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The 50th anniversary of enrollment management of-
fers an occasion not merely for retrospection but for 
theoretical advancement. Over four decades, graduate 
enrollment management (GEM) has matured from a 

fragmented collection of departmental processes into a 
sophisticated, data-informed discipline central to insti-
tutional strategy (Balayan and Ostreko 2025; Paris and 
Kania 2024). The professionalization of GEM, marked by 
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the emergence of specialized associations (e.g., AACRAO, 
NAGAP), graduate program expansion (CGS 2025a; 
Kelchen and Barrett 2024), and a growing scholarly lit-
erature, reflects a remarkable transformation (Balayan 
and Ostreko 2025; Paris and Kania 2024; Posselt 2016; 
Williams 2008). Yet as the field celebrates this evolution, 
its theoretical infrastructure has not kept pace with its 
practical sophistication (Balayan, et al. 2024).

Contemporary GEM operates in an environment of 
extraordinary complexity. The much-discussed “demo-
graphic cliff” threatens traditional undergraduate en-
rollment pipelines (Grawe 2018). State appropriations 
continue their long decline, shifting the burden of in-
stitutional finance increasingly toward tuition revenue 
( Jaquette 2019; Kelchen 2018, 2025). The proliferation 
of online and hybrid modalities has simultaneously ex-
panded market reach and intensified competition (CGS 
2025a). Professional master’s programs have become 
essential cross-subsidization mechanisms for research 
missions and undergraduate financial aid (Archibald 
and Feldman 2011; Balayan, et al. 2024; Paris and Ste-
fanelli 2025). In this landscape, graduate enrollment is 
no longer peripheral to institutional strategy; it is often 
a primary engine of financial sustainability.

Despite these realities, the scholarly literature on 
GEM remains largely descriptive and operationally 
focused. The literature offers robust examinations of 
student recruitment tactics and yield optimization 
(e.g., Paris and Kania 2024), customer relationship 
management (CRM) system implementation and dig-
ital transformation (e.g., AACRAO 2020; Green 2022; 
Hutton 2021), alongside case studies of successful pro-
gram launches (e.g., Paris and Kania 2024), and caution-
ary tales of market miscalculations (e.g., Grawe 2018; 
Zemsky, Shaman, and Campbell 2020). Missing from 
the literature is a unified theoretical framework that 
connects the operational mechanics of enrollment man-
agement to institutional financial performance (Gross 
2014; Paris, Birnbaum, and Dix 2021). Prior conceptual 
descriptions of strategic enrollment management (SEM) 
borrowed established models from economics (e.g., Des-
Jardins and Bell 2006; Serna and Birnbaum 2014), or-
ganizational theory (e.g., Birnbaum 1988; Bolman and 

Deal 2003; Hossler 2014; Manning 2024), and sociol-
ogy (e.g., Hossler 2014; Posselt 2016) into loosely con-
nected frameworks. Yet these frameworks were largely 
assembled rather than integrated, leaving implicit the 
relationships practitioners navigate daily and obscuring 
the significant interdependencies that characterize the 
enrollment-finance relationship.

This article addresses these limitations by propos-
ing the Integrated Model of Graduate Enrollment Man-
agement (IMGEM). The IMGEM is a unified conceptual 
architecture comprising three interdependent layers: 
Market and Portfolio Dynamics, Organizational Capacity 
and Alignment, and Financial Resilience and Depen-
dency. Within each layer, subcomponents function as 
integrated elements of the whole, providing the opera-
tional and strategic framework for the model. A shift in 
any one element carries implications across the entire 
institutional system.

The IMGEM reconceptualizes the GEM professional 
not as a recruiter or administrator but as a “Strategic 
Architect,” a leader whose decisions about tuition pric-
ing, program mix, instructional modality, and market 
positioning directly shape the institution’s fiscal tra-
jectory. When conceptualized as a “Strategic Architect,” 
GEM professionals are systems-level GEM leaders who 
integrate market intelligence, organizational capacity, 
and fiscal structure to promote institutional financial 
sustainability. This framing carries significant implica-
tions for professional identity (AACRAO 2026; Balayan, 
Connor, and LaFave 2022; CAS 2023; Rhineberger 2024), 
organizational structure (Balayan, Connor, and LaFave 
2022; Balayan and Ostreko 2025; Connor, LaFave, and 
Balayan 2014), and the relationship between enrollment 
leadership and executive decision-making.

Theoretical Foundations
The IMGEM draws from three primary intellectual do-
mains: strategic enrollment management theory (e.g., 
Hossler and Bontrager 2014), organizational systems 
theory (e.g., Birnbaum 1988; Hossler and Hoezee 2001; 
Manning 2024), and financial economics (e.g., DesJar-
dins and Bell 2006; Toutkoushian and Paulsen 2016). 
While prior frameworks, such as the Integrated Inter-
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dependence GEM Model (Connor, LaFave, and Balayan 
2014; Balayan 2014 and Balayan, Connor, and LaFave 
2022), have successfully articulated the functional in-
terconnectedness of GEM domains (e.g., the relationship 
between admissions, financial aid, and student services), 
the IMGEM extends this logic into the realm of financial 
economics. Where previous models focus on the gradu-
ate student lifecycle as the primary organizing principle, 
the IMGEM is organized around an institution’s fiscal 
trajectory. The IMGEM moves beyond functional coor-
dination to explain how enrollment dynamics serve as 
the primary engine of institutional financial stability, 
explicitly linking market-facing tactics to long-term 
financial resilience.

Strategic Enrollment Management Theory
The foundational work of Hossler and Bean (1990) es-
tablished enrollment management as a strategic insti-
tutional function rather than an administrative support 
function. Their framework emphasized the integration 
of student recruitment, retention, and institutional 
research into a coherent organizational strategy. Sub-
sequent scholarship has extended this foundation to ad-
dress the particular complexities of graduate education 
(e.g., Paris and Kania 2024; Posselt 2016), including the 
diversity of program types (CGS 2025a), the heteroge-
neity of student populations (CGS 2025a), and the vary-
ing relationships between academic units and central 
administration (Posselt 2016).

The IMGEM builds on this tradition while address-
ing a significant limitation: the tendency to treat en-
rollment strategy and financial outcomes as separate 
domains connected only by implication. The integrated 
approach renders these connections explicit and subject 
to systematic analysis.

Organizational Systems Theory
The second theoretical domain draws from organi-
zational systems theory, which emphasizes the inter-
connectedness of organizational components and the 
importance of understanding institutions as integrated 
wholes rather than collections of independent parts 
(Birnbaum 1988; Weick 2012). This perspective is es-

sential to the IMGEM’s architecture, which rejects the 
fragmentation of previous approaches in favor of a uni-
fied framework where changes in one component nec-
essarily affect others.

Systems theory also informs the IMGEM’s atten-
tion to feedback loops, equilibrium dynamics, and the 
difference between observed symptoms and structural 
causes (Senge 2006). Graduate enrollment challenges 
often manifest as application shortfalls or admitted stu-
dent yield declines, but their origins may lie in orga-
nizational misalignment, infrastructure limitations, or 
financial dependency, conditions that require systemic 
rather than tactical responses.

Financial Economics
The third theoretical foundation adapts concepts from 
financial economics and applies them to graduate pro-
gram management. Concepts such as tuition price elas-
ticity (Curs and Singell 2010; Hossler and Bontrager 
2014), portfolio diversification (Gallagher 2016), risk-ad-
justed returns (Modigliani and Modigliani 1997), and fi-
nancial stress testing (Zemsky, Shaman, and Campbell 
2020) translate productively to the analysis of graduate 
enrollment, where institutions must effectively balance 
programs with varying risk profiles, margin contribu-
tions, and demand volatility (Grawe 2021; Heller 1997; 
Toutkoushian and Paulsen 2016).

The IMGEM integrates these financial concepts not 
as borrowed models but as native elements of a unified 
enrollment-finance framework. This enables GEM pro-
fessionals to align enrollment strategies with institu-
tional financial governance without losing sight of what 
makes graduate markets distinctive.

The Integrated Model of  
Graduate Enrollment Management
The IMGEM comprises three interdependent layers, 
each containing specific subcomponents that function 
as integrated elements of the unified framework. The 
IMGEM achieves its explanatory power through the 
integration of its three layers into a unified architec-
ture. Layer One (Market and Portfolio Dynamics) ad-
dresses the “what” of GEM strategy: which programs, 
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at what prices, through which modalities, serving 
which markets. Layer Two (Organizational Capacity 
and Alignment) addresses the “how”: the infrastruc-
ture, governance, and coordination mechanisms that 
enable strategy execution. Layer Three (Financial Re-
silience and Dependency) addresses the “so what”: the 
implications of enrollment outcomes for institutional 
sustainability and autonomy. These layers do not op-
erate independently. For example, a market strategy 
that outpaces organizational capacity produces overex-
tension risk. Infrastructure without market alignment 
squanders resources. Financial structures that generate 
excessive tuition dependency narrow the strategic op-
tions institutions need when conditions shift. Accord-
ingly, effective GEM requires simultaneous attention to 
all three layers and their interactions.

The IMGEM’s integrated architecture also reveals 
feedback loops that fragmented approaches obscure. 
For example, financial stress from enrollment shortfalls 
may result in budget cuts that reduce organizational ca-
pacity, which further inhibits market competitiveness, 
which deepens financial stress. Conversely, enrollment 

success may generate resources for infrastructure in-
vestment, which improves market responsiveness, and 
ultimately sustains enrollment success. Understanding 
these dynamics enables proactive intervention rather 
than reactive crisis management. This cross-layer con-
nectivity distinguishes the IMGEM from prior frame-
works (e.g., Balayan, Connor, and LaFave 2022; Connor, 
LaFave, and Balayan 2014) in which borrowed models 
remained essentially independent. The Strategic Archi-
tect traces implications across the full system rather 
than analyzing components in isolation. Figure 1 is a 
conceptual diagram of the IMGEM illustrating the hi-
erarchical relationship and feedback loops among the 
interdependent layers and their subcomponents.

Layer One: Market and Portfolio Dynamics
The first layer of the IMGEM addresses how institutions 
interact with external markets and manage their portfo-
lio of graduate program offerings. This layer comprises 
three integrated subcomponents: enrollment-revenue 
elasticity, portfolio risk diversification, and modality 
substitution dynamics.

	 FIGURE 1 ➤ Integrated Model of Graduate Enrollment Management (IMGEM)
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Enrollment-Revenue Elasticity

Traditional enrollment metrics focus on volume: ap-
plications, admits, and enrollment headcount (DesJar-
dins and Bell 2006; Fleming, et al. 2024; Hossler and 
Bontrager 2014). While these measures are important, 
they provide insufficient insight into financial out-
comes (Hillman 2012; Paris 2016; Paris, Birnbaum, and 
Dix 2021). For example, the same enrollment headcount 
number can produce vastly different revenue results 
depending on tuition pricing (Curs and Singell 2010; 
Serna and Birnbaum 2014), tuition discounting (Paris 
2024), and program mix (Gallagher 2016). The IMGEM 
addresses this limitation by integrating enrollment-rev-
enue elasticity as a foundational subcomponent. En-
rollment-revenue elasticity measures how net tuition 
revenue responds to changes in pricing, financial aid, 
and market positioning (Curs and Singell 2010). Enroll-
ment-revenue elasticity requires analysis of factors such 
as tuition price sensitivity, discount rate dynamics, and 
enrollment velocity.

The most visible of these factors is tuition price sen-
sitivity, which varies significantly by graduate program 
type and prospective student segment (Crawford, et al. 
2025; Delaney and Runco 2022; Heller 1997; Hemelt and 
Marcotte 2011; Hossler and Bontrager 2014; Posselt and 
Grodsky 2017). For example, a mid-career professional 
pursuing an executive-format degree exhibits different 
price sensitivity than a recent graduate entering a tra-
ditional master’s program (Delaney and Runco 2022; 
Hemelt and Marcotte 2011). Understanding these dif-
ferences allows institutions to optimize pricing for net 
revenue rather than headcount (Paris 2024).

While base pricing (i.e., sticker price) sets a graduate 
program’s market position, discount rate dynamics fur-
ther refine the net revenue outcome given how institu-
tional aid affects final enrollment decisions. Discount 
rate dynamics examine how changes in institutional aid 
affect enrollment and net tuition revenue (Gross 2014; 
Paris 2024). The relationship is rarely linear. Price thresh-
old effects, segment-specific responses, and the interplay 
between aid awards and program prestige each shape 
how discounting influences whether prospective grad-
uate students choose to enroll, and in which program 

(Hillman 2012; Posselt and Grodsky 2017). Institutions 
that understand their discount dynamics can allocate aid 
strategically rather than reactively (Paris 2024).

However, pricing and aid strategies are only effective 
if the recruitment process progresses efficiently. There-
fore, enrollment velocity serves as a critical revenue 
planning mechanism by measuring the rate of students’ 
transition from inquiry through initial enrollment (i.e., 
matriculation). Programs with extended decision cycles 
incur higher cost-per-enrollment and create forecasting 
uncertainty ( Johnson 2016; RNL and PLEXUSS 2022). In 
other words, enrollment velocity functions less as an 
admissions metric than as a revenue planning mecha-
nism with implications for financial forecasting across 
the entire system.

The integration of enrollment-revenue elasticity 
into the IMGEM enables institutions to move from vol-
ume-driven analysis to elasticity-based revenue optimi-
zation. Rather than prioritizing enrollment volume, the 
Strategic Architect evaluates the marginal net revenue 
contribution of each enrollment decision and the sen-
sitivity of institutional revenue to changes in pricing 
and discounts.

Portfolio Risk Diversification

Just as financial portfolio management seeks to optimize 
risk-adjusted returns through diversification (Markow-
itz 1952; Modigliani and Modigliani 1997), graduate pro-
gram management must balance programs with varying 
risk profiles, margin contributions, and demand charac-
teristics (Gallagher 2016). Within the IMGEM, portfolio 
risk diversification requires institutions to account for 
market volatility, regulatory risk exposure, competitive 
density, and revenue margin contribution.

The first of these, market volatility, distinguishes 
between cyclical and countercyclical programs. Some 
graduate enrollments historically increase during eco-
nomic downturns as displaced workers seek credentials 
for career transitions. Other programs observe rela-
tive stability regardless of economic conditions while 
others exhibit high growth but also high volatility as 
industry demands shift (Barr and Turner 2013; Betts 
and McFarland 1995; Cappelli 2004; Schueler 2020). For 
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instance, an institution might balance a countercyclical 
Master of Business Administration, which experiences 
growth during economic downturns, with a procycli-
cal Master of Fine Arts that is more sensitive to discre-
tionary spending.

Beyond economic cycles, the Strategic Architect 
must also account for regulatory risk exposure, as shifts 
in accreditation or licensure standards can abruptly 
alter a program’s viability regardless of market demand. 
Regulatory risk exposure varies significantly across pro-
gram types. Programs dependent on professional licen-
sure face risks from changing accreditation standards, 
state regulatory mandates, or federal policy changes 
(Kelchen 2018). Clinical placement constraints, licen-
sure reciprocity requirements, and evolving credential 
standards can all affect graduate program viability in 
ways that extend beyond market demand (Hickey, et 
al. 2014).

These external pressures are further intensified by 
competitive density which reflects the intensity of com-
petition within graduate program markets. Some fields 
feature numerous competitors with similar offerings 
while other fields present opportunities for differen-
tiation or market leadership. Significant competitive 
density tends to compress margins and increase pro-
spective student recruitment costs, eroding what a pro-
gram contributes to overall institutional performance, 
even when enrollment holds steady (Zemsky, Shaman, 
and Campbell 2020).

This competitive pressure directly impacts revenue 
margin contribution which quantifies each program’s 
net financial contribution after accounting for direct 
and allocated costs (Archibald and Feldman 2011; Barr 
and McClellan 2018). Programs with similar gross tu-
ition may have vastly different margin profiles based 
on instructional models, faculty costs, and operational 
requirements (Wellman 2010).

The integration of portfolio risk diversification into 
the IMGEM enables institutions to evaluate their pro-
gram array as a unified portfolio rather than a collection 
of independent offerings. The Strategic Architect can 
identify concentration risks, assess portfolio balance 
across risk dimensions, and make program develop-

ment decisions that optimize overall institutional re-
silience rather than individual program performance.

Modality Substitution Dynamics

The proliferation of online and hybrid graduate pro-
grams has transformed the competitive landscape, yet 
institutions often lack frameworks for analyzing the fi-
nancial implications of modality decisions (CGS 2025b). 
The IMGEM integrates instructional modality substi-
tution dynamics as a subcomponent that addresses 
the complex relationships among graduate program 
delivery formats, recognizing that modality decisions 
carry significant consequences for enrollment reach, 
cost structure, competitive positioning, and the degree 
to which programs can scale without proportional in-
creases in fixed institutional expenditures (Barr and 
McClellan 2018).

Central to this component is whether new deliv-
ery modalities expand the market or cannibalize ex-
isting enrollments. For example, when an institution 
launches an online version of an established in-person 
program, three outcomes are possible: pure market 
expansion, in which online delivery attracts students 
who would not otherwise have enrolled; pure canni-
balization, in which existing students simply migrate 
modalities; or most commonly, some combination of 
both (Deming, et al. 2015).

The financial implications also depend critically on 
the margin differential between modalities (CGS 2025b). 
For example, if online delivery carries lower margins due 
to revenue sharing with external partners or reduced tu-
ition rates, cannibalization erodes institutional revenue 
even if total enrollment headcount increases (Deming, 
et al. 2015). Conversely, if online delivery achieves com-
parable margins with lower instructional costs, even 
partial cannibalization may improve financial outcomes.

Within the IMGEM, modality substitution dynamics 
connect directly to enrollment-revenue elasticity (how 
do different segments respond to modality options?) 
and portfolio risk diversification (how does modality 
mix affect overall portfolio risk?). This integration en-
ables evidence-based modality strategy rather than as-
sumption-driven decision-making.
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Layer Two: Organizational 
Capacity and Alignment
The second layer of the IMGEM shifts focus from ex-
ternal markets to internal organizational dynamics. 
Financial outcomes are mediated by institutional in-
frastructure and the alignment among organizational 
actors (Birnbaum 1988). This layer comprises three in-
tegrated subcomponents: infrastructure maturity, insti-
tutional alignment, and demand-capacity equilibrium.

Infrastructure Maturity

The IMGEM recognizes that institutional financial out-
comes are significantly influenced by the sophistication 
of enrollment infrastructure. Infrastructure maturity 
encompasses the technological, analytical, and opera-
tional capabilities that enable effective enrollment man-
agement including data integration maturity, predictive 
capability, CRM optimization, and lifecycle integration 
(AACRAO 2020).

Data integration maturity ranges from siloed depart-
mental spreadsheets to unified data warehouses with 
real-time dashboards. Institutions with fragmented 
data systems cannot accurately forecast enrollment, 
attribute outcomes to specific interventions, or learn 
systematically from experience (Green 2022; Swing 
and Ross 2016). A unified data environment is a pre-
requisite for predictive capability which spans from 
simple trend extrapolation to sophisticated models that 
incorporate multiple variables and interaction effects, 
including economic indicators, competitor behavior, 
and demographic shifts (Paris 2016). Advanced predic-
tive capabilities enable more accurate budgeting, ear-
lier identification of enrollment shortfalls, and more 
efficient allocation of recruitment resources, thereby 
strengthening institutional responsiveness to emerging 
market conditions (Hutton 2021).

Predictive capabilities are also a function of the 
extent to which an institution’s CRM systems are op-
timized and configured to support the full graduate 
enrollment lifecycle, from initial prospect inquiry 
through initial enrollment and early retention. Basic 
implementations may track applications and manage 
contact records whereas sophisticated implementa-

tions personalize communications at scale, automate 
recruitment workflows, and integrate bidirectionally 
with student information and retention systems, en-
abling enrollment teams to act on real-time pipeline 
and lifecycle data with greater precision and efficiency 
(AACRAO 2020; Hutton 2021). For example, an insti-
tution with high maturity might use real-time CRM 
dashboards to identify a 5 percent decline in application 
completion rates in a specific program, allowing for an 
immediate targeted email intervention.

Another aspect of infrastructure maturity is lifecy-
cle integration that extends enrollment management 
beyond graduate students’ initial enrollment to en-
compass student persistence, degree completion, and 
alumni engagement as continuous and interrelated in-
stitutional responsibilities (Fleming, et al. 2024). Insti-
tutions that treat enrollment as a one-time transaction 
forgo early retention intervention, structured program 
completion support, and ongoing value of engaged 
alumni whose referrals, advocacy, and philanthropic 
contributions can meaningfully sustain future enroll-
ment in ways that student recruitment spending cannot 
replicate (Kalsbeek 2013).

Infrastructure maturity mediates how effective mar-
ket strategy translates into enrollment and financial 
outcomes. Higher maturity supports lower cost-per-en-
rollment, stronger yield predictability, and more accu-
rate revenue forecasting. The Strategic Architect must 
assess current capacity and advocate for its advance-
ment. Yet even the most sophisticated infrastructure 
cannot overcome structural friction if the organization 
itself is not synchronized.

Institutional Alignment

Institutional alignment examines how well graduate ac-
ademic units, financial administration, and enrollment 
leadership coordinate their efforts to support long-
term financial stability (Balayan, Connor, and LaFave 
2022; Kezar 2005). Institutional alignment is achieved 
through the coordination of incentive alignment, trans-
parency of financial data, program responsiveness, and 
governance efficiency.
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Scholars suggest that returning tuition revenues di-
rectly to the units that generate them produces different 
behaviors than centralized budgeting, with meaning-
ful consequences for resource allocation, unit auton-
omy, and institutional financial coherence (Paris 2020; 
Paris, Birnbaum, and Dix 2021). Misaligned incentives 
produce suboptimal institutional outcomes even when 
individual actors behave rationally. A common mis-
alignment occurs when a graduate program is incen-
tivized to grow enrollment headcount, but the central 
budget model does not return enough revenue to cover 
the increased cost of clinical placements or additional 
faculty positions.

Beyond incentives, alignment requires transparency 
of financial data and the consideration of whether de-
cision-makers have access to accurate, timely, and dis-
aggregated information about program-level financial 
performance. Without transparency, cross-subsidization 
patterns remain hidden, resource decisions lack em-
pirical grounding, and leaders cannot identify which 
programs generate or consume resources with enough 
precision to plan strategically (Massy 2016; Paris 2020; 
Wellman 2010).

In turn, this transparency enables greater program 
responsiveness and organizational capacity to efficiently 
progress from market identification to program delivery. 
Institutions burdened by cumbersome approval pro-
cesses and extended program development timelines 
routinely miss market windows, ceding enrollment to 
more nimble competitors. This is especially consequen-
tial in professional and workforce-aligned fields where 
employer skill demands and credentialing norms can 
shift faster than academic governance structures are de-
signed to respond (Christensen and Eyring 2011; Grawe 
2021; Tierney 1998).

Finally, these efforts are often mediated by gover-
nance efficiency, which considers the transaction costs 
of decision-making across organizational boundaries. 
High-friction governance slows institutional responses 
to market opportunities, increases administrative bur-
den, and discourages programmatic innovation, ulti-
mately diminishing an institution’s capacity to compete 
effectively in dynamic graduate enrollment markets 

where timely and decisive action is a meaningful source 
of competitive advantage (Birnbaum 1988).

Within the IMGEM, institutional alignment con-
nects directly to the market dynamics of Layer One. 
Even sophisticated market analysis produces subopti-
mal outcomes if organizational structures impede exe-
cution. The Strategic Architect must attend to alignment 
as a prerequisite for translating strategy into results.

Demand-Capacity Equilibrium

The IMGEM addresses a common source of financial 
instability: disequilibrium between market demand 
signals and institutional capacity structures. This sub-
component identifies two primary risk categories: over-
extension risk and underutilization risk.

Overextension risk emerges when institutional ca-
pacity commitments outpace sustainable enrollment 
demand. An institution that expands infrastructure in 
anticipation of enrollment growth that does not mate-
rialize incurs fixed costs in faculty appointments, facil-
ity investments, and administrative overhead without 
the tuition revenue to offset them, creating sustained 
financial pressure that compounds as shortfalls per-
sist (Massy 2016; Zemsky, Shaman, and Campbell 2020). 
Overextension risk is exemplified by an institution 
launching a high-overhead clinical health science 
program based on national demand trends without se-
curing the local clinical placement slots necessary to 
sustain the student cohort.

Conversely, institutions must also guard against 
underutilization risk, which emerges when demand 
exceeds an institution’s capacity to respond, causing 
it to forgo realizable tuition revenue and cede market 
position to competitors better positioned to absorb 
unmet demand. Clinical placement constraints, faculty 
capacity limits, and operational inefficiency can each 
function as a structural ceiling on enrollment growth 
and revenue generation (Council of Graduate Schools 
2025b).

Within the IMGEM, demand-capacity equilibrium 
connects operational realities to financial outcomes. 
The Strategic Architect must monitor equilibrium 
conditions and adjust capacity investments to match 
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realistic demand projections rather than optimistic en-
rollment growth assumptions.

Layer Three: Financial Resilience 
and Dependency
The third layer of the IMGEM connects enrollment out-
comes to long-term institutional health and strategic 
autonomy. This layer comprises three integrated sub-
components: stress-tested financial planning, tuition 
dependency dynamics, and enrollment lifecycle value.

Stress-Tested Financial Planning

The IMGEM applies stress-testing methodology to grad-
uate enrollment planning, requiring institutions to eval-
uate financial outcomes under adverse scenarios rather 
than relying solely on expected projections (Zemsky, 
Shaman, and Campbell 2020). The integrated frame-
work specifies several stress scenarios for analysis in-
cluding significant enrollment decline, regulatory and 
policy changes, economic and employer demand shifts, 
and demographic contraction. Significant enrollment 
decline in flagship or high-yield graduate programs 
directly tests the degree to which an institution has 
become financially dependent on its largest revenue 
generators. Many institutions have concentrated tui-
tion revenue within a small number of high-enrollment 
programs, often without fully recognizing the exposure 
this creates. When demand in those programs declines, 
the budget impact rarely remains contained. Units that 
depend on that revenue absorb shortfalls they neither 
anticipated nor can easily offset. Smaller or emerging 
programs seldom have the enrollment volume needed 
to compensate at scale, meaning that significant con-
traction in high-enrollment programs tends to have an 
impact through the broader budget rather than solely 
within the graduate division (Barr and McClellan 2018). 
Institutions that have not diversified their graduate rev-
enue base are particularly vulnerable. Sustained or sud-
den enrollment decline in their largest programs can 
escalate from a departmental problem to a condition 
of broader institutional financial pressure (Paris, Birn-
baum, and Dix 2021; Paris and Stefanelli 2025).

As previously discussed, regulatory and policy 
changes, including shifts in accreditation requirements, 
licensure standards, or federal financial aid policy, can 
quickly alter program viability. Institutions must un-
derstand their exposure to regulatory risk and develop 
contingency responses (Kelchen 2018). Similarly, eco-
nomic fluctuations and shifts in employer priorities 
can dramatically affect enrollment in professional and 
workforce-aligned graduate programs that depend 
on employer sponsorship, tuition reimbursement, or 
broader economic conditions. Because shifts in em-
ployer reimbursement policies or workforce priorities 
often occur with little warning, graduate enrollment 
managers must account for employer-dependent de-
mand as an inherently variable revenue stream rather 
than a stable planning assumption (Barr and Turner 
2013; Cappelli 2004).

Additionally, demographic contraction affects differ-
ent graduate programs, disciplines, and regional labor 
markets with varying degrees of severity and at differ-
ent rates of onset. For example, an institution dispropor-
tionately reliant on domestic graduate enrollment in a 
high-contraction regional market faces materially dif-
ferent demographic exposure than one serving working 
professionals, post-baccalaureate career-changers, or in-
ternational graduate student populations. Accordingly, 
institutions must model their specific demographic 
exposure with precision, accounting for graduate pro-
gram mix, regional and national labor market condi-
tions, and target population characteristics, rather than 
relying on aggregated national averages that may ob-
scure program-level or regionally localized risk (Grawe 
2018, 2021).

Within the IMGEM, stress-tested financial planning 
connects directly to portfolio risk diversification in 
Layer One. A well-diversified portfolio exhibits greater 
resilience under stress scenarios while a concentrated 
portfolio amplifies vulnerability. The Strategic Architect 
uses stress testing to identify fragility and guide portfo-
lio optimization. This fragility is often a direct function 
of the institution’s underlying financial structure, spe-
cifically its tuition dependency dynamics.
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Tuition Dependency Dynamics

The IMGEM articulates the relationship between gradu-
ate tuition dependency and institutional strategic flexi-
bility. The model underscores that greater dependency 
on graduate tuition revenue narrows strategic options 
and increases vulnerability to enrollment volatility (Eh-
renberg 2020; Paris and Stefanelli 2025). The integrated 
framework evaluates tuition revenue dependency by 
examining institutional reserve capacity, revenue di-
versification, and the underlying cross-subsidy patterns 
that sustain the academic enterprise.

The foundational measure of this dynamic is tuition 
revenue dependency, defined as the percentage of total 
operating budget derived from graduate net tuition rev-
enue. Institutions where graduate tuition constitutes a 
dominant share of operating revenue face more acute 
strategic constraints than those supported by diversified 
portfolios including endowment distributions, spon-
sored research, auxiliary enterprises, or state appropri-
ations (Paris and Stefanelli 2025).

This dependency is mitigated by endowment and 
reserve capacity which highlights the extent to which 
institutional resources can buffer enrollment shortfalls 
and sustain strategic investment during periods of de-
mand volatility. Institutions with substantial reserves 
can absorb temporary enrollment declines without im-
mediate operational impact, preserving the capacity to 
maintain contingent faculty appointments, recruitment 
expenditures, and program quality during recovery pe-
riods. However, institutions without such buffers must 
respond immediately and often reactively to revenue 
shortfalls, constraining their ability to invest in the very 
enrollment recovery strategies needed to restore finan-
cial stability (Paris 2020).

Furthermore, the Strategic Architect must evalu-
ate revenue diversification, examining the breadth and 
stability of income sources beyond graduate tuition, 
including auxiliary enterprises, sponsored research 
funding, philanthropy, and institutional partnerships, 
that collectively reduce tuition dependency and safe-
guard the institution against the financial consequences 
of enrollment volatility or prolonged demographic con-
traction (Paris and Stefanelli 2025).

Finally, these revenue streams are often tied to-
gether by cross-subsidy patterns which map the flow 
of resources among institutional units, revealing the 
often implicit financial relationships that shape in-
stitutional decision-making. Graduate programs that 
cross-subsidize undergraduate education, research, or 
other institutional priorities create interdependencies 
that constrain strategic options and render enrollment 
declines consequential well beyond the graduate di-
vision, destabilizing funding streams on which other 
units have come to depend (Archibald and Feldman 
2011; Ehrenberg 2020; Paris 2020).

Within the IMGEM, tuition dependency dynamics 
provide a “strategic maneuverability index,” defined here as a 
measure of how much enrollment decline the institution 
can absorb before triggering crisis. The Strategic Archi-
tect must understand dependency patterns and work to-
ward configurations that preserve institutional autonomy.

Enrollment Lifecycle Value

Where traditional enrollment management centers on 
the admissions funnel, the IMGEM extends the analy-
sis across the full lifecycle of the institutional-student 
relationship (Kalsbeek 2013), encompassing market in-
telligence, program design, lead generation, application 
conversion, yield optimization, persistence and progres-
sion, and alumni engagement.

The lifecycle begins with market intelligence, 
which involves systematic analysis of workforce trends, 
competitor program positioning, regional labor mar-
ket demand, and prospective student preferences to 
inform data-driven strategic enrollment planning and 
program prioritization. As the foundational lifecycle 
stage, market intelligence ensures that program de-
sign, recruitment strategy, and resource allocation are 
grounded in verified market opportunity rather than 
institutional assumption.

These insights directly inform program design, 
ensuring that curricular offerings align with market 
needs, employer expectations, and institutional capabil-
ities, while remaining sufficiently responsive to evolv-
ing professional credentialing standards and emerging 
disciplinary developments. Program design translates 
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market intelligence into structured offerings, bridging 
external demand and institutional capacity to deliver 
programs that attract and retain competitive graduates 
(Balayan, et al. 2024).

Once a program is designed, lead generation strat-
egies (e.g., targeted digital and traditional marketing, 
multi-channel outreach, and structured inquiry cul-
tivation) are deployed to build, segment, and sustain 
qualified enrollment pipelines (Kania 2024). Effective 
lead generation in graduate contexts requires precise 
audience targeting informed by demographic, psycho-
graphic, and behavioral data, ensuring that recruitment 
resources are concentrated on prospective students 
whose academic preparation, professional background, 
and program fit align with institutional enrollment 
goals (Fleming, et al. 2024).

As leads enter the admissions funnel (Fleming, et al. 
2024), application conversion efforts address the tran-
sition from inquiry to completed application through 
timely, personalized communication, proactive advisor 
engagement, and deliberate reduction of administra-
tive friction in the application process. Institutions that 
systematically monitor application funnel stages and 
intervene at points of prospective student drop-off are 
better positioned to recover stalled or incomplete ap-
plications and improve overall conversion rates without 
expanding the top of the recruitment pipeline (Paris 
and Kania 2024).

For those who complete applications, yield opti-
mization focuses on converting admitted students to 
enrolled students through strategic financial aid le-
veraging, immersive campus or virtual engagement 
activities, peer connection opportunities, and clear 
demonstration of program return on investment. In-
stitutions that personalize yield communications based 
on individual applicant motivations, career goals, and 
financial considerations are better positioned to ad-
dress the specific decision-making factors that most 
frequently precipitate admitted student attrition (Paris 
and Kania 2024).

The relationship then shifts to persistence and pro-
gression, extending enrollment management into the 
student experience by systematically identifying aca-

demically or financially vulnerable students and deploy-
ing targeted interventions before withdrawal decisions 
are made, thereby protecting both student success out-
comes and institutional revenue. Graduate retention 
efforts must account for the distinctive stressors facing 
adult learners, including competing professional obliga-
tions, financial pressures, and program demands, which 
are different from those in undergraduate contexts (Ba-
layan and Ostreko 2025).

Finally, the lifecycle culminates in alumni engage-
ment, recognizing that graduates remain connected to 
the institution as potential returning students pursu-
ing additional credentials, referral sources within pro-
fessional networks, and donors whose advocacy and 
financial contributions can meaningfully sustain and 
strengthen future enrollment growth. Strategically cul-
tivated alumni relationships provide outcomes that re-
cruitment budgets cannot easily replicate. Prospective 
students rely heavily on peer referrals and professional 
reputation when evaluating graduate programs, and en-
gaged alumni are uniquely positioned to speak to both 
with credibility (Drezner 2011).

Within the IMGEM, enrollment lifecycle value ex-
tends institutional attention beyond the point of initial 
enrollment. Metrics such as student acquisition cost, 
lifetime tuition value, and alumni contribution collec-
tively reframe enrollment as a long-term relationship 
rather than a one-time transaction, with implications 
for how the Strategic Architect approaches every stage 
of the lifecycle.

GEM Professionals as 
Strategic Architects
The Integrated Model carries significant implications 
for professional identity and organizational positioning. 
The GEM leader who operates within this framework 
is not a recruiter managing an admissions funnel or an 
administrator processing applications. They are a Stra-
tegic Architect whose decisions about pricing, program 
mix, modality, organizational structure, and risk man-
agement directly shape institutional financial trajectory. 
This framing requires a specific set of core competen-
cies (AACRAO 2026; Rhineberger 2024):
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߀	 Financial Literacy: The ability to 
interpret balance sheets, understand 
institutional budget dynamics, and 
model complex net revenue scenarios.

߀	 Risk Management: Expertise in portfolio 
diversification, scenario planning, 
and the application of stress-testing 
methodologies to enrollment projections.

߀	 Organizational Acumen: The capacity to 
navigate complex governance structures, align 
departmental incentives with institutional 
goals, and manage cross-functional teams.

߀	 Technological Fluency: The ability to 
leverage integrated data systems, artificial 
intelligence, and CRM platforms to 
support predictive modeling and 
lifecycle-wide student engagement.

The Strategic Architect role demands more than 
functional expertise; it requires organizational reposi-
tioning. GEM leadership must have input where insti-
tutional strategy is formulated, not merely inherited 
(Hossler and Bontrager 2014). Enrollment intelligence 
must actively inform academic planning, financial 
forecasting, and capital investment decisions. The 
long-standing institutional divide between enrollment 
and finance is no longer tenable. Sustainable financial 
performance requires their deliberate integration.

The IMGEM provides the conceptual foundation for 
this repositioning. When the Strategic Architect pres-
ents to cabinet or board, they are not merely reporting 
enrollment numbers; they are demonstrating how en-
rollment patterns connect to financial risk, how organi-
zational alignment affects revenue outcomes, and how 
current decisions shape long-term financial resilience. 
This integrated perspective elevates GEM from an oper-
ational function to a strategic imperative.

Implications for Practice
Successful implementation of the IMGEM extends be-
yond the Strategic Architect alone. It requires the active 
engagement of institutional stakeholders (e.g., govern-
ing boards, presidents, provosts, chief financial officers, 

deans, department chairs, faculty members) as well as 
organizational capabilities such as integrated data sys-
tems, cross-functional governance structures, and a 
culture of shared accountability between academic and 
administrative units. With these stakeholders and capa-
bilities in place, institutions can pursue several practical 
applications of the IMGEM.

At the level of market and portfolio dynamics, insti-
tutions should conduct comprehensive portfolio analy-
sis to identify concentration risks, map programs across 
risk dimensions, and evaluate program diversification. 
The goal is not to eliminate higher-risk programs but 
to ensure the overall portfolio balances risk and return 
in ways that support long-term financial sustainability. 
Complementing this portfolio view, elasticity analy-
sis should become an ongoing practice. Understand-
ing price sensitivity, discount dynamics, and modality 
preferences by program and segment enables optimized 
pricing and aid strategies that maximize net tuition rev-
enue rather than enrollment headcount alone.

When considering organizational capacity and align-
ment, institutions should assess infrastructure maturity 
and develop roadmaps for capability advancement in 
data integration, predictive modeling, and CRM opti-
mization, recognizing that these investments typically 
generate returns through improved yield, reduced 
cost-per-enrollment, and more accurate revenue fore-
casting. Alongside infrastructure investment, alignment 
audits can identify incentive misalignments, transpar-
ency gaps, and governance friction points. Addressing 
these structural conditions often yields meaningful per-
formance improvements without requiring significant 
additional resource investment.

At the level of financial resilience and dependency, 
stress-testing should be implemented as an annual 
practice, modeling enrollment declines, regulatory 
changes, and competitive pressures to build early 
warning systems, inform contingency planning, and 
reduce institutional vulnerability to adverse scenarios. 
Finally, institutions should calculate and monitor tui-
tion dependency metrics to understand their strategic 
maneuverability. Tracking revenue diversification and 
reserve capacity helps leaders identify thresholds of 
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vulnerability before enrollment volatility becomes fi-
nancial crisis.

These practices form a unified agenda, not a menu 
of independent options. For example, an institution 
that optimizes pricing without addressing governance 
alignment will struggle to execute. One that invests in 
infrastructure without monitoring tuition dependency 
may build capacity it cannot sustain. Weakness in any 
layer will ultimately compromise the others.

Implications for Research
The IMGEM offers several avenues for scholarly inquiry. 
Empirical research could test the relationships posited 
by the IMGEM, examining whether infrastructure ma-
turity levels correlate with financial outcomes as the 
model predicts, or whether portfolio diversification 
reduces revenue volatility (Cheslock and Hughes 2011). 
Comparative research could examine how the model 
operates across institutional types. The dynamics of 
GEM financial stability likely differ between research 
universities, regional comprehensives, and special-
ized professional schools. Cross-institutional analysis 
could identify contingent factors that moderate model 
relationships. Longitudinal research could trace how 
enrollment successes and failures propagate through or-
ganizational systems over time and identify intervention 
points that offer the greatest leverage for breaking nega-
tive cycles or reinforcing positive ones. Methodological 
research could develop and validate instruments for 
the model’s key constructs, enabling systematic com-
parison and benchmarking of infrastructure maturity, 
institutional alignment, and strategic maneuverability 
across institutions.

To move the IMGEM from a conceptual framework 
to an empirically validated model, future research 
should focus on three avenues. First, construct vali-
dation is needed to develop standardized metrics for 

“Infrastructure Maturity” and “Institutional Alignment.” 
Second, predictive modeling could test the relationship 
between Layer One dynamics (e.g., portfolio diversifica-
tion) and Layer Three outcomes (e.g., revenue volatility) 
across different institutional types. Finally, longitudinal 
case studies of institutions undergoing Strategic Archi-

tect repositioning would provide qualitative evidence 
of how the model’s feedback loops operate in practice, 
particularly during periods of demographic or eco-
nomic contraction.

As with any conceptual framework, the IMGEM has 
limitations that warrant acknowledgment. It has not 
yet been empirically validated, its applicability across 
diverse institutional contexts (e.g., national research 
universities, public regional comprehensive universities, 
specialized professional schools, and international insti-
tutions) remains untested, and its layered architecture 
may require adaptation to reflect the governance struc-
tures, resource conditions, and market dynamics unique 
to each setting. Additionally, the model’s emphasis on 
financial sustainability, while intentional, may under-
emphasize the non-financial dimensions of enrollment 
strategy such as mission alignment, equity, and student 
experience, which future iterations of the framework 
should more fully integrate. Finally, the IMGEM is pri-
marily oriented toward revenue-generating graduate 
programs, such as professional master’s and applied 
doctoral degrees, and may require adaptation to fully 
account for the financial dynamics of research-inten-
sive programs (e.g., Ph.D. programs) that are typically 
supported by external grants, institutional subsidies, 
and endowment income rather than net tuition revenue.

Conclusion
As enrollment management enters its sixth decade, GEM 
faces both unprecedented challenges and extraordinary 
opportunities. Demographic, economic, and competitive 
pressures demand sophisticated strategic responses, and 
the IMGEM provides a unified theoretical framework for 
understanding how GEM shapes institutional financial 
stability. Its three interdependent layers, Market and 
Portfolio Dynamics, Organizational Capacity and Align-
ment, and Financial Resilience and Dependency, offer 
a comprehensive architecture for analysis and action.

The GEM professional who masters this framework 
becomes a Strategic Architect, a leader whose expertise 
encompasses financial modeling, organizational design, 
and risk management, and whose organizational posi-
tioning must reflect that scope. The next generation of 
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GEM leaders will be defined less by command of recruit-
ment tactics than by the ability to connect market sig-
nals to organizational capacity and enrollment outcomes 
to financial sustainability. The IMGEM does not pre-
scribe what institutions should do. Rather, it illuminates 

the relationships among enrollment decisions, organiza-
tional dynamics, and financial outcomes. Equipped with 
an understanding of these relationships, the Strategic 
Architect is positioned to build the financial foundation 
upon which institutional mission depends.

References
AACRAO. See American Association 

of Collegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers.

American Association of Collegiate 
Registrars and Admissions Officers. 
2026. AACRAO Competency Set. 
Washington, D.C.: Author. Retrieved 
from: <aacrao.org/resources/
competency-set-2026>.

———. 2020. The State of CRM in Higher 
Education. Washington, D.C.: Author.

Archibald, R. B., and D. H. Feldman. 2011. 
Why Does College Cost So Much? 
Oxford, U.K.: Oxford University Press.

Balayan, A., C. Connor, J. LaFave, 
J. H. Paris, and S. J. Kania. 2024. 
Future directions for graduate 
enrollment management research 
and practice. In A Comprehensive 
Guide to Graduate Enrollment 
Management: Advancing Research 
and Practice, edited by J. H. Paris and 
S. J. Kania. Abingdon, Oxfordshire, 
U.K.: Routledge. Available at: <doi.
org/10.4324/9781003447856-30>.

Balayan, A., C. Connor, and J. LaFave. 
2022. The evolution of graduate 
enrollment management. Strategic 
Enrollment Management Quarterly. 
9(4): 35–46. Retrieved from: <aacrao.
org/docs/default-source/sem/
semq-0904-balayan.pdf>.

Balayan, A., and A. Ostreko. 2025. Graduate 
enrollment management: Reflections 
and development—a decade in. 
Strategic Enrollment Management 
Quarterly. 13(1): 43–55. Retrieved from: 

<aacrao.org/docs/default-source/
sem/semq-1301-balayan.pdf>.

Barr, A., and S. E. Turner. 2013. Expanding 
enrollments and contracting state 
budgets: The effect of the Great 
Recession on higher education. The 
ANNALS of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Science. 
650(1): 168–193. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1177/0002716213500035>.

Barr, M. J., and G. S. McClellan. 2018. 
Budgets and Financial Management 
in Higher Education. Hoboken, 
NJ: John Wiley and Sons.

Bolman, L. G., and T. E. Deal. 2003. 
Reframing Organizations: Artistry, 
Choice, and Leadership (3rd edition). 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Betts, J. R., and L. L. McFarland. 1995. 
Safe port in a storm: The impact of 
labor market conditions on community 
college enrollments. Journal of Human 
Resources. 30(4): 741–765. Retrieved 
from: <jstor.org/stable/146230>.

Birnbaum, R. 1988. How Colleges 
Work: The Cybernetics of Academic 
Organization and Leadership. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Cappelli, P. 2004. Why do employers pay 
for college? Journal of Econometrics. 
121(1-2): 213–241. Available at: 
<doi.org/10.3386/w9225>.

CAS. See Council for the Advancement 
of Standards in Higher Education.

CGS. See Council of Graduate Schools.
Cheslock, J. J., and R. P. Hughes. 2011. 

Revenues and expenditures at public 

research universities: Does state 
funding matter? Research in Higher 
Education. 52(7): 723–748. Retrieved 
from: <jstor.org/stable/23018117>.

Christensen, C. M., and H. J. Eyring. 2011. 
The Innovative University: Changing 
the DNA of Higher Education from the 
Inside Out. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Connor, C., J. LaFave, and A. Balayan. 
2014. Integrated Interdependence: The 
Emergence of Graduate Enrollment 
Management. NAGAP: The Association 
of Graduate Enrollment Management. 
Retrieved from: <nagap.org/assets/
docs/135361-WhitePaper-FINAL.pdf>.

Council of Graduate Schools. 2025a. 
Graduate Enrollment and Degrees 
2025: Findings from the 2024 
Survey and Insights on the Evolving 
Graduate Education Landscape. 
Washington, D.C.: Author. Retrieved 
from: <cgsnet.org/data-insights/
admissions-enrollment-and-completion/
graduate-enrollment-and-degrees>.

———. 2025b. Controlling Costs and 
Optimizing the Value of Graduate 
Degrees: An Action Agenda and 
Toolkit for Students, Universities, and 
the Nation. Washington, D.C.: Author. 
Available at: <cgsnet.org/publications/
controlling-costs-and-optimizing-
the-value-of-graduate-degrees>.

Council for the Advancement of 
Standards in Higher Education. 2023. 
Graduate and Professional Student 
Programs and Services Standards. 
Retrieved from: <store.cas.edu/

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The author acknowledges the use of artificial intelligence in support of the synthesis of literature, outlining of conceptual 
components, and language refinement. At no point did artificial intelligence replace the role of the author. The author 
has no conflicts of interest to declare that are relevant to the content of this article.

http://aacrao.org/resources/competency-set-2026
http://aacrao.org/resources/competency-set-2026
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-30
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-30
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0904-balayan.pdf
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0904-balayan.pdf
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0904-balayan.pdf
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-1301-balayan.pdf
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-1301-balayan.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002716213500035
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002716213500035
http://jstor.org/stable/146230
http://doi.org/10.3386/w9225
http://jstor.org/stable/23018117
http://nagap.org/assets/docs/135361-WhitePaper-FINAL.pdf
http://nagap.org/assets/docs/135361-WhitePaper-FINAL.pdf
http://cgsnet.org/data-insights/admissions-enrollment-and-completion/graduate-enrollment-and-degrees
http://cgsnet.org/data-insights/admissions-enrollment-and-completion/graduate-enrollment-and-degrees
http://cgsnet.org/data-insights/admissions-enrollment-and-completion/graduate-enrollment-and-degrees
https://cgsnet.org/publications/controlling-costs-and-optimizing-the-value-of-graduate-degrees
https://cgsnet.org/publications/controlling-costs-and-optimizing-the-value-of-graduate-degrees
https://cgsnet.org/publications/controlling-costs-and-optimizing-the-value-of-graduate-degrees
http://store.cas.edu/graduate-and-professional-student-programs-and-services-standards


Fall 2026Volume 14(3) 153

Strategic Enrollment Management Quarterly 

graduate-and-professional-student-
programs-and-services-standards>.

Crawford, C., R. Maris, F. Petit, and G. 
Wyness. 2025. Degrees of Demand: 
Price Elasticity in Higher Education. 
CEPEO Working Paper No. 25–13. 
London, U.K.: UCL Centre for Education 
Policy and Equalising Opportunities. 
Retrieved from: <ideas.repec.
org/p/ucl/cepeow/25-13.html>.

Curs, B. R., and L. D. Singell Jr. 2010. Aim 
high or go low? Pricing strategies and 
enrollment effects when the net price 
elasticity varies with need and ability. 
The Journal of Higher Education. 
81(4): 515–543. Available at: <doi.org/
10.1080/00221546.2010.11779063>.

Deming, D. J., C. Goldin, L. F. Katz, 
and N. Yuchtman. 2015. Can online 
learning bend the higher education 
cost curve? American Economic 
Review. 105(5): 496–501. Available at: 
<doi.org/10.1257/aer.p20151024>.

DesJardins, S. L., and A. Bell. 2006. 
Using economic concepts to 
inform enrollment management. 
New Directions for Institutional 
Research. 2006: 59–74. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.1002/ir.196>.

Drezner, N. D. 2011. Philanthropy and 
Fundraising in American Higher 
Education. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Ehrenberg, R. G. 2020. The economics 
of tuition and fees in American higher 
education. In The Economics of 
Education, edited by S. Bradley and 
C. Green. Cambridge, MA: Academic 
Press. Available at: <doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-12-815391-8.00025-2>.

Fleming, J. C., R. Wojtowicz, B. E. Porter, 
and W. Heffelfinger. 2024. Building a 
foundation for graduate enrollment 
management: An exploration of 
terminology. In A Comprehensive 
Guide to Graduate Enrollment 
Management: Advancing Research 
and Practice, edited by J. H. Paris and 
S. J. Kania. Abingdon, Oxfordshire, 
U.K.: Routledge. Available at: <doi.
org/10.4324/9781003447856-2>.

Gallagher, S. R. 2016. The Future 
of University Credentials: New 
Developments at the Intersection 

of Higher Education and the Labor 
Market. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
Education Press. Retrieved from: <hep.
gse.harvard.edu/9781612509679>.

Grawe, N. D. 2018. Demographics and 
the Demand for Higher Education. 
Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins 
University Press. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1353/book.57044>.

Grawe, N. D. 2021. The Agile College: 
How Institutions Successfully 
Navigate Demographic Changes. 
Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins 
University Press. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1353/book.81089>.

Green, T. 2022. The future of SEM is 
digital. AACRAO Connect. August 8. 
Retrieved from: <aacrao.org/resources/
newsletters-blogs/aacrao-connect/
article/the-future-of-sem-is-digital>.

Gross, J. P. K. 2014. Understanding 
financial aid and its effects on 
student enrollments and institutional 
finance. In Handbook of Strategic 
Enrollment Management, edited 
by D. Hossler and B. Bontrager. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Heller, D. E. 1997. Student price response 
in higher education: An update to Leslie 
and Brinkman. The Journal of Higher 
Education. 68(6): 624–659. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.2307/2959966>.

Hemelt, S. W., and D. E. Marcotte. 2011. 
The impact of tuition increases on 
enrollment at public colleges and 
universities. Educational Evaluation and 
Policy Analysis. 33(4): 435–457. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.3102/0162373711415261>.

Hickey, J. V., L. R. Unruh, R. P. Newhouse, 
M. Koithan, M. E. Johantgen, R. G. 
Hughes, K. B. Haller, and V. A. Lundmark. 
2014. Credentialing: The need for a 
national research agenda. Nursing 
Outlook. 62(2): 119–127. Available at: 
<doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2013.10.011>.

Hillman, N. W. 2012. Tuition discounting 
for revenue management. 
Research in Higher Education. 
53(3): 263–281. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1007/s11162-011-9233-4>.

Hossler, D. 2014. Origins of strategic 
enrollment management. In Handbook 
of Strategic Enrollment Management, 

edited by D. Hossler and B. Bontrager. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Hossler, D., and J. P. Bean. 1990. 
The Strategic Management 
of College Enrollments. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Hossler, D., and B. Bontrager. 
2014. Handbook of Strategic 
Enrollment Management. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Hossler, D., and K. Hoezee. 2001. 
Enrollment management: A systems 
approach. In The SEM Revolution, 
edited by J. Black. Washington, D.C.: 
American Association of Collegiate 
Registrars and Admissions Officers.

Hutton, A. 2021. Putting ‘strategic’ in 
strategic enrollment management. 
Strategic Enrollment Management 
Quarterly. 9(3): 23–31. Retrieved from: 
<aacrao.org/docs/default-source/
sem/semq-0903-hutton.pdf>.

Jaquette, O. 2019. Do public universities 
replace state appropriations 
with master’s students? The 
Review of Higher Education. 
42(3): 1101–1144. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1353/rhe.2019.0031>.

Johnson, A. W. 2016. Balancing data, 
time, and expectations: The complex 
decision-making environment of 
enrollment management. Strategic 
Enrollment Management Quarterly. 
4(1): 14–26. Retrieved from: <aacrao.
org/docs/default-source/sem/
semq-0401-johnson.pdf>.

Kalsbeek, D. H. 2013. Reframing 
retention strategy for institutional 
improvement. New Directions for Higher 
Education. 2013(161): 5–16. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.1002/he.20045>.

Kania, S. J. 2024. The five Ps of graduate 
enrollment management marketing. In 
A Comprehensive Guide to Graduate 
Enrollment Management: Advancing 
Research and Practice, edited by J. 
H. Paris and S. J. Kania.  Abingdon, 
Oxfordshire, U.K.: Routledge. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-5>.

Kelchen, R. 2018. Higher Education 
Accountability. Baltimore, MD: Johns 
Hopkins University Press. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.1353/book.58123>.

http://store.cas.edu/graduate-and-professional-student-programs-and-services-standards
http://store.cas.edu/graduate-and-professional-student-programs-and-services-standards
http://ideas.repec.org/p/ucl/cepeow/25-13.html
http://ideas.repec.org/p/ucl/cepeow/25-13.html
http://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2010.11779063
http://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2010.11779063
http://doi.org/10.1257/aer.p20151024
http://doi.org/10.1002/ir.196
http://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-815391-8.00025-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-815391-8.00025-2
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-2
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-2
http://hep.gse.harvard.edu/9781612509679
http://hep.gse.harvard.edu/9781612509679
http://doi.org/10.1353/book.57044
http://doi.org/10.1353/book.57044
http://doi.org/10.1353/book.81089
http://doi.org/10.1353/book.81089
http://aacrao.org/resources/newsletters-blogs/aacrao-connect/article/the-future-of-sem-is-digital
http://aacrao.org/resources/newsletters-blogs/aacrao-connect/article/the-future-of-sem-is-digital
http://aacrao.org/resources/newsletters-blogs/aacrao-connect/article/the-future-of-sem-is-digital
http://doi.org/10.2307/2959966
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373711415261
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2013.10.011
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-011-9233-4
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-011-9233-4
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0903-hutton.pdf
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0903-hutton.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2019.0031
http://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2019.0031
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0401-johnson.pdf
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0401-johnson.pdf
http://aacrao.org/docs/default-source/sem/semq-0401-johnson.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1002/he.20045
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-5
http://doi.org/10.1353/book.58123


Fall 2026Volume 14(3) 154

 Strategic Enrollment Management Quarterly 

Kelchen, R., and F. Barrett. 2024. 
Exploring the Growth of Master’s 
Degree Programs in the United 
States. Washington, D.C.: 
Postsecondary Equity and Economics 
Research Project. Retrieved from: 
<american.edu/spa/peer/upload/
peer_masters-degrees_b-2.pdf>.

Kezar, A. 2005. Redesigning for 
collaboration within higher education 
institutions: An exploration into 
the developmental process. 
Research in Higher Education. 
46(7): 831–860. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1007/s11162-004-6227-5>.

Manning, K. 2024. Organizational Theory 
in Higher Education (3rd edition). 
Abingdon, Oxfordshire, U.K.:Routledge.

Markowitz, H. 1952. Portfolio selection. 
The Journal of Finance. 7(1): 77–91.

Massy, W. F. 2016. Reengineering 
the University: How to Be Mission 
Centered, Market Smart, and Margin 
Conscious. Baltimore, MD: Johns 
Hopkins University Press. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.1353/book.44726>.

Modigliani, F., and L. Modigliani. 
1997. Risk-adjusted performance. 
Journal of Portfolio Management. 
23(2): 45–54. Available at: <doi.
org/10.3905/jpm.23.2.45>.

Paris, J. H. 2016. A road map for 
measuring graduate enrollment 
management success. Perspectives. 
28(1): 8–12. Available at: <doi.
org/10.34944/dspace/228>.

———. 2020. Enrollment management 
in the context of responsibility 
center management. College and 
University. 95(4): 2–8. Available at: 
<doi.org/10.34944/dspace/4169>.

———. 2024. Optimizing tuition 
discounting strategies to attain graduate 
student enrollment and net tuition 
revenue goals. In A Comprehensive 
Guide to Graduate Enrollment 
Management: Advancing Research 

and Practice, edited by J. H. Paris and 
S. J. Kania. Abingdon, Oxfordshire, 
U.K.: Routledge. Available at: <doi.
org/10.4324/9781003447856-16>.

Paris, J. H., M. Birnbaum, and N. Dix. 2021. 
The relationship between institutional 
budget models and graduate 
enrollment management structures. 
Strategic Enrollment Management 
Quarterly. 9(1): 25–34. Available at: 
<doi.org/10.34944/dspace/6579>.

Paris, J. H., and S. J. Kania. 2024. A 
Comprehensive Guide to Graduate 
Enrollment Management: Advancing 
Research and Practice. Abingdon, 
Oxfordshire, U.K.: Routledge. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856>.

Paris, J. H., and J. R. Stefanelli. 2025. 
An examination of tuition revenue 
dependence as a predictor of 
master’s programme and degree 
completion growth in the United 
States. Higher Education Quarterly. 
79(4): e70059. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1111/hequ.70059>.

Posselt, J. R. 2016. Inside Graduate 
Admissions: Merit, Diversity, and 
Faculty Gatekeeping. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press.

Posselt, J. R., and E. Grodsky. 2017. 
Graduate education and social 
stratification. Annual Review 
of Sociology. 43: 353–378. 
Available at: <doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-soc-081715-074324>.

Rhineberger, E. H. 2024. Exploring 
Graduate Enrollment Management 
Competencies: A Case Study of Dental 
Admissions Professionals (doctoral 
dissertation). Marymount University.

RNL and PLEXUSS. 2022. 2023 Graduate 
Enrollment Management Report. Cedar 
Rapids, IA: Ruffalo Noel Levitz. Retrieved 
from: <rnl.com/Graduate2023>.

Schueler, B. 2020. Which institutions 
benefit most from countercyclical 
enrollment growth? EAB. June 

29. Retrieved from: <eab.com/
resources/blog/enrollment-blog/
countercyclical-enrollment-growth>.

Senge, P. M. 2006. The Fifth 
Discipline: The Art and Practice 
of the Learning Organization. New 
York: Currency Doubleday.

Serna, G. R., and M. Birnbaum. 2014. 
Economic perspectives on pricing and 
what it means for SEM. In Handbook 
of Strategic Enrollment Management, 
edited by D. Hossler and B. Bontrager. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Swing, R. L., and L. E. Ross. 2016. A new 
vision for institutional research. Change: 
The Magazine of Higher Learning. 
48(2): 6–13. Available at: <doi.org/1
0.1080/00091383.2016.1163132>.

Tierney, W. G. 1998. The Responsive 
University: Restructuring for High 
Performance. Baltimore, MD: Johns 
Hopkins University Press. Available at: 
<doi.org/10.56021/9780801857157>.

Toutkoushian, R. K., and M. B. Paulsen. 
2016. Economics of Higher Education. 
Springer. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1007/978-94-017-7506-9>.

Weick, K. E. 2012. Educational 
organizations as loosely coupled 
systems. In The Roots of Logistics, 
edited by P. Klaus and S. Müller. Berlin, 
Germany: Springer. Available at: <doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-642-27922-5_25>.

Wellman, J. V. 2010. Improving data 
to tackle the higher education 
cost problem. Planning for 
Higher Education. 38(3): 5–18.

Williams, K. 2008. Graduate 
enrollment management: Leading 
the way to EM’s future. College 
and University. 83(4): 55–58.

Zemsky, R., S. Shaman, and S. Campbell. 
2020. The College Stress Test: 
Tracking Institutional Futures Across a 
Crowded Market. Baltimore, MD: Johns 
Hopkins University Press. Available 
at: <doi.org/10.1353/book.72586>.

http://american.edu/spa/peer/upload/peer_masters-degrees_b-2.pdf
http://american.edu/spa/peer/upload/peer_masters-degrees_b-2.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-004-6227-5
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-004-6227-5
http://doi.org/10.1353/book.44726
http://doi.org/10.3905/jpm.23.2.45
http://doi.org/10.3905/jpm.23.2.45
http://doi.org/10.34944/dspace/228
http://doi.org/10.34944/dspace/228
http://doi.org/10.34944/dspace/4169
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-16
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856-16
http://doi.org/10.34944/dspace/6579
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781003447856
http://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.70059
http://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.70059
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-081715-074324
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-081715-074324
http://rnl.com/Graduate2023
http://eab.com/resources/blog/enrollment-blog/countercyclical-enrollment-growth
http://eab.com/resources/blog/enrollment-blog/countercyclical-enrollment-growth
http://eab.com/resources/blog/enrollment-blog/countercyclical-enrollment-growth
http://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2016.1163132
http://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2016.1163132
http://doi.org/10.56021/9780801857157
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-7506-9
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-7506-9
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-27922-5_25
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-27922-5_25
https://doi.org/10.1353/book.72586


Fall 2026Volume 14(3) 155

Strategic Enrollment Management Quarterly 

Joseph H. Paris

Joseph H. Paris, Ed.D., 
is Dean of the School 
of Graduate and Pro-
fessional Studies at 

Delaware Valley University, specializing 
in higher education leadership, enroll-
ment management, and student suc-
cess. He earned his Ed.D. from Temple 

University and is a published scholar 
on graduate enrollment management, 
institutional finance, and student out-
comes. A frequent conference presenter 
and co-editor of A Comprehensive 
Guide to Graduate Enrollment Manage-
ment: Advancing Research and Practice 
(Routledge), Dr. Paris teaches graduate 

courses on higher education econom-
ics and finance, leadership, and institu-
tional effectiveness. He is committed to 
student-centered learning and actively 
mentors emerging leaders while advanc-
ing innovation in graduate education.

About the Author


