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Summary ‘

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching recently an its new
classification system. In addition to a variation on its traditional classificagien (which will be
publicly available mid February 2006, Carnegie officially released five new classification
schemes: Undergraduate Instructional Program, Graduate Instruc rogram, Enrollment
Profile, Undergraduate Profile, and Size & Setting (see &
http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications/). Twcdl nal elective classifications are

being developed. \
Current Status <

The Carnegie classification of colleges an e s1t1es has been widely used since 1973 as a
framework for describing institutional d § “in U.S. higher education. The original

classification and subsequent updates i , 1987, 1994, and 2000 all relied on a single
classification scheme. During th ral years, Carnegie developed a new approach using

multiple parallel classification s Flve new classification schemes were officially released
in November 2005 and a 51xt ajor revision of "Carnegie classic") will be released mid
February 2006. Carnegie i the process of developing two elective schemes-relating to
community engageme d dergraduate education-that rely on voluntary participation by
institutions.

view U.S and universities" that will provide researchers with greater flexibility in
alytic needs. The six new classification schemes are

meeti 9
x/ sic Classification, which is based on 1) highest degree granted, 2) number and percent

f degrees awarded, 3) concentration of majors in arts and sciences (baccalaureate
colleges only), 4) a measure of research activity (doctorate-granting institutions only), 5)
specialization, and 6) designation as a tribal college. Associate's colleges are further

With these% s 1cat10ns Carnegie is providing "a set of different lenses through which to
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differentiated with respect to 1) control, 2) size, 3) rural, suburban, or urban service area,
4) single versus multi-campus organization, and 5) special use.

e Undergraduate Instructional Program, which is based on 1) the highest level o \J
undergraduate degrees awarded (associate's or bachelor's), 2) the proportio elor's
degree majors in the arts and sciences and in professional fields, and t tto

115% a

which an institution awards graduate degrees in the same fields in wh wards
undergraduate degrees.

e Graduate Instructional Program, which is based on 1) the t level of graduate
degrees awarded (master's/professional or doctoral), 2) the number of fields represented
by the degrees awarded, and 3) the mix or concerbo f degrees by broad disciplinary

domain. /\

¢ Enrollment Profile, which is based Whether the institution has students enrolled at

the graduate/professional leve’year versus four-year degrees (for exclusively

undergraduate institutions @nlyj) ) the distribution of full-time equivalent students
across the undergraduate, vefsus graduate levels (only for institutions with both
undergraduate and gradu essional students).

ofile, which is based on 1) the proportion of students who attend part-
admissions test scores of first-year students , and 3) the proportion of
ts who transfer in from another institution.

ent@
)\Qj& Setting, which is based on 1) size and 2) residential character (as determined by

he proportion of undergraduates living in institutionally-owned, -operated, or -affiliated
housing and the proportion of degree-seeking undergraduates who attend full-time).
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Carnegie classifies all accredited, degree-granting colleges and universities in the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). All six classification schemes use IPEDS data.
The Basic Classification also uses data from two National Science Foundation surveys (the
Survey of Graduate Students and Postdoctorates and the Survey of Research and Development
Expenditures). The Undergraduate Profile and Size & Setting classifications also use data
four-year institutions from the College Board Annual Survey of Colleges. More specifi
information is available from the Technical Details menu at

http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications/. <J

The current Carnegie classifications use data from 2003 and 2004. Carnegi 'ﬁledges that,
as always, some institutions fall near the cut-offs between categories and ‘mi e classified
differently using a different timeframe. Carnegie's online instituti ie ich displays an

institution's classifications) includes footnotes indicating instancés when an institution is close to
a category border.

The Carnegie Classification Web site (http://www.carnegi &ation.org/classifications/) has
interactive tools (available from the Lookup & Listix(§ enu) that allow users to do the
following:

e Look up a single institution to view its clas51;'cati0n categories by selecting the
"Institution Lookup" menu option. A
b

. O

e After looking up an insti "(N'ind other institutions that have similar characteristics by
selecting any combin%@ the displayed Carnegie classification categories (and/or
level and control) selecting the "Find Similar" button at the bottom right of the
Lookup page. that using "Find Similar" for all classification categories at once may
reveal no ot entically classified institutions; it may be more helpful to choose only

ifications at a time.

&is | institutions in a single classification category by selecting the "Simple Listings"

nu option.
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e List institutions in a combination of categories (from multiple classifications) by
selecting the "Custom Listings" menu option.

Implications for Institutions

Each institution should check its own classifications and understand how they were assi \gy
using Carnegie's Institution Lookup option). Institutions should also determine whigch.o
institutions are similarly classified by using the "Find Similar" button on their in W‘l s page.
These peer data categories should be of interest to senior administrators, espe&l the
institution is classified in an unexpected category. x

@c’lerstanding how an

This new interactive tool will be very helpful for identifying peer
institution compares with others on key characteristics. The new §ystem, represents a major
increase in classification complexity, accompanied by greater flexibility. Users will need to take
responsibility for matching classification(s) to analytic purp@ses and should remember that the
Carnegie classification is not intended to be a ranking sy .

Although it has not yet announced whether it will
U.S. News indicated that it is "hopeful that we
Classification to determine U.S. News ranking categ

Q)
<

ntinue to use the Carnegie classification,

e able to once again use the 'revised basic'

ies."

Timeline
NS

2001 - 2005 -- Planning for the W ications

January-October 2005 -- Pi%pj ect for elective classification for community engagement

November 2005 -- PFiy&new classification schemes officially released

February 2006 ——& asic classification officially released

March 2006 -- lementation of elective community engagement classification begins

A it@(esources

Carnegie Classification home page: http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classification

AIR Alert #25, 2005 Revision of the Carnegie Classification
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