.000000 000000

~,015363  ,003966
.016759  ,000208
.000000 ,000000
.023044  _ 040918
,018854 015240
.004189  ,016701
.004189 ,036325
.009776  ,003340
.103351  ,003131
.000000 ,000000
.002094  , 000835
,007681 ,008141
.009078  ,011064
.004189  ,007515
.000000 ,001043
.009078  ,000000
,000000 ,000000
.000000  ,002713
,000698  ,000000
,000000 ,000000
.000698  ,005010
,003491 ,003131
,025837  .021085
.021648 002713
,000000  ,000000
,007681 .009185
., 004888 .,006263
,001396 - ,001252
.003491 .007098
.000000 ,000626
,000698  _000417
- ,000698  ,000208
. 0LL4692 004384
.045391 - 024008
.002793  ,001670
.,000000 ,000000
,006284 001252
,000698  ,002505
,000000  ,000000
- ,002793 011691
.000698  .000208
.007724

.011871

249

MONTANA

.000000
.001298
.003896
,001298
.061038
033766
.001298

- .000000

.007792
,001298
,001298
.023376
,012987
,010389
,003896
.000000
.001298
,000000
,001298
,012987
,014285
.031168
.000000
.007792
.000000
.002597
.000000
,000000
,002597
,006493
040259
.005194
.007792
,005194
.006493
019480
015584
.000000
.000000
.003896
,002597
.005194
015584
.000000
,000000
+O041558
.000000
.020779
,001298
.009090



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
i DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

I OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
"UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMING
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

NEBRASKA
.000000
., 000000
,002842
001421
.033159
, 043581
L,001421
., 000000
.,003315
., 000473
., 000947
, 026054
,013263
, 029369
.012316
., 000473
,001421
. 000000
,001894
,007105
,010895
,019422
., 000000
.019895
., 000947
., 000000
., 000473
.000473
,003789
. 005684
, 018000
, 004263
. 000473
, 004737
, 004737
.001421
. 004737
., 000000
., 000473
.001894
,004263
.008526
. 006631
. 000000
,000473
. 005684
. 000000
,011842
.003315
009474

NEVADA

,003745

.000000
.022471
000000
., 108614
.011235
,000000
. 000000
.,011235
»000000
.003745
,011235
.022471
.003745
,000000
.000000
.003745
.000000
.007490
,007490
,007490
.022471
.000000
.000000
.000000
.,000000
.000000
.000000

- .003745
007490

.026217

. 003745

.000000
.003745
,003745
018726
. 000000
, 003745
.000000
.000000
.003745
.003745
,097378

- .000000

.000000
.026217
.000000
-0037L45
003745
011235

N HAMP
,000000
. 000000
.006622
. 000000
.019867
.006622
.016556
. 000000
.004966
,001655
.000000
.028145
.008278

.008278

. 200000
. 000000
. 004966
. 001655
. 006622
.221854
,016556
003311
. 000000
.003311
. 000000
.001655
. 000000
. 000000
,009933
. 001966
. 089403
. 014300
. 000000
,013245
., 001655
. 004966
. 031456
014900

- ,000000

. 000000
, 006622
.006622
.001655
. 000000
,009933
.009933
,001655
.019867
. 000000
.,031456

N JERSEY
,000191
., 000063
. 000831
. 000000
,009209
.001790
,003581
.002622
,001982
,001023
,000191
.006971
,005436
,003261
,000639
. 000575
,000895
.000383
001407
.,014389
,004348
.,001790
. 000000
001534
. 000191
.000127
.000127
, 000447
.000000
.000767
,262790
.,003133
. 000000
. 004093
,000511
.000383
,098374
., 000767
. 000255
, 000063
001407
.001534
,000703
. 000063
001790
,001343
.000511%
.003645
. 000191
,007802

250

N MEXICO
,000558
, 000000
004466
.002233
,025683
.016750
001675
,000000
,002791
.000000
. 000000
.008375
,008375
.003908
004466
.001675
,002233
., 000000
.000000
.007816
,007258
,003350
.000558
.,006700
,000558
.000558
.000000
.000000
,000558
, 000000
.010050
,001116
., 000000
,001675
. 004466
. 000558
.003908
.000000
. 000000
.000558
.002233
.037409
005583
,000000
,000558
.003908
.000000
L00LLEE
,001675
,003908



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDI ANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

MICHIGAN

MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA

NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEX1ICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

NEW YORK
.000204
.000018
.001506
. 000241
.009353

.001934

.005132
. 000204
. 001841
.000688
.000111
.008498
.006899
. 002491
.000781
.000371
.000762
.000111
.001301
.014895
.007252
.002008
. 000092
»001190
.000130
»000092
.000018
.000185
010990
.000836
, 000000
,002250
,000111
. 004407
.000502
.000390
.011957
,001506
.000260
.000018
.001097
,001562
. 000464
. 000204
.00100k4
,001004
.000130
.004332
.000185
.006862

N CAROL
.003116
.000000
.000849
.000566
,006232
.002549
.004532
.000000
,010481
011614
.000000
LO1LLhL7
,006515
004815
,001133
,008498
.003399
.000000
,001983
010764
,011048
,004249
.001983
,001983
,000283
,000849
.000000
,000000
.007648
.000000
,031728
.000000
.000000

.004815.

.003116
,000566
.012181
.000849
.008215

.000000 -

.015014
.012181
,001699
.000000
.009631
.000566
.000000
.003399
000000
,018130

N DAKOTA
.000000
. 000000
.003048
.000000
,022865
,030487
,001524
. 000000
001524
,001524
., 009146
025914
,018292
LOU7256
. 007621
. 000000
,004573
. 000000
,003048
,012195
013719
,092987
,000000
, 006097
,010670
,007621
001524
. 000000
.003048
, 007621
,021341
. 000000
., 000000

.006097.

,004573
,007621
,004573
,000000
, 000000
,021341]
, 004573
.,004573
,006097
,000000
.000000
,007621
,000000
.027439
,001524
,010670

OHIO0
.000245
, 000000
,001388
, 000653
,013640
,004329
,002858

© ,000081

. 004247
.000490
.000163
.022216
. 026545
.005880
,001225
,002123
001715
.000000
.001143
012741
.024503
.003593
.000000
.004329
.000163
.000571
.000000
.000081
.004002
.001715
.027035
.002368
.000081
.000000
.000735
.000980
.025483

,001306

.000081
.000081

- .003185

.004083
.000326

,000081

001225
,001388
004982
008658
,000326
, 008984

251

OKLAHOMA
.000518
., 000000
,001295
006217
,016839
,006L76
,001554
.000000
.003108
,001295
.000000
.015284
.008549
,006735
.0098L4
,001813
,004922
.000000
.000518
,004922
,010103
.003367
. 000000
.004922
,000000
000518
. 000000
,000259
.001554
.003108
,010621
004663
.000000
.003886
.000000
,001036
,002849
,000000
.000518
,000518
.003108
064248
.001554
,000000
,001295
,002331
.000259
.005958
.000000
.004922



ALABAMA
ALASKA
AR ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
| CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGIA

| DAHO .

ILLINOIS
INDI ANA

1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHI GAN
M1 NN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

OREGON
000000
.001490
.010928
. 000496
. 079483
.016890
.005961
000000
.002483
. 000000
.002980
.018877
.010928
.007948
.002980
.000000
.001987
.000000
.001490
, 008445
, 008445
.009438
.000000
. 006954
.001987
.000000
000000
000496
.001490
,002483

,033283

.001490
.000496
.003477
. 000000
.000000
.004967
. 000993
.000993
.000496
.000993
,010432
. 008941
.000000
.000496
. 054644
, 000000
,010928
.000993
,010432

PENN
.000218
000000
,001471
.000163
.0089L0
.002889
.002889
.006323
.002671
,001035
0124381
,010412
002671
.000763
.000000
. 000545
.000763

.000109

.005233
.012375
.008940
.003489
.000163
.002453
.000054
.000272
.000218
.000218

,018263

.000763
050646
.003707
000000

- ,014883

000654
.000381
.000000
.001308
.000545
.000109
.002126
.003925
.000708
,000163
.001580
.001362
. 006869

005070
,000272

.015700

R |SLAND
»000000
. 000000
.000865
,000865
.023376
. 002597
.016450
.000000
.003463
.000865
.000000
.008658
.012987
.005194
. 000000
.002597
.000000
.000000
.005194
.166233
.017316
.004329
,000000
.004329
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000865

.007792

.000865
.062337
.007792
.000865
.003463
.000000

- .,000000

,012987
000000
,000000
000000
.000000
002597
.000000
.000000
006926
.000865
000000

. ,011255

.000865
.017316

S CAROL
.003059
.000000
.000509
000000
.008669
001529
.003569
.000000
.015298
.038755
,000000
.007139
,0127L8
.002549
.001529
008159
,007649
000000
.002549
.007139
,004079
001529
.000000
.001019
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.004079
.000509
.026007
.104028
.000000
.005609
.001019
.001019
.008159
.000000
,000000
.000000
016318
024477
000509
.000000
.010708
,001529
000509
.001019
000000
011728

252

S DAKOTA
,002490
,000000
007471
,002490
,032378
L0L2341
,000000
. 000000
.004981
.000000
,001245
.038605
.023661
057285
,009962
.001245
.002490
.000000
,002490
,017434
,011207
. 068493
,001245
,016189
,008717
,021170
,000000
.000000
.003735
.009962
,018679

. 004981
;009962
,008717
,006226
,006226

- .003735
,001245
,000000
,000000
.003735
, 004981
.004981
.000000
,002490
,008717
.000000
,034869
,012453
,006226



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
CONN
DELAWARE
FLORI DA
GEORGIA
| DAHO
ILLINOIS
IND| ANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS
MICHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA

NEVADA
N HAMP -

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENN

- R ISLAND

$ CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
Wisc
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

TENN
, 004246
.000000
.000653
.000326
009474
.003920

.003266

.000000
,010L45L,
L011434
.000326
.020581
. 009474
,006207
,000653
, 018948
013394
.000000
002613
,010127
. 008493
. 004573
.011760
. 006860
.000326
,000326
.000000
.000000
,006207
,001960

,020908

.025481
.000000
.008820
.001960
.000326
.006860
.000653

.000980
. ,000000

.000000
.039529
.000653

- ,000000

.002940

- ,001633

.000326
, 002940
. 000653
,008167

TEXAS

,000586

. 000000
.002848
,001340
.014075

,006618

.002094
. 000251
.001926
,001843
.000167
.008964L
.006199

.005278

.002848
.000921

007372

.,000000
.000670
.008L461
.005361
.003183

- .000418

004356
,000083
.000586
. 000000
.000000
,002178
009467
,012315
,003853
.000000
.003602
.005780
,000670
,003686
,000502

- ,000167

.000083
.004775
»000000
,001843

.000000

,001256
.001759
.000000
.003770
,000418
.004691

UTAH

.000615

- ,000000

.016605
.000000
065805
+007995

.003075

.000000

.000615 .

.000000
000615
015990
.008610
.009840
001230
000000
001230
000000
001230
,012915
013530
014760
000000
.003690
000000
000615
000000
000000
.003075
.005535
.033825
001845
,000000
.003075
000000
.007995
.003690
.000615
000000
000000
001230
.004920
000000
000000
.000615
011685
000000
016605
000615
.004920

253

VERMONT VIRGINIA

.000000
.000000
.013333
.003333
.033333
.013333
,030000
.003333
.016666
.006666

.000000

, 040000
.030000
,010000
.003333
. 000000
000000
. 000000
.003333
. 160000
.023333
" 006666
. 000000
.003333
.000000
.003333
. 000000
" 006666
.020000
.003333
.183333

.006666

» 000000
.020000
,003333
.000000
.033333
,013333

.000000

.003333

- .006666

.000000
.000000
.000000
.003333
.020000
,000000
.013333
.000000
.026666

,001438
.000000
.000862
.000287
,011504
001150
004314
,000287
.008052
.009778
. 000000
,020132
.014092
005176
,000862
. 006614
Loo431L
,000287
.008915
.014955
,012366
.005752
,001150
.003163
.000000
. 000000
.000000
.000000
.006902
.002013
.041990
.057520
. 000000
,008628
.001150
.000287
015530
,001438
,001725
000000
014955
.013229
. 000862

- ,000000

.000000
.003451
.002013
.004889
.000287
.+17888



ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIF
COLORADO
: CONN
DELAWARE

FLORIDA -

GEORGIA
I DAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

| OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASS

M1 CHIGAN
MINN
MISS
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

N HAMP

N JERSEY
N MEXICO
NEW YORK
N CAROL
N DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
-OREGON
PENN

R ISLAND
S CAROL
S DAKOTA
TENN
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASH

W VIRG
WISC
WYOMI NG
WASH D C

MIGRATION RATIOS

WASH
.000000
.000268
.002145
.000268
. 062483
.006972
.002949
. 000000
.002413
.000268
.006167
.016894
.010190
.005899
.000804
.000268
.001609
. 000000
.000536
.012067
.009385
.007776
. 000000
. 005095
.002413
,001072
.000268
»000268
.005899
.002681
.024135

- .002413

.000000
.004022
.000268
. 054706
00375k
.001072
.000000
. 000804
.001609
.007240
. 005095
.000000
.000536
.000000
.000000
.005631
.000536
.005363

W VIRG
.000594
.000594
.001189
.000000
.010707

- .000594

,001189
,000000
,011302
.005353
.000000
.022605
.024390
.002379
.003569
.005948
.002379
.000000
.001189
.008923
.014872
.002379
.000594
.009518
.000000
,001189
.000594
.000594
.008923
.002974
.029149
L018L447
,000000
,046995
,001189
.000594
,045806
.000000
.000594
.000000
,013682
.005948
,001189
,000000
.015466

.001784

. 000000
.007733

.000594 -
,032123

WisC
001524
000000
.002794
.000762
.023622
.009652
,002794
000254
.0025L0
.000762
.000000
.051054
.011938
.019812
.009906
.001270
.002032
.000000
.002032
.013208
019304
042164
.000254
016510

,001016

.002286
.000508
.000000

.004318

.002794

- .023368

.004318
,001524
,011938
.002286
.002286

"~ ,006096

.001016
.000508
.002286
.003810
.006350

. +002032

. 000000

- .001524

.007620
. 000000

.000000

,001270
.015494

WYOMING
.000000
.000000
.020547
.002283
.043378
,086757
.006849
.002283
.004566
,000000
.002283
.022831

.002283
.018264
.013698
.000000
.000000
.000000
.000000
.009132
.009132
015981

.000000
.015981

.015981

.018264
.000000
»000000
.009132
.004566
.018264
.004566
.000000
,011415
,002283
,0068L9
L011415
.002283
.000000

.002283.

,002283

.0068L49"

.052511
. 000000
.000000
.013698
000000
.013698
.000000
011415

254

WASH D C
,000000
000000
,00037k
.000000
016491
.001499
005997
001124
.002998
000374
.000000
.008620
005997
.001L99
00037k
.000000
.001874
.000000
- 008245
,011619
008995
-002623
.,000374
002248
.000000
000374
.000000
.000000
.006371
000374
037106
.005247
.000000
.002623
00037k
000374
.017616
.001499
,000000
.000000
.000749
.003373
000749
.000000
.007121
.000374
.000749
.004122
.000000
.000000
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APPENDIX C
CHI-SQUARE VALUES AND COEFFICIENTS OF CONTINGENCY
FOR FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN ENROLLED IN OKLAHOMA
SCHOOLS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FALL 1962
The data used for investigating the relationship between
family income and geographic origin of first-time freshmen
enrolled in Oklahoma educational institutions was summarized
and presented in contingency tables. The data was classi-
fied according to three levels of family income and three
classsifications of students, The income levels were (1) below
$5,000, (2) $5,000 through $9,999 and (3) $10,000 or over,
The geographic origin of students were grouped according to
three broad state classifications--namely, (1) resident stu-~
dents of Oklahoma, (2) nonresident students from contiguous
states, and (3) nonresident students from non-contiguous
states,
A contingéncy table was constructed and is presented
for each of the various classifications of educational insti-
tutions as follows:
1, All institutions
2., All public institutions
3, State universities
4, University A
5. University B
6, State 4-year institutions
7. State 2-year institutions
8, State border institutions
9. All private institutions
10, Private 4-year colleges and universities
11, Private and municipal 2-year colleges,

The observed frequencies for each category are listed and the

expected frequencies for each cell are enclosed in parentheses,
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APPENDIX C~-Continued

The chi-square criterion used for this analysis was

based on the statistic:

x% = % (035 - Eii)?

L Bij

where Oij is the‘observed frequency and Eij is the expected
frequency for the ijth cell,

If the XZ criterion indicates»that the correlation .
between two qualitative variabled is significant, then it is
desirable to obtain some measure of the strength of the
relationship, The following formula defines a measure of

correlation known as the contingency coefficient:

where n is the grand total of the frequencies of the contin-
gency table while X% is the value obtained from the formula
above,

The chi-square.values and COefficiénts of éontingencies
calculated are presented in the contingeﬁcy table for each

category.
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APPENDPIX C--Continued

Contingency Table 1--All Institutions
(Private and Public)

Family Income Classificaﬁion
Below $5,000- $10,000
’ Origin of Student ) $5,000 7 $9,999 - or over
Resident 3355 - 4253 1603
State k ’ (3120) °  (4294) (1796)
Nonresident-- 182 427 238
Contiguous States ' (287) (395) (165)
Nonresident-- - 175 428 296
Non-Contiguous States (305) (419) 0 (175)
X = 228.4750 ¢ ) s ey = 1596

Contingency Table 2--All Public Institutions

- —

|

‘Family Income Classification
Below $5,000- $10,000
Origin of Student _ $§5,000 §$9,999 or over
Resident 2892 3527 1351
‘State » (2693)  (3558) (1519)
Nonresidentw= . 108 268 174
Contiguous States (191) (252) (108)
Nonresident-- , A 107 310 228
Non-Contiguous States (224) (295) © (126)

X% = 255,4189 c;:,/\/ 255.42 = ,1664
e Z55.42 + 8965
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APPENDIX C--Continued

Contingency Table 3--State Universities

Family Income Classification

Below $5,000- $10,000
Origin of Student $5,000  $9,999  or over
Resident 776 - 938 886
State ’ ‘ (661) ‘ (995)' (943)
Nonresident~«~ 21 133 127
Contiguous States (71) ) (108) - (102)
Nonresident-- 41 190 182
Non-Contiguous States (105) (158) (150)

x% = 38.16 C = /d/ 38,16 = ,1005
‘ 38.16 + 3714

Contingency Table 4--University A

Family Income Classification
Below $5,000- $10,000
Origin of Student $5,000 $9,999 or over
Resident 292 783 - 453
State (246) (761) (521)
Nonresident-- 12 88 - 98
Contiguous States (32) (99) (68)
Nonresident-- 27 155 152
Non-Contiguous States (54) A (166) (114)
Xt = 73,54 C,:U/ 73.54 = ,1855

/73,54 + 2060



259
APPENDIX C--Continued

Contingency Table 5--University B

Family Income Classification

Below $5,000~ $10,000

Origin of Student $5,000  §$9,999 °  or over
Resident 484 155 433
State _ (440) (204) . (427)
Nonresident-- . 9 45 - 29
Contiguous States (34) (16) (33)
Nonresident-- 14 35 30
Non-Contiguous States (32) (15) (31)
X2 = 124,50 c_=,/v/ 124.50 = ,3027
o | ~ 124,50 + 1234

Contingency Table 6-~State 4-Year Colleges

Family Income Classification

Below $5,000- $10,000

Origin of Student - §5,000 - $9,999 or over
Resident 1355 1730 329
‘State “ (1318) (1741) (355)
Nonresident-- : 56 102 - 34
Contiguous States (74) (98) (21)
Nonresident~- 23 62 23
Non-Contiguous States (42) (55) (11)

X% = 38.16 C = /V/ 38,16 = ,1055
R 38,16 + 3714
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Contingency Table 7--State 2-Year Colleges

260

Family Income Classification

—

$5,000-

23,09 + 1957

Below - $10,000

Origin of Student $5,000 $9,999 or over
Resident 761 859 136

State' (749) (852) (154)
Nonresident-- 31 33 13
Contiguous States (33) (37) (7
Nonresident--~ 43 58 23
Non-Contiguous States (53) (60) (11)
x2 X% = 23,0946 c = fu/ 23.00 _ - ,1077

Contingency Table 8--State Border Institutions

Family Income Classification

$5,000-

$10,000

18.74 + 1566

S Below
Origin of Student $5,000 $9,999 or over
Resident 531 716 127
State (511) (716) (147)
Nonresident-- 40 70- 26
Contiguous States (51) (71) (15)
Nonresident-- 11 30 15
Non-Contiguous States (21) (29) (6)
X% = 18,74 C = /M/ 18,74 - ,1086
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Contingency Table 9-~All Private Institutions

Family Income Classification

Below $5,000- $10,000
Origin of Student $5,000 $9,999 or over
Resident ' 463 726 252
"State ' (438) (726) : (278)
Nonresident-- 74 159 64
Contiguous States (90) (150) (57)
Nonresident-- 68 118 68
Non-Contiguous States a7y (128) - (49)
X% = 16,2512 C = /N/ . 16:25 - 0g99
‘ 16,25 + 1992

Contingency Table 10--Private Four-Year
- Colleges and Universities

‘Family Income Classification

Below $5,000- $10,000

Origin of Student ‘ $5,000 $9,999 or over
Resident 300 571 213

State o (287) _ (567) (230)
Nonresident-- 68 139 56
Contiguous States (70) ‘ (137) - (56)
Nonresident-- 37 89 - 55
Non-Contiguous States (48) (95) (38)

X2 = 12,7100 C = ‘ﬁj/ 12,71 = ,0908
12.71 + 1528
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Contingency Table 1ll--Private and Municipal
Two-Year Colleges

Family Income Classification

Below $5,000- $10,000

Origin of Student $5,000  $9,999 or over
Resident 163 155 . 39
State v (154) (157 (46)
Nonresident-- 6 20 : 8
Contiguous States (15) (15) D)
Nonresident--~ 31 29 13
Non-Contiguous States (31) (32) - (9)

X2 = 14,7425 S C= /J/ JLA.74 o 1752
’ | 14,74 + 464




UNIVERSITY PLACEMENT SERVICES - OSU EMPLOYMENT SURVEY-

NOTE: This information is for statistical purposes and will be treated as confidential.

(Check one)  (Check one)

Degree: Assoc. __ Jon.
Bace. May
Name: ' Master __ Aug.
Last First Middie Doctor
Permanent Address: '
Street . City State
Temporary Address
(if Different) Street ' City State
Graduate of College of : ] Dept. Major

Employment Status: {As of Date of Commencement)
{ ) Plan to enter Graduate Schoo!. Where

$800-849
Above $850

{ ) Plan to enter Armed Forces Presently career Armed Forces personnel
{ ) Do not plan to seek employment due to marriage, etc.
( ) SEEKING EMPLOYMENT
{ ) Self-employed. Type of business
( ) Have accepted employment: Are you returning to former position? Yes
Employer
Address -
City State
Position ’
TBe specitic)
Starting Salary: Below $249 $400-449 $600-649
Monthly == 1/12 of TT$250-299 T $450-499 T $650-699
Annual income: T $300-349 1 T $500-549 T $700-749

$350-399 $550-599 $750-799

OR Total Yearly
Salary §

@IV ATAYNS INTWAOTIWH

0 XIANTddVY

£9¢
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APPENDIX E

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF NONRESIDENT ENROLLMENT IN
MULTIPLE-SECTION COURSES BY COLLEGE
FOR THE SPRING, 1963

M-S Courses Accumulation
of N,R., Students Exceeds Total No, of
- Largest Section of Course M-S Courses

College OSu ou 0oSu ou
Agriculture (Total) 0 N.A.2 14  NLA,
Lower 0 N.A, 3 N.A,
Upper 0 N.A. 11  N.A,
Arts § Science (Total) 6 36 107 121
Lower 5 32 85 105
Upper 1 4 22 16
Business (Total) 0 4 32 33
Lower 0 4 7 22
Upper 0 0 25 11
Education (Total) 0 3 24 15
Lower 0 3 9 9
Upper ‘ 0 0 15 6
Engineering (Total) | 2 19 24 43
Lower 0 13 4 25
Upper 2 6 20 18
Fine Arts (Total) N.A, 0 N.A, 29
Lower N.A. 0 N.A, 23
Upper N.A, 0 N.A, 6
Home Economics (Total) 0 N.A, 23 N.A,
Lower 0 N.A, 13 NLA,
Upper 0 N.A, 10 N.A,
Professionalb (Total) 0 0 6 8
Lower : 0 0 6 2
Upper - N.A, 0 N.A, 6

" 4Not applicable.,
bAt Oklahoma University included Law, Nursing, and Pharmacy;
at Oklahoma State University included Technical Institute.

Source: Class enrollment data on file in Régistrar“s Office of
Oklahoma State University and Office of Data Processing
Services at Oklahoma University,
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