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Abstract

" THE COMPARABILITY QUESTION: POTENTIAL USES AND MISUSES OF DATA

.. Mr, Adrian ﬁ. Harris
Assistant Chancellor-Planning
UCIA

-

May 1973

Higher education is now and will increasingly be faced with requests forzgata

from a variety of source; to which it is accountable, Such data may ultimately
be used in decision-making regarding the appropriation of public and private
resources. Comparisons of costs and other measures among institutions will be
the by-word, fhus, it is important that pot;htial areas of misunderstanding and
misuse of information be fully understood both by those who provide the data and
those who receive it. It is not implied, however, that such requests for data
are necessarily inappropriate; in fact, if used responsibly data comparison can

also be a valuable internal decision-making tool for the institution.

gpis paper, then, is designed for both the potential requestors of data and the
members of the higher education community who will be responsing to such requests.
It (1) explains the-difficulties in routine data comparisons, some of which were
experienced by a six member data exchange group; and (2) suggests how data com-
parison can be handled meaningfully. A variety of actual examples are described
in some detail, including problems of both definition'and analysis. Further

illustration is provided in an attachment.
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THE COMPARABILITY QUESTION:
POTENTIAL USES AND HISUSES OF DATA

Adrian I, ilarris, Assistant Chancellor-P1§nning
University of California, Los Angeles

Higher education has long enjoyed a measure of freedom from external accountability
which is envied by those who are outside the system and probably not fully appre-
ciated by those within it. This priviledged position is now being penetrated on
all sides by a variety of calls for accountability, usually in terms of specific
data by which it is assumed that effectiveness and efficiency of operation can be
determined.

The fiscal crisis now facing most public and private educational institutions has

not been the sole reason for this cry for accountability, though it has probably

had the greatest impact. Students are more aware of what and how they are taught

and are often heard calling for greater relevance. Many state legislatures arc
looking more closely at public higher education in their states in terms of its content
and conduct as well as its cost, At least one Governor is calling for faculty to
increase teaching loads and the general question of the continuation of the tenure
system as we know it today is being more frequently discussed. A major concern

of all these groups is improvement of the educational experience through greater
student-faculty contact--smaller classes, more accessibility to distinguished profes-
sors--and accomplishment of this at the lowest possible cost,

The common approach to the analysis and resolution of these issues has been to requirc
more and more data by which complex systems can be quantified, summarized, and com-
pared., This is understandable at a time when the consumer is increasingly concerned
with getting the greatest value for his dollar. What is not fully understood is

the extent to which such data, if not compiled and analyzed with the greatest care,
can lead to totally inaccurate or inappropriate conclusions.

The purpose of this paper is to discuss, through actual examples, the difficultics
encountered when attempting to make routine comparisons of data and to suggest how-
data comparison can be Landled meaningfully., ~In so doing, I will also point out

how such data can be potentially misunderstood and misused. It is not my intent

to discount in any way the need for accountability itself, It is entirely appropri-
ate that higher education should be accountable, albeit in different ways, both

to those who benefit from its services and to those who finance its operations.
There is also no question but that we will all benefit from such an effort, provided
that it is conducted in a responsible, informed, and conscientious fashion.

The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) has now appeared
on the scene to lead the field in the development of products intended to aid in the
reporting process. Unfortunately, there is a temptation to use the results of these
cefforts as ends to themselves. Such a cookbook approach can more often lead to
inappropriate conclusions than to informed judgments, This is particularly true

when the result is a single number, such as a unit cost figure, which once obtained
can be easily misused unless there is a full understanding of what is being presented
and how it can and should be used,
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Among the products developed by NCHEMS2 are the Program Classification Structure
which allows institutions to divide their programs into standard disciplinary units;
cost finding principles which attempt. to set standards for the determination of
unit costs; RRPM (Resource Requirement Prediction Model) which has been mistakenly
assumed by some people to be a model to develop unit costs for comparative pur-
poses--instead of its real mission as an institutional planning model for internal
use; and the Information Exchange Procedures project which is designed to attack

the problem defined in its title. Such models are valuable to an institution's
internal management, decision making, and evaluation. The danger is in assuming
that such techniques can produce readily comparable results when applied to different
institutions.

Thus far I have dealt with the question of data comparability in a general sense.

1 would now like to offer some specific examples of the problems involved in the
selection, definition, and analysis of data to be exchanged or compared. The examples
are primarily drawn from the experience of a six campus data exchange effort in

which I was involved for over a two year period. The six campuses were all large
state-supported institutions having broadly based programs of undergraduate and
graduate instruction and research. In pursuing the initial goal of data exchange,

we uncovered many unforeseen problems.

The first difficulties in data exchange are definitional. In our own effort we
spent countless hours on the task of understanding the individual use of terms and
then trying to produce meaningful decision rules on the classification of data.

A commonly used data element is the full-time equivalent student (student FTE). In
our group, all institutions but one determined undergraduate student FTE by dividing
student credit hours by 15; the other used a divisor of 15.5. Of course, greater
variation will occur between institutions which have different requirements for
graduation or different definitions of "normal progress," At the graduate level

the problem of student FTE is vastly more complicated because of the differences

in graduate programs and the manner in which graduate education is conducted and
credited, For example, one institution in our exchange did not attach any credit

" value to doctoral work. As a result of these problems, we finally agreed to let
each institution use its own method of calculating student FTE and to accompany

data with a chart defining the method used. Obviously, anyone using these data

must fully familiarize himself with these definitions and understand their differences
before drawing conclusions,

A related problem is the need to determine whether student FTE should be aggregated
by student level or by course level., Within our group, there was considerable
disagreement on this matter, Some felt that course level is the significant deter-
minent of workload; others felt that higher level students create more workload
for faculty regardless of the level of course being taken. An added problem was
the fact that one campus did not identify course level and thus could not provide
data in this form. In either case the choice can have significant effects on data,
particularly when micro programs are being compared, and thus the use to which the
data is to be put must be considered in reaching a decision,

Another definitional problem centered around the differences in University calendars
and the time period for which data are to be exchanged, Among our six-campus group
it was found that some used a quarter system, both with and without a summer quarter;
some used a semester system; and one used a trimester system covering the full

year, Because of these differences, we agreed to exclude summer enrollments from
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the academic year. Annual data must also be defined as covering either a fiscal
year, academic year, or calendar year, While student information is usually easily
separated by academic years, financial information cannot always be treated in this
way, For example, the campus mentioned above which used a year-round trimester
system encountered enormous difficulties in attempting to exclude its summer compo-
nent to make its "annual" data comparable with the other institutions,

T TR

The results of our deliberations over these and a myriad of other problems of the

same nature were represented in twelve pages of definitions covering the data elements
to be exchanged and spelling out institutional differences in detail. The complexity
of meaningful data exchange is well illustrated by this document, which is attached
in photoreduced form. Despite its length, this is an extremely concise example,

) By comparison, the second edition of NCHEMS' Data Element Dictionary: Student devotes
125 pages to 73 data elements; their comments give little idea of the proglems

we encountered and, of course, this is only one of five such dictionaries.

i

Our next step in the exchange of data was identification of a series of academic
units for comparison, Our initial intention was to select departments that were

] as nearly identical on all six campuses as possible, recognizing at the outset

& that programmatic differences may create difficulties in interpreting the data,

Thus it was understood that, while most universities are organized into schools,
colleges, and departments, not every field is represented at every institution,
Furthermore, disciplines, departments or programs having the same name may not in-
clude the same subject matter, This is an important problem which is not readily
apparent to the outside user of data. It is obvious that physics and English

are different; it is not so obvious that two departments called "English" may vary
on different campuses. In our own group it was found that some English departments
included rhetoric and/or speech and some did not; thus English was rejected for
comparison. Similarly, romance languages could not be used because in some cases
French was included and in others it was not. At UCLA, for certain historical
reasons, our Department of Linguistics includes instruction in several exotic lan-
guages not covered elsewhere., Some campuses identify a separate Department of Com-
puter Sciences; at UCLA, instruction in computer sciences is included within engi-
neering and cannot be separated, On the other hand, the same program may be called
by different names at different institutions; envxronmental science on one campus
might be ecology on another. There may also be differences between the way graduate
and undergraduate programs are organized in some fields. After sifting through

the known differences of this kind we were only able to select seven departments

for inclusion in the initial data exchange. Later, when analysis of the data uncovered
differences even among these departments, it was agreed to provide departmental
profiles outlining the program and requirements for each. It was evident that even
with careful preliminary screening for similarity, these seven departments also
displayed a mixture of objectives, resources, and organization as they were represent-
ed on the various campuses,

As we continued our efforts, it became increasingly clear that meaningful data exchange
required a full understanding of programmatic elements. Not only was it necessary

to understand the individual programs being compared, but the institution within

g which they were set and the entire system of higher education as well, Institutional

' priorities, and commitments, outside pressures for change, and even national interests
may all have an 1mpact vhich is reflected in the data for a particular program

at a particular point in time, The individuals involved in this effort were all
high-level administrators in their respective universities involved in institutional
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research and planning, In spite of this, we often found that further investigation
was needed to supplement our knowledge of programmatic and organizational differences.
Imagine, then, the difficulties that would be_encountered by even the most conscien-
tious outsider attempting to analyze our data,

The final step in this initial effort at data exchange was comparison and analysis

of the results, Many of the differences which were observed were explained by closer
examination of the programs being compared., Only a few of the many poscible examples
will be discussed here, )

One measure compared was an unweighted student/faculty ratio, In the case of one
department, the six institutions reported values of 11, 15, 15, 16, 17 and 34, Inves-
tigation of the differences here showed that the 34 was the result of misinterpreta-
tion of definitions, an occurance for which one must always allow. On the other
hand, the small number was associated with a new program; a new program might easily
be expected to have a smaller student/faculty ratio due to pre-staffing, in order

to cover the field, before enrollments have reached their peak,

The student/faculty ratios in art departments were relatively consistant for all
institutions except one, which had half the ratio of the others, In this case the
department showing the lower value placed a relatively greater emphasis on art prac-
tice than on art history. Thus, classes were required to be taught in small studio
sections and more faculty were needed to staff them, This also had the effect

of reducing the budgeted support per faculty member to less than half the level
observed in the other art departments, A somewhat higher student/faculty ratio

at another institution, resulted from the high service load associated with a '"general
undergraduate art requirement,"

In some cases, a department showed a high number of graduate students per senior
faculty, While on the surface this appeared to be a commendable use of resources,
it apparently resulted from the production of very few doctorates over a number

of years, If the present group of students received their degrees within a short
period of time, the data would be sharply reversed.

Similar situations occurred when support funds per budgeted faculty were compared.
For physics, the results were especially interesting; the six campuses reported
the following figures for this department: $12,000, $10,000, $5,000, $3,000,
$14,000, and $11,000, The two campuses having extremely low levels of support
per budgeted faculty in this case were associated with large extramurally funded
programs, On the other hand, the campus reporting $10,000 per budgeted faculty
was also known to have a large extramural program including a well-equipped radia-
tion laboratory, yet it did not show the low support figure that might have been
expected, Our examination also showed that this inititution's program was ranked
first among all physics departments in the country,

At one institution the support level in law was forty percent above the others,
In this case the departmental budget included provision for a law library; at the
other institutions this was part of a separate libraryrbudget.

Psychology departments having a strong clinical emphasis characteristically had
support levels as much as twice as high as those emphasizing the social sciences,
Here four of the campuses reported support per budgeted faculty at $4,000; the other
two reported $7,000 and $8,000, In the first case of higher support the department
characterized itself as "having more of a laboratory science than social science
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emphasis." The other was stated to be "associated with a large clinical program."

In both cases, the higher figures were easily explained by the costs associated

with the support of laboratories and special facilities, a reflection of programmatic
differences.

Programmatic differences can affect data even when programs are aggregated by disci-
pline. Another example compares disciplinary groups on two campuses of the same
university.,” For the biological sciences on one campus the support per FTE faculty
was recently reported as $16,000 at the other it was $12,000; however, the second
campus includes a vigorous health science program which is budgeted separately.

In the same report the physical sciences on the first campus showed a support figure
of $13,000, compared with $17,000 at the second. tlere, the first campus benefited
from a large externally-funded research facility.

The examples could go on indefinitely; the implications, however, are clear. 'While
many legitimate differences will be observed when data are compared among institutions,
many other differences are created by conditions not directly related to the data
element being compared., This was recognized by the RRPM-1 Task Force of WICHE when
they stated in a resolution published on March 9, 1971:

"Institutions of higher education differ widely among themselves., They

have different approaches to teaching, difierent degrees, different require-
ments for the same degree, different course mixes within a single institu-
tion to satisfy the requirements for the same degree, different course
contents, different methods of awarding and computing credit hours, differ-
ent support activities, different student/faculty ratios, different goals,
and other differences too numerous to enumerate,"

An understanding of these differences, and consequently any meaningful comparison
of data, can only be accomplished by persons intimately acquainted with the data
collection procedures, the programs, the budgeting patterns, the organization,
the objectives, and other important characteristics of the institutions involved.

One might think that the most meaningful comparison of data would be made in an un-
changed environment at a single institution where various measures are compared

for the same units over a period of time, However, such conditions never exist,
Even in the least dynamic setting, change occurs and one cannot draw simple conclu-
sions from data collected over time. On the other hand, given an understanding

of the system and of the significance of differences between units and of changes
which may be occuring, data comparison can be an important decision making tool

for an institution, Inter-institutional comparisons are vastly more complicated,
and must be undertaken only with the greatest understanding and care.

Universities will continue to be faced with a multitude of requests for cost analy-
ses and other data, So long as resources for higher education remain scarce, those
responsible for their allocation will continue to look for information to help them
with their difficult decisions., It is likely that institutions will also be required
to demonstrate that they are using their resources in the most efficient and effective
manner possible, -

Unfortunately, many people feel more secure when their decisions are based on quantita-
tive rather than qualitative information, However, where higher education is con-
cerned, considerations of quality are (or should be) of great importance., While
qualitative considerations are usually understood to imply judgments that are more
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subjective than objective, there is ng reason for them to be uninformed or capricious.
In addition, it must also be recognized that even when the end result is a number,

an essentially subjective decision may have been made in the selection of the method
for producing that number, Numbers are not magic. They do not tell the whole story
any more than a picture of one side of the moon shows what is on the other side.
Numbers can, however, be useful; if they are properly understood and interpreted
they can be combined with other information to give a reasonably complete picture,

We cannot escape the fact that data will be collected and comparisons will be made,
What we must seek to avoid is standardization and regimentation around formats

and definitions designed by those far removed from the system in an attempt to assure
"comparable data,"” Ultimately, we will have to live with resource allocations

and other decisions that may be based on such efforts. However, it is essential

that higher education not be reduced to the least common denominator.

We have found from practical experience that a number of conditions are absolutely
essential to any meaningful exchange or comparison of data in higher education,

At the outset, the effort must be designed and undertaken with the full participa-
tion of knowledgeable individuals representing all parties involves, Sufficient

particulars must be provided to allow rational accomplishment of the task., Specif-
ically, they must seek to:

Fully agree to the purpose of the comparison and the use to which
the data will be put;

Insure that the data to be collected are consistant with the expressed
purpose;

Define all terms explicitly and include detailed definitions with any
data disseminated;

Provide profiles of each program to be compared, including informa-
tion on all aspects of the program which may affect the data; and

Permit the providers of the data to review the results so that
errors of fact or interpretation may be avoided.

Obviously, this is an ideal and not every condition can be met in every case even
when undertaken with the best of intentions, Hopefully, a better understanding of
the problems and concerns discussed here will help to éstablish a meaningful
environment in which those involved in higher education and those to whom they are
accountable can work together responsibly and responsively,

Attachment

Mzy 1972
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NOTES

1Acknowledgment is due Miss Dee Cuenod, Miss Gertie Ewing, Mrs. Jeffrey Gilbert,
Dr. Wayne Smith, Miss Corrxne Verhulst (members of the UCLA Plannxng
Office staff) and other members of our data exchange group for sig-
nificant contributions which lead to the production of this paper.

ZPublications'describing each of these items are available from the National
Center for Higher Education Management Systems at WICHE, P, O, Drawer P,
Boulder, Colorado 80302,

3The other data element dictionaries are for course, facilities, finance, and

staff,

4l(enneth D. Roose and Charles J. Andersen., A Rating of Graduate Proj rams American

Council on Education, 1970, This institution was ranked first fbr Quality
of Graduate Faculty and fifth for Effectiveness of Doctoral Program and
in each case ranked higher than any of the other programs compared.

SDerived from 1972-72 University of California Budget.

Append1x A of "Report of RRPM Implementation at UCLA," UCLA Planning Office,
September 1971,
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Vo STUDEHT IHFORMATION

A, Fail FTL Students

FTE Students

Welghted FTE Students

B. fall _FTE Students attribu-

tabie 1o departrnental majors

€., VYear-average Student Credit
Hours

DI CEMBER 1972

DATA EXCHAMGE £L1MENTS

DEFINIYICN COMMENTS ™

Students arc defined as requiar sessior students (reaard-
Tess of the hour of Instruction), Extenslon, surmer
sesston, awd sunmer quarter enrollments will be cexcluded
(University of Hichigan will exclude tne summer trirester),

Data will be provided for by levels of lowee Division (LD),
Upper Clvision (UB), Graduate 1 (G1)~-ar all araduates
other th.n advanced Doctorates~=and Grauate 2 (G2)~-or
advanced Poctorate. (In the future an attempt will be
made to exchange Informatinn on a year-average basis,)

Will be determincd in a mannce consistent with cach ine Full=Tine Fquivalent Students
stitution's own methods of calculatinag tull=time equiva=
lence, There is little varlance at the underqraduate The fall term was <clected », the reporting period since
level, Student Credit Fours (SCH} are divided by {5, all Ins* " rio readily available data. While year
with the exception of Hichigan where the divisor is avera . ore representative of it was not
15,5, However, each institution his its ov~ method for used ra. .e TTE data was not easily gathered
determining FTE at the Gl and 62 levels. (Refer to at so.. .utions.
Schedule A.)  The concepts for detersiining the two
graduate levels appear to be falrly consistent, for all FTE students were also welghted to provide a more approp
practical purposes., priate measure of workload taking into consideration
the relative nix of students by level, All institutioas
. used some weiahting system with very small variances
In relative values so a standard set of weiqhts was follw
ed.

Determination of a compatible definition of a full-time
cquivalent student was an early problem for the Data
Exchange Group. Thls is usually cmore difficult at the
qraduate than at the undergraduate levels At the under-
graduate level all institutions before deternine student
FTE by dlviding student credlit hourt by 15; the other
uses a divisor of 15,5, On the other hand, cach insti-
tution uses a different method of determining graduate
student FTE and this data can be properly interpreted
only by someone~familiar with cach technique and its
ratlonale, The Data Exchange Group finally asreed

to allow cach member insitution to use its own manncr

of calculating full time equivalent students and provice
a chart defining dach mcthod of determining graduate

FTE (sce Appe-dix D), For all practical purposes,

the concepts Jor determining the ‘two graduate levels
appear to be fairly consistent.

Are obtained by multiplying Fall FTE Students as
follows:

L0 times |
Vv times 1,
Gl tines 2,
G2 times 3.

8y level of student are that portion of FTE student work~ Workload Attrubutable to Departmental Majors
load gencrated in the department by students in its T

major program at the upper divislon or qgraduate levels, In an effort to illustrate the effects of the major

as opnosed to the FTE student workload gencrated hy non- load or opposed to the service load on each depirtment,
majors. (Thls should not be confused with the amount the Data Exchange Group chose to exchange data un the

of FTE generated in other departrments by this departe workload attributed to departmental najors. FTE students
ment's majors. attrubuted to departmental majors were reported olung

with the percentages of such FTE to the total FTE student
workload, The percentage of SCH's attrubutable to depaet
mental majors vas also included as an important addition.
These elements were substituted for headcount majors

as being more meaningful and mo:e descriptive of the
nature of departrental workload.

By level of course (as opposed to determining SCH by Student Credlt Hou-s

level of student) will be provided at the LD, UD, GI,

and G2 levels, SCH registered wili be used rather than Student Credlt ilours (SCH) muet also be carcfully define
SCH completeds  (Most institutlons count as of the 2nd ed in relation to the normal course load at an Institu-
or 3rd week of classcs.) Year-averagn is determined by tion. Furthermore, f student credit hours are used

(1) adding the Fall and Winter (or Spring) scresters as a base for data, thls must be dcfined as elther

and dividing by 2, or (11) adding the Fall, Vinter and SCH registered or SCH completed. SCH are a function
Spring quarters and dlviding by 3. of the total credlts required for qraduatlion for undergra

uvate rates and perhaps arbitrary deciston regarding
the relative unit credit which will apply to specific
courses, and the number of students enroiled. Hunce,
comparisons of SCH can be misleading where the total
number of credlts requlired for graduating varles: ¢.9.,
engincering programs typically require more credits
than the soclal slcences. The problem of carry arising
SCH at the graduate level agyravated by the fact that

. some of the instltutions required credit for such thinys
as rescarch while others had no way at all of tabulate
Ing the total number of graduate level 5CH.
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[{8+ i1 OEFINITION COMENTS
€. Yaar=avsrage Student Credit

Wours WoalsT

Stuwdent Level versus Courss Lavel

[ inll Hesdeount najors

[ 8 _Oumt Sranted

Pestdoctoral Students

FACULTY AND TEACHING STAFF
A+ ETE Infornstion

Datarminined by level of student standing will be pro~

vided for each department, 1f [t Is reaningful, Inter-

dopartmental or Interdisciplinary majors should ke
assigned (or proreted) to & department, When this
is the case, thelr Inclusion should be footnoted snd
the major should be named or deflned, f thelr
Inclusion at the departmental leval is not possibla
thay should de included In the summation of the
apprepriate school or collene (or campus, If all else
falls)e When this s the casa, thesa majors shovld
ba footnoted a3 iIncluded In the totel but mot in o
particular departrent, and their numbars should be
glven by rejor and by lavel.

Vill be provided at the U, G and G2 lavels. This
date should ba for the fuil year. In the case of Law,
the LL8 and JD are consldared equivalent to Gl the

Rastar of Law and 0, Sclence of Law are equivalent to .

The nusber of postdoctoral students will be provided.
An Indication should be glven as to whether or not the
flgurs 1s for fall or yesr everage.

Ol ffarences In the definitions of Faculty and Tesching
Staff are shown for the Individual Institutions in
Schedula 8, The definltions agreed upon for use In
data collection ara 1lsted below, (This means several
Inseitutions must modify thelr data to conform to the
definitlons,)

or (Full=tine equivalent) has o value of 1,00 for o
person who Is employed (in Instruction snd departe
santel fasearch) 1002 of time for the full perlod of
his responsibllities during a flscal year. An "|le
sonth,* *12-month " or “fiscal-year'' aopointee
should enval $.00 FTE a3 would & ''9=-ronth,'t *10=
sonth,** or Yacadericeycer' appointee, Anyone
udgeted for actually working less than 130% of
time or less than the full pcr'od for his respone
sibilieies within a fiscal year would have his FTE
prorated accordingly. Actual FIE should be
provided on & "“yearaverane® basis; that Iy, tha
pereentane of time worked In Instruction and departe
sentel fcsearch added together for each quarter and
divided by 3, or sdded toacther for each semester
and divided by 2 would equal the year~avorane FTE,
{nichigan will adjust fulleyear FTE to exclude tha
sumngr trinestar, .

Thare was consliderabla disagreament as to whathsr worke
1044 deta should ba coilected by student level or by
course laval, Some Institutions belteve coursa level
20 bs the rost sianlficant measure, particulariv whan
depsrtments] worklioad s the objective, Howevar, one
menber of tha Oata Exchange Croup could not ldentlfy
course level and thus coul not distribute data in this
sanner, Othars who objact to the use of course levai
point to the fact that courses are freguently cpen to
students at different levels dnd contend that hinher
leve! students creste more workload for facully. Hany
disagres with this opinlon, however, feellng that workiod
Is determined by course lave) regardiess of the leve)
of tha student. The solution agraed to by tha Oata
Exchenge Group provides both FTE students by student
lave]l and student credit hours by course lavel.

Enrol iment-~Headcount Majors

One of the sore common elements of dats employed to
describe an Institution and its programs I3 hesdcount
majorse However, in trying to use majors to indicate
program sita or departmentsi workioad, this element
was found too problematic to be useful, Students may
not declars thalr major during tniar lower division
yeasrs and when they do, are very 4pt to change majors
in the later years, Also when describing e departe
ment's program In 9ross numbers of majors, the problem
of departments including varying majors detracts from
the vsefulness of the data. Other indicators provided
t0 be more descriptive of departmental workiord such
a3 student credit hours, FTE students and SCH. However
& distinction batween workiosd generated by & departe
ment’s majors as oppoeed to Its service load was found
%o better exprass the nature of that workload, Headcount
data by major thersfore was temoorarily sbandoned In
favor of an expansion of both FIE students ang student
credit hours to Indicate those attributable to majors
and the percentage represented, That i3 not to sev thet
this date could not be useful for other purposes and
In ralatlonship to other data such as degrees grantad
and may be an Indlcator of program slize.

Oegrees Granted

Dagraes granted over the full year were easlly agreed
upon to be categorized et three levels; undergraduste,
graduste |, or masters and first professional ?LLB and
JO) end Grad 2, or doctoral degreas. .

Postdoctoral Students

€arly axchanges of dete Included counts of postdectorsl
acholars, as further Indication of faculty workload,

but some record keeping was sporatic so that the volidity
of the dats wes suspect, the slement was later atondened
as of littie value,

Full=Time Eculvalent Faculty

In order to collect data on budgeted and actual faculty,
& covOn messurement was required; there was flttle
disagreement that FTE {rather than headcount) should

be that form of measurement and thare was 1lttle disagree
ment on the definition of FTE, (See Apuendix £} One
FTE faculty generally rapresents an individual employed
1003 for the full perlod of his responsibliity wnlch
may cover & nine, ten, eleven, or twelve ronth perlod
depending on tha particular program and Institutional
pollcye Hewaver, FTE definitions of teaching assistants
differ considerably, Hore institutions allocste and
budget tcaching assistant FTE separately; however,

one does not. Instead, It allocates all positions

3 foculty FTE, then converts & certain number to ba
used for teaching assistants, Whers they arc scodrately
allocat. d, one hcadcount teaching asslstant usuaily
aquals 50 FTE when looking at total teaching staff,

in the second case, 1,00 FIE faculty coverts to 2,00
FYE teaching assistants which equal four headcount
teaching assistants. Thws, & summary of teaching staff
FTC's which Includes teaching assistants mdy not ba
meaningful,
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Bata will be provided for the following groupst

Senlor Faculty
Juntor Faculty
Sub~totel Facuity
Teaching Assistants or Teacning Fallows
Other Teaching Steff
Teta! Teaching Steff

T™he definitions will differ sligntly for budgeted as
eppessd to ectusl.

Untess It presents e hardship or Is Imorecticel to
previda, the tzaching steff gata should Include tie
following definlitions only for the fotlowing cate~
gories: {If exceptions to these definitions rust be
nade, the data should be footnoted and fully
explained,)

Includes FTE pald from general, state funds used to
finance tnstruction and departrentel research activie
tlas which are budgeted for the Fall, Winter and/or
Spring (Michigan wiil adjust fullstire FTE to exclude
the sumner trisesters (1l1nols will use FTE on an
scadenlc year rather then fiscal-year basis unless
date are exchanged for colleges (e.qs, Agriculture)
whare fiscal vear basls Is more appropriete and is |
agreed upon In advance,) Budget dsta can be as of the
beginning of the fiscal year, at the end of the fiscal
yaar or et & mld-point, the Important factor being
thet it reflacts the mst accurate plcture of the
Sudget. .

.

Sudgeted Teaching Staff

Senlor Faculty: Professors, Assoclate Professors
{1neluding Acting Professors and
Acting Associate Professors, if
budgated)

Junfer Faculty: Assls «nt Professors, Instructors,
Lecturers, Clinlcal Professors, (a1l
fevels). (Berkeley & UWCLA Include

Assoclate 1n ____ .}

Other Teaching
Steffs Supervisors In Teachlnrg Educe-.lon,
Adjunct (atl levels), Ciintcal

Psychology Supervisors,

Includes atl FTE pald from budgeted and non-budqeted
funds (1,a,, regardless of fund source) that provide for
Im.druction and departoental research efforts during
the Fall, Vinter, and/or Spring, in accordance with

the payrolis, activity indlcators, faculty worklicad
Nrveys, or whetever other source that best represents
the tesching resources of that departrent, Sabbaticals
shoutd be Included under the proper teaching titles of
the persons on sabbatical and in proportion to the
percantage of pay while on satbatical,

A quaittetive statemant should be included with actual
FTE data vhere a devartrent (1) 13 subsidizling pro=

sns In other departrents, or (11) s being subsidized
n §ts program by other departments,

in Law, Junlor Faculty and "ather teaching" titles should
ba footnoted and defined spacifically by title,

Actuat Teaching Staff
Senlor Faculty: Professors, Assocliete Professors,
tacluding Acting and Visiting titles,

Assistant Professors, Instructors,
Lecturers, Cilnlcal Professors (al)
tevals), Including Acting, Visiting and
Adjunct Assistant Professor titles, and
Acting Insteuctor (when the appointce
I3 not a student), (Berkeley £ UCLA
Include Assoclate In when appolntes
ts not & student,}

Juntor Faculty:

Other Teaching

Staffs Supervisor In Teacher tducation, Clinlcal

visor {in Soclal welfare), (UCLA wil)
Include any other academic titles If

. sctually teaching such as Professional

fesearch, Artist In resident, and Dean,)
Teoch, Asst,:
tine student), OCerkaley & UCLA inciude

Assoclate In ___ when appolntee is »
Student,

Teaching Asslstant, Teaching Fellows, Acting
Instructor (when the appointee Is o part=

COMMENTS

e ey .

sudgeted Steff

it wes agreed that It would be relevant to consider

— both budget and actual facuity and teachling staff,

but when budgeted staff was discussed it was readily
apparent that there were o number of differences in

the way Institutions defined “‘budget,” Several instltu=
tions budget all funds, including temncrary or short=
term funds (such as federal grents) as well as permanent,
continuing funds; therefore, budnet was deflned to”
mean only those funds in support of faculty and teaching
steff orovided by the State for regular on-golng instruc=
tlonal programs, Further, for the sake of ease of colles
tlon, the budgeted status could be considered at any
convenlant time of the vear (the beginning of the fiscal
year, the beglnning of the academlc vear, the end of

the vear, atc.) which most properly reflected the
Ybudget", as viewsd by that instlitution,

One tnstitution did not budget teeching assistantships.
instead pudgeted faculty positions were converted to
provide for the actual hiring of teaching assistants,
i(Rn!er to subsequent section dealling with Full=Tire
Equivelent Faculty,) And It was found that some instl=
tutions edjust departmental budget to refiect actusl
staffing patterns, some do not.

Actuat Staff

it was agreed that actual faculty wes & reflection

of budgeted provisions actually filled, plus edditional
positions created by donations of faculty time to

a department (other than that In which the person |s
budgeted) end those savings from sabbaticals and leaves
that finance additional temporary positlons,

Howaver, thera wera problems with this definition,
Actus] faculty may carry a connotation of faculty funded
from extramural funds In edditlon to these flnanced
from the budget.

Faculty who are on sabbatical pose e special probles,

Tha portions of thelr salarles which are pald during

the sabbatical are representad In the actual salary
figuras However, since they are not contributing to

the teaching program, there was disagreement as to whethe
or not they should be Included In the ectuai FTE figure,
One oplinlon would exclude them; another would include
them bacause thalr portion of the teaching effort

must be absorbed by the remalning faculty. For the
purpose of providing uniform date, the data exchinge N
group Included faculty on sabbatical in this data exchang
A related problen is the handling of FTE of faculty
released from teaching responsibilities to perforn
sdministrative dutles. A department having several

such persons during & glven period may apptar toO be qrest
Iy overstaffed In comparison with another if their FTE .
1s Includeds Howaver, as In the case of savbatlcals,
excluslon of this data will also glve an Incomplets
plcture,

Paychology Supervisor, Coordinator of Fleld
Work {in Soclal welfare), Fleld vork Super<an |nterchange of faculty betwsen departmnts 13 a comron

occurance on many canpuses, It may be done for a specift
course or to provide staffing for Interdisciplinary
Insteuction. Often only & part of the faculty mesber's
FIE |3 Involved, These arrangements pose problern

for both budgeted and actual Ffaculty datas Some
corpuses are able to ldentlfy faculty used for

such purposes and to include them appropristely, Others
cannot make such identificatlon,
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Dafined o3 those funds that provide for ecadenic
salerles, nonacedenic salaries, hourly staff salaries
{Soth academic and nonacadenmic), suppliies, equipment
{Including capital equipment that is not a part of
the construction costs of & new ouilding}, and pro=
fassional services, Flnanclal Information should be
provided, If avatlable, in thres categories:

(1) Sudgeted, general funds related to Instruction
and departmenta) research,

(2) actuel axcenditures of these budgated, general
funds ralated to Instruction and departmentsl
research, and

(3) sctual expenditures of all funds {regardiess of
source) ralated to instruction and departmental
research,

Are thosa categories of costs that support acadenlc
salarles, They are defined a3 nonacademic salsries,
hourly staff salaries, sunpties, (Including telepnone,
Xerox, atc,) equipnent and professinnal services, a3
erplified in ill, A, abave, Frings Benefits shoutd
sot ba Inciuded In 168 flnancial dates

COMMENTS
Actual Steff (Continued)

1t was easlar for som Institutions to provice aceual®
Information on staffing, If “timesraporting” or “féculty
sctivity Surveys' ware routiaely émploved by the camous,
Some members of the Data Exchanga Group could not distri-
Suta féculty effort by instructional level nor could

o brasiout of research and public service functions

b made In many cases, Any distribution of faculty
affort sey be lergely dependant on Institutiondl potlcy.
Whera thera ara guldellnes or pollicies regaralng teaching
lead or percentage of timo to be devoted to non-instrucs
tional activities, there fs usuaily more conplete recors®
keeping to Insure lmplementation of the policy. Anyone
using faculty effort data should have & claar understand
Ing of the applicable policy and of the mathod of date
collaction used,

Although datas on budget and ectuel faculty end taaching
staff were' considered quite valuadble, it was found that
cons lderable knowledge of individusl programs and

of Institutionsl budget and ecadenic policles was necess~
ory before proper comparisons could be made and deta
{ntarpreted,

Classification of Teaching Titles

Ona of the first problems the Data Exchange Group conslds
ared wes whether the varlous teaching titles wers compare
sbie In term of academlc requirements, 01d full
professors and essoclate professors hold tenure; what
were the tequirements for dppointzent to this series;
which titles wera responsible for the supervision

of graduata students, the conduct of courses at the under
graduste Jevel, etc,; were the titles teaching #socle
ate Instructor, and teaching e3sistant the same and

1f not, how did they vary? It was concluded that most
titles carrled the same meaning and had the same acadenic
requirements, end (1) differences between certain
tities were minor, although each participant Should

be aware of these differences, Therefore, a Schedule
was devited that reflected these Sinilarities nd differs
ehces, by Institution {see Appendix ). It is believed
that this 1s & necessery instrument for understanding
the data to be axchanged, just s & similar schedule

was found necessary for portraying student differences,
{Refar to section deallng with students,)

-~

Instruction and Research financial Dats

The Data Exchangs Grovp Inzended that all funds directly
atteibutable to the Instruction and departmentsi research
ef fort be recorded, and that they be recorded In such

& way that thosa departments neving a high proportion

of academlc personnei In the higher paying ranks not
unduly influenca the flnancial figures, For this reason,
flnanclal data was divided between those funds sudporte
Ing academic salarles and those other funds supporting
the whole teaching program (or what was called acadenic
sajarles and ‘support’ funds, respectively)s In order
not to conplicate the Supprot level, funds relating

to capltelizetion and to fringe benafits were escluded.

There was considarsble discussion about the Importance
of other funds that Indlrectly support the instructionsl
program, but for purposes of tnis data element, indirect
support was excluded, An exarnple of this was found_

In one Institution where thc support leval fOr Liw wat
forty percent above the others; this was attributable
to tha fact that the glven department's budget included
the budget for their law ilbrary, which was part of

o separate Vlbrary budget ot other institutions, These
do) lars ware uitimately excluded for purposes of this
exchange,

Suppore Fundy

Comparison of support funds also causad & varlety of
problems, once definitions were sgreed upons This was
another instance where detailed haowiedge of the program
was fequifed In order to evaluate the dita, For exarple,
1t was found In the Paychology depsrtments that those
having strong cilnlcal esphasis support levels that

were twice a3 high as those with & greater social science
omphasis. In order to provide a greater understanding
of the program structure, "Orpartmental Proffles” were
devaloped, which It was hoved would provide basic infar~
mation that ellow mora Information conclusions tu be
deawn from the dats » (Sce Appendix for an example

of the Departnental Proflle,)
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€, Sudget includer Item pald from aenersl, stete funds used to Sudqet
finance Instruction end departmental research activities
. which sre budnetad for the Fall, Winter, and/or Spring. froblems discussed In the sectinn pertelining to dudjeted
Sudgat date can be 83 of the benlnning of the flacel faculty and teeching steff are relavant to thls section
year, st the c.? of the fiscel yvear or st o mld=polnt, o3 well, In addition, there may bs differences In
the Iaportant fector balng that it reflects the most the manner In which funds sre recelved from the State.
sccurate plcturs of the budget, . Funds -for student supPOrt may or may not-be Included.
In soma cases, the budgeted fiqure may not eveén renrasent
. sctuality, as In Lallfornta where 8 budgetary Savinas

torget Is regulerly Imposed representing fuads which
€annot be spent. Because Hichigen uses s vear-round,
telemester system, it encountered enarmous difficuities
in ottempting to exclude Its summer component to muxe
Its “annual’’ dete ccoperable with the othar institutions.

0 Actual Expenditures are those funds expended for (1) the same Actusl
period of time a3 those In the budget, ana {il) the™
support of Instruction end depssimental resesrch octi= Date on actusl expenditures was provided In two ways:
vities, Thay should bs provided in two ways: {1) actusl expenditures of budjeted funds that supoort
‘ the Instructlional program, and (11) actusi espenditurs
{1} Actusl Expenditures of budgeted, genersl funds. of eIl funds thet support the Instructiondl prosrem.
Soma Institutions hed difficulty in providing (i} above
- {2) Actual Expendlitures of all funds, regardless of o3 records were not reaaily avellavle in this forrat.
fund source, Including budgeted nd non=budgeted This may bs & good place to mentlon thet one of the acvar
funds . oges In participating In this experiment in datazexchanage

resulted in the discovery of problens of recordekeeping
within gur own Institutions and the improvament there~
vpon, .

for example, desplte the Importence of extfamural fund~
Ing, It 1s difflcult or perhaps even impnssible to obtain
o clear plcture of the samount avaiieble for & given
time perlod becauss of differences in the fengtts of
grants and In the wmanner of recelving sna using funds,
A three year grant for one million dollars, for_exsmple,
Sy sppesr on the books in o single installment or it
say be pald yeorly or querterly, vastly affecting the
support level shown for a single vear. Some facilities
and equipment tought with grant funds mey be owned outrid
. while others remaln the property of the grantin; sjency
wntll expirstion of the contract period, While ail
such support contributes greatly to an initltution's
edecationsl program, different accounting procecures
and other srrangements make simple comparisons essentlaly

worthless,
€. Other Support Funds Supporting the ISR progrem are deflned s funds from Other Support Funds
édlrectly related orgenized, commissloned or sponsored - =
ressarth, eppiicable Institutes and Bureaus, and public Extramural sources may reprasent en Importent part of
service that provide scadenic salaries or other support on Institutions funding which Is not seen in the budget.
costs, These should be itenlzed a3 to the foliowing In many cases, resources of an organized researcn pro=
whenever possible: gram contribute heavily to the effectiveness of relatea
. scademlic programs although the dotlsr valus of tnis
(1) Sudgated general funds, contelbution i3 not shown, To include such funds
In the dete to be compared Grings forth o whole new
(2) Other budgeted funds, and set of problems. .
Ll 133 *
{3) Wonebudgeted funds, Although the Dats Exchangs Group recognized the lmport=
ance of attempting to anslyze il sources of funds that
{Thass funds should not be Included In the flgures support an Instructisnal program, the probieas tecame
provided for "Support” funds In instruction and depert= to sizesble to hendle in the limited time~frame of the
sental resesrch, They will be requested separately.) Exshange Group. Several institutions, throush conplex

cost sccounting structures were able to relate rearly

o1} funds to given programs, while most of the participag¢

Instltutions could only make very rough estimates,
N\ These estimates deslt in a very gross wey with problems
such os (1) how to presrate an Organized Researcn Instie
tute's budget anong seversl disciplines and then between

. seversl departments, In order to detarming that portion
. sppllicable to o particuler tesching prograa, and {il).
1¥e CLASS SIZE And COURSE INFORMATION -
. A, Llass Slze date will be provided for LD, UD, and C by type of Cless Stze and Lourse Informstion
Instruction, Type of instruction Is definec o3
follow: The Date Exchange Group for & period of tirs Included
as further expression of workload information on class
Lecturet Prirary course or seminar {SUNY and 111lnols size. Class slze Intervals or ranges end averaje: were
will Include sections) élsplayed by level of instruction and by method of Instre
tion (lecture, lab, quiz section, etc.),
$sctions Subdivision of the course Including qelz
sectlons Number of courses offered were also gothared but more
to tllustrate ths breadth of each departments proqgrams
Labe Subdivision of a course or e leb course then to represent workload,
ttself.
The expression of these seeminaly simiiar dats elements
Indlvidual . however are frought with aifficulty. it was found that
Studys As title Indicetes asch elerent must be deflned ana understood within
the context of the Individusl program e well a3 the 0lB
An Indlcatlion should be made a3 to whether or not the of the Instltution, Course rumhcring systess often diffe
flgers is for fall or yearsaverage, r among Institutions and among departments within an

Institution, @3 do methads of identifylng sedltional
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{or ranges) should be reported according to each
Institutlons own method of collacting this data.

Should be based on the actual size of classes rather
than an aversge of the ranges. Eech lastitution
should provide a short statemsnt o3 to the method of
calculating avarage, .

Should be the nunber of "course numbers' In the Schedule
of Glassas. Dats should be orovided for only primsry
sections, defined o3 the total number of courses taught
Including lectures, seminars and labs, and studio when
they ara the maln course format. This does not include
quiz, discussion, lab or studio when they are a secondary
portion or subdivision of & course, -{e.9., fecture with
discusslon==only the lectura is counted as & primary
section). 0o not doudle count. Count A, B, C, se
quences Individually {e.g.. Histary 101 A, 8 would equel
2 courses whan 101 A deals with History from 1485-1503
and History 101 8 deals with 1603-1714). An Indicetion
should be rade a3 to whethar or not the dets Is for fall
or full academic year offerings.

By level of course and by level of teaching staff, are
the nunber of hours & merber of the teaching seaff |s
in contact esch week with students In a formal cless-
roen satting.

By level of course and by level of faculty, Is & formal
program of study for which credit Is glven and a3 agreed
vpon batween the faculty member and the study prior to
that coursa of study.

.
)

- - .

COMENTS .

Class Size and Course inforration (Contlnued)

sections or secondafy sections of & course. For exsmale,
one Institution aight consider @ three quarter (ASC)
sequence In Economic Theory as thrae courses, where
another institution might offer & two quarter seduence
in Fund als of € 1¢ Theory, & thres ausrter
sequence In Econonic Theory and ¢ seven quarter sequence
In Advanced Economic Theory for & totel of thres Courses.
A mere surmation of these courses nelther indicotes
workiosd, nor breadth. This example only sefves o3 an
§llustration of the complexity of the provles, snd the
Fine dotall roquirad to understand snd Interpret data.

A distenction between primary courses and secondary
sectlions was thought useful but found to B¢ extremely
problematic. For example some labs ara srimery while
others ars secondery sections sssocieted with & primary
lecture. Thid distinction couid not lwsys be msde.

One institution could not distinguish course leve:

in 1ts dots. Because of the complexitias involved the
fine detall of both dats and knowledge required end Ques~
tionable value, the Data £xchange Group declded to sbands
thesa dats slsmants.

Weekly Contact Hours

As a more specific nessure of teaching staff, worklosd,
weekly contact hours were added as an etemant to srrayed
by level of course and by fave!l of teaching staff.

Since this element was only recenlity added, at this writ
ing sufficient review has not been made to anable the
Group to be certain of the best metnod of reporting

this alement or indeed 1f Its meaningful. For exsmple
ratios of weekly contact hours per FIE teaching stoff
#ey bs of more valve than merely the raw data.

independent Study Enrol Iments

$ince weekly contact hours were not Identifledla for
Independent study type of courses by all Institutions,
enrollments In Such courses was chosen as an element
which sust be taken into consideration when viewling
teaching steff workioad. Hera too ratios mey tura out
to be sore valusbla than only the dete.

-




