ED 116 542

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

REPORT MO
PUB DATE
NOTE

Ve
EDRS PRICE

DESCRIPTORS

‘IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

.. DOCOMENT RESUME
HE 006 898

Birch, D. W.: And otheté . ' ' '
The Development of Performance Indices for the

Teaching Function in Highe:gEducation.'PrOQram on
Institutional Management in Higher Education.

organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development, Paris (France). Centre for Educational
Research and Innovation.

7’

. IMHE-GC-74.42

18 Dec 74

- 39p.; Paper presbnted at the General Meeting of

Member Institutions (2nd, Paris, France, January

'20-22, 1975); Occasional marginal legibility

MF-$0.76 HC-$1.95 Plus Postage: ,

Academic Achievement; Conference Reports; Data
Processing; Dropout Rate; *Educational Objectives;
Effective Teaching; Employment Potential; *Higher
Education; *Instructional Progra

*Teacher Evaluation; *Teaching Quality;
Universities ' C T
Lanchester Polytechnic; Loughborough University;
Programme Institutional Management Higher Educ

/

The teaching function is examined to determine an

improved budgetary planning and control system as well as comparisons
across universities and polytechnics. The inputs, outcomes and
 processes of the teaching funttion are identified and defined, with
available data collected and measured with reference to those defined
variables and parameters. Institutional objectives of the teaching
function are cited as optimization of the student intake potential,

the pass rates, learning gain,

and student employability. Teacher .

performance measures are jdentified as: (1) the average A level

points score of enrollments compared with the average A level points

score anticipated or some similar measures of the quality of client

response; (2)

{academic staff, teaching s

the ratio of sudcés%es, failures &nd dfopouts to
enrollments; the learning gEiﬁ: th

the relationship of each direct input
aces, departmental administration and

technician support, consumables and equipment) to enrollments,
successes, and- learning gain; and '(3) feedback on graduates' initial
"erployment and salaries. Statistical comparisons are given for the
1972-73 year, and projected research on such problem areas as’
measurement of learning .gain\is outlined. (LBH)

: Statistical Data;.

R AR KRR R R R *yttttryi**i*******t***********titﬁ******
_Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
materials not available from'other sources. ERIC nmakes every effort
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, iteas of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality

via the. ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS .is not
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions
supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.

****#*****************************

x
x
x
. ®
’ ?‘of‘the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
x
x
*
*

Pl

et o ot o 3 e o o - o o o o o o o o oo o o ook o

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*




‘s 2 T N :
o ) o
= Voo , EMENT'
: ntre | PROGRAMME ON INSTITUTIONAL MANAG

' centre

,ed.,cat.of,::' | IDENTIFICATION

" research | OF PERFORMAN CE
. ad | INDICES
mnovaaun | FOR TEACHING-'
- |acTviTIES

TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT
EOQUCATION & WELFARE
nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn
ooooooooo
nnnnnnnnnn
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR
rrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

NNNNNN
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

. L .




I
E ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC
: CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Centre for Educational Research o Paris, 18th December, 1974
and Innovation ‘ or. Engl

IMHE/GC /T4 . 42

Py

Programme on Institutiopnal Management
' in Higher Education

R .

The Development of Performance
Indices for the Teaching Function
in Higher Education

oo I

K : D.W. Bilrch
J.R, Calvert
J. Dockerill
J. Sizer

Second General Conference of Member Institutions
(Paris 20-22 January 1975)

?EJXU;‘ 10.134 .‘ 8-




CONTENTS ‘ g

Note by the Secretariat . . . .
Preamble . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o <
Project Objectives .« « &+ « « &

The Lanchester and Loughborough-
contexXt8 .« ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o

The Timetable Analysis . . . .
Student's Record . « ¢« « ¢ « &
PoStBCTIPt « o o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o
AppendiX 1 - Timetable Analysis
Appendix 2 - Student Record . .

Appéndix 3 - Steering Committee
Project Team « « « -6 o o o &

¢

4

and

13

16
17
25

© 34




NOTE BY THE SECRETARIAT

At any given point in time, the%}esearch groups of
OECD'S Programme on Institutional Management in Higher Education
are in varying stages of advancement, since each has its own
- predetermined starting date and duration. On the occasion
of the programme's Second General Conference of Member Institutions,
final reports on the findings of three resgarch groups which
comipleted their work during 1974 are beingf{presented. In
addition, however, the Conference providesfan opportunity
for .representatives of all the Member instfitutions to become
acquainted with 1nvest1gations in ‘progress by other research
groups participating in the programme, Thus, invitations
have been extended to five on-going groups to present progress
reports at the Conference. The topics 1nc1uded are

- Identification of 1nd1ces of performance for teaching
,act1v1t1es,

-
. i 3

- Identification of indices of performance for service
activities;

- The use of cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit techniques
* in planning courses of study for new higher educational
institutions;

I

- The costing and management’of university grants and
. contracts; and .

- Economic and’ pedagogicai/aspects for managing new
communication technologies in higher education.:

-

....... S
N TR A

Of the above listed top1cs,=the f1rst three are the subject
of full-scale investigations to be carried out over a two-
year time span. By contrast, feasibility studies of a
relatively limited scope have been carried out in the case
of each of the last two topics and it is expected that these
feasibility studies will.lead to the formulation and imple-
mentation of full-scale projects in a second stage.

. The objectives of this project are to move towarﬁs
a clearer understanding and specification of the teaching
function in higher education and to permit an improved
budgetary planning and control system as well as comparisons
across universities and polytechnics, To achieve this purpose USRI
the following steps were set out : . g

(i) identification and definition of inputs, outcomes
and processes of the teaching function; .

. | ; 4 o
(ii) data collection and measurement of the v¥ariables
- and parameters identified; and

(iii) establishment of a set of performance indicators
-and investigation of their uses in varying budgeting
-and control strategies. .

The Centre for Educational Research and Innovation wishes
to express its sincerest thanks to the members of the U.K. research
group for providing us with the attached report on the - progress
being made on this proJect, which will continue during 1975.

iy - .
0 . ’ L e
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"ihe Povoelopment of Pecformanze Indiceg for the Teaching Function

in liphes Fducation?

; - i ‘ am . - -
- 1.01, __Jigmhlc -
At a nnoLJng conrcrnod with OlCD C]Rl Program on Institutional

- Manacumant in ligher Education held in London on 15ih November 1972
a number of Universitjies and Polytéchnics declarcd their interest
in collaboreting on an investigation into "performance indicators .
such as the use of staff time, capacity uililisation and staff-
student.ratios” in the;p/{;stituLions.

”7‘0

f

AL the roquc"l oi CERY a formal propOQul of rcsearcn inte this

ares was drafliod and tiyee arecas of roscarch activity were dchned -
teaching, ccntral services and research - and tho 1nat1uutlons were
asked tu-state their preferred arcas. * Loughborough UniQersify and
Lanchestcr Polytechnic opted to scek funding to undertake a joint
investigation into the teqchlng function and & preliminary . ;
presentation of the proposal was made at the OECH-CERL Conference
in Paris on J“nuar} 8-10, 197&.

1.03.

”Subseducntly a researcl. contract was signpd with the Department’odl

- - ﬂyducftion and Science to take effect from 1 December 1874. The

main resﬁonsfh'lit for carrying out the investigation would fcst
with Loughborough and Lanchester but once a framcwork Qad been
developed and tosted within ihcse two instituticons data would be
N . : colleuted from associated uanCISltlca and po1ytcchnlcs At the
same tlnc Leeds\Unlvcrslty and Huddersfiéld Polytcchnxc agrecd to
lead an investigation 1nto‘peWIormanﬂe lndLLCa for central services
- znd Path Univeisity undertook a pildt study on the costing of research
cohtracts. ‘

2.01. Project Objectives

The broad objectives of this projecct are '"to move towards a c]earer
understanding and specification of the tearhlnn function in higher

education and, hence, to nermit an improved budgetary planning and

v

control system end alsu qéﬂparjsoﬂs across universities and polytechnics'
To achieve Lhis purpose the following steps were sel out:
(i) Identify and deiine the- anutu, outcomes and processes of the
teaching funvtlon
(ii) Collecl data and measure (as far as is possible) the variables

ard parameters identified in (1) and

ERIC | | o &
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(iii) Establish a set of .peri'ormance indicators and investigate

their use in varying budgeting and control strategies.

2.02.

Figure I beiow,_identifies what we believe tc-be the nia;jor internal

components. of the teaching function.

Within the constraints of the

projects’. modest budgef and two year time séale it is not possible

to collect and to analyse data on all the components identified.

Accordingly we are concentratiung on those aspécts for which data

is most readily available and quantifiable and have made a‘ssumptions

as to institutional objectives and targets.
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) . -2.03.
We have decided not to collect data on:
(i) The students'- socio-economic backgrounds or their atiitudes
-, and expectatiéns_at entry and exit; L
(iiX‘ The 'quality'; expectations and ?alucs of ;he staff;
(iii){ ?hé ménagement structure and.process; and . ) P B
" -~ - (iv) The long term impacfs of higher education. ,
» We beliéve these variables to be éignificant but the collection and
analysis of déta on egch would be an heroic¢ exercise in itSélf ana
is not possible within the projgcts“'budgeting and time constraints.
However, the'p:esent investigation was conceived as a preliminary'
e ' exefcise which hopefully would lead on to further research:into these
jﬁless easily Guaﬁtified more behaviouraf asnhects.
2.04. - - o .
So fﬁr as institutional opjectives are concerned_thé project
accepts the Department of Education and Science's statement of*
overall aims for the teachihg function in higher education as.being:
"To provide higher education for those who coqfawbencfit from it.:m
To meet thc requirements of society for qualified manpowér".
© Students may choose to enrol or not in higherkeducation'and, having
enroiled, the majority of them a}e aiming for specific qualifications
and_career prospect;. Conéequentli within each institution they

following more proximate goals might be postulated:

Subject to maintaining academic standzrds and satisfactory cost
constraints:
Fd

(i) To optimise’the_student intake "potential''; /
(ii) To optimise the pass rates;
(iii) To optimise the learning.gain as measured by some index
. of student achievement at entry and ekit; and
(iv) To obtimise student employability.
2.05, _ )
Arising out of this set of institutional objectives the following
performance measures-were tentatively égreed_by the projects’

Steering Committee:

- ' (i) At the beginning of a study program:

. The average A level points score of envolments compared
with the average A level points score antic%pated or some iy
similar measures of the 'quality’' of client response. * f’ -
*The normal minimum entry qualifications fof a University/Polytechngc 4
undergraduate program are two subjects:at Advanced Level (A—LéVel)

of the General Certificate of}Educétion and/or (less usually) the

appropriate Ordinary National Certificate (ONC) or Ordinary National

Q o piploma (OND).
ERIC |
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-(ii) At the end of cach\year of a study prbgram . -
The ratio of succégses, failures and dropouts to enrolments;
- The learning ggin; . and ‘
The relationship of cach direct input (academic staff,
teaching qpaécs, departmental administration and technician
support, consumables and equlpment) to enrolments, succé ses,
- and learning gain., -

(iii) At the end of ithe final year of a study program

(i) and (ii) to be computed for the complete study program

cycie; and

feedback on graduates'’ initial’employﬁent and sgTaries. ’

2.06. '

Sinée December 1973 we have been collecling the information and

writing and prt.ing tlhie computer programs necessary to establish the

data base implied in 2.05 for the academic year 1972/73 for

Lanchéster and Loughborough, This work is now almost cOmpleted.

but ocur original time schedﬁlés have proved .optimistic ahd it is

clear that the search in the associated institutions within the two

, year span of the project will be limited to some of the 'undevgraduate
programs in.tho moére popular discipline areas. B j

/
J

2.07. . . K -
: / .

It becarme apparent very soon into the investigation tﬁat the (

timetable analysis and the siudents' academic recor&/would make

heavy demand on the time nf the project tecam. The timetable analysis

was difficult because of the complexity of the pattern of meetings

at Loughborough: the student record presented problems because at

Lanchester the data system is in its infancy, handwritten and,

in parts, incomplete. However this part of the project is now

well advanced and dlscussed below.

- ) ’ 3.01. The Lanchester and Loughborough contexts

Before reviewing what has been achieved to date it is appropljate

L ' to outllne the Lanchester and Loughborough contexts. \

" 3.02. . _ ' ’

" Lanchester Polytechnic was designated on 1 Jénuary 1970 and was formed

- from three institutions of highér~education - Lanéhester College of

Technology, Rugby College of Enéineering Technology and Coveﬁtry
College of Art. As a consequence the Polytechnic occupies sites

in Coventry and Rugby some 14 miles aparti.

L ERIC
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3.03.

- The enrolment in 1972/73 was over 5000 of which gver 3000 were

full time and sandwich students. TheiPoiytechnic has four \
faculties -~ Engineering, Appiied Scieﬁcé,'Social Science and Arf
and Design'with ful{'time and sandwich enrolmnnts in 1972/73 of
929, .688; 1204 and 267 respectiveiy. The majority are registered
for first ‘degrees awarded by the Céuncil fgr‘National Acédémic K
Awards although the Polyteqhnic offe;s a range-of study programs
from sub degree to postgraduate level.

3.04. : .

-~ .

‘In 1972/73 over 40 independent degree ﬁrograms, in the main ’ §

separately timetabled, were offered. More recently the Polytechnic

has rationalised its course pattern by int;oﬁucing two modulax
A\ :

" degree programs and is planning to.develop this particular provision

of cducation in the next few .years.
-

. 1
o .

3.05. - - . - S

Loughborough University of Technology rcceived its chartér in

April 1966 the first of the former Colleges oi Advanced Technology
to achieve university status.} Its predccessor, Loughborough
College, introducled full time advanced courses in science and

technology in 1918. One of the distinguishing features of the

i .

earliest courses was the sandwich principle, the integration of
practical training with’acaQOmic studies, and this has been mainilained.
3.06. 1 ) '
The enrolment in 1972’93 was over 3000 of which 2541 wé}e full time'

or sandwich first degree students.‘ The University has four schools -
Eﬁgincering, Pure.agd‘Applied Science, ﬁuman and Environmental ’
Studies and Educational Sfudies - with enrolments in 1972/73 of

1250, 738, 461 and 92 undergraduates respectivel&.

[

o
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\of college at practical training arec omitted.

-0~
. TABLE 1 : .
1972/73 FNROIAIENTS TO STUNY PROGRAMS INCIUDED YN PROJECT SURVEY . : ”
. - . LANCHESTER LOUGHBOROUGH
PISCIPLINE: - A B C D TOTAL % A B C TOIAL %
Sandwich -

Educeiion - - - - - - 22 7 2~ 31 1.2
Techuology & _— .
“Engineering . 270 234 212 -~ 716 31.1 549 313 257 1119 44.3

Science & Applied . ‘ '

Science .72 60 49 -~ 181 778 87 84 G4 235 9.3

Social & Bu51ans ) o ’

Studies ) 133 130 127 8 388 -17.3 72 24 29 125 5.0°

Urban & Regional . :

Planning 24 23 19 21 87 - 3.8 - - - - . -
Librarianship . - - - - - - - - - - -

Languages Studies - - - - - - - - - - - o

TOTAL 499 447 4Q7 29 1382 69.0 ‘730 428 352 1510 59.8
‘Full time

i . P i . . .

Education B B - - - - - - - - - -

Technology & . . ) .

Engineering - - == s - 148 100 94 342 . 13.5
Science & Applie . . T

~8cience %50 103 108 - 361 15.7 127 108 97 332 13.1
Social & Business » i ..

Studies - 182 147 129 - 458 19.9 103 56 23 192 7.6

Urban & Regijional T b

Plaming - t- - - - - - - - - - -
Librarianship - - - = - - 29 21 15 65 2.6
: Languages Stud10538 33 30 - 101 4.4 , -39 19 27 8% 3.4
TOTAL 3700 283 265 - ° 920 40.0 [ 446 304 266 1016 40.2
OVERALL 869 . 730 674 29 2302 100.0 '1176 732 618 2526 100.0 o
3.06. \ ‘ ' |

. ‘ |

Table 1 gives details of the numbers of students enrolled on study
progrems included 1n the investigation. - Sandwich students on
these courses who qpent the whole of the academxc year ]972/73 out

" The total numbers

‘involved in each institution are very similar and the split between

sandwich and full time in cach institution is v1rtua11y identical. ) o

In both ins itutions the large majority of students are to be found

in either fechnology and engincering, pure ‘and applied science, or

social and business studies. llowever, within these three discipline
areas the mix is different:-
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- o engineering and technology (58%) is cledrly the most popular
disciplinc area at Loughborough, whilst at Lanchester there is
N : a more equal balance hétwoephqug;inquji,np: and technology (31%)
‘ social and busincess/ studies (Bé%) and pure and 5pp1iéc science (24%).

4,01, The Timctable Analysis -

Tecaching (unlikec leurnipg!) is an activity which takes place for
‘the most part in formalvméetings_hqpmacn studgnts and acadcniic
sfaff.. The pattern qf meetings is E?t down in the timetablb and
we consider that.any attempt to explain the teaching process musti
:begin here. Timetables arc not one hundred per cent accurate ‘ e
but as a data source we belicve them to be at lecast as accurate -
as the staff and/or student diary. ' =
. " 4,02, ' '
: Currcntiy the lowest teaching administrative unit in the majority”
4 of institutions of higher education in the UK appears to be the
: study program ('course”). ~In our analysis of a study program we
| have broken ifAdown into sets ‘of meetings yhcre a meeting is
defincd as a timetabled hour 6f contaét;bétween acadeniic staff and ,
. studépfh. A mecting may be described as a locture, a seminar, N

a tutorial, a laboratory, an exercise class or whatecvcer. Nevertheless
- . /

'

we decided that the importantadifﬁerences between meetings lay in:

- /
(i) the number of students ;hvolvcd;

U e §

" (ii) the department‘providiﬁg the teacher; “and .
. _.(iii)‘ ithe type of space utilised i.e. specialist (laboratory,
workshop, drawing office) or non speéiaiist.
¥rom the point of view of the pedagogical techniques Iikely_{o be
deployed, the critical variable seemed to us to be the number of
L students ‘in the group ratﬂer than its timetabled description. )

aw no point in perpetuatiﬁg the myth of a "lécture' to five

3ic unit of analysis, Llherefore, was the meeting, A study-
‘ %,

P ogrém constitutes a set of meetings. This éqf can be broken

into subsets on the basis of Qho department providing the ~_
= \ .

dition, the type of space utilised and the size of the student
roups each«é'ssigncd to one teacher, For a particular study program

this subset of meetlings might be compulsory or optional, could be

taught to a single study program or might invo]ﬁc a number of study

programs’. . '
g . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Consequently to analysc a set of mectings the following
information was'iequired: ) o,
(i) TotalAqnﬁolment to a study program (denote by E)

. (ii) -The enrolment from a study program Lo a particular

subset of meetings (denoto by s wher& s & L); >

A} . - .
. (iii) The total onrolment from all programs of study attending * -
* *
a subsot of meetings (denote by & where E-2 s);
(iv) Tho dep41tment provxd:ng the tuition for a subset of

’

meetings; : ¢ . :
. (v) The type of space utilised - specialist and non spegcialist -
by a subset of meetings;
(vi) Thoe number of student groups each a;s:gned te one. tcacher
formed in a ;ubset of meetlngs (denote by g); and
yéviig The total number of hours attendeﬁrby.g student in a
particular subsct of mecetings of a particalar group sizo
. (denote by h). '
This iniormation»was collected for‘all the undorgfaduate programs
in operation in 1972/73 at‘Loughboréugh and Lanchésterf(éxqept
art and design). (Identical data on the postgradﬁate tahght
programg at Loughborough has a150 been collected but not yet

analysed). . T, !

4.04. ' ‘ , :
Given the above information we were able‘t% establish Tor each
_year of a'sfudy program, for a departmeﬁtys programs, for -
d1S01p11n0 areas and for the 1nst1tut1bn the- fol]ow1ng values:
(1) Student load: ' this is the avcrage hours. of timetabled -

contact ghét the student rccelved i.e.

student load = $(h.s)
A E

i

‘ ' ) o4
‘(ii) _Total Meetings timetabled-for a particular study program:

S(h g) .
_Summed over a department or disciplinc area or 1nst1tut10n
this statlstip counts "joint" meetings severail times
hence; - : A. . . '
(iii) Allocatable’meetings: where éeverai study progfdms attend the
same set of meetings (i.e. E* 5 s) the teachiﬁg hours were
a]located pro rata to the nuinbey éf siudents attending from a

study program i.e. . : '
g L <7
allocatable mcetings = A:(h.g. =

4
-
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, & o (iv) vGroup'Size: This is tho size of meeting the student
' ‘ } ' acfually attended i.e.
: "\ . B
. . _ group size = = . o
/v 00.. - . g ) . . .

i / V) Average gronp size attended by ithe student i.e. \

7 _\‘ : - ' ‘ K
/ i N : \

- e

e = (vii) The avorage group size provided by the institution i.e.

. .y ’ iia‘gf 7/(?1.g. . ‘) B .
. g B ) ,
‘./,f 'jn.g. _S: ) /
o , Ex
//”From (v) and (vi) it is possible to derivz two frequeney //
/ rfg”l distributions: (v) shows‘thc range of,gr?up sizes an avérage'
s studeng attends apd can he summed,for a study program, department,
. // discipfine or institution; whereas the frequency distribution
// derived‘from (vi)/shows the range of group sizes provided snd
because of the possibility of jeint meetings crossing deépartment
or, discipline boundaries may be meaning!ul only when summed for ihe
whole'institutioﬁ. .
4.05. ’ _
. ! All study prbgrams”are based in a particular department énd,
tberefore, discipline area and for a decpartment or discipline - '
! area it is important to know whether the demand is from one’s ) ,
' own s;udy programs, or from som¢ other departments' and Whether
) it requires specialist -spage or mnot. Accardingly, we have
analysed the totals of the values in 4.04 for study programs to -
reveal for each department\and discipline area:- : - '
(i) Own teachlng in non spe01allst space,
(ii) Own teaching in speciallst space;
(iii) Total own. teachlng,
) (i;) Service teaching in’ non spe01a1ist space,
M © , - {v) .Service teaching in sp001allst space; ‘
. l o (vi) Total service tpaching; b .
. {(vii) Total tegaching in non specialist space; : .
(viii) Total tleaching in specialist space; and .
. (ix) Total teaching to the program.
.

1
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4.06.
Sone of the results of this analysis by discipline are
presented in Appendix 1 but for 'convenienpe the overall results
for tho iwb institutions are given below in Tables 2, 3, and 4,
TABLE 2
. SOME. TIMETABLE STATISTICS 1972/73
o N “
\ LANCIIESTER . LOUGIBOROUGH
’ \ PARTS A B ' C D - A B - C
Errolment/ 815 730 674 29 ) 963 731 618
Student Lbad ) ] i
(hrs) 655 692 584 378 : . 578 593 441
Meetings 4245951€72 51964 1864 46368 41046 31054
Allocatable . - :
“Mcetings 40794 50349 50473 1864 20443 © 22623 19352
Students' Avarage . ’ i .
Group size Si.ll, 19.6 18.2 16.2 66.9 46.2 28.6
(Standard : ; . : :
Naviation) (27 .3)(22.43(22..7) (7.7) (61.9) (28.5) (22.3)
Institutions' Average ; : ‘
Group Size 13.6 10.0 7.8 5.9 27.2° 19.1 14 - e
(Standaxd . ‘
Deviation)(15.5) (9.8) (9.0) (7.8) . (32.8) (22.7) (14.3)
V4
TABLE 3 , ) ‘
o FREQUIMICY DISTRIBUTION OF A\’ERAGEVSTUDE'NTS' GROUP SIZES (liRS)
_ " LANCHESTER = ° LOUGHBOROUGH |
PARTS - A B c D A . B c
Group Sizes 1 10. 10 18 39 o . (o] : 5
. 2-3 26 37 78 15 7 . 19 18
oo , ’ 8-10 100 196 166 55 31 50 ~ 45
11-15 135 181 95 o] 64 71 64
. 16~-20 = 60 20 75 o 53 73 73
21-30 74 47 72 267 ! 77 59 76
31-40 76 63 26 0 24 . .69 54
41-60 66 43 42 -0 85 90 66 -
61-80 56 13 0 [0} 47 96 34 ™
81'-,1,00 37 (0] "0 [0} 52‘ 14 (0]
101~-126& 8 (0] (0] 0 . 40 3 (0]
R 126-150 (0] [0} (0] [0} 25 15 [0}
} ' 151-175 0 0 0 0 ic . 7 0
| . 176~200. O 7 q 0 39 7 13 o}
! : ' 200+ 0 0 ) 0 17 6 1
i \ !
1
0 * | Y ¢
. : - [ g '
E TC o : - 10 : ; ,
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4.07.
The'Paris' referred tb in Thg Tables correspond to all intents
and pufposéﬁ’with acadomic‘ygars:f‘n{be normal college attendance
for first degrees is threc ycars but.{h two study programs st
Lanchester. (Urbs v and Regional Planning and Social Work) th;
in—Collégé study covers four ycars.
~ 4.08. ' '
From Tables 2 and 3 it would appecar on the basis of the 1972/73
timetables thaf over the_normaltthreo year cycle an undergraduate
~at Lanqyéstcr rééeived 1931 hours of timctabled tuition as comparcd
with ¥612 hours at houghbérough. In both cases the student
found himself in group sizes varying from 1 to 60! However,
‘the Loughborough undergraduates spent far more time in groups
in excess of 60 and on average could expeet to spazd 24 hours
over the three years in ‘classes in CeXG@Ss of 260 siudents.
L 409, 7 : - -
' The greatest divergéncé between the two institutions lay in the

differencé between the "meetings" and "allocatable meetings'.
. . S

The "meetings'' arc those formal academic staff/student cghtact .
hours per annum that would need to be provided if cach study

program is timetabled independently:: the "allocatable meetings"

, : - ‘ summed- over the whole institufion.are the meeting hours actually

provided: any diffcrence arises out of "joint" classes involﬁing

more than one study‘program. ;The'economic possipilities of

joint meetings are clearly demonstrated in the case of Loughborough

where, savings in undergraduate demands for tuition of about 47%. . L
were achieved in 1972/73 as compared with 3% for Lancheéfer.

An dndex of undergraduate tuition demahds in hours per annum per

stﬁdgﬁt enrolled in college is”éiven by: - o k

Allocatable Mcetings S
Enrolménts . ." . N

For the 72/73 data this index is as follows:~

. 3 - PARTS - LANCHESTER Lpbcnaon/SUGH
A \ 48 21
. B 4 69 B2 A
. c 75 31 ot
= b 64 \— N

v . , - . N -
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y 4.10.

. It is 1mp0rtant }o approciato the distinction be1wcon the
students' a\crngo group size and ‘the ]nStltutlonn' aver ave
grouh Size.“_ The formar devived fiom Ya]ue (v) in paragraph

4.04 idonfifies the average group size in which thcbaverago
student finds himself i.e. his typical learning envirbﬁment.
The lattér derived from value (vi) péragraph 4.04 identifies
the avcragé group size which fhe institution needs. to p;ovide.

. For examplc.in the éase of an enrolment of 20 students receiving K L
one hour in a group of 5, onc hour in a group of 10 and one hour A
ih a group of 2Q, the students' average group size is 11.7.

The institution, on the other hand, prov1des four hours of

group s;ae‘s, two hours of group size 10 and one bou1 of group
sizc 20 i.c. the 1nst1tut1pns average group size is 8.6. The
institutions’ average'gfoup éizé_corresponds;dircctly with the
Pooling Committec’s "average clase size" familiar to the British.
polyfechnic:reader. Joint meetlngs rather than the number of

enrolmﬁnts io part1cu1ar study programs are, the major reason for

-ihe higher studean class 9120 aoh1eve4 at Loughborough.
) A\

T
e

L : , ' TABEp 4
‘ FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF DBMPND POR TEACHING SPACT (HRS)
. GROUP ANCHESQEE ’ cum . LOUGHBOWOUGH cu
s1ZE A B ¢ . D TOML o' A B C , TGmL "

1 8450 7660 12405 1135 29650 20.6 392 156 3346 3894 6.2
2-5 4524 6521 13882 128 21755 37.9 1932 4915 ° 2772 9615 21.0
6-10 966118263 13522 231 41682 66,9 3589 4676 3654 11919 40.7

AT 11-15 £80710388 4975 0 24170 83.5 4442 4019 3225 11686 59.4
{ 16-20 2697 3824 2888 . O 9408 80.4 2929 2977 2528 8434 72.9
21-30 2647 1564 1953 370 6534 95.0 2837 183G (1789 ‘64C”  83.2
X 3140 1800 1332 511 O 3643  97.5 673 1435 - 922 3030 88.1
41-60 1082 612 - 60% 0 2302 99.1 1605 1374 842 3821 94.2
61-8C 6&9 150 B .0 839 ‘99,7 651 951 306 1908 97.2- ,
81-100 375 ~ © 0] 0] rs 99.9 557 117 0] €74 98.3 )
101-125 60 . O o} 0 60 99.9 - 348 21 C 3G9 98.9 .
126-150 O 0. 0 o - 0 99,9 173 83 o] 256 993.3
151-175 O 0 .0 o] o} 99.9 56 32 o} 88 99.4
-176-200 O 30 29 0 59 99,9 208 . 54 o 262 99.8 ,
200+ 3 %o 0] o] 3 100.0 79 24 4 107 100.0 . .

[
T
LS

. AN
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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a.11.

Table 1 sels out the total demands in 1872/73 in each institution
for teaching spacoe by various group sizes. - The patiern of demand
. k 7 is_typificd at the onds of the distribution. Almost 21% of the \
domand at Lanchester was for individual tutorials as compared with

6% at Loupghborough: on the other hand 17% of the demand at |
Loutghborough was for groups greatér than size430 whilst at /
Lanqhoster only 5% of the demand was for groups of 30+ students. cy
At Lanchester 28% of the total demand was for specialist teaching

- space as comﬁared'with 21% af Loughboré;gh. The institution's;

' average group size (and standard deviation) in specialist space

was A5 follows: -

Parts Lanchester Loughborough
\ A 12.5 (8.0) 21.5 (11.8)
B 8.6 (5.5) ' 1423, ( 8.7)
: ; C . 6.2 (5,0). . ~ . 10.7 ( 5.8) -
D ‘ 21.0 (0.0) [ -
\ % 5,01. B5tudent's Record . ,
A . The following data on all undergraduate and taught postgraduate .
\\\ R » students at Loughborough and for most undergraduate students at
B N . L?nchestur‘enrdllod in 1972/73 has been collectied:
. > (i) Yecar of entry, scox, marital stat?s, date of birth, -~ !/ )
» . ' ﬁome or overseas;
- ) (ii) Entry qualifications - eramination boards and grades; ‘ -
T ;(iii)‘ Subsequent acadcmic record: study programs, parts, marks, ~ e
s e grades; and, whe}e it was avéi]able. ) ‘

3 (iv) Details of first employer and initialvsalafy.
o ‘Some of this informatiﬁn has been analysed and the results for
3 . discipline dreas are presented in Appendix 27 For. convenicnce
o thc'oycyall results for both institutions are prqscnted below:

[

i

s

EMC i = . o § o v ‘ .. .
. * - :

\
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TABLE S
SOME UNDERGRADUATT, STATISTICS 1972/73

LANCHESTER "+ LOUGHBORGWG

The A level grades havc heoen calculated on the normgl UCCA-bhasis of

A = 5, §‘= 4, C =3, D=2and E=1. - In both institutions there is
some ev#dpnée that the "quality" of the student intake as'meaéuréd Py
mean A/lovel grades has fallen.very slightly o&er the years. Powevér,
this appaxcnt £211 in entry standards mlght be explained by the
wecding out"” progbss of examinations. For, the comparable Parts A4, B

and C the average Loughborough student with a mean A lcvel of just below

C was about three quarters of a grade above his Lanchester counterpa:t.

5.03.

Apart from Part A the pass, failure and "not--taken'" (wastage?) rates

‘were similar in both institutions\ " The -higher failure ratge in Part A

at Lanchester mlght be ascribed t& the lower A level entry, but the

-low correlation between A levels and Part examinations suggest thlS

" explanation be treated with cautiony

5.04. =

~

There is a consistent and remarkablysimilar improvement in mean marks

. for Parts A to C in both 1nst1tut10ns ‘This trend is acconpanled

by a tightening of the dlstribution of marks as the Parts procecd

particularly at'Lanchester. N

N

19

i

. A B ¢ D A B c
A-LEVEL ENTRY :
MEAN T 2.13 2.21 2.24 2.83 2.90 2.¢3  2.99
STARDARD DEVIATION 0.82 083 0.8} 0.62 0.79  0.82  0.82
% maor_mmrs :

PASS | 0.60 0.88 0.97 0.86 0.82 -0.85 = 0.95
TO op.ﬁ\ 0,11 0.01 0,00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00

0.71 0.82 0.97 0.86 0.86 0.89 = 0.95
FAIL \ 0.22 0.09 0.03 0,03, 0.09 ~ 0.09 0.03
NOT T'K 0.07 0.02.0.00 0.10 0.06 0.03  0.02
MEAN MARKS 51.79 55.27 58.40 60.38 53,33 54.29  58.15
STANDARD DEVIATION : 10.19 8.19 7.47 5.14 - 10.81 10.82  2.69
i & '

CORRELATIONS , : : _ \

RESULTS v A- anan : +.15 +.05 +.14 -.24 +.29 +.15
BvaA . +.46

CvB - +.68° - +.71
bvce ' - +.53

{

.5.02.
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This phenomena may e e&idohce of leayning gain. On the other
_ o hand it may bhe mcrciy ilJlustrative of a tondency for cxaminers
to fulfill their or;&inul "labelling' prophecies’
5.05. - o ' ,
1he larpe sample siznos méan that tho correlati-n éoefficinnts Iqr
both‘jnstitutiOns for Part A, B and C are signiricaht. - The
' correlation of A icvel grades with subscquent degree examination
performnnco is consis}ently higher 'at Loﬁghborough but even hero'
A levels explain less than 9% of subsequent degree examination
pexrforminco. The cnr;élation bctwéen»A levels and dogree
eraminations was not materially difected by alternative measuroments
of ‘A levol such as "mean of best three A levels" or "number of
. s A levels". v .
' 5.06,

The're]aiiunship Letwaen one Part and the preceding Port cxaminstion

resulils is hgain~stronger at Loughborough. In both ihstifuiions
the -corrclation is incréascd as the Parts proceed. At Yanchestor
the Part A'resu]ts,exblain Jjust over. 20% of the Part B results
whilst Part B results explain about 45% of Part C results. At
Loughborough the comparable percentages are 40 and 60, |
5.07. . ” '“ ) .

A comparison. of mean ONC/OND marks and Part examinations resulted.

in‘theifqglowing correlation cocfficients which are all significant

at the 5% lovel: . ’ _ ¢
a Part " Lanchester Loughborough
’ N r- X . x
- A G9 +.40 " 93 4 .44
N ‘ B 75 . +.29 , 66 4 .37
¢ 7 5(

0 +.31 .65 +.27

In all cases the cocfficienls are somewhat higher thnn_thc‘A lovel
. . 3 1

correlations and oxplain about "16% of Part A results. This .

strohgcr»correlarion may be accounted for by the higher probability

\ - .
of a good "match" bdtween ONC/OND material and degree syllabuses.

\ ! >

' c
| - 20 o

. : %
. o . . . .
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5.08. : ) S

TABLE 6 T

FIRST QALARY DATA GRADUATES' 1972/73 ¢ AND CORRELATION
WITH FINAL MARK

DISCIPLINE LANCHESTER * LOUGHROR _o_ugr_
o N ME S r N Mg ..SD x
‘ 3 .., . 56 1778 286 ~.10 190 1725 388 .17+
5 ‘ 32 1523 364 .13 83 1508 279 +.02
6 - 51 1696 359 ~-.01 ?6 1756 346 +,556%
7a - - - - = - - -
b - - - - 11 1466 16 +.14
8 6 1488 302 +.47 8 1396 102 + .07
ATl 145 1681 347 +.038 318 1654 i 365 4 .19%
/ . o -
* Significant at the 5% Jlevel.:
‘information on iﬁitial saiaries was available for just over 20% of -
the graduates at Lanehesier'ana 50% at Loughborough. The ovcrall .
uean salaricsfani thg pattern acrosq disciplines in cach 1nst1tutlon
are similar. ' 1t appears that d1501p]1ne area rather than
‘institutioh is a more 1mpoxtant determlndnt of initial. salary
‘The corrcLatlon between final degree markb and 1n1t1a1 sa]axy
is p051t1ve for all the d1501p11nes at Loughborough and moQt of
those at Lanchcsicr but by no means strong ' )
09.4 Pobtscert ' ' ’
The feam is currently worLJng on a number of problem arcas: - the -
measuxement of "learning gain" ; the development o6f a rationale '
. for the allocation-of administrators, technlclans, consumables and .
’equipmehf to %tudy programs . It w111 be appre01atcd that our
’obJectlve is not to unoertake a compar1 on between Loughborough
and Lanchester but to’ develop a methodology for accounting for
1nputs and outputs. However,~%; seemed preferable to establish
“ the significance and ﬂensiiivity of our measurcments in the
Loughborough/Lanchester coﬁteﬁf before,inbolving therassociafeq.
ins%itofions in a demanding data collection exercise. ‘
6.00. . - : . '
The project ‘team have benefitted greatly Irom‘the\advice énd ’ AN

comments from the members of the Steering Committee, -the members

of which are given in Appendix 3.

i
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Timetable Analysiﬁ‘

Some results for Lanchester and Loughhorough 1972/73 analysed by discipline.

. . &

Part A Enrolments, Studcnt Load
‘II Part B "
II1 Part ¢ - " " "
Iv pdrt D " " "

V  Lanchester Frequency Dlstrlbutlon (Hrs/Annum) Students

vI Loughborough LY

Discipline . Group e
1. Education
i 2. Health
3. Technology and ’
" engineering
4. Agriculture
- R 5 Science and applied - - -

sciences
"

6 }$ociai (administrative
and business) studies

I . .

~ architecture

) : - 7a Vocational
' ‘and town.and country

planning -

7b Vocational - other

'

- physics, chemistry, geology.

‘Management studieés, economics,

accountancy.

Architectire, town and éountry planning.’

Moetings, Allocatahlc Moetlnvs, Group Slzes.

" "n
' " ' " ,’ " L1 "
7" 1" " " 4"
Group Sizes.
" "

'

Illustrative departmen*s falllng within group

Pharmacy, Other departments all:cd to
medicine and health. .
AN
Aeronautical, chemical, civil, electrical,
mechanical, and production enginccring;
mining, metallurgy, building, surveying"
and general engineeting. General
technology and manufacture c¢.g. téxtile
technology printing and book production.:

i
-
a

" Biology, botany, zoolovv and comb:nqtlohs

of blologncal sciences, Mdthemﬂtzcu,

i
-

geography
government and public admlnlatxaulon,
law, ‘- sociology, liberal stuidies,

. -

b =

~

Catering, institutional management, lLome -
economics, L1brar1ansh1p, naut:cal

- studies, trafsport. | SN

. e 8 Languages (litcrature
- i ’ and area) studies
9 Arts "“(other than . TR
Languages) N .
T -1C  Art and Design

lzlil(:‘ ' " e '," o 27

QA i Tex: provided by ERIC

History, archaeology, philosophy.

i

Art and dosign, drama, musicy

\

N
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PART A ENROLMINTS, STUDENT LOAD, MBERTINGS, ALTOCATABLE MERIINGS, GROUP $17ES
BY PISCIVLING T -

‘STUDENTS '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. INSTITUPIONS'
. . STUDENT- MEETINGS  ALLOCHTABLE AVERAGE AVERAGE
' IDISCIPLING  ENHOIMENTS  LOAD S Y MEEPINGS GROUP SIZE GROUP 121
: < _(uRS) —mlRA— (URS) (STANDARD (STANDARD
: ) e DEVIATION) DEVIATION)
.-
LANCH ESTER A '
3 - 246 796 16741 16625 21,2 11.8
: (14.9) * (10.5) .
. q
Lo 5. 222 789 11750 11750 36.2 14.9
. . (32.6) (17 ..8)
6 315 468 11690 10646 39.2 13.9
: (31.5) 8,7y -
7a 24 510 740 740 23.6 16.5
: 3.2) (10.8)
8 38 - 589 1529 1023 36.1 21.9 .
(7.3) 117.6)
TOTAL -845 654 42459 40784 31,4 13,6
. A ' (27.3) T €15.5)
3 - LOUGHBOROUGIL . ’
g
1 22 490 1590 573 §3.0° 18.7
(48.8) (25.2)
K . : g
3’ 485 620 17G66 10391 70.9 28,9
) ) ) ' ‘ (64.8) (34.8) -
"5 ¢ 214 582 ".14351 4469 59.4 27.8
o ‘ (49.:5) (29.5) .
6 174 ‘498 10255 2802 77.5 30.8 "
4 - (54.7) (37.9)
k- . .
7o, 29 567 1380 - 1180 L2 13.9
(41.0) (13.8)
g - T 3. 455 1110 ‘1028 45,5 17.2
- S (57.1) (22,0)-
. . TOTAL 963 578 - 46368 20443 66.9 27.2
: : . ! - ‘ (61.9) (32.8)
! | ) Lt
: f
! -
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PART B FNROIMENTS, SPUDEND T.0AD, MUEETINGS, ALTOGATABLYE MERTINGS , * GROUE STZRSG,
' LY DISCYPLING : b :
. o : . 'STUDENTS'  INSTITUTIONS'
- . STUDINT - onenoce ALLOCATABLE  AVERAGE AVERAGE s
\ : 'DISCIPITNE **  ENROLMENTS LOAD ‘amgy _ MUETINGS  GROUP STz GROUP SIui
: ‘ C (ns) —d qums) . (STANDARD  (STANDARD
. . DEVIATION) _DEVIATION) _
. . . . B 1 . L N i v
LANCHESTER . o v L Y - c : -7
3 o 234 831 22183 22183 1.6 - 8.8 Lo
. ' - (4.8) (4.9) S
: 5 S 163 941 15285 15255 14.5 10.1
: (9.2 6.7)
. A a2 453 12089 11214 = - 36.1 1.2
: : - : (38.1) 16.7)
Ta . . 23 500 720 720 22.6 ° 16.0 T
" : (3.1) (10.3)
"8 33 625 1425 ot 31.4 21.)
- : ‘ (5.2) 14.7)
TOTAL , 730 692 51672t . . 50349 \ 19.6. 10.0 ~
. : (22.4) (9.8)
. : ' -
kg
Sd . «
LOUGHHORGUGH
¥ 7 527 u8s ¢ 397 37.4 9. S
L . (44.3) - (15.6) N
’ .3 . 413 €32 - © 18874 . 12751 . 54.8 20.14
) ' . ' (46.7) . (26.5)-
5 192 C.599 ¢ 8697 5470 36.7 20.8
] ’ ) . . T(29.7) (18.1)
6 . .. 80 435 . 9500 2294 29.2 15.1
' o : . R ' (30.3) (14.5)
’ 7b : 21 497 Camror | 974 18.8 10.7
. - ' ‘ (11.3) (7.4)
. a2 / ' : - ..
8 19 . 480 1080 731 21.8 J12.4
g ‘ ' o (17.4) {10.8)
: TOTAL 732 . 598’ 41046 22623 , 46.2 19.1°
N - / Lo L 28.9) (22.7
N .t . ,
) . ) Woa
T - - T */""‘-# I ! x
- . ¢
° ~ ~
. '/, i "
/ 24 : ,
." [
\) . ) [N -
ERIC - ; « :
oA o Provide oy enic [ . R . ., . . . . b .
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PART C INROIANENTS, STUDENTS' LDAD, WINTINGS, ALLOCATADLE MERTINGS, GROUP rzis, '
- o \ Y DISCIPLINE ' ' ‘

- STUDENTS' INSTITUTIONS'
STUDENT

- v wEriNGs - MULOCATABLE  AVERAGE AVLRAGE
DISCIPLINE ENROIMENTS  LOAD - ' (ooo  MERTINGS ' GROUP SIzk  GRGUP S1zp
. : ) (IRS) = \(HRS) "(STANDARD (STANDARD
. - DEVIATICN)  DEVIATION)
" LANCUESTER o ' . .
. -3 - 212 702 23203 232903, 11.6 5.4
’ L . . - _ ) .1 (5.8)
) 5 15T 741 17062 17062 T 11.5 c.8
e : : ) (5.6) -
- : 256 104 9599 8609 33.5 12.0
' : (38.0) (16.1)
7a 19 480 660 660 - 18.6 - 13.8
o : . (2.6) (8.2)
8 30 ' 520 1350 - 848 T 28,1 18.4
- g (5.3) €13.4)
TOTAL 674 584 51964 50473 18.2 7.8
. » s 22.7) (5.0)
. oo LOUGHBOKOUGH ; ) )
1 - 2 100 120 30 18.5 6.4 .
. - . ' : < (14.9) (8.6)
5 351 433+ 13854 . 8848 85,2 7.2
. (25.8) . 17.6)
5 - 161 - 507 9830 . 7048 20.9 11.6
. . . . - .Q13.0) (10.4)
- 6 62 373 5720 1993 : 19.8 11.6
o . : ) : , (10.9) (s.7)
7 15 . 332 720 720 ‘8.3 6.9
N , i - ~ (3.5) (3.0)
hd \ N . - . . ] .
g - 21 \ 390 816 . ma3 23.3  14.7
. . A/ : : Q3.7 . (11.2)
TOTAL . - - 618 » 441 31054 19352 28.6 14.1
. . , , _ (22.3) * (14.3)
g
, N 5
- - A
o . . Q‘,’ : -
T I L

; N . . »
: o
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PART D ENROLMINTS, STUDENTS' LOAD, MEETINGS, ALLOCATABLE MEETINGS, GROUP SIZES
‘ BY DISCIPLINE '
. T '
. : ) , STUDENTS® . ° INSTITUTIONS®
] : o STUDENTS' WEETINGS  ALLOCATABLE  AVERAGE AVERAGE
. DISCIPLINE ENROIMENTS  LOAD . pre MEETINGS GROUP SIZE GROUP 5178
Qins) —==7 (HRS) (STANDARD (STANDARD.
, DEVIATION) DEVIATION)
P : ) o ‘
— LANCHESTER
3 - - - .- - - *
5 .- - : - - - - -
’ 4
6 8 308 759 759 5.4 3.3 '
(2.3) 2:7)
7a, 21 405 1105 ' 1105 19.3 v 7.7 o
. (5.6) (9.4)
8 - - - - - -
Y TOTAL 29 378 1864 . 1864 - 16.2 . 5.9
- (1.7 : (7.8)
. ,./ :
i
. L
. )
. , . :
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y KEY TO GROUP SIZES.

S | 1

/ 2 2-5

7 3 . 6=10
A 4 11-15 °

5 16-20

6 21-30

; 7 . 31-40

/ 8 41‘60

/ 9 61-80
, 10 81-100
s 1 101-125
] 12 « 126-150"
13 151-175
14 176-200

15 201+

-4

"

N
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Appendix 2 : ‘ /

‘ Student Record

,’..“n .
-

Some results Ior :Lanchester and Loughborough 1972/73 andlysed by
' , //"

dlscipllne.. .
' |

1 Part A Undergraduate Results
1X Part B Undergraduate Results )

IIX Part C Undergraduate Results
Part D Undergraduate Results *

1v
v Mean A level Scores
Correlation of Mean A level Scores with Parts

‘ VI
e VIl Correlation Part with Preceding Part Results
Correlation of Mean ONC/OND Scores with Parts

VIIX
Illustrative .departments failing within group
|
o
|

Discipline Group

1 Education . .
Pharmacy, Other departments allied to medlch
- |

%
[N
i

2 Health
. . and health. -

- . . = . !
3. Technology and ’ ~ sAeronautical, chemical, civil, electrical, g
engineering mechanical, "and production engineering; f
’ ! mining, metallurgy; building, surveyLQg . ﬁ
and general engincering. -General technology
and manufactuie e.g. textile technology f
]

printing and book production. I
. ) |

-

4 Agriculture
5 Science and applied Biology, botany, zoology and combinations
sciences’ of blologicaT sciences, Mathematics, /
physics, chemlstsy geology. -
6 Social (administrative Management stud{;s, ecohoﬁics; geography,
and business) studies government and public administration, f
v’ . law, socxology, ‘liberal studies, accountancy.
7a Vocational ~ architecture Architecture, town and countxy planningj
and town and country \ ) |
planning , - - o ;
t © A - '
. 7b Vocational - other Catering, institutional management, home
: ’ economics, Librarianship, nautical ! .
studies, transport. ' f
N ’ A i
8 Lariguages (literature ‘ ‘ ‘ |
. and area) studies . g ' ;
History, archaeology, philosophy /

.9 Arts (qtﬁef than
Languages)

10 Art and Design . Art and design, drama, music.

'
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5 . 1972/73 PART A UNDERGRADUATE RESUETS BY DISCIPLINE

MEAN.

| ‘

. L : NOT STANDARD
) DIv.SCIPLI‘h.E ENROL | PASS TO ORD ;*AIL TAKEN  MARK DEVIATION
LANCHESTER g
.3 270 . 131 46 ., 70 23 53.68, 11.19
(0.49)  (0.17) (0.26) (0.08) ' »
! 3 - )
5 222 102 39 65 . 16 50.77 10.50
. (0.46) (0.18) (0.29) (0.07) :
6 316 ‘245 11 43 16 - 50.36 9,11
(0.78)  (0.03) (0.14) (0.05) -
7a 24 21 - .0 2’ 1 58.09 4,09
(0.88) (0.00) . (0.08) (0.04) :
. _
8 38 24 0 8 6 52.66 8.53
(0.63) (0.00)  (0.21) (0.16) '
TOFAL . . 869 523 96 188 .62 51.79 '10.19-
: (0.60)  (0.11) _ .(0.22) (0.07)
** LOUGHBOROUGH ,
1 ‘ ' 22 19. 0 3 o] 51.77 10.65
' (0.86) (0.0Q0) (0.14) (0.00) : :
3 697 567 27 68 35 53.60 “7§1.26
‘ (0.81) (0.04) (0.10) (0.06) ¥
5 214 165 13 17 - 19 51.55 12,30
(0.77) (0.06) (0.08) (0.09) - % :
L e 175 151 4 9 11 54,14 8.07
R , (0.86) (0.02) (0.05) (0.06)
. . 29 28 o i o 55,55 - 6.68 .
(0.97)+ (0.00) ..{0.03) (0.00) )
* 8 39 34 0 5' 0 . 53.34 5.23
(0.87) (0.00) (0.11) (0.00) -
TOTAL 1176 964 44 . 103 65 53.33 ' 10.81
’ (0.82) (0.04) (0.09) (0.06)
[y N v’
- 4
B B!
N i
AR ST
L P
. . 3i 4o
' Q ) ) v ‘
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1972/73 PART B UNDERGRADUATE RESULTS BY DISCIPLINE

NOT - MEAN ‘STANDARD

. DISCIPLINE -~ ENROL ~ PASS O ORD FAIL pypy MATK DEVIATTON .
LANCHESTER ‘ ' (
3 234 195 3 35 1 56 .56 © 9,26 ‘
. . (0.83) (0.01) (0.15) (0.00) ‘ . ‘
‘ 5 ' 163 136 3 20 4 - 55.66  9.66
o ~ (0.83) (0.02) (0.12) (0.02)
6 : 277 259 1 13 4 54,15 . 6.38
S €0.94) (0.00) (0.05) (0.01) -
. Ta . - -2 23 o o0 -0 _ 53.09 5.35 ;
. © (1.00) (0.00) (0,00) (0,00) -
8" N 33 29 o 1 3 55.03 4.91
- (0.88) (0.00) (0.03) (0.09) . | -
TGTAL 730 -642 7 - 69 .12 - 55,27 8.19
s ' ' (0.88) (0.01) (0.09) (0.02) -
. LOUGHBOROUGH ) B ,
RS S _ 7 5 0 1 1 51.67 5.59
‘ - . (0.71) (0.00) (0.14) (0.14) . :
"3 413 341 26 -40 6 54.75  11.36
" ~(0.83) (0.06) (0.10} (0.01) : “
4 .
5 192 170 0 16 6 53.22 11.46
(0.89) (0.00) (0.08) (0.03)
' 6 ' 80 71 0 K 4  54.38 8.29
- © . '(0.89) (0.00) (0.08) (0.05) :
NI T 21+ 19 0 0 2 58,.84 5.13 -
: ‘ T (0.90) (0.00; (0.00) (0.10) - °
g 19 16 0 3 0  50.58 6.22
(0.84) (0.00) (0.16) (0.00)
o TOTAL * 732 622 26 65 19 54.29 10.89°
o ‘ i (0.85) (0.04) (0.09) (0.03) .
RS -
,
: b
Ad ‘ ‘.
" p » |
A . \ |
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1972/73 PART C UNDERGRADUATE RESULTS BY DISCIPLINE -
@ M . . . ‘
: . , NOT  MEAN . ’STANDARD
| DISCIPLINE ENROL PASS  TOORD FALL puipy g S EVIATION.
LANCHESTER .
3 212 208 0 4 o 62.41 -7.52
(0.98) ., (0.00) (0.02) (0.00) _ .
5 157 148 ) 9 .0  57.88 8.36
(0,94) (0.00) (0.06) (0.00) R
6 256 1250 0 4 2 , 55.69 5.88
© (0.98) (0.00) (0.02) €0.01) - )
78 .19 © . 18- o0 o 1 57.44 .70
) (0.95) (0.00) (0.00)€0.05) :
'8 * 30 30. 0 0 0 . 56.00 4.68 -
. \ (x.00)  (0.00)  (0.00) (0.00)
TOTAL ‘674 €54 0 177 3 58.40 7.47
(0.97)  (0.00) (Q.03) (0.00) .
' . . .- A \
= LOUGHBOROU GH - "
1 T2 2 Yo 0 o0 51.00- 7.00 .
(1.00)  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) ‘
. 3 351 331 o0 137 59.65 9.52
: »/‘ (0.94) -(0.00) (0.04) (0.02) -
" 5 161 152 o 7 2 - -56.14 10.66
“(0.94) (0.00) (0.04) (0.01) .
6 62 62 o - 1° o0  55.42 7.34 )
5 - (0.98) (0.00) (0.02) (0.00) = .
- 7b 15 15 0 o o  61.93 9.30
, (1.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) - .
8, 27 27 0" 0O O  55.56 5.82 "
(1.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) -
TOTAL 618 588 <0 - 21 0  58.15 9.69
~ (0.95)  (0.00). (0.03)°(0.00) g
3 | G? ‘ 36
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'1972>)\PABT D UNDERGRADUATE RESULTS BY DISCIPLINE.
g . - . -
, DISCIPLINE ENROL  PASS 70O ORD FAIL NOT  MEAN  STANDARD
-, , P : TAKEN MARK DEVIATION
PEA 3 - - - - - - - ' ’
5 - - - - - o - -
: 6 8 8 Yo o . 0o 6400 472
' (1.00) (c.00) (0.00) (0.00) o
Ta - 21 '17' 0 1 | 3 58,78 1.46 3
- (0.81) (0.00) (0.05) (0.14) - -V .7 ‘
: : TOTAL 29 - 25 .0 1 3 60.7%8 's.iu '
o o , " - (0.86) (0.00)- (0.03) (0.10)
——/“/
(
‘. e "
)] . - .
. r
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MEAN A-LEVEL SCORES FOR UNDERGRADUATES ENROLLED 1972/73 /
T BY DISCIPLINE - ‘ .
_ | -
DISCIPLINE _ PART A PART B - PART C -~ PART D
LANCHFSTER N M ___Sb N M Sp N _M_SB N M SD .
3 178 * 1.95 0.84 100 ,1.91 ©.85 85 2.0l 0.79 - - -
' 5" . 194 1.80 0.72 124 '1.80 0.70 112 1.83 0.89. -~ - -
o o S Co f _
.6 . 295 2.34 0.77 242 2.42 0.73 224 '2.44 0.67 6 , 2.73 0.40 . ‘
7a . 24 2.84 0.73 19 2.59 0.91 19 2:95 0.68 16  2.87 0.68
8 - 34 2,547 0.78 31 3.02 0.75 29 2.57 0.63 - - -
" TOTAL . 725 2.13 0.82 516 2,21 0.83 460 2.24 0.81 22  2.83 0.62
, . : 2,21« . . .
. t ,‘S'.'V
LOUGHBOROUGH :
1 21 .2.55 0.73 5 3.14 -0.47 1 1.70 0.00 = - -
3 545 2.96 0.81 329 3.00 0.82 269 2.88 0.77 - - - -
. ' ’ . . )
, 5 205 2.79 0.80 185 2.86 0.82 150 3.07 0.81 - - -
| 6 166 2.77 0.69 65 2.66 .0.70 54 2.68 0,96 - - -« -
| 76 . 20 2.9 0.76. 21 2.90 0.75 15 2.830.85 - - - =
. 8 39 3.45 0.59 19 3.36 0.89 27 3.34 0.72 - - -
TOTAL 1005 2.90 0.79 624 2.93 0.82 516° 2,99 0.82 - - -
- \ N Lo
G - .- } ha |
|
-
3 . S / 3() L
ERIC | foo
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o Vi
5 / »
v .
. CORRELATION: MEAN A-LEVEL SCORES WITH PARTS unnnacmbumss 1972/73
DISCIPLINE A B e D
LANCHESTER N r .'N r N r N r
) T3 158 +.22 100, +.10 85  +.19 - -
5 182 +.00 121 -.0% 111 +.38 - -
- : 6 281 4.20 239 +.18 221 +.12 6 +.42
7; 23 +‘.12 19 . -.30 18 +.36 15 -.40
8 30 +.31 28 +.43 /’és +;4'4 - -
% TOTAL 674 +.15 507 +.05 /ée;;l;”'“f a4 21 -.24
- ’ SR .
// “ y
1 , ,
P
/ ey
LOUGHBOROUGH
' | 1 21 +.38 5 -8 1 - - -
‘ 3 518 4+.31 320 +.31 204 +.00 - -
;! 1 188 +.33 176  +.28 147 .26 - -
6 155  +.22 61 .01 53 -0 . - -
i
I 7b 29 +.00 119 4,36 15 -+.47 - -
8 38 +.45 19 +.64 27 +.31 - -
TOTAL 949 +.20 600 +.27 507 +.15 - -
. [ | |
. / .
' >
- LI
)
Q 3 G v
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&:‘r\_ a7 1\%\}

VIT

CORRELATION PART WITH PRECEDING PART RESULTS UNDERGRADUATES 1972/73 .
DISCIPLINE ‘ v A CvB  pve
- LANCHESTER VN r N core N-  r
3 108 +.48 211 +.62 - -
5. 152 +.39 © 156 +.68 - -
.. 6 213 +.39 252 +.59 8 +.88
7a 23 +.40 18 - +.73 18 +.30
- .8 ‘ 30 .72 30 +.71 - -
TdrAI: ‘ 676 +.46 - 667 +.68 26 +.53
\
’ LOUGHBOROUGH '
1 6 +.72 2 -1.00 - -
. 3 400 +.67 343 +.7o‘ - T -
/ 5 182 +.62 156 +.77 - -
r ‘6 76 +.27 62 +.50 - -
b 18 +.75 15 +.75 - -
8 19 +.70 27 +.74 - -
| TOTAL 701 +.63 605 +.71 - -
/
¥
0
. ,\. .
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CORRELATION MFAN ONC/OND SCORES“WITH PARTS 1972/73 BY ‘DISCIPLINE

DISCIPLINE A . -B S
LANCHESTER N r N r N r
3 , 52 +.26 54 +.23 32 +.06
. . - . .
5 8 +78 11 +.02 8 ~10§ -
.~ . . . ' )
6 9 +.43 10-  +.43 9 +.75
7a - - 0 V- - - -
8 - - - - 1 -
TOTAL - 69 +.40 . 75 +.29 50° +.31
LOUGHBOROUGH
- ) .
1 1 - 1 - 1 -
3 . 87 +.44 58 +.35 57 +.15
5 s 3 . _-?.96'- 2 +1.Q0 6 +.73
6 2 +1.00 5 +.74 1 -
7b - - - - - -
€ Ve
8 » . _ _ . _ - _
TOTAL 93 +.44 66 +.37 B 1) +.25
%
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Appendix 3 : , : -

Loughborough Universi%y of Technology (Secretary to
the Comnittee)
Loughborough University of Tec .nology .

’

Assistant Treasurer, West Midlands Metropolitan Authority ¢

Lanchester Polytechnid, (Chairman of the Committee)

Polytebhnic of Central London

Polytechnic, Huddersfield

Lanchester Polytechnic

Registrar, Loughborough University of Technology -

Senior Economic Adviser, Department of Education and
Sc¢ience,~London,

Sussex University ) ) - .1

. » » .
Loughborough University of Technology

1

Project Director

‘Loughborough University of Technology, (Deputy Project
' . , » Director)
Loughborough University of Technology

Lanchester Polytechnic

ﬁonghborough inversity
Lanchester Polytechnic,

a

Loughborough University

of Technology, (Research Absistaht) )

K

(Part-time Clerk)

of Technology, (Part-time Clerk)
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