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. developing institutions. This report shows ' , CEovcatow o °
= that the QOffice of Education needs tO'GEf'i_ne 1rs DOTUMENT .HakR, nfﬁn‘_"ai.:;?;
more clearly the tetm “developing institu- LAk A SRR Sl o P
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITEO-STATES

WASHINGTOM, D.C0. 20848
s . * -

B-164031(1Y - - _ "é}' R It
* To the Pre31dent of the Senate and the -; t
Speaker of the House ¢f Representatives C ‘

3

. This report discusses the success of ‘the Developing
Institutions' program in_sbrengthenin% the -Nation's higher edu-~
cation resources. The program-is aufhorized by title 1% of
the Higher ‘Bducation Agt-.of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1051Y),
and is administered by the Office of Education, Department of
. Health, Education,.and Welfare. .
.t f
Authority fof ‘our review is contained in the Budget and
“Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.8.C. 53), and the Adcounting- and
T Auditing Act of 1950 (31 p.s. C 67).

4

. y We are sending copies of this,report to the Dixector,
et Office of/ Management and Budget, and to the Secretary af

Health ‘Edycation, and Welfare. »
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. . ' .t . L, N [ P *
COMBTROLLER GENERAL'S « .,RSSBSSING THE . FEDERAL PROGRAM :
." _ REPORT,TO THE CONGRESS = . . FOR. STRENGTHENING ‘DEVEDOPING
o . Lo et L INSTITUTIONS~OF HIGHER EDUQATION
; I - - OQffjke of Education. ° ’
T > © v . pepartment of Health, Educatlon, e

- . . -

v y o . ... . and Welfare™ ..

. . - . - # ’ .
o . DIGEST L . oo
Ll " e e v em mm e . ! * .

. R Direct Foderal laid aimed at stergtheq§ng e T
-4 "7 . -+ -institutions of higher -education, commOniy A AT
' " referred to as "developing institutions®® - pe
is.-authorized by the Highet Educatlon Act, . -
. ., - title TII. . N

P . . [ .
3 .8 ¢ . ' - e . mov v o

- These rnstitutions are considered to have .. 7 - 2
the desire and the potmptial to make ‘a,

1. . major contribution to tlfe Nation' S higher .
education resources;’ H wever, they-are '~ '_ e
isolated from the main ¢ r?énts of acadamlc NN
v life #nd.are strtiggling for surv1va1o . . w:“:' ST

e s -
. .v .

. To help insure that Lntendeernstltntlons*ﬂ' )
) ‘are receiving Federq; assistance the«Office 3 .
of Educdtion. needs o (1) .identi'fy develop- Meel e
ing inStitutions more clearly, (2) defime, %~ " ==
, the-purpose and.thd(st’ of the’progranm, and. "~ e,

»," .+ {3) improve program evaluatlon and - admlnls»A S
’ txatlon. - . L . AN

oS GAO recommenﬁs'that the Secretary of Healtb, A
Educat;pn, and Welfare: : . : ‘2,'5 g

- .--Recon31der the criteria for 1d§nt1fying - CPO
" developing institutions so.that such .’ " o
criteria in fact identify those 1nst1tu- N
. . tions intended by the leg;sLation ‘ f‘; . '
-~ (See pp. 13 andr14.) s . K <
--Dependzng‘upon results ofvthe abOve, :
ot L L ,make sure that. the e¢riteria are modlfled R e
. ‘appropriately and.applled con51stent1y - o v 1
< o - (Sée P. 14 ). ) ‘ . . Pt et

. --Reempha51ze the need for Da:t1c1pating ‘e ..
S PR 1nst1tut1on$ to state their project goals . ° . )
- ' - *in" Specific, measurable terms and:réport - U
. e . tha" meact of Federdl 5551stance on theirf v

: gr?wth (Seé p, 21.) . . - , .

.t ‘ * I ' ’ ". N /‘_" ,"il o™ "‘ ; ‘T :..
L D st LT s
Upon removal, lbe eport 0 PP .t A ' L
EKC cover date should be notel hew_on.. . i N r N < MW _75_1 ] . .
mmnvm “:; " . ; \ avr . . a;.... . . . l




Z§~-Con31der hov'well the instwtutlons have ,
complred wa;h program regulatlons for IR
“plamnihg” and eyaluation wﬁéﬂ_dec1s;ons :

to award grantsg are méae (See ‘p 22 *); o

%i--Use the,prog:am ellgiblllty cr;terlagas . ;
a. Metns ‘to evaluate ‘the<ovérali Limpact &. e e
of- the program ,(See p. 22 ) ., s .

‘.' .r. . ]
a" - . I

--Hot;fy partlcrpatxng 1nst1tutlons Of thelr
. awards in "time to, p‘ernut adequa:tefolannmg .
-, and’ application of tltle 131 actlvitles T

(See p- 26 } . : .
—-Improve m0n1tor10q of the progxam by . I -

. developing and 1mplemeg;ing more practical ’ :

meéns for.site visits. (aee p‘ 26¢) A 0
o : S e
. ,Much of GAO's work regardlng program def;ni-'

“ tion and-thrust involved.statistical analyses: o
to, determine which ins%ztuglonal chataﬁter-_ Fraea o
1stics.may have 1nﬂluenced (1) the Offzce s ;o .
decision to make grants to the institutions ' .
selected £o participate in’ the program duging,
the 1973+74.school year and (2) total funds
thése institutions received: {See pp. 6 , o -
to10.) i S

-

GRO was unable to assess the program $ success L
nationwide because the Office- has not defined
a' developing "institution spegifically nor .
determined when an institution would be con- . e
51dered dexeloped (See P 17.) Y :
Attempts to asSess program benefits at<
10 institutians were thwarted bcaise (1)
institutions had not evaluated .program or ,
project results objectwelgJ (2) institutions
had hot planned their pfograirs or prejects
adequately, and (3) grantsrrecerved usually
constituted only a small portioniof an in- '
stltutlon s operatlng income. (éee pp; 17 = s
to" 21 ) - :
g Adm1n1stration of the program_ o d‘be .y :
: stréngthgned -LE- the Office provz ed .grant Rl
(notafléatlons earller ‘tsee’ pp. 23 and 24 )

7T %
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..+ . . .. . camPTERY 7°

_ T . - "'“INTRODUCTION oL SRR
: Federal assistance to 1nst1tut10ns of . higher education
has been either direct, 'in the form of contracts, grants,
and loans for construction, research, and speclal programs, .

~ or- indirect 1n the form of aid to the students attending .
these 1nst1tut10ns. With construction grants and loans
tapenlng off, the largest program of direct Federal ‘aid to
institutions is administered by the Office of Education’ (OE),

f Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), under -

title IIX of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as, amended,
(20 U.S8.C. 1051). Title IFI authorizes the Comm1331oner of

Education to make grants to strengthen dgveloplng nstitu~

‘tions' academic quallty Such institutions ‘are deﬂgned in

the act as institutions of higher. education which have- the

.desire and potential to make a substant1a1 contrlbuﬁﬁon to

the Nation's hlgher.educatloﬁ resourcés but which dre’ strug-
-gling - foresurvlval and‘isolated from ‘the main currentg?o£-.

academlc life, - o

. S St ‘ N St
. Studies indicaté that a great many institutions. oﬁ%

" higher education are, because of - -financial and other reasons,

struggllng for survival. A 1973 report by the Carnegle Com- )

mission observed L % Colee T

’ - ? o

Yet educatlon in the- Un;ted States-~pr1mary, o
‘secondary, and higher education--is' in'grave o
trouble. Highér education, after a period of ° J.

.20 years following World War II when it attained '

" its greatest .glory through notable achievements
in'scientific research and through expansion to -
servé huge additional numbers of ‘students now .
faces several intense crises suddenly and almost °
at once."1 . ;

C R

- ]

In dlscu531ng these crises, the'report'reférréd in part; to
‘. a "new depression” within the’ hlgher education community.

' In view of the financial and other drises facing higher edu- .
_c¢ation and because of title III's potentlally ‘major contri-
bution to the hlgher education communlty, we looked at the
program to see %f it was acliiewving 1ts ob3eqt1ves and, if
‘ not,-what'ﬁhprovemeﬁts ere. neeﬁed .

%

._‘%

"%:»:»;,

“'Priorities for Actlon Figfal Report ‘of Canpegle Commlssion
On ngher Educatlon,“ (M raw Hlll 1973)




"~ dnstitutions and other institutions of 'Higher education or °

- When such arrangements involve a deVeloplng institutioh and -

' tutions of higher éducdation for tkaching at developing in-,

' have the potential for accelerated 1nst1tutlbna1 development.»

USES OE TITLE.-IIT FUNDS . N

.

[ ' %
QE makes title IIX grants avallabIe te assist deVekéb- o
g institutions in .strengthening their academic, adminis-
ratlve, and student services (for example, placement, coun-
sellng, and tutoring). programs. Developing xnstltutlons, ‘
according to OE; are characterlstlcally limited in their
abllﬂty to attract students, to- engage outstand;ng faculty,
to offer diverse curricula, andto acquire adequate finan- | ©
cial resources. _ OE awards grants o help institutions overh\}.
zome Lhese nanalcaps and, to develop the basic strengths -~
needed to. attain sefure status and.natidhal vigi ility.
Late in\flscal year 1973, OE started a new program within »
the act's framework: as & result, the title III program was
divided into two areas-—the Basic Instltutlonal Development
P%ogram and‘tgg Advanced Instltutlonal Devglopment Program.
\

Regulatlons for the basic pregram, srovide that grants

may be used for cooperative arrangemeﬁts between developing

other organlzatlons.~ Activities“under such arrangements in= .-
clude faculty or student.exchanges, v151ting scholars pro-
grams, faculty and administrative lmpro?emeqt prOJectsh in-
troducing new curriculums and curricular matarials, and

ﬂn1n*’g w3iuy faciliities such as 11bfar1es .and 1aborator1es.

another organlzatlon, the organlzdtlon is called an ,assist- .
1ng agency and _provides assistance ahd ‘resourceg to the .
developlng 1nst1tut10n for a fee. . . . oo

A

Grants may also be made to individual institutions to
provide (1) national teaching fellowships to highly quall-
fied graduate students and junion fa ulty members of insti-

stitutions and (2) professors emeritus awards to retired .
professors to encourage them to tedch or conduct research
at developin< institutions. e *

Those xnot_tuttuus 0¥ deems Most developed amOng in-
stitutions within the basic program are then considered for
funding undér .the advanced progfam ° This determination is
to be made by identifying those institutionsg that are .
strongest in relation to their peers. Much 1arger grangs -
are prov1ded to.a few 1nst1tut10ns, which,"in OE's” judgment,

. These grants are supposed to. result in totally deVeloplng
these 1nst1tut10ns. , v .o




.

1 tes‘tnat an - 1nstitution of higher education, as afmini
must . : - o

--provide an educational program, fox which it awards
a bachelor's degree, or be a junrior or community |
\ . collgge, _ . —_—

~=be accredited by a nationaliy recognized accredit- -

/// < ;,ing agency or association (or,be making reasonahie ’ o

s progress toward accreditation), and

e

/ */ -=with certain exceptions,!have met the above two
. requirements during the ‘5 years preceding the grant
year. s .

The law also stipulates that institutions of higher edu-

. cation meet such other requirements as the Comiissioner of.
Education may. prescribe by regulation. Under these require-
ments, the €Commisgidpner .must determine that the institutions

. are (1) making a rejsoriable effort to improve the quality of

teaching and adpinistrative staffs and student services and .

(2) struggling for survival because of.financial or other

reasons and isolated from the main currents of academic li;e.

To help the Commissioner (1) identify developing ‘insti-~
tutions through which the &itle IIX program’s-purposes can -
be achieved and (2) ‘establish priorities and criteria to be
used in making grarits, the law established an Advisory

“Council on Developing Institutions. : : !

PROGRAM FUNDiﬁG

) ”
-

" Appropriations for title IXIXI, since it began in fiscai
year 1966 through fiscal year 1975, -totaled just over $500
million. Authorization for title IXII expired June_ 30, 1975, ;
however, the General Education Provisions Act (20 t.s.cC.

1224) provides for an automatic l-year extensrgn A A e

. 5o .

The table oh page 4 shows amounts requestsd by institutions,
appropriations for the title IXX program, and the numbers of
institutions,requesting and receiving assistance “for fiscal

years 1966-74. o . _—
s ] . - . .
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)

applylng under a cooperatlve drrangement .

-+

_bIncludes institutions that were direct grantees plus

tive arrangements. -

hd .

grants. Thg W ‘reguires that, beglnnlng with fiscal

b

fiscal years 1972-74., .

L4 -

w .
+

Percent v Percent

Y k. -k . . ,
.";’II- . it v I3 /:lr e _‘. f" . ) N
J /. Amount (‘ L Applications. -
e “reqliested by Appropriya- .received approved -
. Year - . institutions tiony {note. aL/’(nqte b).
- A {thousands) 4/
1966 §$." 32,250 $ 5,000 ' 536 158
1967 56,800 - 30,000 538 466
1968 - 113,900 30,000 - 500 ,368
* 1969 95,200 © 30,000 . 643 4187
1970 S 85,400 30,000 546 442
1971 - 105,050 33,850 723 -.505
1972 * s © 143,000 ° 51,850 . 787, 556.
#1973 (note. ¢} 220000 . 87,350 . 924 475
1974 {(note ¢} ° 598,000 99,992 905. 390
*Total $I 449,600. 8398, 042 n .

4Includes institutions applying as direct grantees plus’ those'

-

those -,

that benefited ;ndlrectly through part1C1pat%on in COOpera—

. ' L] - - '
Inéludes data for both'the basic and ddvanced program§~*.

Both 2- and 4-~year 1n5t1tut10ps, public and‘prlvate,
that meet the legal requ1rements areg eligible to ‘receive .

year

1973, 76 per t of each year's appropriation be allotted -
for 4-year institutions and 24 percent for 2-year jinstitu-
tions, Previously, these rates were 77 .and 23 percent, res- .
pectively. The table below shows the grant distribution for

&

[l
L3

Percent - -

: . FY 1972 of .  FY 1973 of FY 1974, of
" Categorz grants: tota% grants total . -gtants’ total
@ o {thousands) . {thousands) (thousands)
4 - - .‘ . . t
; ., " 2-year public $ 8,944 ‘17 « $15, 856/ 18 $20,945 21
2-year private 2,932 6 L 120 6 © 3,055 3
d-year public | 16,227 3l 23,979 .27 27,525 27
. .~ « A4eyear private 23,697 , * _46 N _42,395 - |49 48,667, 249
e ’ Y . . .
LTt Total $51,800 100 $87,350 « 100 $99,992 e 100
" N ) = R ! e —— — -'_“'.—_ _—
F:' ' [ 2 Ty » ] . ™
. : AE - N .
'.' L ¥ . - o . - . A B -
:i. ot Er e .
* ) » 1 1 . M L K]
- ) ' . N -
- N 4 . - o h




. » . , - I C e~

*TPitle IIIbasic program grants are for 1 year, althoungh
Instltutlens may receive.a successibn of 'l-year grants to . ,.
'carry out certain pro;e s. )ﬁdvanced program grants are -

v,'multlyear awards. Dur g fiscal years 1971- ?3, a351stance '

SCOPE OF REVIEW

) dur review c ncéqtrated on OE's. basic pro am, our ef- )
forts on the gdvanced program were limited to btai ning in- - - -
formation on OE's 1mplementat10n plans and th coRcepts upon,
which the ne® program is basedq o

" Our fleldwork con51sted of : S,

--v151ts to 10 1nst1tut10ns that fecelved title III
~ funding for school year 1972-73 (generally, a _
’ school year-beglns 1n September and ends the follow-
LIt ing ‘May}; . - b

N

- L] ‘ ’
--1nterv1ews with OE program staff | and hlgher educa~
tion assgciation representatives and with offic1als ,
of organizations serving aﬁ assisting agencies; /
% - 5 : "'.‘ . T -
. --examinations of legislation,, congressional hearings,
-~ and title III p#ogram-docu nts; and . ¢

*

--analyses of qaestlonnalr -responses from 1nst1butibns
applying for grants in £iscal years 1972 or 1973

v
We also performed two:analyses to determine (1)
which institutional charaeteristics may have "influ-
L enced OFE's decisiods' to make grants to thg'unstltu-
tiqps selected to participate in the basi progriam
e during schoal year 1973-74 and (2) the tdtal amount
. they recelved. To make our analyses, we used data .Y
from QOE's appllca / proflles and 1973- ?4 award R
books. .

-

'/ .
Bhe 10 institutigns V1sited were; - five 4-year private
institutions, four 47yearfphb11c inst tutlons, .and one 2~year
public 1nst1tut10n,/locatéd in Tex Lduisiana, and Arkap-
sas. They receive over.$1§ millioq-during, s
. ) their‘part1c1pat1 in;the prog

We sent que tionnaires- to- 11 948 institu 1ona that .
applred for basic program grants “in fiscal yedr 1972 or - g
1973, We sent Z different Que tlonnaires-- to 695 ap- BN
Plicant institutions that previo sly partleipated in, the o
title III pxogram and .k to 251»£§plicant fhsEItutlons that




never participated. Institution administratprs-were asked

- questlbns regarding their perception of, the title.III pro- )
gram's purpose.-and their -experiences in agplylng for grants. .
.We also asked them to suyggest how the program could be im- . *
proved. In addition, administrators’ from the group that. AN '
received grants weére asked questions abeut thie _effects of :
"title IIX on their institutidns and otherymatters related ) b
to their .involvement in «the program. Completed question- . )
najres were returned by 522 (75 percent) of the applicants
* .that previotsly participated in the program and by 183 (73
percent) of those that‘never part1c1pated

- i r - . W ]
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CHAPTER 2

-

INSPITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS ‘

INFLUENCING PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

Title III legislation defines a developing institution
and prescribes general eligibility requirements that appli-
cant institutions must satisfy (see ch. I). BAs suggested by
comments in the legislative history, however, the Congress .
recognized that the definition and general requirements, were
S0 broad that almost any institution of higher education
would be eligible for assistance. Accordingly, the legisla-
tion requires the Commissioner of Education to prescribe
specific eligibility requirements. Such requirements were

not established at the time of our fieldwork. .

An OE cdontractor evaluated the title IITI program-opera-
tions for fiscal years 1966 and 13971 and developed a profile
of characteristics of developing institutions. The resultant
report conclyded thatrs .

- he J

"k * * there iS no single characteristic--apart

from the fact that they did get title III fund—

. - ing--which sets the ‘developing institutions'

. apart from other comparable 1nst1tut10ns of
, hlgher education in the United States.

ThlS raised several guestions. What crlterla were considered
in selecting applicant lnStltBthnS to participate in the
program? Were they cons;stently applied?

According to OE 0fflClaISw since 1971 they have increas-
ingly emphasized funding schools with "a high percentage of
low-income students, and for school year 1973-74 this was
the single most important factor in awarding grants. During
hearings before the House Appropriations Committee held in
March 1973, an HEW official stated that the economic status
of an institution determined its eligibility for program
assistance. He further stated that most schools which are

:ellglble due to lack of economic capacity have a predomi-

nantly minority student body ‘and +a large percentage of low-
1ncome students. »

LI}
+

lHarold L. Hodgkinson and Walter Schenkel, "A Study of Title
IIT of the Higher Education Act: The Developing Institu- -
tions Program” (Center For Research and Development in
Higher Education, University of Callfornla, Berkeley,

¥ california, Jan. 1974).
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*Program spblicants' ¥iews, reflected a somewhat df’frnt‘ e
emphgsis, Twenty-five percent of all institutions respOmi .

to qQur guestionnaire believed that the program should’'be di-
regted toward low-income students' needs. Seventy percent .
believed, however, .that the prlmary purpose was to strengthen A
the institution. i . .. - :

Because, at the time. of our fleldwork we were uncertain
of the criteria OE used to determine 1nst1tut10ns' eligibility
and whefher OFE applied its criteria censistently, we performed
statiétical tests to‘determine which institutional character-
‘istics may have influenced OE's decisions. For the most
part, the characteristics, shown by our andlysis to have a
statistically significant impact on eligipiY¥ity determina~.
tiond, did not appear to be of the type that could be used
to determine yhether an institution was trying to improve -
or whether it was struggling for' survival.

STATISTICAL ANALYSES OF OR ELIGIBILITY
DETERHINATIONS AND FUNDS AWARDED

F

To determine which 1nst1tut10nal characteristics may
. have influenced OE decisions to select institutions to-par—~
 ticipate in the basic program during the. 1973~74 school year,
we used a statistical technique known as discriminant analy- -
sis. “In addition, because of the wide range. in the total - |
funds made available to the ins tutlons, we used a statis- )
tical technlque called multiple fegression analysis tp see
which characteristics may -have influenced the total funds -
received. o ’

Grant applications are reviewed and rated by teams of
independent evaluators selected from the higher education
commun;ty, 1nc1ud1ng developing institutions. OE staff
members ‘review their comments and recgmmendatlons and make
the final recommendation to approve or disapprove the appli-
cation. In reviewing the applicatiegns, the evaluators, as
well as QE staff members, consider a number of characteris+
tics, contained on institutional profile sheets; which are’
used to identify the rnstrtutlons_as developlng The pro-
fileS'contain‘bﬁ ong other th%ngs, information relating to
enrollment, fatllty, and financial conditlon. There are 35
data elements each pifofile sheet. - : Y

" For both analyses we used certain data edements on -
profile sheets for 751 of the 768 institutions that applied
for the basic program for program year 1973-74. In all, we
used 22 of the 35 data elemehts; usually, the data for the
* other 13 elements was not shown on the profile sheets. We -
- performed both analyses separatély for 2- and 4-year schools, '

I ' 10 ‘/
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.because of the leglslatlve ceilings on the percentege oz,

total funds that could be awarded to each type institution.

,Appendlx I discusses in detail the statistical techniques
¢  used and the results of the analyseg. -

-

Grant award determinations B . .

Our analysis identified those characteristics having a
statistically significant impact on whi¢h 2- and 4-year
institutions were selected to partlclpate during school year
1973-74. The ‘following characteristics, listed in the order
of sigpificance beginning with those having the greatest
significance, had a statistically significant impact on OE S
eligibility determlnatlons.

hs

2-year” institutions ' .

--Whether or not the institution was funded in the |,
previous school year, 1972-73; specifically, insti~
tutions funded®in 1972-73 were strongly associated
with the group selected to participate in 1973-74.

--The racial’ compositlon of the institution's’

' ] student body; specifically, 'predominantly black
: . institutions were strongly associated with the
1 . group selected to partlclpate in 1973-74.

LTI

4-vyear 1nst1tut10ns - N p _ .

——Whether or nBt the instjtution was funded in.the
prev1ous year;. speclflcally, instittitions funded
. in 1972-73 were strongly associated with the group
- selected to partlclpate in 19?3 ?4. .
~-The pOIthn oﬁ the student body from low-income
v families; Speclflcally, institutions selected to
participate tended to have higher percentages of
. students from low-income families thah those not
i selected: '
-3 Nw L

--Whether the institution was a public or prlvate
1nst1tut10n. specifically’, prlvate institutions .
were" strongly associated with the gxoup selected
" to partlclpate in 1973-74. - . . o

" -
' Funid allocatlon decisions . ' o LT

+ u- ’, ! ;

OE hdg no criteria for making- fund allocations; 1t reil s
on the fundlng recommendatlons of the independent evaluatorss
after review and revision by the OE staff. The characteris-
t1cs which qpparently influenced the decisions to. allocaﬁe

-
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funds are listed by 2~ and d-year institutj -#/’;,,1;;?
significance beginning with the most sjic _' o
9-year institutions Lo *”ﬁfig,<;.
. " --The funding relafionship between OE and the partici-~ A . s
Pating institutions; institutions receiving grants . ‘.
directly from OE (as opposed to participating in a
¢+ cooperative atrrangement)} were strongly,assoclated ) 'y

wlth Jlarger fund allocatlons. - .

-~The racial composition of the institution's student
body; predominately black institutions were strongly
- associated-with larger fund allocations. v, ‘

.

--Total educatlon and general expenditures per full- ..
time equlvalent student; 1nst1tut10ns’wh1ch had
higher total education and general expenditures per
full-time equivalent student were strongly associated”

v with larger fund allocétlons.

4-year institutions ‘; . o ' .
--Racial composition of the institution's student body;
predominately black institutions were strongly asso-
ciated with 1arger fund allocatlons. -

. -=The fundlng relatlonshlp between OE and the partlcl-v
patlngr;qultutlon, institutions receiving grants

directly from OF were strongly.associated with lafger '

s fund allocations. ) .

~-Number of students from low-income families}; institu-
tions with more students from low-income families
terided to receive larger fund allocations. ‘

™ ~

CURRENT OE ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIQNS -

* L]

in accordance wlth the title III 1eglslat10n, OE estab--
lished program regulatlons in May }974 and revised them 'in
June /1975. The regulatlons contain the criteria to be used'
to determine eligibility in the program. They evolved from .
the cooperatlve efforts of OE and the Advisory Council a
contain quantltatlve and gualitative factors™which,’acc d-
ing to OE, ate designed to show that appllcant institutions
are (1) making ‘reasonable efforts to improve the qualltyjof
their .teaching and admlnlstratlve staffs and.their studernt
services and (2) struggling, because of financial or othér
reasons, for survival and are isolated from the main cur ents
of academic life. The quantitatlve and gualitative fact

-

+ - . .o
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S are the same“in both sets of regulations. The May 1974

~.regulations were uded.as a bagis for mpking eligibility -
) d rmlnatlons for the 1975-76 school- year; the June 1975
. . at&pns will be used, for ‘the 1976-77 school year.

The quaﬁtltatlve factors were established By the type .
and control of instititions--2-year public and private -and .
4-year public :ahd priyate.- JIn, the May 1974 regulations, each
. factor: had a minimum an ximum numerical value, which dif-
fered by institutional type * control. Fef™example, the
range for Full-time enrollment 2-year private insfpitutions
. was from 250 to 850 studengs; whereas at 2-year public insti-
"+ tutions the-rapnge was from 500 to 2,500-gtudents. Different
ranges were shown for 4-yean.pub11c and 4-=ygar private .insti-
tutions. , . ~- .

-

. * In the June 1975 pegulatidns, each quantitative factor
has a serie¥ of numerical values based on data submitted
. “on fiscal year 1974 applisations for both the basic. and
- -.advanced prOgrams The, values are shown for five percentiles
: beginning with the 5th and ending.with the 95th and are
intendled to show, applicant institmtions how they stand in
_ relation to their. peerS‘w1th1n the .universe of developing
f’” 1nst1t§£10ns. The factors for the 2- and 4-year 1nst1tut10qs,

v

withouf the numerical values, are shown below. . )
Ji . o 2-yg§r 12&5 ttions . 4—year ;nstitutioné:
" 1. Foll-time equivalent 1. -Full-time equivalent .
* enrollmént W . enrolliment R
2. Full-time enrollment - Y 2. percent of faculty with
g » .- ,‘ . doqtsrates
[} L ‘ " -
. 3.  Percent 6f faculty with =~ 3. Average salary of
. . masters .. v professors

L3 -
¥

4. Aqeragg saiary of faculty 4. Average salary of

I . instructors
5. Percent of students from 5. Percent of students from
v "low-income’ famllles . . Jow-income families

6.% Totai expenditutes for /%.n Total expenditures for
educational and general . educatlonal and general
- purposes . purposes

. : - R , = -

. :’;' - L] .
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.
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. 2-year institutions’ . 4-Vear inStitutiOns -
- 7. Total educational and . "7. Total educational and '
general expenditures : - general expenditurés.
PN . *per full-time equiva- i ~ per full-time equiva-
. lent stpdent ) - lent student .
. . ’ [ . : .
8. Total volumes in library 8. Total volumes in libpary " -
., .The regulations provide that (1) institutions falling .7
within .the range for all factors be included for further S

review under the qualitative criteria and (2) if an institu-
tion falls outsifie the rarige for one or more factors, it be
‘ given an opportunity to show that this does not materially .
5 affect its character.. OE then subjectively determines the
institution's eligibility.

-

.The qualitative factors included in the regulatiOns fall
-under three basic groupings--enrollment, institution .per-
SOnnel, and jnstitutional v1tality. Under the enrollment
grouping, the regulations list such factors as .
L -
--percentage of freshmen gompletlng th91r first . ¢
. year, ‘e - G
. --percent&ﬁé‘of freshmen that eventually graduate o
: - from the institution, &and N . |

; <-number of graduates continuing their educatiOn. “\
Factors listed under the institution's pers0nnel group-
ing include the percentage of all professional perschnel '
with advancéd, degrees and’ the institution's salary scale.
The regulations 1list such-things as fund-raising capability
_and plannlng capablllty under the 1nst1tut10nal v1tallty
grouping.
Although the fi al regulations were ‘not published until
May. 1974, CE 0ff101a%$ said themguantltatlve and qualltat1Ve
-.factors represented the type of 1nformat10n they used in
- the past to make eligibility determinations. . .

1
- F -

P ) ‘Nothing: in thefregulatlons, however, shows how OE will

) use the quantitative and qualltatlve factoxs to determine
whether .schools are trying to improve'the quallty of teach-
ing, administrative staffs, or stullent services or whether
the schools are struggling for survival., - - .

[




" cants’ expendltqres, suggesting a. relatlvely strong financial

- . low edutation~and general. expenﬂitures per full- t;me student.

- have a statistically 51gnlflcaht impact on ellglblllty . .

_that OE established to 1dent1fy developlng 1nst1tut10ns to

;turés per full~time student, appeared'in our andlysis of -, -,
" fund allocat;ons to have a statlstlcally 51gn1f1can¢ impact

- results of our statistical analysis of ellﬁzbility deter-

'will help those 1nst1tut10ns intéended by the legislation.

CONCLUSIONS T -

Our statistical analyszs of GE's ellgrblllty decrﬁlcns ‘
for &chool year 1973-74 showed *‘that those institutional
characteristits which statigstically appeared tp have influ-
enced, such decisions were not, f£or the most part, among the
eligibility factors that OE subsequently established. OE
said 'these factors, although not formalized by regqulation -
until May .1974, were used in,making past determinations. ° -
Only one of the‘ellglblllﬁy ‘factors OQE cdn51déred important
was.shoywn by ‘our analysis te be statistically sig ificant--
the: number and percentage of low*income students. ‘Institu=m -
tions with d.high number or percentage of 1ow-;ncome students -
tended to :stardd a better :.chance of being eligible than .
1nst1tut10ns.w1th .a 1esser number or percentage. »

£ 1 L)
* ' o F s

’One ellglblllﬁy factor, equcation and general, expendi=-

whe&n such expenditures were high in relatlon to other appll-

position. - Although OE does not have specific criteria for ’
alocating fund8, one.factof, which anilnstltutlon struggling - .
for'survival would seéfingly exhibit, would be relatively

Further, the other institutional charactéris€i®s, shown to
determifations, such as priqr year funding" and racial: COmpo-
sition of the sggﬁeatabody, did not appear to be the type of
information that could be used to determlne (1) whether an ...
institution was trying to impréve the quallty of teaching, ’-
administrative staff, or student services or (2) whether the .
institution #«as., for financial or, other reasons, struggllng T

for surv1va1 . % ST -

’ Because OE had not formallzed ellgfbbllty cr1ter1a’
1;&11 after we completed our fieldwork, weé did not attempt
o]

evaluate thé critetia's adequacy. -However, based on the

minations for school year 1973-74, OE apparently either did ]
'not consistently apply'thé criteria 'it said-it was using or
used .other criteria. If OE used, other criteria, the criterta
established in May 1974 may not approprlatelyoldentlfy de- ..
veloping institutions. In any event, no certainty exists .
that ellglblllty determinations, 4 £ contipnued. as in the past,

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY, HEW

»

- Accordingly, we recommend that the Secretary Qirect the
Commissioner of Education to,{1) reconsider the criteria

13
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insure that such criteria ih fact identify those institutions

intended by the 1eglslat10n and (2) depending on the result?.

.. Yof the above, indure that OE's criteria are approPrlately

’ »
‘ institutions. (See app. II.) HEW also said OE has made
.and will continue to make appropriate changes to the criteria
and will try to ¢onsistently apply the criteria in selectlng .
‘institutions for a551stance. ) 4
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modlfled and con51stently applied.

AGENCX-COMMENTS . :
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HEW, in a 1etter dated August 14— 1975, agreed with our
;ecommehdatlons and said OE criteria was .being recon51dered,.

to brovide a more precise-identification of develaping
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»

LIMITATIONS ON ASSESSING PROGRAM BENEFITS _ l 3-”',1“

As OE program evaluations 1ndicated paﬁ$l01patlng 1n-
.+ =, " stitutions madegprogress toward deveLOpment (ATso,” many---
* offivials hoth At institutions that reSponded 'to .6ur ques« -
. tionnaitre and thht we visited believed their. 1nst1tutions,,”'
recelved beneflt from the program and experremced gxowth“
. . ol SRR S
N © We attempte to assess the-program sttikfonw1de suyecéss,
in meéting its objective--strengthening. develqpihg: 1nst1tuj
.. - tions--by identifying thé& participating institutions that’
A% either reached a' developed staths or made progress toward
‘this status., We.could not maké-such an assessment, _because
. ~at the time of our fieldwork¢OE had not specifically .defined
 + a developing in¥titutjon in gquantitative terms and had not’
determined the point .at which such an. institution would be
".considered developed--that is,.no longer needlng program’ -
assistance. .. - "

' ) “

o
f

- "

We also attempted to assess program beneflts at the
¢,-institutions vigited. Several factors kept us from assesslng
- such beneflts- . - . .

. " '\--..
.
- *
. .

. . ,--The rns;rtutlons had not ob]ectlvely evaluated pyo-
- gram or prOJect results.

——

]
~ ..

-—Generally, the 1ﬁst1tutlons L:| not’adeouately5plaﬁ—
™ned their programs or projects, which in i'tsels
negated the posslblllty of sound evaluations. - -

. i --Program gragt /generally constltuted only 2 small

e . ™ portion‘of 135t1tutlons' total- operatlng 1ncome.

A L
'

= PROGRAM BENEFITS--VIEWS - -
'bF ‘OE_AND INSTITUTIONS . .

*

. OE program officials. believed title III moved many ing
stitutions toward development ip fhe 'areas-of placemént, o
.-facul'ty development, and management., The OE evaluation con-
.tractor -alscg believed part1c1pat1ng91nst1tutlons experlenced
growth, - The con&ractOr'élreport statedothat part1c1pat1ng
. 1nst1tutlons ' -

N "apd indeed develop bétweet 1965-1966. and 19705 . -
3971 . (thd years selected for.study) in all: ' :
R p,are%s We examined--student characteristics, . : ) "
. s faculty characteristics, ‘charagteristics of . . T
admlnlstrators, characteristics of trusteés,
" Land selected budget charaoterlstlcs." N

- 1
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AoCordlng to the study, the 1nst1tutloms-rev1ewed grew in
: {1} -full~time enrollments, (2)" qhality of faculty, {(3) the
degree of specialization. of*ﬁdmlnlstratlve funotlons, and
(4) 1nstrtutlonal budgets. . , &

. . Offlolals at most of the 522 gramtee institutions res-
,pondlng to our questlonnaire said the prﬁyram had been bene-
- "ficial. about 68 percent believed 'their projects had a sig-
~~inificant 1mpact on overall institutiondl growth., Most of.
‘the remaiffing 32 percent believell the program provided funds
for worthwhile projeots but did not have a significant
impact /6n overall- instltutlzjal groyth.

L - 1
uestionnaire responses/indicated that many ‘institu-
s grew during their. participation. in the program in such
arfas as enrollment, income, expendltures, and the number of
fculty holding advanced degrees. " .
Of the 1nst1tutlon officials who responded to our ques-
ftiondaire, abput 70 percent believed faculty development

prgjects Were the most beneficial projects funded under

the program.. About 3, 000 faculty and staff members at their
* indtitutions studied toward advanced degrees.. Generally,
thée institutions prOVldEd stipen to faculty on leave for
advan/ed study or-used national teaching fellows and profes-
sors émleritus to help free reguldr faculty, for advanced
s’tbdy ;'. : . K { ’; . . . L

) Currlculum development projects olosely followed fao—

ualty development projects as the most: beneflolal proJect
type, according to the guestionhaire respondents., Thé co-
operative or consortia arrangements for ourrloul develop~
ment, Were cited as belng very helpfull, For gxample, 35
1nst1tutlons participated in a 51ngle proJeo to di:elop new

freshmen curricula.

‘ offlolals at the 10 1nst1tutlons VlSlted aid program
‘funds played a major role in one or more areas.of institu-

. tional growth. For example, one-official sa that his
ingtitution (1) would not have progressed to, its current -
stage of development, in ‘such ar®as as placement and faculty
development, without title IIT support (2) was able to ini~
tiate projects using program funds, demonstrate their’inher-

_ent benefits, and obtain State funding for their continua-

* tion. At another 1nst§tuti n, officials stated that program
funds have provided beneflolal faoulty development projects
, ' year after year and that program funds enabled the institu-
ta

s€rvices to students.i';

. E - .
- - ’ "1'\ ‘} - - - u3 s T
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n to, revise its ourrloulum and provlde remedial edusational
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_ PROBLEMS IN ASSESSING - , : .
OVERALL PROGRAM BENEFITS. °~ =~ ‘

LY
Both OE's and. the 1nst1tut10ns views of program bene-
fits have been 1arge1y subjective. According to OE program
Offlclals, objectively measuring the impact, of title III or
. attributing accomplishments at a particular institution to
the program is difficult. One program official said the
contractor’s program evaluation was inadequate; the contrac-

tor basically concluded that he could not evaluate the
S program.

One measure Of program success could be the number of
participating institutions that either reached a developed
status or made progress toward reaching this status. . As
discusseéd in chapter 2, vhowever, OE had not, at the time our
fieldwork ended, devised a specific definition for a devel-
oping 1nst1tut10n. The quantitative factors and ranges in
the May 1974 regulations making up this definition will be
used only for program eligibility detérminations. If thesé
factors and ranges appropriately identify developing insti-
tutions, they could also be used to measure program success.
Any institution exceeding the upper limits of the ranges in
the definition would be considered developed, and an insti-
tution's progress toward that status could be measured yearly.
Designing appropriate evaluation,methods using eligibility
criteria would help’ OE meet the requ1rement for an annual
program evaluation as required by section 417(a) (1) of
the General Education Provision Act, as amended (20 U.S.C.
1226(cy). .

PROBLEM IN ASSESSING PROGRAM . I :
BENEFITS AT INSTITUTIONS o o

— - y
The benefits cited by institution officials.were based
largely pn subjective judgments. The institutions’ 'lack of
adequate planning and goal setting and the fact that grant
sizes were usually small in relation to total insfitutional
income kept us from objectively assessing program benefits.
S :

Institution evaluation efforts L N %

Evaluations of title II% programs and prdjects performed -
by institutions vigited usually consisted of subjective sum-
maries of the yearfs activities contained in annual reports

to the presidents, brief progress reports to OE, or applica-

- tions for the next Year's funding. Institutions either had
not collected objective performance data or such data was

not readily available. Further, of the institutions respond-

ing to our questiﬁnnaire, about 12 percent said they d1d not -

k‘ S
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. compare ‘project results to established goals or objectives

for fiscal year 1972, : , . ' Lt

In those instances where the institutions collected
objective data, the degree of success could not be determined

' because measurable objectives had not been established. For

example, officials at one institution, which established a
placement office using title III fuhds, said they experi-
enced some success in terms of increased student,K interviews,
visits by recruiting organizations, and graduates employed.
Even though quantitative data was coTlected, the degree, of
success could not be assessed because the project's objec-
tives were not edpressed in measurable terms, such as the
number or percentage increase expected in student interviews,
recruiting visits, or graduates employed.

OE's evaluation contractor concluded from studyihg the
program-that one major program weakness is institutions' in-
ability to monitor their performance. The contractor récom-
mended that "* * * serious attenfion be given to the evalua-
tion section * * * of proposals" and that if institutional

workshops are held, "evaluation might well be a recurrent T
. theme." : ‘ ST - [
. The.COngiess recognized the importance of prdgram eval- J

uation in the Education Amendnmerits of 1972. These  amend-
mentg, enacted on June 23, 1972, (86 Stat, -235), added the
regqdrement that approved applications for title III gran
set forth policies and procedures for evaluating the efféc~
tiveness of the project or activity in accomplishing its
purpose. ~Accordingly, OE distributed guidelines to fupded
institutions on April 2, 1974, regquiring that a porti of \
each title III grant for school year 1973-74 be used fo ‘eval-:
uvate their program's effectiveness.

Inadequate goal setting - - ) ‘w
and long-range planning - " ’
OE's program-guidelines require that institutions state
in their applications the' objectives of individual projects -

and the expected impact--ingluding quantitative results--on
the institution. Objectives stated in measurable terms, by -
type of change or impact expegted,- are essential to evalua-
ting -program effectiveness; these objectives were generally
lacking in the applications submitted by the 10 institutions
visited. Some project objectives cited in fnstitution appli-
cations were, as follows: ) ’
"

14
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~-Centinue developing a meaningful and viable progtam* °
in the career planning and placement area and to’

improve placement in summer and part-time jobs/ N
. - . " o 1

P
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‘ntinve-a reading program whach is develdpmental,
rrectlve and/or remedial, wifh special emphasis °
eveloplng new and’ dlfferent approaches, tech-
ues, procedures/fand -materials for teaching
certain ethnic and subcultural students.

/

*

—-Contlnue research investigations deslgned to ‘ K -
strengthen tedching techniques or methods and et
to develop ‘additional ufilization of effectivye "
instruction materials. for the 1nterethn1c apd
‘cross-cultural studenﬁk - '

+ +

--Assist the continued, curriculum development w1th1n
.» the various departments and prov1de opportun1t1es "

for major currlcqlum revlsions ‘and inngvations in "' -
e instruction.’ . . ".' ' - .
Regardlng improved placement in summer “and* part—tlme 3 -
jobs, institutions could have stated the expected humeric or :
percentage improvement in such placements as a project goal.

The institutions yisjted also had shdrtcomings ip their
long-range program plans. OF instructions for submitting .
grant applications require institutions, to state (1) their .
program objectives and {2) how the program is, expected to °* ’
support the institution's$ overall development. The 10 in-
stitutions visited stated program objectives" in their appli~-
cations but generally did nqt relate these objectives o -
plans for overall “Tnstituti nal development. Sojne program |
oblectives were to- S & /

¢

--Reduce the mass deficiencies in basic educa-

. ¥ tional skills, which make it difficult 4or most e
students to meet average collége standards in'-
the1r studiés.. . ] L

!' * -~ ]

. =~Free manyLstudents with high 1ntellectual poten-
A tial from_ some of the crippling effects of defi-
. . cient educatlonal and cultural bBackgraunds. |
. L ' iy -t
' ~--Sexrve the special- students who conme to the insti-

. tution, that is, those students from low-inchme-

regions in which the effects. of loWPexpendl ure-~
Y5 level elementary and secondary eduoatlon are
' pronounced. - .

. .
’ . ., e
L

{see ch. 1}, OEF recognized that program and iddividual "project
ODJECt1VES had not been stated in the past i measurable N f/,
terms and related to an overall plan fon.qr th. ' For )
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_program states:

. . _ N .
example, a January 1973 CE internal document on the advanced

’ -
T

‘ "Without SpeC1flcat10n of purposes and objec~
tives, as in an institutional plan, funds will
continue to be fragmented among many separate
projects. which are not mutually reinforcing and
no vne of which~has noticeable impact upon the
institution."”

x x % { %
. . . ' ~» M
"It will, continue to be. difficult to determine

program impact and identify successful programs
and practices utilized by institutions.”

t
*

In addition to not relating program objectives to a
plan for institutienal growth, most institutions did not
take into account the .time necessary to accoqpllsh program .
and project objectives., They should adso consider how’
title III funds will be replaced aftér\Federal support
ceases, Of thé applicant institutions ponding to our
questionnaire, 57 percent said OE did not impose any time
limit for completing individual projects, and 45 percent
said they did not establish such a <limit on the1r o .

. About 60 percenk), nevertheless, believed that OE “should'set

‘tige limits fo completlng individual pro;ects. .

The May 1974 program regulatlons require that prpject
objectives, for both the basic and advanced program, be -

. stated .in ‘measurable terms. In addition, applicants for

both programs must submit narrative descriptions of the re- .
lationship between the. proposed institutional title III pro-
gram and the planned overall institutional deévelopment..

Institutions applying for the advanced program must state a
general strategy for replacing program funds at the end of
the grant period.

Size of grantg

Another hindrance to evaluatlng the 1mpact of t1t1e 111
at the institutional level was the relatively small percent-
age of an institution's total income that the' title III
grants usually represented. We randomly selected 44, of the
467 institutions receiving basic grants in fiscal year 1973
to determine grant size in relation to, total income. The
'size of the grants to the_44.1nst1tut1£ns ranged from less
than 1 percent to. 15 percent of total j/institutional funds;
the grants to 27 of the 44 institutions represented 5 per-
cent or less of total institutional ificome.

” 27/
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OE officials recognized that grants under the basic
title II1 program have not been sufficient to have a visible
impact on strengthening an entire institution. To overcome

ment, OE initiated the new advanced program to provide much
larger grants to a small number of high-potential developing
institutions.

OE officials plan to continue to fund many institutions
under the basic title III program, because they believe that
the institutions' basic needs continue. Their overall objec-
tive’ under the basig program is to move the most developed
institutions into advanced program and to eventually
eliminate program funding for those 1nst1tut10ns showing the
least growth over a period of time.

»

» CONCLUSIONS

-
-t

If OE is to make informed judgments regarding program
direction and fund allocation among eligible’institutions,
it needs objective evaluations of program results both at
the institutional and national level,

Adequacy of program planning largely determines evalua-
tion quality. From our visfits and the responses to our
guestionnaire, many institutions apparently did not adequately
plan their title III projedts and pzograms and did not-
attempt to relate these efforts to their plans for overall
institutional growth. Program regulations issued in May 1974
require goal setting and rplating goals to institutional
plans, but the ingtitutions had not met similar requirements
issued by OE in ¢t past.

rall program success have been
objective measure of the program's
1d use the eligibility criteria to
utions. Using these criteria in
igns could help OE determine (1)

g institutions that develop and no
port and {2) some measure of other
g progress toward development.

' ]

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY, HEW

OE evaluations of ov
largely subjectiwe. BAs a
success nationwide, 'OE co
identify developing insti
appropriate ;valuaﬁion de
the number of participati
longer require prodram s
participatihg -institution

Accordingly, we recémmend that the Secretary direct the
Commissioner of Education to: ! .

Fi ]
[ -

--Reemphasize the need for participating institutions
to state project goals . in specific measurable terms
and to relate the[impact of the tltle III effort to

“ institutional gro th.

f

L3
‘
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this and to accelerate institutions' progress toward develop- '
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--Consider how wiyl_institutions have complied with
.program regulations for planning and evaluatlon 1
when deciding to award grants. '

~-Use the program eligibility criteria as a means to

” evaluate overall program impact. . -
AGENCY COMMENTS s
HEW generally agreed-wlth our recommendations and made - ‘
. the following statements: ’ .
P "--0E will reempna91ze the need. for 1nst1tut10ns to .
state proiject goals in specific measurable terms .

and the nced to relate these goals to institu-
tional growth in the Code of Federal Regulations,
annual workshgps conducted by title III personnel,
and discussions with institution personnel dur~
ing site visits. OE will also revise the appli-:
cation form Yor ,thg.basic program to reguire a o
more explicit description of programs and pro- . .e
gram objectives.. kY , )

~-QE will revise its rating form for evaluating

applications to include an incieasingly' objec-

‘; tive assessment of how well institutions have
1.5 ;complled with regulations dealing with program
§$anning and evaluatlon.

--OE is currently using eligibility criteria as .’ -
a means for evaluating overall program impact
and the process is being ¢ontinually refined, -
. Also, OE has awarfed a contract for a study
of title ILI. The study will estimate title
I11's .impact by analyzing changes in the insti-
tutlonal characteristics which make up the '
program eligibility crlterla. .




f } . ... CHAPTER ¢ o

-

NEED FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN PROGRiH ADMINISTRATION ¥

Along with the opportunltles to improve program opera-
tions discussed in chapters 2 ‘and 3, OE could better admin-
ister the title III program by maklng_more timely grant
award notifications- and improving program monitoring.

MORE TIMELY GRANT AWARD NOTIFICATIONS NEEDED

Title III grants are awarded from one fiscal year's
. -appropriation, for.grantee institution spending in the
following figcal year. Although this would seemingly allow
adequate timg for institutions to submit and OE to-review
grant applichtions, about 48 percent of the participating
institutiong responding to our questichpaire said late
grant notifjications limited their projects® success. Ad-
minlstrato s at several institutions visited said late
notificati¢n of program funding hampered the planning and-
'1mp1ementa 1gp of title III activities. Y ;

¢

tutlpn admlnlstrdfars sald grant notifieltions
 not received until after subm#ss;gg_gﬁ_&ﬁelr

heir grant appllcatlons would be apprq'gdaerj if
approved} what the grant amount_would be. BAs a result,
planningf program.activities was dlfflcult. One official,
for ex le, said-he had new contracts with personnel as-
"signed to title IIT activities before he reteived final
notice from OE. He had to hope that the grant would cover
salaries and related costs. He stated further that late
. . grant notifications made it dlfflcult to locate and Hire

‘ new staff
Grant applications for-a school year are due to OE on .
'November.15 of the preceding year. For example, a school
applying for a grant for the 1973-74 s¢hool year must have
made application to OE by November 15, 1972. fThree groups
of 1ndependent evalyators are selected from the higher edu-
cation community, including, developing institutions, to re-
. View thpse applications. They are reviewed durlng three
sessions--usually lasting 3 days~--held during’ December
and Jamuary. Evaluators are grouped in .teams of two. Each
team reads and evaluates about 25:applications. Once the
evaluators complete their review, OE officials consider
their comments and recommendations and make the final deci-
sion to ap rove or disapprove the application. OE ofﬁic;als
then dec1de the g¥ant amount and prepare award letters.

30 ’ B
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Institutions receiving grant\EFtifications must submit |

a final budget to OE within 30 day Until these budgets )
are approved, grant expenditures are limited to a maximum of
10 percent of the grant amount. ,

The thlrd evaluation session for the 19?2-73 school
year applicatlons ended January 21, 1972. Most of the 10

institutions visited, however, did not receive grant notifi- .

cations from OE until June 1972, and OE generally did not
approve their revised budgets until after the grant period
began. Two of the 10 institutions did not receive OE ap-
proval until October and November 1972, respectively,
although the effective date of their grants was July 1, 1972,
Thus, several months of the grant period elapsed before they
were assured that OE approved their planned grant fund ex-“
penditures. R

OE officials said thewy recogmfzed the problem of late
grant notification and believed the lack of adequate staff
to process application and award documents primarily caused
the problem. At the time our fieldwork ended, 10 OE staff
members were assigned to the title III program, of which 2

- were assigned full time. The remaining eight people were .
assigned to other OE programs but were used in the title III
program during the application review and grant notification
processes. ' ,

L
-

'NEED FOR IMPROVEQ‘ PROGRAM MONITORING =~ ‘ e

‘program through progress reports,
*telephone contacts’ d site visits. As discussed in chapter
3, evaluative commenfis in progress reports ‘and grant appli-

" cations generally did’ not compare performance data agalnst
measurable project id institutional .development objectives.

-t

) The title III ad isory. council and OE program,officials
* | recognize the value of\gite visits to grantee¢ institutions
. to identify program results and to provide technical rassist-
e ance. Instltutlons ‘responding to our questionnaire gener-
ally favored wore visits by OE staff and feveral said more
technical assistan from OE would be beneficial. QE rec-
ords show.that durilng school years 1971-72 and 1972-73,
program officials visited 100 of the 500 partlcipatlng
.o institutions. Accdérding to-OE program officials, more site
. visits would-have been beneficial, but they wére limited
bgcause OE lacked adequate staff and travel funds. ’

bl

- & b}

?"al




- ':' ’ ~ ’ /- -

L - h +
. K ) I ) N ’

3 . » K R

‘ ’ - . -
el Included %in the Cenclusions and racommendatiOns from
the 'contractor's stidy of developing institutions?was a
statement that . .-

-
"* % * due largely to inadequate travel budgets,
their OE, title III staff contact with the field is
not as frequent as we would recommend. & site
visit should be made before any institutions
received title I'II funds."

I

OE did not have written guidelines for site visitors
to follow. Program officials developed a trip repért for-
mat, but it was not consistently followed. The site trlps e
were generally for 1 or Z days and in some cases one A
trip included visits to several institutions. An OE pro-
gram  official said these trips were too short to allowgfor

adequately reviBwing funded projects. Much of theiinfor-. .

mation in the tr1p reports was general and did not appear .
to be of much .Value in monitoring programs at the 1nd1V1dua1
1nst1tut10ns. . -

Weaknesses indicating.a need
forTimproved OE monitoring ¢ -

r

The law staéas that title III funds are intended to
supplement rather th&n supplant (replace) regular 1nst1tuf,
. tional 'funds. We noted evidence of supplantlng dt some
1nst1tut10ns visited. - .
“ - - .
--At one ‘institution an gmployee g salary was paid .
' with, prOgram funds, although he dld no work re-
‘ ¢ latiny-to Ehe program

-~In aiher i stances, the time employees devoted to
program activities apparently wag not proportlonate

to the port' of their salary paid with prOgram
funds. ) _
our questiénnair;\reggézé indicated possible supplanting at
other institutions. example, many part1c1pat1ng institu-

tions responding to our questlonnalre said title III funds
were used to continue existing programs and to pay salaries
previously paid with otherMinstitutional funds. ‘According to
an OE official, while sonme supplantlng occurs, uncovering it
with ‘their 11m1ted mOnltoring is most difficult. BAlthough

not conclusive, these sponses raise questlons on whether
program funds are- beln used as a supplement to0 institutional
"+ Eunds. , J . -

sSometlmes beneflts derlved by 1nst1tutlons part1c1pat1ng
in cooperatlve arrangement did- not appeaxr commensurate with

n f
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institutional costs. Two ingtitutions visited were partici-
patihig in“separate arrangements involving several. developing
institutions and assisting agencies. Officials at these
institutions said they were required under,the grant terms
to pay a fixed yearly fee from grant fundg to the agsisting .
agencies. They said (:) after the first few years Jf the
arrangements the assisting agencies provid little new
information in their seminars, workshops, and literature
.and (2) their institutions remained in . these cooperative
arrangements -to assure a source of funding for other activi-
ties financed under the arrangements. In response to a - ‘
related questlon in our questionnaire’, several partlclpatlng
institutions indicated the services provided by assisting
agencies did not justify the fee paid them from title III\
funds. : 4

CONCLUSIONS

Title III grants under the basic program are normally '~
for 1 year and participating institutions cannot be cer- %, .
. tain of receiving funds in later years. For planning and .
_implementation purposes and,, ultimately, the success of the
program, applicant institutions should be notified as to the
approval or disapproval of their application as soo L
possible. The yearly uncertq&nty of title II1 fundihg aﬁa
untlmely grant notifications _and pro}ect budget approval
have hampered [nstitutional plannlng and 1mp1ementatlon
of program activities.

The success of OE's program monitoring has been limited.

To prov1de for better monitoring within existing staffing
and travel funds, OE needs to improve its site visitation
program. Weaknesses noted at some institutions visited
indicate that better monitoring coulds (1) help insure that_
program funds are used as intended, (2) provide for better

*. determipation of program progress, and (3) provide needed

.4 + technical assistance to the institutions.

. -RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY, HEW . - &

- We redommend that the Secretary direct the Commissioner
of Education to; .o - . -

~-Providé€ participating institutions with timely
award notifications to permit adequate planning
and implementation of title IIT activities.

--Improve program monitoring by developlng
‘implementing a -more v1ab1e 51te visitatdon
program '

-“ .) . . 33 - / " :
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AGENCY COMMENTS ) ) . :
HEW agreed wlth our recommendation that grantees be

- - given timely award notification and stated that, although OE

had established new award procedures in fiscal year 1974,

* these procedures had not greatly improved the timeline of

awards. HEW added that OE would continue to strive fo im-

) provea txmelzness ‘within exlstlng resource constraint

-

v e

' HEW also agreed Wlth_pur recommendation regardirg a - - \
more workable site visitation program. To prepare for an
expanded program within existing resources, OE 1s devising
a site visitation calendar, schedul;pg staff seminafs on -
monltorlng and evaluation, and revising the site vi'sitation
report form.' The form will include quantlfatlve m;asures of
program achievement and institutional development./ HEW ~ ¢
stated that two consortia had been formed to help improve;
the review and evaluation of ihst;tutions partlci ating in
-, the advafiqed prbgram g

A -
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APPENDIX I - o A ., ——  APPBENDIX I- -

GAO'S APPROACH TO THE -

) STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF FACTORS

-
* ‘. -

" AFFECTING TITLE ITI GRANT AWARD DECISIONS

The purpose of our analyses was_to identify factors S /
which may have influenced OE decisions with respect to
. b L - F .

~~which.of the applicant institutions were ‘ )
selected to participate in the basic program
» for the 1973-1974 'program year and . , ,

--the 'dollar amountﬁoﬁ/ﬁ;ogram funds allocated. o o
to each institutith selected to participate
in the basic program for the 1973- 1974 program . .

oo . year, - . < . RN
. SCOPE OF AN SES / . 3
hﬁ\ﬁ@g ‘ T : : S, ‘ .
“our approach included two dlfferent statistical analy- L
Lo - ses. Our first analysis centered on & determination of ,’f '
thoseilnstxtutipnai characteristics ‘that were associat®d S
+ with institutions selected to participate in the 1973-1974
. program year. The’ second analysis centered on the identifi-
."«. , cation of factors which statistically explain the grant.
. amounts awarded to institutions selected to participate in
the 1973-74 program vear. £ach analygis was performed- sepa- .
rately for 2-rand.4r-year institutions because of the legis- -
latiye re I/ ment that 24 percent and 76 ‘'percent of pro--
Y gram fu be allocated to 2- and 4-year. institutions,
reggedf?vely" We. collected and analyzed data on 751 of
i applicant iﬂ?ﬁﬁtutions, 421 (56 percent) of which
._ . were 2%year institutions.‘ Of the 751, 466 (59 percent)
ST were funded . o, T

. ‘u )

Data usedfin our analysés gas obtained'from QOE's appli-
cant profile sheets and its 1973-74 awards booklet. We intro-

: duced the folloWing data elements into the analyses .

' . --whether or not the institution was funded in :
< . program year 1973 74-~ww$‘ _ — et

‘r~-whether the" 1nstitution yas publlc or private, .
E N . ) - -
' -~whethen‘the institution as a- 2- or 4- year . I

o . school;' - Y B , -

_él: . ' . -~ - z f . ‘Jﬁ

L. . =-rgcial composition of thg. student body; © I
,g‘ : n ) T ’ "

B “  «~-number of full-time equivalént students;{//’#'

—'_ . ' . . ) 4 : . e -t ‘- .

28 B
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APPENDIX I - ) . - APPENDIX 17 . .
’ S . _';-»%. . .
7 b’.‘ ‘
] - -—number of full-tlme equlvalent faculty ' )
‘members; - - i : . T
— N el
‘. f'-—perceht of faculty with advanced degrees; . ;
., :j" P
l : --number and percent; of student§ from 1ow-- i
*/g ¢ ..., income families;, . . .

'--whether or not the 1nst1tut10§n Sad at least
- 40 percent of its students Qrmgflpw-lncome R

families; .
- ., =—-number .and percent of students.from low-income ~
© afamilies recelving student aid; I -
- M- ) -
.~ , ~—-total educational and general expendltures .
- r per full-tlme equivalent students

- .

-~volumes'in library; A T ’

--1973-74 award amount; s '
. = --whether or not the institution was funded as a -
' direct, grantee, " . . y
I
~-wpether or not the institution had been funded
- in prOgram year 1972-73; ~ ’ ',

—a measu:p of financial condition, that is, ' R
Qurrent and projected income divided by :
qurrént and projected expendltures. /

-

ANALYTIC TECHNIQUES USED

.
: Wegused two multivariate stat15t1da1 tests in our .
, ;analysi Discriminant analysis.wa$ used in our a ysis of ‘
"award dgcisions--funded or not funded. Stepwise multiple ~
regression analysis, was used in our analysis of program
funds allocated to part1c1pat1ng institutions. ’ .

<}‘

—

Dlscnl 1nant ana1y51s
4 \é_ ”
We used discriminant analySls tg 1dent1fy thOSe char-
acteri skics whlch\dlffex tlated apn11Cant institutions
1e selegt}d to partlc pate n program yéar 1973-74 from tﬁose
that'wgre not selegted. The analysis identified these dif~
teristics and héw much influence é&ach of -
ég in distinguishing between Participants and nonpar-
?ttq. Only~pharacterlst1¢s thap were statistically
;want at the’95-percent¢probab111ty level were con-
Xl to dlffementlate the‘iwo groups. -
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APPENDIX I . . . |apPENDIX T
s o ' - oy ' AR -
o Multlple regressmon analy31s . “ \4\,

% -
¢ . 1

We used’ stepwlse multiple regre331on analysis to iden-'

tify institutional characteristics which tended to ¢ex@Rain

the amount alloc@ted to each school selected to participate . .

in school year 1973-74. The analysis identified these .-

characteristics and the extent to which variances in the

alldcated amounts are explained by these characteristics.

Only ‘characteristics which were statisticglly 31gn¢flcant

at the 95 percent probability level were congidered to pro-,

vide significant explanatory power.

The tables on the following pages provide theLsta%isti-
cal details of the analyses. The institutional character-
istics in the tables are listed-in descending order of,
31gn1f1cance, they were the only characteristics shown by
our analyses to be. statistically 31gn1flcant

;ég/%helr

Followlng are the terms used in the tables
definitions:

’
Ly

Correlatjon--a measure Of the degree of relatlon—
ship between factors.

. : y
& R2 -~the proportion of the variance in the /
.o . dependent factor explained by the 1nde~
" pendent factors. . .

U-statistic--the proportion of the varlahce in the® ‘
dependent factor not explained by the |
1ndependent factors. ‘& ‘

F-statisticiia measure of the relationship between
a given independent factor and the
dependent factor in the regression or
discriminate equation. F values in
excess of 3.84 indicate a 95-percent
chance that there is a statistically
significant relationship.

Beta --the amount of change in the dependent
factor associated iwith a change of one
T un}t in the independent factor. :

- :

M
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‘ ' , TABLE I
: S -~
> ) Discriminant Analysis of Characteristics .
. Which Infiuenced Award Decisions - s
Slgnlchance Level—-95 Percent : : /;f%r
-~ ‘/ = " - Year ‘Institutions /// ///
: ‘ ' ‘ ) , Cumultzl
Factor . F-statistic |, U-sta 5€?c
Prior year funding f 92,63 93% /
Racial composition . © 4.8 7824? K
. . I
. F-statistic of disdriminant equation- 7, fgjgé b
/7 ‘ ’ ‘ ' | .
) ' 4-Year, Instltutlons¥ S S
- /{; /
\ . ' ' // ;éé>i e Eumulative”
L Factor /7 . F-statjdtic “/ U-statistic
, ‘ Prior year funding 81 94 /” ~.3423
. |‘J /
Percent 1ow—5ncomf// K ‘ "
students '. 49 L *.3372 | - .
) Type institutidn-— , , )
— public or private f/‘ 4.35 .3322
F-statistic of'discriﬁinéﬁt“equéti9 : 191.00 .
T
. 7 o
hY * [
5 . . .
\ - P
&
38 ,
# ) .
© 31 .
L] " .
. T,
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“TABLE I
e - ., 11
»o SO ' Mu;fiple R_gre551on Analysis of
T ‘ Characteristics Which Influenced Program
~ Funding Signifitance Level--95 Percent
2-Year Institutions ./
L
¢ ' Correlation
/ with Cumulative '
< L . allocated P
Factor p © Beta F-statistic amount ™~ R .
_ _ . T ; - )]
" Direct grantee .  -.43161 58.502  -.58058% 33705
Ly ’
Racial comp 1t10n ~.42999 58.181 -.57479 ,50078
ﬁ/ial educat10na1 ' ; R
. .and general expen- " /
“ ditures per full-
time equivalent & '
,//Studént 12671 5.670 ' .15049 . -31680
,‘/F—statistic of regressiéh equation: 60.96 )
;/// ' | s 4~Year Institutions .-
/ - ' : SN Correlation .
* with Cumulat%ve
e o . alloc s
P Factor Beta F-statistic amount R
Racial composition -.55496 173.252 -.80458 .64735
Direct grantee -.28318 50.530 ~-.64898 .72351
Number low-income - . . .
students .21581 30.422 .59207 .15807 .

F-statistic of regression eguation:

&

222,47
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"APPENDIX II

i «+ ‘DEPARTMENT OF fiEALTH. EDUCATION,
. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

R WASHINGTON, D ¢, 20201 // / ‘
, / '
Mr. Gregory J. Ahart “ ,
Director g o ’
Manpower and Welfare Division {
General Accoqnting,ﬂ/ icé X
Washington, D.C. 2054
Dear Mr. Ahart: 74
The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our
6ur draff: report, to the Congress entitled, <

Education. They aﬁe enclosed

Sincerely yours,

obn D. YQung 1
Asyistant Secretary, Comptroller

-

‘o
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APPENDIX II ° ‘ : * APPENDIX IX
‘ g - : . ’ + s , ’ i '
: . \
S COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION - -
ARE ON THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT TO
. CONGRESS OF THE FEDERAL PROGRAM
" FOR STRENGTHENING DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER

EDUCATION"-- June 27; 1975 B-164031 (1)’ E

L]

.

cho @commmnou S ' I
The Secretary of BEH should direct the Ccmmissianer of Education to: :

Reconsider the criteria that OE established to identify developing
institutions to insure that such criteria in fact identifies those
- institutions intended by thellegislaticn.

sz'aanmu'rcorms_ - g oL L

-

We concur. We are currently reconsidering the criteris that OE .
published in order to establish an even more precise yardstick." '
The quantitative factors have been expanded from eight to twenty-

six.. The attempt is being made to weigh them in terms of their

validity, then to develop institutional profiles based on these

weighted factors. Thie reexamination of data Wwill lead to a more -
precise means of identifying developing. institutions.

Also, effort is belng made to chart the nature and process of
institutiopnal development. .The range which uns_published in the . -,
Regulations in June 1975 attempts to assist inétitutions in determining
where they stand in relation to their peers within the universe

of developing institutions. Inbtitutions qualifying for the Basic . -
Program are considered for fumnding at any point begimning with

the 25th percentile and clustering between the 50th and the 75th .
ﬁercentiles. Colleges with percentile& at or above the 75th percentile
areconasidered qualified to compete in the Advanced Program.
Institutions whoge quantitative TezBures exceed the 95th percentile

. are considered too developed to be "struggling for survival. "
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' GAO RECOMMENDATION - ‘ ' '

a

- “The Secretary of HEW should direct the Commissioner of Education to:

Depending upon the results of rﬁe.abdve, either insure that the
criteria are consistently applied or appropriately modifded.

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

- * PR
We concur that the criteria should be sppropriately modified and
- then conaistently applied. As we outlined above, we have made and
are continding to make, appropriate modifica:ions of our criteris
and will continue to apply our best judgment in erideavoring to -
consistently -apply the criteria in the’ selection of insti:u:ions B
. for sssistance. :

GAO RECOMMENDATION ° ' ' )

“ v

The Secretary of HEH should direct the Commissioner of Education to:

Reemphasize the need for participating Insti:u:ions to state project
goals in specific measurable terms, and relate "the impact.of the | .
Tirle III efforts to institutional growth. S . e

’ -

a

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS .0 : K ’

* *

We concur. The need for stating prpject goals in~ sﬁecific measurable .
terms and relating these goals to institutional growth and development
will be reemphasized (1) in the Rules and Regulatioms %or Title III A,
which are published in the Pederal Register (2) at the Pederal workshops
Ain technical eassistance which are held annuglly in advance of each | - |
application deadline and (3) in discussions with college personpel
during site visits at grantee inst¥tutions.
Also, the gpplication form for the;Basic Title 1II Program will be

’ revised to require 2 narrative to nclude 2 more explicit description

quantitative and. qualiterive measutes 3s experience indica:es is s

-practical.
\
' 4
» . ’ . - 3
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GAO RECOMMENDATION ) . -
The Seéretary of HEW should direct the Commissioner of Education to:

_Consider how well inmstitutions have complied with program
Regulations for "planning and evsluation when making decisions to
awatd grants.

- M . -
! v .

-

(-.-I‘)EPARTMEN‘I’ COMMENTS - -

We Eogcur. OE is currently using a rating form to evaluate applicatioms
feor possible grant awards. This form will be revised as experience
dictates to assure an Increasingly cbjective agsessment of the plannins_
evalustion parrative described under the comment to the previous
recommendation.

-

- -

The Secretary of HEW-should direct the thmissioner of . hducationvto: ?

Use the program eligibility criteria as a means for evaluating

overall program impact. .
DEPARTMENT COMMENTS " ‘
We concur. Tbe program eligibility criteria are currently being used

as a means for evaluating overall program impact and this process ig
"refined continuelly. For example, in fiscal year 1975 for esch of the
institutions previously funded, going as far back as fiscal 1969, )
a profile was prepared indicating the percent of change -from year .
to year in the key eligibility criteriafactors used in determining
"institutional development. The personnel reviéwing the .applications
, for funding were apprised of this material and given guidance in the
interpre;ation_g

-
L

In addition, the Office of Education awarded a contract on June 30, 1975
to Harvard University for & study of Title III which will include the
creation of a master data base and which will, hopefully, allow us

_to estimate-the effects of Title III assistance more precisely -
"than is possible at present. Estimation of the impact of Title III, =
will,, 'first, focus on descriptive and statistical analysis of
institutional change —- imcluding changes in institutional character- .
1stics reflected by program eligibility criteria. A second area "
of investigation will'attempt to discover whether any changed observed
are statistically significant,and can reasonably be inferred as the -
effects of Title III, 'as separate from the effects of 'varioys student .
assistance programs: : ot : ‘

- -
»
. . * ey "
L] - -

¥
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- GAO RECOHMENDATION - . ,
The Secretary should divect the Commissioner of Education to:

Provide grantee instijutions with timely award notifications to .
permif adequate planning and inplementation of Title III activities.

’ F

szmmzm COMMENTS ' ” .

We concur. In fiscal year 1974 OE established mew procedures to
improve the procegss of Ilssuing discretionary grant awards. Among
the major steps taken was the Introduction of a system of work
scheduling whereby program staff indicated the projected dates for.
\ completion of key milestones, required for processing of-the awards.
) Although some improvements resulted from the introduction of :the .
& new systehtafhe changes have, not significantly improved the timeliness '
- of the award'issuances. The timely issuance of grants is dependent on
& great number of factors. Many of these are external, and as such, are
not under our control., However, OE will-continue to strive for improved
timeliness in the issuance of the award notifications to grantees in
+ line with availgble program resources and the various resource comstraint:
upon the management system.

GAO RECOMMENDATION -

(3

The Secretary should direct the Commissioner of Education to: -

Improve program wmonitoring by developing and implementing & more e
viable site visitation.program. . . ‘

-+
-

We—concur;—andto—the maximur extent—possible—within—current resturee———
restraidts, OF will expand its site visitation program.

.In this connection, assuming more adequate résources in personnel .
and travel funds for the coming “year, OE id‘élanning to enlarge

significantly the number of basic grant Institutions to be monitored

in advance of anotHer award period. 'In preparation for this step a

site visitation calendar is being prepared, staff seminars om

monitoring and -evaluation are being scheduled, and the site visitation -
reporting form is being revised. .This form will include quantitative -
measures of program achievement and institutional development - R
'reflecting the present state of the evaluation‘art. B

>

4

Two consortia have been ‘formed among the two- and the four-year
+ advariced institutions funded under the advanced portion of the
+ program In order to increase the/;conomy and effectiveness of the

.

s, o

£)
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monitoring and evaluative process. Funded initially in fiscal | <
7 year 1975, the consortia will help improve thé systematic review
and evaluation of the progress of the AIDP colleges ‘funded un&er

this portion of the program. = - °
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" APPENDIX III ° =~ . ', APPENDIX IIT
Lo ’_"Pﬂ_—_PRINCIPAL HEW OFFICIALS ' ="

. RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

i

: ) DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT .

e

- R . . .
. , . . Tenure of office
- - From . To
: -

. SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION ,
AND WELFARE: e

David Mathews Aug: 1975 Present
. Caspar W. Weinberger Feb: , 1973 Aug,; 1975
Elliot L. Richardson_ . June °1970 Jan. 1973
. Robert H. Finch . | « Jan., 1969 June 1970
.2 ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR . .
EDUCATION:
- Virginia Y. Trotter . June 1974 Present
.Charles B. Saunders, Jr. , . .
" {acting) ) Nov. 1973 June 1974
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. ' v Nov. 1972° Nov. 1973
COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION:: . ,
Terrell H., Bell . June 1974 Present
John .R. Ottina . | Aug. 1973 June 1974°
- John R, Ottina (acting)} Nov. 1972  BAug. 1973
" 8idney P. Marland, Jr. . . De¢,, 1970 -‘Nov. 1972
Terrell H. Bell (acting) June 1970 Dec. 1970
James E. Allen, Jr, May 1969- June 1970,
- ) . \ ) . -
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