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ABSTRACT . ,
The overriding reason for this analysis centers on

the widespread, but varied, application of student-faculty ratios
(SFR) as a contributing factor in determining the faculty budgeting
requirements of public and private institutions. A survey was
conducted among heads of state budget offices, heads of central
administration for university systems, presidents of public liberal
arts colleges, presidents of technical schools, heads of ,national
assoc1atlons, and state hlgher education boards to determine how they
apply the concept of SFR in the management of publlc colléges and
universities. Of partlcular concern at this time is the .
appropriateness of using the ratio data for budgeting purposes in a
period of stabilized, and in the near ‘future, declining’enrollments.

* Accordingly, the study identifies alternatives to use of SFR in the
budget process. (Author/J¥r)
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Introduction and Background

.

. N

At the request of the Division of the Budget's Edu% tion Examination

, . . . P |
Unit,the Organization and Management Unit conducted a survey of

how other states apply the concept of student-faculty ratios in

the management of public colléges and universities.. To obtain an
understanding of how student-faculty ratioé are used and to evalunte
existing alternative budgeting systems, 180 questionnaires were

sent to sample various components of the higher education community
wpich‘have a direct voice in university admin%strat%én or ﬂhich

. ' . i ) £
. represent viewpoints on a national level. The sample included

" heads of state budget offices, presidents of pubi}c liberal arts
ec

colleges and_uﬂiversities, presidénts of public 7nical schools,

1
chief executives of central administrations of uniﬁersity\systems,

heads of national education associations and state{boardé of higher

e P .,

were elcluded

*

education. Medical Schools and community cdlleges

from the study because of *the special factors involved in‘determining

3 |
their student-faculty ratios. -~ ° - ' : g

Among the 60 replies received, the response rate varied considerably

ffom group to group as shéwn in the follohingltable:

K
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TABLE T i
SN / . Number of
‘ i w - Questionnaires Number of %
. GROUP , ‘ Sent Replies  Replying
; :
Héads of State f . : .
Budget Offices i 11 “ 10 91% .
Heads of ‘central '
administration for . : | /
* university systems 23 8 35%
Presidents of Public
Liberal Arts Colleges . 64 23 36%
Presidents of Technlcal . ) i
Schools 45 3 i 7%
Heads of National - E
Associations 26 10 38%
A} £y e .
YT , - ,
g State  Highér Education ‘ -
woen T Boards 11 6 55%
. ' TOTAL 180 60 . 33% ¢ .

The overrldlng reason for this analysis centers on the w1despread,
but Varled, application of student-faculty ratios as a contrlbutlng
factor in determining the faculty budgeting requlrements of public

{and private)\institutiodb.of higher‘education.‘ Of particular

-

0‘-

concern at this eime is the appropriateness of using student-faculty
ratio data for'budge%ing purposes in a period of stabilized, and | .
in the.near future, declining enrollments. Accordingi§{ the

second purpose of the study was to identify algerné%ives to use

of the student-faculty ratio in- the Budget process.

13

The use of student-faculty ratios in budgeting for the State

University of New York was also studied to determine the methods .

and policies followed. The Etudy showed that during Ehe past

six budget cycles, the recommended State University student-
faculty ratio has overall shown a tendency to increase, or become

O

~ERIC 3 "




.7

leaner, with the exception of Fiscal Year 1973-74 and 1974-75, as L

the following chart indicates: R . v
v : \ "TABLE II

: 1969- 1970- 1971- 1972- 1973- 1974- 1975-
Institutions = 1970 1971 1972 1973, 1974 1975 1976
University Centers * 13.5 14.4 14.7 15.8 15.6 15.8 16.1
‘Heéith Sciences - 3.8 4.1‘ 4.8 5.2 5.6 5.3 5.?
Arts and Sciences ©14.5 -15.3  16.1  16.9 6.8 16.9 17.3
_Contract Colleges 14.8 14.8 14.8 15.3 14.3 14.3 ¢ 14.3
Specialized Colleges .  12.7 13.3 12.7 14.7 1/13.8 '13.4 13.5
Ag. and Technical 15.1 17.3 17.7 18}7/ 18.5 18.6 18.7
Overall | 13.2 14.1 14.6 15.5 15.3 15.3 15.8

A detailed examination of tﬁe stﬁdent-faculty ratios for theﬁdifferent
institution groups.reveals that some ratios have declined while others
have increased. Certain changes have resulted from the use of revised
methods for computing éhe student-faculty ratios, while 6thers repre-
sent actual changes resulting from the’ reallocation of resources.

For example:

%he decreased ratio for the Specialized Colleges results from

-

the funding required to support the new College of Optometry

and enrichment at the Forestry College.

1
4

- The .decreased ratio for the Contract~CoiTége reflects technical

changes in the way the ratio was computed.

* Excludes Health Science
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A Survey of the available literature revealed that the most compre- ‘

‘hénsivé source of recent data on actual student-faculty ratios was

a study conducted by France% M. Gross of the University of Tennessee
in 1973 -to identify various formulas used in higher education
budgeting, compare the formulas, and determine whether they met

-

general standards of acceptability. The study used data obtained

from officials ,of "statewide coordinated 'or controlling agencies

for higher eduEat}on or in institutions of higﬁe%vedpcatiqﬁ." The

” student—facﬁlty ratios used in this study were those actuélly,used
by the eleven states to deggrmine the.number of full-time equivalent
faculty positions rgquired:_ P;rtinent data from that study are
included in the fb;lo&ing twb tables: ‘
- Table IIIX —’kanking of Student-Faculty Ratios by Level of \’;

Instruction in Seventeen State Systems. - }

-

- Table IV - Student-Faculty Ratios Reported for Eleven States.
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.. LOWER DIVISION

« o

Washington (hig/ cost)
Minnesota (higﬁhcost)
South Carolina

Ohio /
Minnesota, (1w cost)
Nevada - ’
Virginia ‘
Washington ' (low cost)

California. State Colleges
West Virginia

Texas

North Dakota

Florida

~M1551551pp1 3

Oklahoma (colleges)
Oklahoma (unlver51t1es)
South Dakota

University of Califernia

Avefage

g
MASTERS & PROFESSIONAL
.‘/4".

Minnesota (high cost)

" Washington (low cost)’
Washington (high cost)
Mississippi
Oklahoma (universities)
California” State Colleges
South Qarolina :

N

Ohio

Virginia

North Dakota .
Oklahoma (colleges)
Texas

Minnesota (low cost) .
University of California
West Virginia
Florida
Nevada
South Dakota

Average

v ‘ ¢ . TABLE IIT ) .
RANKING OF STUDENT-FACULTY RATIOS BY -
LEVEL QF INSTRUCTION IN SEVENTEEN STATE SYSTEMS

SFR

12
- 12
14
16
20
20
20
20
23
23
24
25
26
26
28
28
32
34

/
23.70

WWOdJ

10
10
12
12
13
13
14

%15

19
20 .
24

12.70

»

. Minnesota

UPPER DIVISION

Washington (hlgh cost)
Minnesota :~.
Washington (low cost)
Virginia .
South Carolina .,

Ohio ) a
(low cost)
North Dakota
Mississippi

Florida

Nevada ,

Oklahoma (colleges)
Oklahoma: (universities)

. California State Colleges -

West Virginia

University of California
Texas

South Dakcta

Average

. \\

" +DOCTORAL

‘University of California
South Carolina

Texas

Washington (low cost)
Washington (high cost)
Minnesota (high cost)
Mississippi

Florida -

Ohio .
Oklahoma (universities)
Virginia -

California State Colleges

North Dakota
Oklahoma colleges
Minnesota (low cost)
West Virginia

" Nevada

South Dakota

Average

?

SFR

10
11
12
14
16
16
17
18

. 19

20
20
20
© 20
20
23
24
32

18.76

=
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g
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TABLE"IV ' _
RANKING OF STUDENT FACULTY RATIOS BY OVERALL AVERAGE
- <
. Overall - -Lower Upper Masters of
State . Average . Division .Division Professional Doctoral
Washington 1/ . o i ]
. (high cost) 7.5 12 7 7 5
.Minnesota ) ,
(high cost) 8.50 12 10 6 6
South Carolina 10.25 14 14 ; 9 4
Washington .
(low cost) ~10.75 20 11 7 5
. Ohio :12.50 16 16 10 8 ﬁ
\  Virginia 12.50 20 17 ' 10 — 8 . .
Mississippi 15 26 18 - 8 8
Minnesota ‘ ‘%}% —
(low cost), 15.50 207 16 13 13
Oklahoma .
» . (universities) 16 28 . 20 8 8
North Dakota 16.50 25 17 ) 12
Oklahoma : . (
(colleges) +18 28 20 12 12 T
West Virginia 18.25 . 23 20 Y- 15
Nevada 20 20 20 20 20
South Dakota : 28 32 32 \ '24 24

1/ Some states differentiate between campuses which, because of
geographic location (e.g., urban vs. rural) or type of instructional
program (e.g., .hard science vs. likeral arts) have significant cost

differences.

.
: .
v ' 4)
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amang educators and budget officials;xihere is little agreement
on the optimal, or even a sagisféctory, methoa\to objectively

determine faculty budgeting requirements. Part of the‘problem_~
re;ts with £he inherent difficulty of articulating-‘the qua;titaE:Qe
or qualitative achievements to wﬁich éducatfonal ingtiggyions ' S

aspire and the resources necessary to reach these goals. Debate

over this issue necessarily hinges on the many purposes served

by such institutions which, particularly in the, instance of

publicly supported schools, are never fully reconciled. °
In the absence of universally accepted cdnventidns‘regarding '

their budgeting techniqdes, many public colleges and’uniGersit'

teacher contact hours, costs of generating student credit hours,
‘costs of degrees conferred, and institutiohal costs per student
by campus, discipline *and academic level, among others. One

additional approach that is widely used -- although sometimes for

different purposes -- is student-faculty ratio (SFR).

?

\\

. The SFR relates, in a general way, the’@ollar resources committed

r R .

to a given workload (students) and in this sense can be viewed

as a limited but legititmate yardstick for evaluating the quality .

of an educational institution. Concéptually, the idea of a SFR

<

is easy to grasp. It is merely a ratio between input and worKload,
hopefully measured accordlng to some common denomlnator. Simplicity

dlsappears however, in trylng to apply the concept in a concrete

way, or to use it as a measure of performance or to compare its | )

I:R\(: various 1nterpretat10ns among those who usgslt.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Findings :

-

N

1. Various types of cost accounting information on faculty activities
* 3 -

other than teaching, as well as information on special réquire-

T

ST ments for classroom teaching, were commonly mentioned as.appro-

priate information to supplement use of student-faculty ratios.
.-

. . |

o A wide range of additional measures were suggested to adgment
. 4 o ¢ {

student-faculty ratio information used in budgetary de@érminations.

‘These included: : ‘ v /

. ) /

- Computation of student credit hours, costs by levél and\

functional distribution of costs; credit hour production \

oo

.

: ‘'cost by discipline, academic program, class size, and averige

J
. ca st r
student contact hours; and department "profitability." <
- L. . L . . . ] ‘ vy
- . N

- . Information related to faculty activities other than tgaching

cost; average cost/?Tg faculty; degree cost/student; facult<

N\ -
such as research, public service, extension and continuing

education’ courses was mentioned. ’

- %

- Supplementary infgfmaqion related to classrdom téaching was

e ’ ~

° also mentioned: equipment needs, special space needs, unique
", ) P : ..
class organization, instructor qualificaticns, use of training
. hd ‘ LY d . =~

k)

aids.

H

- Institutional overhead costs and administrative costs were

.

frequently mernitioned.

e
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Other types of supéleméntary information included: ° >

& - E -
‘ . - . 4 .
| P .

- Predidents of technical schools mentioned'éupplemental

' -~

. information on the. character of the scpool, such _as the

-~

e
' urban or rural location, the scope and mission of the

college, and the maturity and capability of the faculty.
. ; o ) . .
- . Other supplementary information included accredltatipn
recuirements and summation of learing experiences provided

) 8
the vstudents. o : “

’
v - -

= .
{g% - State boards of higher education mentioned including
information on student aid amounts, assessment 6f the

success graduates have in the employment market, J

& N

institutional plans, miSsion ‘and scope statements, and

v
* 3 -

" range of class sizes. C-

.~
N .
* L4

- Presidénts of liberal arts colleges mentioned analysis

of the proper view of shif%ing stugdent. demand and

changes in society. .

-

2., Cost accounting systems (as described by NCHEMS), program

.

budgeting or combinations of both were preferred most

. A . v
. frequently as alternatives to the use of .student-faculty
7 .o ;
ratios. . :

I - ’
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" The.'most frequently mentioned alternatives. to the

‘otﬁers:' . .

-0 -7 .

< . ¢
. - \

P

student-faculty ratio wéfé‘orientea toward either pfogram

budgeting or cost accbunting, or combinations of the two .
. w )
budgeting techniques which might be -required to cope with
"e re : “"
rising costs. 1In summary, alternatives included, among

. .

.
4‘ .~ v - .

-~

: ; .
- State boards of highex *education suggested the use of

-

productivity measures such as number of degiees award;d

A3
or the average time needed to earn a degree.
- A

-

- Presidents of’iiberal arts colleges equessed same
x . - A}

interest in productivity and dualitative facuiéy
- wgrkload analysis measures., . -

-

- Presidents of technical°schools listed variatioﬁs

i %

on studént faculty- ratios involving the use of. ¢ ..
) T ) . o .
student@®credit hours such as student credit hours/ ~
o ’ . 4\

full time equivalent faculty, as well as measuring

L3

the success of students in their careers:

« -

- State University system central administrators

-
.

mentioned the ¥se of productivity measures to

determine the added valhe to society of college

programs as well as measuring research and spublic

service activity.

-
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s ’ : ': “ . ..
- - Stdte budget officials mentioned techniques concerned -
. ~ ) i ) ,

with resource distribution, such.as resources or

. faculty-student credit hours earﬁed, and budgeting 4{

faculty positions on the basis of shifting stydent .

-
-

demand.

3. Only budget offlclals had a maJorlty indicating that

quality c°uld be relxablxﬁand easily measured.

~

Budgef officials were the only group with a substantial
ﬁumbér(reply;ng that the quality of an education program

could be méqsured; and only two states indicated that they

were actively trying to develop acceptable means of measuring

1Y —

guality:
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TABLE V

MEASURES OF QUALITY SUGGESTED -

. -3

-

Administration’

A \ Possible “
Gréup Yes - No Suggested Measures
:5 ~
Liberal Arts 2 14 Quality  of student at entrarlce.
Colleges -—. .- " 7% Percent going to graduate or
"3' \‘\
e T ™. .
<$ta§e Boards -1 5 .+ Program measures
p: 2 . e .
A
N
«Educgtlonal ) 2
- Groups | " o
Budgét 3 3 NCHEMS products; California and
Officials Pennsylvania are actively trying
/ R - . A
» D [
Technical 5° Follow graduates
Schools ' 5 .
, - =
: Central 1l¢ 8 Salary level of graduates as
*” alumni with 10 years of more

seniority .

,

~

4. all groups had a majority oq&ggplies stating that :

University productivity could be measured but therg is

no consensus on how or what should be measured. -

—

" measures given. Many of the suggésted measures

¢ !
based upon student credit hours or the degreﬁs granted.

. All groups had a majority of replies stating that

measurement of productivity was possible, with numerous

|

vaere

13 - . E
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TABLE VI

~

* MEASURES OF PRODUCTIVITY SUGGESTED

Colleges

i “Possible
Group . = Yes No Suggested Measures -
State University 6 5 . Student credit-hours (3) ;—Faculty
Central Administration ° activity analysis and distribution.
of effort by program procedures;
s, ~ . - . . WICHE; -compare with similar
o S institutions.
. Presidents of — 2 1 Follow graduates; lﬂhlgan system;
Technical Schools employer and allini reports. .
'_State Budget - 7 ~1 Number of degrees granted (5); _
Officials student credit hours (2); student -
credit hours/faculty memberd . ’
N student faculty ratio (2):; {astruc-
. N tional cost/student by campus;
- . . tudent level, discipline.
- P -
National Educational .2 1 Degrees granted; mean time to
Groups.; “ : degree. M.
State Board, of 5 -1  Student credif ‘hours; NCHEMS
“Higher Ediication : "Statewide-Measures Inventory:;..
A semester credit hours; degrees
v e - earned; job placements; patents.
Presidents of 7 . 8 Student credit hours (3); degrees
Liberal Artsr s A awarded; student ma]ors graduated;

student crfedit hour production/
cost by discipline, academic
program; student faculty contact
hours; number of students with
degrees placed in degree related

‘field .oxr working in field requiring

a degree.
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- ‘ The last two findings point up a dilemma confronting
higher education manageﬁent. %leérly; those active
Ain the field find it easier to meastre the quantity
rather tﬁan Ehe quaiity of what-they are producing.
The survey shows that the dilemma iS'compognde& in a

period of decreasing resource$ and inflation, when [

‘ [
management decisions on the allocation of resources

- ¥
4

become more critical, but rational and systematig

' means to distribute resources remain limited.

5.”’The’mo§t:frééuehtly mentioned short and long range‘

~ K -
- ]

e problem facing higher education was the lack of effective

-

- management techniques, followed by problems caused by .

inflation and declining enrollments. ' B

A

The responses to questions on the long ang short range

major challenges and problems facing higher education

budgeting pépded'to be the same with‘only the frequeﬁcy‘
changingﬁﬁdr specific problems and challenges. Interest- . -
ingly, Wbeg asked about long range challenges and problems, .
presidents of liberal arfs colleges tended to reply more -

frequently with answers that showed a confusion over their

.-

role and mission.

.~ “On both a short and long range basis, responses by state
boards of highef educatibh, state unibegsity.system

central administrators and presidents of liberal arts

¥
- .
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-

colleges, defined as major problems a lack of basic
&
management techHniques to: measure product;v1ty, set

program—prlorltles, determlne program qhalnty and costs,
i

maintain flex1b111ty ‘of programs, set objectlves and
;

define goals. These-management problems, th@y point outu

must also be viewed within theé context of another frequently

-t

- . . . - \ o
N mentioned problem, inflation, and in some cases, declining
v ] X - N A o
funding. N } TS
N RPN * .
\ i}
One theme recurring in the responses”was thehconcern- T

about a decllne in quallty resulting from elther a lowerlng

of standards to attract and retain students Qr “ah 1nab111ty

%
to fund new, experimental programs.w;th a_copcurrent stag-

|

4 -

nation of establlshed programs. s T

Other:problems and challenges noted included:’

- State’budget officials mentioned collective bargaining

agreements not funded by the Leg1slature, uncertaLnty
of Federal support determining the portion of higher”

education tosts students should pay, and the quality

-

and productivity ofzgraduate programs.

B e —

.- Natlonal educatlon groups mentlonedrthe shlft 1n

3

\

N student demand to more expens1ve occupatlonal/pro-

<%,
- . o

fesslonal instructional programs.

»

-« * »

- Presidents of technical schools listed modernizing

- . technology for instruction and research, long range

planning and radical changes in state leadership.

' . 16 .
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Presidents of liberal arts colleges mentioned nego-

tiated faculty contracts that increase costs while
reducing management flexibility, and meeting the
need for education without being used for non-educa-

)

tional purposes such as social change.

State university system éentral administﬁagdfs listed

improving student ‘access to -higher education, inflexi-

bility in reallocating resources due to tenure, and

balancing the dual objectives of encouraging effective-

ness, efficiency and accountability, and faculty.

creativity, student choice and institutional distinct-

iveness.

w

State boards of higher education listed development

-

of student aid models, growing involvement of the

Legislature in budgeting process, inelastic increases

in student fees and policy decisions made on the basis

of quantitative criteriaj rather than traditional

qualitative criteria.




